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Introduction
Background
Since joining the EU in 1973 Ireland has received approximately €17 billion in Structural Funds.
In the funding period 2000-2006, the National Development Plan/Community Support Framework
(NDP/CSF) had a planned investment of over €57 billion with approximately €3.8 billion
contributed from the EU from the Structural and Cohesion Funds.

The Border, Midland and Western (BMW) Regional Assembly and the Southern and Eastern
(S&E) Regional Assembly were established in July 1999 in order to give effect to the designation
of two regions in Ireland for EU Structural Funds purposes (NUTS II level).

During the period 2007-2013, Ireland has been allocated €901m in European Union Structural
Funds, €750m of which is earmarked for two Regional programmes and the national Social Fund
programme. The regional breakdown of this sum is €458m for the BMW Region and €292m for
the S&E Region co-funded by the European Regional Development Fund. This represents an
approximate 80% decrease in the level of EU Funds since the 2000-2006 Programme. The
Regulations governing the Structural Funds require Member States to prepare Operational
Programmes (OPs) to implement the strategic priorities set out in the National Strategic
Reference Framework (NSRF).
Consistent with the funding period 2000-2006, €375m of the funding is to be allocated to labour
market activity by the European Social Fund (ESF) and €375m to the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF). The balance of €151m is for smaller Territorial Co-operation
programmes, including PEACE and European Territorial Co-operation programmes.

The successful implementation of Operational Programmes is recognised as being key to the
sustained development of a dynamic and competitive Irish economy going forward. In particular
the EU Structural Funds are specifically designed to aid those regions which are lagging behind,
to aid regions with structural difficulties and to facilitate increased employment through training
and human resource development. The aim is to create a better economic and social balance
within and between Member States.

The National Strategic Reference Framework (NSRF) and the European Regional Development
Fund (ERDF) Communication Plan sets out the information strategy for the two Regional
Operational Programmes (OPs).
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The overall aims of the Communications Action Plan with regard to EU Structural funding are:
•

To provide information on the availability of the EU Structural Funds for applicants,
beneficiaries and the general public;

•

To recognise the role and support provided by the EU Structural Funds and the appropriate
funds; and

•

To promote an understanding of the objectives and achievements of funds/themes supported
by the EU Structural Funds

In order to provide additional information to assist the communications strategy, the BMW and
S&E Regional Assemblies sought to undertake research with the general public on their
awareness and understanding of Ireland’s EU Structural Funds Programmes 2007-2013. The
findings of the quantitative survey build upon previous surveys conducted for the NDP in 2001,
2002 and 2004 and where relevant, direct comparisons are made between the 2009 results and
previous survey findings.

Objectives
The broad objective of the project was to conduct a survey amongst a representative sample
of the general public to measure awareness of, and attitudes towards, Ireland’s EU
Structural Funds Programmes. The results of the survey (where possible) benchmark public
attitudes against previous NDP surveys (2001, 2002, 2004) and serve to ascertain the success of
the communications plan set out by the NSRF and ERDF co-funded Regional Programmes.
The research had a number of more specific objectives, detailed as follows;
•

To ascertain the level of knowledge and awareness of the different EU Funds

•

To ascertain the level of knowledge and awareness of Ireland’s EU Structural Funds
Programmes

•

To ascertain the level of knowledge and awareness of projects carried out

•

To ascertain the level of knowledge and awareness of the different EU Funds and their
contribution to economic and social development

•

To identify how knowledge and awareness of the EU Structural was garnered

•

To ascertain awareness of Ireland’s EU Structural Fund’s logo, EU flag and tag line

•

To identify preferred methods for receiving information on EU Funds/Operational
Programmes
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Methodology
In line with the previous NDP surveys, a quantitative survey was employed for this research. The
2009 research surveyed a nationally representative sample of 1200 Irish adults aged 18 and
above. This survey used quota controls to ensure that the sample was representative in terms of
gender, age and socioeconomic group with results being weighted to proportionately represent
the entire country. The sample was also split to be representative of both NUTSII and NUTSIII
geographic regions 1.

All interviews were conducted face-to-face in respondents’ homes. Interviewing took place in
November 2009. A copy of the questionnaire can be found in Appendix 3.

All aspects of the research project were agreed in consultation between Drury Research and
representatives of the BMW and S&E Regional Assemblies.

1

For definition of regions, please see Appendix 1
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Section 1: Awareness & Understanding
of EU Funded Programmes
1.1. Issues of National Concern
Following the questionnaire format of previous surveys, the 2009 survey commenced by asking
members of the Irish public about a broad range of issues which may, or may not, be of personal
concern. Using a scale of one to five where five equated to ‘Very Concerned’ and one to ‘Not at
all Concerned’, respondents were asked to express their level of personal concern on a range of
issues ranging from social inclusion to Ireland’s economic competitiveness.
Figure 1.1
Q2. Can you tell me to what degree you are concerned or not concerned about each of the
following, using a scale of 1-5 where 5 is very concerned and 1 is not at all concerned?

Level of Concern Regarding Irish Issues

71

Employment
The Health Service
Crime
Drug Abuse

5 21

4.82

4.56

4 31

4.81

4.55

8

31

4.73

4.44

7

41

4.70

3.98

12

41

4.58

3.82

8

6 1

4.62

4.17

7 2

4.38

3.78

4

4.12

3.99

5

4.02

3.97

3.70

3.71

35
35

45
39

45

36

37

Road Network

29

35

Traffic Congestion

29

34

16

3.98

25

52

Standard of Living

Balanced Regional
Development

4.88

26

63

Social Inclusion

31

24

65

Care of Environment

2004
Mean
Score

23

68

Economic Competitiveness

2009
Mean
Score

Not at all
concerned %

Very Concerned
%

28

15
21
17
24

10
14
13
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(Base=1200: All Adults)

Employment emerged as the issue of most concern (94%) to the general public in 2009 in
contrast with 2004 when the issue was viewed to be of considerably less concern (75%).
Consistent with previous surveys, the “Health Service”, crime and drug abuse emerged as key
issues of concern to Irish people.
2

A Mean score provides an average rating of the level of concern (1-5)
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The most notable attitudinal shift to emerge since the 2004 survey was the increased concern
expressed by the public regarding national macro economic issues namely the standard of living
(87% v 74%) and economic competitiveness (80% v 66%).

Social inclusion emerged as an issue of increasing concern for the general public with 73% either
“very concerned” or “concerned” about the subject compared with 67% in 2004. However the
level of public concern for balanced regional development has not increased between 2004 and
2009 with only 44% claiming to be concerned with the issue.

1.2. Awareness of the EU Funded Programmes
Following an examination of general issues of national concern, the 2009 survey addressed the
levels of public awareness of EU Funded Programmes. Public awareness was measured in the
context of other policies, plans and funding initiatives also operating in the public domain.
Figure 1.2
Q3a.3b. What, if any Development Plans or Strategies promoted by the Government in economic or
social areas are you currently aware of? (Unprompted, then prompted)

Spontaneous & Prompted Awareness of Development Plans/
Strategies Promoted by The Government
2004
58%

Freedom of Information Act

10%
52%

EU Funded Programmes

na

16%
49%

National Development Plan

15%
44%

National Drugs Strategy

9%
43%

Social Partnership

11%
34%

County Development Plans

26%

32%
na

na

5%
25%

Transport 21

61%

na

8%

Regional Planning Guidelines

National Spatial Strategy

66%

na

6%
14%
3%

12%
12%

Regional Operational Programmes

Other

1%

na
4%

Spontaneous

Prompted

(Base=1200: All Adults)
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The questionnaire measured both spontaneous and prompted awareness of a range of
Government initiatives, including the NDP and EU Funded Programmes. When respondents
were spontaneously asked to name any development plans or other Government strategies that
they are ‘currently aware of’, the EU Funded Programme received the highest level of ‘top-ofmind’ awareness - cited by 16% of the adult population. When prompted with the EU Funded
Programmes title, this figure rose to 52% - second only to the Freedom of Information Act
recognised by 58% of the general public.
Notably awareness of a number of other Government plans and strategies reflected a fall-off in
recognition since 2004. In particular, prompted awareness of the Freedom of Information Act and
the NDP fell from 66% to 58% and 61% to 49% respectively. This may be attributed to the fact
that public interest in both the Act and the Plan have decreased somewhat with time (ie their
“newness” or “novelty factor” has faded over time). Moreover it may also be a result that neither
receives the same level of media exposure as heretofore.
Examining prompted awareness of the European Funded Programmes by demographic and
geographic criteria a consistent pattern emerges. Awareness was higher amongst men (56%)
than women (47%) and is lowest amongst the 18-24 (42%) year age cohort. Awareness is also
considerably higher amongst the higher v lower socioeconomic groups with AB3 respondents
awareness levels at 66% compared with 38% for DE 3 respondents.

Examining awareness levels across geographic regions awareness levels were highest in the
Midlands and West both (61%), followed by the Mid-West (60%), South West (59%), Border
(57%) and considerably lower in Dublin (43%) the South East (44%) and Mid-East (44%).

The higher level of awareness of EU Funded Programmes amongst men and higher socio
economic groups is a consistent theme throughout the research. Furthermore the low level of
awareness amongst the youngest age cohort (18-24 years) and the low level of awareness of
people living in Dublin is also a pattern that emerges throughout the survey.
1.3. Sources of Awareness of EU Funded Programmes
For respondents who reported an awareness of the EU Funded Programmes (52%), they were
questioned on their source of awareness. All answers recorded were unprompted.

3

For definition of socioeconomic groupings, please see Appendix 2
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Figure 1.3
Q3c. Where have you seen or heard of the EU Funded Programmes? (Unprompted)

Sources of Awareness of EU Funded Programmes
2004
Newspapers

57% 51%
53%

Television
Radio

30%

Roadside Signs

21%
15%

Government

13%

Word of Mouth
Print / Billboard Ad

12%

Workplace

8%

Internet

7%

Magazine

7%
6%

Local Public Representative
Cinema Advertising

51%
25%
36%
5%
9%
11%
5%
2%
5%
4%
-

1%

Other

3%

Don’t Know

3%

4%
4%

* Comparisons are with sources of awareness of the NDP in 2004
(Base = 618: All Aware of EU Funded Programmes)

Almost 6 in 10 (57%) of those who are aware of the EU Funded Programmes claim newspapers
as their source. Examining previous NDP surveys, newspapers have consistently ranked as the
number one source of awareness of the NDP in 2001, 2002 and 2004. A higher proportion of
men (60%) than women (54%) claim to have seen or heard of the EU Funded Programmes via
newspapers. Respondents from an AB socioeconomic background (66%) continue to be more
likely to cite newspapers as an EU source compared to those classified as C2DE (52%)
socioeconomic group.

In addition respondents aged 18-34 years (50%) are less likely to claim newspapers as their
source than their older counterparts (61%). Consistent with previous NDP studies, television
(53%) and radio (30%) emerged as the next most important sources. Television was higher
amongst women (58%) than men (49%) and young people 18-24 years (61%).

30% of the population claim to have heard of the EU Funded Programmes via radio, an increase
since 2004 (25%). 7% also report learning about EU Funded Programmes from the internet,
again an increase since 2004 (2%).
9

Approximately 1 in 5 (21%) claimed roadside signs as a source of awareness of EU Funded
Programmes. Yet this figure is considerably less than the 36% of respondents in 2004 who
claimed to have seen NDP road signs. A higher proportion of young people (26%) claimed to
have seen or heard of the EU Funded Programmes via roadside signs with respondents 65 years
+ (15%) least likely to report road side signs as a source of awareness.
1.4 Understanding of what the EU Funded Programmes support
The exploration of the public’s understanding of the EU Funded Programmes demonstrates that
Irish people have a relatively limited understanding of the Programmes.

50% of the population who are aware of the EU Programmes equate the EU Funded
Programmes with “Roads” while approximately 4 in 10 (39%) understand the EU Programmes as
addressing rural and regional development. Yet only 9% perceive the EU Funded Programmes to
address urban development.

In addition, approximately 1 in 3 (30%) view the Programmes as funding “employment” with
approximately 1 in 4 understanding the funding as helping disadvantaged areas (27%), the
environment (25%) and education (22%).

17% of the population perceive that the EU Programmes support business and health
respectively. Other issues which the general public view the EU Funded Programmes as
supporting include: general facilities (15%), public transport and fisheries (both 12%),
Infrastructure (10%) and renewable energy (10%).

Other issues that the general public mentioned regarding the EU Structural Funds Programmes
include urban development (9%), research and innovation (9%), quality of life (8%) and
broadband (6%).
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Figure 1.4
Q3d. What is your understanding of what the EU Funded Programmes support? (Unprompted)

Understanding of the EU Funded Programmes
(All Mentions: Top 10)
Roads

50%

Employment

30%

Help Disadvantaged Areas

27%

Environment

25%

Education

22%

Rural Development

20%

Regional Development

19%

Health

17%

Business Support

17%

Improving Facilities

15%

Public Transport

12%

Fisheries

12%

Infrastructure

10%
10%

Renewable Energy

Other Mentions
Urban Development

9%

Research & Innovation

9%

Quality of life

8%

Broadband

6%

Other

7%

Don’t Know

7%

(Base = 618: All Aware of EU Funded Programmes)

1.5 Awareness of the EU Funded Programmes
Following an exploration of the “top of mind” associations with EU Funded Programmes,
respondents were questioned on their awareness of specific EU Funds. In line with previous
surveys respondents were first shown a “show card” with a range of EU Funds named and asked
if they were aware of each fund. If aware of any of the Funds, respondents were then asked to
explain their understanding of the purpose of each fund respectively.
When prompted with the names of each of the EU Funds, respondents reported a lower level of
awareness for the majority of Funds (ERDF, Structural Funds, ESF, Cohesion Fund) than in
previous surveys.
On a positive note the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) emerged
as the most widely recognised fund (48%) a notable increase from the 34% awareness level of
its predecessor EAGGF in 2004. Similarly 42% of the general public claimed to be aware of the
European Fisheries Fund (EFF) a significant increase from the 22% awareness level of its
predecessor FIFG in 2004. This may be attributed to by the mention of agriculture/fisheries in the
title of the respective Fund.
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Figure 1.5
Q4a. As regards the funding that Ireland receives from Europe, which if any, of the following
European funds are you aware of?

Prompted Awareness of European Funds

ERDF (European
Regional Development
Fund)

43%
29%

Structural Funds
ESF (European Social
Fund)

35%

EAFRD (European
Agricultural Fund For
Rural Development)
Cohesion Fund

48%
17%

EFF (European
Fisheries Fund)

42%

2004

2002

54%

49%

49%

43%

43%

36%

*34%

*22%

33%

29%

*22%

*16%

Note: The Funds in 2004 and 2002 for both Agriculture and Fisheries were a different name

(Base=1200: All Adults)

Awareness of the EAFRD is generally higher among those located in areas of the Border, and
Midland regions (63%) followed by the Mid-West (60%), West (57%), Mid-East (55%), SouthEast (53%), South West (48%) and Dublin (27%). Awareness levels are also greater among
respondents aged 45 years+ (52%) and lowest amongst the 18-24 year old age cohort (37%).

In addition a higher level of awareness was recorded amongst men (52%) than women (43%)
surveyed. Furthermore, those from an AB socioeconomic background (62%) remain more likely
to have heard of the EAFRD compared to those classified as DE socio economic grouping
(37%).
With regard to the European Fisheries Fund (EFF), again awareness levels were higher among
those located in areas of the Border and Midland regions (53%) and the Mid-West (56%), but
lowest in Dublin (28%) and the West (42%). Awareness levels were also higher among
respondents aged 45 years+ (43%) and lowest amongst the 18-24 year old age cohort (30%).
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Men again demonstrated a higher awareness level (47%) than women (37%) as did respondents
from an AB socioeconomic background (62%) than those from lower socioeconomic groups
(25%).
With the exception of both the EAFRD and EFF lower awareness levels were recorded for all
other EU Funds in 2009 in comparison to 2004 namely: European Regional Development Fund
(ERDF) (43% v 54%), Structural Funds (29% v 49%), European Social Fund (35% v 43%) and
the Cohesion Fund (17% v 33%). It should be noted however, that Ireland’s eligibility for the
Cohesion Funds ceased in 2004.
For the European Regional Development Fund awareness levels were considerably higher
among respondents living in the South West (60%), followed by the Border and Midland regions
(50%), Mid-West (50%) and West (48%). The South East (43%) Mid-East (42%) and Dublin
(27%) all had considerably lower levels of awareness of the Fund.
General awareness of the European Social Fund was again much higher amongst respondents
from higher (56%) than lower (21%) socio economic groups. Awareness levels again were higher
amongst the Mid-West (48%), Border, Midland and West regions (43%) and the South West
(42%) and lowest in Dublin (23%) South-East (32%) Mid-East (34%).
29% of the population was aware of the European Structural Funds with 33% of men and 24%
of women claiming to be aware of the Funds. Only 16% of respondents aged 18-24 years were
aware with 17% of those from the lowest socioeconomic cohort (DE) as opposed to 45% from the
highest socioeconomic strata (AB).
Awareness of the Structural Funds was considerably higher in the Mid-West (42%) and West
(40%) and lowest in Dublin (20%) and the Border (23%). The Midlands (31%), Mid-East (33%)
and South East (30%) and South West (32%) all shared common levels of awareness amongst
the general public.
Awareness levels amongst the general public were lowest for the Cohesion Fund with only 17%
of the population aware of the Fund. Moreover only 5% of those aged 18-24 years were aware
of the fund in contrast with 20% of those aged 35-64 years. 34% of those from the top social
strata (AB) were aware of the Fund compared with only 7% of those from the lowest
socioeconomic group.
Awareness levels were higher amongst the Mid-West (24%), South West (18%) and lowest in
Dublin (10%), South-East (16%) and the Mid-East (17%).

13

1.6 Understanding of the EU Funded Programmes
For those respondents who claim to be aware of the individual EU Funds, a deeper examination
of their knowledge of these Funds reveals a limited understanding of the Funds functions and
remits.
Consistent with previous NDP surveys respondents were often unable to report information
beyond the “clue words” of the respective Funds’ titles. As documented previously, many of the
general public appear to rely on a healthy amount of ‘guesswork’, based mainly on the title of the
Fund, when they are questioned in detail about the expected function of these Funds.
Figure 1.6
Q4b. What do you believe the EAFRD is used for?

Understanding of the EAFRD

Agriculture

94%

Rural Development

27%

Environment

11%

Economic Development

7%

Fisheries

7%
6%

Employment and training
Research and development

4%

Education

3%

Industry / business

3%

Social Development
Renewable Energy

3%
2%

Innovation

1%

Broadband

1%

Transport

1%

Urban Renewal

1%

Other
Don’t Know

5%
1%

(Base = 573: All Aware of EAFRD)

For respondents who were aware of the EAFRD, 94% correctly attribute the work of the Fund
with agriculture. This response is consistent with the findings of the 2004 NDP survey where 90%
associate agriculture with the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund, the
predecessor to the EAFRD.
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Figure 1.7
Q4b. What do you believe the EFF is used for?

Understanding of the EFF

Fisheries
Rural Development
Agriculture
Economic Development
Environment
Industry / Business
Employment Training
R&D
Innovation
Education
Social Development
Transport
Broadband
Renewable Energy
Urban Renewal
Other
Don’t Know

93%
5%
5%
5%
5%
5%
4%
4%
3%
2%
2%
2%
1%
1%
1%
3%
2%

(Base = 504: All Aware of EFF)

Similarly for those members of the general public aware of the European Fisheries Fund, 93%
of this cohort associate fisheries with the EFF again consistent with the NDP 2004 survey which
found 89% recognition of the FIFG Fund (the predecessor to the EFF), based primarily on the
mention of fisheries in the title of the Fund.
Again for respondents who report an understanding of the EFF there was little variation in
response across gender, age or social class.

Responses were also consistent across

geographic region save for Dublin (89%) and the Mid-East (88%) where understanding appeared
to be somewhat lower.
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Figure 1.8
Q4b. What do you believe the ERDF is used for?

Understanding of the ERDF

Rural Development

41%

Economic Development

28%

Social Development

16%

Employment and Training

15%
14%

Industry / Business

12%

Telecoms Infrastructure
Transport

12%

Research and Development

11%

Agriculture

9%
9%

Environment

6%

Urban Renewal
Education
Renewable Energy
Fisheries
Innovation

4%
4%
3%
2%

Other

6%

Don’t Know

6%

(Base = 516: All Aware of ERDF)

The ERDF was also most likely to be associated with some concept of ‘development’ (rural 41%,
economic 28%, social 16%). In addition a considerable number of the public incorrectly ascribe
the ERDF to Employment and Training (15%), and agriculture (9%).
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Figure 1.9
Q4b. What do you believe the ESF is used for?

Understanding of the ESF

Social Development

51%

Employment and training

25%
18%

Education

14%

Economic Development

10%

Research and Development

10%

Rural Development
Broadband

8%
8%

Transport
Environment

6%

Urban Renewal

6%

Industry / Business
Agriculture
Renewable Energy

5%
4%
3%

Fisheries

2%

Innovation

2%

Other
Don’t Know

6%
10%

(Base = 423: All Aware of ESF)

Of respondents who claim to be aware of the European Social Fund, 51% view the Fund to be
concerned with social development. However, again many respondents ascribe the Fund
incorrectly to issues such as R&D (10%), environment (6%), agriculture (4%), renewable energy
(3%) and fisheries (2%).
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Figure 1.10
Q4b. What do you believe the Structural Funds are used for?

Understanding of the Structural Funds

Transport

33%

Broadband

27%

Rural Development

21%

Industry / Business

18%

Economic Development

18%
13%

Urban Renewal

11%

Research & Development

11%

Social Development

8%

Employment/Training Initiatives

6%

Education

6%

Renewable Energy

5%

Environment

4%

Agriculture
Innovation
Fisheries

3%
2%
10%

Other
Don’t Know

6%

(Base = 347: All Aware of Structural Fund)

1 in 3 (33%) respondents who claim to be aware of the European Structural Funds associate
the Funds with transport, approximately 1 in 4 (27%) with broadband, 1 in 5 (21%) with rural
development and 18% with economic development.

This would appear to suggest that

respondents have some understanding of the types of initiatives that fit under the umbrella of
Structural Funds.
Interestingly, only 5% associate the European Structural Funds with the environment. This may
be the result that the public do not understand that environmental issues fall under the remit of
the Structural Funds or because the provision of environmental initiatives (sewage treatment,
water quality etc) may not be classified as “environmental” in the public’s mind.
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Figure 1.11
Q4b. What do you believe the Cohesion Fund is used for?

Understanding of the Cohesion Fund

Social Development

20%
14%

Rural Development

13%

Broadband

12%

Economic Development
Industry / Business

12%
11%

Employment/Training Initiatives
Transport

10%

Research & Development

10%
7%

Urban Renewal
Environment

6%
6%

Education
Innovation

5%

Renewable Energy
Agriculture
Fisheries
Other

3%
2%
1%
4%
33%

Don’t Know

(Base = 199: All Aware of Cohesion Fund)

The general public’s low level of understanding of the individual EU Funds is evident from views
of the Cohesion Fund for which the obvious linked function is less identifiable.
In particular 33% of the public who claimed to be aware of the Cohesion Fund acknowledged that
they did not understand its function. The Cohesion Fund remains the least well understood of
the EU Funds, consistent with the 2004 NDP survey when 46% of respondents could not
attribute a function to the Fund. It should be noted that Ireland’s entitlement to Cohesion Funds
ceased in 2004.
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Section 2: Understanding of EU Funded Programmes’
Funding & Activities
2.1 EU Structural Funds Budget Allocation
Having examined the general public’s awareness and understanding of individual EU Funds, this
section of the report seeks to further investigate the public’s knowledge of EU Funded
Programmes (i.e. sources of funding etc) together with examining their expectations of the EU
Funded Programmes.

Figure 2.1
Q5a. Who do you think is responsible for ensuring that the EU Structural Funds budget for Ireland
is spent appropriately? (Unprompted)

Awareness of who is Responsible for Ensuring
that the EU Structural Funds Budget for Ireland is
Spent Appropriately
Government Departments

48%

An Taoiseach

44%

Europe

24%

Local Authorities/County Councils

21%

Regional Authorities

10%
7%

Semi-State Bodies
Employment Bodies

3%

Regional Assemblies

3%

Community Groups

3%

Trade Unions

2%

General Public

2%

Other

2%

Don’t Know

9%

(Base=1200: All Adults)

48% of the general population perceive Government Departments to be responsible for ensuring
that the EU Structural Funds budget for Ireland is spent appropriately. Furthermore 44% ascribe
the responsibility to the Taoiseach specifically with 24% viewing Europe to be accountable.
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Approximately 1 in 5 view Local Authorities or County councils to be in charge with 1 in 10
deeming Regional Authorities to be responsible. Only 3% understood that the Regional
Assemblies are responsible for overseeing the appropriate spending of the European Structural
Funds budget.

2.2 Sources of Funding of the EU Funded Programmes
Staying with the issue of Ireland and Europe, survey respondents were questioned on their
understanding of the proportion of funding for EU programmes provided by Europe.
Figure 2.2
Q6 What proportion of the EU Funded Programmes 2007-2013 budget is provided by Europe?
(Unprompted, multiple response question)

Understanding of the Proportion of Funding for
EU Funded Programmes provided By Europe
100%
80-99%
60-80%

5%
2%
4%
7%

40-60%

6%

20-40%
10-20%
Less than 10%

4%
2%

Don’t Know

71%

(Base=1200: All Adults)

71% of the population were unaware of the proportion of funding provided by Europe. Only 7% of
the general public was correctly informed of Europe’s contribution regarding EU funding.
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2.3 Awareness of geographic regions for EU Funding
The Irish public were also questioned on their understanding of the designation of two
geographic regions in Ireland for EU Structural Funds purposes.
Figure 2.3
Q5b Ireland is currently split into two geographic regions for EU Funded Programmes.
Are you aware which region you are in? (Unprompted)

Awareness of Region for
European Funded Programmes
S&E
47%

BMW
53%

(Base=1200: All Adults)

In total almost half of the general public (49%) were aware of the specific region in which they
were located for the purposes of EU Funded Programmes. A slightly higher proportion of people
living in the BMW region (53%) were aware of their specific region than those inhabiting the
Southern and Eastern region (47%).
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2.4 Awareness of EU Funded Programmes Activities
Having investigated the adult population’s understanding of the role of Europe in providing
funding for EU programmes, the survey sought to measure the awareness of specific EU projects
and activities. Respondents were asked to name any specific EU Funded Programmes initiatives
that they could recall.
Figure 2.4
Q7. What if any EU Funded Programmes projects/activities are you aware of?
(Unprompted, multiple responses possible)

Awareness EU Funded Programme Projects/Activities
1st/ All Mentions
1st Mention

All Mentions

20%

34%

Agriculture

18%

26%

Employment Training

4%

13%

Health Projects

3%

6%

2%

6%

Education

2%

8%

Business Support

2%

5%

Environment

2%

8%

Childcare

2%

4%

Broadband

1%

4%

Energy

1%

6%

Research

1%

3%

1%

5%

41%

41%

Roads

Public Transport

Urban Renewal
Don’t Know

The results indicate that the general public have limited awareness of EU Funded Programmes
projects with 41% reporting no awareness. 34% reported an awareness of a road related project
with 26% aware of an agricultural initiative. Approximately 1 in 10 (13%) claim to be aware of an
employment/training project funded by the EU Programmes.

Examined in more detail, those who cite an awareness of road projects are more likely to be men
(37%), than women (30%) are between 35-64 years (38%) and from the higher socio economic
strata (42%), a trend evident in other areas of the survey relative to EU Funded Programmes.
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Regionally, around half of the adult population based in the Mid-West (49%) mentioned road
projects, followed by the South West (40%), South East (38%) and the Midlands (34%). The
comparable figure for those based in the Border is 24% while Dublin and the West is 28% and
29% respectively.
In terms of agricultural related projects, 31% of men recalled a specific project compared with
20% of women. With regard to social class 31% of higher socioeconomic groups (AB) v 18% of
lower socioeconomic groups (DE) recalled a specific agricultural EU funded project or activity.
Moreover 60% of farmers were aware of an agricultural specific project.
2.5 Expected Function of EU Funded Programmes
Having examined the general public’s awareness of EU Funded specific projects respondents
were provided with an explanation of the EU Funded programmes:
The EU Funded Programmes provide funds to specific geographic regions within Ireland
whose development is lagging behind. The aim is to create a better economic and social
balance between all geographic regions within Ireland
In line with previous NDP surveys, respondents were then examined regarding their expectations
of EU Funded Programmes and the general issues such Programmes should support.
Figure 2.5
Q8. What general issues or sectors do you think the EU Funded Programmes should support?

General Issues or Sectors the EU Funded Programmes
in Ireland should Support
(All Mentions)
Employment
Health
Economy

1st Mention

All Mentions

25%

61%

17%

51%

12%

35%

Education

10%

36%

Business Support

6%

17%

Roads

5%

26%

Rural Development

4%

19%

Regional Development

4%

15%

Environment

3%

21%

Broadband

3%

10%

Renewable Energy

1%

10%

Research and Innovation

1%

11%

Public Transport

1%

12%

Urban Renewal

1%

7%

(Base=1200: All Adults)
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When asked to suggest issues or sectors EU Funded Programmes should address, the top
answer, cited by 61% of the adult majority is employment. This was followed by health (51%),
education (36%), economy (35%), rural/regional development (34%) and roads (26%).

Although the 2004 survey examined the public’s expectations of the NDP v EU Funded
Programmes, only 20% reported employment as an issue with healthcare (42%), roads (33%),
crime (18%) and housing (18%) the top five issues.

The public expectation that EU Programmes should address the issue of employment is likely the
result of the current economic downturn and the increased growth in unemployment since 2004.

Although the issue of unemployment is deemed consistently important across both demographics
and geographic regions, the issue of health as a focus for EU Funded Programmes is deemed to
be more important by women than men and by respondents 45 years and above. The fact that
51% of the population cite “health” as a sector that EU Programmes should support also
demonstrates a lack of understanding of the functions and remit of such Funds.

2.6 Key Investment Areas for EU Funded Programmes
Following the explanation of EU Funded Programmes respondents were then asked to rank the
relative importance or unimportance of investment in each initiative. Utilising this method enables
the development of a ranked listing of the most pertinent issues amongst the general public. The
results are depicted in the table overleaf. The table also provides a mean score, which provides
an average rating of the perceived importance of each aspect on a scale of 1-5, where 5 is ‘very
important’ and 1 is ‘not at all important’.

In addition the table compares the findings of the 2004 NDP survey regarding key areas of
investment for the National Development Plan.
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Figure 2.6
Q9. How important or unimportant to you is investment in each of the EU Funded Programmes,
where 5 means ‘very important’ and 1 means ‘not at all important’?

Importance of Investment in Key Areas
2007
Aspect of the NDP

2004

% Who Believe
it is Important
95%

Mean
Score
4.7

% Who Believe
it is Important
93%

Mean
Score
4.5

Healthcare

95%

4.7

97%

4.8

Water Quality

90%

4.5

-

-

Energy Efficiency

86%

4.3

85%

4.2

*Training Initiatives

84%

4.3

87%

4.3

School Facilities

83%

4.3

86%

4.3

Waste Management

82%

4.2

87%

4.3

Business Support

80%

4.2

78%

4.1

Renewable Energy

80%

4.2

-

-

Social inclusion

78%

4.2

-

-

Urban Renewal

78%

4.1

Childcare Facilities

74%

4.1

79%

4.1

Public Transport

72%

3.9

82%

4.2

Broadband

71%

4.0

Investment in the research

70%

3.9

Employment/Job Creation

capabilities in Universities

*Comparative figures can only be given for education in 2004 as it was recorded as apprenticeships
**All of the aspects in the above table were rated as either ‘very important’ or ‘important’ by those surveyed.

Although results are not directly comparable with the NDP survey 2004 as the question in 2009
relates specifically to EU Funded Programmes, the area of most importance is employment
(95%) whereas in 2004 employment was only deemed the 4th most important issue. Again this is
likely to be symptomatic of the current economic downturn and rising unemployment in 20082009.

Healthcare (95%) again remains a key issue of importance for the adult population consistent
with 2004 (97%). Water quality has emerged as an important area of investment for EU Funded
Programmes, an issue that was not raised by respondents in 2004.
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Energy efficiency (86%), training initiatives (84%), school facilities (83%) and business support all
emerged as areas deemed important for future EU funding again consistent with respondents’
views of the NDP in 2004.

Both renewable energy (80%) and social inclusion (78%) emerged as two key areas for EU
Funded Programmes both of which were not mentioned in relation to NDP investment in 2004.

2.7 Relevance of the EU Funded Programmes
The structure of the 2009 survey, as with the previous surveys undertaken, first sought to
ascertain the public’s awareness of the EU Funded Programmes, followed by their understanding
of same. Once this information had been attained, investigation turned to ascertaining the
public’s perceived relevance of EU Funded Programmes to the population.
Figure 2.7
Q10. Here are some statements about the EU Funded Programmes, can you please tell me to what
extent you agree or disagree with the following where 5 is agree strongly and 1 is disagree
strongly?

Public Agreement v Disagreement with
Key Statements
Mean
Score

40%

A Regional Approach to Funding is a good idea

EU Funded Programmes are likely to benefit

11% 2% 8%

33%

33%

I am interested in finding out about EU funding

EU Funded Programmes will benefit my area

38%

28%

17%

33%

24%

38%

10% 4%4%

4.21

3.85

17%

6% 4% 13%

3.85

14%

10% 5% 9%

3.75

all the people of Ireland

EU Funded Programmes will benefit me as an
individual

19%

33%

18%

10% 6%

14%

Agree Strongly

Agree

Neither

Disagree

Disagree Strongly

Don’t Know

3.58

(Base=1200: All Adults)
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Using a scale of one to five correlating to ‘agree strongly’ and ‘disagree strongly’, 78%
acknowledge that a regional approach to funding is a good idea with 66% of the population
interested in finding out more about EU Funded Programmes.
Furthermore 62% of the population generally agree that EU Funded Programmes are beneficial
with 61% perceiving a benefit of EU Programmes to their local area or town. However at an
individual level the perceived benefit of EU Funded Programmes are not as widely felt with only
half of adults (52%) agreeing with the statement: ‘I think the EU Funded Programmes will benefit
me as an individual’. These findings are consistent with the 2004 NDP survey regarding attitudes
towards the National Development Plan.
If we examine these results in more detail (see table below) across demographic criteria some
interesting patterns emerge across both age and social class. In general both younger (18-24
years) and older respondents (65 years +) are less interested in the EU Funded Programmes
and less positive about their benefits. In addition, respondents from the lowest socio economic
strata (DE) are also less interested and less positive about the EU Funds.
This is particularly evident regarding perceptions of personal gain or benefit arising from the EU
Programmes where only 41% of DE respondents were of the view that the EU Funded
Programmes will benefit them personally.
Table 2.7.1

A regional approach to

Total

18-24

25-64

65+

AB

C1/C2

DE

F50+

*F50-

78%

70%

79%

80%

86%

77%

73%

83%

61%

66%

63%

69%

54%

77%

67%

58%

71%

61%

62%

59%

64%

59%

69%

64%

53%

77%

61%

61%

49%

63%

59%

67%

61%

52%

72%

72%

52%

48%

55%

41%

60%

54%

41%

63%

67%

funding is a good idea
I am interested in
finding out about EU
Funded Programmes
as it relates to me
EU Funded
Programmes are likely
to benefit all the people
of Ireland
EU Funded
Programmes will
benefit my area/town
EU Funded
Programmes will
benefit me as an
individual

28

*Note the figures for small farmers can only be treated as indicative owing to the small base

Farmers with farms in excess of 50 acres tend to be more interested in and positive about the EU
Programmes than farmers with farms of less than 50 acres. The notable exception again relates
to personal benefit from the EU Programmes where 67% of “smaller” farmers view the EU
programmes will benefit them personally as opposed to 63% of “larger” farmers.

Examining attitudes towards EU Funded Programmes across regions again consistent patterns
emerge namely people living in the Mid-West appear most interested and supportive whereas
those living in Dublin and the South West are consistently less positive.

Table 2.7.2
Total

A regional approach

Border

Midland

West

Dublin

Mid

Mid

South

South

East

West

East

West

78%

88%

81%

82%

68%

82%

89%

81%

73%

66%

73%

66%

75%

59%

69%

69%

68%

64%

62%

63%

66%

66%

56%

65%

82%

63%

59%

61%

71%

63%

66%

48%

65%

89%

66%

51%

52%

55%

54%

63%

44%

57%

68%

50%

46%

to Funding is a good
idea
I am interested in
finding out about
Funded Programmes
as it relates to me

EU Funded
Programmes are
likely to benefit all
the people of Ireland
EU Funded
Programmes will

benefit my area/town
EU Funded
Programmes will

benefit me as an
individual

29

SECTION 3: EU Funded Programmes & Communication
3.1 Sources of EU Fund Programmes Communication
In order to quantify the public’s preferred methods of receiving information regarding EU
Programmes, survey respondents were asked, without prompting, where they would both expect
and then separately, like to hear about EU Fund Programmes.
Figure 3.1
Q11a. Where would you expect to hear about, or get information on the EU Funded Programmes?
(Unprompted, multiple responses possible)
Q11b. If those responsible for the EU Funded Programmes were going to tell you a bit more about
the Programmes, how or where would you like to hear about it?

Sources of Information for EU Funded Programmes?

66%

TV

49%
61%

Newspapers

41%
35%

National Radio

26%
23%
23%

Internet
Local Newspapers

21%
21%

Local Radio

21%
20%
12%

Information Leaflets

23%

Public meetings in local areas
Local Public Representative
Library
Local Authority

9%
14%
8%
7%
7%
5%
7%
6%

EU Information Services

5%
6%

Community Group

4%
6%
Preferred

Preferred

Like

Employment Bodies

3%

3%

Industry Representaive

2%

2%

Trade Unions

2%

2%

Don’t Know

4%

6%

Expected

(Base=1200: All Adults)

Television dominates as both the highest ranking ‘expected’ (66%) and ‘preferred’ (49%) source
from which to receive information about EU Funded Programmes. Television does not typically
report on specific EU Funded Programmes. Hence this may be explained by the prevalence of
current affairs programmes which reference the European Union and in particular the frequency
(weekly) of news reports which relate to European affairs.
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Beyond television, newspapers, both national (41%) and local (21%), form some of the preferred
formats for communication.

Respondents from the lowest socioeconomic groups (DE) favour television (48%) over national
newspapers (37%) as a means of learning about EU Programmes. Conversely respondents from
the highest socio economic groups (AB) favour national newspapers (43%) above television
(39%) as a source of information on EU Programmes. This is consistent with the higher level of
newspaper readership amongst higher socioeconomic groups.

26% report a preference for national radio with 20% opting for local radio as preferred source of
communication. In addition almost 1 in 4 (23%) requested leaflets as a desired means by which
they would like to hear about the EU Programmes. Information leaflets were more popular
amongst the AB social class (40%) and least popular amongst the DE socioeconomic grouping
(15%) and those aged 18-24 years (15%).

23% reported the internet to be their preferred source of information with approximately 1 in 7
opting for public meetings. The internet was most popular as an information source amongst
respondents aged 18-44 years (30%) and the higher socioeconomic cohort (40%) and lowest
amongst those aged 65 years+ (7%) and lower socioeconomic groups (15%).

Local Authorities, community groups and EU information services represented the preferred
vehicle to learn about the EU Programmes for 6% of the general population respectively.
3.2 Familiarity with the EU logo
The survey took account of the fact that many members of the general public might struggle to
recall specific individual EU Funds yet they may recall visual pictures, logos etc which in itself
demonstrates that the NSRF/ERDF communication initiatives are working to some extent. Hence
the survey included a visual “show card” of the EU Structural Funds logo to ascertain public
familiarity.

79% of the general population claim to be familiar with the EU logo. Awareness levels were
higher amongst men (83%) than women (75%) and also amongst respondents from the higher
socio economic groups (90%). Conversely only 69% of those from the lower socio economic
cohort (DE) claim to be familiar with the EU Structural Funds logo. In addition, respondents over
65 years (71%) had a lower level of recognition of the logo than those aged 18-64 years (81%)
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Figure 3.2
Q12a. Are you familiar with the EU Structural Funds Logo? (Prompted)

Familiarity with the EU Logo

No
17%
Don’t
Know
4%

Yes
79%
(Base=1200: All Adults)

The level of recognition of the EU Structural Funds logo was highest in the South East (90%) and
Mid- East (86%) followed by the Border (84%), Midlands (81%), Mid-West (80%), South West
(77%), West (75%) and Dublin (73%).

3.3 Recall of the EU Structural Funds logo in the last 12 months
80% of the population recall seeing the EU Structural Funds logo in the last 12 months. Recall
levels are consistent across all age ranges save for respondents over 65 years of whom only
70% recall seeing the logo in the last year. Respondents from lower socioeconomic groups (DE)
again are least likely to recall (72%) seeing the logo.

The level of recall of the EU Structural Funds logo was highest in the Border (91%) followed by
the Mid-East (89%), Midlands (87%), South East (84%), West (82%), South West (77%), Dublin
(73%) and the Mid-West (72%).
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Figure 3.3
Q12c. Where have you seen or heard of the EU Structural Funds Logo in the last 12 months?

Sources of Recall of The EU logo in the Last 12 Months

48%

TV

38%

Roadside Signs

31%

Newspapers

26%

Print / Billboard Ad

10%

Government

8%

Internet

7%

Magazine
Workplace

5%

Radio

3%

Word of Mouth

3%

Local Public Representatives

3%

(Base=959: All Who recall seeing logo in last 12 months)

48% of the population attribute their recall of the EU Structural Funds logo (in the last 12 months)
to television although this medium is used less extensively than other media. Almost 4 in 10
(38%) acknowledged roadside signs as their source of recall with 3 in 10 (31%) claiming to have
seen the logo via newspapers. Approximately 1 in 4 (26%) reported seeing the logo in print or
billboard advertising in the last 12 months with 10% acknowledging the Government as the
source of recall.

1 in 12 claim to have seen the EU Structural Funds logo on the internet in the last year.
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Figure 3.3.1
Q12c. Where have you seen or heard of the EU Structural Funds logo in the last 12 months?

Total

18-24

25-64

65+

AB

C1/C2

DE

F50+

F50-

Television

48%

43%

49%

46%

45%

45%

49%

42%

38%

Roadside Signs

38%

34%

40%

32%

46%

37%

31%

52%

62%

Newspapers

31%

26%

32%

29%

38%

31%

24%

33%

38%

Print/Billboard

26%

23%

26%

28%

31%

25%

23%

32%

23%

Advertising

Examining recall levels of EU Funded Programmes across demographic criteria, again consistent
patterns emerge namely respondents aged 25-64 years claim a higher level of awareness of EU
Funds from television, roadside signs and newspapers than both their younger and older
counterparts. Similarly a higher proportion of respondents from the higher socioeconomic groups
claim to have seen the EU Structural Funds logo in the last 12 months via roadside signs,
newspapers and print/billboard advertising than those from lower socioeconomic groups.

Figure 3.3.2
Q12c. Where have you seen or heard of the EU Structural Funds logo in the last 12 months?

Total

Border

Midland

West

Dublin

Mid

Mid

South

South

East

West

East

West

Television

48%

49%

61%

34%

46%

45%

52%

50%

51%

Roadside Signs

38%

35%

28%

43%

30%

34%

46%

60%

40%

Newspapers

31%

25%

34%

33%

38%

21%

38%

32%

22%

Print/Billboard

26%

37%

18%

36%

21%

33%

17%

27%

19%

Advertising

Examining recall levels of EU Programmes across geographic regions, 61% of people living in
the Midlands claim to recall seeing the EU Structural Funds logo in the last 12 months on
television. A higher proportion of people living in the South East (60%), Mid-West (46%) and
West (43%) recall seeing the logo on roadside signs.

People living in the Mid-West (38%) and Dublin (38%) were more likely to recall seeing the EU
Structural Funds logo in newspapers while people living in the Border (37%) and West (36%)
were more likely to recall seeing the logo via print/billboard advertising.
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3.4 Impression of the EU Funded Programmes
The final component of the survey asked respondents to give their impressions of the EU Funded
Programmes thus representing a considered view of the Programmes.
Figure 3.4
Q13. Now that you have heard about the EU Funded Programmes, can you tell me your overall
impression of the Programmes?

Overall Impressions of EU Funded Programmes

They are a good Idea

36%

Helps improve the country overall

30%

Helps the economy

21%

Creates jobs

18%

Need to communicate more

16%

They Improve quality of life

14%

Improve the environment

11%

No benefit to me

7%

Not well managed

7%

The programmes are not working
I don’t care about infrastructure
Other

6%
1%
2%

Don’t Know

12%

Having heard the details of the EU Funded Programmes, the considered view emerged as
predominantly positive. 36% of adults believe that the EU Funded Programmes ‘are a good idea’.
Furthermore other positive comments associated with the EU Funded Programmes include:
•

Helps improve the country overall (30%)

•

Helps the economy (21%)

•

Creates jobs (18%)

•

Improves quality of life (14%)

•

Improves the environment (11%)
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Hence beyond a generic sense that the European Funded Programmes are a ‘good idea’ the
primary benefits associated with the EU Funded Programmes can be categorised accordingly:
•

Societal benefits

•

Economic benefits

The key societal benefits include general improvements to the country, improvements to the
quality of life and improvements to the environment. In addition the primary economic gains
comprise assisting the economy and job creation.

The primary criticism (16%) levelled against the European Funded Programmes was that they
‘need to communicate more’. In addition 7% of the population perceived no personal benefit from
the EU Funded Programmes and view the Programmes to be poorly managed respectively. In
addition 6% claim the Programmes are not working and 12% do not appear to have any
impression/ view of the EU Funded Programmes.

The need for the European Funded Programmes to communicate more is an issue that emerges
across all demographics. 27% of people living in the South East were of the view that the
Programmes need to improve communication with the public, followed by the South West (20%),
Dublin (19%), Mid-East (17%), Midlands (13%), West (10%), Mid-West (6%) and the Border
(2%).

However it is also important to note that a number of the other criticisms levelled against the EU
Funded Programmes namely: no personal benefit, poorly managed, not working etc may also be
the result in part due to limited awareness of specific local Programmes’ initiatives.

Hence while the overall impression of European Funded Programmes is predominantly positive,
it points to the need for ongoing communication to inform the public as to regional and local EU
Funded Programmes projects.
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Section 4: Summary & Conclusions
4.1 Summary & Conclusions
This report, builds upon previous NDP surveys (2001, 2002, 2004) but focuses more specifically
on the public’s awareness of and attitudes towards EU Funded Programmes. Documented below
are some of main findings and implications for the future communications strategy of the EU
Funded Programmes.
•

Issues of National Concern: The results of the 2009 research indicate that the Irish
adult population is most concerned with issues such as employment, healthcare, crime
and drug abuse respectively. Although many of the concerns are consistent with previous
surveys, the most notable attitudinal shift is the increased public concern with macro
economic issues since 2004 namely employment (94% v 75%), the standard of living
(87% v 74%) and economic competitiveness (80% v 66%).

The increased public concern with such issues is likely the result of the current economic
cycle and the rise in unemployment since 2004.
•

Awareness of the EU Funded Programmes: Awareness of the European Funded
Programmes is examined in the context of a number of other Government-supported
initiatives and strategies. Overall, the EU Funded Programmes received the highest level
of ‘top of mind awareness’ (16%) with prompted awareness levels at 52%, second only to
the Freedom of Information Act recognised by 58% of the general public.

Public awareness levels of other Government plans and strategies demonstrated a
notable decrease since 2004, in particular prompted awareness of the Freedom of
Information Act and the NDP decreased from 66% to 58% and 61% to 49% respectively.

The reduction in both the Freedom of Information Act and the NDP may be the result of
less media coverage for both in 2009 than they received in 2004.

Although prompted awareness levels (52%) of the EU Funded Programmes may be
viewed positively, it still points to the need for additional communication activity to raise
awareness of the Programmes. In particular awareness levels of the Programmes are
lower amongst women (47%), the 18-24 age group (42%) and lower socio economic
groups (38%)
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Geographically awareness levels of EU Funded Programmes are also considerably lower
in Dublin (43%), the South East and Mid-East (both 44%) than other regions. This points
to the need for targeted communications in such regions in conjunction with awareness
raising initiatives amongst young people, women and the lower socioeconomic cohort.
•

Sources of Awareness of the EU Funded Programmes: Newspapers (57%) and
television (53%) continue to be the main sources from which people claim to have seen or
heard details of EU Funded Programmes. However newspapers appear less effective as
a source of information on EU Programmes for the 18-34 year old age group (50%) than
their older counterparts (61%) and those from lower (52%) v higher (66%) socioeconomic
groups.

Radio continues to be an important source of information for 30% of the population.
Roadside signs emerged as a source of awareness of EU Funded Programmes for
approximately 1 in 5 of the population (21%).
•

Understanding of the EU Funded Programmes: The public appear to have a basic
understanding of what the European Funded Programmes support with 50% (of those
who are aware of the EU Funded Programmes) of the view that the Programmes relate to
‘roads’. Moreover approximately 4 in 10 equate the EU Funded Programmes with rural
and or regional development and 30% view the Programmes to fund employment.
Furthermore 27% understood that EU Funded Programmes address the issue of
disadvantaged areas.

In addition 48% of the population claim to be aware (prompted) of the EAFRD and 42%
acknowledge an awareness of the EFF which represents a notable increase in awareness
for similar sectoral Funds in operation in 2004. However deeper examination also
demonstrates a lower level of awareness (prompted) for all other EU Funds since 2004,
namely (ERDF 43% v 54%), ESF (35% v 43%), Structural Funds (29% v 49%), Cohesion
Fund (17% v 33%). It should also be noted that the level of activity that is EU co-funded
has declined by approximately 80% since the completion of the 2000-2006 programme.

Consistent with previous NDP surveys the public were very often unable to report
information beyond the ‘title’ of specific EU Funded Programmes. This suggests that a
significant degree of guesswork was in operation when the public were questioned on
their understanding of specific Funds.
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More specifically 93% (of the public who claim to be aware of the EAFRD) correctly
associate agriculture with the Fund. Conversely a much lower proportion of the public
claim to be aware of the Cohesion Fund (17%) and of those who claim to be familiar with
same, when questioned in more detail, 1 in 3 were unable to provide any further
information regarding its function.

The public’s limited understanding of specific EU Funds is consistent with the
2004 NDP survey where again the general public was unable to provide much more
information about specific Funds over and above their respective titles.
•

Funding for EU Programmes: 48% of the population perceive Government departments
to be responsible for ensuring that the EU Structural Funds budget for Ireland is spent
appropriately. 44% ascribe the responsibility to the Taoiseach with 24% reporting Europe
to be accountable.

The public are less clear about the proportion of the EU Funded Programmes’ budget
coming from Europe with 71% reporting that they did ‘not know’ and only 7% claiming the
level of funding to be within 40-60%.

49% of the general public was informed as to the region in which they lived for EU
Funded Programmes. A slightly higher proportion of people living in the BMW region
(53%) were informed of their specific region than those inhabiting the Southern and
Eastern region.
•

Awareness of EU Funded Programmes Activities
The general public appear to have limited awareness of specific EU Funded Programme
projects with 41 % of population reporting no awareness of any project. Conversely 34%
of the population claim an awareness of a road related project, 26% report an awareness
of an agricultural project and 13% claim to be aware of an employment training initiative.

Awareness levels for road projects appear higher in the Mid-West (49%) and South East
(40%) and lowest in the Border (24%), Dublin (28%) and the West (29%).

60% of farmers claim to be aware of an agricultural specific project with a higher
proportion of men (31%) aware than women (20%) and people from higher (31%) v lower
(18%) socio economic groups.
39

•

Function of EU Funded Programmes
61% of Irish adults perceive that the EU Funded Programmes should support
employment followed by health (51%), education (36%), the economy (35%),
rural/regional development (34%) and roads (26%).

The fact that both employment and the economy feature as key areas the public view the
EU Funded Programmes should support points to an increased concern with economic
issues in 2009 v 2004, when only 20% of the population cited employment as a key area
for NDP investment.

Moreover as with the NDP survey in 2004, the fact that ‘health’ (51%) continues to be
sector that the public view should be supported by EU Funded Programmes points to a
limited understanding of the remit of such Funds.

The other key areas to emerge as important for future EU Funded Programmes
investment included: water quality, energy efficiency, school facilities, business support,
waste management, renewable energy, social inclusion and urban renewal.
•

Relevance of and reaction to the EU Funded Programmes: As a positive endorsement
of EU Funded Programmes, 62% perceive the Programmes to be beneficial to ‘all the
people of Ireland’ with 61% recognising some benefit to their area or town.

However the public are less positive about the personal benefit of the EU Programmes
with only 52% perceiving the Programmes will benefit them as an individual. This view is
more marked amongst those aged over 65 years, those aged 18-24 years and those from
lower socio economic groups.

Going forward, effort may need to be devoted to specifically highlighting the most direct
benefits to members of the population, within their given locality, as a means of improving
future levels of engagement with the EU Funded Programmes

•

EU Funded Programmes’ Future Communications Strategy:

o The general public do appear to expect that communications’ activities regarding
EU Funded Programmes encompass mass communication vehicles namely:
television, newspapers and radio.
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It would appear that such mass communication tools serve to inform the public as
to the size and scale of the funding allocated to such EU Programmes and more
specifically inform the public of a ‘macro’ or regional approach to same.

o In addition to the national media, local media (newspapers and radio) were also
reported as a preferred source of communication by approximately 1 in 5 of the
general public. Hence it is imperative that any future communication plan take
account of the public appetite for local media.

o The internet remains an important communication vehicle particularly for those
aged 18-44 years (30%). Similarly information leaflets remain a desired means of
learning about EU Funded Programmes by approximately 1 in 4 of the general
public (23%).

Furthermore 1 in 7 claim a preference for public meetings in their local area to
learn more about EU Programmes. This points to the need for a future
communication strategy to continue to employ a range of other communication
vehicles (both print and electronic) to address the fact that people prefer to
consume information via different means.

o A considerable opportunity exists for the EU Structural Funds’ future
communication plan to tap into the public interest (66%) in learning more about
‘EU Funded Programmes and its effect on me’. Yet the future communication
plan needs to work harder to inform the public as to how the EU Programmes
have benefited individual Irish citizens because this is the area of least recognition
amongst the wider population.

In particular the key area of concern for the public at present remains that of
employment/job creation and the economy hence key messages informing the
public of ongoing initiatives of EU Funded Programmes addressing this issue
remains very important.
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In addition the communications plan also needs to link key messages to activities
addressing such sectors as water quality, energy efficiency, school facilities,
business support, waste management, renewable energy, social inclusion and
urban renewal. In particular such messages are likely to resonate with the public
if communicated at a local level as it enables the public to understand how EU
Programmes impact their local area and helps forge a personal relationship
between the Programmes activities and the individual.

o Positive reinforcement of consistent themed messages (ie sectoral specific) at
both a national and local level utilising a range of select communication vehicles
will serve to raise awareness of EU Funded Programmes in general and more
specifically the implementation of local initiatives/projects.

Together, this multi-faceted approach of building awareness nationally, bolstered
by the use of local media to inform the public of regional/local projects will serve to
develop a more tangible appreciation of how the EU Funded Programmes are
serving the individual. Moreover the creation of a concrete understanding of
local/region EU projects should increase positive engagement with EU Funded
Programmes and improve awareness levels and understanding amongst the wider
population.
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APPENDIX ONE:
Definition of Regions (NUTS II and NUTS III)
Results of the 2009 survey are available at both NUTS II and NUTS III levels of analysis.
The following table depicts these geographical breakdowns:

NUTS II

1. Border, Midland and Western Region (BMW)
2. Southern and Eastern Region (S&E)

NUTS III

1. Border Region
•

Counties Louth, Monaghan, Cavan, Leitrim,
Donegal and Sligo

2. Midland Region
•

Counties Laois, Offaly, Westmeath and
Longford

3. Western Region
•

Counties Galway, Mayo and Roscommon

4. Dublin Region
•

County Dublin

5. Mid-East Region
•

Counties Meath, Kildare and Wicklow

6. Mid-West Region
•

Counties Clare, Limerick and Tipperary
North

7. South-East Region
•

Counties Wexford, Waterford, Kilkenny,
Carlow and Tipperary South

8. South-West Region
•

Counties Cork and Kerry
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APPENDIX TWO:
Definitions of Socioeconomic Groupings
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