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8. European Perceptions of Quality
of Government: A Survey of 24 Countries

NICHOLAS CHARRON

Background

This report outlines the results of a recent survey within the ANTICORRP project!, a sur-
vey intended to capture the ‘quality of government’ (QOG) — e.g. quality, level of corruption
(perceived and experienced) and the extent to which public services are allocated impartially
in 20 EU countries Turkey, Serbia, and Ukraine?. The purpose of the survey is to aid scholars,
practitioners and policy-makers interested in going beyond comparisons and analyses at the
national level, and to compare QoG across and within countries. Thus the survey focuses pri-
marily — yet not exclusively - on public services such as education, health and law enforcement,
which are often administered by sub-national authorities.

The questions were aimed at the consumers of everyday public services — ordinary European
residents — to which over 400 responded per NUTS 1 or 2 regions (Nomenclature of territorial
units for statistics). With a total sample of more than 85,000 respondents, it is currently the largest
multi-country governance survey aimed at capturing regional variation and its explanations. Ques-
tions focus not only on perceptions, but also on citizens’ experience of services and their level of
satisfaction, as well as on individual opinions regarding quality of public services, media, elections,
social trust and the perceived and experienced meritocracy of the public and private sector.

This report highlights the findings of the survey, and for practical reasons of space, the results
are mainly those from the national level. However, the data will be published freely at both the
individual level and aggregated regional level, thus users may take the level of analysis that most
suits their research needs. The following is a descriptive report and not an analytical one, thus
the ‘why’ questions (why certain countries or regions rate higher in QoG than others) are left for
future research.

Content and Past Research

This survey builds on a pilot project from 2010, sponsored by the EU Commission (RE-
GIO), entitled ‘Measuring Quality of Government and Sub-National Variation (Charron,
Lapuente and Rothstein, 2010), whereby 34 QoG oriented and demographic questions were
posed to 34,000 EU respondents in 172 NUTS regions in 18 countries. The project was ulti-
mately intended to build a regional QoG composite indicator, which was subsequently called
the EQI (European Quality of Government Index — Charron, Dijkstra and Lapunte 2013; Char-
ron, Lapuente and Rothstein 2013). The EQI for 2013 and its methodology will be published
in a separate document; however it will primarily build on the 2010 round.

! For more information about the ANTICORRP project, see: <http://anticorrp.eu/>
% Serbia includes Kosovo and Ukraine is limited to only six regions.
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In addition to what was asked in the 2010 round, the current survey adds several questions
— including questions about social trust, meritocracy within the public and private sector, left-
right voter ideology, perceived ‘greed corruption’ in society, and the consequences for political
parties linked to corruption scandals, all of which are summarized in this report.

This report is structured in the following way:

1. Sample: countries and regions included

2. Methodology

3. Expert Summary

4. Detailed description of the respondents: demographics in general and by country and

5. Respondents’ experience with public services in question in the last 12 months

6. Perceived and experienced quality of 3 public services: education, health care and law
enforcement

7. Perceived and experienced impartiality of three public services: education, health care
and law enforcement

8. Perceived and experienced corruption in three public services: education, health care
and law enforcement. Perceived corruption of the extent to which ‘greed corruption’ occurs

9. Perceived corruption in elections, and public trust in media reporting of political and
bureaucratic corruption

10. Level of social trust and perceived and experienced level of meritocracy in the public
and private sectors

11. Consequences for political parties in corruption scandals.

100



1. Sample

All countries in the EU28 with multiple NUTS 2 regions are included, along with Turkey,
Serbia (including Kosovo), and parts of Ukraine.

Table 1

Abreviation Countries at NUTS 1 level No. of Regions 22‘;2:3;%5
DE Germany 16 6400
UK United Kingdom 12 4800
SE Sweden 3 1295
BE Belgium 3 1208
HU Hungary 3 1215
GR Greece 4 1613
TR Turkey 12 4800
IT Italy 21 8500
DK Denmark 5 2028
Fl Finland 5 2000
NL Netherlands 12 4822
AT Austria 9 3600
cz Czech Republic 8 3236
SK Slovakia 4 1609
ES Spain 17 6800
PT Portugal 7 2886
FR France 26 10409
PL Poland 16 6400
RO Romania 8 3200
BG Bulgaria 6 2402
HR Croatia 2 800
IE Ireland 2 800
RS Serbia* 5 2015
UA Ukraine 6 2400
Total 24 countries o 212 85238

* Serbia includes Kosovo as the EU does not recognize Kosovo as fully sovereign. However, we have highlight-
ed the results of Kosovo separately in this report. Kosovo as a region in the survey has 400 total respondents.
** EU15 refers to the 15 countries forming the European Union before the enlargements of 2004 and 2007.
EU 15 countries (12): BE, AT, DE, SE, DK, IE, FR, NL, ES, PT, GR, UK

*** The NMS13 are the 13 ‘new Member States’ which joined the European Union during the 2004 and 2007 En-
largements as well as Croatia in 2013. NMS13 countries (7): RO, PL, BG, SK, HU, CZ, HR

*#** Includes an ascending state (Turkey), a potential candidate (Serbia) and 6 of the 24 oblasts from Ukraine.
Non-members (3): RS, TR, UA
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2. Methodological Issues

The surveys were initiated during the month of February, 2013 and were conducted in the
local majority language of each country/region. The results were returned to the Quality of
Government Institute in April, 2013.

This project consists of a large international survey conducted via telephone interviews, each
of approximately 10 minutes during which 32 questions were posed. The sample size of citizens
in the survey was over 85,000 Europe-wide, with the final focus of the collected data aimed at
the regional level. The survey selectively sampled 400-plus citizens per region, so the sample size
for each country varies depending on the number of regions. The regional level for each country
in the survey is based on the European Union’s NUTS? statistical regional level and is as follows
for the countries in the survey. The NUTS level for each country was selected with two factors
in mind — the extent to which elected political authorities have administrative, fiscal or political
control over one or more of the public services in question, and two, the cost of the service to the
consumer. In direct consultation with the EU Commission, the NUTS regions shown in the
previous section in each country were selected on those basic criteria.

The public services in question - education, health care and law enforcement - were select-
ed instead of nationally administered services such as immigration, customs, the armed forces
or courts in order to maximize regional variation in the QoG-oriented question in the survey.

We also had to consider the great variation of powers and competencies across European
regions. In some countries, such as Germany, Belgium, Italy or Spain we deal with political
and legislative regions, while in others the region is simply an administrative unit. ‘Political’
regional governments are elected by their local constituents and such governments have their
own autonomous revenues and a degree of fiscal and policy autonomy. In unitary government
countries however, such as Bulgaria, Romania, Slovakia or Portugal we target regions which are
sometimes not even fully fledged administrative units, (NUTS 1 or NUTS 2), but statistical
creations designed for EU cohesion funds. Therefore in some cases asking a respondent ‘how
would you rate the quality of this or that service X’ in your particular administrative region
“Y’ might be very confusing, since respondents from countries like Hungary or Romania
might not even be aware that they are even living in region Y’ which is only a vehicle for the
distribution and management of EU regional and cohesion funds. It can therefore be argued
that the administrative and political responsibility of the regions in the three public services we
have chosen to concentrate on varies in different countries, which might cause problems with
the gathering of our data. However this study argues otherwise, in that we attempt to capture
all regional variation within a country and as several other scholars have noted (e.g. Tabellini
2005) there are numerous empirical indications and anecdotal evidence that the provision and
quality of public services controlled by a powerful central government can nonetheless vary
greatly across different regions.

Thus to synthesize the survey and make the results as comparable as possible within and
between countries, we asked respondents questions focusing on three key concepts of QoG —
the ‘quality’ of the actual services, the extent to which they are administered ‘impartially’ and
the extent to which ‘corruption’ exists in their area.

The EU regional survey was undertaken between 20 February, 2013, and 6 April, 2013
by Efficience 3 (E3), a French market research company specializing in gathering information
about public opinion throughout Europe tailored to the needs of researchers, politicians and

* For more information on the NUTS system, please see: <http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/
portal/nuts_nomenclature/introduction>
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advertising firms. E3 conducted the interviews themselves in certain of the countries and used
sub-contracting partners in others®. The respondents, all 18 years old or more, were contacted
at random in the local language via the telephone.

Ideally, a survey would be a mirror image of actual societal demographics — gender, income,
education, rural-urban, and so on. However, we are not privy to exact demographic distri-
butions, especially not at the regional level, so that if we had imposed artificial demographic
boundaries we might well have met problems greater than any benefits we might have gained.
So we sought the next best solution. Based on E3’s expert advice, to achieve a random sample
we used what is known in the business of survey-research as the ‘next birthday method’, which
is an alternative to the so-called quotas method. When using the quota method for instance,
one obtains an almost perfectly representative sample — a nearly exact proportion of, for exam-
ple, the number of men; or women, certain minority groups, people of a certain age, income,
or whatever it might be. However, as the search narrows to certain demographics within the
population, one might end up with only ‘available’ respondents, or those who are more ‘eager’
to respond to surveys, which can lead to less variation in the responses, or even to bias in the
results. The ‘next-birthday’ method, which simply requires the interviewer to ask the person
who answers the phone who in their household will be the next one to celebrate his or her
birthday, still obtains a reasonably representative sample of the population. The interviewer
must then deal with the member of the household who will next pass a birthday, and if that
individual is not immediately available the interviewer must make an appointment. By that
means the survey need not rely on whoever might happen to be available to respond at the
time of the telephone call. So, although the quota method is stronger in terms of a more even
demographic spread in the sample, the next-birthday method is better at ensuring a wider
range of opinion. Therefore we chose the next-birthday method because we felt that what we
might have lost in demographic representation in the sample would be made up for by a more
satisfactory distribution of opinion.

3. Expert Summary
The general context of QoG in Europe: Experiences and Perceptions of Citizens

With respect to QoG, the whole region of Europe is on the whole among the highest
ranked in the world according to most sources of international comparative data from differ-
ent countries (Kaufman et al. 2010; Transparency International, 2012). However, a number of
earlier studies (for example, Charron, Dijkstra and Lapuente 2013) found that variation among
European countries is more significant than in most other world regions. Furthermore, dif-
ferences in government performance go beyond the national level and are noteworthy in a
variety of European countries including Italy, Belgium, Spain, Bulgaria and France. Although
scholars and policy-makers may employ the results of this present survey to carry out analysis
at the regional level such as simply could not have been done before the existence of our study,
the report here focuses mainly on the results from the country level. However, more analysis
at regional level will be published in the near future in separate studies using this data.

This study found that while Europeans are on average quite pessimistic about the current
state of the economy, they feel that on average the quality of their public services is good, and
those that have recent personal experience of the public services in question rate them, on
average, even more highly.

* <http://www.efficience3.com/en/accueil/index.html>. For names of the specific firms to which Efficience
3 sub-contracted in individual countries, please write cati@efficience3.com
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We also tracked the views of citizens about how impartially — avoiding favouritism, thus -
their public services are allocated. (According to the United Nations Convention against Corrup-
tion, favouritism should be thought of as corruption). On average, citizens in Europe feel more
often than not that most people are treated equally by the public sector in their area. Those who
have direct experience of education and health care on average rate the services as even more im-
partial than those who have not. However, on average the opposite is true for law enforcement.

On the whole and as a region, Europe is considered to be relatively low in corruption. Yet
the study finds wide differences within countries as well as between them in both perception and
experience. Moreover, individual experiences tend to be strongly correlated with perceptions
of corruption throughout Europe, although in almost all cases we found that corruption is per-
ceived to be higher than it is ‘actually experienced’ in terms of petty corruption among everyday
citizens. With respect to certain sectors, the study revealed that in most countries in Western
Europe there is very little petty corruption (bribery), with the exceptions of Southern Italy and
Greece, while there is wide variation in the new member states and those outside the EU, where
corruption occurs most often in Romania, Ukraine and Hungary. According to the findings
shown here, the health care sector is where Europeans most frequently experience corruption,
being obliged to pay bribes for services. Approximately 6% of the total sample reported that they
had paid a bribe in the past 12 months. With regard to law enforcement, education or any other
public services, the rate of bribery among average citizens is considerably less.

Citizens were also asked about the level of social trust and the extent to which they be-
lieved that success in the public and private sector was based on merit, or on connections. On
the first point (social trust) there is considerable variation across the sample, with citizens in
countries such as Serbia, Slovakia, the Czech Republic and Hungary reporting remarkably low
levels of trust in others, while in countries like the U.K., Finland and Sweden the vast major-
ity of respondents said that in general, ‘most people can be trusted’. Countries varied less in
their assessment of meritocracy in the public and private sectors, yet the reported variation is
still noteworthy. In the Balkan countries, as well as Ukraine and Greece the overwhelming
majority of respondents say that success in either the public or private sector is largely driven
by ‘connections or luck’, while people in countries such as Austria, Germany, U.K. or Turkey
were much more likely to reply that *hard work’ is the key factor in success. Respondents actu-
ally employed in the public sector tended on average to rate their public sectors as more meri-
tocratic than did the rest of the population, yet the findings were mixed for the private sector.

Finally, the study reports on potential repercussions for political parties involved in cor-
ruption scandals. Most Europeans are quite intolerant of corruption scandals - indeed most
would not continue to vote for their party if they were involved in such a scandal. Yet the
respondents vary considerably from country to country as to whether they would continue
to vote for their preferred party anyway despite a corruption scandal, would vote for another
party or would simply opt to stay at home and not vote.

4. The Respondents
4.1. Demographics

In total, more than 85,200 respondents across Europe took part in the survey. Below,
Tables 2-4 are shown describing the general demographic characteristics overall and by coun-
try. The majority of respondents were female, mostly native speaking within their countries
or regions and with at least secondary education. The most highly educated respondents on
average were from the Netherlands and Ireland and the least educated were from Portugal and
Turkey.
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Table 2. General demographic survey overview

Education Health Care Law Enforcement
Country  experience no experien total experience no experien total experience no experien total

1w AT 6.77 6.32 6.54 6.94 6.37 6.78 6.72 6.4 6.51
ol W 7.11 6.85 6.94 7.57 7.36 7.52 6.38 6.83 6.71
3 BG 5.5 4.9 5.25 4.81 4.42 4.77 5.54 5.31 5.36
4- CZ 6.67 6.19 6.39 6.42 6.01 6.35 6.14 6.16 6.16
6.66 6.07 6.3 6.77 6.28 6.62 6.65 6.36 6.43
6.89 6.44 6.58 7.04 6.84 7.01 6.87 6.81 6.82
6.56 6.38 6.43 6.66 6.47 6.64 6.24 6.54 6.48

7.73 7.54 7.61 7.1 6.67 7.05 7.29 7.16 7.2
6.7 6.32 6.5 6.76 6.54 6.73 5.97 6.29 6.22

6.26 5.72 5.84 4.64 4.46 4.57 6.42 6.13 6.2

6.11 6.15 6.14 5.97 5.81 5.96 5.65 6.16 6
6.6 6.28 6.46 6.07 5.76 6.01 5.71 6.49 6.38
7.38 7.03 7.16 6.59 5.85 6.41 6.39 6.41 6.41
6.71 6.49 6.56 6.31 5.99 6.24 6.81 6.82 6.81
5.86 5.4 5.6 4.62 4.67 4.63 6.06 6.78 6.68
7.12 6.63 6.8 7.46 7.24 7.42 6.6 6.7 6.68
6.46 6.13 6.27 4.97 4.59 4.94 5.59 5.98 5.87
6.86 6.34 6.58 6.14 5.54 6.02 6.12 6.21 6.19
19l Bro 7.22 6.63 6.2 6.28 5.92 6.18 6.07 6.95 6.78
20 RS 5.88 5.72 5.76 5.46 5.24 5.43 5.25 6.18 6.01
21H SE 6.32 5.91 6.01 6.64 6.1 6.57 6.73 6.19 6.55
22-'-_ SK 6.07 5.91 5.97 5.26 5.21 5.25 5.47 5.98 5.86
23 TR 5.45 5.81 5.69 6.39 5.94 6.32 5.66 6.57 6.35
24-UA 6.36 5.58 6.01 4.78 4.74 4.77 4.11 4.58 4.51
25.33UK 7.06 6.53 6.72 6.9 6.54 6.84 6.42 6.45 6.44

The majority of respondents come from a city or town with fewer than 100,000 residents,
which is not especially surprising because the NUTS region, not the country, was the focus
and the majority of such regions contain no major city. Although numbers varied somewhat
among the countries, the distribution of respondents by age was well represented — roughly
18% were under 30, 36% were from 30-49, 27% were from 50-64 and 19% were 65 or older.

Note: numbers in table are percentages and are rounded to the nearest tenth.
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Table 3

Education Health Care Law Enforcement
Country total experience no experience total experience no experience total experience no experience
1 AT 4.24 4.44 4.04 4.68 4.88 4.18 3.43 3.36 3.47
2. Bse 5.07 4.77 5.23 54 5.39 5.45 4.61 4.99 4.44
3 BG 3.96 3.82 4.16 5.12 5.15 4.91 4.9 5.03 4.86
4- CZ 4.43 4.31 4.52 5.14 5.17 5.01 4.54 4.97 4.42
5= DE 3.77 3.65 3.84 4.53 4.52 4.57 3.08 3.19 3.04
6= = DK 3.93 3.81 3.99 4.17 4.22 3.93 2.88 3.08 2.82
7: ES 4.46 4.34 4.51 4.63 4.61 4.79 4.5 4.71 4.45
8= F1 3.47 3.39 3.52 3.78 3.81 3.65 2.64 2.64 2.64
9. I FR 4.92 4.92 4.93 5.35 5.34 5.38 4.55 4.65 4.52
IOE GR 4.54 4.57 4.53 4.69 4.74 4.6 5 5.3 4.91
11= HR 6.07 5.98 6.13 6.68 6.68 6.7 6.08 6.19 6.03
12==HU 4.13 3.98 4.33 4.75 4.67 5.07 3.88 4.4 3.79
13' Ug 3.7 3.38 3.89 3.89 3.96 3.7 3.56 3.37 3.6
14. | 1T 3.89 3.73 3.97 4.87 491 4.68 3.61 3.8 3.56
15“ KO 6.22 6.26 6.2 6.35 6.21 6.53 5.51 5.44 5.49
16= NL 3.79 3.63 3.88 3.58 3.53 3.81 3.13 3.47 3.03
17 PL 4.41 4.37 4.44 5.41 5.4 5.52 3.9 4.25 3.78
lSn PT 4.88 4.84 4.91 5.25 5.26 5.24 4.8 5.15 4.73
19. IRO 4.24 4.19 4.26 4.96 4.95 5 4.4 4.92 4.28
20 I8l RS 6.09 5.89 6.14 6.56 6.53 6.68 6.3 6.41 6.28
21== SE 3.44 3.48 3.42 3.57 3.56 3.56 2.8 2.92 2.75
22"‘- SK 5.2 5.32 5.11 6.2 6.27 5.85 5.68 5.91 5.61
23 TR 4.03 4.29 3.9 3.75 3.6 4.53 3.82 4.46 3.61
24-UA 6.1 6.01 6.21 6.57 6.7 6.1 6.73 7.54 6.59
255*3 UK 4.28 4.19 4.33 4.17 4.14 4.32 3.78 3.96 3.74

Note: numbers in table are percentages and are rounded to the nearest tenth.

Although more precise information about the respondents’ employment can be found in
the survey data, their general occupations are shown below. A little more than 18% were em-
ployed in some capacity in the public sector, while roughly 35% worked in the private sector.
Almost 36% were either retired, in education, or worked at home as housewives or househus-
bands. 8.3% answered that they were currently unemployed.

E3 provided information about incomes by reference to the relative levels of the income
classes in each country such that they could separate respondents into ‘high, medium and low’
categories — because naturally an annual income of 40,000 Euros in Denmark is very different
from the same figure in, say, Bulgaria. While more precise information on actual amounts of
income can be found in the survey data, the relative distributions listed below show that ap-
proximately 26% were lower income earners, 31% were in their country’s respective ‘middle
range’, while about 29% were at the higher end. Roughly 13% across the whole sample either
did not know or refused to give the information.
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Table 4

Education Health Care Law Enforcement
Country total experience no experience total experience no experience total experience no experience
1w AT 2.23 2.32 2.13 2.36 2.4 2.25 2.07 2.13 2.04
2l B BE 2.27 2.26 2.27 2.04 2.02 211 2.43 2.62 2.35
3l BG 2.2 2.15 2.27 2.55 2.53 2.76 2.47 2.54 2.45
4- CZ 2.13 2.09 2.15 2.34 2.34 2.33 2.32 2.5 2.27
5! DE 2.24 2.17 2.29 2.56 2.56 2.54 2.05 2.17 2.01
6 mm DK 1.96 1.91 1.97 2.01 2.02 1.97 177 1.88 1.73
7: ES 2.28 2.23 2.3 2.18 2.18 2.21 2.33 2.5 2.28
8'|_ FI 1.82 1.81 1.83 1.92 1.93 1.92 1.67 1.72 1.65
2.41 2.38 2.43 24 241 2.32 2.62 2.75 2.58
2.32 2.13 2.37 2.7 2.71 2.69 2.39 2.37 24
2.39 2.45 2.35 251 2.53 2.33 2.5 2.7 241
2.01 2.01 2 2.26 2.27 2.24 2.18 2.35 2.15
1.75 1.68 1.8 1.96 1.95 1.96 1.85 1.94 1.83
2.1 2.08 2.11 2.34 2.35 2.32 2.01 2.07 1.99
2.23 2.13 2.3 2.31 2.27 2.36 1.98 2.18 1.94
1.79 1.83 1.77 1.56 1.56 1.56 1.81 2 1.75
2.18 2.17 2.19 2.63 2.64 2.59 2.25 2.5 2.17
2.3 2.32 2.29 241 241 2.42 2.37 2.48 2.34
2.15 2.09 2.18 2.46 2.48 2.41 2.33 2.61 2.26
2.7 2.73 2.7 2.82 2.83 2.81 2.74 2.93 2.69
2.08 2.09 2.07 2.01 2.01 2.02 1.93 1.93 1.93
2.4 2.52 2.31 2.8 2.82 2.71 2.66 2.73 2.63
2.21 2.29 2.17 2.09 2.05 2.32 2.16 2.39 2.09
2.95 2.92 2.99 3.07 3.1 2.96 3.15 3.31 3.12
1.94 1.94 1.94 1.85 1.85 1.84 1.95 2.1 1.91

Note: numbers in table are percentages and are rounded to the nearest tenth.

4.2. Other Characteristics of the Respondents: Satisfaction with the Economy and
Left-Right Self-Placement.

Other factors considered salient when capturing opinions and experiences of QoG among
everyday citizens were their views on the current state of their country’s economy and their
self-placement on a political left-to-right scale.

Q22: “How would you judge the current state of the economy in (name of coun-
try)?”

1. Very good, 2. Somewhat good, 3. Somewhat bad, 4. Very bad

Europeans on the whole are generally quite pessimistic about the state of the economy
in their home countries. Of the 84,690 respondents to this question throughout the en-
tire sample, only 2.5% were ‘very positive’ and 24.5% were ‘somewhat positive’. 73% total
therefore rated their economy ‘somewhat bad’ (34%) or ‘very bad’ (39%). However, on this
question too there is wide cross-country variation. The figure below shows the ratio of positive
responses (very good aggregated with somewhat good) to negative responses (somewhat bad
aggregated with very bad) so higher numbers imply more positive views. Respondents in Por-
tugal, Italy, Spain, Greece and Ukraine are the least satisfied, while a majority of respondents
in Austria, Germany, Sweden, Denmark and Finland are in fact on average positive about the
current state of their economy (e.g. >0.5).
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Figure 1
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Q23: “In politics, people sometimes talk of “left” and “right”. Where would you place yourself on a scale from
1 to 7, where ‘1’ means the extreme left and 7’ means the extreme right? Extreme Left 1 — 7 Extreme Right”

Throughout the sample a strong plurality (40%) of total respondents placed themselves
at the centre politically, while approximately 29% placed themselves as centre- to far-left and
31% placed themselves as centre- to far-right. The table below shows the country-level re-
sponses. On the whole, the aggregate response in almost all countries was very close to the
centre (ie ‘4’). The average respondent from Austria, Germany and Italy was slightly left-
leaning, while respondents from Kosovo, Turkey, Romania and Poland were on average more
right-leaning.
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Table 5 Left-Right Self-Placement of Respondents

Eunu-g Left-Right Place ment

Lo AT IR
L L 4,05
e Ty 4,10
a7 4.09
E op e
Gmm DE 4.07
Tom ES 396
s F1 429
sl rr 412
10E= gR 408
11== HE 39
1a=— I 4,43
1380 g 4,04
18 0 g7 3,89
15 5o 500
|
|G WL 417
{7 4,27
15K pr 3.9
1ol 5o 4,43
o 3,97
i gF 413
p 416
23l g 4,32
aam T UA 4.07
2558 411
total A4.07

Note: scale from 1-7, with lower numbers on the left and higher numbers
indicating right leaning self-placement. A ‘4’ represents a ‘centrist’.

5. Experience of Primary Public Services in Question

In the first three questions, respondents were asked simply if they or anyone in their im-
mediate family had had personal contact with any or all of the three primary public services
in question.

Q1. Have you or any of your immediate family been enrolled or employed in the public school

system in your area in the past 12 months? (yes, no)

Q2. In the past 12 months have you or anyone in your immediate family used public health care
services in your area? (yes, no)

Q3. Have you or anyone in your immediate family had any recent contact (positive or negative)
with the security or police forces in your area in the past 12 months? (yes, no)

Generally speaking, we found that more than 88% of respondents had had direct contact
with at least one of the three primary services in question, while 44% had had direct contact
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with two or more and about 9.5% had had direct contact with all three over the preceding
year. Only 11.8% had had no contact with any of the three.

Figure 2 Direct Experience with Public Services

Direct Experience with Public Services

20 30 40 50
| 1 |

% of respndents total

10

none 1 2 all 3
total services with which respondent had direct contact in last 12 months

Looking at results for each service individually and within countries, we find some varia-
tion across the services themselves as well as across countries. Approximately 39% of respond-
ents had direct contact with their area’s education services over the preceding 12 months,
with lowest rate of experience in the Kosovo region, Greece and Sweden while a majority of

respondents in Ukraine, Hungary and Bulgaria had had direct contact with their area’s public
education services.
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Figure 3 Encounters with Education Services

Direct Experience with Education
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The vast majority of all respondents had had direct contact with their health care services
in the last 12 months (about 82%), and in all countries a strong majority of respondents had
been in direct contact with the health care services in their area.

Figure 4 Encounters with Health Services

Respondents' Experience with Health Care Sector
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Of the whole sample 22% had contact - whether positive or negative - with their area’s
law enforcement over the preceding year. Approximately 30% or more in Belgium, Croatia
and Austria had such contact, while in Kosovo, Hungary and Ukraine the number was fewer
than 17%.

Figure 5 Encounters with Law Enforcement

Personal Experience with Law Enforcement
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6. Perceived and experienced quality of 3 public services: education, health care and
law enforcement

In question 4-6, respondents were asked to rate the quality of their three services. The fol-
lowing was read out to them:

Questions 4-6 deal with your opinion of the quality of services in your area, please rate the fol-
lowing from (0-10, with ‘0’ being very poor and ‘10’ being excellent quality)

Q4. “How would you rate the quality of public education in your area?”
Q5. “How would you rate the quality of the public health care system in your area?”
Q6. “How would you rate the quality of the police force in your area?”

In Table 6, we show simple aggregated country averages along with the simple aggregated
averages for the respondents with and without direct experience of them for each of the three
services by country. We can see in all but two cases (Turkey and Croatia) that those who have
direct experience of education services in their area generally rate the services more highly
than those with no experience of them. The largest gap between quality ratings by those with
experience as against those without is in Ukraine, Romania and Bulgaria, while in Finland and
Croatia the gap is negligible. In all countries, the average response is above 5’ suggesting that
most Europeans are generally satisfied with the quality of education services.

For health care, the average respondent with direct experience generally perceived the ser-
vices to be of higher quality than did those without, with the exception of Kosovo. Respond-
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ents in Belgium, the Netherlands and Finland rate their health care most highly while it is
rated lowest in Greece, Kosovo and Ukraine. When looking at law enforcement we see that
throughout Europe citizens rate the service generally positively, with an aggregate above 5.
However, the pattern changes when we compare those with experience and those without. In
all but 7 countries, those with direct experience generally rate the quality of the services lower
than those without direct experience. The gap between respondents with and without experi-
ence is widest in Turkey, Serbia and Romania. Overall, the quality of law enforcement is rated
highest in Finland, Denmark and Romania, and lowest in Ukraine, Bulgaria and Poland.

Table 6 Quality of Public Services, Total and by Experience

Education Health Care Law Enforcement
Country  experience no experien total experience no experien total experience no experien total
1w AT 6.77 6.32 6.54 6.94 6.37 6.78 6.72 6.4 6.51
2. IBE 7.11 6.85 6.94 7.57 7.36 7.52 6.38 6.83 6.71
3 G 5.5 4.9 5.25 4.81 4.42 4.77 5.54 5.31 5.36
4- CZ 6.67 6.19 6.39 6.42 6.01 6.35 6.14 6.16 6.16
5= DE 6.66 6.07 6.3 6.77 6.28 6.62 6.65 6.36 6.43
6==DK 6.89 6.44 6.58 7.04 6.84 7.01 6.87 6.81 6.82
7: ES 6.56 6.38 6.43 6.66 6.47 6.64 6.24 6.54 6.48
8"_ FI 7.73 7.54 7.61 71 6.67 7.05 7.29 7.16 72
9. I FR 6.7 6.32 6.5 6.76 6.54 6.73 5.97 6.29 6.22
10:‘=_ GR 6.26 5.72 5.84 4.64 4.46 4.57 6.42 6.13 6.2
11=HR 6.11 6.15 6.14 5.97 5.81 5.96 5.65 6.16 6
12=HU 6.6 6.28 6.46 6.07 5.76 6.01 5.71 6.49 6.38
138 Wg 7.38 7.03 7.16 6.59 5.85 6.41 6.39 6.41 6.41
1l Bir 6.71 6.49 6.56 6.31 5.99 6.24 6.81 6.82 6.81
15uK0 5.86 5.4 5.6 4.62 4.67 4.63 6.06 6.78 6.68
l6= NL 7.12 6.63 6.8 7.46 7.24 7.42 6.6 6.7 6.68
17w PL, 6.46 6.13 6.27 4.97 4.59 4.94 5.59 5.98 5.87
18“ PT 6.86 6.34 6.58 6.14 5.54 6.02 6.12 6.21 6.19
19l Bro 7.92 6.63 6.82 6.28 5.92 6.18 6.07 6.95 6.78
208 RS 5.88 5.72 5.76 5.46 5.24 5.43 5.25 6.18 6.01
214 SE 6.32 5.91 6.01 6.64 6.1 6.57 6.73 6.49 6.55
22“SK 6.07 591 597 5.26 5.21 5.25 547 598 5.86
23 TR 5.45 5.81 5.69 6.39 5.94 6.32 5.66 6.57 6.35
24-UA 6.36 5.58 6.01 4.78 4.74 4.77 4.11 4.58 451
25":*3 UK 7.06 6.53 6.72 6.9 6.54 6.84 6.42 6.45 6.44

Note: answer ranges from 0-10, with higher numbers equating to higher rated quality.

7. Perceived and experienced impartiality of 3 public services: education, health care
and law enforcement

Q7-9: Please respond to the following 3 questions on a scale of 0-10, with 0 being Strongly
disagree and 10 being Sstrongly agree’

Q7. “Certain people are given special advantages in the public education system in my
»
area.

Q8. “Certain people are given special advantages in the public health care system in my
area.”

Q9. “The police force gives special advantages to certain people in my area.”

In Table 7, the trends between those with experience and those without are less obvious
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across countries. In some cases, respondents without direct experience rated their services as
more impartial than those with experience (Austria for education and health care for example)
while in other cases, those with direct contact rated the services more impartial on average than
the respondents without direct contact (Hungary for education and health care for example).
With respect to the gap in impartiality ratings between those with experience and those with-
out, only in Austria and Kosovo do we see that those with direct contact in the past year rate
the service as more impartial than those without direct contact.

Concerning impartiality, on the whole responses varied across countries and across services.
Generally speaking, health care is seen as the service where certain citizens are given certain advan-
tages when compared with education or law enforcement. In Finland, Sweden, the Netherlands
and Ireland, services are rated as quite impartial across the board, while in Ukraine, Kosovo, Croatia
and Serbia they are seen as giving advantages to certain people throughout the public sector. In
some countries, only certain services are rated as relatively partial (France with health care, or Greece
with law enforcement) while others are seen as relatively impartial.

Table 7 Favouritism/Impartiality Public Services, Total and by Experience

Education Health Care Law Enforcement
Country  total experience no experience total experience no experience total experience no experience

1w AT 4.24 4.44 4.04 4.68 4.88 4.18 3.43 3.36 3.47
2. l BE 5.07 4.77 5.23 5.4 5.39 5.45 4.61 4.99 4.44
3l BG; 3.96 3.82 4.16 5.12 5.15 4.91 4.9 5.03 4.86
4- CZ 4.43 4.31 4.52 5.14 5.17 5.01 4.54 4.97 4.42
5= DE 3.77 3.65 3.84 4.53 4.52 4.57 3.08 3.19 3.04
6== DK 3.93 3.81 3.99 4.17 4.22 3.93 2.88 3.08 2.82
7: ES 4.46 4.34 4.51 4.63 4.61 4.79 4.5 4.71 4.45
3.47 3.39 3.52 3.78 3.81 3.65 2.64 2.64 2.64

4.92 4.92 4.93 5.35 5.34 5.38 4.55 4.65 4.52

4.54 4.57 4.53 4.69 4.74 4.6 5 5.3 4.91

6.07 5.98 6.13 6.68 6.68 6.7 6.08 6.19 6.03

4.13 3.98 4.33 4.75 4.67 5.07 3.88 4.4 3.79

3.7 3.38 3.89 3.89 3.96 3.7 3.56 3.37 3.6

3.89 3.73 3.97 4.87 4.91 4.68 3.61 3.8 3.56

6.22 6.26 6.2 6.35 6.21 6.53 5.51 5.44 5.49

3.79 3.63 3.88 3.58 3.53 3.81 3.13 3.47 3.03

4.41 4.37 4.44 5.41 5.4 5.52 3.9 4.25 3.78

18“ PT 4.88 4.84 4.91 5.25 5.26 5.24 4.8 5.15 4.73
100 Wro 4.24 4.19 4.26 4.96 4.95 5 44 4.92 4.28
20 8 RS 6.09 5.89 6.14 6.56 6.53 6.68 6.3 6.41 6.28
21== SE 3.44 3.48 3.42 3.57 3.56 3.56 2.8 2.92 2.75
22"!'- SK 5.2 5.32 5.11 6.2 6.27 5.85 5.68 5.91 5.61
23 TR 4.03 4.29 3.9 3.75 3.6 4.53 3.82 4.46 3.61
24-UA 6.1 6.01 6.21 6.57 6.7 6.1 6.73 7.54 6.59
25EE‘UK 4.28 4.19 4.33 4.17 4.14 4.32 3.78 3.96 3.74

Note: answer ranges from 0-10, with lower numbers equating to greater levels of impartiality.

As impartiality is generally a more abstract concept than ‘quality’ or even ‘corruption’, we
elected to re-phrase the question ‘in the positive’ so to speak, so as to best capture the respond-
ents conception of impartiality. That was done as follows in questions 10 to 12.

Q10-12: Please respond ro the following 3 questions with Agree, rather agree, rather disagree
or Disagree’

Q10. “All citizens are treated equally in the public education system in my area”
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Q11. “All citizens are treated equally in the public health care system in my area”
Q12. “All citizens are treated equally by the police force in my area”

In most cases, the numbers are generally consistent with the previous three questions —
Sweden, Finland, Denmark, the Netherlands and Ireland tend to view their services unreserv-
edly as impartial, while in Ukraine, Greece, Slovakia and Serbia on average they are seen as
favouring certain people. Some noticeable differences were found in Spain and Romania,
where the respondents rated services as more impartial when answering Q10-12 than Q7-9.

Table 8 Equal Treatment in Public Services, Total and by Experience

Education Health Care Law Enforcement
Country  total experience no experience total experience no experience total experience no experience
Lo AT 2.23 2.32 2.13 2.36 2.4 2.25 2.07 2.13 2.04
2. l BE 2.27 2.26 2.27 2.04 2.02 2.11 2.43 2.62 2.35
3 BG 2.2 2.15 2.27 2.55 2.53 2.76 2.47 2.54 2.45
4- CZ 2.13 2.09 2.15 2.34 2.34 2.33 2.32 2.5 2.27
5= DE 2.24 2.17 2.29 2.56 2.56 2.54 2.05 2.17 2.01
6==DK 1.96 191 1.97 2.01 2.02 1.97 1.77 1.88 1.73
7: ES 2.28 2.23 2.3 2.18 2.18 2.21 2.33 2.5 2.28
8"_ FI 1.82 1.81 1.83 1.92 1.93 1.92 1.67 1.72 1.65
9. I FR 2.41 2.38 2.43 2.4 2.41 2.32 2.62 2.75 2.58
IOE GR 2.32 2.13 2.37 2.7 2.71 2.69 2.39 2.37 2.4
11= HR 2.39 2.45 2.35 2.51 2.53 2.33 2.5 2.7 2.41
12=HU 2.01 2.01 2 2.26 2.27 2.24 2.18 2.35 2.15
13' L 1IE 1.75 1.68 1.8 1.96 1.95 1.96 1.85 1.94 1.83
14l Bip 2.1 2.08 2.11 2.34 2.35 2.32 2.01 2.07 1.99
15“1{0 2.23 2.13 2.3 2.31 2.27 2.36 1.98 2.18 1.94
16= NL 1.79 1.83 1.77 1.56 1.56 1.56 1.81 2 1.75
17w PL 2.18 2.17 2.19 2.63 2.64 2.59 2.25 2.5 2.17
18 PT 2.3 2.32 2.29 2.41 2.41 2.42 2.37 2.48 2.34
19l Bro 2.15 2.09 2.18 2.46 2.48 2.41 2.33 2.61 2.26
2088 RS 2.7 2.73 2.7 2.82 2.83 2.81 2.74 2.93 2.69
2188 SE 2.08 2.09 2.07 2.01 2.01 2.02 1.93 1.93 1.93
22_ SK 2.4 2.52 2.31 2.8 2.82 2.71 2.66 2.73 2.63
235l TR 2.21 2.29 2.17 2.09 2.05 2.32 2.16 2.39 2.09
24-UA 2.95 2.92 2.99 3.07 3.1 2.96 3.15 3.31 3.12
25&3UK 1.94 1.94 1.94 1.85 1.85 1.84 1.95 2.1 1.91

Note: answer ranges from 1-4, with lower numbers equating to greater levels of impartiality.
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8. Perceived and experienced corruption in three public services: education, health
care and law enforcement.

8.1. Perceived corruption

Q13-15: In this survey we define corruption to mean ‘the abuse of entrusted public power for
private gain’. This abuse could be by any public employee or politician and the private gain might
include money, gifts or other benefits. With this in mind, please respond to the following 3 questions
on corruption with a scale of 0-10, with ‘0’ being “Strongly disagree” and ‘10’ being “strongly agree”

Q13. “Corruption is prevalent in my area’s local public school system”
Q14. “Corruption is prevalent in the public health care system in my area”

Q15. “Corruption is prevalent in the police force in my area”

Table 9 Perceived Corruption in the Public Services

Education Health Care Law Enforcement
Country  total experience no experience total experience no experience total experience no experience
1mmmm AT 3.1 3.26 2.92 3.53 3.62 3.28 2.81 2.6 2.92
2. l BE 3.41 3.07 3.59 3.45 3.35 3.76 4.24 4.43 4.16
3 BG 3.41 3.11 3.81 5.49 5.44 5.98 5.06 5.16 5.04
4- CZ 3.34 3.1 3.5 4.29 4.29 4.28 4.22 4.66 4.1
5= DE 2.62 2.49 2.69 3.52 3.56 3.45 2.7 2.69 2.71
6==DK 1.69 1.44 1.79 1.93 1.9 2.09 1.73 1.99 1.66
7: ES 3.55 3.26 3.67 3.85 3.81 4.16 4.12 4.27 4.08
8"_ FI 1.96 1.7 2.12 2.06 2.05 2.13 1.69 1.51 1.76
9. IFR 3.13 2.9 3.32 3.53 3.49 3.76 4.26 4.31 4.25
10: GR 4.09 3.36 4.31 6.16 6.24 6.02 4.83 4.73 4.86
11=HR 4.84 4.54 5.03 5.54 5.65 4.61 5.28 5.39 5.23
12=HU 2.73 2.49 3.04 4.68 4.6 4.96 3.5 3.83 3.44
13. i IE 2.05 1.69 2.26 2.12 2.18 1.95 2.22 2.32 2.18
14. I IT 3.41 3.14 3.54 4.69 4.71 4.63 3.45 3.55 3.42
15“ KO 6 5.36 6.51 6.21 6.21 6.18 4.56 4.95 4.5
16= NL 2.38 2.15 2.5 2.46 2.45 2.5 2.77 3.05 2.69
17w P, 2.29 2.06 2.44 4.18 4.15 4.52 297 3.34 2.85
18“ PT 4.24 3.94 4.48 4.57 4.56 4.61 4.7 5.09 4.62
19. IRO 4.48 4.14 4.63 5.55 5.51 5.68 5 5.56 4.87
20 I8 RS 5.79 5.2 5.96 6.18 6.22 6.01 5.87 6.34 5.76
21== SE 2.74 2.29 2.88 2.71 2.73 2.57 2.46 2.38 2.49
22"- SK 4.37 4.43 4.32 5.93 6.01 5.49 5.19 5.25 5.17
23 TR 3.83 4.15 3.67 34 3.23 4.24 3.55 4.33 3.29
24-UA 6.17 5.94 6.46 6.69 6.75 6.47 6.95 7.67 6.83
25EE‘UK 2.52 2.26 2.67 2.62 2.57 2.84 2.82 2.99 2.78

Note: answer ranges from 0-10, with greater numbers equating to greater levels of corruption.

With a few exceptions, the respondents with direct experience of their area’s education and
health care services generally perceived them to be less corrupt on the whole than those with-
out any contact over the preceding 12 months. Similarly to the ‘quality’ questions, the op-
posite trend can be observed for law enforcement. The gap in perception among people with
and without experience is greatest in Ireland, Serbia and Portugal (for education), Croatia,
Bulgaria and Slovakia (health care) and Poland, Romania and Ukraine (law enforcement). Yet
in most cases, the perception between those with and without direct contact was remarkably
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similar across countries.

Citizens in Sweden, Denmark and Finland generally rated their three public services in
question here as least corrupt, while generally in Ukraine, Serbia and Kosovo the services were
thought to be corrupt. In Romania and Bulgaria, health care and law enforcement were seen
as corrupt, while in the figures for Greece, health care stands out as particularly problematic.

8.2. Personal Experience of Bribery

Q16. “In the past 12 months have you or anyone living in your household paid a bribe in any
Sform r0”:

a. Education services? (yes/ no)

b. Health or medical services? (yes/ no)

c. Police? (yes/ no)

d. Any other government-run agency? (yes/ no)

The results show that petty corruption in the form of everyday citizens resorting to bribery
to gain access to public services in their area occurs on average quite seldom throughout Eu-
rope, in particular in education and law enforcement. Health care is clearly the area in which
petty corruption occurs most often in Europe — almost 6% of all respondents reported that
they had paid a bribe in the preceding 12 months to obtain some form of health service in their
area. However, the differences between countries are large. For example, in many countries,
petty corruption is all but absent from daily life - about 1% or fewer of all respondents from
Sweden, UK, Ireland, Denmark, Germany, Spain, Finland, and Netherlands reported pay-
ing a bribe over the preceding year for any of the services listed - or for that matter any other
public services. However, in certain other countries bribery is much more commonplace, in
particular in connection with health care. For example, in eight countries, more than 10% of
the respondents had paid a bribe in the health care sector in their area — those countries were
Bulgaria, Greece, Hungary, Kosovo, Romania, Slovakia, Italy, and Ukraine and in four of them
(Kosovo, Ukraine, Romania and Hungary), more than 20% reported that they had bribed
their way to health services. Petty corruption in education over the year preceding the survey
had occurred most in Ukraine, Kosovo, Romania and Italy, while for law enforcement about
3% or more of the respondents in Ukraine, Turkey, Romania, Bulgaria and Kosovo reported

that they had paid a bribe.
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Table 10. Personal Experience with Paying a Bribe

Personal experience with paying a bribe
Country Education Health care = Law Other public service

1 e AT 0.58 1.72 0 1.72
ol BBE 0.41 1.82 1 1.24
3G 1.96 15.86 6 2.13
4m CZ 0.59 4.45 1 1.27
st )10 0.2 0.81 0 0.58
6mmmDK 0.1 0.1 0 0.05
7 i ES 0.26 0.84 0 0.49
g1 0.1 0.25 0 0.25
ol B¥r 0.59 3.07 1 1.68
102=GR 1.05 12.53 1 4.28
11— R 0.5 7.35 1 1.75
12==HU 0.66 21.23 1 0.91
130 Big 0.13 0.25 0 0.13
140 17 3.19 11.94 1 3.44
15 ElKO 5.54 21.05 3 2.78
16w N1, 0.52 1.04 0 0.81
17w P, 0.55 6.66 1 1.78
1sEl pT 0.45 1.6 0 0.35
190 Bro 3.88 26.63 3 6.22
20 MM RS 1.61 9.14 2 3.17
2125 SE 0.08 0.54 0 0.15
22 M SK 1.62 10.94 2 2.73
23l TR 2.64 1.32 3 1.07
24_-UA 11.54 23.08 5 5.5
25 = UK 0.29 0.77 1 0.13
total 1.38 5.89 1 1.71

Note: numbers in table are percentages, rounded to nearest hundredth.
The following map in Figure 6 shows the distribution by region (minus Ukraine, Serbia

and Kosovo) of all types of reported petty corruption; the darker the region, the more bribery
reported.
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Figure 6. Reported Bribery in Europe
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Legend: map reports the percentage of total respondents by region who reported paying a bribe in any of
the questions in Q16. Map created by ‘Map Generator’.

8.3. Perceived ‘Greed Corruption’

Q17: “In your opinion, how ofien do you think other people in your area use bribery to obtain
other special advantages that they are not entitled to? (0 never - 10 Very frequently)”

Figure 7 Perceived ‘Greed’ Corruption
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‘Greed corruption’ is conceived as corruption that occurs ‘above’ petty corruption so to
speak — corruption that occurs for non-essential, publically-funded services such as health care
or education.

Most respondents in Ukraine, Greece, Serbia and Kosovo believed that it occurs quite fre-
quently, while in Sweden, Finland, Netherlands, Ireland and Denmark, respondents believed
that it seldom occurs.

9. Elections and Media

In the following two questions, respondents were asked about the extent to which corrup-
tion is present in their area’s elections and their faith in their area’s media in reporting corrup-
tion in the public sector and among politicians.

Q18-19: Please respond to the following 2 questions with the following (‘0” strongly disagree -
‘10’ strongly agree)

Q18: “Elections in my area are clean from corruption”

Figure 8. Perceived Electoral Corruption
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In most cases, the mean response is at or around ‘5’, meaning most believe that elections in
their area are moderately free from corruption. Respondents in Sweden, Italy and Denmark
rated their elections on average to be quite clean, while in Kosovo and Croatia, a majority rated
them as more corrupt than non-corrupt.

Q19: “I trust the information provided by the local mass media on matters of politics and public
services in my area’ .
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Figure 9. Trust in Media Reports of Corruption
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Respondents’ trust in their regional media in terms of its coverage of corruption in politics
and the public sector is highest in Finland, Ireland, Romania and the U.K. Trust of the local
mass media is on average lowest in Austria, Croatia, Greece and the Czech Republic.

10. Questions of Trust and Meritocracy
10.1 Level of social trust

In question 20, the standard phrasing was taken from many previous surveys in capturing
‘social trust’ among respondents.

Q20: “Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you can’t be roo
careful in dealing with people in your area?”

A. “Most people can be trusted”
B. “Can’t be too careful”

C. “don’t know”

In the aggregate figure, a majority respondents in 10 countries — Germany, Turkey, Austria,
Italy, Sweden, the Netherlands, Denmark, the U.K., Finland and Ireland — answered that most
people could be trusted. In all the others, a majority responded that one ‘cant be too careful’. In
several EU countries, the rate of response for ‘most people can be trusted’ was surprisingly low.
In Greece and France it was under 30%, while in Czech Republic and Slovakia, it was fewer
than 20%.
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Figure 10. Trust in Other People
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10.2. Perceived and experienced level of meritocracy in the public and private sector

Q21: Which statement comes closer to your own views? ‘1’ means that you agree completely
with the statement on the lefi; ‘10 means you agree completely with the statement on the right; and
if your views fall somewhere in between, you can choose any number in between 1-10.

10.2.1 Public

Q21a: (“In the public sector most people can succeed if they are willing to work hard”) 10
(“Hard work is no guarantee of success in the public sector for most people — is more a matter
of luck and connections”)

Figure 11 shows two lines for each country — one with the aggregate response of Q21a for
all respondents (black) and the other for public sector employees only (red). In all but two
cases (Austria and Turkey) public sector workers leaned more towards ‘hard work’ than ‘con-
nections and luck’ in their aggregate response. The highest number of public sector workers
answering that success in the public sector was meritocratic were found in the UK, Finland
and Turkey, while public sector employees in Serbia, Croatia and Slovakia answered that suc-
cess is driven mostly by connections or luck. The gap in answers between public sector em-
ployees and the total response was largest in Greece, Spain, and Bulgaria, and all but negligible
in Ukraine, Hungary, Croatia and Austria.
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Figure 11. Perceived Merit-Based Public Sector

UK
Finland
Turkey
Denmark
Germany
Sweden
Spain
Austria
France
Netherlands
Ireland
Kosovo
Belgium
Italy
Portugal
Romania
Hungary
Czech Rep.
Poland
Greece
Ukraine
Bulgaria
Slovakia
Croatia
Serbia

Hard Work 2 4 6 8 Connections

I country mean [ oub. sector employees only

10.2.2 Private

Q21b: (“In business most people can succeed if they are willing to work hard”) 10 (“Hard
work is no guarantee of success in business for most people — its more a matter of luck and
connections”)

Figure 12. Perceived Merit-Based Private Sector
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Figure 12 shows a similar summary to that in Figure 11 for meritocracy in the public sec-
tor. Among those working in the private sector, respondents from Austria, the U.K. and Turkey
found things most meritocratic. Respondents from Kosovo, Croatia, Serbia (minus Kosovo) and
Ukraine stated that connections and luck were most important for success in the private sector.
The gap between those working in the private sector and the total country response was narrower
than for the public sector question (21a), and in several more countries (12 total) respondents
actually employed in the private sector rated the private sector as less meritocratic than did the
country as a whole. The gap was largest in Kosovo, Serbia, Croatia, Romania and Austria.

11. Political Corruption: Consequences for Political Parties

Q24. “What political party would you vote for if the national parliamentary election were
today?

While most questions in this survey focused on perceptions and experience with regional
services, these questions asked respondents about voting patterns at national level. For this
question, respondents were read a pre-coded list of all actual political parties, including the
category “other”. The lists included all political parties that polled above their respective
country’s electoral threshold from the previous election, or any new party above that threshold
which was standing in an election in the coming year (for example, the Italian party ‘5 Stelle’).
All voters were then asked to name one party. Those results can be obtained via the individual
levels survey data.

Question 25 deals then with the consequences for future voting of an imagined corruption
scandal.

Q25. “Now imagine that that party was involved in a corruption scandal, which of the follow-
ing would be most likely?”

1. Still vote for preferred party

2. Vote for another established party not involved in the corruption scandal

3. Not vote at all

On average, about 21% of all respondents stated that even if their preferred party were to
be involved in a corruption scandal they would continue to vote for that party in a forthcom-
ing election. About 34% and 39% respectively said that they would either vote for another
established party or simply not vote at all. Roughly 7% of the respondents gave no answer.

For Q25, there were significant differences among countries in the aggregate responses.
Respondents in Turkey, Czech Republic, Germany and Romania were most likely to say they
would be inclined to continue to vote for their preferred party irrespective of any corruption
scandal, while those in Greece, Serbia and Portugal were by far the least inclined to do so. The
majority of respondents from Denmark, the Netherlands and Sweden said they would vote
for another established party, while the majority of respondents in Spain, France, Portugal and
Serbia would simply stay at home and not vote at all.
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Table 11. Voting Intentions for Corrupt Parties

Country Still Vote e Another P: Not Vote n/a

 _____

L AT 24.9 40.9 26.8 7.4
ol B BE 19.8 411 37.2 2
3 3G 19 25.8 37.5 18
4 7 28.1 32 35 5
el )0 27.4 32.8 30.1 9.6
6 mm DK 21.9 55.7 14 8.4
7 i ES 10.1 33.4 52.3 4.2
8= FI 24.3 416 27.8 6.4
ol Brr 24.2 19.5 53.8 2.5
10E=GR 5 49.3 443 1.4
11— HR 18.7 36.3 44.2 5.8
12— HU 25.7 22.6 462 5.5
130 B g 16.9 46.5 32.9 3.8
ull BT 19.6 36.5 37.5 6.4
15l KO 11.3 23.8 455 20
16 mmmm NL 15.9 57.5 17.9 8.7
17— PL, 13.9 29.5 45.1 12
1Bl pr 9.9 27.8 50.5 12
10l Bro 26.5 26.3 46.9 0.3
20 I8l RS 6 18.4 56.7 19
21 M. SE 25.9 50.1 18.6 5.4
o0 T o 18.6 37.6 39.4 44
235l TR 35.5 37.1 24.1 3.3
24" UA 26 20.3 32.1 29
25 S UK 23.3 34.4 38.2 41
total 20.8 33.7 38.6 6.9
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