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Executive summary

The Literature Review spans over the last five years of research — 2015-2021 — into the perceptions of
the EU and Europe in the thirteen key partners of the EU: Brazil, Canada, China, Colombia, India,
Indonesia, Japan, Mexico, Nigeria, Russia, South Africa, Republic of Korea and the US. The thorough
review of contemporary research follows the set of indicators used in the 2015 Baseline Study to ensure
a valid comparison of perception trends over time and adds several new indicators to reflect on the
EU’s critical junctures in the last five years and on the advances in the scholarship of EU perceptions.
The Literature Review also overviews key public diplomacy initiatives and programmes of the EU in
2015-2021 and compares them to the findings in the Literature Review.

The Literature Review offers six core findings from the review of the relevant literature:

1. Economy and trade are leading themes in all locations.

2. Strong pull of location-specific drivers behind EU perceptions, including higher visibility of EU
political actorness.

3. Limited visibility of themes other than economy/trade and politics.

4. Location-specific and global factors create new dynamics in regions and influence EU perceptions.

5. Absence of one definitive trend in the evolution of attitudes and evaluations assigned to the EU.

6. Persistent low level of awareness among the general public and limited attention to the

perceptions of the EU among young people.

Drawing on a sketchy research body with limited comparability, the Literature Review provides an
identification of core themes, trends and research tools and compares them over time to inform EU
public diplomacy. The Literature Review of the Update Study 2021 confirms the 2015 finding that
“Europe” and the “European Union” are used interchangeably in the relevant literature.

Similar to the Baseline Study 2015, the Update Study 2021 shows that EU public diplomacy initiatives
continue to prioritise economic, cultural and education relations, however in contrast to the Baseline
Study, the five-year period and a new cycle in programming (2017-2019) also highlight other priority
themes where the EU is now seeking high visibility in a prominent way: climate/environment and
inclusive society. EU public diplomacy initiatives are now increasingly characterised what we call a
“blended” character, i.e. when the public diplomacy initiatives are designed to “weave together”, in a
creative way, inputs from several key themes, involving staff from different divisions within EU
Delegations, and, in the strongest difference to 2015, showcasing a more confident synergy between the
EU and EU Member States within the “Team Europe” framework established in 2020. Moreover, EU
public diplomacy initiatives have become more sectoral, specific and, at the same time, “blended”
wherein sectorial initiatives are combined under the framework of a common event or policy. This is
different to 2015, when only the economy had major visibility in EU public diplomacy and when the
EU public diplomacy initiatives were often seen as competing with EU Member States public
diplomacy initiatives. In the 2021 Study, one other major factor is different and unique for public
diplomacy initiatives, namely the Covid pandemic. The pandemic has turned out to be a major “game
changer” for EU public diplomacy initiatives. On the one hand, it has curtailed face-to-face human
contacts and experiences central to public diplomacy. On the other hand, it has required flexible and
fast-paced adaptability of public diplomacy initiatives planning and fast-forwarded design and
implementation of digital diplomacy tools and means to extend the outreach to ensure people-to-
people contacts in public diplomacy domain during the major health crisis.
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Introduction

Reviewing the state of the art in research on perceptions of the EU/Europe between 2015 and 2021 in
the thirteen key partners of the EU: Brazil, Canada, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Japan, Mexico,
Nigeria, Russia, South Africa, Republic of Korea and the US, the Literature Review covers a five-year
time frame which includes several key events for EU Foreign Policy. Among those are the adoption of
the EU Global Strategy in 2016, the appointment of the new European Commission led by Ursula von
der Leyen and a new EU HR for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, Josep Borrell in 2019. This period
also includes several critical junctures for the EU, such as Brexit that took place between 2015 and 2020,
the peak of the irregular migration crisis in 2015-2016, terrorist attacks and threats to the EU’s domestic
security, the rise of populist and far-right political movements in Europe, and the Covid-19 pandemic
(ongoing since 2019 at the time the Final Report is submitted). The EU’s foreign policy has faced
challenges linked to the four-year tenure of US President Trump, including the demise of the Joint
Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA), the ongoing Russia-Ukraine conflict, a rapidly declining
relationship with Russia, continued conflicts in Syria and Libya, and the 2021 “diplomatic storm”
between the EU and China — exchange of sanctions threatening a non-ratification of the EU-China
investment pact sealed in December 2020.

The reviewed literature includes academic studies, articles, reports, monographs and opinion polls
covering 13 countries in English and national languages. Country Expert teams based in the 13
countries are supported by the PD-PCF UC team, which is in charge of the Literature Review.

The systematic analysis is structured along three sets of pre-defined parameters:

a) The EU’s nine main themes and their sub-themes representing: economy and trade; politics
(internal and external to the EU); research, science and technology (RST); energy; development
and assistance; climate and environment, social, culture and health [the last theme is new in the
2021 Study];

b) Key research criteria (modes of impact: visibility, actorness, effectiveness, cognitive resonance
and normative power)! and;

c) Explanatory variables (local conditions: history, culture, political context, training/ education,
translation).2

The Literature Review also overviews and compares key public diplomacy initiatives and
programmes of the EU in 2015-2021 to the literature and in reflection of the findings of the 2015 Baseline

! Drawing on terminology used in perception research, visibility measures the extent to which the EU/ Europe is
visible and how this visibility is perceived; actorness measures whether the EU/ Europe is perceived as active and
its actions are perceived as cohesive or non-cohesive. Effectiveness is the extent to which the EU is perceived as
successful/unsuccessful in reaching its intended goals. Cognitive resonance is the extent to which perceptions differ
when the EU is portrayed as acting towards itself vs acting towards the country concerned, or its neighbouring
region. “Normative power”, “Norm setter”, “Soft power”, “Collaborative public diplomacy actor”, “Geopolitical
power” are actor categories and add a horizontal dimension.

2 Cultural differences/ similarities can lead to a preference for/ indifference towards/ rejection of EU policies;
specific cultures might be more open towards “learning from the outside” than others. Translation refers to
differences/ similarities in language/ connotation and translation that can lead to smooth or malfunctioning
comprehension/ communication. History can have an impact on what is perceived as well as how. Training/
education/ Personal exposure to Europe can shape perceptions based on experiences. The political context is
important to understand the environment in which the EU policies are being implemented/ adopted/ rejected /
contested.
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Study. The main source of data (proposed and approved by the Steering Group) is a series of one-hour
interviews with EU public diplomacy practitioners from FPI (Service for Foreign Policy Instruments)
and EEAS (European External Action Service) sections of EU Delegations in the 13 selected countries
and one interview with a regional EU public diplomacy lead (in total, 14 interviews with 43
practitioners). The interviews took place between March and May 2021. The interview data intake is
complemented for each country by information from the EU Policy Outreach Partnership (EUPOP)
report, as well as other relevant EU documents provided by the Client and, in some cases, by the EU
Delegations.

The systematic analysis is structured along five sets of pre-defined parameters (see also Final Report):

a) Nine main themes/sub-themes and activities under public diplomacy initiatives between 2015-
2021 (as listed above)

b) Key audiences

c) Obstacles (institutional obstacles; perceived lack of information about/understanding of the EU
in locations; deficit of effectiveness and different degree of “like-mindedness” of the partners,
other obstacles (Covid pandemic)

d) Main gaps (institutional and programmatic gaps of the public diplomacy; research gaps; gaps
in cross-cutting policy recommendations

e) Future outlook.

1.1.  Core findings

The Literature Review provides six central findings:
1) ECONOMY AND TRADE ARE LEADING THEMES

Literature between 2015 and 2021 highlights the dominant visibility of the EU as an economic/trade
partner in reflection of a series of trade agreements, either concluded in the last five years, or currently
under discussion. Trade agreements with the EU — bilateral, trilateral, regional, FTAs and Association
Agreements (AA) - surface as a major driver behind perceptions of the EU and their visibility, intensity,
evaluation and evolution. In their context, the EU is typically seen as an effective actor and a
trustworthy beneficial partner (even if some negotiations are considered laborious or difficult) among
local stakeholders, e.g. civil society in Mexico or the business community in Canada, Japan and South
Africa. Striking a trade agreement with the EU is perceived as a boost to the third countries’ relations
with the EU and a recognition of the status of their relationship. Occasionally the trade agreement
frameworks reinforce existing, negative perceptions of the EU (e.g. the EPA between the EU and
Nigeria in the context of the revision of the Cotonou Agreement).

The literature points out that the Eurozone sovereign debt crisis is no longer the main reference point
for the EU in the economic issue-area. However, Brexit is considered a potential disruptor and
challenger to the third countries” economic and trade relations with the EU. External partners anticipate
that the EU may become either a less effective actor in light of its internal disagreements (e.g. in the US,
China), or a more protectionist actor by losing a major, successful economy such as the UK (e.g. in
Brazil). The most recent literature reports that these expectations have not been substantiated. The
literature does not find the perceptions of the EU in this issue-area to deteriorate significantly, and it
perceives the UK’s economy to lose most after the UK’s exit from the EU.

2) STRONG PULL OF LOCATION-SPECIFIC DRIVERS BEHIND EU PERCEPTIONS, INCLUDING
HIGHER VISIBILITY OF EU POLITICAL ACTORNESS:

The literature in the last five years argues for perceptions of the EU to be highly location-specific,
including increasingly visible political profiles of the EU that are linked to local political priorities,
events and personalities.
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In contrast to the Baseline Study, perceptions of the EU as an actor in the political issue-area are more
pronounced in the 2015-2021 literature. EU-specific multiple crises (and Brexit in particular) contribute
to the change in EU visibility patterns. Literature typically finds crises to trigger more visible profiles
of the EU as a political actor albeit prone to negative assessments. In some locations, Brexit has solidified
perceptions of EU Member States as primary interlocutors in political dialogues (e.g. in the US and
India). In other locations, perceptions of Brexit are noted by literature to be a factor that adds to location-
specific internal political polarisation (e.g. among political establishment in the US and to lesser extent
Canada).

Yet, EU-specific factors are not at all exclusively responsible for shaping perceptions of the EU in general,
and as a political actor specifically. Instead, literature highlights in particular the role of location- and
global-specific factors and alludes to region-specific factors in some cases. In these instances, the literature
observes a wider range of evaluations. Conclusions of a major political agreement (e.g. PCA with
Canada and Indonesia, or SPA with Japan) is a powerful location-specific factor. The EU’s political
actorness in security, and especially in peace-building and humanitarian processes, creates more
positive perceptions with a pronounced normative profile (e.g. in Colombia and Nigeria). The literature
also observes negative perceptions triggered by location-specific factors. For example, in the US,
literature observes a negative decline in the perceptions of the EU linked to the foreign-political
priorities in the tenure of President Trump in 2016-2020. In Russia, relevant literature explores how the
EU’s sanctions following the Russia-Ukraine conflict after 2014 and sanctions following the “Navalny
case” in 2021 are among leading location-specific inputs that influence how the EU is perceived in Russia,
at least among policy- and decision-makers. In China, its growing self-perception as a rising and
capable actor has led to a growing perception of the EU as a less capable and influential power.

Evaluation-wise, while positive and negative images might be location-specific, the EU also seems to
be perceived critically through global factors or EU-specific factors such as Brexit with less counterweight
in positive perceptions that are not related to the country. Literature analyses points to local cognitive
resonance in the context of the most recent temporal frames (2015 and onwards) and a more recent
period (2000-2015) to be the leading driver in re-shaping EU perceptions.

3) LIMITED VISIBILITY OF THEMES OTHER THAN ECONOMY/TRADE AND POLITCS

Following the lead trend identified in the Literature Review of the Baseline Study, the Update Study
finds that the literature published between 2015 and 2021 pays less systematic attention to themes other
than economy/trade and politics. This includes relatively low visibility of themes that are important to the
EU and in areas where the EU sees itself in a leadership position and where it is proud to carry out
successful  activities.  Specifically, this concerns the themes climate/environment and
research/sciencel/innovation. Literature in the last five years does feature more robust research into
perceptions of the EU in the energy field, yet such insights remain marginal.

Some other themes may be more visible in some locations than in others depending on local priorities
and domestic strategic interests. In Brazil and China, literature has followed perceptions of the EU in
the energy issue-area more intensely than in other locations given Brazil’s interest in biofuel trade and
access to the EU’s energy market and China’s interest in promoting its energy efficiency policies as well
as sustainable development. In Japan the normative/human rights issue of the death penalty is seen as a
sensitive issue-area. In India the literature observes perceptions of the EU in cultural and normative
issue-areas. Local priorities to curb climate change and overcome energy poverty in India trigger an
increasing awareness of the EU in the priority areas of smart city projects, infrastructure development,
transport, green energy and renewables. In Indonesia, local concerns with deforestation and palm oil
issues increase attention to EU actorness in the environment theme. It follows that the EU’s perceived
actorness and a perceived impact of the relevant EU initiative and instruments in these specific issue-
areas become a direct function of the local priorities and policies.
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4) LOCATION-SPECIFIC AND GLOBAL-SPECIFIC FACTORS CREATE NEW DYNAMICS IN
REGIONS AND INFLUENCE EU PERCEPTIONS:

Literature analysis points to another factor in shaping perceptions of the EU and their evolutions in
individual countries in 2015-2021, namely region-specific developments in third countries’ immediate
geostrategic neighbourhoods. These inputs have become more visible in the literature over time, if
compared to the Baseline Study. The literature finds that trade agreement between the EU and
MERCOSUR has impacted perceptions of the EU in Brazil and Mexico in a positive way, and
specifically in the context of trade. The literature finds that the perception of the EU in Nigeria is
influenced by the EU’s relations with ECOWAS (Economic Community of West African States), with a
focus on security, humanitarian assistance programmes and migration. Literature see EU-ASEAN
relations to influence perceptions of the EU in Indonesia and specifically in the political issue-area in
the context of bilateral cooperation with the EU. In this case, the literature reports that this regional
cooperative framework is used to increase trust between the EU and a selected country, where
perceptions of the EU have been historically negative. And while there is no regional organisation in
Northeast Asia, perceptions of the EU in Republic of Korea are sometimes articulated vis-a-vis other
major regional players in the region — China, Japan and North Korea. For Mexico and Canada, the US
remains a constant factor in shaping perceptions of the EU. For Russia, the Russia-Ukraine conflict in
the immediate region provides the main source of influence shaping the EU’s perceptions in Russia and
explaining changes to the images of the EU among policy and opinion leaders/makers and the general
public.

However, it appears that region-specific factors are only a secondary factor to location-specific factors
converging with global ones. The Update Study finds that the literature observes that the dominant
location-specific and global factors dynamically interact in regions and influence local images of the EU
in turn. For example, literature argues that the Trump Presidency has moved Canada and the EU closer
together, however this relevance results from the interaction between location-specific factors (Canadian
interests) with the geopolitical implications and foreign-political stances taken by the Trump
Administration. Research about Russia’s perceptions of the EU point to a strong link between Russia’s
national interests (location-specific factors) and the images of the EU when it is acting together with the
US (global factor) (often in the context of NATO's activities in Europe). The literature also observes that
the presence of alternative international actors (such as China and Japan in South Africa, Nigeria, India
and Indonesia) and alternative cooperative alliances (BRICS, South to South cooperation) play a role in
shaping EU external perceptions, and these factors remain location-specific in interaction with global
factors. It is important, then, that the most significant changes in perceptions are oftentimes driven by
location-specific and global factors, which are not necessarily perceptions the EU will be able to control.
Such complex dynamic requires further attention in the field of EU perceptions research.

5) ABSENCE OF ANY SINGLE DEFINITIVE TREND IN THE EVOLUTION OF ATTITUDES AND
EVALUATIONS ASSIGNED TO THE EU:

Literature in the Update Study reports various patterns in the evolution of attitudes towards and
evaluations of the EU. Importantly, the dynamics of evaluations assigned to the EU as an actor in
different issue-areas remain highly location-specific. The EU-specific events — and multiple crises
specifically — have created a negative “background noise” for the images of the EU in the last five
years. But the most emotively charged attitudes and evaluations — positive and/or negative — surface in
reaction to the location-specific filters applied to process events that are seen to affect the EU either on its
own, or the EU’s bilateral relations and policies towards the country in question and its region.

In terms of location-specific trends, the literature observes a decline in attitudes towards the EU in
Russia, China as well as in the US in the last five years (in both cases this trend is caused by major clues
on foreign policy priorities and attitudes projected by respective political leaders). Literature in Brazil
and Indonesia finds fluctuating patterns in 2015-2021. In Brazil, it depends on the government in
charge; in Indonesia, it depends on the issue at stake but also on the negative historical experiences
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with Europe. In Japan, literature observes a neutral-to-positive perception of the EU, yet with the most
recent trend of growing negativity registered by the latest research on the EU handling the pandemic.
Research in Colombia, Mexico and Canada puts perceptions of the EU closer to the positive end of the
perception continuum. Literature in some countries observes an ambivalent to negative outlook (India,
Nigeria and South Africa), while research in other countries reports a predominantly neutral attitude
(Republic of Korea).

6) PERSISTENT LOW LEVEL OF AWARNESS AMONG THE GENERAL PUBLIC AND LIMITED
ATTENTION TO THE PERCEPTIONS OF THE EU AMONG YOUNG PEOPLE

The literature stresses a very low level of awareness of the EU among the general public as a dominant
feature of perceptions of the EU in all countries. The “complex beast” EU continues to challenge broader
international publics in cognitive terms. This finding confirms the trend identified by the Literature
Review in the 2015 Baseline Study. Another common trend noted by the literature in all countries is a
heightened level of awareness and interest among several cohorts of decision-, policy- and opinion-
makers: politicians, business leaders, media and civil society. Opinions on perceptions of the EU among
young people — a key audience of the EU Public diplomacy — varied. In most locations, the literature
does not engage with perceptions of the EU among youth, although literature in some countries analyse
a positive predisposition of youth towards the EU (e.g. the US and Japan). As such it remains difficult
to analyse the state of perceptions and their evolutions among youth in 2015-2021.

1.2.  Assessment of the state of EU perceptions research

The 2015 Baseline Study noted that literature focused on media analyses. The Literature Review 2015-
2021 demonstrates a wider range of research methods and sources to assess perceptions. While some
research continues to explore media frames of the EU/Europe (and indeed in some countries it remains
the dominant type of research on EU perceptions, e.g. Republic of Korea), other locations undertake
studies that examine opinions among decision-, policy- and opinion-makers from political, civil society
and media cohorts. In contrast, systematic studies of the general public opinion and specific groups in
the general public (e.g. young people) remain scarce. The field is increasingly interested in images of
the EU that appear not only in traditional media but also in social media (especially China and Republic
of Korea). The diversification in the samples, research methods and approaches follow the major trends
in the growing field of EU external perceptions research alongside the introduction of new tools and
methods (see Elgstrom & Chaban, 2015, Chaban & Elgstrom, 2021a;b for reviews). The field is
increasingly characterised by a mixed — qualitative and quantitative — approach.

Despite the advances of the field in the last five years, the research of perceptions of the EU in the 13
countries remains uneven (this finding echoes the 2015 Study). There is a deficit of research in the three
new locations (Colombia, Indonesia and Nigeria) where there is a lack of a well-established tradition
of EU external perceptions research. In contrast, the 2015-2021 research in other locations has been
relatively active (please see the list of resources accompanying this report) — not lastly owing to the
activities of the national experts and a number of trans-national research networks (many supported
by the EU within various programmes). The Baseline and the Update Studies prove to be powerful
facilitators of creating and sustaining an active transnational network of leading experts in the field.

In summary, the comparison over time highlights several continuous features:

1. Similar to the Baseline Study, the literature on perceptions of the EU in 2015-2021 registers
dominant perceptions of the EU as an economic and trade actor.

2. Similar to the 2015 Study, the literature continues to overlook themes such as culture, research,
science and technology, climate, environment, development and assistance and social issues.

3. Similar to the 2015 Study, there is a limited scope of key audiences — the studies are mostly
limited to policy-makers, government decision-makers, business leaders and media.

15



Annex I: Literature review

4. Opvertime, literature continues to report that the general public explicates low levels of
awareness of the EU.

5. Youth and social media influencers are rarely explicitly studied, despite their crucial role in
current and future policy decision-making processes in partner countries.

6. The geographical imbalance remains. Most of African and Latin American countries remain
beyond the scope of research in EU perceptions.

There are several points of difference:

1. Different to the 2015 Study, perceptions of the EU as a political actor are now more visible.

2. Energy is one topic that appears to be more visible, but only in certain locations where this topic
is of national priority in dealings with the EU and due to the focused research projects.

3. Academia and the think tank community are studied more frequently and increasingly
considered a key audience group of opinion-makers who influence foreign-political decision-
making processes. Civil society also attracts attention albeit patchy.

4. In contrast to the 2015 Baseline Study, in which most studies from previous years focus on Asian
countries, the 2021 Literature Review observes a growing interest towards EU external
perceptions around the world, albeit unevenly.

The comparability of studies remains bound by an uneven geographical spread and is limited by mixed
methodological approaches, a confined number of key audiences and the dominance of economy and
trade as a leading theme. There remains an additional lack of research into perceptions of the EU in
individual countries in Africa and Latin America, the field in general also demonstrates limited
research into EU perceptions in many countries of Southern and Eastern Neighbourhoods and Central
Asia.

1.3.  Outlook

Summarising existing literature on perceptions of the EU in 13 countries in 2015-2021, the Update Study
finds certain continuity in images when compared to the Baseline Study - the EU continues to be
perceived as a powerful player in a multipolar world in economic and trade relations. In contrast to the
2015 Baseline Study, the 2015-2021 literature also portrays the EU as a more visible political actor.
Literature points to a complex combination of location-, region-, EU-, and global-specific factors in each
country. Yet, a number of themes important to the EU — with perceptions of the EU in the theme of
climate change among them — receive modest consideration in the literature in the last five years.

The review of the EU public diplomacy initiatives (2015-2021) (see Section 3 of this report) maps public
diplomacy initiatives onto the relevant literature in each country. It demonstrates what aspects in
location-specific perceptions resonate with EU public diplomacy priorities and shows how EU public
diplomacy armed with a deeper understanding of the local conditions in third countries in which EU
policies are communicated, uses tailor-made public diplomacy instruments and initiatives to
communicate the EU and its policies.

Drawing on a sketchy body of research with limited comparability, the Literature Review of the Update
Study provides a first identification of core themes, trends and tools. These will be further refined in
the forthcoming analyses within the scope of this research project, including traditional and social
media analyses, a public opinion survey, focus groups with young people (higher education students),
individual interviews with influencers and multipliers and policy recommendations.
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Analysing perceptions studies (2015-2021)

The Literature Review is an important element in the overall architecture of the project. The Literature
Review analyses research on external perceptions of the EU and Europe in 2015-2021 with a focus on
13 countries: Brazil, Canada, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Japan, Mexico, Nigeria, Russia, South
Africa, Republic of Korea and the US.. In total, we analysed 186 sources.

The first objective of the Literature Review is to identify general patterns in the distribution of themes,
attitudinal trends and factors shaping perceptions of the EU and driving their evolution in the last five
years.

The second objective of the Literature Review’s is to compare perceptions and images of the EU across time.
Accordingly, Literature Review in 2021 features a number of comparisons to the 2015 Baseline Study.
It produces a concise update of the findings of the 2015 Study through research and analysis of
perception studies and opinion polls carried out in the countries of the 2015 project. The Literature
Review also overviews EU external perceptions research in the three new countries since 2015, while
considering the key landmark studies carried out before 2015 on the perceptions of the EU when/if
relevant. The Literature Review looks at the various critical junctures that the EU has undergone and
factors in the considerable advances by perception studies as a discipline in the last five years. The focus
on the developments of the last five years allows the comparison of how perceptions of Europe, the EU
and its flagship policies might have shifted, what the literature focuses on and which central themes
emerge and have emerged. This includes an analysis of which perceptions continue and persist, which
perceptions change, and where the literature places drivers of the evolution in perceptions of the EU.

Literature Review systematically maps, analyses and synthetises the findings of existing works on the
perceptions of Europe and the EU and its policies along the pre-defined parameters from the external
perspective of its partner countries. The Literature Review follows the existing scheme of analysis
established and tested in the Baseline Study in 2015. However, is also adds several new indicators to
reflect on the EU’s critical junctures in the last five years and on the advances in the scholarship of EU
perceptions, in order to track the evolution of EU images reported by the relevant works. Similar to the
Baseline Study, the terms “European Union” and “Europe” have been used interchangeably
throughout most of the studies in 2015-2021; the Literature Review attempts to use the terms in a
differentiated manner.

The first part of the Literature Review features an aggregated analysis of the main trends and patterns,
as well as gaps, key audiences and evolutions. This part consolidates and synthesises the results of
existing works published between 2015 and 2021 into a single study while building on the Literature
Review results of the 2015 Study. The sample under analysis includes academic publications, relevant
outputs by think tanks and government agencies, policy evaluations, opinion polls — research that has
analysed traditional media, social media, elite and public opinions.

The second part of the Lit Rev features the horizontal overview of the public diplomacy initiatives analysed
across 13 countries for main themes and activities between 2015-2021, key audience groups, obstacles
and main gaps as well as a future outlook. This sections also features comparison of the public
diplomacy initiatives’ analysis to the key results of the review of the relevant literature on EU external
perceptions in 13 countries and across time. In the comparative part of the section (public diplomacy
initiatives vis-a-vis literature), the Literature Review compares how literature and public diplomacy
initiatives interpret key audiences of EU public diplomacy and highlights the identified gaps in the
literature on EU external perceptions (the receiver of public diplomacy perspective) as well as obstacles as
identified by EU public diplomacy practitioners (the sender of public diplomacy perspective).
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The final part of the Literature Review features country reports overviewing the relevant literature and
public diplomacy initiatives between 2015 and 2021. Location-specific analyses and reports were
undertaken by the country experts as they are among the most active authors on images and
perceptions in their locations. Such experts know the key authorities in the field and they understand
the location-specific nuances in findings and proposed recommendations as those are key in the
development of public diplomacy actions sensitive to local interests and priorities.

The Literature Review synthesises information on three key elements:
1) Gaps in the relevant literature and public diplomacy initiatives

First, the Literature Review summarises the persisting gaps though time as pointed out by the
literature and interviews with EU public diplomacy practitioners. The identification of gaps is crucial
to better assess (1) risk and opportunities for the EU public diplomacy in selected countries, (2) the
effectiveness of EU policies and public diplomacy measures, (3) their contribution to improving images
of Europe, the EU abroad or to reduce misconceptions.

2) Reflections on the key audiences, institutions and individuals

Second, the Literature Review systematises relevant reflections by relevant literature and public
diplomacy initiatives on key audiences, institutions and individuals with high multiplier capacities
in the selected countries and regions. Their systematic identification is crucial (1) to engage with them
in a more meaningful way and increase the EU’s outreach capabilities in various policy areas, including
the EU’s multi-stakeholder public diplomacy or (2) to modify perceptions of local audiences,
institutions and individuals in response to specific actions or developments.

3) Reflections on the evolution of EU perceptions with a focus on drivers of change and continuity in
short-, medium- and long-term frames.

The Literature Review ends by tracing the evolution of perceptions of the EU in the selected countries
including drivers of continuity and drivers of change. Tracking the evolution of perceptions (1)
provides a better understanding of which events, policies, outreach measures and capabilities influence
change in perceptions of the EU (2) can identify how events, policies, outreach measures and
capabilities can be opportunities for specific stakeholder and policy engagement in the future.

The integrated analysis of the Literature Review and mapping of the public diplomacy initiatives
creates a baseline for up-to-date policy recommendations in the Final Report which will analyse the
EU’s and Europe’s soft power capacities and capabilities needed for an effective integrated public
diplomacy strategy.

Main themes

3.2. Economy and trade

Following the leading trend identified in the 2015 Study, the EU continues to be predominantly viewed
as an economic and trading partner. National decision- and opinion-makers consider this theme among
the most important. Yet the findings of the 2021 Update Study reveal some key differences.

The Update Study’s analytical innovation — namely, the consideration of the endogenous and exogenous
factors shaping perceptions of the EU and their evolutions — helps to identify a particular pattern in
perceptions in the issue-areas of trade and economy. In contrast to the Baseline Study, the 2021 Study
observes that literature between 2015 and 2021 does not find EU-specific critical junctures such as the
Eurozone sovereign debt crisis and Brexit to impact the EU’s perceptions as an economic and trading
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power in a major way (despite concerns about uncertainties especially around Brexit). While these two
critical developments in the EU do carry some negative undertones and influence images of the EU,
location-specific images of the EU, linked to bilateral and regional trade agreements, raise the EU’s
visibility among different cohorts of decision-, policy- and opinion-makers and carry the emotive
charge. The perceived negative impact of the Eurozone debt crisis is not registered by the literature.

Different to the 2015 Baseline Study, in the 2021 Update Study, a lion’s share of perceptions of the EU
in the economy issue-area is linked to the EU in the context of trade agreements (either recently
completed, or currently in progress) with strategic partners. The literature agrees that bilateral and
regional trade agreements (including FTAs, EPAs, CEPAs, AAs) between the EU and third countries
have the potential to enhance the EU’s image, specifically among policy- and decision-makers and in
the media. These agreements also trigger a range of attitudes across the countries: positive (e.g. Brazil,
Colombia, Mexico,), neutral (India), negative (e.g. Indonesia, Nigeria, Russia, Republic of Korea), and
mixed (e.g. Canada, China, Japan, Nigeria, the US). Negative perceptions are rooted in perceived unfair
treatment, protracted negotiation, problems in regulatory convergence and/or clashes of interest. The
literature reports positive perceptions of the EU when the EU projects an image as a strategic
commercial partner through bilateral trade frameworks. For example, Colombia is understood to benefit
from the current trade agreement as it opens new markets for Colombian products. Mexico sees in the
EU an alternative to the US trade market and investment (Dominguez & Crandall 2019). Moreover, this
perspective is shared by the Mexican public, who considers that economic powers such as China or the
EU could be allies and that they offer new markets for Mexican goods (Senado de la Reptblica 2016,
Maldonado et al., 2018).

Regional trade frameworks are also visible in the perceptions of the EU in trade and economy. In Brazil,
expectations regarding the conclusion of the negotiations of the EU-MERCOSUR agreement cast a
positive light on perceptions of the EU, especially among government officials and businesses. This
positive perception has been steady as Brazilian stakeholders have generally perceived the EU-
MERCOSUR negotiations as positive since the early 2000s (Lucarelli, 2007). The literature also considers
the modernisation of the EU-Mexico Agreement as a trigger for positive perceptions of the EU in
Mexico (Dominguez, 2020a; 2020b).

The literature reports that as a trading partner, the EU appears to remain attractive across numerous
locations. It is recognised as one of the largest trading partners for India (almost on par with the US in
terms of trade volumes). Studies in India also report on the EU’s perceived importance for India’s
national economic initiatives introduced by the current government such as “Make in India”, “Skill
India”, “Smart Cities initiative”, etc. Likewise, for Japan, images of the EU as a major global economic
power and an economic partner have been dominant. The conclusion of the EPA between Japan and
the EU has led to an increased appreciation of this new framework of economic relations between the
two partners despite a perception of somewhat frustrating negotiations at first. The benefits associated
with the EPA for Japanese businesses have improved the image of the EU (Endo, 2020; Tsuruoka, 2019).

Differently, Canadian literature observes somewhat mixed perceptions in the context of CETA. Earnscliff
Strategy Group (2019) finds that despite limited awareness of the treaty’s detailed provisions, larger
producers tend to welcome the agreement, while smaller producers fear European competition: CETA
is perceived as favouring European over Canadian exporters, especially in agriculture (Hage, 2020).
However, the literature also argues that Canadian perceptions of the EU have generally become more
positive over the past few years (Chaban, 2020), especially in light of the Trump Presidency (Bendiek
et al., 2018).

Put in context and contrast to the 2015 Baseline Study, Canada is one of the only two cases in the 2021
Update Study that assigns major visibility to the issue-area of agriculture in assessing the perceptions
of the EU. The other country is South Africa where poultry export has become an issue of concern and
has triggered mostly negative images of the EU’s perceived aggressive exportation of chicken which
undermines South African producers (Ward, 2017).
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Researchers also find mixed perceptions of the EU’s role in the field of economy and trade (China,
Republic of Korea, the US). Perceptions of the EU as an economic (and particularly trade) actor
dominates the literature in the US in the last five years, with public and expert opinion prioritising this
role of the EU (Gora, 2019). However, the literature also points to negativity assigned to the EU’s image
in this issue-area — not least because of President Trump’s critical stance on the EU. These stances also
extend to the perceptions of individual EU Member States, which are framed as both partners and rivals
(Szabo, 2018).

Literature in China also reveals mixed attitudes. On the one hand, the EU is portrayed as an economic
powerhouse and trading bloc, and Chinese scholars see it as a strategic partner of China, specifically in
the field of globalisation, international economic development and cooperation. On the other hand,
Chinese perception of the EU as an influential regional bloc and economic superpower has reduced, as
“the necessary political-economic backing to justify the EU’s normative mission is lacking from the
Chinese point of view’” (Chang and Pieke, 2018, p. 323). The literature reports that China also sees EU
Member States as very different in their socioeconomic development and regional characteristics. It has
accordingly introduced sub-regional cooperation platforms such as the 17+1 initiative for Central and
Southern Europe as well as China’s cooperation with the Nordic region — both seen as ‘useful tools’ to
complement EU-China relations (Chang and Pieke 2018, p. 324).

Finally, in Republic of Korea, the literature finds local media in particular to attach negative
connotations to the EU’s economic/trade images, which feeds into an existing critical frame of the EU
in terms of its economic status. Between 2015 and 2021, Korean media has reported on the difficulties
in the EU-Republic of Korea FTA referencing EU-Korea ILO (International Labour Organisation)
disputes or EU-US trade disputes under the Trump Administration. Interestingly, the negative
coverage of the EU’s economic performance does not seem to negatively affect the general public’s
evaluation of the EU in Republic of Korea; it is merely found to increase the EU’s visibility, while the
public’s perception of the EU remains predominantly neutral.

On the more negative end of the perception continuum are Nigeria, Russia and Indonesia. The context
of EPA negotiations in preparation for the re-negotiation of the Cotonou Agreement has reinforced
existing, negative perceptions of the EU among Nigerian decision- and policy-makers and civil society
stakeholders (Osegbue, 2017). In this context, the EU is seen to use its influence over West African
countries to sign a largely unfair trade agreement that does not serve the country’s interests (Isaac &
Bellonwu-Okafor, 2016). Russian experts argue that the economic cooperation between Russia and the
EU is mired by political interests and power-political agendas. Importantly, it is the economic sector,
where experts see a potential for the improvement of EU-Russia relations and accordingly EU
perceptions. However, they argue that it is on the EU to initiate such a dialogue (Zverev & Rogozar,
2016). Negative perceptions of the EU as a trade partner also surface in Indonesia, as authors in the
field argue that both sides disagree over how to approach trade standards (Schmitz, 2015; Robertua,
2019; Sicurelli, 2020). Notwithstanding that the literature showcases attempts to minimise such
differences, they do create a negative perception towards the EU in this issue-area. The country has
been negotiating CEPA with the EU since 2016.

In general, the consequences of the sovereign debt crisis do not feature prominently in the literature
between 2015 and 2021: it appears that the crisis is becoming a somewhat distant memory for the EU’s
global partners (see Chaban & Lucarelli, 2021).

Further, the analysis of the literature published between 2015 and 2021 demonstrates a minimal
negative effect on the perceptions of the EU in the issue-areas of economy and trade in the context of
Brexit despite the potential of corresponding narratives of the EU’s demise as an economic powerhouse
and trading giant. Certainly, Brexit has attracted negative news headlines (e.g. in Republic of Korea
and South Africa): in some locations, businesses mostly fear its consequences (e.g. in India, where
businesses have close links to the UK market and concerns in Japan that Brexit will hurt Japanese
companies operating in the UK). Literature in Brazil further fears that the EU will become more
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protectionist because of Brexit (e.g. Brazil, see Lazarou et al., 2020). However, the overall view on Brexit
more nuanced and ambivalent. South African businesses see Brexit as an opportunity vis-a-vis the UK
and a possible threat to business interests in the EU (Kotsopoulos, 2020), and a more neutral image of
the UK is emerging in Mexico after the UK has struck its interim trade agreement with Mexico in 2019.
The literature in India also considers that Brexit has triggered the need to search for alternative
solutions, as represented in an increase of economic interests in two EU member states: Germany
(India’s “No.1” European trading partner over years), and France (increasingly a leading European
partner in military and security issues — see Lisbonne-de Vergeron, 2020). Of special note is the visibility
of some EU Member States as preferred trading interlocutors across locations, with perceived actorness
on par with the EU, dominantly Germany and France.

3.2. Politics

In parallel to the 2015 Baseline Study, the 2021 Update Study finds that while the EU is mostly perceived
in terms of its economic and trading profile, substantial visibility is assigned to the EU as a political
actor. A common feature is that perception studies rarely address the state of affairs within the EU.
Even when in reference to the EU’s domestic issues (such as multiple crises), the main research focus is
on how these developments resonate with the local contexts of strategic partners, affect their interests,
the state of bilateral cooperation with the EU, or how they speak to broader and more global shifts in
the architecture of the international system. In contrast to the Baseline Study, the Update Study
observes that external partners assign a greater range of political roles to the EU in the last five years,
and with a wider range of attitudes across and within countries. The latter sometimes reflects on
internal political divides within these countries. Relevant literature published between 2015 and 2021
increasingly argues for a complex melange of EU-, location-, region-specific and global inputs into shaping
perceptions of the EU as an actor in political affairs.

Literature finds location-specific factors trigger both positive and negative EU perceptions. Progress
with bilateral agreements (e.g. the modernisation of the EU-Mexico Global Agreement) facilitates
positive perceptions of the EU in Mexico, including those of institutional and diplomatic bilateral
relations. The literature does stress that in some areas, the negotiation on the agreement between the
EU and Mexico was difficult (e.g. in public procurement), yet the perceptions of the agreement turn out
to be neutral and positive across business groups (Blanco & Bruno, 2018) and political parties (European
Parliament, 2020). In Colombia, the presence of the EU in the political dialogue in country triggers
positive perceptions of the EU linked to its role as a facilitator of national institutions through dialogue
with government and civil society, including through productive (civil society) projects in various
regions of Colombia. Importantly, these images of the EU are closely connected to its image as a
facilitator of economic development. In Japan, the conclusion of the EPA has coincided with signing
the Strategic Partnership Agreement in 2018, and this combination of top-level agreements has raised
the visibility of the EU not only as an economic but also as a political actor. In these perception scenarios,
the EU and the location in question are seen to collaborate with each other in a location-focused setting.

Yet, the literature also observes negative perceptions triggered by the location-specific inputs. The literature
reports that the foreign policies of Brazil and the US under the respective administrations of Bolsonaro
and Trump have not favoured the EU. In the former case, the ruling elites prefer to distance themselves
from the EU’s position on issues such as climate change, human rights and regional integration. In the
US, President Trump’s attitude to Europe fed into a distancing and critical sentiment towards the EU
among the Conservatives vs. the Democrats (Speyer et al., 2020). A similar trend of polarisation of the
domestic political arena in relation to the perceptions of the EU is noted in Canada post-Brexit
referendum (Hurrelmann, 2020). While not as definitive as their counterparts in the US, Conservatives
in Canada tend to be more aligned with the UK, while Liberals eye continental Europe, and are usually
more critical of Brexit (Hurrelmann, 2020). Domestic political balance proved important for EU

21



Annex I: Literature review

perceptions and the state of cooperation with Canada for a different reason as well: with a Liberal Prime
Minister, Justin Trudeau, in power, Canada has moved closer to the EU due to the shared liberal,
multilateral agenda (Bendiek et al., 2018). In South Africa, Brexit is perceived as another example of a
shifting global order, reflected in the narrative of the zeitgeist of the West, where the EU is part of a
declining Western-based power (Global North) and South Africa is part of Global South. South Africa
sees itself as an important player in the African Union and the BRICS, and these global alliances are
perceived to provide South Africa with alternatives for international alliances vis-a-vis alliances with
the Global North (and the EU as a part of it).

On the account of various factors, certain congruence of minds and ideologies serves as another ground
for positive perceptions of the EU among certain domestic groups. For example, in Japan, where policy-
makers prefer the EU to abstain from a discussion on the issue of the death penalty, local audiences
that argue for the abolition of the death penalty in Japan see the source of support to their case in the
EU and, thus, share positive views about the EU as a normative leader (Bacon & Nakamura, 2021).
Another “invisible” profile for the EU in the political arena can be observed in Republic of Korea, where
relevant literature notes a deficit of attention towards the EU as a political actor which has persisted for
longer than the five years of the observation period (Yoon & Chung, 2021).

The second group of perceptions in the political issue-area relate to EU-specific factors — and the EU’s
multiple crises in particular. The 2015 Baseline Study Literature Review cited numerous examples of
the EU-specific crises as drivers behind negative or worsening perceptions of the EU across the 10
Strategic Partners with a particular focus, then, on the Eurozone sovereign debt crisis. The literature in
the 2021 Update Study demonstrates a similar trend. Multiple crises of the EU continue to capture the
attention of perception scholars in this period, and these critical junctures often highlight negative
perceptions of the EU in the political arena. Republic of Korean media uses EU crises as a provocative
topic in order to attract the attention of their potential readers. The irregular migration crisis and the
rise of illiberal democracies in Europe have negatively impacted Brazilian perceptions of the EU’s
international role and the EU as a model of integration for Latin America (Ribeiro Hoffmann, 2020;
Sandrin & Ribeiro Hoffmann, 2016).

But perhaps the most influential crisis for the EU’s perceived political roles is Brexit. In the past five
years, Brexit has been undoubtedly perceived as a major crisis for Europe and the EU as a political actor
in many locations. For India, Brexit has signalled a particular set of perceptions of the EU - still not a
coherent foreign policy actor although with an important role in world affairs. The literature in China
reports that Chinese decision-makers already had doubts about the EU's normative power, but Brexit
has revealed the EU’s lack of internal solidarity and inability to carry out necessary structural reforms
further compromising its image of a normative actor and even economic power in China (Chang and
Pieke, 2018; Jin & Kirchner, 2020). In the US, Brexit generates a perception that the EU lacks unified
leadership and is challenged by bureaucracy. The US also reflects on the EU as an ineffective actor
during the migration crisis (Gora, 2019). Many EU institutions and EU Member States are seen in the
US to have clashing interests during crises — a situation which is seen to undermine the EU’s
effectiveness to cope with the crises. In Russia, the literature considers Brexit as a turning point for EU
images in Russia (although not the extent of the Ukraine crisis), but experts cannot agree on the
dominant narrative of Brexit: some see it as the “domino effect” similar to the events that led to the
collapse of the USSR; others see in it the EU’s consolidation or flexible integration; and some describe
it as a “loose” union (Ananieva, 2020). The perception of the EU as a weak and unreliable international
partner is emphasised further by research that stresses the EU’s dependence on the US (Shestopal et al.,
2016).

Further, regional hegemons often tend to “overshadow” the images of the EU as a political actor in a
given location. In Republic of Korea, regional powers (China, Japan and North Korea) are perceived to
have more political impact on Republic of Korea than the EU. The US remains a leading political
influencer of perceptions of the EU in this issue-area in the Americas (Brazil, Canada, Colombia,
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Mexico). In the broader Asia-Pacific, China is seen as a main political player, where the EU as a political
actor is often perceived in the context of connectivity (e.g. in India and Japan). In fact, a more favourable
way of looking at the EU in India emerges through wider consultations on the subject of connectivity
(Sachdeva & Lisbonne-de Vergeron, 2020).

Finally, the Literature Review highlights the external perceptions of EU Member States as major
political interlocutors vs. the EU. For example, in India, the EU/Europe still does not rank very high
on the list of India’s most significant partners, whilst its engagement with the EU is seen to be generally
based on a case-by-case approach and often based on the relationships with individual EU Member
States (Lisbonne-de Vergeron, 2020). This is against the background that India recognises the
importance of Europe in shaping and sharing the global political outlook (Jain, 2019; Sibal, 2019), but
Indian policy-makers rarely see the EU as a foreign policy force (Jain, 2019). In the US, literature notes
how the EU’s complex architecture of reactions to crises led the US to bypass the EU and engage directly
with EU Member States, depending on the issue at hand (Marsh, 2018). In Japan, the 2015-2020 period
(under the leadership of the former Prime Minister Shinzo Abe) was marked by strengthened
cooperation with Europe — both with the EU and bilaterally with individual EU Member States.

3.3. Security

In contrast to the 2015 Baseline Study, the Literature Review of the 2021 Update Study finds a more
pronounced security-related theme emerging. While the EU is generally not perceived as a traditional
security actor, relevant works note new accents in the visions of the EU in this issue-area.

Between 2015 and 2021, in several locations, the literature reports positive perceptions of the EU as a
security actor in location-specific contexts. In Colombia, dominant positive perceptions are framed by
the theme of peace, and specifically the EU’s role in the Colombian Peace Process and in post-conflict
processes at political and financial levels (Tremolada, 2019). For Colombia, the EU is a fundamental
international actor and supporter of the Peace- and Post-Conflict Process, acting on par with influential
international actors such as the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), the United States
Agency for International Development (USAID), the Inter-American Development Bank (IADB),
the International Organization for Migration (IOM), the United Nations (UN) and the US. In India,
similar perceptions of the EU are assigned to its presence in the Indo-Pacific, where both actors share
an interest in closer cooperation on international peace and security, maritime security, regional
connectivity towards peacebuilding and conflict management (Sachdeva & Lisbonne-de Vergeron,
2020; Mohan & Xaveir, 2017). China also sees the potential in strengthening ties with the EU in the field
of security. In Nigeria, the EU is perceived as an important actor in initiatives positioned to mitigate
insecurity, for example, in fighting terrorism in the country. The EU is also perceived as one of several
key actors who support various programmes aiming to improve the security capacities of sub-regional
organisations (in this case, ECOWAS, in which Nigeria is a major player). Yet, when it comes to terrorist
organisations, literature registers somewhat critical perceptions among civil society representatives in
Nigeria who agree that the EU as a security actor has a role to play in the humanitarian area and has
done relatively well in this area but could do more (Hogerndoorn, 2018).

Departing from the location-specific contexts, literature in Brazil, Mexico and India registers positive
perceptions of the EU in the context of global security and counter-terrorism. In India specifically, a
perception of the EU’s fragmented foreign policy assigns it with a role of a partner who allows a greater
degree of “independence” to India in comparison to the US or Japan — as part of India’s strategy to
diversify its suppliers and creating a defence export industry of its own (Lisbonne-de Vergeron, 2015).
Yet in terms of importance, the EU trails behind the US, China, Japan and Russia (Lisbonne-de
Vergeron, 2014) and is less attractive in the defence sector than individual member states such a France
(Lisbonne-de Vergeron, 2020).
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Relevant works in the US note negative and ambiguous perceptions of the EU as a security and defence
actor. Linking the EU to NATO, President Trump lamented the EU’s weak security and defence
capabilities which triggered perceptions of the EU as taking advantage of the US” generous support for
NATO (Riddervold & Newsome, 2018; Brattberg & Whineray, 2020). However, at the same time,
autonomous EU defence capabilities outside NATO are also viewed as detrimental to US interests
(Rees, 2017). In contrast, literature in Russia registers a negative attitude towards a growing presence
of the US/NATO in Europe and their cooperation with the EU. Altogether this is perceived as a threat
to Russia’s national interests and security positions in the region.

3.4. Humanrights and other normative themes

The last five years demonstrate a range of perceptions of the EU as a human rights champion — from
strongly positive to negative — echoing a similar finding of the 2015 Baseline Study. In this section, we
consider literature which deals with these two themes outside of the migration crisis of 2015-2016 as
these will be addressed in the subsequent section.

Positive images of the EU as a normative actor are observed in Mexico, Colombia and to a limited degree
in Japan and Indonesia. In Mexico, literature observes visible and positive images of the EU as a
normative actor in democracy, human rights, and environmental protection wherein the EU is seen as
a like-minded partner to Mexico (Garcés, 2017). In Colombia, the literature reveals a positive perception
of the EU as a peacebuilding promoter, human rights defender and humanitarian aid provider. The
EU’s participation in local dialogues is seen as a gateway to promote European values. In Japan, the EU
and the EU-led survey on the death penalty has influenced Japan’s domestic discussion on the future
of the death penalty (Bacon & Nakamura, 2021). The moral authority of the EU is recognised in this
case even if local leaders are not changing relevant policies. In Indonesia, the literature also registers
positive perceptions of the EU in the context of capacity building of civil society and good governance
(Schmitz, 2015); yet these positive outlooks are in a peripheral position.

Literature on EU perceptions in Brazil, Russia, China, and Nigeria reports different images in this issue-
area. In Brazil, perceptions of the EU in 2015-2021 are affected by the priorities of the Bolsonaro
government which clash with those of the EU, particularly in the environment and human rights
(Lazarou et al., 2020). Similarly, Russia’s reversal towards traditional values” discourse and sovereign
democracy under President Putin are seen as the main domestic factors shaping negative attitudes
towards the EU in the field of democracy promotion (Headley, 2018; Foxall, 2017) and human right
(specifically LGBTQIA+ — see Verpoest, 2018). In China, the EU’s normative power is widely seen as a
reflection of double standards when it is applied to the evaluation of human rights issues in China.
Negative perceptions in some cases come in reflection to EU-specific and location-specific factors. In
Nigeria, the focus on trade and negotiations, security and migration has diminished any emphasis on
supporting democracy or gender rights. Meanwhile, in India, human rights are referenced in the
context of EU-India dialogue and the migration crisis and receive mixed attitudes. On the one hand,
India still perceives the EU as a normative actor promoting human rights and rule of law; on the other,
the EU is seen as preaching the world about democratic values but not practising them (the case of the
migration crisis is referenced here) (Mukherjee, 2020a;b; Sharma, 2020).

3.5. Migration
In the area of migration, data is less visible than images of the EU in the areas of economy and politics.
However, in contrast to the 2015 Study, the Update Literature Review registers more intense attention

to the perceptions of the EU in this issue-area due to the irregular migration crisis “peaking” in 2015-
2016. Perceptions in this issue-area are complex, often overlapping with the theme of human rights
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(discussed above) or multiculturalism, and typically negative. The intensity of negative evaluations
assigned to the images of the EU in this context correlate with each country’s relation to the crisis.

The Literature Review of the 2015 Baseline Study features reflections on only a few studies that examine
perceptions of the EU’s migration policy. Among those are occasional media reports of this EU policy
area (Chaban et al., 2009 on Japan), rare comparative studies of opinion on the EU among potential
migrants to the EU (EUmagine, 2013; Timmermann et al., 2014), or critical reflections on the perceived
ineffectiveness of these policies (see Gulyaeva (2018) on Russia). While the EU’s irregular migration
crisis of 2015-2016 had captured the attention of the Baseline Study of EU perceptions, the Literature
Review of the 2015 Baseline Study finished before the migration crisis unravelled. In comparison with
the 2015 Study, the Literature Review of the 2021 Update Study registers pronounced research focus
on perceptions of the EU’s migration policies in reflection of the crisis albeit less frequent than those of
the EU’s performance in economic and political themes.

Relevant literature in the last five years discusses how the migration crisis and its focus on the human
drama and tragedy have attracted major media attention around the globe, and particularly in the
countries of the EU’s key global partners (see e.g. Chaban & Holland, 2018). Research on the Canadian
press demonstrates how the migration crisis caused atypical “peaks” in the coverage of the EU,
attracting strongly negative descriptions. In the US, where the crisis also captured the media spotlight,
it illuminated a particular image of the EU as an ineffective actor (Gdra, 2019), with multiple institutions
and EU Member States which could not agree on the course of action thus undermining the
effectiveness of this supranational organisation in coping with the crisis. In Brazil, the images of the EU
dealing with irregular migration have also negatively impacted Brazilian perceptions of the EU’s
international role and the EU as a model of integration for Latin America (Ribeiro Hoffmann, 2020;
Sandrin & Ribeiro Hoffmann, 2016). Meanwhile, a different take on negative perceptions comes from
Russia. In Russia, literature reports a solidifying frame for the EU’s migration policy as a “weak link”
accentuating its incapability to deal with migrants in the Mediterranean and juxtaposing the EU’s
performances in this issue-area to Russia’s successful handling of its migrants (Gulyaeva, 2018).
Meanwhile, Indian perceptions combine several trends. In India, the crisis is seen as a challenge to the
EU domestic consolidation over human rights and values espoused by Europe (Mukherjee, 2020a;b;
Sharma, 2020). At the same time, the EU’s response is deemed inadequate in comparison to India’s
handling of s similar problem with a much larger number of refugees (Sharma, 2020).

Relevant literature observes perceptions of the EU in this issue-area from different viewpoints. Some
countries see migration from a more distant position (Republic of Korea) and some other countries have
more immediate experiences with EU migration policies, in the context of the crisis and beyond it (India
and Nigeria). The literature in Nigeria detects more negative perceptions of this policy area, not lastly
owing to first-hand negative experiences with the EU’s migration regime. Literature reports how
Nigerian policy-makers want the EU to normalise migration pathways for Africans (Bisong, 2019;
Arhim-Sam, 2019) challenging the EU’s one-sided approach to simply “return” Nigerian citizens to
Nigeria. Another negative perspective emerges when Nigerian stakeholders reflect on the EU
undermining regional migration policies (Bisong, 2019) by leveraging its powerful position in West
Africa (ECOWAS). For some scholars, the EU’s migration regime is considered hostile (Ezemenaka,
2019).

3.6. Climate and environment

The increasingly visible (identity) narrative of the EU as a champion for the environment and the fight
against climate change and the EU Green Deal launched by the new European Commission have built
expectations to see substantial literature engagement with perceptions of the EU in this field. Despite a
rising global profile as a climate champion — and in some cases a desire for cooperation with the EU as
an actor in this issue-area, the perceptions literature in 2015-2021 only modestly considers external
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perceptions of the EU’s leading roles in international environmental and climate diplomacy. While
positive recognition of this role is in place (noted especially among political and civil society
stakeholders), relevant literature continues to overlook perceptions of the EU in this thematic area. This
trend echoes the 2015 Baseline Study.

In Russia, bilateral cooperation with the EU in the field of the environment has been reported only in
one source although positively. The EU appears as a leader in climate change and environmental
protection in China, even though the studies do not focus on this issue and mention it briefly. While
research on EU perceptions in tackling climate change is absent in Canada, a general opinion survey
(Nanos & Carleton University, 2019) demonstrates that the general public in Canada supports a strong
policy partnership with the EU, in tackling climate change (in addition to, energy policy, trade and
security). In India, climate change is also seen as an area of the EU’s strategic interest for cooperation
with like-minded countries (Chaudhuri, 2020a;b). In Colombia, the EU’s actorness in the theme of
environment and climate is overshadowed by its role in peace and trade, while in Republic of Korea it
appears in the background of media studies (Yoon & Chung, 2021). Only the literature in Indonesia
provides more context to bilateral cooperation in this field by pointing to diverging approaches to
illegal logging and palm oil exports between the EU and Indonesian officials (Schmitz, 2016; Robertua,
2019; Sicurelli, 2020). Although some attempts to bridge the regulatory and conceptual gaps are
marked, persisting negative perceptions towards the EU among Indonesian decision-makers remain.

With an increasingly global perception of the relevance of these issues, the EU may also become
increasingly recognised and the rhetoric and visibility of the EU Green Deal might feature more
prominently in future years of research as the theme of climate/ environment has not yet trickled down
into the area of perception studies.

3.7. Energy

In contrast to the 2015 Study, the field of EU external perceptions in 2015-2021 has featured the first
comprehensive attempts to study perceptions towards the EU’s energy policy and of the EU as a global
energy governance actor towards BRICS.

The Update’s Literature Review observes an increase in publications studying perceptions in this
thematic area. Many of these publications came to life within the framework of the Jean Monnet project
“External images of the EU as a Normative Energy Power: BRICS vis-a-vis the EU” (EXIE) concerned
with the EU’s energy policy and global energy governance and external perceptions on it, focusing on
five strategic partner countries of the EU: Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa (Chaban, Knodt
& Verdun, 2017). Relevant literature examines influential media discourses on their framing of the EU’s
place in the global energy landscape. Literature also profiles publications that combine the data from
the EXIE project with the data from another transnational project: “Challenges of European Energy
Governance with Emerging Powers” (EnergyGov, TU Darmstadt — see Knodt et al., 2015), which
analysed the EU-Emerging Powers dialogues with Brazil, India, China and South Africa. The latter
project provided access to data from 75 in-depth interviews in BRICS countries and Brussels and from
the surveys of respective energy dialogues with 143 participants (Knodt, Chaban & Nielsen, 2017). The
findings highlight that due to its strategic constraints and the securitisation of energy policy, the EU is
challenged in building cooperation with emerging powers and establishing multipolar energy
relations. Additionally, the EU fails to examine, reflect and communicate its external energy policy, in
particular towards the BRICS (Chaban, Knodt & Verdun 2017). Chaban and Knodt (2016) pinpoint the
incoherence of information flows within EU institutions as a problem for the establishment of effective
and meaningful energy diplomacy.

BRICS’ ambivalent perceptions of the EU in energy governance are widely discussed in the framework
of the above projects (Fioramonti, 2017; Guimaraes & Piefer 2017; Gulyaeva, 2017; Lai and Shi, 2017;
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Chebakova et al. 2017; Knodt et al., 2017). In South Africa, relevant literature examines the diffusion of
EU norms in a competitive sector, in which South Africa increasingly has alternative options, not lastly
through its interactions with the BRICS partners (Fioramonti, 2017). In Brazil, the literature registers a
positive outlook on the EU as a sustainable energy actor (Guimaraes & Piefer 2017; Knodt et al., 2017).
In addition, the specific issue-area of biofuels received special, somewhat ambivalent attention in Brazil
with both hopes for the access to the EU’s market through the EU-MERCOSUR agreement (Gregory &
Sardelli Panzini, 2020; Afionis & Stringer, 2020) and negatively perceived challenges over regulatory
standards and certification (Afionis & Stringer, 2020). The analysis of EU perceptions in India highlights
an increasing awareness of the EU in smart city projects, infrastructure development, transport, green
energy and renewables.

Outside of the EXIE project, the literature in Canada discusses the general public survey which indicates
that energy policy and climate change can and should be used as one of the foundations to build a
strong policy partnership between Canada and the EU. In the Russian literature, energy appears in the
context of EU-Russia relations at large prompting the discussion of political interests and conflict
(Tichy, 2019, p. 215; Chaban, Knodt & Headley, 2018). Nonetheless, energy is also seen as the area of
potential improvement for EU-Russia relations. A potential for cooperation is also registered in China
given its interest in promoting energy efficiency and sustainable development. The EU represents a
cooperative partner for China and a ‘norm-setter’ in sustainable energy development (Lai and Shi, 2017,
p- 178). EU actions in the energy sector (especially energy efficiency and renewables) are framed
positively (Lai and Shi, 2017; Knodt et al., 2017).

3.8. Research, science and technology

This theme is not prominent in the literature. If at all mentioned, research and innovation are usually
in the context of publications about energy as well as climate and environment.

3.9. Development assistance

The Literature Review in the 2021 Update Study finds the EU’s development and assistance
engagement to be among the least visible themes. Literature in only some countries — mostly receivers
of EU development assistance — reflect on perceptions in this issue-area. Whenever mentioned,
assessments of the EU vary across the spectrum from appreciation to anti-imperialist and anti-colonial
resentment. For example, in Nigeria, the EU’s actorness in development and assistance is one of three
main themes in the academic literature. This perception is often linked to the EU actions towards
Nigeria in the fields of democratic consolidation and humanitarianism (in particular in the north of the
country (Martinelli & Udo, 2012)). The literature’s focus however gradually shifts from the theme of
development and assistance towards the EU’s impact on migration and the replacement of the Cotonou
Agreement. In other country cases, perceptions of the EU in the development and assistance issue-area
receive limited to no analysis.

3.10. Social

The Literature Review in the 2021 Update Study does not register any specific references to EU social
issues that are not related to migration, EU internal politics or other themes.
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3.11. Culture

Resonating with the findings of the 2015 Baseline Study, the 2021 Update Study finds limited focus on
the EU as an actor in the cultural issue-area. According to the literature, the EU’s cultural diplomacy
initiatives of the last five years receive very low recognition among third-country stakeholders.
Nevertheless, both decision-makers and the general public tend to hold positive perceptions about
Europe’s cultural cache.

The EU is increasingly perceived as an example in the areas of education and research in India as well,
although this perception is not dominant. The literature in Colombia and Brazil briefly points to
education programmes of European agencies in a positive light. The EU’s cultural richness is also
perceived positively in Brazil and China. The most elaborated role of the EU in the culture issue-area
comes from India, where a lot of attention is paid to cultural similarities between India and the EU and
the challenges they share, such as handling migration (Chaudhuri, 2020a;b; Lisbonne-de Vergeron,
2014; Sharma, 2017; 2020). However, the US is of more interest to young Indians than the EU (Lisbonne-
de Vergeron, 2014). Nevertheless, the EU is seen positively in the field of multiculturalism and as a
successful actor in managing cultural diversity, and this perception has persisted notwithstanding the
challenge of the migrant crisis to the existing EU policy framework (Sharma, 2017) with a potential for
this issue-area to bridge the gap to other fields, such as tackling radicalisation and terrorism
(Mukherjee, 2020a;b). Cultural diplomacy is also seen in Russia as, potentially, ‘the only channel to
engage with the Russian public’ for the EU (Valenza & Bossuyt, 2019, pp. 5, 9). Finally, culture plays a
role — although connected to the social issue-area — in Europe’s colonial past. For example, in Indonesia,
Europe’s colonial past has cast shadows over the perception of the EU and has negatively affected the
EU’s and Europe’s image in the long-term (Fitriani, 2015). Meanwhile, the student-led protest
movements against education inequality and the vestiges of the apartheid regime in South Africa also
invoke negative connotations and are easily connected to a broader conceptualisation of the EU as part
of the Global North. Overall, EU perceptions in the cultural field reveal no general trend and are
strongly location-specific.

3.12. Health

The thematic category of health did not exist as a separate category in the 2015 Baseline Study. Health
is given a different structural priority in the 2021 Update Study because of the Covid-19 pandemic and
the major global attention to Europe as one of the epicentres of the pandemic and as one of the leading
actors in vaccinations. The most recent literature on EU perceptions emerging in 2020-2021 indicates a
rather ambivalent perception of the EU, linked to the poor performance in curbing the pandemic in
2020. An opinion poll conducted by the Pew Research Center (Huang & Silver, 2020) discovers that
favourable views towards the EU have decreased in Canada, Japan, Republic of Korea and the US.
Japan is one of the most noticeable cases with a drop of favourable views towards the EU from 60% in
2019 to 47% in 2020 and thus the biggest decline (13 points) among major non-EU countries. According
to Pew Research Center (Huang & Silver, 2020), 34% of respondents in Japan and only 19% in Republic
of Korea agree that the EU has done a “good job” in dealing with the pandemic. Republic of Korean
media images of the EU in the context of Covid-19 feature strong negative evaluations, while literature
in China see the pandemic as part of other EU crises and, thus, assign it with a negative role in the EU’s
overall image. As such, we observe a combination of global and EU-specific factors driving the change
of perceptions of the EU. The literature in other countries has not yet reflected on the influence of Covid-
19 on the images of the EU in a substantial manner but might be considered more frequently as the
pandemic is taken up by perception research in the future.
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3.13. Key research criteria (modes of impact)

This section addresses key research criteria as modes of impact, i.e. the performance of EU policies in
third countries. The EU and Europe are perceived in terms of pre-defined parameters drawn from the
most prominent academic discussions: visibility, actorness, effectiveness, cognitive resonance and
normative power. In the following section, the findings relating to studying the body of research along
these key research criteria or impact modes summarise the perceived impact of hitherto EU foreign

policy.

3.13.1. Visibility

Across all studies and regions, the research criterion “visibility” is reflected the most.

Reflecting on the wide-ranging set of data from cross-country analyses, the EU is a very visible actor in
terms of economy and trade, and also increasingly visible in political issue-areas compared to the 2015
Study. The EU’s political role is the second, or, in some locations, the dominant perception.

The EU’s social policies (other than migration), climate change and environment, health, development
and assistance, human rights, energy, RST, culture and education are only visible to a limited extent in
media and among multipliers. This assessment differs by the country —some of these policies gain more
visibility when they resonate with a country’s policy priorities.

3.13.2. Actorness

Studies deal with the criterion “actorness” especially with respect to the issue-area of economy and
trade in which the EU is frequently considered an international leader and beneficial interlocutor.

Perceptions of the EU are largely situated within a broader outlook of the EU’s roles in the respective
location. Literature across countries reflects on media frames, key audience perceptions and general
public opinion research demonstrates the overall perceived strong actorness of the EU in the area of
economy and trade. Due to a series of EU trade agreements (bilateral and regional) leading in relations
with the EU in 13 countries between 2015 and 2021, the EU is overall perceived as particularly active
and increasingly consistent. The sovereign Eurozone crisis is no longer perceived to curb the EU’s
economic or trading activities. In the political sphere, the EU is perceived as internally active (coping
with the consequences of the irregular migration crisis, Brexit and later the pandemic) and externally
(engaging in the dialogue on political issues relevant for a third country, e.g. promotion of human rights
and democracy, peacebuilding, and/or striking major bilateral political agreements). In some locations,
the EU is perceived as a normative actor, sometimes acting to benefit the location (e.g. in peace,
democracy and humanitarian issue-areas — in Colombia, Nigeria, Mexico) and sometimes contesting
local values (e.g. in the issue-areas of environment protection, equality, good governance, rule of law —
in Brazil, China, Indonesia and Russia). The EU is also expected to act in a protectionist manner as a
consequence of Brexit. EU actions in the area of health governance have started attracting attention
with mixed evaluations but there is a lack of substantial academic literature on this issue. Actorness is
also addressed in terms of EU policy and institutional coherence but is generally evaluated rather
negatively as highlighted in the Baseline Study. EU actorness in the areas of development and assistance,
climate change and environment, energy, RST, culture and education is perceived as active on a case-by-case
basis — more so in countries where these policy areas are priorities in their internal and foreign policies
(Brazil, Russia, China). Finally, growing multipolarity means the EU is often seen as an important actor
but as one of many.
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3.13.3. Effectiveness

The EU’s effectiveness continues to be assessed ambivalently: trade and economy are areas that are
widely perceived as successful examples of EU strengths, with a growing number of successful
examples in the political sphere vis-a-vis perceptions of the EU as promoting trade, energy, human
rights, climate, or environmental standards by using political pressure in third countries.

Once more, economy and trade are examples for successful EU policy-making and implementation.
Outcomes of the EU’s negotiations and conclusions of trade agreements (bilateral and regional) feed
into this perception as an effective and credible partner. The conclusion of major political agreements
between 2015 and 2021 is an additional strong factor in images of the EU as an effective and successful
policy-maker, this time in the international political arena. Increasingly (albeit slowly), the EU’s policies
in climate change, environment and energy governance are perceived as effective inside Europe and as
worth emulating internationally. Yet, EU policy-making gauges a range of perceptions where the EU is
occasionally considered ineffective and inconsistent, even self-interested, hypocritical and non-
credible. This assessment of the EU’s effectiveness draws on perceptions in the areas where the EU for
instance promotes trade, energy, human rights or environmental standards but is seen as politically
pressuring others. EU internal decision-making processes and institutional competencies are
sometimes perceived from a critical point of view, and specifically in health governance (in the context
of the Covid pandemic) and migration (in the context of the irregular migration crisis). Relevant studies
observe that despite initial predictions, Brexit has not detrimentally impacted the perceptions of the
EU’s internal decision-making processes and institutional competencies. It has questioned the EU’s
unitary actorness — even if it might not translate into long-term negative perceptions — and has stirred
questions around economic uncertainty in relation to the EU as an effective economy and trade actor.

3.13.4. Cognitive Resonance

The extent, to which EU policies are felt to resonate with local and regional issues and priorities and
have an impact on domestic policies, is another major indicator shaping images of the EU.

Literature between 2015 and 2021 demonstrates a complex combination of location-specific, EU-specific,
region-specific and global factors that shape perceptions of the EU. Location-specific factors — informed by
local issues and priorities which most impact domestic policies — are in the lead. Importantly, location-
specific factors work as the main filter to process EU-specific inputs (including crises), regional factors
(in the immediate geo-strategic region) and global inputs. Literature also demonstrates that location-
specific factors may “team up” with EU-specific, region-specific or global factor in patterns which are
unique to each location. In contrast to the 2015 Study, the Update Study argues that this indicator is of
major importance, not lastly given the evolving global context of a multipolar world and a deepening
rift between Global North and Global South, contestation among Western-based powers (with the EU
being one of such powers) and increased “soft power” competition.

3.13.5. Normative Power

The EU’s normative power is particularly viewed in a political context and in relation to the EU’s
promotion of its fundamental values. In contrast to the 2015 Study, however, it is increasingly assessed
to be part of many policy areas the EU engages in.

The EU’s normative power has been subject to an ongoing debate in academia (Manners, 2002; Borzel
& Risse, 2011; Nicolaidis & Whittman, 2013). In general, Larsen (2014) finds that literature on EU
external perceptions identifies the EU as a normative power only to a limited extent depending on the
geographical area and the EU’s image as a strong economic power remains prevalent (Larsen, 2014).
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The literature between 2015 and 2021 continues to observe that perceptions of the EU in the normative
issue-area are ambivalent. The EU’s promotion of human rights, democracy, environmental policies,
humanitarian assistance and rule of law may trigger either positive or negative reactions among third
countries on a continuum of adoption, adaption, resistance and rejection (Bjorkdahl et al., 2015). There
is no single “universal” country pattern in perceptions, although countries with colonial experience are
more likely to have a negative approach towards the EU’s projection of normative power. Importantly,
an individual country’s reaction to EU normative projections could be positive in one area and negative
in another. This more nuanced understanding of the EU’s normative power — building on more recent
scholarship in the field — is new in the Update Study. It also follows the vision of the EU Global Strategy
(European Union External Action Service, 2016), and specifically its leading premise of principled
pragmatism informing the EU’s foreign policy.

3.14. Explanatory variables (local conditions)

Location-specific, local conditions such as history, culture, education and personal exposure to
Europe/the EU represent important factors that influence how specific policies of the EU are perceived
and which themes are considered important. Drawing on the 2015 Baseline Study, these explanatory
variables aim to give an indication as to the extent and local conditions future public diplomacy
initiatives have to consider.

Following the 2015 Baseline Study, the 2021 Update Study finds that across the literature, historical ties
are addressed as important factors that shape the perceptions of third country citizens towards EU
policies. A combination of more short-, mid- and long-term historical inputs into shaping the
perceptions of the current relations with Europe and the EU matters. The colonial pasts of European
states continue to cause resentment along the general public around the world. This perception may
lead to scepticism towards EU public diplomacy initiatives and programmes. The impact of culture is
also acknowledged: for instance, in the area of human rights, the distinctiveness of cultural norms and
priorities, leads to a clash of positions among Asian, African and European policy-makers (for example,
with their Japanese counterparts on the death penalty question). This is particularly visible in EU-China
and EU-Russia relations. Education, training and personal exposure are the third set of influential
aspects: a lack of education and knowledge of the EU and lack of direct personal experience causes a
notion of lack of transparency and incoherence of EU decision-making processes among the general
public. However, educational ties with Europe, for example through studying in the EU, and personal
contacts with Europeans are seen to carry the potential to shape a positive, comprehensive image of the
EU, although this finding is not clear cut and difficult to substantiate given the lack of data. The political
context of a country, and its internal polarisation in particular, is accentuated when explaining why
and how opinion-makers and the general public perceive the EU’s roles. Furthermore, countries that
have undergone a dramatic experience (a violent conflict, a change of their political regime) will
perceive the EU differently than those who live in peace, especially when the EU engages in dialogue
with these countries. Differences in socio-historically conceptualisations of key terms such as
democracy, sustainability, resilience might lead to challenges as to finding common conceptual
grounds (translational issues) but are not mentioned in the literature.
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Main public diplomacy initiatives

4.1. EU public diplomacy

This section provides a thematically listed review of key public diplomacy initiatives and programmes
of the EU in the last five years (2015-2021). Given the high number of individual initiatives, the
following list is not exhaustive. It serves as a groundwork to inform the Final Report’s “Best Practises
Report”, the Final Report’s aggregated analysis and its policy recommendations. The main source of
data (proposed and approved by the Steering Committee) is a series of one-hour interviews with EU
public diplomacy practitioners from EU Delegations in the 13 selected countries. The interview data is
complemented by information from the EU Policy Outreach Partnership (EUPOP) report and other
relevant EU documents provided by the Client and, in some cases, by the EU Delegations. The overview
of the public diplomacy initiatives that took place in each location between 2015 and 2021 draw
comparisons to the Literature Review (see Section 3 of this report). Where applicable, the aggregated
summary of the public diplomacy initiatives also compares the 2021 findings to the findings of the 2015
Baseline Study.

This section of the Literature Review starts with an official definition of EU public diplomacy and
continues with an analysis of EU public diplomacy initiatives along the key research criteria and
explanatory variables. Complementing the findings on perceptions of the EU from the Literature
Review, this section provides an overview of existing public diplomacy initiatives contributing to the
discussion on the EU public diplomacy and its programming globally and in the 13 selected countries
specifically.

4.2. EU public diplomacy: definitions and evolution of the concepts and
trends

The 2015 Baseline Study uses the EU’s official definition of EU public diplomacy according to which
EU public diplomacy aims ‘to raise awareness of the foreign policy goals and also to positively influence
the perceptions of the EU as an active and effective player on a global level” (Davies Cross, 2013, p. 1 as
cited in the Baseline Report), to promote the EU values ‘based on delivery of peace, security and
prosperity’ (Information and Communication Handbook for EU Delegations 2012, p. 4). The 2015
Baseline Study reflects on three major innovations of the Lisbon Treaty of 2009, namely the
establishment of the European External Action Service (EEAS), the conversion of the European
Commission Delegations around the world into European Union Delegations with a status as fully-
fledged Embassies, and the creation of the office of the High Representative of the EU.

Since its creation in 2010, the EEAS has been the main EU institution in charge of communication and
coordination of EU public diplomacy, in coordination with the Commission and Directorate Generals
with an external mandate, and soon after the Service of the Foreign Policy Instruments (FPI) of the
European Commission. The EU Delegations became central to the implementation of EU public
diplomacy abroad, not only by distributing information about the EU but also promoting the EU’s
narrative and success stories (Rasmussen, 2009). Despite such progress, Duke (2013) identifies a core
challenge of EU public diplomacy post-Lisbon — the conflict between internal and external aspects of
EU public diplomacy. The reason for this is that the internal narrative of the EU is an on-going process,
and, thus, it can hardly be employed in foreign relations. Duke (2013) adds that the competition with
EU Member States — who often viewed public diplomacy as part of their national diplomacy and did
not see the benefits of contributing to an EU public diplomacy (for example, in the promotion of culture)
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— is also well reflected in the 2015 Baseline Study. The earlier scholarship in the field of EU public
diplomacy stresses that at the core of every public diplomacy initiative are questions around what
should be communicated and how this communication can be coordinated to send a coherent message
across borders (Henrikson, 2006). Later scholarship — especially around strategic narrative research —
further mirrors Duke’s analysis in arguing that the EU ‘despite significant integrative steps since the
end of the Cold War’, “still struggles to offer a coherent narrative — both internally and externally, thus
potentially hampering the EU’s strategic impact’ (Miskimmon, 2017, pp. 85-86).

In an attempt to communicate the EU more clearly to partners abroad, the creation of the Partnership
Instrument (PI) for cooperation with third countries in 2014 acknowledges the importance of public
diplomacy for the EU’s foreign policy. It specifically mentions the objective of enhancing;:

widespread understanding and visibility of the Union and of its role on the world scene by means of
public diplomacy, people-to-people contacts, cooperation in educational and academic matters, think
tank cooperation and outreach activities to promote the Union's values and interests” (Regulation (EU)
No 234/ 2014, Article 1.2(d)).

The main idea is to promote:

political values, and political systems, such as democracy, human rights, rule of law, the EU’s
commitment to universal values; civil diplomacy of state building, of reform through engagement;
economic diplomacy, the weight of the largest trading bloc, the most densely integrated market with
its 500 million extremely wealthy consumers and businesses, EU as a force to be reckoned with in new
fields, such as climate change, energy, smart development (Kimunguyi & Polonska-Kimunguyi 2013,
p. 141).

To achieve this far-reaching task, sophisticated communication strategies, including the use of media,
are seen as key to provide global access to information on Europe and the EU and to create new ways
of interactive engagement with global audiences (Grincheva, 2012). The 2015 Baseline Study forms part
of a consultation process in the preparation for the EU Global Strategy (European Union External
Action Service, 2016) and outlines the EU’s strategic directions in the changing world, assigning a
special place to public diplomacy:

The EU will enhance its strategic communications, investing in and joining up public diplomacy across
different fields, in order to connect EU foreign policy with citizens and better communicate it to our
partners. We will improve the consistency and speed of messaging on our principles and actions. We
will also offer rapid, factual rebuttals of disinformation. We will continue fostering an open and
inquiring media environment within and beyond the EU, also working with local players and through
social media (online)

A set of public diplomacy initiatives, initiated centrally serve a proof of the evolving status of EU public
diplomacy. Among those are the EU’s Cultural Diplomacy Platform within the EU’s strategy to
international cultural relations (European Commission, n.d.), the launch of the first survey on the EU’s
external perceptions - EUROBAROMETER 2017 by the European Commission (2017) and the launch
of this 2021 Update Study in 13 countries following the Baseline Study 2015 in 10 Strategic Partners —
all aiming to improve EU public diplomacy outreach and contribute to the discussion about new
instruments and approaches in the new cycle of EU public diplomacy programming.

Importantly, the EU public diplomacy is not an isolated phenomenon but part of a global evolution of
public diplomacy practices in response to a changing world, characterised by the growing
multipolarity, increased competition and contestation, a transition from a rules-based order,
proliferation of actors on the global stage (state and non-state), on-going globalisation, technological
breakthroughs, environmental and climate catastrophe and a communication revolution characterised
by the dominance of new media with its immense scope, speed and transparency of information flows
and horizontality. As such, new visions of public diplomacy are of growing relevance for EU public
diplomacy as they interact with a changing landscape yet seek to promote and forge a common
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narrative of the EU in the world. Relevant literature describes “new” public diplomacy more suitably
as a diplomatic process aiming to “understand, engage, and influence publics on a wide range of other
issues relating to governance, economic growth, democracy, the distribution of goods and services, and
a host of cross-border threats and opportunities’ (Gregory, 2008, p. 276). These are actions ‘leaving the
traditional zone of diplomatic work and entering two-way communication and direct engagement not
only with foreign governments, but also with other foreign audiences directly and/or via
nongovernmental partners’ (Jelisi¢, 2012; cf. Fitzpatrick, 2007). Major new inputs for the EU public
diplomacy 2021 vis-a-vis 2015 lead to a number of differences in EU public diplomacy initiatives over
time, such as the proliferation of multiple stakeholders keen to participate in the international discourse
and on the international stage, a sharpening competition between many assertive international actors
for global “soft” power influence and a rapid acceleration of digital means in diplomatic practice.

¢ Communication strategy

In contrast to the 2015 Baseline Study, the current overview of the EU public diplomacy initiatives in
13 countries follows the first round of programming of EU public outreach within the EU Policy and
Outreach Partnership (EUPOP) project, completed in 2019. As such, EU Delegations report that their
public diplomacy initiatives are firmly guided by communication strategies that outline the priorities
formulated by Brussels. This is different to the 2015 Baseline Study. EU Delegation interviewees in the
2021 Update Study point to a strategically driven, coordinated character of their work. While this may
delay the speed of reaction to public diplomacy force-majeures, it also ensures a more consistent
approach in producing and delivering EU public diplomacy initiatives based on EU values and the
communication of these values.

e “Polyphonic” character of the EU public diplomacy initiatives

Another major difference is a much more “polyphonic”? character of EU public diplomacy initiatives.
It is explicated by: a) more internal cooperation within EU Delegations among different departments
and divisions; b) a much more visible “Team Europe” effort; c) increasingly sophisticated “blending”
of the themes; and d) exploring a regional approach across national borders.

a) Many posts report that public diplomacy initiatives are designed in collaboration with
multiple sections in the EU Delegations, but also with other sections contributing when they can/want
(e.g. working with DG INTPA - the Directorate General for European Commission’s Department for
International Partnerships, former DG DEVCO (the Directorate General for International Cooperation
and Development), DG NEAR - the Directorate-General for Neighbourhood and Enlargement
Negotiations, DG TRADE — the Directorate General for Trade of the European Commission, DG CLIMA
— the Directorate General for Climate Action, etc.), in support of the EU’s long-term vision and needs.

b) More “polyphony” in contrast to 2015 is observed in the “Team Europe” approach through
which EU Delegations form close and mutually beneficial cooperation with EU Member States,
multiplying messages, combining resources and tapping into themes, means, networks and
geographies potentially overlooked in the past owing to resource constraints. All 13 EU Delegations
report that they work closely and regularly with EU Member States. EU public diplomacy initiatives
tend to happen in good synergy with public diplomacy initiatives undertaken by larger Member States
that have their own public diplomacy programming (Brazil, India, Indonesia, Russia). EU public
diplomacy initiatives often offer opportunities for smaller Member States with limited resources and
staff. In this case, the EU Delegations’ efforts “loop” smaller Member States in, in a very systematic way
(Canada, Republic of Korea). In Mexico, the EU Delegation’s activities synergise with EU Member

%i.e. when many voices and themes create a harmony, in contrast to “cacophonic” when many voices and themes
clash

34



Annex I: Literature review

States” activities through “The Annual Action Plan for Joint Public Diplomacy”, but Mexico is not an
exception here. By defining key audiences, activities and shared messages on campaigns, the EU
Delegations and their Heads coordinate with EU Member States” Ambassadors, devise which event to
run jointly or separately and who appears in various public events (including online events at times of
Covid). Coordination goes beyond syncing the schedules. Some examples include the alignment of
messaging on what the EU does, specifically in the realm of key themes (e.g. climate change, Covid
pandemic, etc.), or to offer communication packages and templates that EU Member States can use
(Brazil, Japan). Coordination is also taking place on major events and reactions to crises. For example,
in Nigeria and under the banner of “Team Europe”, the EU assisted in the fight against Covid with
5mn EUR and with a lot of social and traditional media profiling of the EU and EU Member States
working together. In the view of the EU Delegation, this has strengthened the image of the EU as a
strong and trusted partner.

c) The 2021 Update Study clearly demonstrates an increasingly complex architecture of public
diplomacy initiatives with EU Delegations often designing events that pursue a number of key
themes/objectives in a logical and effective synergy.

d) The interviews with the public diplomacy practitioners in North and South Americas also reveal an
increasing exploration of regional clustering and logic of EU public diplomacy initiatives, specifically
for Latin America. This regional approach, implemented in six Latin American countries, is
instrumental for developing synergies in the region and sharing best practices meaningful for the
region. A more peculiar situation in this regard refers to the Asian region. While the EU has its own
Delegation to the ASEAN, this Delegation does not collaborate with EU Delegation to Indonesia yet.
Moreover, a member of the ASEAN Indonesia is not included in reports on EUPOP in the ASEAN.

Another difference to the 2015 Baseline Study is the EU Delegations’ conscious reflection and effort to
reach broader audiences and in more diverse locations. All 13 countries in the Update Study 2021 have
complex and extensive geographies, and similar to the 2015 Study, EU public diplomacy practitioners
report it as a challenge, specifically vis-a-vis limited resources. In this summary we stress that the new
public diplomacy initiative of the “roadshow” allow for a more systematic, nuanced, comprehensive
outreach to the territories and provinces outside of the usual “bubbles” where the EU Delegations tend
to be more active, i.e. the respective capitals and the major urban centres. This is an innovative public
diplomacy initiative that unites the EU and EU Member States and showcases the EU across a number
of key themes (political, economic, social, cultural, climate, etc.). In addition to the roadshows, the EU
Delegations report a broad range of public diplomacy initiatives designed to reach to provincial
audiences (e.g. regional media outreach in India, or EU Film Festival outside the capital in Russia, etc.).
Covid realities and the necessity to move public diplomacy initiatives online mean that outreach to
provinces and peripheries has intensified. Digitally-executed EU public diplomacy initiatives now can
involve audiences in locations previously untapped.

Finally, all interviewed EU Delegations recognise that EU public diplomacy efforts have become
different after the outbreak of the Covid — particularly in terms digitalising their activities. Certainly,
digital means in the public diplomacy had been increasingly important before the Covid. The use of
social media for communication more broadly and for diplomatic purposes specifically has been a
hallmark of the public diplomacy efforts. The EU had embarked on this innovation in public diplomacy
communication, yet, as the 2015 Baseline Study shows, there remained space for improvement. The
circumstances of Covid meant that this change had to happen in a short span of time.

The lack of face-to-face contacts so critical for successful public diplomacy means that EU Delegations
had to revise their tools to ensure a two-way engagement with the audiences and the execution of the
public diplomacy in the full sense of the word. The EU public diplomacy initiatives in all 13 countries
showcase an increase in the use of virtual platforms during the pandemic. Moreover, the EU
Delegations offer many innovations in this context. Among these innovations are social media
campaigns run by the EU Delegations in cooperation with EU Member States. The virtual format also
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means that more high-profile participants can “attend” EU events, which also facilitates the outreach
mentioned above. One successful example is the “EU Education Fair” popular in many countries, which
is currently run in the virtual format, as it can now attract more young people on a different
geographical scale.

Opportunities presented by e-diplomacy mean a significant increase of the EU’s outreach at a lower
cost and through more efficient online options to which many audiences (and younger people
specifically) are increasingly open to. It is not surprising that the EU Delegations recognise an
opportunity to reach to more and geographically diverse audiences through online communication and
will use these lessons after the pandemic is over. EU Delegations are keen to continue with such
“hybrid” events. However, it is also very clear that digital public diplomacy cannot substitute face-to-
face contacts that build the backbone of public diplomacy, especially in the consolidation of networks
and for building trusting and close relationships. This more personal, direct mode of communication
remains crucially meaningful for the outreach to local audiences, particularly policy-, decision- and
opinion-makers and even youth. The EU Delegations report that the ongoing lack of direct
communication with these cohorts is a worrisome trend for EU public diplomacy in the future, and in
some locations (where “side-line” meetings are a powerful way to engage) it could even be detrimental.

4.3. Main themes and corresponding initiatives

A range of initiatives and programmes has been implemented, across the main themes identified for
this Study. In the 2015 Baseline Study most activities happen in the area of economic relations, culture
and civil society relations. While these areas remain leading in the 2021 Study, the public diplomacy
initiatives in the areas of climate and environment, education and inclusive society/transition are now
also very visible. Public diplomacy initiatives in RST and information/communication are also
increasingly realised. Further, an emphasis on the training element of the public diplomacy initiatives
as well as the growing role of (social) media are new in comparison to the 2015 Study.

The comparative assessment of the public diplomacy initiatives vs. the academic literature on EU
external perceptions in the 13 countries demonstrates that the respective literature lags behind the
assessment of how the images of the EU are changing alongside the changing thematic priorities of EU
public diplomacy. Economic and political themes get most of the reflection in the studies on perceptions
of the EU. This dissonance is likely driven by a variety of factors:

1. The thematic change of public diplomacy initiatives took place within the last round of
programming starting in 2017 — a rather recent date to affect the perceptions and images
(especially as cognitive constructs are rigid and infamously resistant to change);

2. The academic literature, to be published, goes through a lengthy review process (often up to a
year). Some more recent works that reflect on the perceptions of the new themes may still be in
review when this report goes public;

3. Literature Review points to large numbers of event-driven research, with publications being
instigated by crises, conflicts and/or problems in EU relations with external partners, while
public diplomacy initiatives cannot anticipate such events. Moreover, the EU public diplomacy
effort focuses on building durable partnerships as opposed to be purely event-driven;

4. Covid has interrupted and re-directed many research projects, including those on perceptions
of the EU;

5. There is still a lack of systematic comparative research on EU external perceptions among the
key partners of the EU, and the 2021 Update Study is a welcome change to this status quo.

In contrast to the 2015 Baseline Study, the 2021 Update Study finds that many public diplomacy
initiatives cross thematic boundaries and address key themes in a more comprehensive manner.
Activities have become increasingly “blended”. Importantly, the initiatives are also becoming more
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sectoral and more thematic (e.g. in such sectors as energy, mining, agriculture, for example, in
Colombia, India, Canada, Republic of Korea), and this only increases their effectiveness when several
such initiatives are merged, or “blended”. In other words, “blending”, or ‘broadening’ is when EU
public diplomacy initiatives engage ‘people semantically specialised” in sectorial fields in one event,
thus, ‘widening the circle from outward, from the Delegation’ (EUIndo1).

Such an approach allows to increase the EU’s visibility in those issue-areas and among audiences that
would have otherwise remained indifferent to other areas apart from the field of their interest. While
“blending” allows to deliver a more comprehensive multi-faceted initiative, it also explains a visible
connection between the declared goals of the EU public diplomacy initiatives and EU norms and values
observed in this Study.

In summary, themes have become more varied and interconnected in the 2021 Update Study as the
examples below will show. We present all themes alongside their key initiatives, with clear indicators
why they are presented under a particular thematic rubric in the report despite the interconnected
nature of themes and initiatives in the 2021 Update Study.

4.3.1. Economy and trade

The 2015 Baseline Study outlines that business cooperation with the strategic partners of the EU is at
the core of each strategic partnership (Cirlig, 2012, p. 4). The Baseline Study also quotes Sonia Lucarelli
(2007, 2013) who argues that the EU’s perception as a global trading power is firmly established across
its partner countries. Even though the Eurozone debt crisis impacted the global image of the EU as a
leading economy and trade actor negatively, its effect has not been detrimental (see Chaban & Lucarelli,
2021). The 2021 Update Study substantiates these arguments. Since 2015, a number of countries in the
sample have concluded major trade agreements with the EU (e.g. CETA in Canada, the EPA in Japan,
a regional six-country agreement in Latin America). In some locations, trade negotiations are still
ongoing (e.g. China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Nigeria). Hence, the main aim of the public diplomacy
initiatives in this issue-area is to manifest and maintain the Union’s position and to open further
avenues of cooperation with strategic partners. EU public diplomacy initiatives in these countries often
feature high level-events opening the dialogue of the EU with strategic key audiences, such as
businessmen and chief executives — to speak about the trade agreement, the opportunities and the
benefits, and recently, linking all these with the EU Green Deal (e.g. in Colombia).

The 2015 Baseline Study references the following activities as part of EU public diplomacy initiatives
in the field of economic cooperation: cooperation with business associations and chambers, organising
roundtables, support of European businesses in establishing new collaborations and setting up
exchange programmes for current and future business leaders. Some of these instruments have been
mentioned in the interviews with public diplomacy practitioners in 2021 as well, but other public
diplomacy initiatives appear to be new or more prominent initiatives in this sector: roadshows; a wider
range of formal and informal networking events with high-profile business leaders; educational events,
sectoral dialogues and outreach to the broader public. Importantly, the Covid pandemic has impacted
the scale and reach of the face-to-face public diplomacy initiatives in this thematic area, and specifically
with high-profile key business leaders and decision-makers. In summary, the focus of EU public
diplomacy initiatives in the field of economy and trade correlates with the reflections of the relevant
literature on EU perceptions.

EU roadshows

Roadshows have been a prominent feature of the EU public diplomacy initiatives in Brazil, Colombia,
Indonesia and Mexico. This comprehensive initiative is difficult to classify under a specific thematic
rubric as it targets both political and economic themes and often addresses other key themes to convey
the message as well (e.g. education, climate/environment, RST, energy, culture, etc.). The roadshows
are designed to address the most pertinent topics in EU bilateral relations with the strategic partners,
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including more “technical” aspects of economy, trade, business, investment, finances, industry or
agriculture. Such issues usually link to trade agreements or an implementation of specific EU projects
on the ground. However, roadshows also feature a strong socialisation element aiming to reach out to
the broader public (local authorities and businesses, but also civil society, media, universities, youth
and the general public) as well as to increase the EU’s visibility in the provinces and regions.

The roadshows are driven by Heads and Deputy Heads of EU Delegations and EU Member States
Embassies, accompanied by EU Delegation staffers who use this opportunity to communicate the EU
through face-to-face meetings, social media as well as regional traditional media. In this public
diplomacy initiative, the EU Delegations combine efforts with Embassies of EU Member States who
may choose to profile their cultural or other messages and actors during these events. The EU and EU
Member States representatives meet with local and regional authorities, stakeholders (including
business-people), students and media. Such a comprehensive approach allows local audiences to
understand the EU and its Member States in a more comprehensive way, where economy and trade are
important facets of the EU but also are a part of a bigger, more complex picture of strategic cooperation.

In the eyes of the interviewed public diplomacy practitioners, the roadshows experienced a major
setback when Covid led to limited contacts and curtailed travel in many countries. Due to the
complexity of this public diplomacy initiatives design and importance of direct contact with many key
stakeholders on the ground, virtual formats must be developed further and continuously tested to
ensure a true engagement of multiple stakeholders.

A wider range of networking events with the leaders of business sphere (formal and informal)

The 2015 Baseline Study points to networking events with business leaders (formal and informal) as a
means to support the image and reputation of the EU as an effective global actor in the economy and
promote direct exchanges between business and industry officials and representatives of the EU and
its Member States. Differently to the findings of the 2015 Baseline Study, public diplomacy practitioners
in the 2021 Study more frequently mention formal high-level events with business leaders and
authorities, and specifically in areas where there are controversies or even conflicts between the EU and
the partner country. One of the sensitive areas for a dialogue between the EU and third countries have
been geographical indications in the context of the major trade agreements (more specifically CETA in
Canada, the EPA in Japan, or the EU-China agreement protecting geographical indications). To
facilitate the dialogue on geographical indications, the EU Delegation organised the “EU-Canada Policy
Dialogues Support Facility” on geographical indications with a focus on the benefits of CETA (success
story videos, market access guides for European companies, etc.). In Japan, the EU Delegation
organised events with the parliamentarians, as well as other stakeholders, to address the most difficult
topics during the EPA negotiations. In 2019, “Networking Reception on Geographical Indications” and
a working lunch and workshop on geographical indications were organised as part of such events. In
Republic of Korea, earlier public diplomacy initiatives targeted the issues of the International Labour
Organisation (ILO) conventions, while the more recent ones aim at raising overall awareness of the
economic cooperation between the Republic of Korea and the EU.

The new trend of “blending” the key themes is prominent in the field of economy as well. Here,
cooperation in trade/business is discussed in the context of other issues, such as climate change, RST
and more. For example, in Colombia, the EU Delegation engages with businesspeople and CEOs to
discuss the opportunities and benefits of the trade agreement and the Green Deal. The EU public
diplomacy initiative “Engaged Europe” in Russia also “mixes” climate change, trade, health and digital
topics to engage leading stakeholders. To a lesser extent, "blending” can be also assigned to the notion
of connectivity in Japan which merges the SPA (Strategic Partnership Agreement) with the EPA with
the aim to further promote bilateral partnership beyond ‘just economics and trade’ (EUJap4).

Business Associations and Chambers
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The 2015 Study stresses EU public diplomacy engagement with practitioners such as EU-focused
business associations and chambers, which facilitate the exchange of the EU and its members with the
strategic partners and seeks to increase EU visibility. The 2021 Study does not register the establishment
of new business associations beyond existing ones.* However, it marks the continuous work in this
sector. public diplomacy practitioners in Indonesia mention that they invite the European Chamber of
Commerce to locally organised events and also cooperate with the Chamber of Commerce and the
Ministry of Commerce of Indonesia in the field of economy and investment. EU Delegations in Canada
and Mexico run presentations and information sessions with the representatives of European and local
investment associations and chambers of commerce.

Roundtables, seminars and conferences

The 2015 Study considers roundtables to be a crucial part of networking events in the issue-area of the
economy. The 2021 Study reveals that roundtables remain an important element of EU public
diplomacy initiatives in the area of the economy. In 2019, EUPOP Russia organised two seminars on
economic themes attracting 115 experts to discuss the trade relations between the EU, Russia and China
as well as Russia’s economic development. In Canada, a series of CETA information sessions organised
for EU Member States consuls and honorary consuls, and other key stakeholders from various
investment associations and chambers of commerce, brought together over 60 participants from four
Canadian cities. The EU also has an annual presence at the PDAC convention (Prospectors &
Developers Association of Canada) in Canada. The EU Delegation to Mexico held a Presentation on the
EU-Mexico Global Agreement to the Nuevo Ledn business community, including chambers of
commerce, international companies and SMEs focusing on the role of business and civil society in the
Agreement. The “Business Round Table on Trade and Investment” in Indonesia brought together over
60 participants, including Indonesian business representatives, members of the European Parliament
and a Swedish delegation. The event focused on the course of EU-Indonesia Free Trade Negotiations —
ahead of the third round of talks planned to start in September 2017 — and represented an opportunity
to voice concerns and opinions and draw recommendations for the Comprehensive Economic
Partnership Agreement (CEPA) negotiations. Public diplomacy initiatives in Japan also focused on
specific issues related to the EPA and its implementation. Three events were held in order to promote
the EU messages in the Geographical Indications policy area and to increase understanding of it among
key stakeholder groups: a seminar on geographical indications and the EPA and the EU Geographical
Indications Networking Reception.

Events with elements of education of local business community

While networking events are designed to support dialogue with key informed decision-makers, the EU
Delegations also design and organise events where they aim to educate local business communities
about the EU as an economic/trading actor. For example, the EU Delegation to Brazil ran executive
business trainings with internal or external panellists. In Colombia, public diplomacy initiatives
included diplomatic and executing trainings and think tank networks targeting various audiences —
businesses among them (this initiative is another example of the sectorial approach and "blending").
Think tank networks were also prominent in India and Mexico. The EU Delegation to Canada ran
training sessions on EU policies (including but not limited to CETA). In India, the EU Delegation

+ Some of these organisations are long and well established. For example, EUCOCIT, the EU Chamber of Commerce
in Toronto, was founded in 1995 and has developed into an umbrella organisation for 25 EU Member States bilateral
Chambers of Commerce and Business Associations and 3 associate members from other European countries.
EUCOCIT aims to promote the EU and Europe as a whole as a strong and effective economic partner. In a similar
fashion, the EU Chamber of Commerce in China (EUCCC), established in 2000, has now more than 1,800 members
operating in 9 Chinese cities with the goal of establishing a common voice for the various business sectors (see the
Baseline Report 2015)
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supported conferences and research papers addressing the EU-India TTTL In Japan, EUPOP ran a
policy seminar on geographical indications in the EU-Japan EPA improving the understanding of the
geographical indication systems and the latest policies in the field as well as the Workshop on public
procurement, which familiarised participants with electronic public procurement.

Arguably, the format of the trainings allows to reach particularly motivated local stakeholders who
invest into learning about the EU, with the element of discussions within trainings being important as
it prevents the EU to appear as a “top-down” communicator, especially in the sensitive area of trade.
In the 2015 Study roundtables are considered as a dominant platform for dialogue in this issue-area
rather than trainings for members of the business community, which does not feature in the 2015 Study.

Sectorial dialogues

In comparison to the findings of the 2015 Baseline Study, the EU Delegations appear to engage more
actively in sectorial dialogues with specific industry sectors. A respondent from the EU Delegation to
India argues that they have shifted to a ‘more sectoral, more thematic sphere’ in bilateral relations and,
thus, a more specific approach to dialogue as opposed to more general, political messaging (EUInd1).
EU public diplomacy initiatives in India specifically engage sectoral Counsellors, who cover issues that
are important to local audiences — energy, climate change, standardisation in information and
communication technology. In Colombia, the EU Delegation engages with the mining and energy
sector and continues the dialogue with the agricultural sector to incentivise businesses to decarbonise
and find opportunities in the EU market. As such, the EU Delegations use the opportunity of the
sectoral dialogues for “blending” the themes of business/industry with climate/environment. Sectoral
projects in India cover topics such as the circular economy, on climate change, clean energy, migration
and standardisation in information and communication technology.

Exchanges

The 2015 report also stresses exchanges between established and future business leaders wherein
personal experiences with and in the EU and Europe are seen a major factor that shape the perceptions
of the EU and its policies in a more positive way (Stumbaum et al., 2015), not reflected, however in the
2021 Study with one of the drivers likely being Covid.

Reaching out to broader audiences

Another trend in the 2021 Study different to the 2015 Study, is the EU Delegations” attempt to reach out
to the general public in the issue-area of economy, including by providing more information on the EU
dialogue with the respective strategic country. For example, the EU Delegation to Republic of Korea
issued the EU-Korea trade “Fact File” devoted to the 10t anniversary of the EU-Korea FTA to raise
awareness of EU-Korea economicrelations. The EU Delegation to Japan marked the second anniversary
of the EPA and issued the Geographical Indication Information Pack in order to raise awareness of
PDO/PGI logos (Protected Designation of Origin/ Protected Geographical Indication) and their
meaning for Japanese audiences (both businesses and general public). Public diplomacy practitioners
also launched a “Cooking with EU GI (geographical indication) Products” video series which sought
to raise awareness among Japanese consumers and encourage European products. However, such
events are not common.

4.3.2. Politics

The 2021 Update Study demonstrates a range of public diplomacy initiatives that address various
political issues in the bilateral dialogues — in contrast to the 2015 Baseline Study. The arsenal of public
diplomacy initiatives in 2021 is diverse: roadshows, various activities to promote EU norms and values,
roundtables and workshops on the current political issues (of local and international relevance), work
with young politicians and civil society leaders and networking with leading political practitioners.
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Roadshows

EU roadshows (discussed above) stress, among other objectives, the EU’s dialogue with political
leaders on the national and sub-national levels (provinces, municipalities). The public diplomacy
initiative aims for a direct dialogue with local authorities, as well as mediated dialogue (through
traditional and social media). This public diplomacy initiative sends a message about the EU’s
readiness to engage with local stakeholders and audiences. One example of the roadshow led by
political themes is the roadshow in Colombia where, in the context of Peace Process, the EU Delegation
organised roadshows in prioritised territories during which they involve local authorities, civil society
from the region, media and journalists and EU Member States. The EU Delegation to Mexico has run
roadshows since 2018 and focus on the Modernisation of the Global Agreement and provide an
opportunity for the EU Delegation to meet with mayors, local leaders and business communities. In
Indonesia, roadshows focused on the economic cooperation development initiatives with South
Sulawesi Province and the City of Makassar (an important logistical hub) and multiple EU priorities
such as the CEPA framework/instrument, human rights and climate change.

Activities to promote norms and values

Political messaging of the EU Delegations seeks to introduce and inform about the EU’s foundational
norms and values. Moreover, EU norms are usually embedded in the public diplomacy initiatives
irrespective of the area-issue. While this may be in part explained by the "blended” character of the
public diplomacy initiatives in this Study, interviewed public diplomacy practitioners also confirm that
the promotion of EU norms and values is a crucial aspect of their work.

Keeping in mind that such messages are very sensitive and potentially controversial, the public
diplomacy initiatives demonstrate a range of approaches which are often location-specific. For
example, in Brazil, the EU Delegation ran a social media campaign delivering information about human
rights, with awards given to participants. The campaign, “The EU from A to Z” also disseminates
messages about the EU’s political profile and normative principles. In Canada, the EU Delegation
facilitates the “EU-Canada Civil Society Forum and Policy Dialogues Support Facility”. The EU
Delegation in Mexico organises annual seminars which led to “trialogues” — a platform where the
Mexican government, the EU Delegation, and civil society in Mexico and the EU to discuss human
rights issues. The EU-Mexico “Think Tank Dialogue Initiative” promoted better knowledge and
understanding among opinion-makers and policy-influencers on the key topics and priorities for the
EU bilateral relationship, such as democracy, trade, migration, security and law, and sustainable
development. As a part of public diplomacy actions, the EU Delegation to Mexico also issues public
statements on when Mexican human rights defenders or journalists disappear or get murdered. The
EU Delegation to China also held think tank meetings with Francoise Godement and Asia Centre on
the EU side on EU-China relations. EUPOP in Japan organised a series of four events devoted to climate
change problems for Japanese lawmakers, while EUPOP in Colombia held a seminar/workshop of EU
practices in reference to the bill on the modernisation of the information and communication
technology sector in order to influence the definition of Colombian Law with EU best practices on the
topic.

With some countries, the EU conflicts over norms and value, and the EU Delegations address such
conflicts as well. For example, the EU Delegation to Japan regularly engages in the debates on the death
penalty in Japan. It has also supported a project with Crime Info (at Monash University in Australia) to
raise awareness about this issue as a part of its public diplomacy effort. In the US “World Day Against
the Death Penalty Panel Discussion” (2017) brought together key US stakeholders in the fight to abolish
the US death penalty.

In Russia, the EU Delegation runs journalist trainings with a focus on the freedom of speech, freedom
of media, support for minorities and human rights. In Indonesia, a seminar “Tackling Hate Speech and
Fake News” took place in 2018 in collaboration with the EU’s Media4dDemocracy project. The seminar
attracted 100 top law and policy-makers and leading opinion-shapers from the media, social media,
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think-tanks and academia allowing them to then share best practices and formulate recommendations
for their respective legal and policy environments.

Workshops, seminars and roundtables on the current political issues (local and international)

EU Delegations also organise various fora to discuss the most pertinent political topics in domestic or
international politics. The format invites to a frank exchange of opinions and dialogue, and the theme
of the event depends on the interest and political context at the time.

Here, economic issues are the most prominent theme in EU public diplomacy initiatives while
resonating closely with the political theme. In Russia, the 2019 seminar on trade relations between the
EU, China and Russia combined political and economic aspects based on two elements: a by invitation-
only lunch with high ranking EU officials and EU experts and an expert roundtable. Another prominent
public diplomacy initiative for high-level dialogue in Russia was the establishment of the EU-Russia
Experts Network on Foreign Policy (EUREN) as a new platform that brought together 40 prominent
foreign policy experts and think tanks from Russia and EU Member States to discuss a broad range of
topics relevant to EU-Russia relations. A broad format of events is also featured by EU public
diplomacy initiatives in Mexico, where a series of webinars “Conectando con la Unién Europea”
launched in 2019 focuses on key issues in EU-Mexico relations, namely the modernised Global
Agreement; export to the EU; scientific cooperation and innovation in the EU-Mexico Global
Agreement; circular economy; youth and climate action; urban mobility; the new European
Commission; and how the EU deals with fake news and disinformation.

More visibly the economic component of political dialogue stood out in Indonesia and South Africa.
The Business Round Table on Trade and Investment in Indonesia brought together over 60 participants,
including Indonesian business representatives, members of the European Parliament and a Swedish
delegation. The event focused on the course of EU-Indonesia Free Trade Negotiations — ahead of the
third round of talks planned to start in September 2017 — and became an opportunity to voice concerns
and opinions and draw recommendations for CEPA negotiations. In South Africa, policy-orientated
seminars and panel discussion on Fighting Illicit Financial Flows (IFFs) highlighted the role of the
international community and the G20 on the issue of IFFs, providing EU perspectives.

Security-related public diplomacy initiatives

Another thematic area in the EU public diplomacy initiatives that involves high-level engagements is
security — prominent in the EU public diplomacy initiatives in Canada, India, Nigeria and the US. The
EU-India workshop on securing the maritime commons brought together senior officials and leading
experts from the EU and India as well as security practitioners (more than 100 participants overall). The
EU Delegation to the US also held the EU “Security and Defence Washington Symposium” in 2018
gathering senior European and US defence experts and transatlantic security stakeholders to address
opportunities for stronger defence policy coordination, NATO-EU cooperation and joint EU-US efforts
and partnership. EU representatives in the US also took part in the National Conference for State
Legislatures Summit (2019). EU Delegation staff engaged with more than 4,500 US lawmakers,
legislative staff members and lobbyists vis-a-vis individual conversations on a variety of topics and
desk-style briefings with visual aids. In addition, the EU hosted a well-attended (35-person) session on
the abolition of the death penalty, distributed state-specific trade infographics directly to legislators
and their staff as well as other interested parties from business and civil society. It also engaged well
with the US audience, including through side meetings with key lawmakers. EU Delegation to Canada
has gathered almost a hundred stakeholders by organising the “Fifth Security and Defence
Symposium” (SDS). The event informed key Canadian stakeholders about the Permanent Structured
Cooperation (PESCO) and its relationship with NATO, encouraging future dialogue and providing a
key networking opportunity. The EU Delegation also seeks to promote peace and security and
mobilises EU Member States to act in supporting humanitarian action in Northeast of Nigeria.
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The connectivity between Europe and Asia is a new agenda for public diplomacy initiatives as
highlighted in the context of the SPA in Japan and also mentioned in India. While this area has not yet
received a lot of attention in the current public diplomacy initiatives, it may become more visible in
time.

Diplomatic training and networking with top political practitioners (diplomats in particular)

Similar to the networking with high-profile business individuals (discussed in the field of economy),
EU Delegations also undertake public diplomacy initiatives to network with high-profile political
actors and the civil service. Before Covid hit, lectures of the Head of EU Delegation at the Diplomacy
Academy in New Delhi were a big success. Young Diplomats training was a pilot activity carried out
by the EU Delegation to India. The EU also runs diplomatic and executive trainings in Colombia. The
“Colombian Diplomatic Academy” provides an annual intensive College of Europe training for future
diplomats to improve knowledge of the EU.

In 2019, more than 150 diplomats and other federal government officials from Canada attended training
sessions on the topics reflecting key elements of the SPA, namely EU policies, institutions and practices
on trade, security and defence, the environment and energy, development and humanitarian assistance,
sanctions, and human rights. In addition, the Fifth SDS organised by the EU Delegation to Canada
provided an opportunity to reach out to new Canadian contacts, notably those in the Department of
National Defence and at Public Safety.

Work with young politicians and civil society leaders

With young people as a priority audience in EU public diplomacy, EU Delegations often initiate public
diplomacy initiatives that target young professionals. In the political issue-area, one of the more
successful public diplomacy initiative was a study tour for young Indian diplomats to EU institutions.
The EU Delegation to Canada facilitates Youth Transatlantic Civil Society Dialogues projects. In
Nigeria, the focus is on future professionals, i.e. university students. Here, a project on support of the
democratic government (2018) saw the EU Delegation working with students in six local universities
to get youth more involved in political life and be more aware of the domestic relevance of democratic
governance. The Ambassador of the EU in China has also spoken at universities on EU-China relations
to maintain relations with academics and future decision-makers.

4.3.3. Climate and environment

Climate change, its mitigation and adaptation is a key theme that captured the attention in Europe and
around the world when the 2015 Baseline Study took place. But despite the emphasis on climate change
and environmental cooperation and the perception of the EU as an environmentally aware actor (e.g.
Torney, 2013), the 2015 Baseline Study finds that programmes and public diplomacy initiatives in the
strategic partner countries remain limited. Since then, the EEAS has promoted its Climate Diplomacy
(for more information, see http://eeas.europa.eu/environment/index_en.htm) emphasising the urgency
and importance of this theme. Most recently the Foreign Affairs Council has renewed the EU’s
commitment to climate action at the heart of the EU’s external policy. The 2021 Update Study
demonstrates a clear priority assigned to climate- and environment-related public diplomacy initiatives
in all 13 EU Delegations. EU Delegations are increasingly cognizant of the severe effect of climate
change on the livelihood of societies in all partner countries, putting stress on the availability of food,
water, raw materials and energy and the impact on the relationship with the EU and in the partner
country.

Dedicated major events and individual initiatives

The 2021 Study registers a number of Climate Diplomacy Weeks. In Mexico, they were held twice, in
2017 and 2018, and the 2018 Climate Diplomacy Week combined two events: the discussion about
global desertification and climate change by EU and Mexican experts as well as a series of seminars
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organised and led by the EU Member States diplomatic missions in Mexico (integration between
science, education and public policy; climate funding for local governments; the technical aspects of
the Emissions Trading System in Mexico). The Climate Diplomacy Week in Indonesia also featured
strong cooperation between the EU Delegation and EU Member States Embassies. Among more
pointed events, the EU Delegation to Nigeria made renewables a theme of its Europe Day celebration.
In 2018, the EU Delegation to the US staged a gallery exhibition showing the impact of climate change
on national parks and ran panel discussions on the topic with 192 visitors. The EU Delegation to Russia
ran a number of events during the EU Green Week (2019), such as Europe Green Talks and the ECOCUP
Green Documentary Film Festival. The latter is an example of a “blending” key themes, the EU
Delegation to Russia introduced Russian audiences to the most important non-fiction green films of the
decade delivering the message about climate change and environment by means of culture.

A number of individual initiatives also took place in other locations: the EU Delegation to Republic of
Korea promotes specific policies, such as the EU Green Deal and the EU-Korea Climate Action project,
and in parallel engages broader public and particularly youth through a set of one-off events (Beach
Clean Up; Upcycling Maskbook Competition) and social media campaigns (“Be the wave”).
Meanwhile, public diplomacy initiatives in other countries are less broad in scope. The EU Delegation
to Canada facilitated the EU-Canada Policy Dialogues Support Facility on clean technologies and
cooperation in the Arctic. The public diplomacy project in Brazil together with the City of Curitiba,
organised seminar on Circular Economy and Low Carbon to exchange practices in the areas of waste
management, food waste, sustainable public transport and green financing. Thematic session on plastic
pollution took place in New Delhi in 2018. Meanwhile, in Bali the 5th “Our Ocean” conference was
organised as part of raising awareness of EU marine environment policies. A Short Story Award
Ceremony was held as part of this event praising the top 10 winning stories on the topic of ocean
protection. The EU Delegation received a total of 251 short fiction stories of participants between the
ages from 6 to 26. The EU Delegation to the US organised the event “IceBox Challenge panel and
interactive experience of passive house building standards” (2018) as part of a visibility campaign to
promote climate action. EU staff and partner volunteers coordinated by a contractor talked to more
than 200 people at an information stand. The event resulted in media coverage in local TV, magazines,
blogs and a diplomatic corps newspaper.

“Blending” the key themes, with climate & environment in the centre

As discussed above, climate and environment themes very often inform the EU public diplomacy
initiatives which may have a range of additional topics in focus. For example, addressing the topic of
sustainability, the EU Delegation to Brazil organised a public diplomacy initiative on sustainable design
featuring the Italian Institute of Design and the Universidade de Brasilia intertwining the themes of
climate and environment, education and culture. In Canada, the EU Delegation organised high-level
events with key partners, such as businesspeople and chief executives, to discuss the trade agreement
and the Green Deal. The EU Delegation to Canada also engaged in sectorial dialogues with the
agricultural sector to incentivise businesses to decarbonise while still see the opportunities in the EU
market. Demonstrating a combination of political and climate themes, the Head of the EU Delegation
to Japan produced, together with EU Member States, a joint Op-Ed on the EU’s climate action (as one
of the regular joint high-visibility outreach activities by the EU and EU Member States). In Russia, the
EUPOP organised Europe Green Talks in cooperation with the Heinrich Boll Foundation and the US
Embassy. The initiative included film screenings, lectures by experts and discussions as well as a
student competition in total reaching about 4800 participants.

Workshops, roundtables, panels with high-profile multipliers and influencers

More specific events that target practitioners and experts are also visible. In Mexico, the EU Delegation
works with civil society groups aiming to explain the EU’s significant policies, particularly in those
areas where there are different perspectives between the EU and the Mexican government, such as the
EU Green Deal. In Russia, the EU Delegation organised a high-level climate conference which was
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considered successful as it did not deal with a “politicised” topic, thus, bringing opportunities for
resolution and cooperation. In Japan, EUPOP organised four events devoted to climate change
challenges for Japanese lawmakers: a) study session on EU Climate Action Policy (February 2018); b)
policy dialogue on greenhouse gas reductions (January 2019) which also involved a discussion about
the challenges and opportunities for the EU and for Japan in transitioning to a low-carbon society; c)
study session on the role of cities in tackling climate change (February 2019); d) policy study Session
on the state of international climate change negotiations (March 2019) — following the 24t Conference
of the Parties to UNFCCC (COP24), focusing on the outcomes of COP24 and the remaining work to
secure implementation of the Paris Agreement globally.

In some other locations plastic waste and pollution are more visible focus themes in the field of climate
and environment. For example, EU Plastic Waste Reduction Workshop (2019) in Hong Kong focused
on sharing EU experience in reducing single-use plastic waste. The event gathered almost 100 people
from government officials, business and industry leaders, journalists and opinion makers, NGOs,
academics, social entrepreneurs and diplomats. In India, the EU Delegation organised a one-off
thematic workshop on plastic pollution and climate change.

Since 2015, the EU has increasingly claimed an international leadership position in this issue-area and
initiated the Green Deal policy seeking to become the world’s first climate neutral continent. The latest
literature on EU external perceptions features positive images of the EU in the field of climate
mitigation and environmental protection across all audiences. This emotive profile suggests incredible
potential for EU public diplomacy. Yet the visibility of this topic in the published research in the 13
studied countries remains low and has yet to catch up with the EU public diplomacy initiatives in the
field and, ultimately, the policies themselves.

4.3.4. Energy

The 2015 Study stresses that the area of research and innovation is closely connected to energy and
climate and the environment (especially in China and India), and the 2021 Study confirms this trend.
Interviewees in the 2021 Study stress that many initiatives in the area of RST link specifically to the EU
in the area of green energy and climate. In China, the “Europe-China Clean Energy Centre”, established
in 2010, offers a holistic approach (technical solutions, policy and regulations) to promote the
introduction of clean energy technologies. It additionally supports the energy transition of the Chinese
economy. In the Update Study, the EU Delegation to India carries out a number of sectoral projects in
various fields, climate change and clean energy being among them. In Nigeria, in 2019, the EU
Delegation held thematic events devoted to renewable energy, with a focus on solar energy involving
youth and aiming to inform young people in Nigeria about the EU’s innovative know-how in the field
of renewable energy as well as leadership in climate mitigation. In Mexico, the EU Delegation seeks to
explain the EU’s green energy policies to local authorities. Across a number of locations (China,
Colombia, India, Japan, Mexico, Russia, Republic of Korea), the promotion of the EU Green Deal is a
core aspect of local public diplomacy initiatives, where energy appears as part of the “blended”
initiatives devoted to the environment and climate change.

4.3.5. Research, science and technology

The 2015 Baseline Study noted that the issue-area of RST closely links to the development of business
relations, but also broadening the key audience groups to academia and research institutions. The
Baseline Study also notes that the public diplomacy initiatives in RST are closely related to the theme
of energy and the environment, and the 2021 Update corroborates this finding. However, this Study
further points to the link between the public diplomacy initiatives in RST and the issue-areas of (green)
energy (closely related to climate change mitigation and environment — to be discussed in the relevant
section) and education (when research and academic mobility are concerned).
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Both the 2015 and 2021 Studies reveal certain continuity in public diplomacy initiatives in the field of
RST. Supporting innovation in research and technology is a core goal of the EU’s foreign policy (EU
Commission COM(2014) 567), and it is carried out through a set of instruments. Among the
mechanisms highlighted by 2015 Study are large-scale, international projects and cooperation with EU
Member States and partner countries. For example, the Baseline Study mentions the large-scale funding
framework Horizon 2020, which emphasises the importance of innovation, science and research.
Importantly, Horizon 2020 is referenced by some public diplomacy practitioners in the 2021 Study as a
tool of ‘enormous outreach’ (in Japan — EUJap4). In Colombia, Horizon 2020, carried out together with
the Ministry of Science, Technology and Innovation, brought together local researchers and European
companies. Finally, the EU-Korea Research and Innovation Day, marked by the 2015 Study, continues
to be held annually and is one of the key RST initiatives according to local public diplomacy
practitioners. This EU Delegation also promotes EURAXESS Korea that supports research collaboration
and mobility for researchers in Korea with Europe. In Russia, similar initiatives took place in 2019: for
example, study visits of young Russian researchers to Belgium and study visits of representatives of
the 14 EU information centres in Russia to Brussels — both aiming to develop academic and professional
networks of young scientists. The workshops, studies and research activities also took place in Japan.

However, different from the 2015 Study, in other locations, the public diplomacy initiatives in the area
of RST appear to have a more “blended” character. For example, in Canada, the EU Delegation
facilitated the EU-Canada Policy Dialogues Support Facility on clean technologies and cooperation in
the Arctic. The EU Delegation in India supported dialogue on standardisation of information and
communication technology with local civil society. Here, the Chennai Press Conference on the EU-India
Strategic Partnership (2019) highlighted cooperation on clean energy, research and innovation,
education and culture under the EU Strategic Partnership. It also promoted EU projects in this issue-
area, such as electric auto-rickshaws and received extremely high visibility in local media (25 print and
online publications). In Colombia, a seminar to share EU practices was held in support of a new bill on
the modernisation of the information and communication technology sector in 2018. In the US, the EU
Delegation participates in the South by South West festival (EU@SXSW). Furthermore, a 2021 online
conference promoted the EU’s strong collaboration with the US on themes from “digital
transformation” to “greening economies”. In Mexico, the theme of RST appeared in the context of
Climate Diplomacy Week (2018) through the discussion on integration between science, education and
public policy and the technical aspects of the Emissions Trading System in Mexico drawing on EU
expertise in this field. EUPOP also organised European Science Diplomacy Week in Mexico the same
year (2018). Its flagship event was carried out at the Museum of Modern Art in Mexico, reaching 111
participants and focusing on energy, information and communication technology, health and gender
equality in research and innovation. In Brazil, the EU Delegation organises information events on
different topics. One of such events, “Coffees with Europe”, is devoted to different topics such as
research and innovation. Finally, in Japan, a series of online webinars have attracted numerous
participants. The topics varied, with some of them discussing climate change, energy, and connectivity.
The EU Delegation to Japan also initiated a social media campaign on International Women’s Day about
European female scientists, with Member States contributing to the campaign.

4.3.6. Development and assistance

In 2021, as in the 2015 Baseline Study, development and assistance have very limited visibility as a
theme for public diplomacy. One exception is Nigeria where the EU and EU Member States provide
assistance — financially and with equipment — in the fight against Covid, with much of it going to rural
communities. According to the practitioners, this has resulted in higher visibility, helped to build trust
and raised the profile of the EU. The EU was seen to work in sync with the EU Member States in this
public diplomacy initiative.
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4.3.7. Social

EU public diplomacy initiatives collected across all locations, demonstrate that the EU Delegations are
aware of the critical importance of addressing social issues, which vary depending on the needs of
location in focus. While the 2015 Baseline Study points to some activities of the EU in this field
(education and exchange programmes, multisectoral civil society programmes), the 2021 Study reveals
that the scale of these initiatives has grown and now includes a range of activities presented below.

Outreach to civil society

EU public diplomacy initiatives directed at civil society engage representatives from NGOs, academia
and think tanks, social and grassroots movement and is similar to the 2015 Study. EU public diplomacy
initiatives in this area cover topics ranging from education, development and sustainability of
livelihoods to governance, human rights and health. For example, the EU Delegation to Mexico
developed an informal Europeistas network of the local academic community specialised in EU affairs
that includes 47 participants in Mexico City and Guadalajara. Europeistas training sessions held in 2019
provide an update on the EU institutions and EU affairs, the EU-Mexico relations, and the EU
instruments and funding opportunities for academia.

In addition, the 2021 Update Study registers a specific focus on think tank dialogues and initiatives that
allow to address both political and social issues. For example, India features a number of public
diplomacy initiatives in this field: EU-India Think Tanks Twinning Initiative workshop and public
symposium on EU-India relations (2018), the EU-India Think Tanks Annual Conference (2019), and the
EU-India Experts’ Day and Think Tank Twinning Initiative (2019), which gathered 35 leading scholars
and EU officials — all adding towards a discussion as to further support for EU-India relations. The EU-
Mexico Think Tank Dialogue Initiative was also carried out throughout 2019-2020 and focused on five
key priorities in EU-Mexico relations, such as democracy, trade, migration, security and law, and
sustainable development.

Civil society exchanges represent another crucial tool in the EU’s outreach to civil society and
particularly networking. For example, the “EU Civil Society Exchange, EU Networking Visit” initiative
in Republic of Korea (2019) targeted over 80 Korean NGOs working on the rights of women, migrants,
disabled people and the LGBTI+ community. Seven of the NGOs nominated “ambassadors” took part
in the first exchange event. In South Africa, the dialogue “Discussion on Human Rights and
Corruption” (2017) focused on the impact of corruption on human rights, and increased awareness of
the need for civil society, business, government and other societal formations to collaborate and work
towards a common purpose. EUPOP in Russia ran a two-year imitative on the prevention of domestic
violence “Prevention of Domestic Violence Russia”, which are mainly educational trips for Russian
social workers and NGO employees to the EU (2017-2019) that organised two large conferences in
Moscow and two trips for Russian social workers and NGO representatives to Sweden and France.

Inclusive society public diplomacy initiatives

Individual public diplomacy initiatives that target human rights and inclusive society are some of the
widest in thematic scope. The EU Delegation to Nigeria has launched Human Rights Dialogue and a
set of events preceding the Human Rights Day. One of the more specifically targeted issues in the area
of human rights is the empowerment of women. A number of EU Delegations have engaged in social
media campaigns devoted to International Women’s Day (Japan, Nigeria, Republic of Korea) and even
more in raising awareness of gender-based violence, an issue that has notably increased since the Covid
pandemic across multiple locations and as registered by the EU Delegations. This theme in Mexico
secured high-level contacts and major media visibility. The EU Delegation to Republic of Korea
promoted the “International Day for the Elimination of Violence against Women”, and one of the
biggest thematic events took place in Russia — the conference on “Preventing and Combating Gender
Violence” gained attention of 300 participants and enjoyed extensive media coverage with a reach of
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50,000 people. A podcast on violence against women that launched as soon as the quarantine took place
in Russia and reached millions of people.

The EU public diplomacy initiatives also facilitate programmes for disabled people in Russia (“The
Rights and Well-being of People with Disabilities in Russia and the EU”, 2019) and Republic of Korea
(Pyonchang Para-Olympics). In Republic of Korea, the work of the EU Delegation with civil society
focuses on human rights but thematically prioritises various topics, e.g. rights of elderly people, rights
of people with disabilities, discrimination issues, gender equality, etc. Activities in the area of
demographics are also part of the EU public diplomacy initiatives in Japan. Finally, the EU Delegation
to Russia additionally stresses rights for minorities and children.

The rights of LGBTI+ are also recognised in a number of EU public diplomacy initiatives such as the
promotion of IDAHOT (International Day Against Homophobia, Biphobia and Transphobia) and
LGBTQIA+ Queer Festival (Seoul) in Republic of Korea and the international Conference “LGBTI Rights
and Freedom of Religion in Hong Kong S.A.R. and the European Union” (2016) held in Hong Kong.
The latter gathered religious leaders, experts, legislators, LGBTI activists and civil society from Ireland,
the Netherlands, Germany, Taiwan and Hong Kong and included approximately 150 participants
including the general public.

In South Africa, a number of public diplomacy initiatives addressed racism and the legacy of apartheid,
namely the “EU Inspiring Thinkers Series, Racism: A Threat to Democratic Societies” (2017).
Approximately 128 people participated in the activities. It was effectively promoted in social media as
well as traditional media.

Education

The Baseline 2015 Study observes large-scale education programmes that take place across EU strategic
partners and beyond. One strongly promoted policy is the Erasmus+ programme that strengthen the
visibility of the EU through education and training. The visibility of this programme in EU public
diplomacy initiatives remains strong in the 2021 Update Study. Education public diplomacy initiatives
are firmly among the flagship public diplomacy initiatives. The Erasmus grantees, the Marie Curie
grantees are ‘considered to be the main possible potential multipliers” of EU messages (EUInd1). EU
public diplomacy has been invested in several key initiatives: outreach to tertiary (and increasingly
secondary) students and a range of activities in the Erasmus+ related sphere including outreach in the
Jean Monnet Programme networks.

According to the academic literature, images of the EU as an actor in the education sphere attract
positive evaluations, indicating a high potential resonance for EU public diplomacy initiatives in this
issue-area. However, the EU’s visibility in this issue-areas in terms of perceptions appears to be low.

a) Outreach to students

EU public diplomacy initiatives facilitate events with students (typically tertiary-level, but increasingly
secondary-level) both as part of roadshows and other large-scale events as well as more specific events
held at universities. Among the latter, Model EU and Council simulations remain popular. In 2019, this
type of events gathered 60 students from 17 universities in Brazil, 250 participants in Republic of Korea
and 200 students in Colombia. “EU Goes To School” is run in Republic of Korea and the US and focuses
specifically on school students. Other events include public diplomacy Week (Republic of Korea), a
series of EU Days in various universities and cities (India), “Creating the Next Generation of
Transatlanticists” (US), EU Study Week (Russia), youth engagement and education around elections
(Nigeria).

Among some of the most effective in terms of student outreach public diplomacy initiatives are
education fairs (India, Indonesia, Republic of Korea). In 2018, the European Higher Education Fair in
Indonesia attracted 19,000 visitors and enjoyed considerable media coverage (45 articles with an
estimated collective circulation of 35 million). In India, the European Higher Education Virtual Fair was

48



Annex I: Literature review

extremely popular. It featured 21 EU Member States (Germany and the Czech Republic being the most
active ones) with 55 EHEIs (European Higher Education Institutions). In total 54,219 Indian students
registered for the Virtual Fair in India. Due to Covid, the Fair has moved online, and its virtual format
allows for a wider geographical scope of this public diplomacy initiative in large Indian cities.

b) Webinars, trainings and public lectures

Digitalisation as part of post-Covid reality has been prominent in other public diplomacy initiatives
that try to engage students and academia. For example, the EU Delegation to Japan runs webinars
linking to the “European Specialist” Network in Strategic States (2019) with a focus on academia and
students. The EU Delegation to Mexico also held Diplomatic Training on EU Affairs and EU Diplomacy
in 2018 providing Mexican experts in EU affairs (Europeists) with a deeper understanding of the EU
foreign policy and interests, EU institutions and policies. Finally, the 2019 EU Public Lectures series in
China featured 10 prominent European speakers to deliver lectures on topics related to the EU-China
2020 Strategic Agenda for Cooperation at 5 Chinese universities. Between 30 and 150 students per
session attended the lectures and engaged in discussions.

¢) Erasmus “Universe”

The Erasmus+ programme for university students is visible in a number of countries in the focus of the
2021 Study. For example, prior to the Covid pandemic, the EU Delegation to India and Nigeria ran pre-
departure orientation events for Erasmus exchange students and a series of webinars (“Connecting
Erasmus”) was held in Mexico. It reached a total of 262 participants, both members and non-members
of the Erasmus Mundus Association in Mexico.

Erasmus+ alumni are in focus of public diplomacy initiatives in Colombia and Mexico. In Colombia,
the EU Delegation hosts “Instagram Live” with the Head of Delegation, ministers, cultural influencers,
academics and beneficiaries of the Erasmus scholarship talking about academic and cultural
cooperation. In Mexico, the 30" Anniversary of the Erasmus Programme has been celebrated with
Erasmus alumni through Erasmus Talks, Euro Posgrados in Puebla, and the Erasmus Forum. A series
of webinars “Conectando con la Unién Europea” was also set up in 2019 and is still running targeting
Erasmus Alumni in Mexico. public diplomacy activities in education have helped create the Erasmus
alumni network in Mexico and expand the contact with universities through academic events and EU
student simulations.

Erasmus+ outreach is often complemented by other thematically-related initiatives. In Russia,
education-oriented public diplomacy initiatives within Erasmus+ are complemented by the activities
of the Russian International Affairs Council (RIAC); EU info-centres and the EUREN network that
brings together EU and Russian academic experts. In the US, Schuman-Fulbright Fellowships are
visible.

d) Jean Monnet networks

Within Erasmus+, a special place belongs to the Jean Monnet programme that support academics and
scholars who focus their research and teaching on the EU. The Jean Monnet support recipients form a
valuable resource for EU public diplomacy initiatives both for individuals and various networks. Their
value for EU public diplomacy initiatives was noted in Brazil, Colombia, Canada, the US, Republic of
Korea. In 2019. EUPOP in Brazil organised a series of activities in support of the Jean Monnet
Programme, as part of the Programme’s 30th anniversary celebrations.

Media and information

The Baseline 2015 Study does not single out this rubric for EU Delegations in the public diplomacy
field. However, the Update Study observes that several locations have public diplomacy initiatives in
this sphere, often drawing on digital tools. The websites of the EU Delegations now frequently include
Member States messages multiplying the channels to “communicate Europe” and demonstrate
synergies to local audiences. For example, the EU POP initiative in Japan, “Cooking with EU GI
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Products” video series, was designed for distribution on social media channels, and for use on display
monitors at events such as conferences and expos.

Social media events have also become a prominent feature of the more recent public diplomacy
initiatives, particularly in light of the pandemic — for example, in celebration of the Europe Day/Month.
EU Film Festivals now run online increasing the outreach to local audiences (e.g. Brazil, Canada, Russia,
etc.). The same pertains to events linked to the issue of environmental protection. Thus, the EU
Delegation to Brazil ran social media campaigns on green recovery, green economy and green capitals;
EUPOP in Brazil also organised a dedicated social media campaign (2019) in support of the Jean Monnet
Programme. In Colombia, the online format of Europe Day came with a focus on the Green Deal. In
Nigeria, the EU Delegation organised a Climate Diplomacy message for Europe Day on You Tube. In
Mexico, a 10-day long digital campaign on the European Science Diplomacy Week reached over 400,000
people on Facebook and Twitter. The “IceBox” Challenge panel and interactive experience of passive
house building standards” (2018) held by the EU Delegation to the US earned media coverage in local
TV, magazines, blogs and the diplomatic corps newspaper with 685,000 views on social media and
1,708 unique visits.

Apart from the “digitalisation” of EU public diplomacy initiatives, a distinct segment is new in contrast
to the Baseline Study, namely an emphasis on (mis)information, media and training for journalists.
These events represent another group of “blended” initiatives. For example, in Indonesia, a seminar
on “Tackling Hate Speech and Fake News” engaged media and policy practitioners informing them
about the EU policies in the field. In addition, University Communication weeks were held in Indonesia
the same year engaging 520 students in discussions on the EU and disinformation, EU Guidelines of
Freedom of Expression and European restrictions on the propaganda for war and hate speech. The EU
Delegation to India also organised roundtables with the media in different regions as part of the EU
days in Indian universities.

EU public diplomacy initiatives in Russia notably include large conferences with EU and Russian
journalists and media professionals, individual trips for Russian journalists, an alumni network of
young Russian journalists invited to events, and Summer Schools for Young Russian Journalists. To
date, EUPOP has supported the participation of Russian journalists (approximately 12 in each) in three
summer schools and two trips to the EU (France, Greece, Italy, Ireland). In Mexico, an EU Training was
organised for 16 junior journalists with the aim to promote the EU’s media coverage. Among the themes
in focus were the role of the EU in the international context, internal EU challenges (populism,
migration and Brexit), how to tackle disinformation, communication tools for the EU institutions and
the EU-Mexico relations.

4.3.8. Culture

The 2015 Baseline Study points to cultural diplomacy as a core part in EU public diplomacy, citing the
resolution of the Council of the EU in 2007 on a European Agenda for Culture (Official Journal of the
European Union (2007/C 287/01)) and by the European Parliament in 2011 on the cultural dimensions
of the EU external action, calling for the development of a visible common EU strategy on culture in
external relations (European Parliament (2010/ 2161(INI)). International networks, such as the
European Expert Network on Culture, involved in all partner countries and beyond, as well as events
organised by the EU Delegations often in cooperation with the Member States, aim to meet the
requirement of an intensified use and display of culture to connect with the publics abroad, for example
through the “More Europe” initiative, which connects Member State governments, civil society actors
and EU institutions to support and reinforce the role of culture in EU external relations. A new
development over the last five years has been to include the culture theme into comprehensive
multifaceted EU public diplomacy initiatives (similar to the climate/environment theme). For example,
as discussed above, roadshows in addition to political, economy and trades themes, typically feature
cultural events and actors, often organised by the EU Member States.
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Some Delegation-specific events link to the collaborative approach in building cultural networks, such
as the Festival of Europe (Europe Day), which some Delegations prolong into “European Month”. The
festival usually presents music, art exhibitions, film screening and lectures to evoke interest in the EU
and Europe. For example, the EU Delegation to the US holds the EU Film Showcase as part of the
“European Month of Culture”, while “Europe Month” in Indonesia included an exhibition showcasing
European Islamic art and a respective discussion with 59 Indonesian students. In Colombia, Europe
Day came with a focus on the Green Deal, with 2,000 people joining the celebration, which featured a
clean energy fair, a street art contest, music and D] with solar panels, cycling to create energy, debates
on biodiversity, climate change and the promotion of sustainable development, EU cooperation
projects on peace.

Cultural events in general are broad in scope and deemed attractive to the public. European bazaars,
where EU Member States promoted culture and food are popular in Brazil. The EU-China International
Literary Festival is a flagship initiative that was held annually between 2017 and 2020 and featured
more than 160 authors from the EU and China in six Chinese cities. In 2017, 7,000 people joined the
event with another 400,000 viewers following it online. Europe Street Event Outside is another EU
flagship event held in China. Europe was also selected as a focus region for the 2018 Performing Arts
Market in Seoul. This event attracted about 2,500 participants promoting Europe’s cultural diversity
and creativity to the public and the professionals in the performing arts sectors in Republic of Korea.
Film Festivals are also a popular tool of public diplomacy initiatives, particularly, in Russia and
Republic of Korea. The EU Film Festival in Republic of Korea was co-hosted by the EU Delegation and
the Korean Film Archive (KOFA) in 2018. Some others include EUNIC Film Festival and the EU
networking event at the Busan Film Festival. Film Festivals in Russia are also organised across various
regional centres, increasing the EU Delegation’s regional outreach. Virtual Museum Tour in China and
the Young Talent Architecture Award in Republic of Korea are other examples of public diplomacy in
the cultural field.

In Russia specifically, a lot of public diplomacy initiatives focus on culture and historical memory and
have a broader scope, targeting audiences beyond the capital and major cities. In 2019, a large cultural
project — the International Mobile Symposium “Nemoskva” — was carried out in 12 Russian cities on
the route of the Trans-Siberian Railway Network and were attended by 1,400 participants. The event
represented a set of lectures by leading specialists from the EU in the fields of humanities and art who
informed audiences on the development of modern culture. A series of public lectures on historical
memory “Over the barriers” connected public intellectuals from different EU countries in partnership
with Russia’s oldest human rights NGO “International Memorial”. The series has been running
successfully since 2017, with 6 speakers visiting every year and participating with two or more events
in Moscow and more than 10 other Russian cities, reaching approximately 740 participants. The same
collaboration allowed to organise study visits of Russian history teachers to Germany and Poland in
2018-2019. Exchanges were also featured in Canada, where the “Frenergy Tour” brought together the
EU Youth Orchestra and the National Youth Orchestra of Canada for a series of concerts. Since the
outbreak of the pandemic, these events did not take place in a face-to-face mode in most locations and
most of the cultural initiatives were moved to distant and blended regimes.

4.3.9. Health

The Covid pandemic has created a new distinct issue-area for EU public diplomacy initiatives absent
in the 2015 Baseline Study — however, with yet limited reflections. For example, the EU support for
Nigeria has further created the opportunity for an increased EU visibility through the “Team Europe”
approach across audiences and regions. Thematically, EU activities though COVAX facility is
something that most of EU public diplomacy practitioners claim should be emphasised, especially in
locations where such EU initiatives remain practically invisible to local audiences (China). Meanwhile,
in other locations the pandemic has caused divided views. It is seen as a strong obstacle for people-to-
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people contacts and, thus, a crucially negative factor for EU public diplomacy initiatives (China).
Alternatively, it has brought new channels of communication, which were emphasised primarily due
to Covid restrictions.

The perceptions literature features limited reflections on the image of the EU at times of Covid. These
early reflections capture a rather negative image of the EU. Future research and future public
diplomacy initiatives will have to assess the impact of the EU’s handling of the pandemic inside Europe
and internationally to the image of the EU and factor it into future public diplomacy initiatives.

Summary and comparisons: main themes and

trends across research and initiatives

When contrasting literature and public diplomacy initiatives thematic foci, the main difference pertains
to those perceptions of the EU as defined in academic research are location-driven even in the contexts
that concern EU-specific factors. EU public diplomacy initiatives have to tackle this aspect in their
activities while promoting an EU-specific agenda. Analysis of the relevant literature and EU public
diplomacy initiatives reveals that economy remains an important theme across research of perceptions
both in the 2015 and 2021 Studies. However, when it comes to the public diplomacy initiatives, in
contrast to the 2015 Baseline Study, the economy, while very important, is not the only priority in a
number of locations. The political theme for the public diplomacy initiatives is more prominent than in
2015, closely followed by the themes of climate and environment, social issues in the context of inclusive
society, education, and then culture. Perhaps the most pronounced change observed over time is a
distinct priority assigned to the public diplomacy initiatives with a focus on climate/environment/green
technologies following the EU Green Deal policy and reflecting on consistent projections of the EU as
a leader in climate mitigation and environmental protection in the international arena. Another change
concerns the growing focus on (social) media in both literature review and the review of public
diplomacy initiatives. “Blending” the key themes (for example, economy, political,
climate/environment and social affairs) within public diplomacy initiatives correlates with the
literature which often considers interactions between the key themes.

5.1. Economy and trade

Economy has been one of the leading themes across research into the perceptions of the publics as well
as decision-makers in all strategic partner countries both in the 2015 and 2021 Studies. The relevant
literature portrays the EU as international economic power. Perceptions of the EU in this issue-area are
often shaped by the pace of negotiation of bilateral and/or multilateral trade agreements — public
diplomacy initiatives reflect on these trends. The 2021 Study even reveals a more focused approach by
the EU Delegations in tackling specific issues in trade negotiations (such as geographical indications).
Economic cooperation with the EU remains a priority for all locations in focus, and expectations of its
benefits drive perceptions of the EU in these countries. Here, a crucial task for the EU public diplomacy
is to meet local expectations and address potentially controversial issues when trade deals may be seen
by local decision-makers to disadvantage locations in question.

52



Annex I: Literature review

5.2. Politics

Literature reviews of both 2015 and 2021 Studies demonstrate that the perceptions of the EU as an
important political actor vary among its partner countries. The 2021 Study further points to certain
dynamics in how politics and economy overlap in shaping the EU’s external image. Thus, the EU’s
economic power may be accounted for either as an advantage for perceptions of the EU in the political
field (the EU’s is an important international actor) or a disadvantage (the EU is an economic power but
not a political one). The analysis of public diplomacy initiatives also proves that politics and economy
are often combined in bilateral negotiations and particularly in the context of strategic partnerships. As
such, politics-related public diplomacy initiatives seek to also improve bilateral cooperation in other
issue-areas — particularly, economy and social affairs, both being incredibly tightly linked to the EU’s
normative promotion whether these are trade regulations or EU values such as human right, democracy
or freedom of expression. Furthermore, the 2021 Study reveals that the focus of EU public diplomacy
initiatives in the political issue-area attempts to “translate” EU norms and policies to local needs of the
partner countries while simultaneously promoting its own agenda (a flagship policy of the 2021 review
is the EU Green Deal). This refers both to the choice of specific thematic fields for “blended” events or
a more strategic outlook on bilateral cooperation. Nonetheless, the political theme remains the key area,
where differences in values and political stances between the EU and its partner countries are most
visible. Hence, this theme requires more effort from the EU public diplomacy as a whole. Noteworthy,
the relevant literature has also picked up a more pronounced perception of the EU as a political actor
in many locations in this Study over the last five years.

5.3. Climate and environment

The literature between 2015 and 2021 shows that the EU is generally positively perceived with regard
to its actorness in climate change policy and environmental initiatives which is also reflected in the
growing number of public diplomacy initiatives within this theme. However, research in this area
remains limited. The EU’s international leadership in this field has increased in the last five years —
specifically in the context of the EU Green Deal as well as the EU’s commitment to the Paris Agreement
(in contrast to the US under the Trump’s Administration). For the EU public diplomacy, environment
and climate are recognised as major themes with the EEAS promoting the EU Climate Diplomacy, but
also in conjunction with other themes (economy, politics, social issues, RST, energy). Climate change is
expected to become an even more relevant focus area for events and public diplomacy initiatives among
EU Delegations across key partners with significant potential for future collaboration.

5.4. Energy

EU energy policies do not catch much attention in research on external perceptions in the past, but the
Literature Review 2021 sees a slight increase in the last five years owing to the dedicated projects in the
field. The EU’s greater emphasis on energy cooperation means that programmes and initiatives
between the EU and its strategic partners are now growing in the field of energy policy, in contrast to
the 2015 Study. They include public diplomacy initiatives projecting the EU’s key message of “going
green”. Such public diplomacy initiatives are received positively in many locations.

5.5. Research, science and technology

In both 2015 and 2021 Studies, RST is seen by the literature as an area where perceptions of the EU are
primarily positive but where its visibility remains low. In comparison to the 2015 review of public

53



Annex I: Literature review

diplomacy initiatives, their number and scope in the 2021 Study have increased significantly — in part
due to their connection to themes such as the climate change/ environment, energy, research
cooperation and scientific exchange. RST is also linked to strategic priorities, such as connectivity, thus,
reflecting on the findings of the 2015 literature review, which points to a growing interest in the EU’s
transfer of green technologies and research expertise in those locations that are interested in
connectivity (India, Japan, Indonesia).

5.6. Development and assistance

The perceptions of the EU’s development policies and actions in the 13 countries are rarely featured in
literature both in the 2015 and 2021 Studies. This mirrors public diplomacy efforts, which rarely have a
developmental agenda. One distinct exception in the 2021 Study is Nigeria, where EU public diplomacy
initiatives are informed by development and humanitarian themes, and specifically in the context of
assisting in fighting Covid and fighting sexual and gender-based violence.

5.7. Social

Social issues are one of more visible profiles of the EU tracked by the relevant literature on EU
perceptions 2015-2021. Important in this context is that the EU’s multiple crises have led to somewhat
mixed perceptions of the EU in this issue-area (particularly with the migration crisis). At the same time,
EU public diplomacy initiatives in this area are even more prominent in the 2021 Study compared to
2015. Initiatives are linked specifically to the themes of an inclusive society (gender equality, minority
rights, racism, protection of the vulnerable members of the society), and in contrast to perception
studies that remain very limited in the context of social issues and inclusive society. EU Delegations to
Brazil, Canada, Colombia, Japan, Mexico, Nigeria, Russia and South Africa have a range of public
diplomacy initiatives in this thematic area. Moreover, these public diplomacy initiatives often engage
local civil society organisations (particularly in the field of human rights and media freedom).

Within the social theme, education occupies a distinct position as one of the leading inputs into public
diplomacy initiatives across all locations (except for Japan). While very popular for public diplomacy
initiatives, this issue-area has received minimal attention in the studies of perceptions as documented
by the Literature Review.

5.8. Culture

Literature in the 2015 Study pointed to diverse perceptions of the EU in the field of culture, predisposed
by attitudes to the EU and Europe as a whole. The findings of the Update Study confirm this
observation. Culture drives perceptions of the EU as Europe in historical terms, which may lead to
negative connotations associated with colonialism (Indonesia, South Africa). However, in this issue-
area, EU public diplomacy initiatives focus largely on the positive side of the continuum. Cultural
activities are at the heart of many outreach programmes such as Europe Day celebrations, EU Film
Festivals or food fairs. They are often carried out in close collaboration with EU Member States pointing
to their strong synergy and receive positive feedback. Overall, perceptions of the EU in this issue-area
are neutral to positive. Further, in some locations the EU’s cultural diplomacy is seen as an important
(India) or even the only way to engage local audiences “safely” (Russia).
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5.9. Health

Health is a new theme in 2021 in response to the Covid pandemic. While perceptions research has only
started to look into this topic (through public opinion polls particularly in Japan and Republic of Korea),
EU Delegations across all locations already had to react to this development. While the pandemic has
largely affected the mode and the scope of EU public outreach, in some locations, informing local
audiences about Covid or assistance with the handling of the pandemic has become one of the
initiatives that increased the EU’s visibility (Japan, Nigeria).

Summary and comparisons: key audiences

This section identifies and compares the most relevant and most receptive key audiences and key
audiences across the key global partner countries along a pre-identified list of groups —business, policy-
makers, media, civil society, university (academia) and think tanks, young people and the general
public among in the literature and in the eyes of EU public diplomacy practitioners. The list of key
audiences remains the same as in the Baseline Study, and the findings of this Literature Review and
public diplomacy initiatives resonate with those of the 2015 Baseline Study.

In the 2021 Literature Review, government and businesses are the key audiences. They are referenced
as highly aware of EU policies given their continuous engagement in bilateral political dialogues and
trade negotiations. Depending on the location, academia, think tanks and the general public are among
the next research priorities, but these groups differ in the degrees of their engagement with the EU.
While the relevant literature depicts academia and think tanks as highly aware of/engaged with the EU
in the areas of their expertise, youth and, with few exceptions, civil society (Mexico) remain generally
underrepresented. Finally, the general public is unanimously deemed to have low awareness of the EU
across all locations. Even in cases where the general public reveals positive attitudes towards the EU,
relevant literature still references low awareness of and sometimes indifference towards the EU (e.g.
Canada, the US, Japan). And while views of the EU have become more negative since 2013 in countries
such as Brazil, Russia and Indonesia, this may ‘be the result of more people declining to offer any
opinion about the EU, rather than increasing negative views’ (Devlin, 2019, italics in original).

The degree of awareness appears to affect perceptions among various audiences in different ways.
While a higher level of awareness of the EU tends to lead to more positive perceptions among civil
society and broader public, the same does not pertain to business leaders and policy-makers. In
contrast, several countries (the US, Canada, Indonesia) reveal domestic fragmentation over the
perceptions of the EU among highly informed audiences. The fields of expertise, personal experiences,
interests and ideas/ideologies shared with the EU (for example, on human rights or
climate/environmental issues) remain the key factors behind more positive attitudes towards the EU at
the individual level (Canada, Japan, Mexico).

For the public diplomacy initiatives, key audiences correspond with the theme of the event. Similar to
the 2015 Baseline Study, the 2021 analysis shows that some policy fields enjoy more public engagement,
while in other areas the EU needs to pursue selected policy- and decision-makers (security, politics,
economy). High-level meetings remain outside the “blending” practice, and EU Delegations are in the
search for a balance between prioritising “core” audiences (think tanks, education, media, diplomats,
civil society leaders, university students) and addressing a broader public. Approaching both leads to
a question of available resources and, accordingly, priorities. Other balances to consider are audiences
that are aware of the EU vs. those who are non-aware, as well as positive, supportive or like-minded
vs. sceptical, hostile or adversarial. Outreach strategies and communication tools will depend among
other things on the type of the key audience that they seek to address.
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Across the EU Delegations, students, civil society, and public at large, occupy an increasingly
prominent place in the public diplomacy initiatives. These key audiences have moved increasingly to
the centre since 2015.

6.1. Business

The literature references businesspeople primarily (if not solely) in the context of trade relations
between the EU and its strategic partners. Positive views among the audience refer to the conclusion of
regional and bi-, tri- and multilateral trade agreements (Brazil, Indonesia) with a positive outlook on
facilitated cooperation in the trade and investment sector (Mexico). Interest in economic cooperation
corresponds with hopes of the EU’s continuous support of liberal trade policies notwithstanding Brexit
(Brazil) and the Covid-19 pandemic (Japan). The most invested and informed audiences are private
organisations and companies, who are directly involved in trade relations with the EU (Colombia,
Japan) or EU-led economic initiatives (India).

In some locations, business communities indicate mixed attitudes (Canada, South Africa) although
these can improve through time, for example, when Partnership Agreements have proven themselves
(Japan). Among those actors and institutions that are stated in the literature are chambers of commerce,
business and industry associations and unions, trade organisations and specialised producer unions.
Notably, literature in China and Russia overlooks attitudes among local business-makers despite a
pronounced local interest in economic cooperation with the EU.

For public diplomacy initiatives, the 2015 Study finds the business community to be among the most
relevant audience for public diplomacy initiatives. Public diplomacy initiatives in Canada, Japan,
Mexico and Brazil continue to assign major importance to this key cohort, correlating with the choice
priority themes and Literature Review findings. Importantly, all EU Delegations engage with
established and upcoming business elites to strengthen economic ties and seeking to secure
investments. However, the Update Study shows that this cohort is still important in the bigger
“architecture” of public diplomacy in each location, despite increasingly sharing the central position
for public diplomacy initiatives in all EU Delegations with other key cohorts.

6.2. Policy- and decision-makers

In the literature review, policy- and decision-makers (parliamentarians, diplomats and representatives
of various ministries and political parties) reveal a range of perceptions towards the EU with a strong
emphasis on the domestic contexts and priorities behind their bilateral cooperation. The literature
points to high awareness of the EU and a positive attitude towards it among policy-makers in
Colombia, India and Mexico. Meanwhile, some countries, such as the US and Canada, reveal
fragmentation and/or polarisation along political lines. Attitudes among their decision-makers have
changed with respective administrations (Brazil, the US). In Indonesia, policy-makers adopt a more
assertive stance in economic negotiations with the EU with a more negative attitude towards the
implementation of EU norms in the environment and on palm oil exports. In Russia, negative attitudes
towards the EU among Russian officials are driven by the perceived lack of respect and equal treatment
by the EU.

In the public diplomacy initiatives, policy-makers from national and local government-levels are
addressed through traditional diplomatic tools such as “Track I” government consultations or political
leader summits. The 2015 Baseline Study finds that EU public diplomacy in this issue-area provides
additional tools to create an atmosphere increasingly receptive to the EU and its policies among policy-
makers, for example through roundtables and conferences. Different from the Baseline Study, the 2021
Update Study reveals that EU Delegations in all locations have intensified their public diplomacy
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initiatives with this cohort, putting a new emphasis on engaging with regional and local political
figures, in addition to national-level policy-makers. More efforts also engage with the young generation
of political leaders (e.g. with young diplomats, see section on youth below).

A reinforced focus on policy-making cohort correlates with the Literature Review findings which
demonstrates how perceptions of the EU as a political actor have become more prominent in the last
five years, often triggered by location-specific factors, especially in locations such as Brazil, Canada,
Russia and the US.

6.3. Media

For perceptions literature, media is a popular topic, while representatives of media as an audience are
believed to have medium (India, Indonesia) to high (Colombia, Mexico) levels of awareness of the EU
with a potential for promoting EU discourses (Indonesia). While in some locations, the EU receives only
basic coverage (Brazil, Canada) with a positive framing of its actions in limited areas (for example
energy in Brazil), in others, EU news largely concern “popular” topics which are easier to “sell” to
audiences, such as the EU’s multiple crises (e.g. Republic of Korea). In such instances, reports on the
EU increase its visibility and the negative projection of images but they do not necessarily translate into
an increase of negative perceptions (e.g. predominantly neutral coverage of the EU crises in Republic
of Korea).

For public diplomacy in all locations, media — traditional and social — are important distributors of the
information about the EU as well as messages by the EU Delegations to explain the EU to the general
public. However, outreach to media depends on the interests of media professionals in EU topics and
policies, which varies dramatically across the 13 countries and across outlets within 13 countries. The
2015 Study finds a limited range of public diplomacy initiatives directed at media professionals with,
for example, only few exchange programmes for journalists to increase knowledge of and sensitivity to
EU topics (see Canada and Japan). The 2021 Update Study finds instead that all EU Delegations now
assign importance to the outreach to media professionals. There is a growing focus on working with
social media influencers (see Canada, Republic of Korea, China). Further innovations include public
diplomacy initiatives that reach out to traditional regional media, in addition to national-level media
(India) and working with young media professionals (Brazil, Japan, Russia, Indonesia). Outreach to
media also include a focus on disseminating strong normative messages (Colombia, Russia).

The Update Study Literature Review finds that social media influencers are rarely explicitly studied,
despite EU Delegations acknowledge their role in shaping opinion on current and future politics. Media
and social media are increasingly “weaved” in the structure of EU public diplomacy initiatives in all
locations, in part driven by the pandemic, by their public outreach in general and the possibility of
increase geographical outreach.

6.4. Civil society

The Literature Review offers a spectrum of EU perceptions among civil society which vary across
locations from being invisible in the existing studies (Canada) to prominent in specific sectors (energy
in Brazil, the death penalty in Japan). However, their perception appears to depend on the information
available on the EU within the subgroups. Relevant literature reports an average awareness among
civil society (India, Colombia) vis-a-vis visible support of European norms and cooperation with the
EU (Mexico). Literature in Nigeria suggests that an increasing inclusion of grassroots and civil society
organisation could be an important means for further cooperation, whereas literature in Indonesia
argues for the inclusion of people-to-people contacts in building trust between the EU and Indonesia.
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For EU public diplomacy, the work with civil society is more complex because of the broad diversity
of this group. This challenge remains similar in comparison to the 2015 Baseline Study. Another similar
feature is continuous engagement in social (education) and cultural themes. However, the 2021 Study
reveals a more focused approach in the choice of the audiences and themes. The selection of civil society
actors for public diplomacy initiatives depends on the messages that the EU wants to promote and is
based on the local context and the specific area of engagement of civil society actors and organisations.
As of 2021, the EU Delegations continue to approach theme-oriented networks of civil actors for this
purpose (Brazil on EU-MERCOSUR; Russia on gender, culture, human rights and media; Canada on
culture; Nigeria on gender-based violence). Further, the EU Delegations in Canada and the US engage
in transatlantic civil society dialogues — a practice which may well serve as a future-oriented means to
create a global dialogue between different stakeholders within the civil society space. In India, however,
the focus on civil society in public diplomacy activities has shifted away, with The Directorate-General
for International Partnerships stepping in more actively into this area of outreach.

In summary, the 2021 Study finds that the attention of the literature towards the perceptions of the EU
among civil society does not match the EU Delegations’ broad engagement of this audience.

6.5. University and think tanks

In the literature, members of academia are deemed to be highly informed about the EU and its policies,
not least because of the nature of their work. Many of them are receivers of EU public diplomacy in
education programmes (e.g. through Erasmus+, Jean Monnet, Horizon 2020, etc.) as well as of similar
EU Member States public diplomacy programmes. The Literature Review observes contributors and
institutions in the field of EU politics and international relations to be highly aware of the EU (Republic
of Korea, India), share EU values or observe the impact of EU actions in the country, while being
positively inclined towards the EU (Colombia, Japan). Russia is an exception as Russian domestic
experts, albeit highly aware of the EU, are critical of the EU’s approach towards Russia, even though
they see potential for the improvement in EU-Russia relations. Another exception concerns Indonesia,
where low awareness of EU policies appears in the context of environmental governance, and Canada,
where think tanks remain on the periphery of academic attention in the field.

Consistent over time, universities and think tanks are often main partners in outreach activities of the
EU Delegations — these cohorts have a great number of like-minded and supportive partners, especially
those who have benefitted from the Jean Monnet programme or other support or exchange schemes
with the EU and EU Member States. These two cohorts can be active promoters of EU and Europe-
related cultural activities and are more inclined to communicate political messages and social agendas
of the EU to broader publics, including their students. Work with alumni of these programmes is
increasingly a feature in the public diplomacy initiatives in different countries in the 2021 Study.

In contrast to the 2015 Study, the Update Study 2021 highlights that the relevant literature is now more
active in researching EU perceptions among academics and think tanks although not to the extend they
are present in EU public diplomacy initiatives.

6.6. Young people

Similarly, to the 2015 Baseline Study, young people remain understudied in 2021. In those cases when
they are, different attitudes are being registered. Surveys in Japan and Mexico reveal more positive
attitudes towards the EU among youth in comparison to other age groups but do not explain the
reasons behind this difference. In other locations, young people either have low awareness of EU
actions (Colombia) or the studies on youth are lacking in general (Mexico, Canada). Finally, research
into youth attitudes in Russia reveals mixed understanding of EU values, while, in South Africa, youth
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protest movements are argued to be indicative of a shifting balance between “Global North” and
“Global South” and as such reflective of an evolving perception of the EU among the next generation
of South Africa citizens.

In terms of public diplomacy initiatives, the 2021 Update Study identifies that apart from reaching out
to university students there is a growing focus on high school students and in some cases even pre-
school children (US) (although some EU Delegations find it more difficult to reach youth below 18).
Another difference with the 2015 Study is a more pronounced focus on reaching professional youth,
including young diplomats (India, Colombia) in Delegation-facilitated sessions at national diplomatic
academies; future journalists (Brazil, Mexico, Japan); and the younger civil society (Canada). The
possibility of outreach activities — especially with diplomatic academies — rests in part on the political
contingencies of each location. however, and a more hostile government in terms of its perception of
the EU (Brazil) will make it more difficult to directly access future decision- and policy-makers,
especially in the future civil service.

In Summary, future policy- and decision-makers across all partner countries are in focus of EU public
diplomacy initiatives, while youth remaining generally overlooked by the relevant perception
literature.

6.7. The general public

The overall lack of awareness of the EU among the general public is a key trend captured by the
literature across many locations. The overall lack of awareness is also connected to an increasing lack
of interest (in Brazil — see Pew Research Center (Devlin, 2019)), ambivalent perceptions (equal
distribution of attitudes between positive and negative as in Russia) or lack of clarity on attitudes
(Mexico, Nigeria). Here, Canada stands out because Canadians seem to have replaced the perceived
indifference towards the EU (Rayroux, 2018) by more supportive views in light of Brexit and Trump
(Nanos & Carleton University, 2019). In Japan and Republic of Korea, the most recent Covid-19 events
have challenged the general public’s image of the EU, with the surveys registering a sharp decline in
positive views of the EU and a rise in negative perceptions; yet this impact is still to be confirmed.

The EU Delegations mirror the literature. Similar to the findings of the 2015 Study, they share the
concern of low levels of awareness about the EU among the general public and sometimes the lack of
interest towards the EU (e.g. in Republic of Korea). Traditionally, cultural diplomacy initiatives have
been in place to reach to the wider public. With many of these public diplomacy initiatives shifting to
online platforms, the engagement with and impact on the general public will need future reflections.
Apart from cultural events, the 2021 Study registers public diplomacy initiatives with clear thematic
priorities that correspond with local needs, e.g. in Nigeria on gender-based and election-specific
violence; in Mexico and the US on marginalised groups, minorities and women. To increase the public
interest in the EU, the EU Delegation to Colombia engages with Goodwill Ambassadors as an activity
cutting across the themes linking to audiences on the themes and building on personal experiences with
Europe.

Main obstacles

This report identifies main obstacles to the EU’s effort to communicate its policies through the public
diplomacy initiatives (as identified by the EU public diplomacy practitioners). The findings of the 2021
Study encompass similar categories to the 2015 Baseline Study: institutional obstacles; perceived lack
of information, deficit of effectiveness and different degree of “like-mindedness” of strategic partners.
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While the categories are the same, the 2021 Study finds updates to the topics that constitute these
categories. Moreover, the 2021 Update Study presents a new obstacle for EU public diplomacy, namely
the Covid pandemic and related to it an unprecedented challenge of curtailed of human contacts — a
backbone of public diplomacy. Below are the key perceived obstacles to a successful implementation
of EU public diplomacy initiatives across the partner countries — as drawn from the interviews with EU
public diplomacy practitioners in these locations.

7-1. Perception of institutional issues: external and internal
communication, capacities

Below are the findings of the Update Study as compared to the challenges from the 2015 Study:

a) the missing “grand strategy” of what the EU wants to communicate precisely to its Strategic Partners
— remains partially.

EU public diplomacy practitioners refer frequently to the existing communication strategy resulting
from new public diplomacy programming and its priorities formulated by Brussels as a crucial
instrument of what the EU want to communicate. However, what the EU wants to communicate to its
key partners remains less clear. Communication strategy represents a helpful guidance for public
diplomacy practitioners, but ensuring its successful implementation on the ground faces challenges
(obstacle c).

b) the ‘expectation — capability gap” of how the EU perceives itself and how it is seen from outside — not
detected.

Despite the fact that the most recent research into perceptions of the EU points to problematic
mismatches between the EU’s self-visions in its public diplomacy vis-a-vis external perceptions of the
EU as a public diplomacy actor (Chaban & Elgstrom 2020; 2021a;b), this issue escapes reflections from
EU public diplomacy practitioners. Meanwhile, the literature on EU external perceptions has only
limited research into the comparison between EU self-visions vs. its external perceptions.

¢) internal communication among the EU institutions in foreign policy is not perceived to be efficient,
effectively coordinated or having a strong leadership — remains partially. New obstacle.

The Update Study does not confirm this as a persisting obstacle. On the contrary, the efforts of the
headquarters in this area are acknowledged and appreciated (e.g., 24/7 headquarters support in case
the EU Delegation to China). The challenge is that it is difficult for EU Delegations to swiftly
adapt/adjust communication on the ground. This problem is especially pertinent at times of highly
emotive or significant events that increase the EU’s visibility (the Eurozone debt crisis, Brexit, Covid)
overlapping with the challenge below.

New obstacle — a reactive rather than proactive position in EU external communication.

d) decentralisation of foreign policy making as a complication to the establishment of a clear strategy —
not detected.

The 2021 Study points to a collaborative dynamic, with EU Delegation staff members increasingly
collaborating in the public diplomacy initiatives and communication campaigns crossing institutional
boundaries within the EU Delegations.

e) coordination with the Member States is required — not detected. New obstacle.

The complex coordination the EU Delegations undertake with EU Member States is seen as part of
organising public diplomacy initiatives rather than a challenge. The main rationale cited in 2021 is to
avoid duplication and ensure that the actions of European actors on the ground complement each other.
The 2021 Study is marked by the prominence of the “Team Europe” approach in EU public diplomacy
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initiatives in all locations. This approach has been reinforced by the force majeure circumstances of the
Covid pandemic when EU actors had to collaborate, rather than compete. Practitioners report a better
use of synergies, multiplication of communication channels and support to smaller Member States by
the EU Delegations. Here, coordination with the Member States is seen as instrumental in promoting
the EU as a diverse but united entity. Cooperation has been well established in some areas, for example
culture and education, but in the last five years the “Team Europe” approach allowed to extend the
joint impact to other issue-areas such as politics, economy and climate/environment.

New obstacle here is that the participation of EU Member States in EU Delegations activities sometimes
depends on whether they have capacities and resources and/or whether the issue-area of the public
diplomacy initiative is in their interests or a policy priority.

f) coordination and communication between the EU and strategic partners seen as lengthy and time-
consuming

The 2015 Study found another obstacle — a lengthy and time-consuming coordination and
communication between the partner countries and the EU Delegations. The 2015 report mentioned that
the two sides were looking for online means of communication to facilitate their exchanges and to
provide better visibility to EU actions. The 2021 Study did not find this obstacle. Online
communications are now a “new normal”’, and Covid has facilitated this transition. Virtual
communication tools and channels are now a routine part of the communication practices for EU
Delegations and their local partners. Some EU Delegations share stories of organising successful events
with their local partners ad hoc and point to stronger, more durable collaborations based on capacity-
building.

The Update Study has also registered other new obstacles for EU public diplomacy:

g) limited resources (financial and human) for public diplomacy which impact negatively the scope
and scale of the EU public diplomacy outreach to the partner countries (often sizeable and with diverse
populations).

It is difficult to build and maintain meaningful connections with local stakeholders beyond the
traditional “bubbles” where the EU Delegations have established their presence — namely the capitals
and major cities. The limited resource also impacts how EU public diplomacy initiatives can achieve a
‘two-prong’ approach of linking to the ‘core” audiences of multipliers and influencers in an in-depth
way, yet at the same time outreaching to broader publics to raise their awareness of the EU.

h) the lack of a coherent approach to build on research in the field of EU perceptions and integrating
its latest findings into public diplomacy activities.

While EU Delegations in many locations are aware of the 2015 Baseline perceptions study and run their
own research into public attitudes, their own efforts are often ad hoc, event-based, not comprehensive,
irregular and lacking methodological support. Public diplomacy practitioners call to organise such
research reflections in a more structured and strategic way. This, however, will require funding and
analytical support (obstacle g).

7-2. Perception of lack of information

The 2015 Baseline Study found two key obstacles in context of lack of information.

a) the perceived lack of understanding and detailed knowledge of EU representatives on local issues
and contexts in the partner countries which mirrors the perceived lack of information distribution and
outreach activities — Not detected

See Sections “Main public diplomacy initiatives” and ‘Summary and comparison: key audiences’
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b) the perceived non-transparent and complex institutional system of the EU that makes it hard to
engage with to local decision-makers and audiences in the strategic partners — Not detected.

EU public diplomacy practitioners point to difficulties they are facing in reaching out to key audiences.

In light of the latter, the Update Study has detected several persisting patterns or obstacles for EU public
diplomacy in the field of information:

c) the lack of knowledge about the EU - remains

Local influencers in the key sectors sometimes lack nuanced information about the EU and its actions
in a partner country. The general public are also unaware of the EU’s presence or its specific
policies/activities. This low level of awareness is an obstacle that persists since the 2015. Further, public
diplomacy practitioners report the public’s lack of interest in the EU, often due to the perceived
irrelevance to the location in question. The limited information input from the general media about the
EU is often cited in these cases.

d) the challenge to communicate the EU - remains

Due to the complex nature of the EU. It is not easy to communicate a multinational sui generis organisation
to international audiences. The complex institutional system of the EU and decision-making process
are difficult for outsiders to comprehend.

The sheer size of some of the key partners and their internal diversity present another major challenge for the
EU’s communication efforts on the ground. Some EU Delegation practitioners see the challenge in
explaining the EU and opportunities it presents for potentially receptive but largely unaware audiences
of how concrete cooperation with the EU actors is possible, in what frameworks and with what support.

Another obstacle is the vagueness around a more general principle of what type of audiences to engage
with — like-minded/receptive vis-a-vis less friendly; a limited group of ‘core’ influencers/multipliers vis-
a-vis wider key audience groups/the general public; aware vis-a-vis unaware of the EU. While some
practitioners support the idea of a wider and broader outreach, others point to a more crucial role that
stakeholders with the multiplication effect have vis-a-vis other audiences. Moreover, in some locations
the general public are seen as having no impact onto political decision-making.

Another obstacle is oversaturation with information and public events in the capitals and major cities.
In some locations, this translates into a competition for attention from local media — e.g., the EU vis-a-
vis other international actors and even the EU vis-a-vis EU Member States. One solution to overcome
this obstacle proposed and increasingly undertaken by EU public diplomacy practitioners is to engage
even more actively with the provinces, where local media are keener to learn about and engage with
the EU in a prominent way.

e) the role of media - evolving

In some countries, EU public diplomacy communication strategies have to factor state control of
communication flows and censorship of media.

The growing role of social media, while increasing the potential for the EU’s wider outreach, presents a
challenge in many other aspects:

e It is often challenging to engage with relevant social media influencers due to their lack of
interest in the EU.

e Social media are used by local influencers who may disseminate counter-narratives and
conspiracy theories to sizeable audiences in their echo-chambers.

e The use of social media is marked by a growing generational gap, often reflected in the social
media use in general, and in the use of particular social media channels by different age groups.

e In the context of social media use, young people are not a homogenous group either.
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In addition, social media landscapes in some countries are controlled by the state. This presents certain
challenges for EU public diplomacy efforts on the ground, especially at times of physical distancing
and current dominance of e-diplomacy.

7-3. Perceptions of lack of actorness and effectiveness

a) the EU is perceived incoherently in its efficiency and actorness across issue-areas — not detected.

The nature of collected data does not allow for a comprehensive evaluation. However, EU Delegations
across all locations increasingly attempt to measure the receptiveness of their audiences.

b) a perceived lack of legitimacy of the EU in sensitive areas for the partner countries — remains.

Communication with some partner countries remains challenging in the areas where they reject
external engagement. In some cases, this obstacle overlaps with the lack of “like-mindedness” with
these partners (addressed in a greater detail in the next section).

c) lack of visibility — except for its economic leadership — remains partially.

The 2021 Study shows that public diplomacy initiatives go far beyond outreach to decision-makers in
the economy/trade and politics. The diversification of the themes and key audiences of public
diplomacy initiatives — and specifically a major attention to the climate, environment and inclusive
society — means that public diplomacy initiatives are projecting the EU’s actorness across a wider range
of issue-areas and key groups/audiences. A more active engagement with social media (if compared
with 2015) also means a different scale and speed of reaching to key audiences. Yet, the lack of
recognitions/awareness among wider publics has triggered a vision on somewhat limited effectiveness
by public diplomacy initiatives towards the broader public.

d) the US is perceived as being far more dominant than the EU in most areas — remains partially.

The US dominant position was mentioned in interviews with all EU Delegations to American countries
(Canada, Mexico, Brazil and Colombia), and, to a lesser degree, in Japan and India. A contrasting
perspective that the EU can function as a possible counter-weight to the US dominance (noted in 2015)
was not observed in 2021. In fact, US public diplomacy resources were cited as more substantial if
compared with EU public diplomacy resources as such it was difficult to compare the EU and the US
in the field of public diplomacy. Other international public diplomacy actors were mentioned rarely.

e) the EU is often perceived as being overshadowed by its own Member States — not detected.

The recognition that the big Member States are well established abroad and with their own resources
for public diplomacy programming is present among EU public diplomacy practitioners, but there is a
clear vision of the EU Delegations and Member States combining efforts in reaching to the key
audiences (with EU Delegations often helping smaller Member States to increase their outreach through
public diplomacy initiatives), and especially under the constraints imposed by the pandemic.

7-4. Like-mindedness of key partner countries

The 2015 Study did not mention specific categories in this group of obstacles, but they could be grouped
as follows:

a) cultural filters make it difficult to ‘translate’ some of the EU messages to local contexts, especially if
they are normatively-laden — remains. New obstacles.
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Differences in values sometimes translate in difficulties in political communication. For example, Chinese
officials see human rights issues in China as China’s internal issue. The EU faces some hostile reactions
from the Japanese regarding the EU’s stance on death penalty — an issue traditionally perceived by
Japan as an internal sovereign issue.

On a policy level, the EU and Mexico have the opposing views regarding energy policy or human rights.
The palm oil issue framed as an environmental issue remains a sensitive area for the EU’s dialogue
with Indonesia (new obstacle).

Language barrier and knowledge of the local cultural codes are crucial issue for engaging with the local
public more broadly and communicating in a way that leads to more positive reception of the EU (new
obstacle).

b) memory of colonial history — remains.

In some countries, such as South Africa, Nigeria and Indonesia, the memory of colonial history is alive
and strong, and visions of the EU and its actors and actions in the neo-colonial light presents another
obstacle for EU public diplomacy.

c) political differences and domestic political contexts — new obstacle.

Each country in the 2021 Study has a unique political and socio-cultural profile. In some cases, a
combination of such factors creates a specific political context that challenges EU public diplomacy. For
example, in Colombia, a lot of people are sceptical about the peace process and its implementation as
well as around the transitional justice and the institutional system. In Mexico, the current
administration (2018-2024) demonstrates little interest in foreign policy in general which limits the
attention to international actors such as the EU. In Brazil, the government led by Bolsonaro does not
see the EU as a priority of Brazil’s foreign policy. In South Africa, since President Ramaphosa has taken
office, the government’s inclination towards the EU has improved, but is also challenged by and in
competition with actors such as China. The EU-Russia relations are marked by political disagreements
about the nature of the Ukraine crisis, sanctions and the Navalny case. In the US, due to increasing
polarisation and the desire to avoid public controversy, the EU Delegation is careful to avoid any
perception of bias so it attempts to approach audiences. The EU Delegation in China has also to be
weighted in its position in light of China’s censorship and growing nationalism. Here, the Covid
pandemic has become a crucial obstacle that has impacted political communication in general, and of
the EU in particular.

7.5. Other obstacles

The Covid pandemic has become the major obstacle of the EU public diplomacy since 2020.

e Many events with well-developed and tested templates and networks had to be reimagined/re-
designed.

e The loss of human contact, cross-cultural personal experiences and inter-personal
communication is a major obstacle which will implicate EU public diplomacy activities going
forward in the nearest future and arguably long-term for some key audiences (e.g., young
people who are currently missing on inter-cultural contacts with Europe in their formative
years).

e Covid, however, has put a massive break on youth exchange programme impacting a
generation of future multipliers and influencers depriving them of first-hand experiences of
Europe - at least for now.

e The virtual tools of public diplomacy also have a psychological limit, and the “webinar fatigue”
has been cited in the interviews a lot.
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e The pandemic has started to affect the external image of the EU — the EU’s handling of Covid
inside Europe and internationally (namely, the alleged “vaccine nationalism”) have attracted
negative perceptions reflected in the latest literature on perceptions of the EU.

e Meanwhile, the EU’s support to COVAX programme remains barely visible.

Despite all the negatives, the Covid pandemic was observed to trigger some positive outcomes for EU
public diplomacy. The Covid pandemic has offered opportunities to reach out to different audiences
and groups in a different way mostly utilising the tools of e-diplomacy and moving many events online,
including wide-reach social media campaigns. EU Delegations see benefits to virtual formats as they
allow to bring in more high-profile participants and engage with broader audiences across regions.
New tools for public diplomacy introduced in a very short period of time will stay, as they
demonstrated ways to reach out to more distant and less typical audiences. However, many of these
tools will need further fine-tuning, and especially when “hybrid” public diplomacy initiatives are to be
conceived and carried out in the future.

Main gaps

8.1. Gapsinthe Literature Review

In the Baseline Study 2015 we found that the literature indicated ‘substantial gaps regarding regions
and countries’, “a lack of scope, timeliness and quality of data’, further a ‘fragmented’ review of themes
and ‘thematic blind spots’, and lastly a ‘lack of studies on perceptions of academia’ and different age
cohorts (PPMI, NCRE & NFG, 2015, p.40). Drawing on the findings of the Baseline Study, the data
collection for this literature review identified such persisting gaps in the analysis of published material
from 2015 to 2020 on perceptions of the EU and its specific policies in all selected countries, focusing in
particular on (1) country-focused gaps; (2) theme-focused gaps; (3) group/audience-focused gaps; and
(4) method-focused gaps.® The gaps that are most dominantly mentioned in the literature in all selected
countries are country-focused gaps; theme-focused gaps and method-focus gaps (which do, however,
link closely to group/audience-focused gaps).

It is important to caveat that research on perceptions of the EU and its policies — with the notable
exception of Russia in this Literature Review —remains an understudied field in all countries, although
some improvements in broadening research into new thematic areas and cohorts have taken place. The
regional disparities persist, however. In our sample, Africa, Southeast Asia and South America remain
heavily understudied, particularly in terms of location-specific perception research, even when a
broader regional perceptions research exists. More generally, the mix of methodologies and approaches
makes the comparability of existing research difficult — both geographically and temporally.

8.1.1. Country-focused gaps

Country-specific gaps persist and remain in place when compared to the Baseline Study. Likewise, a
lack of up-to-date data and deficit of systematic empirical research persist.

5 Please, note that theory focused gaps, while examined in the Literature Review, are not a part of this final report
as they are of specific value to academic rather than practitioner community
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Almost all countries in this Study report that country-focused perception research remains too limited,
although different countries and regions face different challenges. South American countries report
that the lack of location-specific perception research mitigates the means by which perceptions research
can speak to country-specific needs and contextual factors. For example, Brazilian literature suggests
that more research is needed on the effect of the Bolsonaro government on EU perception (Lazarou et
al. 2020). Literature argues the Trump Administration’s effect on EU perceptions in the US (Belin, 2019;
Devlin, 2019; Riddervold & Newsome, 2018). As such, country-specific perspective is necessary to
explain perceptions of the EU and their evolution, especially where different types of governments may
forge an understanding of the EU for a particular political gain.

The literature in African countries lacks systematic studies of how individual countries and their
publics perceive the EU. For example, research in Nigeria focuses largely on EU-Africa/EU-Nigeria
relations rather than Nigeria’s perceptions of the EU. As such, it is difficult to understand the trajectory
of Nigerian perceptions of the EU given the lack of systematic studies.

In the last five years, literature in South Asia (India) and East Asia (Japan, Republic of Korea, China) as
well as Russia has featured more country-specific studies into perceptions of the EU than works in other
locations. This is not lastly due to the established tradition in the scholarship of external perceptions of
the EU in those countries. Other countries report limits in the scope of literature — in terms of up-to-
date studies, breadth and depth of systematic empirical research and the scope of audiences under
consideration. Moreover, the differences in the methods of empirical analysis and difficulties in
accessing the needed data make it problematic to compare perception research among the selected
countries. We conclude that the trend of country-specific gaps in perception research follows similar
trends to the 2015 Study.

8.1.2. Theme-focused gaps

Similar to the 2015 Baseline Study, this Literature Review points to that “blind spots” persist in studies
on perceptions of the EU in areas where it sees itself as leading. Themes such as energy, RST,
environment and climate remain underrepresented but are increasingly recognised as gaps which may
indicate a trend for these themes to play a greater role in the future. There is also a lack of studies on
how key global actors perceive internal political dynamics that take place in Europe/the EU in the
context of the EU Green Deal and the Covid-19 pandemic. In both cases, the lack of literature on EU
perceptions may be caused by the relatively recent timeline. Moreover, yet "underrepresented” themes
are also referenced in the context of strategic interest of the EU partner countries.

In contrast, themes popular in the literature often link to areas in which the country and the EU are
seeking to work together (Afionis & Stringer, 2020; Hage, 2020; Knodt, Chaban & Nielsen, 2017), or
over which there are difficulties in forging a common path (Fitriani, 2015; Bacon & Nakamura, 2021).

In countries where perception research indicates ambivalent views of the EU or where relations
between the EU and the country are either neutral, strained, negative, or not yet fully developed (Brazil,
Indonesia), the literature commonly identifies the thematic gap of RST. In other cases, the literature
indicates thematic-gaps where there might be country-specific interests in certain issue-areas, such as
energy (Brazil) or a potentially shared agenda on issues such as climate change and the environment
(Canada, China).

Development is another area in which EU perception studies are lacking, particularly in Russia, Brazil,
Nigeria, Republic of Korea, China and Indonesia. Culture (Nigeria, the US, Republic of Korea,
Indonesia, China), social affairs (Nigeria, the US, Republic of Korea) and politics (Nigeria, Canada) also
feature as thematic gaps for specific locations. It is noteworthy that in those countries where the political
relationship with the EU remains difficult (Russia, Indonesia, Brazil), economic themes will sideline
underrepresented political themes. More generally, trade and economy remain dominant themes in the
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literature in all locations, which might have implications for how the EU projects itself, its policies and
the themes that it seeks to champion in the selected countries.

8.1.3.  Key audience-focused gaps

The Update Study discovers similar gaps to the ones found by the Baseline Study. Perceptions studies
focusing on youth, opinion-makers and civil society remain underrepresented across all locations,
while, in fewer locations, the gaps in research concern the general public. One major gap in relation to
key audiences is a lack of studies on key audience groups (for example, professional young people,
social media influencers, think tanks). Youth as a cohort remains under-researched despite this key
audience group being at the heart of multiple public diplomacy initiatives. Moreover, systematic
perceptions among key audience groups such as civil society and, in some cases, policy- and decision-
makers as well as businesspeople remain altogether scarce.

8.1.4.  Method-focused gaps

The methodological approaches to studying perceptions of the EU remain inconsistent and differ
widely, which makes a more comprehensive comparison of the field of EU perception research across
all countries difficult.

Method-focused gaps also demonstrate a variety of cross-country differences in how perception
research on the EU is approached methodologically. Literature in Canada (Ipsos Mori, 2016; Nanos &
Atlantic Briicke, 2019; Nanos & Carleton University, 2019), the US and Japan, for example, draws
mostly on public opinion surveys and constitutes almost half of the country-specific resources, whereas
there are still no country-driven public opinion surveys on EU perceptions in the case of India and
China (the 2017 Eurobarometer survey where they feature was initiated by the EU — see TNS Political
& Social, 2017), or lack of up-to-date opinion polls in the cases of Colombia and Brazil.

The differences in methodological approaches also link to the overall lack of systematic analysis of EU
perceptions. While expert interviews appear to be used in countries such as Nigeria, the US, and
Indonesia (Fitriani, 2015), Republic of Korea, China and Japan note the lack of qualitative data which
makes it difficult to examine EU perceptions more closely. Indonesian literature notes a more general
lack of analyses on media images and public perception of the EU and thus mirrors the literature’s
assessment in Mexican literature. Further, Mexican public opinion surveys (Maldonado et al., 2018;
Senado de la Reptiblica, 2016) which include one or more questions on the EU remain infrequent. With
only a few more regional and cross-country analyses that use the same methodological approaches, it
is difficult to compare research findings, especially when such cross-country attempts do not
necessarily focus on EU perceptions per se (e.g., Pew Research Center — Devlin (2019); Huang & Silver
(2020)). In contrast, Russia’s sizeable sample demonstrates a range of methods in action, including
media analysis, public opinion polls and analyses of multipliers” opinion focusing on various key
audience groups, including youth. A range of methods is also employed by scholars studying
perceptions of the EU in India. Yet, even in these locations, there is a lack of a systematic cross-cohort
research.

8.1.5. Further perspectives on gaps in the literature on EU perceptions

Concluding the section on gaps as pointed by the relevant literature, it is important to stress three
additional perspectives that could benefit studies of the EU’s external perceptions among its key
external partners as well as the EU public diplomacy.

1. Only rarely does the literature on perceptions of the EU engage with “mirror” perception protocols
and findings, i.e., how the EU is perceived by a third country vis-a-vis how the country is perceived by
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the EU and/or EU Member States. While there are some exceptions,® this research approach remains an
understudied field. Such a “mirror” is important, however. This approach will assist EU public
diplomacy to undertake truly collaborative multi-stakeholder diplomacy as it allows to identify
divergences and convergences between Self-images and images held by Others and areas of common
interests (Chaban & Elgstrom, 2020; 2021) and can help inform more country-specific approaches.

2. While studies of perceptions of the EU among the 10 Strategic Partners and the three new key external
partners is a sizeable and incrementally growing field (as demonstrated by the country-specific
literature reviews above), there is also an emerging tradition examining perceptions of the EU in the
Eastern and Southern Neighbourhoods. Despite the shared research subject and the potential of
learning from each other, the cross-fertilisation between the two areas within the scholarship on EU
external perceptions is limited. Research into perceptions of the EU in the countries of the European
Neighbourhood Policy may provide additional tools, concepts and arguments to enrich the field of EU
perceptions studies in the 10 Strategic Partners, the three new key external partners and other key
global partners.” Innovations from the projects in the countries of the European Neighbourhood Policy
can also contribute to increasing comparability between countries when deployed more systemically.
They may also facilitate shaping a consistent message across different EU divisions that are involved
in the EU foreign policy dialogues and public diplomacy outreach close to and far away from EU
borders.

3. Further, recent work has compared systematically the perceptions of the EU vis-a-vis perceptions of
other global actors in the same location (e.g., image of the EU vis-a-vis China in Africa (see Keuleers,
2016; 2021). However, this perspective remains in stark deficit in the field of EU perception studies in
the 10 strategic partners and the three new key partners, although crucially important given the
significance of global-specific factors that drive perceptions of the EU. Such an approach could help to
clarify the EU’s messages in the context of the increased competition for “hearts and minds” between
major global actors in an increasingly multipolar world, including in the areas of mis- and dis-
information.

8.2. Gaps in public diplomacy initiatives
This section will group and outline the gaps identified in the de facto implementation of EU public

diplomacy policies, which, in addition to the gaps identified in the literature, provides a comprehensive
approach and comparative insight into the complex dynamic between scholarly analysis and practical

6 Knodt, Chaban and Nielsen (2017) study “mirror” perceptions between BICS and the EU in the field of global
energy governance; Chaban and Elgstrom (2020; 2021a;b) explore “mirror” perceptions between Ukraine and the
EU in the context of the ongoing violent conflict and public diplomacy; Camroux and Srikandini (2020) explore EU
perceptions on Indonesia.

7 For example, in the area of EU public diplomacy around critical conflicts and crises, the Jean Monnet Network
studied perceptions of and narratives about the EU in Ukraine and Israel/Palestine (C3EU, 2015-2018, online, see
also Chaban, Miskimmon & O’Loughlin, 2019; 2021; Chaban & Zhabotynska, 2018). Especially the focus on crises
and critical diplomacy can enhance learning in a context in which the EU — at least in the short-term — is perceived
by and through the crises it faces and through critical geopolitical contexts. The Jean Monnet Project E-YOUTH
(2018-2021, online) studies “mirror” perceptions of the EU among Ukrainian and the Baltic youth. The TU
Darmstadt-led project on perceptions of the EU in the Eastern Neighbourhood demonstrates the importance of
region-specific inputs for how EU perceptions in individual Eastern Partnership countries shape (Chaban, Knodt
& Headley eds., 2018). Quantitative tools to study sentiments of the the general public towards the EU in MENA
countries (Isani and Schlipphak, 2017a,b; Schlipphak and Isani 2018). Perceptions of the EU as a normative actor
in Israel in the context of conflict are dissected by Pardo (2015).
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implementation. EU public diplomacy practitioners identify (i) institutional and programmatic gaps of
the public diplomacy; (ii) gaps in research; and (iii) gaps in cross-cutting policy recommendations. This
set of gaps will also inform the future development of applicable and effective policy recommendations
as envisaged by Update Study.

8.2.1.  Institutional and programmatic gaps

In the 2015 Baseline Study, the main institutional and programmatic gaps were the following: a few
key audience groups, the lack of instructions and handbooks such as the Information and Communication
Handbook, and the limited use of e-diplomacy.

a) most public diplomacy initiatives target only one or a few key audience groups — remains partially.

The Update Study registers the diversification of key audience groups for EU public diplomacy
initiatives: economic and business leaders, policy-makers, civil society, academia, think tanks and
young people (tertiary and secondary level students and young professionals). However, EU public
diplomacy initiatives give a more limited consideration to university students from majors other than
EU studies, political science, international relations and diplomacy or those who do not have immediate
access to EU-run initiatives, despite best efforts to reach as many students as possible, or as diverse a
range of students as possible. With few exceptions, majors that are important for communication and
opinion-shaping (e.g., media, communication, data management) and those important for domestic
politics in the areas where the EU sees itself as an international leader (e.g., climate and environment,
human geography, engineering, science, etc.) remain under-addressed.

Despite the expansion of key audiences, the need to diversify audiences persists. There is a location-specific
factor, as different EU Delegations see a different value in attracting different sectors within society.
There is also challenge around striking a balance between reaching out to “core” multipliers,
influencers and specialised audiences in an in-depth and highly personal manner and engaging with
wider audiences across different cohorts to raise the awareness of the EU. Additionally, EU
Delegations’ practitioners find it difficult to balance engagement with like-minded or receptive
audiences vs. less receptive or hostile audiences. Diversifying key audiences is now not enough, and
there is a need to diversify the themes and channels of interaction alongside, especially as the challenge
of communicating the EU and its policies comprehensively persists.

b) handbooks such as the joint EEAS-DEVCO Information and Communication Handbook — not
detected.

The nature of collected data does not allow for a comprehensive evaluation. However, EU Delegations
across all locations increasingly attempted to engage broader public by printing their factsheets and
brochures

c) the use of e-diplomacy under its possibilities — not detected.

While online communication tools had been developing since 2015, Covid has fast-forwarded the use
of e-diplomacy in the last year and a half. This breakthrough allowed to reach to new constituencies,
geographies and cohorts and engage with (international) high-profile participants and broader
audiences. The new level in e-diplomacy comes with a need for trainings in new e-tools, a different new
level of support to effectively manage engagements, evaluative tools, a catalogue of the best e-practices
as well as innovative solutions to optimise online mechanisms to avoid “virtual fatigue”. E-diplomacy
is to stay after the pandemic, and “hybrid” diplomacy will present a new frontier in public diplomacy
practices, in addition to “pure” e-diplomacy.
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8.2.2. Gaps in research

This section of the 2015 Study follows the categories highlighted in section ‘Gaps in the Literature
Review’. As such, substantial gaps in research prevail over time, with significant effect on public
diplomacy in all locations. First, perceptions of the EU in some locations, such as South Africa, Nigeria,
Colombia, Mexico and Brazil, remain under-researched. Second, there is a lack of comparative research
across regions and third, a lack in thematic scope (e.g., research is fragmented, for example in the fields
of RST, climate, education, culture and other areas where the EU sees itself as very strong and leading
and they remain thematic “blind spots”). Fourthly, there is a lack of systematic studies on perceptions
of academia or youth. For EU public diplomacy initiatives the gaps of research are meaningful, as they
preclude knowledge on attitudes and thus an incorporation of this knowledge into the planning of
public diplomacy activities. Further, where there is lack of understanding how receptive audiences are,
it is difficult to understand where activities might be “fruitless” because audiences are already “set” in
their opinions, or where there is scope for influence.

Additionally, EU Delegations lack established instruments that could produce location-specific
information about the perceptions of the EU and its public diplomacy on a regular basis. If existent,
perceptions studies initiated by EU Delegations are non-systematic and typically minor in scope or
focused on specific events. There are only very few integrated cross-country analyses that use the same
methodological approaches and tools. The mix of methodology and approaches makes the
comparability of the existing research difficult. The EU Delegations also lack on research into what their
audiences are interested in or how they would like to be engaged.

EU Delegations are also in need of in-depth systematic evaluations of specific public diplomacy
initiatives. Comprehensive, methodologically resonating evaluations could help to identify gaps,
understand their depth and develop country specific strategies. The lack of tailored and regular
evaluation of EU public diplomacy initiatives impedes the assessment of the effectiveness of EU public
diplomacy and ability to change perceptions. However, as one diplomat has cautioned, it is important
to keep in mind that not all success can be measured immediately and quantitatively. It follows that in
assessing public diplomacy initiatives effectiveness, EU Delegations will have to be able to benefit from
multi-method, and complex and long-term research rather than more simplistic or solely quantitative
tools.

8.2.3.  Lack of cross-cutting policy recommendations

The 2015 Baseline Study constitutes an important input into the fine-tuning of EU public diplomacy.
Beyond the Baseline Project, policy recommendations for the EU are only rarely applicable to more than
one country or in a regional context. It is important to have country specific strategies and goals, and
general recommendations would be useful for developing a clear strategy for improving perceptions,
complementing location-specific insights. Several EU Delegations also mention that best practices in
other locations could help their work, especially around engaging in more complex political contexts,
or with a wider range of audiences, including key groups of multiplies and influencers across
generations.
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Short country summaries

9.1. Brazil Country Report

9.1.1. Literature review

The EU-MERCOSUR agreement carried high expectations for the improvement of Brazilian
perceptions of the EU, particularly concerning greater market access to Brazilian goods, but these have
been undermined by Bolsonaro’s government, whose stance on climate change, human rights and
regional integration diverge from those of the EU, and a general lack of awareness about the EU.
Brazilian mixed perceptions of the EU in the issue-area of energy, particularly biofuels, appeared in a
prominent way.

9.1.1.1. Overview

Brazilian perceptions of the EU fluctuated between 2015 and 2020. Media analyses undertaken during
Brexit negotiations revealed fears in Brazil that the EU could become more protectionist without the
UK. Mixed images of the EU as an actor on the issue-area of energy and particularly biofuels received
special attention in the literature, especially among those studies that addressed perceptions drawing
on empirical methods more systematically, instead of authors’ own interpretative assessment.
Expectations regarding the conclusion of the EU-MERCOSUR agreement, in 2019, after 20 years of
negotiations, were mostly encouraging, casting a positive light on the perceptions of the EU, especially
among government officials and businesses. However, a few sources expected that the perceptions of
the EU among policy-makers might worsen given Jair Bolsonaro's government (from 2019) priorities,
which clash with those of the EU, particularly regarding climate change and human rights. Other
problematic trends registered by the relevant studies are a general lack of awareness about the EU in
Brazil and increasing lack of interest among the general public as indicated by one of the few existing
surveys in this period (Devlin, 2019).

9.1.1.2. Main documented perceptions

The main perceptions of the EU in Brazil according to the literature covering the period of 2015-2020
prioritise the visions of the EU as an important trade and investment actor and partner. The main
themes that appeared in the literature were the EU-MERCOSUR trade deal, followed by EU-Brazil
energy dialogue and relations, trilateral cooperation on biofuels, Brazilian perceptions of the EU after
Brexit and changes in Brazilian government’s perceptions of the EU across different administrations.
Regarding the evaluation of perceptions, the results were mixed. On the one hand, most of the literature
depicted positive views among government and business sectors on the prospects of concluding the
EU-MERCOSUR agreement as well as after it was concluded in 2019, including for the issue-area of
biofuels, due to greater market access for Brazilian ethanol (Gregory & Panzini, 2020; Afionis &
Stringer, 2020). Negative views in this issue-area were documented only with regards to EU actions
before the conclusion of EU-MERCOSUR agreement, when the lack of EU certification of Brazil's
second-generation biofuels according to EU standards prevented Brazilian biofuels from accessing EU
markets (Afionis & Stringer, 2020).

In addition, the EU is seen in a positive light with regards to global security, trade, welfare systems,
living standards, educational achievements, cultural richness and as a sustainable energy actor.
However, Sandrin and Ribeiro Hoffmann (2016) and Ribeiro Hoffmann (2020) argue that the EU crises
(Eurozone, irregular migration, democracy) negatively impacted Brazilian perceptions of the EU’s
international role and the EU as a model of integration for Latin America among the public and the
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media. Lazarou, Theodoro, Coutto & Coutto (2020) report on fears in Brazil that the EU could become
more protectionist without the UK. The implementation of triangular cooperation was considered
disappointing, leading to negative perceptions (Saraiva, 2017). Some sources mention the low level of
awareness regarding the EU among Brazilian media, and the general public (Pew Research Center
(Devlin, 2019)), but higher level of awareness of the EU and EU-Brazil relations among public, business
and non-state actors with a stake in the energy sector (Knodt, Chaban & Nielsen, 2017). Finally,
Santander and Saraiva (2016) assess the EU-Brazilian partnership up to 2016 as limited due to the
mismatch of Brazilian and the EU’s visions of one another’s role in the world and interests in key issues
of regional and international politics such as trade, and environment.

9.1.1.3. Main gaps

The main gaps documented in the literature include the lack of theoretically-informed and systematic
empirical analysis, appropriate concepts on meso- or micro-levels, and up-to-date data, including
Brazilian perceptions of the EU during the government of President Bolsonaro. Finally, the literature
also mentioned a lack of research on the particular issue—area of energy, particularly biofuels, and for
these areas, a lack of comparative studies of perceptions of the EU and other actors such as the US,
China and other Latin-American countries. These latter gaps identified by the literature, however, have
been filled by studies such as Knodt, Chaban & Nielsen (2017) and Afionis & Stringer (2020) which
focus precisely on energy, biofuels and comparative perceptions.

9.1.1.4. Key audiences

The main key audience groups mentioned in the publications are government and businesses, although
the general public and non-state actors are also mentioned by some of the literature. The key institutions
mentioned are the Brazilian Presidency, Ministry of Mines and Energy, Ministry of Agriculture,
Ministry of Environment, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ministry for Development, Industry and
Commerce, BNDES, Petrobras, Sugar Cane Producers’” Union (UNICA), Brazilian Confederation of
National Industries (CNI), Sdo Paulo Federation of Industry (FIESP), University of Sao Paulo (USP),
and Getulio Vargas Foundation (FGV). The key individuals mentioned are the former foreign ministers
Celso Amorim, Antonio Patriota, Luiz Alberto Figueiredo, Mauro Vieira, José Serra and Aloysio Nunes;
Former Presidents Lula, Dilma Rousseff and Michel Temer; Director of International Relations and
Foreign Trade of FIESP Thomaz Zanotto. One publication (Knodt, Chaban & Nielsen, 2017) mentions
a high level of awareness of public and non-state actors of the EU as an energy actor and EU-Brazil
energy relations and dialogue, which is contrasted by the low visibility of these issues in media
coverage and among the general public. This research also reveals that non-state actors are more
enthusiastic than public actors with regard to the EU-Brazil energy dialogue.

9.1.1.5. Evolution and continuity of perceptions

Very few publications mention or explain the evolution of perceptions systematically. One source
(Lazarou et al., 2020) mentions the continuity of perceptions and argues that Brexit has not significantly
changed the perception of the EU among Brazilian policy- and decisions-makers and media, apart from
trade aspects (fears that the EU would become more protectionist without the UK). However, another
source identifies changes in Brazilian government’s perceptions of the EU based on discourse analysis
of inauguration and farewell speeches of Brazilian Foreign Ministers (Marinho Silva & Mattos Moreira,
2019).

The changes in perceptions are credited mostly to location-specific factors, particularly the ideological
preferences of parties in power, a factor also highlighted by Saraiva (2017). For example, during the
Worker's Party government (PT) (2003-2016), the EU was either neglected (because Brazil tried to
diversify its international partners and prioritise BRICS and South-South cooperation) or confronted
(mainly due to the EU’s "double standards" in international trade). However, during Michel Temer’s
term (2016-2018), relations with the developed world were prioritised and, hence, a more positive view
of the EU gained prominence among foreign policy circles in Brazil. Lazarou et al. (2020) expect that
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the perceptions of the EU among policy-makers might worsen given Jair Bolsonaro's government
priorities, which clash with those of the EU, particularly regarding the environment and human rights.
Yet, when it comes to the issue-specific perceptions, Afionis & Stringer (2020) argue that overall
Brazilian perceptions of the EU on biofuels remain relatively constant over the period analysed and the
main reasons relate to the perceptions of EU legitimacy, the coherence of its policies, and its negotiating
style. Finally, a Pew Survey (Devlin, 2019) revealed a puzzling decrease in the percentage of
respondents which have a “somewhat favourable” and “somewhat unfavourable” opinion of the EU in
the period between 2010 and 2019 and a sharp increase in the number of respondents who refused or
didn’t know how to answer the question (from 17 to 31%). This might indicate a decrease in EU
visibility in Brazil in the past decade and/or an increasing lack of interest in the EU among the general
public.

9.1.2. Overview of EU public diplomacy initiatives in Brazil

EU public diplomacy activities in Brazil are firmly intertwined with the communication strategy of the
Delegation and informed by the priorities formulated in Brussels. Public diplomacy initiatives are
designed in collaboration with the political section, in support of the EU’s long-term vision and needs.
EU public diplomacy in Brazil got a boost as a result of the Lisbon Treaty and the Strategic Partnership.
The (current) public diplomacy project has been implemented in six Latin American countries, and the
EU Delegation works closely and regularly with EU Member States. The green, digital and inclusive
transition is becoming the “brand” of the EU in Brazil influencing EU public diplomacy actions.

9.1.2.1. Main themes and activities under public policy initiatives

The main themes of public diplomacy for 2021 are the post-Covid recovery, the EU Green Deal,
multilateralism and the EU’s digital agenda. Other areas of public outreach are science, culture, youth
and education. In the literature review, the main themes addressed were energy and biofuels, the EU-
MERCOSUR agreement and Brexit. It follows that the main overlap is energy to the extent that it is
related to climate change and the Green Deal. Main public diplomacy initiatives include: business
breakfasts (more informal), executive trainings (debate fora with internal or external panellists),
Council simulation by students, and EU roadshows usually led by the Head/Deputy Head of EU
Delegation and Member States Embassies, but sometimes at a more technical level, and in states and
municipalities. Further activities include the network of Jean Monnet scholars, Europe Month (with
various activities and some in collaboration with Member States, such as the European Bazaar — with
EU Member States promoting culture and food; Coffees with Europe - promoting debates on topics
such as architecture in 2020, and sustainable design in 2021, featuring the Italian Institute of Design and
the University of Brasilia; a green diplomacy prize for young people up to 25 years; and the HR prize
for civil society organizations. Given the pandemic, the Europe Month focused on social media
campaigns such as on green recovery, EU from A to Z, and the film festival. Joint work with Member
States is organised via the Culture and Communication Group and “Team Europe”. The literature does
not address these initiatives.

9.1.2.2. Key audiences

Key target audiences are academia in general, professors and students (especially in journalism) and
youth (18 to 25/28; audiences below 18 are more difficult to reach out to), as well as civil society and
businesses involved in the EU-MERCOSUR negotiations.

9.1.2.3. Obstacles and main gaps

The main obstacles are the continental size of the country and the diversity of population, as well as
limited public diplomacy resources (financial and human). The Covid pandemic has offered
opportunities to reach out ‘to different realities in a different way, which has been working pretty well’
(EUbral). However, a ‘webinar fatigue’, and a loss of the ‘human dimension’ will implicate public
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diplomacy activities going forward (EUbral). Another obstacle is the lack of knowledge about the EU
despite Brazilian key audiences being receptive, constructive, and friendly to EU policies and with
cultural references and family connections to Europe. The latest political situation in the country is also
mentioned as an obstacle to relations and dialogue. Obstacles and gaps pointed out in the literature,
focus instead on the lack of theoretically-informed and up-to-date empirical research.

9.1.2.4. Future outlook

The EU Delegation (contingent on resources) seeks to diversify audiences and reach out to less receptive
or “unaware” audiences. Youth is a firm focus. EU Delegation further plans to optimise online
mechanisms avoiding “virtual fatigue”. Moreover, there is an effort to make connections of the specific
local activities with regional and global levels, such as in activities involving students (Model European
Union), think-tanks and academics, in order to ‘shape the global conversation on global challenges’
(EUbrus1).

9.2. Canada Country Report

9.2.1. Literature review

To some extent, the advent of the CETA in 2017, the four years of the US Trump presidency (2016-2020),
and a liberal government in Canada have brought Canadians closer to Europe. The literature on
perceptions however remains scant, which makes it hard to draw trends on how Canadian perceptions
evolve in the current context.

9.2.1.1. Overview

When the 2015 baseline Perceptions Study was published, the literature review concluded that research
on Canadian perceptions of the EU was limited and since then it has not drastically increased. This
perceptions literature largely reflects the evolutions of the historical context between Canada and the
EU since 2015. First, at the domestic level, Canada has been governed by a Liberal Prime Minister, Justin
Trudeau, during the whole period. Trudeau’s multilateral foreign policy agenda — with a strong focus
on G7/G20 and climate diplomacy — has led Canadian policy-makers to view Europe as a close partner
on these topics (Bendiek et al., 2018). Second, at the regional level, the EU-Canada relationship was also
impacted by the four years of Trump presidency in the US. Several scholars note that the protectionist
and nationalist turn in the US under Trump presidency brought Canadians closer to Europe (Verdun,
2019), as both elites (Hage, 2020) and public opinion (Nanos & Atlantic Briicke, 2019) increasingly
viewed the EU as a reliable partner to defend the rules-based international order and international
peace. Third, at the bilateral level, Canadian perceptions of the EU have been impacted by the
implementation of the Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement (CETA) and Strategic
Partnership Agreement (SPA) beginning with 2017. CETA — which remains much better known to the
public than the SPA — has reinforced the dominant perception that Canadians mostly view the EU as a
trade partner. However, the regional geopolitics of Canada-US relations has somehow given a boost to
perceptions of the EU also as a like-minded partner to defend international rules, norms and
multilateralism.

9.2.1.2. Main documented perceptions

Rayroux (2018) and Chaban (2019) have come up with the most comprehensive mapping of Canadian
perceptions of the EU after 2015. These and other publications reflect the general observation that the
EU remains primarily seen as a trading partner for Canadians, but that the EU has made some inroads
into being regarded as a trusted geopolitical partner too, especially regarding norms and international
rules. In general, the literature also notes that there continues to be a significant discrepancy between
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the level of awareness of the EU and its policies among the public. More recently, a new theme emerged
in Canadian perceptions of the EU — Brexit. Here, the general public in Canada mostly expressed a
supportive view of Europe and a negative view of Brexit (Nanos & Carleton University, 2019). At the
level of policy-makers, there seems to be an emerging polarisation. Conservatives tend to be more
aligned with the UK, while Liberals align more with continental Europe, and have been more critical
of Brexit (Hurrelmann, 2020). On the conservative side one can witness some temptations to perceive
Brexit as an opportunity to revive the anglosphere through the idea of CANZUK - an anglophone
alliance of Canada, Australia, New Zealand and the UK. This idea however has little traction in the
media and broader public opinion (Bell & Vucetic, 2019).

While perceptions of the EU in general are quite positive, occasional peaks of negative perceptions
stand out. This is the case especially in the context of the EU migration crisis of 2015, which was quite
extensively covered by the Canadian news media, usually in a negative way — stressing the EU’s
inability to solve the crisis (Chaban et al., 2018). Also, and looking at the CETA, recent surveys and
interviews with food producers have demonstrated that large producers have a positive perception of
the agreement, but smaller producers fear European competition. The general feeling is also that CETA
has left the EU better off than Canada (Earnscliff Strategy Group, 2019).

9.2.1.3. Main gaps

As already mentioned at the onset of this brief summary, there is only limited original research on the
topics of Canadian perceptions of the EU. Rayroux (2018), Chaban (2019), and Hurrelmann (2020), are
the exceptions that confirm the rule. This makes it difficult to generalise trends in the literature on that
topic. Most available data on Canadian perceptions comes from public opinion surveys (Ipsos Mori,
2016; Nanos & Carleton University, 2019; Nanos & Atlantic Briicke, 2019), which may point to some
renewed interest that the academic literature might pick up on in the future. At the same time, we find
no publications that rely on more qualitative data (interviews, focus groups), and also no recent media
analysis. In addition, and as already flagged in the 2015 Baseline Study, several topics which are an
important component of the Canada-EU policy dialogue (Hage, 2020), remain notably absent from the
literature on perceptions. These include: the environment, energy policy, Al data privacy, the Arctic. It
is further surprising that there is a lack of academic focus on how Canadians perceive internal political
dynamics taking place in Europe, for example, populist movements. Finally, there is nothing in the
perceptions literature that mentions public diplomacy initiatives that may have been implemented by
the EU in Canada since 2015. The impact of the EU diplomatic involvement remains largely invisible
in these studies.

9.2.1.4. Key audiences

There is so significant change in key audiences, as compared to the 2015 Study. Rayroux (2018) notes
that the Canadian public in general remains positive, but in reality, mostly indifferent, to the EU. Only
thanks to a series of recent large opinion polls conducted in Canada, we do have some up-to-date
primary data to rely on. Some experts in policy and economic circles still have a fairly good and
nuanced understanding of the EU and its political dynamics, and the media (mostly the print press)
continues to ensure a basic coverage of EU news (Chaban et al.,, 2018). However, some Canadian
audiences, such as civil society organisations and youth, remain invisible in the existing studies. Think
tanks have also remained on the sidelines, with the notable exception of Hage’s (2020) comprehensive
policy paper on Canada-EU relations, and some policy work on the CETA.

9.2.1.5. Evolution and continuity of perceptions

The main contribution to the evolution of perceptions of the EU in Canada comes from Chaban (2019),
who states that Canadian perceptions of the EU have generally become more positive over the past few
years. This is in large can be attributed to the CETA implementation, but above all the US unilateral
and protectionist turn. This is reflected for instance in a recent public opinion survey (Nanos & Atlantic
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Briicke, 2019) that shows that Europe (especially the UK and Germany) now top the US in terms of
Canadians’ preferred international partners.

As a contrast to Chaban (2019), Hurrelmann (2020) argues that it is mostly endogenous factors that
drive the evolution of Canadian perceptions, rather than exogenous, Europe-based factors. These
Europe-based moments such as the EU migration crisis may create short-lived waves of negative
perceptions within the Canadian elites, but they do not fundamentally shift perceptions. However,
Hurrelman (2020) observes a nascent trend of polarisation between conservatives and liberals, where
conservatives grow more critical of the EU in general. Finally, several deep-seated trends in the
literature on Canadian perceptions of the EU have remained very stable over the past few years. Above
all, the EU remains largely seen as a trading partner for Canada, much more than a security partner
(Rayroux, 2018).

9.2.2. Overview of EU public diplomacy initiatives in Canada

Public diplomacy initiatives in Canada have been numerous and diverse, and they go far beyond
outreach to policy and economic decision-makers in the context of the economic and trade agreement
CETA. Many of these public diplomacy initiatives — especially those that target youth or civil society —
are not reflected in the literature, which predominantly deals with policy and economic leaders, trade
or geopolitics. However, the effectiveness of many public diplomacy initiatives towards the broader
public in particular, remains difficult to measure and assess.

9.2.2.1. Main themes and activities under public policy initiatives

Public diplomacy initiatives in Canada prioritise themes of the economy, politics, education, culture,
and to a smaller extent social issues, energy and the environment. Of those, the economy is by far the
one area that resonates most in the academic literature on Canada-EU relations. On the other hand, a
lot of public diplomacy initiatives fall under the broad umbrella of people-to-people contacts, which
has not been reflected at all in this literature. EUPOP represents the main tool of the EU public outreach
in Canada, with its first-round programming completed in 2019. It included direct engagement with
stakeholders, such as training sessions on EU policies (including CETA) as well as regular security and
defence symposia. On the cultural side, the EU Delegation highlighted the success of the “Frenergy
Tour”, which brought together the EU Youth Orchestra and the National Youth Orchestra of Canada
for a series of concerts. Besides EUPOP, other long-standing public diplomacy initiatives include Jean
Monnet program activities, annual Europe Day celebrations, the EU Film Festival, the EU-Canada
Young Journalist Fellowship and the coordination of member state cultural diplomacy programs under
the network of the European National Institutes for Culture (EUNIC) in Canada. More recent public
diplomacy initiatives have also included youth transatlantic civil society dialogues projects, the EU-
Canada Civil Society Forum, the EU’s annual presence at the PDAC convention (Prospectors &
Developers Association of Canada), and events undertaken in the context of the EU-Canada Policy
Dialogues Support Facility (PDSF) on e.g., the Arctic, migration cooperation, clean technologies,
geographical indications. Public diplomacy initiatives tend to happen in good synergy with Member
States. While larger Member States have their own public diplomacy programming, smaller Member
States with limited staff particularly welcome the EU Delegation’s efforts to involve them in a
systematic way.

9.2.2.2. Key audiences

In addition to the general public, various public diplomacy initiatives in Canada have targeted the four
categories of stakeholders that the EU’s FPI maps: policymakers and influencers; academics and
students; civil society organisations; and cultural operators. As much as the EU Delegation has
observed that several of these audiences (students, civil society, public at large) have not been extremely
receptive to public diplomacy initiatives, they continue to occupy a significant place in the public
diplomacy programming. As a matter of fact, they are probably more central than they were in 2015,
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thanks to a series of more structured and multi-annual FPI-funded projects, such as EUPOP or PDSF,
which did not exist before. This has allowed to multiply the number of initiatives and events.

9.2.2.3. Obstacles and main gaps

In general outreach to specialised audiences and stakeholders (e.g., civil servants) has been more
effective than outreach to the broader public (e.g., students). This somewhat echoes the academic
literature in that decision- and opinionmaker perceptions of the EU are better informed and more
opinionated (usually positively, but sometimes negatively too) than those of the public. Indeed, and
though there is a general positive inclination of the public towards the EU, for reasons of historical,
cultural proximity and like-mindedness, there also remains a significant lack of awareness because of
limited information in the media. Besides, a central obstacle in Canada has traditionally been its
geography: given its size, it is extremely difficult to build meaningful connections with stakeholders
beyond the traditional bubbles where the EU Delegation has some presence, namely Ottawa, and to a
smaller extent Montreal. The literature rarely if ever focuses on this geographical dimension of EU
perceptions in Canada. Covid has changed a lot of things in this regard with events moving online, it
has become much easier to reach out to more distant and less usual audiences.

9.2.2.4. Future outlook

The future outlook for public diplomacy initiatives in Canada is for the most part a continuation of
what has been implemented thus far, though a few novel directions and priorities also emerge. When
looking at the mandate of the second round of EUPOP - which is the main EU public diplomacy project
in Canada, the list of forthcoming initiatives includes the continuation of EU and CETA-related training
sessions for officials, exchanges of Canadian and European journalists, staff exchanges between the
European Parliament and the Parliament of Canada, support to ongoing cultural diplomacy
programmes, and increased engagement with the research community and Jean Monnet initiatives.
None of these are fundamentally new. This being said, one also notes a stronger focus than before on
engaging with key stakeholders at the municipal level, with social media influencers and multipliers,
and with youth/future leaders. This falls within one of the EU public diplomacy strategy and priorities
globally, namely engage in a battle of narratives to inform the public about the EU’s policies and added-
value, in a distorted communication environment. Some of these forthcoming public diplomacy
initiatives reflect the EU Delegation’s willingness to boost its social media presence and digital
diplomacy. Finally, when looking beyond EUPOP, it is also noteworthy that public diplomacy
initiatives that relate to climate change, clean technologies or energy transition have gained ground.
Again, this clearly aligns with one of the overall EU public diplomacy strategic priorities, namely boost
the EU’s Green Deal and climate change diplomacy. As such, this public diplomacy trend is presumed
to continue to grow in the future, also because the EU can find a receptive ear in the government of
Canada’s commitment to the green economic recovery.

9.3. China Country Report

9.3.1. Literature review

The perceptions literature in China portrays the EU as one of China’s major economic partners and an
important political player internationally. However, it also reveals that Chinese observers have mixed
perceptions towards the EU post 2015 largely in light of the EU’s multiple crises. Literature reports that
when compared to other major global actors (for example the US), the EU appears to be less influential,
but it is perceived more favourably than the US, Russia or Japan.
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9.3.1.1. Overview

The literature on Chinese perceptions of the EU published since 2015 is very diverse in content. It
examines the framing of the EU in traditional (newspapers, TV channels) and social media (Tencent,
Sinaweibo, etc). It also studies perceptions of the EU among Chinese policy-makers, diplomats,
academia and the general public through interviews and surveys. Overall, the EU is seen as an
important, yet not the most influential international actor in China. Moreover, the literature reports a
dramatic shift in perceptions of the EU among Chinese decision-makers. The EU’s internal crises such
as the sovereign debt crisis, the irregular migration crisis, the rise of populism and Brexit have
weakened the EU’s image in China as an influential global power and international actor. The literature
reports that Chinese decision-makers already had doubts of the EU's normative power prior to these
events, but the EU’s lack of internal solidarity and inability to carry out necessary structural reforms
have further compromised its image of a normative actor and even economic power in light of Brexit
(Chang and Pieke 2018; Jin and Kirchner 2021). The literature points to that despite the challenges faced
by the EU, potential for the development of EU-China relations especially in the economy remains.
China and the EU are seen as two mutually indispensable and increasingly interdependent actors and,
thus, strategic partners.

9.3.1.2. Main documented perceptions

Overall, the EU is often described as one of the important ‘poles’ in a multi-polar world (Zhang 2016,
2020; Lai 2019; Chang and Pieke, 2018). The literature portrays the EU as an active player and an
important partner in international economic development, a leading actor in environmental protection
and climate change, and highly capable in innovation and high technology. However, it is not seen as
a very influential global political actor in China. The literature registers how the EU’s multiple crises
and particularly Brexit have compromised the image of the EU as of a powerful actor in China.
Moreover, the EU’s normative power is widely seen as a reflection of double standards in the evaluation
of human rights issues in China. The perceived difference in values among the EU and China have also
pertained to other areas making it difficult to negotiate China’s market access to the EU, lifting arms
embargo or granting market economy status to China. The literature reports that China also sees EU
Member States as very different in their socioeconomic development and regional characteristics. It has
accordingly introduced sub-regional cooperation platforms such as the 17+1 initiative for Central and
Southern Europe as well as China’s cooperation with the Nordic region — both seen as ‘useful tools’ to
complement EU-China relations (Chang and Pieke 2018, p. 324). Despite the above obstacles registered
by the literature, China still values the EU as a strategic partner with whom Beijing is willing to build
long-term and stable relations. Among the perceived areas of common concern are globalisation, free
trade and climate change; China also sees the potential in strengthening ties with the EU in the fields
of security and trade (Chang and Pieke 2018). The EU is generally considered attractive due to its
diverse cultures, innovative technologies and as an attractive destination for immigration.

Research into the images of the EU in Chinese traditional and social media seems to highlight similar
trends as in the political field. The EU is portrayed as an economic powerhouse and trading bloc, yet
much less visible in roles as an effective and unified political actor or a norms exporter. Among more
specific themes are the EU’s internal politics, economic status and social roles, external relations,
advanced technologies in healthcare, automotive industry and environmental protection (Liu and Xu
2016). Thematically the EU stands out slightly more in the field of energy, given China’s interest in
promoting its energy efficiency policies and sustainable development (location-specific factor). The EU
thus represents a cooperative partner for China, a ‘norm-setter’ in sustainable energy development (Lai
2017, p. 178), and EU actions in the energy sector (especially energy efficiency and renewables) are
framed positively (Lai 2017; Knodt et al. 2017). However, as a global energy actor, the EU has limited
visibility and China seems to value bilateral cooperation on energy sector with EU Member States more
(Lai 2017, p.178). It is noteworthy that the perceptions of the EU in Chinese social media follow the
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patterns discovered for Chinese mainstream media (news agencies, state-owned TV channels),
especially regarding political and economic issues.

9.3.1.3. Main gaps

Most of the literature in focus investigates Chinese perceptions of the EU’s political, economic and
cultural roles. In contrast, research looking at Chinese perceptions towards specific internal policies of
the EU as well as its actorness in areas such as climate change, development policy or global security is
lacking. The research also overlooks opinions of business people and are limited when perceptions of
the Chinese youth and the general public are concerned. A longitudinal study regarding the image of
the EU in Chinese social media platforms is also lacking.

9.3.1.4. Key audiences

EU perception studies in China that concern decision-makers focus on academic circles and policy-
makers. Media analyses investigate the EU’s coverage in People’s Daily, China Daily, Global Times and
21st Century Business Herald. Among social media platforms, Sinaweibo and Tencent WeChat are of
dominant research interest, but they do not provide an insight into the profile of their users.

9.3.1.5. Evolution and continuity of perceptions

In the recent years, Chinese perceptions of the EU have witnessed a striking shift from the previously
positive attitudes to a more neutral and somewhat negative stance as a result of the various crises in
the EU (EU-specific factor). The EU’s credibility as an influential regional bloc and emerging economic
superpower has reduced, as ‘the necessary political-economic backing to justify the EU’s normative
mission is lacking from the Chinese point of view’ (Chang and Pieke, 2018, p. 323). When contrasted to
the findings of the 2015 Study, the EU’s international role as a regional integration model has also
become dubious. The perception of the EU’s norm diffusion in other countries, however, remain to be
negative. While these conditions refer to EU-specific factors, China’s growing self-perception as a
rising, and capable actor has also affected this change (location-specific factor). Although the EU has
lost some reputation in China, it is still perceived as a partner with which it can build a long-term and
stable strategic relationship as a counterweight to the influence of the US, and potentially that of Russia
(global factor). Overall, ‘the EU pole remains geopolitically important to Beijing’ (Chang and Pieke,
2018, p. 322).

9.3.2. Overview of EU public diplomacy initiatives in China

The EU Delegation to China aims to promote EU values in the country but does it primarily through
“depoliticised” public diplomacy activities in education, environment and cultural diplomacy. In light
of the EU-China debate on human rights, EU public diplomacy initiatives led by political themes
remains challenging.

9.3.2.1. Main themes and activities under public policy initiatives

EU public diplomacy activities in China generally cover issue-areas such as cultural diplomacy,
education, the environment and human rights. The last area focuses on gender, diversity and anti-
discrimination and its themes and emphases are typically “weaved” into the fabric of other initiatives.
Two flagship events are represented by the cultural diplomacy public diplomacy initiatives: the Europe
Street Event Outside and, since 2017, the EU-China International Literary Festival. Virtual Museum
Tour is a new cultural diplomacy initiative. In the field of education, a series of public ‘EU Lectures’
featured 10 prominent European speakers to deliver lectures on topics related to the EU-China 2020
Strategic Agenda for Cooperation at Chinese universities of various visibility over the country. The EU
Ambassador has given a speech at the capital-based Tsinghua University, and the EU Delegation
supports Model EU and Model UN simulation events across Chinese universities. Another public
diplomacy area is cooperation with local CSOs and think tanks: the EU Delegation has organised a
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think tank meeting with Francoise Godement, a French historian, specialist of China and international
relations in East Asia, and Asia Centre. The EU Delegation is also raising the visibility of the EU Green
Deal and runs events highlighting the theme of environmental protection which is of great interest to
local audiences.

Some of the events held by the EU Delegation to China combine various thematic foci. For example, the
Literary Festival not only seeks to highlight the EU’s multiculturalism and diversity but also provides
EU authors with an opportunity to appeal to the Chinese market. Other than flagship events (Europe
Street Event Outside and Literary Festival), EU public diplomacy initiatives include EU Day festivals
as well as content-driven online campaigns. Such events are run in close cooperation with EU Member
States, with the EU Delegation trying to get all Member States on board and providing additional
support to smaller EU Member States. Participations of EU Member States depends on whether they
have resources and/or (national) interests at stake. Close involvement of EU Member States means they,
together with EU Delegation, contribute content, technical support and profile public diplomacy
initiatives on their communication platforms.

9.3.2.2. Key audiences

The key audiences for the EU public diplomacy initiatives in China are academia and experts, including
local think tanks and civil society organisations, business, decision-makers, academia and youth.
Chinese officials from the ministries as well as local officials often take part in EU public diplomacy
events. The EU Delegation to China actively engages not only with the most prestigious universities in
the country but also with universities in various regions and provinces of China. Among the young
people involved are students who are more exposed to EU policies either in the course of their studies
in international relations and EU programmes or in the fields of high priority to the EU (urbanism,
climate, etc.). These are future policy- and decision-makers or crucial experts in the fields. School
exchanges were also popular before Covid.

9.3.2.3. Obstacles and main gaps

In the last five years, and especially in the course of the last year, the focus of public diplomacy
initiatives has changed from ‘looking at the EU and China as strategic partners’ in politics, security and
trade to the issues that are received less controversial by the Chinese interlocutors, namely promoting
the Green Deal, the GI agreement, food and culture (EUChil). State control is the key obstacle in this
regard. This refers to censorship, control over media and the presence of the party cells in organisations.
Communicating with local audience on themes that touch on norms and values (e.g., human rights,
democracy) is complicated. The Covid pandemic has become the major obstacle in this regard, because
Covid-related restrictions have started in China earlier than in other countries and have disrupted the
EU Delegation’s face-to-face contacts with key audiences. For example, Study Tour for journalists to
Europe have been cancelled as a result of Covid. The knowledge of local contexts but especially
language and cultural codes is critical. Translation work and translation of EU messages from EU
headquarters to local conditions is time- and resource-consuming. Social media landscape in China is
extremely difficult to navigate, and the EU Delegation needs more research and support in this area.
EU actions in China need more visibility. For example, the EU’s support to COVAX is practically
unknown to the Chinese audiences.

9.3.2.4. Future outlook

In light of obstacles such as Covid and state regulations, more support is needed for the EU Delegation
to China. Coordination with EU Member States and local partner organisations is essential. The events
that are held on an annual base appear to increase the EU’s visibility. The number of participants in the
Literary Festival has grown from 2,000 visitors in 2017 to 7,000 in 2020. Online events also increase
visibility: 400,000 viewers attended the broadcast of the Literary Festival.
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9.4. Colombia Country Report

9.4.1. Literature review

The perceptions of the European Union (EU) in Colombia among policy-makers, business leaders,
media, academia, and civil society, are described by the relevant literature as informed and positive in
general terms. However, a significant share of the general public has no awareness of EU actions in the
country.

9.4.1.1. Overview

Generally, Colombian perceptions of the EU in the last five years have been positive and dominantly
framed by the themes of peace and trade. Literature links EU perceptions to its role in the Colombian
Peace Process as a supporter in the construction of a stable and lasting peace, and in post-conflict
processes at the political and financial levels. The EU is also seen as a strategic commercial partner in
the context of the current Trade Agreement between the EU and the country which has opened new
markets for Colombian products.

The key audiences and groups identified in the analyses available are: policy-makers, including
government officials from different regions of the country, who are reported to be well aware of the
relations and work between the EU and Colombia; business leaders from private organisations, who
are directly involved with the trade sector; media and opinion-makers, who constantly follow the
activities of and relevance of the EU for Colombia; members of academia, who are observing the
evolution of the impact of the EU actions in the country; and finally, civil society, which is composed
by non-government organisations (NGOs), other civil organisations, youths and the public in general.

9.4.1.2. Main documented perceptions

The image of the EU in Colombia is mainly linked to the role of the EU as a trade partner to Colombia
and a supporter of the Colombian peace and post-conflict process and carries positive connotations
more broadly. The collaboration on local productive projects, the presence of the EU in rural areas in
the peace process, and trade exchanges between Colombian companies and EU member states creates
direct contact with the local civil society, businesses and government institutions. Such direct
interaction positively influences the perception of key audience groups in Colombia.

The recognition of the EU as a strategic trade partner for the country enhances the positive perception
of the EU among diverse key audience groups. The literature reports that the perception of the EU in
key areas is mostly positive within all the key audience groups (Cifras & Conceptos, 2017). However,
the available literature has not explored perceptions of the EU in other issue-areas beyond peace and
trade). This review found only few brief references that discussed perceptions of the EU in environment
and education issue-areas in relation to programmes of the European agencies.

Dissecting the acknowledgement of the EU as an actor, the literature reveals perceptions of the EU’s
main role as a promoter of peacebuilding and defender of human rights. In this context, EU cooperation
with the different national institutions in Colombia and the presence of the EU in a dialogue with
organisations of the civil society, are seen as means to promote European values and communicates a
scenario of hope and peace. This vision of the EU is strongly associated with concepts such as economic
development, humanitarian aid, promotion and defence of human rights, creation of productive
projects (civil society projects) in some country regions and cooperation with government institutions
as well with civil society organisations (Cifras & Conceptos, 2017).

9.4.1.3. Main gaps

The main gap on EU perception is the lack of studies of EU perception in the country. There are no
studies/analyses made specifically for Colombia, and the existing perception studies are developed for
Latin America as a bloc, with Colombia being only one of many case studies. A further gap in literature
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relates to the lack of studies that would allow a comparison of perceptions over time and across various
cohorts. The lack of methodological consistency as well as accuracy and quality of acquired data
prevent the existing research from such a comparison.

Another important gap relates to the thematic focus. The literature review reveals a lack of information
of the perceptions of EU actions and policies around topics that are not associated with the economy
(Trade Agreement) and politics (peace process and/or post-conflict scenarios). Topics such as social
affairs, education, environment, energy, culture, health as well as science, research and technology are
not frequently mentioned in the news, opinion and/or perceptions analysis in relation to the EU.

9.4.1.4. Key audiences

Key audiences, as mentioned above, are policy-makers, business elites, media, academia and civil
society. For policy-makers and government officials, their perceptions of the EU are positive. From their
point of view, the EU has played an important and active role in the peace and post-conflict process
(Presentation from Cifras & Conceptos to Delegation of the EU to Colombia, 2017). This perspective is
also shared by the media, which highlight the role of the EU as a supporter of these processes. For
business leaders, the perception of the EU is also cited as positive, with businesspeople considering the
EU as an important ally in promoting the country’s trade strategy through the Trade Agreement.
Academics, even though positively inclined, share concerns about Colombia being perceived in some
instances as part of Latin America as a bloc, and in other cases as an individual country (Tassara, Costa
& Tremolada, 2019) and thus suggest a more “tailored” approach to Colombia around the
establishment of regional dialogues.

The level of awareness of these key audiences is high, due to a deeper knowledge of the actions and
roles of the EU in Colombia through the years. Importantly, this level of awareness is in reference to
actions that link the EU to the peace process and the Trade Agreement.

For civil society, there is a difference of perceptions that varies depending on the information available
about the EU within the subgroups. NGOs and other civil organisations that are informed about the
EU, tend to have positive opinion of the EU, in contrast with the youth and the broader public who are
usually unaware of EU actions. In the last subgroup, the rating of the relation between the country and
the EU and the opinion of the EU is very good/good, however, almost the same percentage responded
‘don’t know’ (Latinobarometro, 2017; 2018).

9.4.1.5. Evolution and continuity of perceptions

Despite the deficit of studies of Colombia’s perceptions of the EU, the relevant literature indicates that
country perceptions of the EU have been continuously positive. The EU is perceived as always having
been an important international cooperation partner and has become more relevant through the years.
The literature does not argue for any change in perceptions, but instead shows a continuity of the
positive perception among similar key audience groups over the years.

The evolution of perceptions remains focused on the themes of peace and trade. There are new themes,
such as environment and education in the last years, but they are of poor visibility and with no
systematic scholarly consideration, and therefore no change or advance can be identified.

9.4.2. Overview of EU public diplomacy initiatives in Colombia
The innovative and creative actions of the EU Delegation to Colombia sit under the framework of

EUPOP. The EU’s support for the Colombian Peace Process and Post Conflict strengthens the impact
of its public diplomacy actions by the EU Delegation.
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9.4.2.1. Main themes and activities under public policy initiatives

The EU Delegation to Colombia employs public diplomacy instruments such as roadshows, diplomatic
and executive trainings and think tank networks, as well as visits to prioritised territories according to
the EU’s Cooperation Projects. They increase the visibility of the EU Delegation actions for a broader
audience. The themes of the EU Delegation activities are diverse: economy, politics, energy, climate
change/environment, education, culture, social, gender, development/assistance, science, technology
and research thus including a broader variety than the literature on perception studies in Colombia. In
the economic theme, the EU Delegation has worked through high-level events (roundtables and
conferences) with strategic partners, such as businesspeople and CEOs to discuss the trade agreement
and the Green Deal. At the same time, they are starting sectorial dialogues with the mining and energy
sectors and continue the dialogue with the agricultural sector to incentivise businesses to decarbonise
and seek opportunities in the EU market. On education and culture, the EU Delegation hosts
“Instagram Live” with the Head of the EU Delegation, Ministers, cultural influencers, academics and
beneficiaries of the Erasmus scholarship who talk about academic and cultural cooperation. During the
pandemic the EU Delegation organised the Europe Day online with a focus on the Green Deal. They
also carry out Model EU for school students. The EU Delegation works with journalists to increase
knowledge about the EU, including a partnership with a digital portal, a digital national award and
regional workshops on peace, communication, information and disinformation. The EU Delegation also
works with the Colombian Diplomatic Academy in providing an annual intensive College of Europe
training for future diplomats to improve knowledge of the EU. As part of EU support to the Peace
Process and the implementation of the Peace Agreement through the European Trust Fund for Peace
in Colombia, the EU Delegation organizes roadshows on prioritized territories during which they
involve local authorities, civil society from the region, media and journalists and EU Member States.
Health — apart from the effects of the pandemic — has not been explicitly mentioned either by the
literature or the EU Delegation. Public siplomacy initiative of “Goodwill Ambassadors” cuts across
themes linking to audiences and building on personal experiences with Europe.

9.4.2.2. Key audiences

The EU Delegation works with businesspeople, journalist/influencers, national and local politicians,
and young people, including students of diplomacy and journalism and school students. This choice is
a result of a more thorough analysis through smaller perceptions studies. The public and broader
groups of young people, however, are not part of the key audience. Participants in public events appear
to be very receptive towards the EU, despite the fact that Colombians in general do not show much
interest in or knowledge of the EU.

9.4.2.3. Obstacles and main gaps

Currently, the main obstacle for EU Delegation’s activities is Covid as events had to change to virtual
events and social media activities. Another obstacle is the lack of information about the EU and EU
actions in Colombia including among important groups such as future diplomats. The EU Delegation
also gives little consideration to university students from majors that may become important for
domestic politics in the future, such as engineering, climate/environment, law, social sciences. A
recurrent obstacle is Colombia’s political situation and remaining scepticism around the Peace Process
and its implementation, and around the transitional justice and the institutional system more generally.
There is a gap in the communication of the EU and its actions, and the EU Delegation believes it can
improve in the future.

9.4.2.4. Future outlook

As part of its future initiatives in Colombia, the EU Delegation seeks to engage over the long-term with
their current partners and turning today’s key audiences into future partners. The Delegation wishes
to improve, multiply and enhance cooperation among the networks that they are building today. The
Peace Process and the Post Conflict Process as well as the Trade Agreement will continue to be one of
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the most important country-specific factors that will influence the EU Delegation actions in Colombia
— despite and because of existing scepticism. The EU seeks to ally with strategic partners, although
starting with more general work on informing about the EU and what the EU is, because the knowledge
and perception of other countries such as the US and international organizations such as the UN is
higher among the general population. The comparatively higher awareness of the US and UN is a
location- and region-factor that can be an obstacle for the future of the visibility of EU Delegation
activities.

9.5. India Country Report

9.5.1. Literature review

Indian perceptions of Europe and the EU have not been fundamentally altered by Brexit or more
generally over the past five years. The EU continues to be seen as a key strategic economic partner and
a significant pole in world affairs. However, despite some improvements in perceptions towards the
EU in areas of greater cooperation such in security or education and research, the relationship between
India and Europe is still best defined through a bilateral framework with individual member states
rather than with the EU as a whole.

9.5.1.1. Overview

Although India was one of the first countries to establish a diplomatic relationship with the EU in 1962,
almost sixty years ago, the bilateral relationship has not yet translated into a full-fledged perception of
Europe as a core geopolitical partner for India, despite some improvements in the last few years. In part
because of the Brexit crisis, the EU is still not seen as a coherent foreign policy actor although it remains
an important pole in world affairs.

The EU is, however, increasingly positively perceived as an example in areas of education and research,
smart city projects, infrastructure development, transport, green energy and renewables, and the
literature points to further areas of closer engagement, in security, counterterrorism and connectivity.
Relevant literature reflects on the fact that the EU remains the largest trading partner for India despite
Brexit. Studies of perceptions in India also report on the EU’s importance in relation to Indian economic
initiatives such as Make in India and Skill India.

9.5.1.2. Main documented perceptions

Over the past five years, Brexit has been seen as a major crisis for Europe and the EU, but it has not
fundamentally altered India’s interest in and perceptions of the EU as a foreign policy actor. Its
engagement with the EU is seen to be generally based on a case-by-case approach.

Despite a perceived loss of economic clout, the EU is expected to remain India’s main trading partner.
One major concern here lies in the depth of the economic ties linking India with European markets
through the UK (Chaudhuri, 2016). Thus, the impact of Brexit is much more pronounced in economic
and geostrategic terms. Brexit has increased India’s strategic interests in two partners: Germany, which
was and still is India’s first European trading partner, and France, which Indian defence experts,
already before Brexit, have considered their most natural European partner in military and security
issues (Lisbonne-de Vergeron, 2020; 2015).

Overall, India recognises the importance of Europe in shaping and sharing the global political outlook
and is convinced that the EU’s continued influence is relevant to the development of a multi-polar order
and to India’s own development (Jain & Pandey, 2019; Sibal, 2019). However, Indian officials rarely
perceive the EU as a “foreign policy force’ (Jain & Pandey, 2019) as they primarily see their relationships
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with the EU through relationships with individual member states. Furthermore, other authors argue
that the nascent military arrangements India has invested into with the US and also Japan are mostly
about security in the Indo-Pacific, where the EU is seen as playing a minor role (Chaudhuri, 2020).

Perceptions literature registers further expectations among policy- and decision-makers that EU-India
cooperation will increasingly focus on consolidating a rules-based global order, security and regional
connectivity. Both European and Indian perceptions have notably shown the importance of related Belt
and Road Initiative (BRI) projects and possibilities for a meaningful common understanding between
the EU and India through wider consultations on the subject of connectivity (Sachdeva & Lisbonne-de
Vergeron, 2020). Other references include Indian perceptions of the EU in the field of energy tracked
through perceptions of decision-makers and media framing (Knodt, Chaban & Nielsen, 2017). Finally,
cultural diplomacy and increased strategic engagement in this area could also be of key significance for
Indian perceptions of Europe (Lisbonne-de Vergeron, 2014; 2015).

9.5.1.3. Main gaps

The literature points to gaps in key audience groups such as the lack of studies on specific groups (the
youth) and method-focused gaps with a lack of studies on media images and public perceptions in the
fields of free trade and military cooperation. Other gaps that the literature identifies include possible
areas for greater cooperation, such as cultural diplomacy, or thematic ones, such as the impact of Covid-
19 on perceptions of Europe and the EU, which so far have not been covered in the literature. Finally,
no systematic public opinion survey has been conducted on Indian perception of the EU in India yet.

9.5.1.4. Key audiences

The key audience groups are decision-makers in a range of policy fields, diplomats, leading policy think
tanks, but also universities and research institutes; as well as media, opinion-makers and leaders,
business and industry associations, civil society and non-governmental organisations. The review of
literature tends to reflect a good level of awareness amongst diplomats, opinion leaders and policy
makers in particular and increasingly amongst researchers and scholars.

9.5.1.5. Evolution and continuity of perceptions

Views both of Europe and of the EU over the past five years have become somewhat more negative
because of Brexit and the refugee crisis. Europe’s management of the refugee crisis led in particular to
a perceived lack of coordination and unity between the member states. The literature further reflects a
clear shift of strategic interest and focus towards continental Europe and the EU through India’s
bilateral French and German partnerships as a consequence of Brexit. With the EU in foreign policy
terms, Indian views indicate further scope to focus on concrete aspects of Indo-European cooperation,
such as cybersecurity and wider themes pertaining to the Belt and Road Initiative, which have taken
on a greater significance over the past five years. In the spheres where there have been asymmetrical
relations between India and the EU since 2015, perceptions have either remained unchanged or
worsened — for instance in bilateral trade negotiations.

Overall, the changes mentioned above in the perceptions of Europe/EU have been driven by a range of
EU-related but also regional and global factors. Endogenous issues such as Brexit and the refugee crisis
have played a key part. Indian perceptions of Europe and the EU have also been influenced by core
exogenous factors, specifically the increasing challenges for India and for Europe raised by the Belt and
Road Initiative since 2015, as well as India’s own economic and geopolitical development over the same
period. This development is intertwined with a convergence of interests in specific areas as listed above.
In those areas of potential further collaboration, perceptions have improved in the mid-term. In the
long-term perspective, there is still a longstanding continuity in how Europe and the EU are seen in
India because of the preferred prism of India’s bilateral relationships with individual member states
and its case-by-case approach to the EU.
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9.5.2. Overview of EU public diplomacy initiatives in India

EU Delegation to India aims to enhance mutual understanding, advance EU-India relations and deepen
cooperation in the areas of common concern. As a result, conducted public diplomacy initiatives are
very diverse, vary in themes and audiences. They included workshops and conferences with senior
officials and experts (think-tanks), events for the broader public and youth and finally roadshows that
promoted specific policies under the broader strategic framework and combined diverse audiences.

EU Delegation in India has incorporated the findings of the 2015 Study with a view to fill in the gaps
in visibility and in its public outreach to a wider audience and stakeholders. The Delegation further
used a set of ad-hoc event-based studies to measure the response from the audiences it engaged with —
be it the students, academia, think tanks or others — to understand if their participation in these events
changed any aspect of their perception of the EU. Overall, the projects were considered successful in
increasing the EU’s visibility as a result.

9.5.2.1. Main themes and activities under public policy initiatives

The focus of the EU Delegation to India is two-fold: strategic cooperation within connectivity, broader
region, technology and innovations (particularly, in the field of energy and climate change) and
education/youth. One set of initiatives involves senior officials and leading experts in the respective
fields through events such as the EU-India Think Tank Twinning Initiative which covered the Belt and
Road Initiative, maritime security and EU-India engagement with third partners as well as EU-India
workshop on securing the maritime commons which focused on EU-India cooperation in the Indian
Ocean. Another set of EU public diplomacy initiatives targeted research and higher education. The EU-
India Think Tanks Annual Conference engaged experts from think tanks, academia and research
institutions while a number of events were held with academic institutions and extremely popular with
Indian youth and particularly students: a series of thematic EU Days in Indian universities with the
participation of the EU Delegation sectoral councillors (with the focus on education or energy, climate
change and standardisation in information and communication technology; the European High
Education Virtual Fair; a Study Tour for young Indian diplomats to EU institutions; Erasmus+ pre-
departure event; and one-off thematic workshops (on plastic pollution; renewable energy and water).

All the events featured strong synergy with various Member States (more resourceful ones such as
Germany and also smaller ones Lithuania, Latvia, Slovenia, Croatia, Czech Republic) — depending on
their interest in the themes of the events. The rationale of the public diplomacy initiative is not to
duplicate but to complement the actions pursued by the Member States and where the Member States
would like the EU Delegation to be more engaged with India. Several events also moved to India’s
regions: Chennai Press Conference or EU Days in Kolkata and Manipal.

9.5.2.2. Key audiences

A limited number of think tanks, higher education (and specifically Jean Monnet students of political
sciences/EU/international relations) and civil society were EU public diplomacy targets before 2017.
The current period is characterised by a ‘narrower segment’, or the ‘core audience”: think tanks,
education, media (particularly at the regional level), youth (in general and future diplomats), yet there
is not much attention to civil society as other EU division target it (e.g., Devco). Advanced policy
dialogues — and specifically on energy and connectivity - is seen as a prerequisite for effective dealing
with civil society. Generally, the target groups mentioned above have been very receptive of the events
organised.

9.5.2.3. Obstacles and main gaps

There is a huge deficit of knowledge about the EU, its presence and programmes in India. Further, the
Covid restrictions have been detrimental for the celebration of the EU Days and for the Think Tank
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Residency Programme. But there were also benefits because some virtual meetings have helped to bring
in more high-profile participants and engage with broader audiences across India’s regions.

9.5.2.4. Future outlook

With the civil society, much more could be done in areas of key strategic relevance in terms of policy
dialogue (energy, connectivity, environment or water resource efficiency). New public diplomacy
projects will be further adapted to the outcome of the last EU-India Summit held on 8t May in Porto
with a focus on Indo-Pacific issues, connectivity, triangular cooperation, health, climate change or
digital transition.

9.6. Indonesia Country Report

9.6.1. Literature review

In Indonesia, the EU is considered to play an important role in a multipolar world, although it is
perceived much less as a coherent foreign policy actor. If visible, the EU is mainly referenced in
economic terms and as a source of inspiration for technology and social-cultural innovation. The
interaction between the EU and Indonesia is still developing. After the conclusion of the Partnership
Cooperation Agreement (PCA) in 2009, the next step of EU-Indonesia cooperation involves the
negotiations of the Common Economic Partnership Agreement (CEPA) in 2016 which are still ongoing.
However, both implementation of the above agreements and the process of their negotiation have been
affected by diverging views of the negotiating parties and negative images of Europe and the EU as
part of Indonesia’s experiences of Europe’s colonial history.

9.6.1.1. Overview

The historical, cultural, and colonial encounter with Europe has decisively shaped and negatively
affected Indonesian perceptions of Europe and the EU as exploitative powers (Luhulima, Panjaitan &
Widiana, 2009; Fitriani, 2015): These perceptions have enhanced only in the course of bilateral
interaction between Indonesia and several European countries (such as the Netherlands, Germany and
France) as well as EC/EU-ASEAN interregional cooperation launched in the 1980s. Yet the literature on
perceptions of the EU in Indonesia remains limited.

In fact, most of the literature focuses on EU-ASEAN inter-regional relations, where Indonesia is rarely
mentioned. This was particularly the case until 2014, when the PCA came into, leading to more
publications on EU perceptions. However, such publications are mostly limited to problems in EU-
Indonesia relations in trade and environmental standards (Schmitz, 2015; Robertua, 2019; Sicurelli,
2020) and do not explore perceptions of the EU in Indonesia. Other publications more broadly explore
EU-Indonesian strategic interests (Fitriani, 2015; Schmitz, 2015). Further challenges in the EU-Indonesia
relationship, while exposed by the news media (printed, electronics, and digital), have not been
sufficiently documented or systematically analysed.

9.6.1.2. Main documented perceptions

Since 2015, economic cooperation has become the main theme in the EU perceptions in Indonesia,
followed by trade and development. Other themes such as good governance, environment (including
climate change, palm oil and deforestation) and capacity building of civil society remain in the
background of the relevant studies (Robertua, 2019). According to the literature, policy-makers have
numerous concerns as to the impact of cooperation with the EU in specific areas which creates negative
perceptions towards the EU. Differences in EU-Indonesia interests, trade barriers and
miscommunication are named as the primary causes of that. For example, Indonesian officials see
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national interests in fostering economic development and accessing new markets (Sicurelli, 2020). As a
result, they perceive EU regulations towards palm oil exports as a political, protectionist tool by the EU
(Robertua, 2019). The same refers to environmental regulations (“fight illegal logging”), which do not
meet local needs (Schmitz, 2015).

Indonesian officials” “more flexible and assertive’ approach in dealing with the EU is attributed to
negative perceptions of Europe and the EU as exploitative powers (Fitriani, 2015, p.155). Due to large
size of its domestic market and a progressive rise to BRIC status Indonesia is less dependent on
international trade (Sicurelli, 2020; Camroux & Srikandini, 2020). It also views China and Japan as
alternative and more important export destinations in comparison to the EU (Schmitz, 2016). As a
result, Indonesia has the ability to assert its strategic interests despite EU pressures (Fitriani, 2015). The
literature, however, argues for change towards more positive collaboration for the two parties through
agreeing on the normative goals of cooperation and the EU’s ‘leaving freedom on the details for local
players’ (Schmitz, 2015, p. 90). Prior experience of cooperation, transnational networks of Asian and
European civil society and the domino effect of trade deals with individual countries should also
advance to a more positive image of the EU and further facilitate cooperation with the region (Sicurelli,
2020). Here, cooperation under the regional framework and particularly ASEAN is a key factor that
may lead to a positive change in EU perceptions.

9.6.1.3. Main gaps

The number of comprehensive studies about the EU in Indonesia is extremely limited and depends on
the popularity of the issue in the period of the publication. While there has been an increase in
perception studies following the ratification of the PCA and negotiation of the CEPA, the field in
general remains underrepresented. The main focus is on economy, trade and development issues.
Meanwhile, the importance of areas such as culture and social affairs for EU perceptions remain
practically invisible in the literature. There is no systematic research on the exposure and role of various
actors and stakeholders within Indonesia towards EU policies and programmes. The lack of a
systematic publication and public opinion survey is also of concern.

9.6.1.4. Key audiences

The key audience groups mentioned in the literature are decision-makers (government, political
parties, parliamentarians); leading public policy think tanks and research institutes; local journalists
and media, opinion-makers/ leaders, business and industry associations (including academia at both
leading private and public universities; civil society and non-governmental organisations and
communities which engage in EU initiatives). Each group has various perceptions towards the EU.
Meanwhile, youth and the broader public have not been addressed by the existing studies.

9.6.1.5. Evolution and continuity of perceptions

In general, and historically, perceptions of Europe and the EU as exploitative powers in Indonesia have
been negative (Luhulima, Panjaitan & Widiana, 2009; Fitriani, 2015). Despite an enhancement of such
negative perceptions through the establishment of economic partnership frameworks and building
trust between the EU and Indonesia through EU-ASEAN forums (Fitriani, 2015), disagreements remain
in place in specific areas, such as politics, human rights, and post-colonial relations (Fitriani, 2015, p.
155), environmental standards and trade (Schmitz, 2015; Robertua, 2019; Sicurelli, 2020). Given the
limitations owing to the existing lack of a comprehensive study on EU-Indonesian bilateral relations, it
is difficult to evaluate the evolution of perceptions on the EU in Indonesia. However, it is important to
underline that the historical, cultural, and colonial encounter with Europe has affected perceptions of
the EU in the long-term (Luhulima, Panjaitan & Widiana, 2009), while the ongoing relationship shows
opportunities for change. In this process, literature stresses the need for people-to-people contacts
(Fitriani, 2015) and a more individualised approach towards local socio-cultural needs in Indonesia
(Schmitz, 2015).
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9.6.2. Overview of EU public diplomacy initiatives in Indonesia

Perceptions of the EU in Indonesia are rarely addressed by the relevant literature. Relevant studies
focus on EU-ASEAN inter-regional relations rarely mentioning Indonesia. Indonesia is even not
included in the EUPOP ASEAN Infographics of 2019. Therefore, the effort to strengthen EU Public
diplomacy in Indonesia is necessary.

9.6.2.1. Main themes and activities under public policy initiatives

The presence of EUPOP in Indonesia is a brand-new initiative that allowed to carry out public
diplomacy activities in the fields of trade, media and education and provided an opportunity to explore
other themes in EU-Indonesia relations. Prior to this initiative, the EU Blue Book of Cooperation was
almost the only source reporting on the state of EU-Indonesia cooperation across various fields. The
more recent literature still overlooks such topics as culture and social affairs and does not report on the
EU public diplomacy initiatives in the country. However, several initiatives were carried out under the
EUPOP Indonesia. In the field of environment these were ‘Our Ocean’ - short story contest for young
people (2017) and the 5th ‘Our Ocean’ conference in Bali (2018). EUPOP also engaged academic
audiences in discussion about media and human rights. In 2018, a series of academic events with
Indonesian communication and media students was organised at universities in Jakarta and
Tangerang. They are focused on the EU position and actions to counter disinformation, EU Guidelines
of Freedom of Expression and European restrictions on propaganda for war and hate speech. A similar
activity, ‘Tackling Hate Speech and Fake News’ took place in Jakarta, 2018 under the EU’s
Media4Democracy project. In addition, such popular events as the annual European Higher Education
Fair and Europe Film Festival, “Europe on Screen”, attract young people to know more about Europe
and EU. These two events are held in several big cities in Indonesia (Medan, Jakarta, Bandung, Jogja,
Balikpapan) in close cooperation with EU Member States who own their cultural centres and perform
as donor organisations.

9.6.2.2. Key audiences

The key audiences for EU public diplomacy in Indonesia are decision-makers (government, political
parties, parliamentarians); leading public policy think tanks and research institutes; local journalists
and media, opinion-makers/leaders, academia, particularly youth; civil society and non-governmental
organisations and communities which engage in EU initiatives. Each of them has various perceptions
of the EU.

9.6.2.3. Obstacles and main gaps

The number of comprehensive studies about the EU in Indonesia is extremely low and focuses on the
economy, trade and development overlooking culture and social affairs as opposed to the focus of EU
public diplomacy initiatives in Indonesia. While academic literature investigates EU perceptions in a
broader context of EU-ASEAN partnership, the ASEAN angle has not been visible in EU public
diplomacy in Indonesia. The size of Indonesia also represents an obstacle for the dissemination of
information about the EU. Additional media channels should be considered tor communication and
thus, an increase of people’s understanding of the EU and engagement in EU public diplomacy
activities.

9.6.2.4. Future outlook

In general, Indonesians” perceptions of the EU tend to be positive, although this only applies to certain
issues/topics such as climate change, science and technology, trade and education, and specific actors
(youth, academia and media). However, this limitation provides an opportunity for the EU: (1) to
explore other key themes, such as education, culture and technology (e.g., green technology and
communication), which can meet young Indonesians” aspirations; (2) to create more activities related
to the public diplomacy initiative and to engage the other key audience groups besides the young
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people; (3) to engage more actively online, especially due to the Covid pandemic; (4) to make use of
EUPOP ASEAN platform to strengthen Indonesia EUPOP.

9.7. Japan Country Report

9.7.1. Literature review

Japanese perceptions of the EU have been generally favourable and relatively stable in the last five
years. The EU and Japan remain strategic partners who share fundamental values, such as human
rights, democracy and the rule of law. Some fluctuations in Japanese views on the EU in the recent
years can be attributed to the uncertainties resulting from Brexit and the handling of the Covid-19
pandemic.

9.7.1.1. Overview

While the number of perceptions-related research on the EU in Japan has been limited in the past five
years, various public opinion polls (Cabinet Office, 2019; Devlin, 2019; Huang & Silver, 2020) show that
Japanese perceptions of the EU remain generally favourable. However, some respondents have less
favourable attitudes towards the EU mainly due to the EU’s handling of the Covid-19 pandemic and
economic uncertainties caused by Brexit. Yet, the EU-Japan relationship has developed substantially
over the same period, exemplified by the conclusion of the Economic Partnership Agreement (EPA)
and Strategic Partnership Agreement (SPA) in 2018. Prime Minister of Japan Shinzo Abe (2012-2020)
made great efforts in strengthening cooperation with Europe — both with the EU and bilaterally with
individual EU member states. Though the EPA negotiations appeared frustrating for Japanese decision-
makers (Bacon 2015; Bacon & Holland 2015), once in place, Japanese companies began to appreciate the
new framework and benefit from it. Still, the consequences of Brexit adversely affected many Japanese
companies operating in the UK (Japan External Trade Organisation, 2020).

9.7.1.2. Main documented perceptions

The main perceptions of the EU in Japan have traditionally prioritised visions of the EU as a major
economic power in the world and an economic partner for Japan. This perception is giving way to more
nuanced and informed perceptions in more recent studies. Bacon (2015) and Bacon and Holland (2015)
show that Japanese interest in the EU as a promoter of human rights is rising, and Bacon and Nakamura
(2021) have demonstrated how the EU and the EU-led survey on death penalty have influenced Japan’s
domestic discussion on the future of death penalty in Japan. Given the sensitive nature of this issue in
Japan’s domestic politics, the issue of death penalty is not usually seen as something that should be
influenced by external actors like the EU. Yet, the case examined by Bacon and Nakamura (2021) sheds
new light on the fact that to those who argue for the abolition of death penalty in Japan, the moral
authority of the EU as an international champignon of abolishing death penalty seems to be of great
importance (even though this does not mean that the Government of Japan will abolish death penalty
anytime soon).

Yet, the overall impression from the available literature is that different people pay attention to different
aspects of the EU depending on their political stakes or business interests, resulting in different EU
perceptions. These perceptions can be both favourable or unfavourable, irrespective of the level of
awareness of or interest in the EU. For example, those who are interested in human rights or climate
change tend to be interested in the EU, while those who strongly support the death penalty also need
to pay substantial attention to the EU, because the EU has consistently criticised executions in Japan
(and they would oppose such voices from the EU) (Bacon & Holland, 2015). Meanwhile, those who
conduct business in the UK have been frustrated by how the UK government handles relations with
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the EU, although they do not consider the EU to be “innocent” (Japan External Trade Organisation,
2020).

9.7.1.3. Main gaps

One of the key findings in Japan’s literature review is that there exists only a limited amount of
perception-related research. Half of the literature sources published between 2015 and 2021 are public
opinion polls, with the remaining sources also focusing on surveys albeit more tailored to research
needs. Apart from Endo (2020) - who engages in a thorough discourse analysis of the evolution of
Japanese perceptions of the EU in light of Brexit - and Tsuruoka (2019), who builds on the 2015 Survey
and covers Brexit and the Trump factor in Japan’s views on the EU, there is a lack of qualitative research
in the studies on Japan’s perceptions of the EU that could explain attitudes among the Japanese public.
If such studies exist, they focus on themes, such as human rights and economy (Bacon & Holland, 2015;
Bacon & Nakamura, 2021; Fukui, 2015), while the rest of themes are underrepresented. Moreover,
perceptions among individual key audience groups, such as youth and civil society, remain ill-attended
by the reviewed literature.

9.7.1.4. Key audiences

In surveys, the key audiences are mainly government officials, businesspeople, journalists and
academics, but the general public does respond to more conventional opinion polls, such as the
Japanese Government’s (Cabinet Office) regular polls on foreign policy. Importantly, Pew Research
Center (Devlin, 2019) shows that young people in Japan view the EU more favourably than older
generations do. While the overall favourable rating of the EU in Japan is at 60%, 72% of those aged
between 18 and 29, 64% of 30-49-year-old and 56% of 50 and over have favourable views of the EU.
However, the survey does not explain what the above differences in perceptions could be attributed to.

9.7.1.5. Evolution and continuity of perceptions

One of the most noticeable changes in Japanese perceptions of the EU, as marked by the relevant
literature, occurred between 2019 and 2020. According to Pew Research Center (Huang & Silver, 2020),
favourable views towards the EU decreased from 60% in 2019 to 47% in 2020, representing the biggest
decline (13 points) among major non-EU countries, including the US, Australia, Canada and Republic
of Korea. Though the reason of this decline is not asked in the poll, it appears that the Covid-19
pandemic has played a major role in this process — also evidenced by the fact that Republic of Korea
also registered the second biggest decline of 10 points (Huang & Silver, 2020). Compared to many EU
countries and the US, the number of Covid-19-caused deaths in relation to population remains much
lower in Republic of Korea and in Japan. It is also telling that 34% of respondents in Japan and only
19% in Republic of Korea say the EU has done a “good job” in dealing with the pandemic (Huang &
Silver, 2020). This suggests that Japanese perceptions of the EU have been affected by global-related
factors as well as EU-related factors — meaning that how the EU has handled the pandemic,
comparatively to other (regional) players, shapes Japanese perceptions.

Prior to the Covid-19, Brexit and the Trump Administration in the US were the two most significant
factors influencing Japanese perceptions of Europe (Endo, 2020; Tsuruoka, 2019). While Brexit clearly
damaged the image of the UK in the eyes of the Japanese policy-makers and experts, its impact on EU
perceptions is mixed and yet remains to be seen. While experts were concerned about Brexit, the
importance of the EU as a trade and economic partner has not diminished. Meanwhile, the position of
the Trump Administration against multilateralism and free trade brought the EU and Japan closer to
each other, which helped the two parties to conclude the EPA. As aresult, Japan’s perception of the EU
as an important international partner grew as well (Endo, 2020; Tsuruoka, 2019). Endo (2020) also cites
China as a factor that has stimulated EU (Europe)-Japan security cooperation. Other than the above,
there is no evidence-based empirical research that allows to draw further on the evolution or continuity
of Japanese perceptions of the EU in the discussed period.
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9.7.2. Overview of EU public diplomacy initiatives in Japan

The framework of EU-Japan Strategic Partnership informs EU public diplomacy initiatives aiming to
raise awareness about the EU among the Japanese stakeholders and the general public thereby
contributing to the strengthening of the relationship. The EU-Japan SPA and EPA constitute the basis
for public diplomacy initiatives, making the use of foreign policy instruments, including people-to-
people contacts. The EUPOP report, the website of the EU Delegation to Japan as well as other EU
documents and interview with EU Delegation public diplomacy team offer an overview of EU public
diplomacy initiatives in Japan.

9.7.2.1. Main themes and activities under public policy initiatives

Since 2015, the EU Delegation to Japan has focused on conducting a series of events and outreach
programmes, including those for parliamentarians as well as other stakeholders, particularly in three
priority areas: (1) geographical indications, (2) climate change and (3) public procurement.
Geographical indications and public procurement were among the most difficult topics during the EPA
negotiations, and the EU Delegation is eager to promote the EU’s positions vis-a-vis Japanese
stakeholders. The EU Delegation is increasingly cooperating with Member States” Embassies in Tokyo
for public diplomacy initiatives. Examples of this include: (1) social media collaborative postings
marking the International Women’s Day, featuring European female scientists; (2) op-eds to Japanese
newspapers, written by the EU Ambassador, endorsed by all EU Member States’ Ambassadors to
Japan; (3) a series of webinars on health, climate change, energy and connectivity, which were well
attended, taking advantage of the virtual environment during the pandemic. The EU Delegation to
Japan regularly engages in the debates on the death penalty in Japan. It has also supported a project
with Crime Info (at Monash University in Australia) to raise awareness about this issue as a part of its
public diplomacy effort. However, themes in EU public diplomacy initiatives and those in the literature
do not always match: whereas public diplomacy initiatives concern the EU’s immediate and concrete
(and primarily economic) interests, the literature tends to deal with more political aspects and opinion
polls are often of general nature rather than on specific issues.

9.7.2.2. Key audiences

Projects on specific issues such as geographical indications and public procurement focus on
stakeholders who are immediately affected or involved, such as the food business community (cooking
professionals and restaurants) as well as consumers and media for the former, and central and local
government officials for the latter. In more general terms, the EU Delegation is also making efforts to
reach out to younger generations, by using social networks trying to reach “the wider net”, because
different social networks are used by different age groups and it is not realistic to tailor all the EU’s
messages to each social network.

9.7.2.3. Obstacles and main gaps

The Japanese audience is thought to be generally receptive to the EU’s public messaging. Yet on some
specific areas like public procurement, some stakeholders remain reluctant and unsure about the EU’s
intentions. The EU also faces some hostile reactions from the Japanese public regarding the EU’s stance
on death penalty, as it is considered by Japan as an internal sovereign issue. Cultural differences
(including language) from time-to-time cause misunderstanding and miscommunication regarding
public diplomacy initiatives. Some of the remaining challenges include reaching out to younger
generations and beyond big cities like Tokyo and Osaka and coordinating efforts with Member States
Embeassies in Tokyo (some Member States Embassies are more connected to the Japanese government
and society at large and possess more established institutional tools such as cultural centres and
language schools).
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9.7.2.4. Future outlook

The EU public diplomacy initiatives in Japan are generally well on track and have gained traction. The
connectivity between Europe and Japan/Asia is a new agenda for public diplomacy initiatives as
highlighted in the context of the SPA. It is the EU Delegation’s view that the EU public diplomacy needs
to be a “two-way street” rather than “one-way” from the EU, thereby establishing long-term
engagement and establishing trust with local audiences. Also, according to the EU Delegation, public
diplomacy cannot and should not be just a matter for the political and press section of the EU
Delegation to deal with — science, not least in the context of Horizon 2020, will also be an important
pillar in the coming years for the purpose of enhancing people-to-people engagement in Japan.

9.8. Mexico Country Report

9.8.1. Literature review

Perceptions of the EU have been neutral and positive in the themes related to EU-Mexico relations. In
contrast, images of challenging events that the EU faces (slow economic growth, contestation to
integration, anti-democratic developments) have been perceived negatively. Both general perceptions
of the EU experience a nuanced variation with respect to the 2015 report: academic and civil society
organisations have been slightly more critical of the EU than political and economic elites.

9.8.1.1. Overview

The main events that have shaped the perceptions of the EU in Mexico were the modernisation of the
EU-Mexico Global Agreement (2016 to 2020), the departure of the United Kingdom (UK) from the EU,
and events related to the EU’s governance (migration, economic growth, political polarisation).
Mexican perceptions about the EU vary according to the topic and, to some extent, the audiences.
According to the available literature, overall perceptions of the bilateral relations (Global Agreement,
Strategic Partnership, and modernisation of Global Agreement) are neutral and positive. Political and
business leaders have a positive outlook at the EU and focus on the EU's role as a robust trade and
investment partner. On the other hand, while academic and civil society groups tend to be more critical,
they emphasise the relevance of EU-Mexico cooperation and the EU’s values.

9.8.1.2. Main documented perceptions

The main positive perceptions about the EU in Mexico are that it is a like-minded partner (Garcés, 2017),
an alternative trade market and investment source to the dominant role of the United States
(Dominguez & Crandall, 2019), and a normative model in democracy, human rights, and
environmental protection. In contrast, negative perceptions can be found in news reporting erosion of
democracy in some EU members, problems to accommodate migrants and contestations over European
integration. In particular, the dominant media coverage of Brexit since 2016 permeated negative
perceptions of the integration process, which slightly shifted to neutral as Mexico and the UK
concluded an interim trade agreement in 2019 in preparation for the implementation of the Brexit
agreement. In addition to the UK, other relevant EU members in Mexican perceptions were Spain,
Germany, and France. The literature acknowledges existing asymmetries in Mexico’s relationship with
the EU and has engaged with perceptions on current bilateral institutional dialogues and cooperation
mechanisms (Dominguez, 2021). The renegotiation of the North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA) and the modernisation of the EU-Mexico Global Agreement took place in parallel and speak
to the consolidation of partnerships. Both started with the administration of a centre-liberal political
party (Institutional Revolutionary Party) and were concluded with the government of a left-wing
political party (National Regeneration Movement). While coming to an agreement in some areas of the
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EU-Mexico negotiation was difficult (public procurement, for instance), the overall neutral and positive
perceptions are seen across business groups (Blanco & Bruno, 2018) and political parties (European
Parliament, 2020).

9.8.1.3. Main gaps

The significant share of literature focuses on the EU-Mexico relationship in general, and a more limited
number of articles narrow the analysis to more specific topics. The more studied issues are related to
EU-Mexico institutional, trade, and diplomatic relations, while environment, security, migration, and
international cooperation received less attention. Specific studies which focus exclusively on the EU
perceptions in Mexico or Mexican public opinion surveys that include one or more questions about the
EU remain infrequent (Dominguez, 2019; 2020; Senado de la Reptblica, 2016; Maldonado, 2018).
Overall, relevant works mainly focus on qualitative policy analysis, literature review, analysis of
institutional relations and descriptive statistical analysis. The existing literature rarely engages with the
general public opinion surveys and interviews with policy- and decision-makers. Opinion polls that
include questions related to the EU are limited. The review of the debates and surveys published by
CIDE between 2015 and 2021 (Senado de la Republica, 2016; Maldonado, 2018) shows that Mexican
public opinion (leaders and the general public) is primarily focused on the United States and North
America.

9.8.1.4. Key audiences

Key audiences are political and economic leaders, scholars and specialised audiences such as
journalists. All of them have shown a significant level of awareness of the EU. Reports and journal
articles (Ruano, 2018; Dominguez, 2020) that focused on the modernisation of the 2000 Global
Agreement mainly target academic audiences and decision-makers, who tend to be receptive to the EU
and its economic relations with Mexico. In addition, the CIDE survey (Senado de la Republica, 2016;
Maldonado, 2018) found that economic powers such as China or the EU could be allies and offer new
markets to Mexico. The level of awareness about the EU decreases when samples include the public in
general. In 2016, the CIDE survey (Maldonado, 2018) indicated that less than half of the respondents
(46%) could not name the common currency of the EU correctly. On the other hand, on a scale of 1 to
100, the best-evaluated organisations after UN were the Inter-American Court of Human Rights (65),
NAFTA (60), the EU (59) and Amnesty International (58) (Maldonado, 2018). Political parties have also
been supplied with technical information, and party members participating in the EU-Mexico Joint
Parliamentary Committee meetings conveyed positive statements about the EU (EP, 2020). There is a
lack of literature about the level of EU awareness of the general public, youth, and Mexican recipients
of scholarships who spend time in Europe. More surveys and studies about the understudied key
audience groups mentioned above would be necessary to expand the understanding of Mexican
perceptions of the EU.

9.8.1.5. Evolution and continuity of perceptions

Perceptions of the EU have been continuous regarding the themes and the actors involved in the past
three decades. From the 2000s to the mid-2010s, the EU-Mexico General Agreement and the EU-Mexico
Dialogues became a source of neutral and positive perceptions of the EU. In contrast, Mexican
perceptions were negative towards the EU, when challenged by migration, economic crises,
contestation of the EU’s integration process and the rise of nationalist parties. Since 2015, the factors
driving negative perceptions of the EU are international to the EU (EU-specific factors), the broader
region (region-specific factors) and global developments (global factors). The combination of various
EU crises, the negative stance on the EU by the Trump, right-wing political parties in Europe, and slow
global economic growth are seen to have undermined the EU's role as a leading actor, able to shape the
international and regional agenda. While these three factors projected a weak image of the EU, factors
driving neutral and positive perceptions are location and inter-regionally related. First, Mexican
perceptions of the EU have tended to be positive because of the conclusion of the modernisation of the
EU-Mexico general agreement in 2020. Second, Mexican audiences perceive the EU positively in terms
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of progress in the negotiations with MERCOSUR and the renewal of Chile's agreement as they show
good improvement in inter-regional economic relations despite the fact that different processes obscure
the convergence of regulatory bases in the common bi-regional agenda (Serbin & Serbin, 2018). In sum,
Mexican perceptions of the EU have experienced continuity over the themes and actors while the
themes' substance has changed over time.

9.8.2. Overview of EU public diplomacy initiatives in Mexico

The budget allocated to public diplomacy activities in the last five years in Mexico allowed to reach
wider audiences (youth, think tanks, journalists, local governments), and improve the coordination of
EU Delegation activities across different areas including increasing the use of virtual platforms during
the pandemic and the use of social media for communication more broadly.

9.8.2.1. Main themes and activities under public policy initiatives

While the literature about the EU in Mexico significantly focuses on the Global Agreement and
economic issues, the activities of public diplomacy initiatives in Mexico cover a wide variety of areas
that include education, cooperation, trade, civil society, environment, youth, rule of law and human
rights. Based on public diplomacy initiatives, the EU Delegation has innovated its strategies to expand
the visibility of the EU. The Roadshows on the Modernisation of the Global Agreement have provided
an opportunity to meet with mayors, local leaders and business communities more widely across the
country (2018 and ongoing). In education, public diplomacy initiatives have helped create the Erasmus
alumni network (30" Anniversary of Erasmus Programme, November 2017) and expand the contact
with universities through academic events and EU student simulations. The webinars "Linking to the
EU" (2019 and ongoing) and the Enlargement of the "European Specialist" network in strategic states
(2019) also focus on academia and students. Public diplomacy actions have also started a dialogue with
the most relevant think tanks in the fields of organised crime, international relations and global
cooperation, which has been successful in extending the EU’s reach in specialised influential groups
(EU-MEXICO Think Tank Dialogue Initiative since 2019). Communication with civil society groups
aims to explain the EU’s significant policies, particularly in those areas where there are different
perspectives between the EU and the Mexican government, such as the EU Green Deal (Climate
Diplomacy Weeks in 2017 and 2018). In human rights, the EU Delegation organises annual seminars
and has created the “trialogues,” a platform where the Mexican government, the EU Delegation, and
civil society in Mexico and the EU discuss human rights issues. As part of public diplomacy actions,
the EU Delegation also issues statements when human rights defenders or journalists disappeared or
assassinated. In this regard, the EU Training for Junior Journalists (2019) targets media groups. The EU
Delegation’s activities synergise with EU Member States through “The Annual Action Plan for Joint
Public Diplomacy”. By defining key audiences, activities, and shared messages on campaigns, the EU
Ambassador and EU Member States” Ambassadors participate, jointly or separately, in various public
events (videos, talks).

9.8.2.2. Key audiences

Public diplomacy actions in Mexico target various groups, including political and economic
decisionmakers, local governments, media, academic institutions, youth, think tanks, civil society
organisations and the general public.

9.8.2.3. Obstacles and main gaps

The literature on the EU in Mexico and the EU Delegation acknowledges that there is a like-mindedness
between the EU and Mexico, which allows for fruitful cooperation, but also some potential obstacles.
The US overshadows the EU in media coverage and the scale of its public outreach events, even though
both are not competing in the public diplomacy field. The current administration (2018-2024)
demonstrates little interest in foreign policy which limits the attention to international actors such as
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the EU in Mexico. Finally, the EU and Mexico also have opposing views regarding energy policy or
human rights violation in Mexico. On top of the contextual obstacles, the EU Delegation lacks the
established instruments that would produce information about the perceptions of the EU and public
diplomacy in Mexico on a regular basis. Instead, it relies on event-based evaluations.

9.8.2.4. Future outlook

The public diplomacy activities in Mexico are likely to occur in an environment of political, economic
and social stability at the global and regional levels, but also political and electoral domestic volatility.
The EU Delegation aims to explain the significance of EU policies in the areas that are of importance
and/or debated with local authorities — e.g., energy green policies.

9.9. Nigeria Country Report

9.9.1. Literature review

By population Nigeria is the largest country in Africa and is therefore of strategic importance. Nigeria
is often articulated as a regional hegemon in Africa with respect to its dealings with the EU (Bakare,
2019). Nigeria, however, holds uneven perceptions of Europe and in particular, the EU. In the past five
years, these perceptions are reflected in limited academic literature and reports, which target educated
political leaders and civil society. The core themes in this literature include the EU’s migration regime;
the economy, including on investment, but especially on trade negotiations pertaining to the Economic
Partnership Agreements (EPAs) in preparation for the re-negotiation of the EU-ACP Cotonou
Agreement in 2021/2; and security.

9.9.1.1. Overview

Nigerian perceptions about the EU are fragmented. In Nigeria, the EU exists in the same space as more
visible actors such as Brazil, China, India, Japan and the United States (US). Still, in a poll on perceptions
of the EU conducted by Pew Research in Nigeria, there is a generally positive rating for the EU that has
more or less held constant since the last polls six years ago, with 53% of Nigerians still holding a
favourable view (Devlin, 2019). It is worth noting however that in terms of general perceptions, China
and the US are viewed more favourably at 70% and 62% respectively (Devlin, 2019). Nigerian
perceptions of the EU are largely situated within a broader outlook of the EU’s roles in Africa related
to issues around the EU’s participation in conflict situations and therefore relate to security; trade and
development; and migration and borders. The perception of Europe, and the EU that is articulated by
the academic literature is limited to elite perceptions and by proxy through global opinion polls. This
constrains the sort of claims that can be made about “Nigerian” public perceptions. For example, based
on the Pew Survey (Devlin, 2019), only 6% of Nigerians consider the EU to be an ‘economic
powerhouse’ (compared with 38% and 36% of US and China respectively). This constitutes an
important gap in perceptions, wherein academic literature assumes the EU’s economic dominance.
Additionally, while EU engagements in Nigeria are myriad, including commitments to democratic
consolidation, investments and the promotion of women’s rights, the literature on perceptions of the
EU in Nigeria did not significantly reflect on these issue-areas in Nigeria-EU relations in the last five
years. For the most part, the perceptions that are reported in the literature are those of an educated
public that includes journalists, think tanks, academics and political policy- and decision-makers.

9.9.1.2. Main documented perceptions

The main perceptions about the EU in Nigeria prioritise the visions of the EU a significant trading bloc,
whose political power has amassed over the years with implications for regionalism in (West) Africa
through its influence in security, trade and the movement of people. Dissecting the acknowledgement
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of the EU as an actor, particularly in international trade through the EPAs, there is a sense that the EU
used its power over West African countries as security signatories in a largely unfair trade agreement.
Nigeria, for its part, resisted the EPA as, according to politicians and civil society groups, it did not
serve the country’s interests (Isaac & Bellonwu-Okafor, 2016).

Overall, the perceptions of the EU among Nigerian decision- and opinion-makers, particularly civil
society, academics and policy-makers, are mixed. First, the EU is seen as an important actor, but one of
many. In trade, it looms large but not especially positively in light of the EPAs (Osegbue, 2017) and in
public opinion polls the EU ranks lower than China and the US in terms of its impact.

Second, perceptions of the EU range quite a lot depending on the thematic area. As for security, the
perception is moderately positive. For example, with respect to Boko Haram, a terrorist organisation
operating in Nigeria and the Lake Chad Basin, civil society perceives that the EU has a role to play as a
humanitarian actor and that the EU has done relatively well in this area, though it could do more
(Hogerndoorn, 2018). Moreover, the EU is viewed as one of a number of actors who has been supportive
of programmes that have helped improve the security capacities of the sub-regional organisation, the
Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) in which Nigeria is a major player. On the
contrary, in the area of migration, perceptions — stemming from the experiences of migrants from
Nigeria and critical African political leaders — are less positive. The perception is that the EU has a
hostile migration regime (Ezemenaka, 2019) and simply wants to return Nigerian migrants, while
Nigerian policy-makers seek for the EU to regularise migration pathways for Africans (Bisong, 2019;
Arhin-Sam, 2019). Moreover, there is the view that the EU leverages its powerful position in West Africa
(ECOWAS) to undermine regional migration policies (Bisong, 2019).

9.9.1.3. Main gaps

The main gap regarding perceptions is that there are generally no systematic studies that focus
specifically on how Nigerians as a whole perceive Europe or the EU. As a result, Nigerian perceptions
of the EU are meanly extrapolated from literature in other areas. In other words, while the literature
articulates a variety of views on the EU’s engagement in Nigeria, the primary focus is not on
perceptions. Further, in the last five years, the focus on trade and negotiations, security and migration
has diminished any emphasis on supporting democracy or gender rights. Despite a rhetoric shift in the
EU in favour of opportunities for investment in Africa as a whole (Oloruntoba, 2016; Trouille, 2020),
this issue has not generated much discussion or is reflected in the literature on perceptions of the EU
in Nigeria. Perceptions of the EU are mainly derived from desktop research and interviews with elites
and at household level in the case of the Pew Surveys.

9.9.1.4. Key audiences

Key audiences are policy-, decision- and opinion-makers including journalists, think tanks, academics
and Nigerian policy-makers. In the area of trade, reports have also targeted members of trade unions
(see Isaac and Bellonwu-Okafor, 2016). Where information is derived from the citizenry as in the case
of the Pew Surveys on perceptions of the EU, the target still tends to be decision and opinion-makers
including think tanks.

9.9.1.5. Evolution and continuity of perceptions

Available literature does not explore changes or continuities. Nevertheless, it is possible to observe that
the academic literature on EU-Africa relations that attends to Nigeria focuses not only on trade,
alongside development and security, but also on democracy and humanitarianism. Historically, the EU
has been viewed as an important actor in Nigeria’s democratic consolidation and has been seen to play
an important humanitarian role, particularly in the north of the country (Marinelli & Udo, 2012). This
focus, however, has given way to a much greater focus on the EU’s impact on migration and the
replacement of the Cotonou Agreement. There is no indication in the literature itself that there have
been any significant changes in perception of Europe or the EU.
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9.9.2. Overview of EU public diplomacy initiatives in Nigeria

Numerous public diplomacy initiatives are undertaken by the EU Delegation to Nigeria, sometimes in
conjunction with EU Member States. The remit of these programmes, though not reflected by the
existing literature, is focused on the youth in Nigeria as well as supporting other marginalised groups,
especially women. EU Covid support has further created the opportunity for increased visibility of the
EU Delegation in Nigeria across audiences and regions. The range of public diplomacy initiatives
undertaken by the EU in Nigeria is extensive. This range and diversity are however not reflected in the
literature.

9.9.2.1. Main themes and activities under public policy initiatives

Priorities of EU public diplomacy initiatives fall into the following issue-areas: society, politics,
education; health and environment. Public diplomacy initiatives that focus on social concerns like the
promotion of human rights and gender equality constitute a main track of EU engagement in Nigeria.
One of such programmes is the Spotlight Initiative — a collaboration between the EU and the United
Nations (UN) to eliminate all forms of violence against women and girls. Nigeria is one of the pilot
countries for the implementation of, and events linked to the initiatives, which has facilitated a national
conversation around gender-based violence. In one linked event, the Nigerian President Buhari and
UN Deputy Secretary General Amina Mohammed were in attendance. This event got a lot of national
media coverage and the commitment of state governors to frame gender-based violence as a national
emergency. Another focus of public diplomacy initiatives has been on supporting democratic
governance, primarily through election support. Recently, this has also targeted young people in
advance of the 2019 national elections, promoting peaceful engagements in the electoral process. A
third yet important focus that really highlights attention of public diplomacy to youth is around
education through the Erasmus programme for Nigerian university students to study in Europe. With
Member States, the EU organises the pre-departure orientation programme. However, the literature on
external images of the EU does not reflect any of these initiatives. Meanwhile, Erasmus is also used to
promote regular routes to immigration. Public diplomacy initiatives in political sector focus on peace
and security and also mobilise EU Member States to act in supporting humanitarian action in the North
East of Nigeria — a challenge which is reflected in the literature. While health as a theme has been absent
from the literature, it has been galvanised in the public diplomacy initiatives by the response to the
Covid pandemic, facilitating the activities of Team Europe by distributing personal protective
equipment (PPE) across the country including rural communities, thus bolstering the visibility of the
EU. In Nigeria this has translated to collaboration between the EU Delegation, France and Germany
through Alliance Francaise and GIZ (Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Internationale Zusammenarbeit). Spain
leads on issues of migration, and Portugal with an interest in maritime security. Climate diplomacy is
another area of visibility for EU Delegation. In this area, public diplomacy initiatives have been ongoing
for many years, including Europe Day events that promote solar energy in Nigeria.

9.9.2.2. Key audiences

A substantive portion of public diplomacy initiatives target young people. This is justified on the basis
that around 60% of the population of Nigeria are under 25 years old. Other initiatives are aimed at the
government and the public through media campaigns around gender violence and election related
political violence. Outside of Nigeria, Team Europe activities in collaboration with the World Health
Organization (WHO) and GIZ have also supported the regional economic community (REC), ECOWAS
during Covid. This regional approach is being considered for the next programming cycle starting in
2022.

9.9.2.3. Obstacles and main gaps

It is difficult to marshal coherent stances among EU Member States, though this is changing. Moreover,
Nigeria is viewed as a ‘complicated” place due to its multiple stakeholders and general insecurities
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including conflict in some areas of the country. Significantly, EU public diplomacy initiatives are not
reflected in the literature on EU-Nigeria relations broadly, and Nigerian perceptions of the EU
specifically. Yet, issue-areas covered by some public diplomacy initiatives are evident in the literature,
for example on migration and humanitarian support in the Northern part of Nigeria. This suggests a
gap between what the EU does, perceptions of the EU’s roles in Nigeria, and the extent of the EU
Delegation’s reach outside of Abuja.

9.9.2.4. Future outlook

Future initiatives reflect an outlook that could see greater coordination between Member States and the
EU Delegation particularly on migration and maritime security, which is also linked to a broader
climate change/ environment remit beyond climate diplomacy. These new maritime security and
environmental programmes would facilitate the removal of contaminants from the environment
especially in the Niger Delta. Additionally, the EU Delegation has been in dialogue with the Nigerian
authorities to focus on the empowerment of young people, women and people with disabilities. This
focus is intended to a focal point in the lead up the 2023 elections where the EU Delegation’s advocacy
efforts want to underline the importance of including more people in decision making processes.

9.10. Republic of Korea Country Report

9.10.1. Literature review

In general, EU perceptions in Republic of Korea appear to be neutral. Since most of the literature in
Republic of Korea deals with the EU media coverage, less can be said about perceptions of the general
public and opinion-influencers. However, the literature reports that the traditional media tend to frame
the EU rather critically in terms of its economic status (Chung & Park, 2016). In the last five years,
studies of EU perceptions in Republic of Korea have started to engage with novel automated methods
of text analysis (semantic network and sentiment analyses) and focus on new media (social media of
YouTube and Facebook). Republic of Korean traditional media framing of the EU has not changed
significantly (see Yoon & Chung, 2021 for an overview of Republic of Korean news media
representations of the EU during 2010-2020). Republic of Korean media continues to focus on EU
economic issues, especially those concerning trade relations (FTA), and multiple crises in the EU.

9.10.1.1. Overview

Literature on Republic of Korean perceptions in 2015-2021 centres on the EU’s multiple crises but with
a neutral interpretation. Relevant works observe the evolution of the crises (such as Brexit, the Greek
financial crisis and Eurozone crisis) and how the EU deals with these crises. In this period, most studies
of EU perceptions in Republic of Korea examine images of the EU in traditional and new (social) media
rather than perceptions of the EU among the general public and/or national decision- and policy-
makers. In the last five years, the media analyses tend to focus extensively on the EU in the context of
crises events in Greece and the UK.

Economy is the central theme in the Republic of Korean perceptions, as reported by the literature.
Perceptions of the EU’s internal political issues, EU external relations, environment and health are
secondary in focus, while themes such as RST, energy, culture as well as social affairs are rarely
addressed by the perceptions literature in Republic of Korea. The literature also points to a deficit of
systematic insights into the perceptions of the EU among the public and influencers/decision-makers.
The key audiences are academics in EU studies or international politics, and their works are usually
presented in the format of journal articles or book chapters.
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9.10.1.2.  Main documented perceptions

The main perceptions of the EU in Republic of Korea prioritise the vision of the EU as an economic and
trade actor. The literature points out that the EU’s economic/trade images are salient in relation to the
EU’s FTA with Republic of Korea (from the implementation process -2011 to 2015- to the ILO disputes
since 2019) and China, as well as EU-US trade disputes under the Trump Administration over tariffs
(Yoon & Chung, 2021). In the political arena, the EU’s images are overshadowed by the US and Republic
of Korea’s regional powers (China, Japan and North Korea), while Iran was mentioned as a reference
in terms of the EU’s negotiations with a nuclear state and thus a local hook for Republic of Korean
audience. The EU’s normative images are not visible in the Korean media (Yoon & Chung, 2020; Park
& Chung, 2019; 2020).

Since the works on perceptions of the EU in Republic of Korean focus largely on the EU as a whole, EU
member states are of the secondary reference point in the relevant literature — particularly in reporting
the EU crises (for example, Greece and Germany for the Eurozone crisis, the UK for Brexit and Italy for
the rise of far-right parties and the Covid-19 outbreak). The literature further states that Republic of
Korean media tend to focus on crises when reporting the EU — a trend explained by the newsmakers’
preference to cover provocative issues in order to attract attention of their potential readers — yet media
restrain from providing any evaluation of these crises. Analogously, more recent research reports the
views of Korean general public towards the EU reports to be neutral. Yoon & Chung (2021) point out
that the Republic of Korean general public perceive EU-Korea relations as neutral. The authors also
suggest that most of the Korean respondent believe they do not know the EU well, but they would like
to know more about the EU.

9.10.1.3.  Main gaps

The main gap in the perceptions studies in Republic of Korea in the last five years is that beyond the
media studies, there is a deficit of research into opinions among the general public, policy- and
decision-makers and civil society. Existing studies about EU perceptions focus on (traditional and
social) media content utilising manual/qualitative and automated/quantitative approaches. Since 2015,
the quantitative methods of data scraping became popular and widely accepted, and the literature
focused on exploring media framing and semantic network analysis (Yoon & Chung 2021). As a result,
more detailed and elaborated explanations about EU perceptions in Republic of Korea become
increasingly difficult to gauge.

Regarding specific topics, with the exception of trade and investment, most of other themes are also
underrepresented in the available literature.

9.10.1.4.  Key audiences

Key audiences, identified by the relevant literature, are academics. Most collected pieces of literature
were either journal articles or book chapters in the areas of EU politics, international relations (Park &
Chung 2019; 2020), area studies (Chung & Park, 2016; Chung et al., 2017) and interdisciplinary studies
(Yoon & Chung 2020; 2021). The audiences tend to regard the EU, its images and performance globally.
However, the EU is still an under-represented topic in international and area studies in Republic of
Korea, while regional powers (such as China, Japan and North Korea) and the US receive more
coverage in literature. Quantitative large-N data analysis based on web scraping are seen as useful,
novel and convenient research methods due to the emergence of Big Data.

9.10.1.5.  Evolution and continuity of perceptions

The literature did not point to the evolution of perceptions of the EU in Republic of Korea but to
continuity in terms of themes and actors in focus — the crises (e.g., Eurozone crisis or Brexit) were the
central themes, and crisis-related actors (e.g., Greece, the UK and the EU) were the main actors reported.
According to the literature, framing of the EU as a trade and economic actor was leading in the media
pre-2015, and the EU’s images in other areas (e.g., political, socio-cultural, developmental,
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environmental, etc.) were underrepresented. Since 2015, the literature portrayed the EU’s economic and
trade power and its crises as the key factors contributing to EU images in Republic of Korea. However,
media analysis in the literature reveals that these crises received nor negative nor any other evaluation,
and public perceptions remain neutral.

9.10.2. Overview of EU public diplomacy initiatives in Republic of Korea

The main aim of EU public diplomacy in Korea is to increase the EU’s visibility among its key
audiences: youth, civil society and general public as well as influencers and multipliers and local
institutions, such as schools, universities, creative industries. The persisting problem is that despite
several rounds of public diplomacy projects, the EU’s visibility remains low largely due to the lack of
interest in the EU among Korean general public and key influencers — the trend registered by the
relevant literature as well. The EU Delegation to Republic of Korea has operated public diplomacy
project ‘EU Policy and Outreach Partnership in the Republic of Korea” (EUPOP ROK) and a number of
press and information activities with the aim to increase the EU’s visibility, raise the interest of the local
public in the EU and build long-term partnerships. The first phase of the EUPOP ROK has been carried
out in 2017-2019, and the project is entering its second phase now.

9.10.2.1.  Main themes and activities under public policy initiatives

While the EU Delegation seeks to increase the visibility of the EU among the Korean public, the main
themes of public diplomacy initiatives — education and culture with a thematic focus of on creative
industries, human rights and climate change — are not reflected in the literature as those grasping
attention of the general public in Korea. Instead, the literature reports that the Korean media in
particular reflects on the EU’s multiple crises (Eurozone crisis, Brexit and COVID-19 outbreak and
responses), while the Korean people are more interested in the EU’s economic performances (trade,
investment and business). EUPOP ROK attempts to implement some activities with Embassies of EU
Member States to synergise their performances in public diplomacy, but these are possible largely in
culture and education. For example, the annual initiative “EU goes to school” involves EU Member
States” Ambassadors who are visiting schools. The ‘Study in Europe’ fair, together with the Member
States, promotes the Erasmus plus programme and Erasmus Mundus scholarship programme in
coordination with local universities and specifically on the base of-Jean Monnet Activities (Chairs,
Modules, Centres and Networks Holders). EU Member States also use their cultural foundations such
as Alliance Francaise and Goethe-Institut Korea.

9.10.2.2.  Key audiences

The EU Delegation sets Korea’s next generation as its key audience group. Public diplomacy activities
are directed to high school (‘EU goes to School’) and university students (Erasmus+, academic
exchanges, Model EU) who are very perceptive of the EU. The EU Delegation also considers academic
institutions such as universities (e.g., Jean Monnet Activities recipients — chairs, modules, centres and
networks) as its like-minded and supportive partners. However, civil society, academia and opinion-
makers are seen as much harder to engage due to their specific, “niche” focus, while the general public
lacks interest in the EU.

9.10.2.3.  Obstacles and main gaps

The EU Delegation in Korea attempts to reach out to their key audiences by diversifying the themes
and channels of interaction, but this requires more staff working at the EU Delegation as well as
research into what their audiences are interested in. The key obstacle is not the lack of information
about the EU but the lack of interest in it. While Europe is perceived positively overall, there is lack of
understanding how the EU relates to Korea and Koreans in “everyday life”. The literature also reflects
on this by stressing that the Korean general public are more interested in news about the EU’s
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economic/trade performance. In contrast, EU Delegation emphasises cultural and educational aspects
of EU-Korea relations.

9.10.2.4. Future outlook

The EU Delegation that climate change, human rights and democracy will be the most relevant themes
for public diplomacy initiatives in Republic of Korea. In going ahead, the EU Delegation seeks to
organise seminars and press conferences and forums with a wider public, which could attract more
supportive partners for EU public diplomacy efforts. Finally, to approach civil society effectively, the
EU Delegation plans to engage with influencers among the Korean society (such as celebrities or Korean
YouTubers who has many subscribers or followers on social media).

9.11. Russia Country Report

9.11.1. Literature review

Perception studies post 2015 define Russia’s attitude towards the EU as negative and shaped by the
state of EU-Russia relations at large. These relations are described as being in the state of crisis or
conflict, with few to none opportunities for improvement. However, critical perceptions of the EU do
not translate into pessimistic attitudes as to the future of Russia-EU relations, especially in the areas of
culture and environment protection.

9.11.1.1. Overview

Since 2015, Russian perceptions of the EU have continuously deteriorated and the voluminous
literature portrays the Ukraine crisis as a turning point in EU-Russian growing confrontation, followed
by EU sanctions against Russia, the debates around the construction Nord Stream-2 and around the
cases of the Skripals and Navalny. Some authors note that the current state of EU-Russian relations is
a result of the EU’s overall strategic miscalculation reflected in its policies throughout the 1990s, Eastern
enlargement and, lastly, the Ukraine crisis (Headley, 2018; Foxall, 2017; Pop, 2016; Tichy, 2019).

9.11.1.2.  Main documented perceptions

The literature on Russian perceptions focuses largely on the analysis of official and media discourse
(including government sources) as well as public opinion towards the EU — all revealing a negative
attitude towards the EU. The political theme dominates the discussion in realpolitik terms, wherein
Russian officials see security issues (and a growing visibility of the US/NATO in this area) as well as
the EU’s growing presence in the post-Soviet space as a threat to Russia’s national interests. Economy
and energy are often mentioned in the context of EU-Russia relations at large and also overlap with
political interests and conflict (Tichy, 2019: 215; Chaban, Knodt & Headley, 2018). Russia’s national
interests and its request for respect and equal treatment by the EU are seen as the main factors behind
Russia’s negative attitudes towards the EU.

Meanwhile, experts also consider the economy and energy as the areas of potential improvement for
EU-Russia relations, which mirrors the framing of the EU in Russian media as an economic or trading
power but not as one equal to Russia the US in geopolitical terms. As such, the EU’s image in media is
of a hostile, yet weak and condescending actor (Chaban, Elgstrom & Gulyaeva, 2017), and Brexit has
further advanced to the perception of the EU as a weak and ‘loose” union (Ananieva, 2020).

The general public appears to reflect this trend (Shestopal et al. 2016, Levada-Center 2021; VCIOM
2021). Russian respondents see the EU as a strong but gradually weakening ‘decorative union’; the
majority regard the EU as a partner but are disappointed with it, and about a quarter of respondents
consider the EU to be an enemy. At the same time, Russians see their country as an integral part of
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Europe and, through this, support neighbourhood and partnership relations with the EU. Despite
‘cooling relations’ between Russia and the EU, “the EU remains a strong educational partner for Russian
HEIs, students and staff', and' culture has become the only channel to engage with the Russian public’
for the EU (Valenza & Bossuyt, 2019: 5, 9). Finally, the EU has been mentioned as an international leader
in environmental/ecological diplomacy, and its cooperation with Russia in that field is perceived in a
positive way (Shestakova, 2017).

9.11.1.3.  Main gaps

Russia’s perceptions of the EU have acquired significant coverage post-2015, but they focus largely on
political conflict in the aftermath of the Ukraine crisis. Other publications cover energy, migration and
human rights (LGBTlIs), but remain almost invisible in the highly-dense, politicised context. This is even
more true for culture and environment. Academic works often focus on official political discourse and
analysis of state media, thus, examining the “official” narrative and very few works look into
perceptions of other audiences, with the only one focusing on youth carried out under the Erasmus+
framework (Khukhlaev et al., 2019). Overall, EU perception studies in Russia do not have a systematic
and coherent character adding to the method- and theory-focused gaps in the field.

9.11.14.  Key audiences

Policy-makers and general public are the key audiences of the research, and their reported perceptions
are largely negative. Some studies find that more educated respondents and those who have visited the
EU reveal a more critical attitude towards the EU than those who did not and those who receive
knowledge about the EU from the media and Internet (Shestopal et al., 2016). Despite neutral media
coverage of the EU, negative evaluations dominate when emotive indicators are in check and/or when
the EU’s metaphorical image is described (Chaban & Elgstrom, 2018; Chaban, Elgstrom & Gulyaeva,
2017; Soloviova, 2016). Scholars in general tend to prioritise a realistic outlook at the state of EU-Russia
affairs, and even though they no longer perceive the EU as leading by example, their attitudes towards
the EU are mostly neutral or positive (Kuznetsova 2017; Zverev and Rogozar 2016).

9.11.1.5.  Evolution and continuity of perceptions

While the majority of publications post 2015 focus on the most recent developments in EU-Russia
relations, their analysis often counts back to the evolution of EU-Russia relations: beginning with the
dissolution of the USSR and even further — to the debate about Russia’s civilizational choice between
zapadniki (Westerners) and pochvenniki (Slavophiles) (Barburska 2019; Volkov, 2018). The latter finds its
reflection in the shifts in Russia’s domestic politics — one of the key drivers behind perceptions of the
EU. Here, Russia’s reverse towards traditional values’ discourse and sovereign democracy under
President Putin are seen as the main domestic factors shaping negative attitudes towards the EU
(Headley, 2018; Foxall, 2017; Verpoest, 2018). EU-specific factors that have led to deterioration of its
perceptions in Russia are largely shaped by the EU’s continuous intervention in the region, which
Russia sees as part of its geopolitical space. Importantly, the impact of the EU’s policies (Enlargement,
European Neighbourhood Policy, AAs and DCFTAs) and actions has been multiplied by the US and
NATO. Russia’s perceptions of the EU have been and are more positive than those of the US/NATO,
and the EU has been continuously seen as a ‘negotiating partner’ between Russia and the US (Foxall,
2017: 5). However, the EU’s support to the NATO's enlargement, the “colour revolutions” and, finally,
its role in the Ukraine crisis are seen as the key factors that have turned Russia away from the EU. As a
result, Russian experts argue that the EU should be the first to initiate a dialogue with Russia (Zverev
and Rogozar, 2016), while others point to the revision of the EU’s foreign policy, which may bear the
fruit in the future (Headley, 2018). On the whole, EU-Russia current relations are seen as disrupted and
in conflict; the literature does not predict any improvement in the attitudes towards the EU in Russia
in a foreseeable future. However, some areas, where cooperation may still happen and potentially
improve attitudes towards the EU are mentioned. These include “depoliticising” economic
relationships, cooperation in the spheres of interest to both Russia and the EU (Ananieva, 2020) and
cooperation in the fields of culture (Valenza & Bossuyt, 2019) and environment (Shestakova, 2017).
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9.11.2. Overview of EU public diplomacy initiatives in Russia

The EU Delegation to Russia aims to promote EU principles and interests with a view to provide a
factual view of the EU. Over the course of 2017-2020, the EU Delegation conducted over 170 events with
Russian partners engaging 1000 people and organisations, supporting local projects or co-creating
events with local actor.

9.11.2.1.  Main themes and activities under public policy initiatives

In its activities, the EU Delegation emphasises people-to-people contacts in education (Erasmus +;
Russian International Affairs Council (RIAC); the experts’ EUREN network; EU info-centres; youth
exchanges/EU study weeks)); culture (EU Film Festivals run online and in the regions, ‘Russia is
Europe’ stressing similarities between Russia and Europe; all 27 EU Member States actively involved
in cultural events and work with creative industries); climate diplomacy (high-level conference on this
non-politicised topic); social issues (with focus on empowerment of women, inclusive society (e.g.
programmes for disabled people, support towards minorities and human rights), journalists training
on freedom of speech/media. ‘Engaged Europe’ — picking on non-politicised themes deals with climate,
trades, digital. The EU Delegation informs its outreach actions by running its own research on public
attitudes towards the EU: conducting opinion polls (Levada Center) twice a year in Moscow and focus
groups in 2 regional big towns (Ekaterinburg, Novosibirsk — in 2020 online). EU Member States are
actively engaged in EU public diplomacy in Russia particularly in the field of culture and education.
Among the most active ones are Germany, France, the Baltic States and Finland (‘Memorial’, EUREN),
Spain and Belgium (the College of Europe).

9.11.2.2.  Key audiences

The EU Delegation seeks to address a variety of key audience groups with its public diplomacy
activities while connecting like-minded people with a special focus on students and young people,
academia and university networks, the media and social media influences, think tanks and activists
and civil society organisations active on gender, the environment and human rights, as well as regional
and federal authorities.

9.11.2.3.  Obstacles and main gaps

In line with the literature, the perceived obstacles in the EU-Russia relations are mainly of a political
nature. These are disagreements about the nature of the Ukraine crisis, sanctions, the Navalny case, etc.
There are some ‘translation” moments: according to the EU Delegation, the term “public diplomacy’
does not resonate with many people and is used selectively by EU Delegation. Gaps in research on
public opinion preclude knowledge of the attitudes and thus an incorporation in the planning of public
diplomacy activities. Russia is a very big country, and the key challenge has been to reach out to regions
as well as include people from diverse regions.-The attitude to Europe is benevolent in general, unlike
the attitude to the EU. Still there is a strong correlation with personal experience in Europe and the
source of information. People with personal experience in Europe perceive the EU much better than
those who do not travel to Europe and get information from TV. The difference in perceptions is largely
determined by the difference in the information sources that people use, as well as a growing
generational gap. The worst perceptions of the EU were in 2014, and since then the attitude towards
the EU improves.

9.11.2.4. Future outlook

In light of the vast territory of Russia and in contrast to expectations, Covid has boosted the EU’s
outreach. In the future, the EU Delegation intends to organise more of hybrid events. Also, the EU and
Russia are interdependent, interlinked geographically, culturally, economically and historically; hence,
their cooperation will continue in the areas of joint interest. Such “islands of cooperation” provide
thematic entry points for the EU Delegation and include cooperation projects across the border regions
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of Russia, research and innovation, educational and civil society exchanges, counter-terrorism,
migration, energy, issues related to the Arctic and addressing environmental challenges and climate
change.

9.12. South Africa Country Report

9.12.1. Literature review

Awareness of the EU has increased demonstrably since 2015 — linked directly to the momentous Brexit
referendum in 2016 and the resulting flurry of reporting in South Africa about the shocking result and
its potential consequences for both EU-South Africa and United Kingdom-South Africa relations
(Kotsopoulos, 2020).

9.12.1.1. Overview

Perceptions of the EU remain largely linked to specific groups within South Africa and centred around
specific issue-areas. If the diverse spectrum of the South African population is considered, studies have
shown a limited knowledge of the EU. This may also be an extension of general South African
disinterest in international politics and limited perceptions of foreign institutions (Fioramonti &
Olivier, 2007). Traditional media tends to be largely inward looking, focused primarily on domestic
news. That said, the image of the EU is more positive than negative and remarkably stable over time.
A Pew Survey of perceptions of the EU in 2013 and then again in 2019 revealed no change in South
African public opinion about the EU (Devlin, 2019). Knowledge of the EU has risen discernibly with
government officials and academia. South Africa’s profile as the only African member of the G20 and
BRICS, and its strategic partnership with the EU, have also ensured consistent South Africa-EU
interactions. At the very least, this has increased the interaction of both actors and contributed to
generally positive perceptions of the EU (Agnew & Fioramonti, 2019). Some specific issues have also
served to put the EU in the South African headlines since 2015, most dominantly Brexit. Reporting on
Brexit has centred around the result itself but even more around its implications for South Africa,
especially in the area of trade and international finance (Kotsopoulos, 2020). Poultry has been another
prominent issue, with a mostly negative perception of the EU’s perceived aggressive exportation of
chicken which undermines South African producers (Ward, 2017).

9.12.1.2.  Main documented perceptions

Difficult to understand, the EU looks inconspicuous in the eyes of the general public (Kotsopoulos,
2020; pre-2015 see Fioramonti & Olivier, 2007). EU’s inherent complexity makes it difficult to capture
in the eyes of the public imagination, particularly if “the legitimacy of the EU rests on the power it is
perceived to have” (Agnew & Fioramonti, 2018, p. 191). However, the trend identified in 2015 of
increasing awareness of the EU has been maintained. Brexit, then, emerged as a very visible and highly
debated issue. Some of the South African print media shone a negative light on the anticipated adverse
economic repercussions of Brexit. In fact, no positive interpretations of Brexit were discernible in the
media. However, the bulk of commentary brought the economic focus back into a South African
context, with contrasting visions of Brexit as an opportunity for South African business (especially vis-
a-vis the UK) as well as a possible threat to business interests in the EU (Kotsopoulos, 2020). Another
specific issue of focus has been perceptions of the EU in energy governance (Fioramonti, 2017; Knodt,
Chaban, & Nielsen, 2017). This research examined diffusion of EU norms in a competitive sector, in
which South Africa increasingly had alternative options, particularly from its BRICS co-members.
Further, recent work has compared perceptions of EU and Chinese narratives on various subjects
(Keuleers, 2021; Keuleers, 2016). The results have revealed that the EU has not been as effective at
transmitting larger ideational ideas about itself, over material and economic ones. This lack of
relevance, emerges also in opinion polls, revealing that many do not see the EU as more effective than
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other global institutions. While there are no recent studies, pre-2015 literature has noted a tension
among decision-makers between acceptances of the importance of the EU on the one hand, and feelings
that the EU operates by double standards on the other (Fioramonti & Poletti, 2008). The literature also
reflects on negative perceptions as the EU is described as ‘inconsistent’, especially with respect to the
pursuit of its interests in trade negotiations (Fioramonti & Olivier, 2007, p. 408; Fioramonti & Poletti,
2008, p. 171; Fioramonti, 2012, p. 154).

9.12.1.3.  Main gaps

Much of the literature uses a limited set of data. As for opinion polls, Afrobarometer is a common
source but the one in which researchers have little control of the research questions. This leaves gaps
in terms of probing what citizens know about the EU or how much they know about it. Given these
limitations, some older studies of South African perceptions of the EU instead focus on interviewing
decision-makers, taking advantage as well of South Africa’s open system and the accessibility of these
people (Adelle & Kotsopoulos 2017; Fioramonti & Kimunguyi, 2011; Fioramonti & Kotsopoulos; 2015).
A shortcoming of such interviewing, however, has been the continued over-reliance on a narrow band
of audiences familiar with the EU, such as government officials and academics. Meanwhile, other
audiences such as business and youth are underrepresented. Somewhat similar situation regards
media, where the traditional media is well represented in the studies assessed but social media isn’t.
As a result, research focus lies with policy-makers, general public and the media. Other areas such as
the EU’s cultural impact remain under-explored.

9.12.14.  Key audiences

The general public, the media, civil society and policy-makers are the principal audiences identified in
the literature. Public opinion is generally extracted from secondary data and poses a challenge in terms
of accessing the original data. While more recent literature has expanded on the key audience groups
of research in some cases, specifically to university students (Keuleers, 2016; 2021), civil society is
represented through trade unions and NGO’s. The media is largely represented by both print and TV,
but, as noted above, social media still plays a peripheral role in perceptions studies in South Africa.
Research into the attitudes among policy-makers varies but the key audience group is largely
represented through analyses of documents or speeches.

9.12.1.5.  Evolution and continuity of perceptions

The evolution of EU perceptions in South Africa has been driven both by endogenous (to the EU) and
exogenous (the global context and South African within that context) factors. Without doubt, Brexit has
brought attention to the EU in incomparable ways to years past. This has been particularly evident in
the traditional print media (Kotsopoulos, 2020). Brexit has fed into a broader interpretation of a shifting
global order, where the EU is part of a diminishing Western-based power. This interpretation may even
be more acutely felt in South Africa, which is strongly linked to alternative alliances such as the BRICS
and institutions of the Global South like the African Union. It could be argued that studies of South
African perceptions do not do an adequate job of capturing the current zeitgeist and shifting narratives
in the country. Since 2015, there has been a marked rise in national student protest movements, many
directly linked to redressing black South African marginalisation and the perpetuation of vestiges of
the apartheid system. These protests, coupled with the greater prominence of decolonisation efforts
within academic institutions and beyond, may contribute to shaping perceptions of the Global North.
Understanding of the EU remains relatively low but linking it to the Global North and domestic issues
surrounding the perpetuation of power structures favouring white (read: European) rule is easy to do.
Capturing these dynamics could be revelatory.
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9.12.2. Overview of EU public diplomacy initiatives in South Africa

Public diplomacy practitioners from the EU Delegation in South Africa paint a picture of a varied set
of public diplomacy initiatives that have met with success both before and, with some adjustments,
during the Covid19 pandemic. While focusing on topics such as economy, climate change and civil
society dialogue, the EU Delegation does not “shy” away from more sensitive issues — addressing the
EU’s legacy of colonialism and Black economic empowerment and state procurement in their public
diplomacy initiatives. The EU Delegation is hoping for an improvement of the EU’s visibility in the
future.

9.12.2.1.  Main themes and activities under public policy initiatives

The EU Delegation focuses on three themes in its key public diplomacy initiatives: economic diplomacy
(investment), climate change awareness (linked and timed to coincide with the EU’s climate week), and
a “European Inspiring Thinkers” dialogue series with civil society. Public diplomacy initiatives in the
field of the economy touched on sensitive issues such as Black economic empowerment and state
procurement. The discussions were picked up by the mainstream media, eliciting timely discussions
on these challenges including within the diplomatic community and the EU Delegation has worked
closely with EU Member States on the initiative, and some have sought to emulate it since. The EU
Delegation seeks to engage with local rather than European speakers on sensitive issues. Thus, on the
question of illicit financial flows, a public diplomacy event was run closely with the former President’s
foundation. Likewise, the EU Delegation also hosts a long-standing “European Inspiring Thinkers”
dialogue series. The third series extended for a week, tackling hugely challenging issues like racism
which have historically been linked to European engagement in the country. For a 2021 event on
democracy, Constitutional Court judge Albie Sachs and the highly respected Thuli Madonsela (the
public protector who pursued “state capture” charges of corruption under the Zuma administration)
spoke. The EU Delegation also organises a “climate week” in South Africa. The initiative has grown
exponentially over time. In 2019 the Delegation partnered with the South African Institute of
International Affairs (SAIIA), for a well-received week-long event featuring students, government
officials and academics. The subsequent 2020 event took place virtually, with many of the issues picked
up in the conventional media and social media. On social issues the EU Delegation further engages on
the topic of gender-based violence.

9.12.2.2.  Key audiences

In the EU Delegation, officials recognise that most EU-sponsored events in South Africa largely engage
government officials or civil society activist leaders. A concerted effort is not currently being made to
broaden the key audiences through public diplomacy initiatives, however, the Delegation has recently
engaged with tabloid outlet News24, to broadcast discussion sessions on topical issues such as gender-
based violence in acknowledgement of the need to broaden audiences. The result has been a resounding
success, with thousands of people viewing these sessions.

9.12.2.3.  Obstacles and main gaps

Covid has upended the successful initiatives that require people to people contacts — particularly
climate change awareness week which was based on a format of public in-person events through
universities and think-tanks. The Delegation has pivoted and embraced virtual tools and arguably
found them more useful in terms of addressing a broader audience. Somewhat unexpectedly, Covid
helped to kickstart the use of South African personalities, since experts from Europe could not travel to
South Africa. The Delegation has also had to contend with the historical baggage that European
engagement with South Africa has entailed (as noted in the literature review). This could manifest itself
in terms of the EU being perceived as hypocritically lecturing.
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9.12.2.4. Future outlook

The Delegation provided a list of three issues that are contributing to the future outlook for perceptions
of the EU in South Africa and their possible influence on public diplomacy activities. The first issue is
Brexit. Prior to it, the South African media’s Anglophone orientation had delivered news about Europe
with a British focus. Brexit has given the EU Delegation a surprising opportunity to show how present
the EU is in South Africa. The second issue is the Presidency of Cyril Ramaphosa. While under the
previous administration of Jacob Zuma, Russia, Cuba and China took priority, the situation has
improved under Ramaphosa, who takes a more pragmatic approach. Finally, the issue of Covid has
been and will continue to be a factor in shaping public diplomacy initiatives. In the future, the
Delegation seeks to broaden its key audience to include not only government officials and civil society
leaders.

9.13. United States Country Report

9.13.1. Literature review

Perceptions of the EU became more negative in the United States (US) over the period 2015-2021. This
was largely due to more visible sceptical views about the EU amongst Republicans and conservatives
during the Trump Administration, who increasingly viewed the EU as both an economic free-rider and
a representation of global governance threatening American sovereignty. However, beyond the
political elites associated with the Trump Administration, the overall majority of Americans still view
the EU and Europe positively as a partner, due to similar values and a shared culture.

9.13.1.1. Overview

The most significant event over the period 2015-2021 that was reported in the literature and influenced
US perceptions of the EU was the election of US president Donald Trump, who popularised nationalist,
anti-globalist perceptions amongst a notable percentage of conservatives and Republicans in the US
(Devlin, 2020). This worldview, in conjunction with negative comments by Trump against the EU over
trade and security issues, led to an overall decline in positive perceptions of the EU. Based on surveys
conducted by the Pew Research Center (Devlin, 2020), this trend was highlighted by a notable drop in
favourable views of the EU amongst Republicans (and Republic leaning) from 56% in 2014 to 39% in
2019. Interestingly, support amongst Democrats (and Democrat leaning) held steady over this time
period at 64/65%). This 26% gap in 2019 was the largest between the two political parties since this
question was first asked in 2002. The partisan views of the EU also related to its preferred level of
engagement with the world, with 46% of Democrats saying that the EU should be more involved in
addressing the world’s problems, while only 36% of Republicans supported this approach (Friedhoff,
2021). Besides partisanship, age segments also showed notable differences in perception, with
millennials (born 1981 to 1996) the most favourable regarding the EU at 63%, versus Gen Xers (born
1965 to 1980) at 50% and Boomers (born 1946 to 1964) at 51% (Huang & Silver, 2020). However, despite
declining perceptions overall, 78% of Americans view Europe as a partner, while only 18% view it as a
rival (Chicago Council, 2019).

9.13.1.2.  Main documented perceptions

The main perceptions about the EU in the US vary by population segment. Overall, the majority of
Americans still view the EU and Europe positively, due to “similar values and a shared culture” (Gora,
2019, p. 36) and a historic and deeply trusting relationship (Dominguez & Larive, 2019). However,
during the Trump Administration the literature shows concern that the relationship and trust between
the historic allies was declining (Riddervold & Newsome, 2018). The EU still tended to be viewed
primarily as an economic actor, particularly amongst the public and experts (Gora, 2019). However,
there was a growing negative narrative about this role due to President Trump’s criticism of the EU
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(Belin, 2019). This also applied to individual EU countries, which were viewed as both partners and
rivals (Szabo 2018). Besides the economy (and trade in particular), EU external relations and security is
also a common theme in the literature. On this topic, the literature focuses on criticisms by President
Trump regarding the perception that the EU (via NATO) had weak defence and security capabilities,
thus forcing the US to disproportionately contribute to the EU’s security, making the EU a “free rider”
(Riddervold & Newsome, 2018; Brattberg & Whineray, 2020). While the US appeared to be pushing for
a more muscular EU defence capability outside territorial defence, this contradicted earlier suspicions
about autonomous EU defence capabilities outside NATO, which were viewed as detrimental to US
interests (Rees, 2017). Additionally, the literature also pays attention to internal EU politics, and
especially the impact of Brexit. Here, there was a perception that the EU lacked unified leadership and
was hindered by bureaucracy. This made it ineffective during recent crises, such as the migration crisis
(Gora, 2019). There was also a view that there is a multiplicity of EU institutions and states with
conflicting interests, which also made dealing with a crisis challenging for the organisation. The
literature argues that this complexity led the US to sidestep the EU and deal directly with EU countries,
depending on the issue at hand (Marsh, 2018).

9.13.1.3.  Main gaps

Themes that are under-represented or not represented in the literature include health (despite the 2020
pandemic that significantly impacted the globe, including the EU). Culture and development are also
missing in the literature. Science, research and technology is only briefly mentioned, but only in relation
to the economy and defence. Energy is also mentioned in relation to Russia and its natural gas. There
is limited engagement on the environment and climate in one article by Dominguez and Larive (2019).
The main methods mentioned in the studies are opinion polls, which feature in about half the sources.
Articles also rely on expert interviews and a theoretical/conceptual analysis.

9.13.14.  Key audiences

The majority of articles do not mention specific audiences, but rather perceptions from the US and/or
Washington, representing the views of the policy-, decision-makers and experts, especially for articles
derived from interviews. There are a number of articles that make claims about American public
opinion in general, and in these cases, views of groups are presented by political affiliation and age
bracket. As younger American audiences hold the most positive view of the EU (and other multilateral
organizations), more analysis on their views is needed and offers an opportunity to gain insights into
the possible evolution of EU perceptions.

9.13.1.5.  Evolution and continuity of perceptions

Both experts and opinion polls cited in the literature suggest that perceptions of the EU have become
more negative between 2015 and 2020. This can be largely attributed to the negative narratives about
the EU by former US president Trump, who was particularly critical of the EU on trade and defence
(Stokes, 2018). However, the literature also argues that the relationship is still solid, despite the recent
dip (Riddervold & Newsome, 2018). Others suggest that perception is based on the political context
and that events over time impact EU perceptions, which fluctuate over time (Dominguez & Larive,
2019). A new Biden Administration could, therefore, set the tone for improving perceptions. A changing
American population and desire for more diverse and progressive society amongst the youth offers
opportunities for improved EU perceptions. However, this is in some ways in contrast to ‘the dominant
voices and faces driving transatlantic relations [which] remain overwhelmingly white’ (Rivera, 2021).
Reforms offer an opportunity to grow positive perceptions amongst the youth (and into the future)
towards the EU, while failure to change represents a threat.

While the EU has been viewed positively in the US for decades, the period 2015-2021 shows that this
cannot be taken for granted. The EU, like many other former largely apolitical subjects, is now
increasingly being viewed from a partisan angle, with conservatives/Republicans becoming more
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populist/nationalist, and viewing the EU increasingly as a rival and threat. On the other hand,
liberals/Democrats and younger Americans continue to see the EU positively and more as a partner.

9.13.2. Overview of EU public diplomacy initiatives in the US

Recent years have recorded growing political polarisation in the US, which has impacted the perception
of the EU. As such, the EU has been cautious in its public diplomacy programming efforts to avoid
becoming involved in US partisan debates and appearing to take sides. It has continued to engage a
variety of audiences in a number of programmes spanning from education to culture in order to
enhance awareness of the EU in the US. The EU Delegation sees Covid as an opportunity to reach more
and geographically diverse audiences through online communication and hopes to use these lessons
after the pandemic subsides.

9.13.2.1.  Main themes and activities under public policy initiatives

The EU Delegation participates in public diplomacy programmes covering a number of different
themes. The following list only highlights some of these. In education, the EU has a number of
programmes including Jean Monnet activities, Schuman-Fulbright Fellowships, and education
outreach through “Creating the Next Generation of ‘Transatlanticists’”. In the areas of science,
technology and research and culture, the EU Delegation participates in the South by South West festival
(EU@SXSW) and in 2021 the (online) conference promoted strong collaboration with the US on themes
from “digital transformation” to “greening economies.” On environment and climate change, the EU
Delegation also works with youth during its annual Climate Diplomacy Week. On the economy, the
EU Delegation participates in a number of trade events to promote better trade between the two
economic blocks. In the cultural arena, the EU Delegation holds the European Month of Culture and
the EU Film Showcase.

Another important public diplomacy program that aims to increase the EU’s visibility and
understanding about its policies and principles is the EU Policy & Outreach Partnership (EU POP).
Launched in 2016, it has conducted hundreds of events both inside Washington DC targeting Congress,
the Administration and other stakeholders and outside Washington with state governments and local
organisations.

EU public diplomacy initiatives address some areas such as culture, science, research and development
and environment and climate that received limited coverage in the US literature. They also address
areas such the economy and trade that were covered. By promoting the role of the EU in these areas of
limited literature focus, greater awareness is likely to develop.

9.13.2.2.  Key audiences

Due to increasing polarisation in the US and the desire to avoid public controversy, the EU Delegation
is careful to avoid any perception of bias so it attempts to approach audiences that are both receptive
or relatively neutral. These may include Congressional staff, civil society organisations, academia,
students, local authorities and administrations. There has also been a recent increased focus on youth
and minority groups.

9.13.2.3.  Obstacles and main gaps

There is a number of obstacles to the successful implementation of EU public diplomacy initiatives.
One of them is the size and diversity of the US, creating challenges around reaching audiences in all 50
states with limited budget. A second obstacle is a lack of existing awareness in the US regarding the
EU, as ‘the majority of Americans really have no perception of what the EU is’ (EUusl). The EU
Delegation has programming to address all of its thematic areas; however, here the limited resourcing
and the need to make decision over its allocation represent the main implementation gaps.
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9.13.2.4. Future outlook

Beyond the polarization of US domestic politics, the EU Delegation will likely continue targeting
audiences and strengthening current and new networks that are receptive of the EU. The EU Delegation
will also continue implementing some of the lessons of that the Covid pandemic has brought up
regarding the opportunities to significantly increase the EU’s outreach at a lower cost and through more
efficient online options to which Americans are increasingly familiar with and open to. It will also
adjust its former in-person programs to hybrid formats to benefit both from the potentially higher
outreach and recreate the settings in which people are more comfortable sharing information.

Conclusion

This Literature Review has provided a systematic comparative review of the state-of-the-art research
on external perceptions of the EU and Europe in the eyes of its 13 key international partners in the years
2015 to 2021. Drawing on the substantive overview provided by the Baseline Study published in 2015,
this Literature Review has consolidated and synthesised the findings of existing work on EU
perceptions between 2015 and 2021 and compared them to the findings of the Baseline Study. The scope
of literature in this review includes academic publications, relevant outputs by think tanks and
government agencies, policy evaluations and opinion polls. The Literature Review also overviews the
public diplomacy initiatives undertaken by EU Delegations in 2015-201 and compares them to the
findings and themes presented in the Literature Review. It also compares the public diplomacy
initiatives as they evolve, including insights into the perceived obstacles and gaps in the eyes of EU
public diplomacy practitioners. The focus on the evolution of perceptions serves to assess how
perceptions of Europe, the EU and its flagship policies might have shifted, what the literature and
public diplomacy initiatives (re)focus on, and which central themes either change or are continuous.
The Baseline Study of 2015 ended at the cusp of drastic developments and changes to EU-specific and
global contexts, including the surge of nationalism and far-right populism, the EU’s irregular migration
crisis, terror attacks in EU Member States, Brexit, Russia-Ukraine conflict, but also increasing awareness
of and protests and action against racism, the deteriorating environment and the existential threat of
climate change. The contexts of the Update Study 2021 are marked by these developments and, at the
same time, strongly impacted by Covid-19. The pandemic has posed fundamental challenges to the EU
internally and externally, including its image around the world and the practice of public diplomacy.

This Literature Review of the Update Study has already considered above how relevant literature and
EU public diplomacy practitioners conceive (3.1) Gaps and (3.2) Key audiences. Here we conclude
that the identification of the evolution of gaps discussed above is crucial to better assess (1) risk and
opportunities for the EU public diplomacy in selected countries; (2) the effectiveness of EU policies and
public diplomacy measures and (3) their contribution to improving images of Europe, the EU abroad
or to reduce misconceptions. We also conclude that Literature Review systematic reflections on the
evolution of key audiences, institutions and individuals with high multiplier capacities in the selected
countries and region is crucial (1) to engage with them in a more meaningful way and increase the EU’s
outreach capabilities in various policy areas, including the EU multi-stakeholder public diplomacy and
(2) to modify perceptions of local audiences, institutions and individuals in response to specific actions
or developments.

In the sections below, we summarise the main findings of the Literature Review focusing specifically
on (10.1) Evolution of perceptions and (10.2) Factors behind continuity and change in EU perceptions
in the last five years as identified by the relevant literature. Tracing the evolution of perceptions of the
EU in the selected partner countries including drivers of continuity and drivers of change. Tracking
the evolution of perceptions (1) provides a better understanding of which events, policies, outreach
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measures and capabilities influence the evolution of perceptions of the EU; and (2) can identify how
events, policies, outreach measures and capabilities can be opportunities for specific stakeholder and
policy engagement in the future. In the final section, we elaborate on (10.3) Future outlooks on
perceptions of the EU as argued by the literature in all key strategic partner countries as well as shared
by EU public diplomacy practitioners.

10.1. Evolution and continuity of perceptions

The relevant literature has been coded by how each country argues for the evolution of perceptions —
continuity or change — by short-, medium- and long-term frames. This section will further explore the
factors of continuity or change in the perceptions of the EU and its policies by examining location-
specific, EU-specific, region-specific and global factors.

10.1.1. Short-term frames

The dominant temporal frames for the evolution of perceptions identified in the Literature Review are
short-term (over the last five years) and extended short-term (2000-2015). While not surprising, it has
implications for how the EU is perceived across all countries. To start with, the short-term frame tends
to be more negative than medium- or long-term foci, not least given that the dominant driver of
perceptions are location-specific factors and they work as filters to EU- and global-specific factors,
Especially the manifold crises in the EU, but also perceived changes in the make-up of the international
system — and what these dramatic events mean for the location in question and its immediate
geopolitical region — affect perceptions of the EU negatively. As such, the relevance of these crises for
perceptions of the EU differs depending on location-specific and, to a lesser degree, region-specific
contexts.

Further, the focus on short-term frames is naturally more susceptible to thematic changes. This means
that medium-term and long-term frames are oftentimes more closely related to various forms of
cooperation agreements in development over the years which result in a range of views built up
incrementally, whereas short-term frames tend to evoke political themes, which, in turn, tend to be
viewed more negatively. In this Literature Review, this includes external perceptions of political
reactions of the EU towards the surge of populism in Europe/the EU, migration crisis and, lastly, the
EU’s handling of the Covid-19 pandemic (so far noticed in the literature in Japan and Republic of
Korea). Politically, the short-term frames, also relate to developments within countries, such as the
Trump Administration’s stance on the EU, or, the ‘turning point” in EU-Russian relations, the Ukraine
crisis (DeBardeleben, 2018; Levada Center, 2018). While not all countries perceive short-term frames to
automatically drive medium-term negative changes (Canada, the US, Japan, China), it is important to
note that some short-term perceptions will have a crucial and potentially harmful effect, or at least, stir
uncertainty around the future of perceptions of the EU (Yoon & Chung, 2021).

The literature reports that trade agreements concluded in the past five years, or currently in discussion,
have increased the EU’s visibility (sometimes reinforcing existing negative perceptions e.g., in
Indonesia and Nigeria). In some other locations, such agreement facilitated a more positive perception.
The literature observes that perceptions of the EU in the short-term frame have benefited from the CETA
in Canada (Earnscliff Strategy Group, 2019) in conjunction with a short-term frame understanding of
movement towards the EU during the Trump years and the effect of Canada-US relations on EU
perceptions. Brazil is an example of positive perceptions of the EU with regional trade frameworks in
view. Brazilian stakeholders have generally perceived the EU-MERCOSUR negotiations as positive
since the early 2000s (Lucarelli, 2007) and it is also a trigger for positive perceptions of the EU in Mexico.
Political agreements also carry the potential to facilitate positive perceptions in the short-term frame.
While literature reports perceptions of the EU in Mexico as somewhat ambivalent in general, the recent
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partnership agreement with Mexico is perceived to serve as an additional instrument that reinforces
bilateral relations (Dominguez, 2021a; b).

10.1.2. Medium-term frames

Medium-term frames tend to be less negative than the short-term frames and tend to focus on the
development of trade partnerships and relationships between countries and the EU. They are more
“accepting” of continuity or development despite short-term changes in perceptions. It does not follow,
however, that short-term changes in perceptions do not carry the potential to affect medium-term frames
in the long run. Meanwhile, the focus on progress relates in particular to the development and
conclusion of partnership agreements, some of which are still recent, yet have been in the making for a
long time. While in some countries the negotiations for these partnership agreements have been
laborious (Japan), it appears that the progress towards such agreements is an important tool to forge a
common understanding of developing relations between a strategic country and the EU. For example,
negotiations on the Global Agreement in Mexico are seen as a tool to compromise and reach a common
position with regard to the future of EU-Mexico cooperation (Blanco & Bruno, 2018). Therefore, the
medium-term historical perspectives engaged in the literature, help to demonstrate the trajectory of
partnership developments. In Nigeria, such a perspective, for example, argues that the relationship
between Nigeria and the EU gradually improved with the end of the sanction regime against Nigeria
in 1999 (Bakare, 2019). Likewise, the literature on Mexico argues that the 1997 Free Trade Agreement
with Mexico has institutionalised political dialogue, deepened cooperation and facilitated the
relationship with the EU (Dominguez & Crandall, 2019).

10.1.3. Long-term frames

Long-term frame evaluation of perceptions of the EU depend on the historical experience of the key
global partners with the EU. First, and foremost, colonial experiences and post-colonial perspectives
continue to shape perceptions of the EU. For example, Asian and African countries take a more critical
view of the EU’s normative power (Bacon & Kato, 2013; Chaban et al., 2015; Chang & Pieke, 2018;
Chanona, 2009; Jain & Pandey, 2013; Jin & Kirchner, 2021; Stumbaum et al., 2015; Stumbaum, 2015).
The legacy of colonialism and apartheid negatively influences South African government officials’
assessment of European or EU initiatives as modes of colonisation. Student-led protests and
mobilisations against the vestiges of South African apartheid also carry significance for how the EU
and Europe is perceived. Since 2015, there has been a marked rise in national student protest
movements and they may contribute to shaping perceptions of the Global North more generally.
Likewise, the historical, cultural, and colonial encounter with Europe, negatively conditions Indonesian
perceptions of Europe/the EU (Luhulima et. al., 2009). Existing negative Nigerian perceptions have also
shaped attitudes towards the EU in the context of the EPA (Isaac & Bellonwu-Okafor, 2016).

Long-term frames do, however, also serve to explain underlying affinities and closeness to the EU.
Literature in Brazil, for example, argues for a cultural affinity with the EU owing to Brazil’s history,
Portuguese colonisation and European migration (Sandrin & Ribeiro Hoffmann, 2019) — despite
decreases in favourable views in the short-term (Devlin, 2019). The significance of shared tempo-
historical space and interests is also visible when some of the short-term negative effects on perceptions
can be negated by a longer temporal perspective. In Canada, the literature argues, for example, that
historical development occurs in waves (Chaban, 2019). Such “tides” of history can negate the effects
of short-term negative perceptions because they attribute less significance to short-term negative effects
— even when those effects have not yet become fully visible or understood. Long-term frames can also
serve to explain why some relationships are so strained and that, in theory, EU-Russia relations could
move forward (Kuznetsova, 2017).
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10.2. Factors of continuity and change

Factors of change are dominantly either location-specific, EU-specific, or global. Both location-specific and
global factors and drivers of change are difficult, as they are often outside of the EU’s control and thus
require a more reactive stance. Given the temporal scope of this Literature Review, it is unsurprising
that the dominant temporal frame in the literature is short-term. In light of the EU’s multiple crises,
however, this carries significance for how the EU is perceived, notwithstanding an uncertainty around
how long-lasting such short-term drivers of perceptions will be.

10.2.1. Location-specific

It is noteworthy that the most significant changes in perceptions are oftentimes driven by location-
specific factors, which are not necessarily inputs that the EU will be able to control. To start with,
literature notes that populist governments, in particular, the Trump Administration in the US and the
Bolsonaro Government in Brazil forged a perception of the EU as either a rival or, in the latter case as
irrelevant to the focus on domestic policy. In the US, for example, literature reports an overall decline
in positive perceptions of the EU (Devlin, 2019). The difference in favourable views towards the EU
between Republicans and Democrats of 26% was the largest between both parties since the question
was first asked in 2002, which indicates that increasing country-specific polarisation will have effects
on positive and negative perceptions of the EU. A similar trend can be observed in Canada
(Hurrelmann, 2020), where a more conservative political affiliation appears to link to more negative
perceptions of the EU. Meanwhile, with Brazil’s Bolsonaro Government, the ideological differences
between Brazil and the EU have undermined the perceptions of the EU. In Russia, Putin’s ascendance
to power is seen as a crucial factor in domestic politics that led to a reversal towards traditional values
in Russia and shaped more negative attitudes towards the EU — reflected also in the local media and
public attitudes (Foxall, 2017; Verpoest, 2018). Since changes in political leadership are a part of the life
of any democratic or quasi-democratic society, the perceptions of the EU may explicate a fluctuating
dynamic (Dominguez, 2019), correlating with a ruling party vision.

Further to political affiliation, age appears to drive location-specific differences in perceptions. Younger
people in the US and Japan tend to be more positively inclined towards the EU than older generations
(Devlin, 2019). However, it is important to note that youth remains underrepresented in the literature
across all countries. Further, while insufficiently studied, understanding domestically shifting
narratives could be revelatory for how they affect EU perceptions. South African student protest
movements, for example, protesting against Black South African marginalisation and against the
perpetuation of vestiges of the apartheid system, will have an effect on how younger generations
imagine the world order and power structures and thus also which role the EU is understood to play —
this is the case especially where economic and financial themes still trump the themes for which the EU
is more likely to be recognised for and thus selling short more ideational themes that might resonate
with those who protest against existing power structures.

Likewise, bilateral support (Colombia) and trade agreements have also had an effect on the perceptions
of the EU and will likely continue to constitute the main driver for perceptions. Whether these
perceptions are affected negatively or positively depends on the location-specific context, as discussed
above. More generally, however, the literature agrees that trade agreements can be a means to
consolidate partnership aspirations. Likewise, the EU’s support for the Colombian Peace Process has
increased the relevance of the EU (Tremolada, 2019).
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10.2.2. EU-specific

The second group of perceptions in the political issue-area relate to EU-specific factors — and the EU’s
multiple crises in particular. The 2015 Literature Review cites numerous examples of the EU-specific
crises as drivers behind negative or worsening perceptions of the EU across the 10 Strategic Partners.
Literature observed in our Update Study demonstrates a similar trend. Multiple crises of the EU
continue to capture the attention of perception scholars in this period and these critical junctures often
highlight negative perceptions of the EU.

Dominant themes in the EU-specific drivers of continuity and change have been Brexit and the migration
crises of 2015-2016, which both mostly negatively affected and weakened perceptions of the EU in most
countries reflected in this study. While in some countries, the long-term implications of Brexit are
considered uncertain (Japan, Russia), the UK’s exit from the EU has caused questions around the
internal stability and international significance of the EU (China, Mexico, South Africa, Republic of
Korea), while it is also argued in Republic of Korea that it merely increased the levels of awareness of
the EU without further evaluation as to perceptions (Park & Chung, 2020b).

In other countries, however, Brexit has also revealed internal polarisation within the respective
countries (Canada, the US), where party-political divisions drive Brexit-related perceptions (Bell &
Vucetic, 2019; Hurrelmann, 2020; Speyer et al., 2020). Further, Brexit potentially stirred interest in and
focus on bilateral relationships with key strategic member states such as Germany and France in the
case of India (Lisbonne-de Vergeron, 2015; 2020). The EU’s handling of the migration crisis has caused
criticism in Nigeria around the EU’s hostile migration regime (Ezemenaka, 2019) and India in terms of
the response to the crisis (Sharma, 2020). It has also added to negative perceptions in Mexico. The crisis
has further caused literature in the US to argue that the EU is institutionally ill-equipped to handle
crises (Goéra, 2019) and that it has weakened the EU’s international standing (Mexico). In addition to
Brexit and the migration crises, literature has also engaged with the surge of populism, economic crises
in Europe more broadly and the EU’s handling of the Covid-19 pandemic (Japan, Republic of Korea).
More generally, the manifold crises within the EU have done little to assure key global partners that
the EU is a resilient bloc and have largely driven short-, and medium-term negative perceptions and
questions as to the EU’s internal stability, unity and international standing. The migration crisis and
the rise of illiberal democracies in Europe have negatively impacted Brazilian perceptions of the EU’s
international role and the EU as a model of integration for Latin America (Ribeiro Hoffmann, 2020;
Sandrin & Ribeiro Hoffmann, 2016). The literature is cautious, however, to suggest that this will carry
into long-term changes of perceptions of the EU (see for example Endo, 2020; Tsuruoka, 2019). Most
importantly, the EU-specific factors represented by crises almost always act in combination with location-
specific factors. The latter serves as a filter that “sieves” the EU-specific inputs and weighs them in term
of relevance, opportunities vs. and threat/risks and normative affinity of the location in question
(Herrmann, 2013).

10.2.3. Region-specific

According to the reviewed literature, region-specific factors are not leading drivers behind the evolution
of perceptions of the EU — location-specific drivers are too dominant. It follows that region-specific drivers
interact with location-specific and global inputs in a complex and dynamic way. This does not mean,
however, that region-specific factors are irrelevant in perceptions of the EU. For example, literature notes
how Republic of Korea’s regional powers (China, Japan and North Korea) are perceived to have more
visibility in Republic of Korea than the EU in the present and the future, but these factors ultimately
remain dependent on location-specific or global-specific factors.

The evolution of perceptions of the EU also depends on the position of the regional hegemon, such as
the self-perception of Russia. The analyses of Russia’s political discourse reveal a notion of shared,
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common space with the EU, which translates in the request for the EU respect Russia’s interest in the
shared neighbourhood and particularly post-Soviet space. Disregard of Russia’s interests there, thus,
leads to conflict and negative attitudes towards the EU (Headley, 2018). The literature also reports how
the US remains a leading (political) influencer of perceptions of the EU in the Americas (Brazil, Canada,
Colombia, Mexico in the Update Study). In Canada, the Trump Presidency has moved Canada and the
EU closer together and US-Canadian relations appear to directly influence Canada’s positioning in
relation to the EU (Bendiek et al., 2018; Hage, 2020; Verdun, 2019).

Region-specific factors also become more relevant when they converge with location-specific interests. It
is in this convergence of regional and local aspects of EU-Brazil cooperation that MERCOSUR
as a form of regional cooperation appears as an instrument for upgrading the EU-Brazil
strategic dialogue rather than an important factor on its own. In Indonesia, the establishment of
economic partnership frameworks and building trust between the EU and Indonesia through EU-
ASEAN forums (Fitriani, 2015) has highlighted the potential of regional factors in this specific region.

In some cases, a self-understanding as regionally hegemonic also drive perceptions of the EU in that it
emphasises the relevance of a location for the EU. Indonesia being the biggest country in the region in
terms of size and population is less dependent on international trade and thus harder to negotiate in a
bilateral mode (Camroux & Srikandini, 2020; Sicurelli, 2020), but it plays a prominent role in the ASEAN
and perceives the EU-ASEAN cooperation framework in a positive light (Fitriani, 2015). Meanwhile, in
Nigeria, the importance of Nigeria for West Africa has also driven negative perceptions of the EU’s
engagement in the region and that the EU seeks to leverage its powerful position in West Africa through
ECOWAS to undermine regional migration policies (Bisong, 2019) or to secure unfair trade agreements
through the EPAs (Isaac & Bellonwu-Okafor, 2016). In the case of South Africa, a perception of shifts in
global power dynamics has resulted in exploring alternative coalitions (such as with BRICS) (Keuleers,
2021).

10.2.4. Global factors

Global factors that drive perceptions of the EU are related to how the literature assesses the relevance
of shifts in the world order and the geopolitical landscape, including major global actors. Some of these
factors are global-hegemon specific. Literature Review argues that globally significant events such as
the election of President Trump and the US unilateral and protectionist turn have influenced
perceptions of the EU. This is reflected not only in the change of perceptions in neighbouring Canada,
where the EU (and the UK and Germany in particular) are now preferred partners and top the US in
terms of Canadian preferences for international partners (Nanos & Atlantic Briicke, 2019). Likewise,
prior to Covid-19 the Trump Administration and Brexit were the two most significant factors
influencing perceptions of the EU in Japan (Endo, 2020; Tsuruoka, 2019). For Russian literature, the US’
international standing and Russia’s relationship to the US also carry significant purchase over how the
EU is perceived. More generally, the literature in Russia appears to argue that the EU’s dependency on
the US weakens its international weight and significance (Kuznetsova, 2017; Shestopal et al., 2016).

Reflecting on the increasingly multipolar global landscape, literature appears to suggest a weakened
position of the EU in the remaking of the international order, with the creation of BRICS, South-South
cooperation (Saraiva, 2017), the rise of China and globalisation (Sicurelli, 2020). In South Africa, for
example, global-level structural changes leading to the creation of BRICS and South-South cooperation,
carry not only implicit assumption about the EU’s future weight, but they also offer alternative models
and alliances for cooperation. The pandemic has not yet translated more systematically into affecting
the perception of the EU — with the notable exceptions in Republic of Korea and Japan (Yoon & Chung,
2021; Huang, C., & Silver, 2020) — yet, will likely increase the thematic acknowledgement of health in
the literature.
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10.3. Future Outlook

Where indicated, the literature across all countries tends to perceive the future of the individual
country’s relationship with the EU as carrying significant potential — despite short-term drops in
favourable perceptions and uncertainties around global geopolitical shifts. In some cases, such
potential is understood to require further investment in order to bear fruit (Nigeria), including for the
EU to take the first step (Russia).

The key condition for mutual cooperation is seen to be in the delivery of the declared programmes,
particularly in locations like Nigeria where the public appear to be disillusioned with the EU but still
see potential for a more positive relationship (Adetula, Kew & Kwaia, 2010; Fasan, 2019; Rajput et al.,
2020). As such, the perception-capability gap is the key theme of academic publications in the field of
EU perceptions, while EUPOP materials do not allow to see whether these have been accounted for.
Expectations often speak to domestic problems, contexts and national priorities which EU public
diplomacy practitioners seem to be aware of. If local socio-economic factors and needs are accounted
for, the literature also points to the means of better mutual understanding and normative dialogue with
the EU (Brazil, Colombia, Indonesia). In the context of national priorities, the sense of missed
opportunities in trade and normative cooperation hinders perceptions of the EU in Japan (Bacon &
Holland, 2015, p. 62) and Republic of Korea (Yoon & Chung, 2020).

For EU public diplomacy practitioners across the world, such an outlook is very nuanced, because
political contexts shape the ability to work with some audiences over others and make it difficult to
reach to broader audiences more generally. Contexts can either be restrictive politically, where media
is dominantly controlled (China), where the conflict with the EU hinders a more positive engagement
(Russia), or where the EU is not of principal interest or governments have not made it a foreign policy
focus (Brazil, India, Mexico, Nigeria, South Africa).

The US literature, in turn, sees that a new Biden Administration in the US could set the tone for
improving perceptions within a polarised US public — although it remains unclear with which effect
the Trump years have damaged the relationship between the US and EU in the long run. Other EU
Delegations do recognise considerable potential (Canada, Colombia, India, Indonesia) bar limitations
in terms of resources, geographies and Covid restrictions.

In the literature, more generally, the interest in and means to develop relationships between the EU
and different countries are dominantly considered in economic terms and sectoral engagement — even
in cases where the relationship between the EU and the country are particularly strained (Brazil, China,
Russia; Indonesia in specific issue-areas). In cases, where the EU is not ranked highly as a foreign
political partner in geostrategic terms (India), economic and trade cooperation are significant tools for
the improvement of relationships. Where common values are shared (Canada) or strategic partnerships
in place (Japan), the literature acknowledges the potential for further cooperation and advancement in
areas such as climate change and human rights. Importantly, such areas also appear “safe” in those
locations where EU norms are being contested (e.g., in Russia, China; for Russia, culture is seen another
area for diplomatic engagement). Some locations, for example, highlight the importance of
connectivity, and building strategic networks and alliances (India, Japan). Although not framed around
connectivity, the EU Delegation to Colombia seeks to also ally with strategic partners in the future, and
the EU Delegation to Canada seeks to engage more widely with key and a more diverse range of
stakeholders in a targeted manner.

More generally, EU public diplomacy practitioners highlight that the future outlook on public
diplomacy initiatives in their respective locations builds fundamentally on (1) targeting specific
stakeholder groups that are strategically important (decision-makers and young people — future
decision-makers, as well as opinion-makers from media and influencers), and (2) starting at the “base”
level of informing about the EU to a wider and more general audience where such awareness of and
knowledge on the EU is lacking. Most locations also highlight the central role of climate diplomacy in

117



Annex I: Literature review

the future of public diplomacy initiatives (Canada, India, Nigeria, Mexico, Russia, Republic of Korea,
South Africa), culture (Japan), the empowerment of women (Nigeria), minorities (US), and public
diplomacy initiatives that speak to young audiences and engage with themes that are of principal
interest to young people. The literature also assigns young people with a particular role of providing
the EU with opportunity to respond to the challenges and grow positive. New generations are seen as
progressive, yearning for more inclusive and diverse societies (particularly in South African and US
literature — Hodgkinson & Melchiorre, 2019; Rivera, 2021) and appear to be interested in EU values. As
one Delegation staff member notes: ‘now we're looking more and more into how we can target younger
audiences through social platforms, with different policy areas that we know that are dear to them, like
climate, like sustainability, like equality” (EUus1).

All practitioners account for the local context in their understanding of how to carry public diplomacy
activities in the future, and the Covid pandemic has been central in their understanding of this. New
tools of e-diplomacy and “hybrid” public diplomacy events, often “blending” key themes allow for a
broader outreach to audiences and into regions. However, online tools challenge those public
diplomacy initiatives to which people-to-people contact is crucial and cause “fatigue” on their own.
“Vaccine nationalism” is another factor that has to be considered for the success of public diplomacy
delivery.

The handling of the Covid pandemic overlaps with the geopolitical landscape and global developments
— seen by the literature as the crucial factors in shaping the EU’s relationships with its global partners.
Literature in India, for example, notes a changing global environment, the rise of China and US
retrenchment (Mohan & Xavier, 2017), and South African literature speaks of a more general decline of
Western power and the rise of BRICS, increasing viable alternatives for pursuing alliances and
partnerships (see Olivier & Fioramonti, 2010). In summary, literature across all countries recognises a
potential for the relationship between the EU and the key global partners. The location-specific factors
that are found to be the leading drivers of perceptions of the EU, either alone or in combination with
regional-, EU- and global-specific factors, invite EU public diplomacy to invest into their systematic
consideration on a new level, with new tools and approaches to ensure a truly collaborative multi-
stakeholder diplomacy in a world of increasing competition and contestation. As indicated above, the
literature points to new perspectives in the studies of EU perceptions that could benefit EU public
diplomacy with its key global partners — “mirror” perceptions studies; synergies with findings, tools
and concepts of EU perceptions studies in the countries of the European Neighbourhood Policy; and
systematic extended comparisons of country-specific perceptions of the EU vis-a-vis perception of key
global and regional actors in the same location. The overall sense of potential in both public diplomacy
initiatives and the literature, however, also implies that the EU and its key global partners find
themselves at a crossroads. The time for designing this future is now.
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Executive summary

Annex II highlights the result of public opinion poll conducted in the course of the Update Study 2021 in the 13
key partners of the EU — Brazil, Canada, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia Japan, Mexico, Nigeria, Russia, South
Africa, the Republic of Korea and the US. The survey tracks perceptions of the EU among the general publics in
the respective countries across the key research indicators: visibility; actorness/effectiveness; local resonance; and
norm-setting. The survey for this study was conducted in the 13 target countries using an online panel sampling.

The survey findings reveal that across all countries surveyed, the general awareness of the EU is high, with a
broad majority of respondent being able to say whether they feel positively, negatively or neutral about the bloc.
The lowest share of respondents who can formulate their attitude towards th EU is in the US. The overall number
of people who can formulate their attitude towards EU has increased compared to 2015 in all countries, except
for China and the Republic of Korea, where it remains stable.

EU is perceived positively from the general publics across most of the target countries. Similar to the baseline
study of 2015, respondents see the EU among the most positively viewed when compared to selected countries
and international organisations. Consistent with findings across methods in this study, The EU usually shares
the highest positions with the US and Japan, or the respondents’ own country when applicable. In China and in
the US where, as mentioned, views of the EU are less positive, it still comes third out of eight in terms of positive
views. In Russia, the EU comes fourth after Russia, China and Japan in terms of positive view In most countries,
respondents report high level of awareness of the EU in their day-to-day life with more than half of the
participants hearing or reading about the EU at least once a week.

The distinction between the EU and Europe varies across the themes. Respondents appear more likely to
associate the EU with the economy and politics than with culture, which is more strongly associated with Europe.
Themes such as climate, energy, research, science, and technology and social development are less clearly identified
with a specific entity. This is consistent with the visibility of the EU as an important partner in trade and
international relations. The findings are consistent with the baseline study of 2015, when economy and trade
were the mostly associated with Europe, and climate, science, research and technology remained heavily under
researched.

Perceptions of the bilateral relationship with the EU vary across countries. However, when compared with
bilateral relationships with other countries, the relationship with the EU is often among those perceived the most
positive. It is only outranked by the US and/or Japan (in Brazil, Canada, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Japan, the
Republic of Korea, South Africa and the US). Russia is an exception with a significant share of the general public
having negative opinions of the Russia-EU relation. However, compared to 2015, the perception has still slightly
improved since 2015 in Russia, India and South Africa. In the US and even more noticeably in China, perceptions
of the relationship with the EU have deteriorated.

Results also show that perception of EU global leadership varies across countries. The analysis was able to
distinguish three groups where respondents share opinions. The first group includes Nigeria,
Indonesia, India, South Africa, Colombia, Mexico and Brazil. Their respondents see the EU’s
leadership as both highly likely and desirable. In all these countries except for India, the likelihood is
seen as slightly higher than the desirability. In the second group of countries, respondents come from
Canada, the US and Japan. Participants there see the EU’s leadership as both moderately likely and
moderately desirable. For these countries, the EU leadership is seen as slightly more desirable than
likely, indicating a certain level of sympathy from respondents while they might also consider that the
future of their country is less dependent on the actions and decision made by the EU. Finally, the third
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group of countries is made of Russia, the Republic of Korea, and China. Respondents there, while
showing moderate level of likelihood and desirability, also exhibit a higher level of likelihood than
desirability of the EU’s leadership. Perceptions of the performance of the EU in specific thematic issue-
areas show its pronounced visibility in the economic field, especially in terms of global trade, as well as tourism
and research, science, and technology. The role of the EU in fighting climate change and protecting the
environment is seen particularly positively alongside its support for regional and international cooperation. EU
actions when dealing with refugees and displaced people as well as integrating migrant and refugees remain to
be seen more negatively by respondents across most target countries. However, apart from China, these
indicators are perceived more positively in most of the partner countries compared to 2015.
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Introduction

This Annex presents the final findings from the public opinion survey component of the Update Study 2021 and
its methodology. Individual public opinion surveys were carried out between 28 April and 16 May 2021 in 13
target countries: Brazil, Canada, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, Japan, Mexico, Nigeria, Russia, South Africa,
the Republic of Korea and the US. This report provides insights into the findings in all 13 countries under this
Study. Country-specific analysis is provided in separate Country reports, prepared for each of the 13 target
countries.

The survey was a key source of information for the Update Study 2021. It follows the design originally conceived
for the 2015 Baseline Study and covers the following indicators:

- The perceived visibility and effectiveness of EU policies;

- The importance of the EU as an actor, compared to selected countries and international
organisations — actorness;

- The positive, negative or neutral perception of the EU, or what is the emotional connection with the
EU — emotive charge;

- The normative power of the EU (or to what extent do the ideas and norms promoted by the EU are
supported by the respondents)

- Andthelocal resonance of the EU (what are the location-specific links and actions and to what extent
these resonate with the pre-existing ideas and concepts in local contexts).

The main findings of the survey analysis are presented in Chapter 3 of this Annex. Chapter 3 is divided into four
sub-sections. Section 3.1. describes the general view of the EU in all 13 target countries of the study. Section 3.2.
focuses on descriptive images of the EU, as well as attractiveness of individual EU Member States. The report
then moves onto the perceptions of the EU’s role in international affairs, namely how desirable and likely the
respondents find the EU to take a leadership role in world affairs. Sections 3.3. looks at the perception of the role
of EU in global leadership, and Section 3.4. present the findings on how respondents from different countries
view the EU’s performance in different thematic fields including economic affairs and trade, global peace and
stability and social development among others. Finally, Section 3.5. reports on how respondents view the
importance of the EU in the issue-areas of trade, international relations, science, research and technology, and
education. Section 3.6. reports on the perceived exposure to news about the EU the general publics in the target
countries receive.

Chapter 4 of the report contains a comprehensive transcript of survey results with frequency tables of responses
to all survey questions.

Outline of the survey
The online survey was coordinated and conducted by PPMI through an online panel provided by Syno

International. The methodology of the 2015 Study was reviewed and updated to reflect recent global changes,
with some minor amendments made to the questionnaire. During the pre-fielding stage, the research team drew

11
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nationally representative samples® of respondents and set up the online survey tool to collect responses in local
languages (Table 1).

TABLE 1. LANGUAGES OF THE SURVEY BY COUNTRY

COUNTRY LANGUAGE(S) OF THE SURVEY

Brazil Portuguese

Canada English, French

China Simplified Chinese

Colombia Spanish

Indonesia Indonesian

India Bengali, English, Hindi, Kannada, Tamil
Japan Japanese

Mexico Spanish

Nigeria English

Russia Russian

South Africa English
Republic of Korean
Korea
us English
Source: prepared by the Core Team.

Data collection took place from 28 April to 16 May 2021. When the data collection process was finalised, the
research team proceeded with a thorough data cleaning process to ensure the quality of the data. Fraudulent
cases, identified by speeding behaviours, illogical response patterns and un-matched profiles, were removed
from the dataset. Weights were then produced for the results to be representative of each country population in
terms of age, gender and the type of region. The final size of samples across all 13 countries are shown in Table
2 below. In each country, there are 5 age groups: 15-24; 25-34; 35-44; 45-54; 55-64. The gender component is
divided into 2 groups: male and female. The regional division varies in each country due to geographic
characteristics.

8 The samples were composed, drawing information on various sources. In China, Nigeria, and US, we relied on
World Bank indicators to compose the sample. See: World Bank World development indicators database:
https://databank.worldbank.org/source/world-development-indicators. In Brazil: Brazilian Institute for Geography and
Statistics, http://www.abc.gov.br/training/informacoes/InstituicaolBGE_en.aspx.In_Canada: Statistics Canada:
https://www.statcan.gc.ca/eng/start_ . In Colombia: Colombian National Statistics Directorate (DANE):
https://www.dane.gov.co/index.php/en/. In India; India’s Office of the Registrar General & Census Commissioner:
https:/censusindia.gov.in/. In Japan: Statistics of Japan: https://www.e-stat.go.jp/en. In Russia: Russian Federal State Statistics
Office: https://eng.rosstat.gov.ry/. In Mexico: Mexican National Institute of Statics and Geography (INEGI):

https://www.inegi.org.mx/.

12


https://databank.worldbank.org/source/world-development-indicators
https://www.dane.gov.co/index.php/en/
https://censusindia.gov.in/
https://www.e-stat.go.jp/en
https://eng.rosstat.gov.ru/
https://www.inegi.org.mx/

Annex II. Comparative public opinion survey report

TABLE 2. NUMBER OF RESPONDENT OF THE SURVEY

COUNTRY TOTAL NUMBER OF RESPONSES
Brazil 1150
Canada 1018
China 1108
Colombia 1106
Indonesia 1133
India 1145
Japan 1126
Mexico 1227
Nigeria 1012
Russia 1114
US 1100
South 1158
Africa
Republic of 1030
Korea
Total 14427

Source: prepared by the Core Team

The research team conducted further analysis of the data to produce a comparative overview of the survey results
across countries and present aggregated results from the survey. Independent variables such as work status,
level of education and the household’s income level, gender and age have also been used to assess whether
perceptions of the EU vary within a country depending on these characteristics. Finally, the research team
produced an update of the 2015 baseline results to show any evolution of perceptions between 2015 and 2021.

Disclaimer on the comparability of cross-country survey data

As in 2015, the research team reiterates that collecting comparable data across different cultural contexts is a
highly complex task. Any direct comparison of the public opinion survey data in the 10 strategic partners that
were in the focus of research both in 2015 and 2021 should be approached with caution. Comparison for the
“new” three countries cannot be performed.

The research experience suggests that scientific literature, documenting the existence of variable response styles
across nations and cultures, does affect the way nations approach surveys. In particular, certain nations tend to
have a bias in the style that questions are typically answered. In the case of Japan, respondents have avoided the

13
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extremes of the scale, demonstrating the Acquiescence Response Style, or a tendency of respondents to agree
with items despite having a range of possibilities to answer in a different way.?

This report therefore does not compare the country findings between themselves, but rather present findings
from all 13 target countries included in the Update Study, and the differences between the results. The report
also compares the findings of the ten target countries, included in the baseline sample, with the Update study,
based on the same principle. For more information on the data presented in tables and charts, the research team
has added frequency tables at the end of this Annex.

A note on data protection

The employment of public opinion survey methodology included collecting personal data. The team prepared
and disseminated a specific privacy statement to inform the participants of the purpose of the study and of our
approach to handling their personal data. Their informed consent was obtained preceding each interview and
filling-in the survey. Participants had the right to retract their consent and to pursue their other rights as data
subjects at any stage of the project.

We implement appropriate technical and organisational measures to ensure a high level of security appropriate
to the risks posed by the processing and the nature of the personal data to be protected. PPMI operates from a
highly secure office with contingency plans. Project data is stored in the company’s server, which is installed in
a restricted area. PPMI also places importance on back-up facilities and critical infrastructure protection. When
needed, backups are managed through cloud-based systems (‘PPMI Cloud’). The cloud system is also used to
maintain a secure working environment for our clients and project partners. Finally, all personal data is kept in
two safeguarded servers with a mirror backup system.

PPMI employees are instructed on strict data protection principles. If a task involves any work with personal
data, employees are instructed not to share any data informally, as well as to secure information to prevent
unauthorised personnel from obtaining it (e.g. locking the work computer before leaving it unattended). All
sensitive information is additionally secured by passwords. Project files and data are only accessible to the
members of a specific project team. Access to confidential information is only granted to research managers, only
accessible to other colleagues upon request.

9 Paulhus, D.L. (1991), “Measurement and control of response bias”, In J.P. Robinson, P.R. Shaver & L.S.
Wrightsman (eds.), Measures of Personality and Social Psychological Attitudes, San Diego: Academic Press,
pp-17-59.
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Findings from the public opinion survey

The general view of the European Union

Attitude of the EU in partner countries was measured not only through its visibility, or in other word whether
the respondents have an opinion about the EU or know about it. As part of the opinion poll, respondents were
first asked how positive or negative they felt about a list of countries and organisations including the EU.

FIGURE 1. ATTITUDE VIS-A-VIS THE EU IN TARGET COUNTRIES (2021)

100% - E = S -
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

CHN JPN RUS CAN KOR USA ZAF IND IDN MEX BRA COL NGA

Very positive Somewhat positive Neither positive nor negative

B Somewhat negative B Very negative

Note: based on the answers to survey Q1: Generally speaking, please indicate how positive or negative do you
feel about each of the following countries and organisations (the EU)? (excluding “don’t know/cannot answer”)
The total height of the bar shows the EU’s visibility.
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Across all countries surveyed, the attitude of the EU is high, with a broad majority of respondent being able to
say whether they feel positively, negatively or neutral about the bloc, see Figure 1. The lowest share of
respondents who can formulate their attitude towards the EU is the lowest in the US where about 10social of
respondents could not answer/did not know. However, it must be noted that the number of people who can
formulate an attitude towards the EU in this country has increased compared to 2015, as it was the case in all
countries included in the 2015 study, except China and the Republic of Korea. There, it remains stable (see Figure
2).

FIGURE 2 FORUMULATED ATTITUDE TOWARDS THE EU (2015 AND 2021)

100%

95%

90%
85%
80% | |
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MEX RUS CHN

m2015 m2021

Note: based on the answers to survey Q1: Generally speaking, please indicate how positive or negative do you
feel about each of the following countries and organisations (EU)? (The columns show the sum of the percentage

Va7 /AT 7

of all the answer options: “very positive”, “somewhat positive”, “neither positive nor negative”, “somewhat
s

negative”, “very negative” excluding “don’t know/cannot answer in 2015 and 2021)
Lighter shades indicate that the change is not statistically significant (Pe0,05).

The EU is perceived positively across the majority of countries in the sample (Figure 1), although views are less
positive in China, Russia and the US. Perhaps more telling is the comparison with the perceptions of other
selected countries and organisations. As in 2015, when compared to the selected countries ( Figure 3), in 2021 the
EU is one of the most positively perceived international actors in the majority of surveyed publics. The EU
usually shares the highest positions with the US and Japan, or the respondents” own country when applicable.
In China and in the US where, as mentioned, views of the EU are less positive, it still comes third out of eight in
terms of positive views. In Russia, the EU comes fourth after Russia, China and Japan in terms of positive view
respectively.

When compared to other international organisations, the EU comes either first or second in terms of positive
views in all surveyed countries except China, Indonesia, India and Nigeria (Figure 4).

Figure 3 and Figure 4 present the attitude towards the EU among the respondents in the surveyed countries.
Each chart shows the views of respondents in the country indicated in the title and the bars are horizontally
ordered from the highest level of positive views (sum of “very positive” and “somewhat positive” responses) to
the lowest.
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Annex II. Comparative public opinion survey report

FIGURE 3. ATTITUDE VIS-A-VIS THE EU AND SELECTED COUNTRIES IN SURVEYED COUNTRIES
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Annex II. Comparative public opinion survey report
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Annex II. Comparative public opinion survey report

Republic of Korea Lo, Russia
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Note: based on the answers to survey Q1: “Generally speaking, please indicate how positive or negative do you
feel about each of the following countries and organisations?” (excluding “don’t know/cannot answer”). The
logic of ranking follows the method of grouping together the “very positive” and “somewhat positive” answers.
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Annex II. Comparative public opinion survey report

FIGURE 4. ATTITUDE VIS-A-VIS THE EU AND SELECTED INTERNATIONAL ORGANISATIONS IN SURVEYED
COUNTRIES
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Annex II. Comparative public opinion survey report
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Annex II. Comparative public opinion survey report

Mexico Nigeria
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Annex II. Comparative public opinion survey report

South Africa USA
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Note: based on the answers to survey Q1: “Generally speaking, please indicate how positive or negative do you
feel about each of the following countries and organisations?” (excluding “don’t know/cannot answer”). The
logic of ranking follows the method of grouping together the “very positive” and “somewhat positive” answers.
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Annex II. Comparative public opinion survey report

Compared to 2015, opinions about the EU improved in all surveyed countries except China - where they
deteriorated, and the Republic of Korea where they remained stable!?, see Figure 5.

FIGURE 5. POSITIVE VIEWS OF THE EU (2015 AND 2021)
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Note: based on the answers “very positive” and “somewhat positive” to survey Q1: Generally speaking, please
indicate how positive or negative do you feel about each of the following countries and organisations (EU)?
Lighter shades indicate that the change is not statistically significant (Pe0,05).

10 The small change visible in the chart is not statistically significant (Pe0,05)
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Descriptive images of the European Union

Thematic association of the terms “EU” and “Europe”

While the terms “EU” and “Europe” are sometimes used interchangeably to refer to each other,
respondents were asked to indicate which term first come to their mind when talking about specific
topics. This allows us to assess two issues: firstly, we can see the dominant themes in association with
the EU and with Europe, which illustrates what type of actors the two are perceived as being. Secondly,
it allows us to see the differences in the associations respondents have with the two European across.

Results show that the terms are used distinctively in specific thematic contexts (the EU for economy,
politics, social and Europe for culture and sports) and more indistinctively/interchangeably in other
contexts (research, science and technology).

Economy is mostly associated with the EU over Europe (47.6% cross-country average for the EU
compared to 25.3% for Europe) which shows that the EU is particularly visible in this area. This reflects
the perception of the EU as doing well in the fields of economy, global trade as well as specific areas of
international relations (see section 0). The topic of politics is also more strongly associated with the EU
than with Europe, although to a lesser extent than the economy (43.1% cross-country average for the
EU compared to 24.4% for Europe). In all countries surveyed except Japan and Russia, more
respondents associate the EU with the economy than with politics (Table 3). Although the association
is weaker than for the economy and politics, the topic of social development is also associated more
strongly with the EU than with Europe (37.8% cross-country average for the EU compared to 27.9% for
Europe).

On the other hand, the field of culture and sports remains strongly associated with Europe over the EU
(36.4% cross-country average for Europe compared to 27.8% for the EU) which might reflect lower
visibility of the EU in this domain but is also likely to reflect Europe as a historical entity, strongly
associate with it’s culture. Indonesia, India and Nigeria are notable exceptions where culture and sports
are more strongly associated with the EU than with Europe, see Table 3.

Table 3 present the terms most strongly associated with each topic by country. For example, in
Indonesia, politics is more strongly associated with the EU than with Europe or specific European
countries. We note this in particular, as it represents an interesting finding for EU cultural diplomacy.
More details on the break-down of responses can be found in the country chapters.

TABLE 3. THEMATIC ASSOCIATION OF THE TERMS "EUROPE" AND "EU" BY COUNTRY (2021)

Science and Social
Economy technology Politics development Culture
Brazil EU EU EU EU Europe
Canada EU EU* EU EU* Europe
China EU EU* EU EU Europe
Colombia EU EU EU EU Europe
Indonesia EU Europe* EU EU EU
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India EU EU EU

ppn e [wome w0

Republic of

Korea EU EU EU

Mexico EU EU EU

Nigeria EU EU EU

Russia EU _ EU EU*
UsS EU EU* EU

South Africa EU _ EU EU

Note: based on Q22 “Some people think about the EU when talking about economy, politics, culture,
sports and other areas. In your case, which term — Europe or the EU — comes to your mind first when
you think about the following subjects?” (“EU”, “Europe”, “Specific European countries”, “No
difference between them”, “Do not know / cannot answer”). The data results can be found in chapter
o0 Frequency tables.

* Denotes lower level of differentiation.

Although a similar question was included in the 2015 study, the introduction of an additional answer
category, namely “Specific European countries”, prevents from conducting historical comparisons
“likes for likes”. However, the updated wording allows to observe the persistence of the relevance of
national references when it comes to specific topics. Specific European countries remain important
references in multiple countries and particularly when it comes to culture and sport (in Canada, Russia
and the Republic of Korea), science research and technology (in Russia and the Republic of Korea) and
politics (in Russia and the Republic of Korea).

Attractiveness of the EU and EU Member States

The perceived attractiveness of specific EU Member States sheds a light on their persistence as relevant
references in foreign countries, as opposed to being absorbed in an overarching European or EU entity.
Indeed, differing level of attractiveness of EU Member States could indicate that they are still very much
considered as having separate identities on the world stage, with specific culture that differs among
various members of the bloc. Differing level of attractiveness could also be a signal that the EU’s image
on the global stage builds on the image of specific Member States enjoying particularly high level of
attractiveness. When respondents were asked to indicate which member-state(s) they found the most
attractive (they could choose multiple Member States), noticeable differences appeared between
Member States.

As reported in 2015, France, Germany, Italy, and Spain were most often found attractive by more than
half of the respondents on average in all countries surveyed. Other Member States mentioned as
particularly attractive included Austria Portugal (in Brazil), Sweden, the Netherlands and Denmark.
The perceived attractiveness is likely to be influenced by a complex mix of linguistic, cultural, historical,
family and sometimes former colonial ties between the surveyed countries and specific Member States.
It is also difficult to define how respondents assess attractiveness (as an attractive tourist destination, a
place to live, a feeling of convergence in values and culture), and therefore these findings should be
interpreted with caution.
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As in 2015, in 2021, the Baltic States and other Central Eastern European countries (CEE) were least
often mentioned across the countries as most attractive. Figure 6 below provides a cross-country
comparison of attractiveness of EU member states.

FIGURE 6. ATTRACTIVENESS OF EU MEMBER STATES
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Note: based on Q25: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?
Respondents could choose more than one country

Despite the differences in the attractiveness of these member-state, the overall attractiveness of EU
countries (in terms of culture and lifestyle — Q13) is high (ranging between 56.5% in Japan and 92.9% in
Colombia). The cross-country average (77.9%) is higher than in any country in the sample, and is less
sensitive to country variations. In other words, while countries enjoying high level of attractiveness
such as the US and Japan show much lower level of attractiveness in a small subset of countries (China
and Russia in the case of the US and the Republic of Korea in the case of Japan), the attractiveness of the
EU is assessed much more uniformly across all surveyed countries, with none of the respondents’
groups in the 13 countries being visibly antagonistic. However, the attractiveness of the EU in China
and the Republic of Korea decreased compared to 2015. The attractiveness of the EU as a place to visit
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is the highest, followed by its image of a place to do business and create partnership with, and, finally,
as a place to study.

Visibility of different elements of the EU’s image

Looking at the visibility of specific EU symbols, including institutions of the EU, the Euro appears to be
widely known across all surveyed countries. When survey participants were asked about whether they
had seen, read, or heard about EU symbols, they mentioned the common currency most frequently,
followed by the EU flag and the EU citizenship. The EU citizenship was not included in the list in 2015,
and this may explain the change in the propensity of other symbols and institutions marked as visible,
the prevalence of EU symbols over EU institutions in spontaneous associations with the EU marks a
change from 2015 where the European Central Bank and the European Parliament were part of the top
most visible EU elements. These two institutions retain a high level of visibility in 2021 especially in
Brazil, Japan, the Republic of Korea, Mexico and the US.

As observed in 2015, the least visible answer option by a considerable percentage was the Erasmus
student exchange programme, and, to a lesser extent, EU Delegations in the partner countries. The
results of the Update study mirror the same pattern.

Terms used to describe the EU

To gain a better understanding of how the EU is perceived in surveyed countries, respondents were
asked to pick within a list of selected terms, those that in their view best applied to the EU. To limit bias
in responses, the list included terms with both positive and negative connotations, and respondents
were also asked to assign these terms to other countries alongside the EU.

The term most often associated with the EU is “modern”. It came first in all but two surveyed countries
(Japan and the Republic of Korea). Interestingly though, respondents associate this term more strongly
with other countries, particularly Japan and the US, and in certain cases with China. The terms “strong”
and “efficient” are also often associated with the EU. “Strong” came second or third in eight surveyed
countries, “efficient” came third in six countries, but, as is the case with “modern”, these two terms are
also more strongly associated with other countries. “United” and “multicultural” are also often
associated to the EU (see Figure 7). “United” (in Canada, Columbia, Indonesia, Japan, Nigeria, the
Republic of Korea), “multicultural” (in Canada and the Republic of Korea) and “peaceful” (in Nigeria,
South Africa, the Republic of Korea) are the three categories in which the EU tops in more than one
country. Notably the Republic of Korea is the only country, where respondents see the EU as the most
efficient and trustworthy actor on the list of eight international actors.

The multiplicity of terms used to describe the EU and the fact that the terms most associated with it
(“modern”, “strong” and “efficient”) are even more likely to be associated with other countries shows
a certain difficulty of respondents to get a clear picture of the bloc. In Japan, the US and Canada, a
noticeable share of respondents even said that none of the terms listed matched their perception of the

EU. This corresponds with lower level of visibility of the EU in these countries as shown in section 0.

Association with negative terms such as “aggressive”, “hypocritical” or “arrogant” is low across all
countries, except Russia where “hypocritical” is the third term most likely to be associated with the EU.
This is nonetheless an improvement from 2015 where the share of Russian respondents describing the
EU as hypocritical was much higher (48% in 2015 compared to 24,5 % in 2021) and corresponds with
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the general improvement of perceptions of the EU in Russia described in section 0. In turn, the
deterioration of the perception of the EU in China is visible through the increase of respondents in this
country associating the EU with the terms “hypocritical” (from 6.9% in 2015 to 17.2% in 2021) and
“arrogant” (from 13.1% to 18.2%). Country chapters provide more details on the break-down of the
association of terms with specific countries.

FIGURE 7. TERMS ASSOCIATED WITH THE EU IN SURVEYED COUNTRIES (2021)
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Note: based on Q2 “Which of the following words, if any, do you think best describes [the EUJ?”,
respondents could choose multiple words (except “none of these”). The bars represent the percentage
of respondents who chose this word.

Perception of the EU in a global leadership role

When looking at perceptions the EU’s leadership on the international stage in the future, we take into
account two aspects. One is the perception of the likelihood of the EU’s leadership in the target country
— to attempt to assess whether the EU is considered a relevant actor whose decisions and actions are
likely to affect other countries in the future as well as the agenda-setting on the international stage. The
other aspect is the perception of the desirability of the EU’s leadership. This measure is more likely to
represent the local resonance of the EU in the target country and the perception of the bloc as an ally or
as an actor to keep in check. A low level of desirability of the EU’s leadership combined with a high
level of likelihood would indicate that the EU is seen as a relevant actor but also that its future leadership
is perceived as potentially detrimental or threatening to the interest of the target country. In this context,
it is important to note that the interest of the country should be understood as the aggregation of the
interest of respondents in a specific country, which does not necessarily correspond to the stated interest
of the government in place at the time of the survey.
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FIGURE 8. DESIRABILITY AND LIKELIHOOD OF THE EU’S LEADERSHIP (2021)
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Source: Prepared by the Core Team

Note: based on Q4 “How desirable or undesirable is it that each of the following countries and
organisations take a strong leadership role in world affairs? (EU)” and Q5 “In your opinion, how likely
or unlikely is it that each of the following countries or organisations will take a strong leadership role
in world affairs five years from now? (EU)”. The points represent the answers “very desirable” and
“somewhat desirable” and the points “very likely” and “rather likely” for each target country. Yellow
points indicate countries where the desirability is lower than the likelihood and blue points indicates
countries where the desirability is higher than the likelihood.

When plotting the likelihood of the EU’s leadership against its desirability, three groups of countries
are broadly visible. The first group includes Nigeria, Indonesia, India, South Africa, Colombia, Mexico
and Brazil. Their respondents see the EU’s leadership as both highly likely and desirable. In all of these
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countries except India, the likelihood is seen as slightly higher than the desirability. More country-
specific insights are available in the Country Case studies (see Volume 2 of the Final Report). In the
second group of countries, respondents come from Canada, the US and Japan. Participants there see the
EU’s leadership as both moderately likely and moderately desirable. For these countries, the EU
leadership is seen as slightly more desirable than likely, indicating a certain level of sympathy from
respondents while they might also consider that the future of their country is less dependent on the
actions and decision made by the EU. Finally, the third group of countries is made of Russia, the
Republic of Korea and China. Respondents there, while showing moderate level of likelihood and
desirability, also exhibit a higher level of likelihood than desirability of the EU’s leadership.

However, this perception of the EU’s leadership should be put in perspective with the perception of the
leadership of other countries (see Figure 11). In the Republic of Korea for example, the EU comes second
to only the US in terms of desirability and likelihood of leadership and in China and Russia, the EU
comes third in terms of desirability to respectively China and Russia and vice-versa. In both China and
Russia public believes their own countries to be more modern, peaceful, efficient, united, trustworthy,
multicultural and stronger compared to the EU. In case of China the difference in positive opinion of
certain characteristics of the EU compared to China reaches fifty percentage points. China and Russia
form a distinct group of countries which see themselves as the most likely and desirable global leaders
and the other country as their global “second best” (Russia for China and vice versa). In Russia China’s
global leadership is seen as desirable by 34.8% of respondents (33% for the EU, 19.7% for the US) and
likely by 79.4% (57.9% for the EU, 69.3% for the US). In China, Russia’s global leadership is seen as
desirable by 59.3% (31.9% for the EU, 15.1% for the US) of respondents and likely by 63.4% (46.2% for
the EU, and 44% for the US). The public in these two countries mutually see not only their own country
but the other country of the two as stronger, more peaceful, more united, more trustworthy, and
stronger than the EU and the US (the US is seen as more capable actor overall than the EU in both
countries).

Overall, across all the 13 countries, the EU is seen as benevolent but less potent compared to other global
actors. In China, Russia and the US, the public sees their own respective countries as the most likely and
desirable global leaders. This is based on high opinion of their own countries’ capabilities and relatively
low opinion of the EU as an actor. And for most of the countries in this study the US is the most likely
and most desirable global leader followed by the EU and Japan (in Canada and Colombia, the EU’s
global leadership is seen as the most desirable but the US still leads in likelihood). An exception is public
perceptions in Indonesia, and Japan is seen as the most desirable and most likely global leader (followed
by the EU and the US).
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FIGURE 9. DESIRABILITY AND LIKELIHOOD OF EU LEADERSHIP (2015)

EU leadership

100%
is likely ’
90%
80%
MEX
70% I IND
BRA ZAF
60%
RUS KOR CAN
50% USA
40% JPN
30%
20%
10%
0%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

EU leadership
is desirable

Source: Prepared by the Core Team

25



FIGURE 10. DESIRABILITY AND LIKELIHOOD OF EU LEADERSHIP (2015 AND 2021)
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Timewise, the perception of the desirability and likelihood of the EU’s leadership has
deteriorated dramatically in China in comparison to 2015 (see Figure 9). At the time,
respondents in this country saw the EU’s leadership as moderately desirable (55.8% agreed)
and highly likely (68% agreed). These proportions have significantly dropped in 2021. This is
further illustrated when comparing the trajectory of Brazil and China’s public opinion
between 2015 and 2021. While they had similar profiles in terms of perception of the EU’s
leadership in 2015, Brazilian public perception has improved over time, while it did the
opposite in China. Other significant changes are visible in India and South Africa, where
public perceptions of the EU have improved both in terms of likelihood and desirability. In
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Russia the perception of the likelihood of the EU’s leadership has improved and in the
Republic of Korea the perception of its desirability has decreased with the cumulative effect

of widening the gap between likelihood and desirability in both cases.

100%

FIGURE 11. DESIRABILITY AND LIKELIHOOD OF THE EU’'S AND OTHER COUNTRIES' LEADERSHIP IN
WORLD AFFAIRS (2021)
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Looking at public perceptions of other countries” future leadership further helps to understand
the perception of the EU’s leadership in a global setting. In this regard, changes are visible in
comparison to 2015 when the EU appeared as one of the top three major players in terms of
desirability and likelihood of its global leadership in the majority of surveyed publics.
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The EU’s performance in various fields

Economy and trade

There is a strong cognitive association of the EU with the field of economy among the general public.
This strong link, which can stem from a variety of factors such as the origins of the EU as an economic
entity or the visibility of its single currency (see section 0) is transpire in the survey results. Indeed, a
high percentage of respondents perceive the EU as an influential actor in global economic affairs (cross-
country average 79% of respondents said the EU was either “very influential” or “somewhat
influential”). This holds true across all surveyed countries, including such as China and Russia, where
opinions about the EU on other questions tend to be more negative. When the EU’s perceived influence
is compared against other countries and organisations, the US and China are overwhelmingly seen as
the most influential actors, leaving the EU somewhere close to Japan, the IMF or the WTO at the third
place. In several instances, such as in Mexico, China or Nigeria, the publics rank the EU further below
in this ranking. This challenge to the EU’s position is also visible when comparing the results with 2015,
as the proportion of those who see the EU as influential in global economic affairs has decreased in
China, Japan, the Republic of Korea, and Russia while it has increased in India and South Africa.

In the list of economic activities, the EU is seen to perform particularly well in tourism (with a cross-
country average of 77.9%), which echoes the high proportion of respondents seeing the EU as an
attractive tourist destination. Tourism is also seen as the field where the EU performs the best in seven
out of the 13 studied countries. Compared to 2015 where tourism came first in all ten countries except
China and India, there is a diversification of the fields in which the general public see the EU perform
the best. In 2021, global trade comes first in Canada, Nigeria and South Africa, development of new
technologies — in China and India, and industrial development — in Indonesia. As some of these
countries were not part of the 2015 Study and one field (global health) was added to the list in 2021,
such comparisons should be interpreted with caution. Nevertheless, the lead of the tourism sector
visible in 2015 has weakened with a much smaller gap between the perceived performance of the EU in
this sector and the perceived performance of the EU in global trade. Furthermore, the effect of Covid-
19, which has significantly impacted the tourism industry across globe, should also be considered.

Indeed, global trade is another field where the EU is seen as performing particularly well with a cross-
country average of 77.3%. The performance of the EU in this domain further echoes the fact that the EU
is seen by respondents as an important trade partner for their country and that there is an appetite to
further economic ties with the EU. In terms of foreign investments, variations are visible across
countries, with large shares of respondents in emerging global powers such as Nigeria, Indonesia, South
Africa, India, Mexico or Brazil seeing the EU as an important foreign investor while it is the case much
more moderately in other countries. This perceived reliance on EU investments might explain a
heightened perception of EU’s protectionism as respondents in these countries are also more likely to
agree that the EU protects its market at the expense of others.

Agriculture is a sector where the performance of the EU is the least positively perceived (together with
space exploration). The respondents do not see the EU as an important source of agricultural and food
products for their country (50,7 %cross country average), with the exception of India and Indonesia
where respectively 72,3 % and 67,2 % of respondents do see it as such.
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Politics

While the political role of the EU might be more difficult to define per se, the areas where it was seen as
performing particularly well were the support for regional and international cooperation, media
freedom and foreign policy. It was seen as performing fairly well in fields related to global peace and
security although the poll results to Q16 suggest that it is not the area where its action is the most visible.
Similarly, as 2015, when comparing the perceived EU performance in fighting against terrorism and
radicalisation, military operations and peacekeeping operations; military operation was perceived least
positively.

However, the EU is still considered by respondents as having an important role in maintaining global
peace and stability and when compared with other countries and organisations it comes third to the US
and the UN in terms of importance in most surveyed countries. China, India, and Russia are exceptions
with respondents in these countries seeing the role of their own country as more important. Compared
to 2015, the perceived importance of the role of the EU has increased in Brazil, India, Mexico and Russia
while it decreased in China and the US.

Similarly, the EU was seen as having an important role in promoting and defending human rights
worldwide to protect human dignity, freedom, equality and solidarity. When compared with other
countries and organisations, it is always one of the three with the highest perceived importance as
reported by respondents, except in China. Its cross-country average (81,8 %) is similar to the UN’s (82,3
%). The perception of the role of the EU in this domain has improved over time in a majority of countries
(Brazil, India, Japan, Mexico and Russia) while it decreased in China.

Climate and environment

The role of the EU in protecting the environment was considered important by a majority of respondents
across all countries. When compared with other countries and organisation, it came as one of the top
three actors in this domain generally alongside the US and the UN. It was not the case in China, India,
and Japan, however these results should be interpreted with caution as respondents tended to assess
the importance of all listed countries and organisations as relatively high.!! This year, an additional
question was introduced to measure how the action of the EU and other actors was evaluated by
respondents. Unlike in the case the assessment of the importance of countries and organisation in
fighting climate change, some countries stand out as having a more positive action than others. The EU
is one of them as it was evaluated the most positively by respondents across all surveyed countries
(cross-country average 77,5 %) just above the UN (77,0 % cross country average). China was the only
surveyed country where the EU was not among the top three countries and organisations in terms of
positive action for the environment.

Although the action of the EU is evaluated positively by respondents - and better so than other countries
and organisations, respondents in most surveyed countries considered it more important than positive.
In India and Nigeria, it was evaluated equally important and positive. This pattern of evaluating

11 When results across countries appear to be uniform (while it is not the case in other questions across
the survey), it is an indication that the question might be considered less relevant by respondents and
therefore the results are less reliable. In this specific case it is also possible that the similar assessment
of all countries reflects the awareness that climate change is a global issue.
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countries and international organisations’ action as more important than positive is not unique to the
EU, other countries used for comparison exhibited the same pattern.

FIGURE 12. IMPORTANCE AND EVALUATION OF THE ROLE OF THE EU IN FIGHTING CLIMATE CHANGE
AND PROTECTING THE ENVIRONEMENT (2021)
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Note: based on Q8 “In your view, how important or unimportant a role do each of the following
countries or organisations play in fighting global climate change and protecting the environment?” and
Q9 “In your view, how positive or negative a role each a following countries or organisations play in
fighting global climate change and protecting the environement?”

Looking at how the fight against climate change is seen when compared to other areas of EU action
seems to show that although the EU is seen as doing well in this domain (and better than other countries
and organisations as mentioned earlier), it is not necessarily seen as what define it in the eyes of
respondents. Indeed, the EU is seen as doing fairly well in term of climate change activism (Q18), but it
is not the area of social development where the EU is standing out the most. It is also the case when
compared to other political areas (Q16) with the bloc seen as doing fairly well in fighting climate change
but with doing even better in other areas. The same is true when comparing the EU performance in
economic sectors (Q14), with green technologies and sustainability being evaluated positively but less
so than tourism and development of new technologies for example.

Development and aid
The EU was seen as having an important role in providing support to developing countries to eradicate

poverty and to build a fairer and more stable world (Q10) by respondents across all countries. On
average across all surveyed countries, 79,7 % of respondents said its role was either “very important”
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or “somewhat important”. Russia was the country where this percentage was the lowest (57,0 %).
However, in Russia, as well as in a majority of surveyed countries, the EU came in the top three in terms
of countries and organisations having an important role in providing development aid. The UN and the
US were often considered as the top actors in this domain followed by the EU. Compared to
international organisations, although the EU comes behind the UN in a majority of countries, its role is
usually considered more important than the role of the World Bank or the ASEAN. Country chapters
offer more details on the perception of the EU role at country level.

However, when compared to other political areas, the action of the EU in supporting developing
countries did not stand out and was even among the weakest (Q16). On average, across all surveyed
countries 58 % of respondents said that the EU action in supporting developing countries was either
“very good” or “fairly good”. The political area where the EU stood out the most was support for
regional and international cooperation (cross-country average 65,8 %).

As noted for the field of environment, this gap in the assessment of the action of the EU compared to
other organisations and the assessment of its action compared to other fields is likely to indicate that
even though the EU is seen as performing well in this field, it is not seen as defining its identity on the
global stage.

Social development!?

In terms of opinions on specific topics relating to internal social development (Q18), most survey
respondents see the EU as performing particularly well in terms of overall quality of life and level of
education. Anecdotical evidence gathered during survey development in Indonesia and Nigeria
supports the idea that in some countries, the EU is seen as having very good conditions across all areas
of social development comparatively to their own. It is reflected in high level of positive views of the
EU action in all domains of social development in these two countries. Contrasts in the results are
starker in countries where the standards of living are somehow similar to those in the EU (such as
Canada, Japan or the US).

The action of the EU was evaluated less positively when it came to reducing income inequalities (in the
bottom three fields of action in all countries except India and Mexico) and the eradication of poverty.

The area in which the action of the EU is seen the least positively is the integration of migrants and
refugees. However, it is more positive in 2021 than in 2015. This could indicate that the image of the EU
has been durably impacted by its perceived response to the increased arrival of migrants and refugees
in 2015-16 (migrant crisis) and the policies of migration and the failure to integrate migrants. The
protection of minorities was also an area were respondents in several surveyed countries saw the EU as
performing less positively.

12 Social development is distinguished from the theme “social”, however, it is similar. Social
development is the measure of the overall quality of life through indicators such as level of education,
employment opportunities, fight for the environmental protection, human rights, minorities and
equality in general. The social theme consists of education, multiculturism, equality and diversity,
migration, far-right, nationalism, populism, xenophobia, climate change activism and socio-economic
inequality.
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Science, research and technology

In the field of advancing innovation and technological progress in the world, the EU is seen as an
important actor (across all countries, 81,3 % of respondent said so) but it is also seen as lagging behind
the US, China and Japan in most surveyed countries. This was also the case in 2015, the Republic of
Korea being an exception with the EU coming second behind the US. In 2021, the EU comes second in
the Republic of Korea but also third in Japan and in two countries which were not included in the 2015
study (Nigeria and Indonesia). In addition, respondents in Russia and in India rank the EU behind their
own country.

Compared to other economic sectors, the development of new technologies and science and research
were seen by respondents as sectors where the EU was performing very well. However, this did not
extend to space exploration, which was the sector seen the least positively by respondents.

In terms of health, the EU was seen as doing well in both medical research (73.5% cross-country average)
and global health (71.1% cross-country average) in most countries. Respondents in all countries, apart
from Japan, evaluate both medical research and global health above 50 % positively up to above 95% in
Nigeria.

* Culture and sports

Although the performance of the EU in the field of the entertainment industry and in media and
publishing was seen relatively positively by respondents (the cross-country average of positive views
for these fields were respectively 65,4 % and 66,9 %), these two sectors were among those evaluated the
least positively by respondents at Q14 (with the exception of Russia for the entertainment industry).
Similarly, respondents did not necessarily see the EU as a producer of music and arts popular in their
countries although variations are visible across surveyed countries. It was more popular as a producer
of luxury goods and clothes.

However, European culture still seem to appeal to respondents. As in 2015, all areas related to European
culture were evaluated very positively and somehow equally by respondents(Q20). No category stood
out above the others although multiculturalism was seen less positively among most surveyed countries
with the exception of Colombia.

The fact that the EU is not particularly identified by respondents as a producer of arts and cultural
goods but that specific fields of EU and European culture are seen very positively echoes the stronger
association of the cultural domain with Europe than with the EU. In this sense, culture and sport might
be identified as an important part of the European identity but the EU, as an actor, is not seen as its
driving force. Similar reflections are found in other reports, annexed to the Update Study (Annexes I,
III, IV and V) and Country Case studies in all 13 target countries.

This is also echoed the fact that a high percentage of respondents finds Europe attractive for its history
and that EU countries are seen as attractive destinations in terms of culture and lifestyle by respondents
and more so than other countries used for comparison (see 0).
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Local resonance

Relationship with the EU and partnership

Respondents were asked to evaluate the relationship of their country with the EU. This varies greatly
across countries with cultural patterns of response likely to play an important role here. As shown in
Figure 13, the relationship is perceived very positively in India, Nigeria and Indonesia while other
countries shows high level of neutral opinions. Looking at the perception of the relationship with the
EU in comparison with the relationship with other countries and organisation is helpful as it provides
additional context. It shows that the EU comes either second or third in terms of positive views in all
countries excepts Mexico and Russia. It is usually outranked by the US and/or Japan (in Brazil, Canada,
Colombia, India, Indonesia, Japan, the Republic of Korea, South Africa and the US). These results should
be interpreted with caution as the list of countries against which the EU is compared is limited and
might under play the influence of regional dynamics. Opinions are likely to be stronger (either
positively or negatively) for countries with which the relationship is particularly visible, and therefore
affect the ranking. For example, in the Republic of Korea, opinions of the relationship with Japan are
much more negative than for any other country, which is likely to reflect historical tensions. In
comparison, the perception of the EU is much more nuanced, with higher level of neutral opinions
which perhaps artificially make it seems more positive. Country chapters offer a more granular views
of these differences.

In Russia however, the perception of the relationship with the EU is much more negative than in other
countries, with more than one respondent out of three (36,5 %) describing the Russia-EU relationship
as “rather bad” or “bad”. In this country, only the relationship with the US is considered worse.
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FIGURE 13. PERCEPTION OF THE RELATIONSHIP WITH THE EU (2021)
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Note: based on Q3 “Generally speaking, which of the following words best describes your country’s
overall relationship with each of the following countries and organisations (EU)?”

Even though the 2021 trend for Russia was more negative, perceptions of the relationship with the EU
in Russia significantly improved since the last time the study was conducted, with positive opinions in
this country going from 11 % in 2015 to 24 % in 2021. Perhaps less dramatically, perceptions also
improved in India and South Africa. In the US and even more noticeably in China, perceptions of the
relationship with the EU have deteriorated in a way that is consistent with the results to Q1 (see 0).

In some countries, the perception of the relationship with the EU varies by age. In Brazil, Canada,
Colombia, Indonesia, India and Nigeria, people aged over 25 years old show more positive opinion of
their country’s relationship with the EU than those younger than 25. It is the opposite trend, in China
and Russia, younger people tend to have more positive opinions of the relationship with the EU than
older ones (Figure 14).
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FIGURE 14. POSITIVE VIEWS OF THE RELATIONSHIP WITH THE EU AMONG YOUTH (UNDER 25 YEARS
OLD) (2021)
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Note: based on Q3 “Generally speaking, which of the following words best describes your country’s
overall relationship with each of the following countries and organisations (EU)?” (“very good” or
“rather good”)

The importance of the relationship between partner countries and the EU was also observed through
respondents’ perception of the partnership with the bloc in specific areas. When comparing different
fields of cooperation, results show that the EU is seen first and foremost as a trade and international
relations partner. The importance of the partnership in the area of science, research and technology as
well as in the field of education exchanges varies among target countries, see Figure 15. Interestingly,
the perception of the partnership in specific areas appears more positive than the perception of the
overall relationship with the EU. Although the two measures are not directly comparable, the extent of
the gap in certain countries such as China and Russia is informative. It could indicate that despite
perceived poorer relationships, the EU remain a key actor for partnership and conversely, that the
perception of strong partnership does not have an impact on the perception of a positive relationship.

Compared to 2015, the perception of the importance of the partnership between the EU and the
respondents’ country increased in all domains except education exchanges (where it remained stable)
and across a majority of countries included in the 2015 study. China stands out once again as an
exception, with the perception of the importance of the partnership with the EU decreasing in all
domains.

The importance of the EU as a trade partner echoes the respondents’ perception that the EU is
particularly visible in the economic domain where it is perceived to performs well (see section 0).
However, as noted earlier this is not without raising some potential concerns from respondents in
emerging countries regarding the perceived tendency of the EU to promote its market at the expense of
others. Similarly, while the EU is seen as an important partner in international relations by respondents
in all surveyed countries, it is not always considered as trustworthy partner. This is particularly visible
in countries more established on the international arena such as China, Japan, Russia or the US.
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However, this does not affect the interest in strengthening political ties with the bloc. A large share of
respondents in all surveyed countries except the US, agree that their countries should have stronger ties
with the EU. In the US, just above half of respondents say so (52,2 %).

FIGURE 15. IMPORTANCE OF THE PARTNERSHIP WITH THE EU IN SPECIFIC DOMAINS (2021)
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Note: based on Q15 “How strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements
(...)?” “The EU is an important trade partner for your country”, “The EU is an important partner to
your country in science, research and technology”, and Q17 “Looking from your country’s perspective,
how strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?” “The EU is an important
partner to your country in international relations” and “The EU is an important partner for your
country’s education exchange “. This table presents the percentage of respondents in each country who

answered “strongly agree” or “agree” to each statement.
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o EU as a norm-setter

Respondents were surveyed about their values and whether these aligned with those promoted by the
EU. When asked whether the EU shared the same democratic principles as their country, respondents
did not necessarily agree (cross country average 50,1 %). China and Russia had the lowest share of
respondents agreeing with this statement (less than one respondent in three), but it was also low in
other countries such as the US, South Africa, Brazil, Colombia and Japan (less than one respondent out
of two). The EU was also not necessarily seen as a good example for the respondent’s country in
promoting equality between women and men. The percentage of respondents agreeing with this
statement was lower in Canada, China, Japan, the Republic of Korea, Russia and the US.

Frequency of hearing of the EU and information preference

The survey also provides information on how much exposure to news about the EU the general
population of target countries receive. Respondents were asked to provide an estimate of the frequency
at which they read or hear about the EU, not only through the media but also in the broader sense,
through word and mouth. In a majority of countries (10 out of 13), there is a high level of visibility of
the EU, with more than half of the population hearing or reading about it at least once a week, see Figure
16. In Japan, the US and Canada, the general population tends to hear or read much less about the EU
with more than one person out of ten never hearing or reading about the EU, one out of eight people in
the US.

FIGURE 16. FREQUENCY OF READING/HEARING ABOUT THE EU (2021)
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Note: based on Q27: Generally, how often, if ever, do you hear or read about the EU?
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Within the population of each target country, exposure to EU news varies by demographics. In all
countries except Indonesia, men are more likely than women to report reading or hearing about the EU
at least once a week, see Figure 17. There is also evidence that age plays a role in some countries. In
Brazil, China, Colombia, Indonesia, India, Nigeria, Russia and South Africa people aged 25 and over
are more likely to read or hear about the EU at least once a week. In the US, it is the opposite, see Figure
18.

FIGURE 17. FREQUENCY OF READING OR HEARING ABOUT THE EU BY GENDER (2021)
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every day” or “about once a week”). Countries where the difference between 2015 and 2021 is not
significant are presented in lighter shade.
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FIGURE 18. FREQUENCY OF HEARING OR READING ABOUT THE EU AMONG YOUTH (2021)
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Source: Prepared by the Core Team

Respondents who indicated that they heard or read about the EU were subsequently asked through
which medium they did. Online media and television channels were the sources of EU news the most
mentioned by respondents across all surveyed countries (Figure 18). They were followed by social
media in all countries except Japan and the Republic of Korea where print media (newspaper and
magazines) came third. Results also indicate that few respondents get EU news from EU delegations in
their country capital as it is one of the least mentioned sources of the list. Sources of EU news are further
analysed at country level in country chapters. One should keep in mind that as respondents answered
the survey online, results are likely to over-represent online sources (online media and social media)
due to fact that all respondents - by definition, had access to the internet. Another observation regarding
the source of information in the survey is the fact that younger age groups tend to use social media in a
higher rate compared the older age groups.

In terms of information preference, results from the survey show that there is a certain interest in getting
more information about the EU. Across all countries, between 54,8 % and 80,9 % of respondents
indicated they would like to have more information, no matter how informed they currently are.
However, in some countries (Japan and to a lesser extent China, the Republic of Korea, the US and
Russia) a noticeable share of the population said they were not really interested in information about
the EU, see Figure 19. While it was already the case in Japan, the Republic of Korea and the US in 2015,
it is a new phenomenon in China.
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FIGURE 19. INFORMATION PREFERENCE ON THE EU (2021)
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Note: based on Q29 “Would you say you are sufficiently informed about the European Union?”
Respondents who indicated that they “never” hear about the EU at Q27 and those who didn’t know
how often they heard about the EU were excluded.

At the end of the survey, all respondents were asked to select the activities related to the EU or Europe
in which they would be the most interested to take part. Figure 20 summarises answer to this question
in each surveyed country.

FIGURE 20. PREFERENCE FOR EU RELATED ACTIVITIES (2021)

European film festivals Joint sport initiative

41



42

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Activities between European and [Country]

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

KOR N

JPN I

KOR I
UsA I
NGA I
CAN I
CHN I

JPN N

KOR N

USA I
CAN I
CHN

JPN
CAN Iam

USA I
CHN .

COL I

RUS I

BRA IS
ZAF I
MEX I

Cultural events

ZAF I
RUS I
IDN [
BRA I
MEX I

people

RUS I
IDN I
IND
MEX I

BRA I
ZAF I
NGA I

IDN
NGA I

IND [——
COL I——

IND I

COL I

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

CAN N

JPN
KOR N

UsA Im
JPN
RUS I
KOR I
CHN

BRA N
MEX [

zAF I

CcoL s
NGA I

Academic exchanges

RUS N
CAN N

usA I
CHN I

IND [
ZAF I
MEX I

BRA I
(DN I

IDN

coL I

IND

<<
[©]
=z

Getting information about EU policies

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

JPN I
RUS I
KOR [N
MEX [

UsA Il
CHN

CAN [m

COL s
ZAF I
BRA N
IDN [

IND [
NGA I



Getting information on how to live in Europe Getting information on how to invest or do
business in Europe
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Note: based on Q30 “In which of the following activities related to the EU or Europe more generally
would you be interested in taking parts?”

Cultural events were the most popular answer option among respondents, coming first in Brazil,
Canada, China, India, Japan, Mexico and the US. Other popular activities included activities between
people from the surveyed country and European people, European film festivals and academic
exchanges.

When looking specifically at the type of information respondents were interested in, the most popular
category was information on how to travel to the EU (chosen by 40,6 % of respondents across all
countries), followed by information on how to live in Europe. The popularity of the latter was driven
by large share of respondents choosing this answer option in specific countries (Brazil, Colombia,
Mexico, Nigeria, Russia and South Africa) while it was seldom chosen in other countries.
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Summary

The EU is well visible compared to other leading actors, such as the US and China, as well as
international organisations, such as the UN. Compared to 2015, opinions about the EU compared to
other international organisations improved in all surveyed countries except China -- where they
deteriorated, and the Republic of Korea where they remained stable.

The study found that EU Member States which have remained the most attractive in the eyes of
respondents are France, Germany, Italy and Spain, as in 2015. Similarly, the Baltic States and other CEE
countries were least often mentioned across the countries as most attractive.

The EU was seen positively across a majority of countries, except for China, Russia and the US, where
it was seen less positively. The most negative attitude towards the EU is expressed by the Russian
respondents, marking continuity from the 2015 study. Despite these poorer results in Russia,
perceptions of the relationship with the EU significantly improved since the last time the study was
conducted. However, in the US and even more noticeably in China, perceptions of the relationship
with the EU have deteriorated.

The results of the perception of EU’s and Europe’s actorness are largely in line with the results of 2015
survey. The public opinion survey reveals that economy and politics is mostly associated with the EU
over Europe. In all countries surveyed except Japan and Russia, more respondents associated the EU
with the economy than with politics. The topic of social development is also associated more strongly
with the EU than with Europe. On the other hand, the field of culture and sports remains strongly
associated with Europe over the EU. The term most often associated with the EU was “modern”. It came
first in almost all locations of the study. Association with negative terms such as “aggressive”,
“hypocritical” or “arrogant” was low across all countries, except in Russia where “hypocritical” was
often used.

The evaluation of the effectiveness of the EU as norm-setting agent internationally is mixed. Only a
little over a half of the respondents argued that the EU shares the same democratic principles as they
do. China and Russia had the lowest share of respondents agreeing with this statement. The EU was
also not necessarily seen as a good example for the respondent’s country in promoting equality between
women and men. The percentage of respondents agreeing with this statement was lower in Canada,
China, Japan, the Republic of Korea, Russia and the US.
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Socio-demographic variables and survey data

tables

This chapter provides with a brief comparative overview of how the perception of the EU changes
among the demographic groups from the aspect of age, gender, settlement, working status, household
income and education in the different countries. The chapter also presents the frequency tables broken-
down by country for all questions included in the 2021 public opinion poll.'3 Percentages are presented
weighted by age, gender, region and settlement type (urban or rural). The bases are unweighted and
represent the actual number of respondents from which the question was asked.

Table 3 and Table 4 summarise how the perception of the EU changes from the aspect of the socio-
demographic characteristics of the respondents. While the questions of the survey can have positive or
negative outcomes, the socio-demographic characteristics are analysed in a binary way as well.

13 The demographic questions (Q31 to Q37) are excluded, as well as the questions not directly referring
to the EU (for e.g. Q1_1 “Generally speaking, please indicate how positive or negative you feel about
the US”
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TABLE 4 . INFLUENCE OF CHARACTERISTICS OF INDIVIDUALS ON THE PERCEPTION OF THE EU

Age
Older > 25

Younger <25

Gender
Women

Men

Settlement
Urban

Rural

Working
status

Employed
Unemployed

46

GENERAL VIEW
OF THE EU

Older 1(BRA,
CAN, JPN, KOR,
NGA)

Younger 1 (CHN,
COL, IDN, MEX,
RUS, US, ZAF)

Women 1 (BRA,
CAN, CHN, IDN,
IND, JPN, RUS,
ZAF)

Men 1 (KOR)

Urban 1 (US, KOR,
IND, IDN, COL,
CHN, CAN, BRA)
Rural 1 (ZAF,
RUS, NGA, JPN

Employed 1 (BRA,
COL, IDN, IND,
MEX, NGA, RUS,
usS)

Unemployed
1(CHN)

RELATIONSHIP
WITH THE EU

Older T(CAN,
COL, JPN, KOR,
MEX, NGA)
Younger 1 (CHN,
RUS, ZAF)

Women 1 (CAN,
CHN, IDN, RUS,
ZAF)

Men 1 (JPN, KOR,
MEX, US)

Urban 1 (US, MEX,
KOR, IDN, COL
Rural 1 (ZAF,
RUS, NGA, JPN,
CHN, CAN

Employed 1 (BRA,
COL, IDN, JPN,
KOR, MEX, NGA)
Unemployed
1(CAN, CHN)

EU LEADERSHIP
(DESIRABLE)

Older 1(BRA, CAN,
IDN, IND, ]JPN,
KOR, NGA, US)
Younger 1 (CHN,

COL, RUS)

Women 1 (BRA,
CAN, CHN, RUS,
Us)

Men 1 (IND, JPN,
KOR, MEX, NGA)

Urban 1 (US, MEX,
KOR, JPN
Rural 1 (ZAF, RUS,
NGA, CHN, CAN

Employed 1 (BRA,

IDN, IND, JPN,
NGA)
Unemployed
T(CAN, CHN, COL,
KOR, ZAF)

EU
LEADERSHIP
(LIKELY)

Older T1(BRA,
CAN, COL, IND,
JPN, KOR, NGA,
Us)

Younger 1 (CHN,
IDN, RUS)

Women 1 (CAl
CHN, COL, ID!
NGA, MEX, RU
uUs, ZA
Men 1 (JPN, KOR)

Urban 1 (ZAF,
US, RUS, MEX,
KOR, COL, BRA)
Rural 1 (IND,
CHN, CAN)

Employed 1
(BRA, COL, JPN)
Unemployed
T(CAN, IDN,
KOR, RUS)

EU INFLUENCE IN GLOBAL
ECONOMIC AFFAIRS

Older 1(BRA, CAN, COL, IDN,
IND, JPN, KOR, MEX, NGA, US)
Younger 1 (CHN)

Women 1 (CAN, IDN, RUS, ZAF)
Men 1 (IND, JPN, KOR, MEX, US)

Urban 1 (US, RUS, MEX, KOR,
IND, IDN, BRA)
Rural 1 (COL)

Employed 1 (BRA, CHN, COL,
IDN, IND, JPN, KOR, MEX, NGA,
RUS, us, ZAF)
Unemployed 1(CAN)

THE EU'S
ATTRACTIVENES
S

Oldert(BRA, CAN,
COL, IDN, IND,
JPN, KOR, MEX,
NGA, US, ZAF)

Women?(CAN,
IDN, JPN, MEX,
RUS

Ment(KOR, NGA

Urbant(COL, IDN,
IND, KOR, RUS,
us, ZAF)
Ruralf(BRA, CAN,
CHN, MEX, NGA)

Employed?(BRA,

CHN. COL, IDN,
IND, RUS, ZAF)
Unemployed?(CA
N, JPN, KOR, NGA)



Household Higher income Higher income Higher income Higher income Higher income {(ZAF, US, RUS, Higher
income N(US, RUS, MEX, 1(US, RUS, KOR, 1(ZAF, US, RUS, 1(ZAF,US, NGA, MEX, KOR, JPN, IND, COL, CHN, incomef(BRA,
Higher income KOR, JPN, IND, JPN, COL, BRA) KOR, JPN, IND, MEX, KOR, JPN, BRA) CHN, COL, IDN,
CAN, BRA) Lower income IDN, CAN) IND, COL, CHN, Lower income 1(NGA) IND, JPN, KOR,
Lower income  Lower income 1(ZAF, NGA, Lower income CAN, BRA) MEX, RUS, US,
T(NGA) CHN) 1(COL, CHN) ZAF)
Lower
income?(CAN,
NGA)
Education More educated More educated More educated More educated More educated 1(BRA, CHN, IDN, More
More educated T(CAN, COL, 1(CAN, COL, 1(BRA, CAN, IDN, 1(BRA,IND,RUS, IND, KOR, MEX, NGA, RUS, US) educatedf(BRA,
IDN, IND, JPN, IDN, IND, KOR, MEX, NGA, RUS, US, ZAF) Less educated 1(CAN, COL) COL, IND, KOR,
Less educated = KOR, RUS, ZAF) MEX, NGA, US, US) Less educated MEX, RUS, US,
Less educated ZAF) Less educated 1(CAN, CHN, ZAF)
N(BRA, CHN, US)  Less educated 1(CHN, JPN, KOR, ]JPN) Less
T(CHN, JPN, RUS) ZAF) educatedt(CHN,
JPN, NGA)

Based on country-specific cross tabulations generated from poll results for the analysis of explanatory variables. 1 respondents tend to have a more
positive opinion.

Source: Prepared by the Core Team

TABLE 5. INFLUENCE OF CHARACTERISTICS OF INDIVIDUALS ON THE PERCEPTION OF THE EU

THE EU'S THE EU'S

IMPORTANCE IMPORTANCE IN THE EU'S ROLE

IN GLOBAL FIGHT AGAINST THE EU'S ROLE IN SUPPORING THE EU'S ROLE IN WORLD
PEACE AND CLIMATE IN CLIMATE DEVELOPING THE EU'S IMPORTAN(! INNOVATION AND
STABILITY CHANGE CHANGE COUNTRIES IN HUMAN RIGHTS TECHNOLOGY
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Age
Older > 25

Younger <25

Gender
Women

Men

Settlement
Urban
Rural

Working status
Employed
Unemployed

Household
income

Higher income

Lower income

48

Older 1(BRA,
CAN, COL, IDN,
IND, JPN, KOR,
MEX, NGA, US,
ZAF)

Younger 1 (RUS)

Women 1 (CAN,
CHN, COL, JPN,
RUS, US, ZAF)
Men 1 (IND,
KOR, NGA)

Urban 1 (ZAF,
US, RUS, NGA,
MEX, KOR, JPN,
IND, IDN, COL,
CHN, BRA)
Rural 1 (CAN)

Employed 1

(COoL, MEX,
NGA, ZAF)
Unemployed

1(CAN, CHN,

IND, JPN, RUS,
Us)

Higher  income
T(BRA, CHN,
COL, IND, JPN,
KOR, MEX, US,
ZAF)

Lower income
T(CAN, NGA)

Older 1(BRA, CAN,
COL, IND, JPN,
KOR, MEX, NGA,
Us, ZAF)
Younger 1 (CHN,
RUS)

Women 1 (BRA,
CAN, COL, JPN,
RUS, US, ZAF)

Men 1 (IND, KOR)

Urban 1 (ZAF, US,
MEX, KOR, JPN,
IND, IDN, COL,
CHN, BRA)
Rural 1 (RUS, NGA,
CAN)

Employed 1 (BRA,
COL, IDN, IND,
MEX, NGA)
Unemployed
1(CAN, CHN, KOR,
us)

Higher income
T(BRA, CHN, COL,
IND, KOR, MEX,
NGA, ZAF
Lower income
T(RUS)

Older 1(BRA,
CAN, COL IND,
JPN, KOR, MEX,
NGA, US, ZAF)
Younger i
(CHN)

Women 1 (BRA,
CAN, COL, JPN,

RUS)

Men 1 (IDN,
IND, KOR, MEX,
US)

Urban 1 (US,
RUS, MEX, KOR,
JPN, IND, CHN)
Rural 1 (ZAF,
NGA, COL,
CAN)

Employed 1
(CoL)
Unemployed
1(CAN, CHN,
JPN, RUS, ZAF)

Higher income
T(CHN, IND,
JPN, KOR)
Lower  income
T(BRA, COL,
NGA, RUS)

Older 1(BRA,
CAN, COL, IDN,
IND, JPN, KOR,
MEX, NGA, US,
ZAF)

Younger 1 (RUS)

Women 1 (BRA,
CAN, COL, IDN,
JPN, RUS, US,
ZAF)

Men 1
KOR, MEX)

(IND,

Urban 1 (ZAF,
US, KOR, IND,

COL, CHN)
Rural NRUS,
NGA, CAN)

Employed 1
(BRA, COL, IDN,
IND, MEX)
Unemployed
1(CAN, KOR)

Higher income
T1(BRA, CHN,
IDN, IND, KOR,
MEX, RUS, ZAF)
Lower
income(COL,
JPN, US)

Older 1(BRA, CAN,
COL, IND, JPN, KOR,
MEX, NGA, US, ZAF)
Younger 1 (CHN, IDN,
RUS)

Women 1 (BRA, CAN,
CHN, IDN, JPN, MEX,

RUS, US)
Men 1 (IND, KOR,
NGA, ZAF)

Urban 1t (US, MEX,
KOR, JPN, IND, IDN,
COL

Rural 1t (RUS, NGA,
CHN, CAN, BRA)

Employed 1 (BRA, COL,
IDN, MEX, NGA, ZAF)
Unemployed  1(CAN,
CHN, IND, JPN, KOR,
RUS, US)

Higher income f1(BRA,
CHN, IND, JPN, KOR,
MEX, uUs, ZAF)
Lower income 1(CAN,
NGA RUS)

Oldert(BRA, CAN, COL, IND, JPN,

KOR, MEX,
Youngert(CHN)

us,

ZAF)

Woment(BRA, CAN, CHN, COL,

JPN,  MEX,
Men?t(IND, NGA)

RUS,

ZAF)

Urbant(CHN, COL, IDN, KOR,

RUS,

Us)

Ruralt(BRA, CAN, JPN, MEX,

NGA, ZAF)

Employedt(COL, IND, MEX, ZAF)
Unemployedf(BRA, CAN, CHN,

JPN, US)

Higher income?(CHN, COL, IND,
JPN, KOR, MEX, NGA, US, ZAF)

Lower income?(CAN)



More  educated
1(BRA,  CHN,
COL, IDN, JPN,
KOR, RUS, US,

Education
More educated

Less educated

ZAF)
Less educated
1(CAN, IND)

More educated
1(BRA, CHN, COL,
IDN, IND, JPN,
KOR, MEX, NGA,
Us

Less

T(CAN

educated

More educated
1(IND, JPN,
KOR, MEX, RUS,
Us

Less  educated
T1(BRA, CAN

More educated
1(BRA,  COL,
IDN, IND, KOR,
MEX, US, ZAF)
Less  educated
N(CAN, CHN,
JPN, NGA, RUS)

More educated 1(BRA,
IND, KOR, MEX, US,
ZAF)

Less educated 1(CAN,
CHN, JPN, RUS)

IND, KOR, MEX, RUS,
Less educated(CAN, JPN)

More educated?(BRA, CHN, IDN,

Us)

Based on country-specific cross tabulations generated from poll results for analysis of explanatory variables. 1 respondents tend to have a more positive

opinion.

Source: Prepared by the Core Team
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o Frequency tables

Q1. Generally speaking, please indicate how positive or negative you feel about each of the
following countries and organisations

European Union

Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very Do not Base (n)
positive positive positive negative negative know/
nor cannot
negative answer
Brazil 38.2% 38.0% 17.8% 27% 1.0 % 23% 1150
Canada 12.0% 38.5% 32.2% 7.1% 3.9% 6.3 % 1018
China 7.6 % 20.1% 50.7 % 16.0 % 28% 29% 1108
Colombia 41.0% 38.4% 15.6 % 28% 0.8% 1.4% 1106
Indonesia 37.7 % 41.7 % 15.8% 38% 0.1% 1.0 % 1133
India 33.2% 42.0% 18.3 % 34% 0.3 % 28% 1145
Japan 8.3 % 28.6 % 45.0 % 7.8% 22% 8.0 % 1126
Republic 13.7 % 34.0 % 40.4 % 55% 31% 3.2% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 38.0 % 38.8% 18.2 % 2.3 % 0.7 % 2.0% 1227
Nigeria 56.6 % 28.9% 12.0% 21% 0.4 % 0.1% 1012
Russia 9.8 % 30.0 % 41.1% 13.5 % 3.9% 1.7 % 1114
Us 14.2 % 28.8% 31.6% 9.9% 54% 10.1% 1100
South 28.6 % 36.5% 232% 6.0% 33% 23% 1158
Africa
Total 26.2 % 34.3% 27.7 % 6.4 % 2.1% 3.4% 14427
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Q2. Which of the following words, if any, do you think best describes each of the following countries
and organisations? * Please, select as many words as apply to each country/ organisation.

Response on European Union

i _
iy g v g
—_ - % = 2 = =
p=! - -
£ £ g 50 -] 2 g 2 8 < © s
5 e ‘g £ g 5 = & e ¥ v e 9
S S & 3 3 | 88 £ g 58 =
3 & = = > &0 > g S 2
= ~ b5 b =) = = < o) < Z< nm
Brazil 478%  318%  420%  453%  314%  242% 242%  47%  30%  54%  36% 1150
Canada 320%  268%  227%  242%  297%  178%  292%  38%  63%  63%  162% 1018
China 465%  21.0%  239%  296%  142%  100%  424% 111% 172% 181%  63% 1108
Colombia 564%  325%  458%  433%  395%  278%  350%  58%  31%  42%  19% 1106
Indonesia | 681%  426% 375% 495%  446% 273% 318% 132%  32%  56%  09% 1133
India 555%  453%  506%  479%  37.0%  308%  260% 154% 111%  66%  20% 1145
Japan 194% 154% 106%  78% 173% 11.0% 222%  19%  58%  36%  313% 112
Republic of
BIGN 232%  320% 271%  164%  253%  223% 21.6%  28%  58%  53%  86% 1030
Mexico 528%  312%  434%  443%  382%  242% 271%  42%  51%  47%  22% 1227
Nigeria 64.8 % 55.0 % 52.5% 55.3 % 47.3 % 31.7 % 245 % 4.4 % 4.1 % 3.7 % 1.1 % 1012
Russia 379%  145% 181%  187%  127%  113% 358%  91%  245%  168%  69% 1114
Us 29.7 % 271 % 22.1% 20.7 % 22.0 % 13.7 % 232 % 5.8% 8.2 % 9.3 % 22.6 % 1100
. 42.1 % 7 % 7.5 % 7.1 % 2.0 % 22.6 % 25.5 % 2 % 9.0 % 7.2 % 9 % 1158
i‘;‘r‘lt:; 1%  367% 375%  371%  320% 6% % 62% 0% % 39%
Total 44.5 % 31.6 % 335 % 34.0 % 30.1 % 21.1 % 28.4 % 6.8 % 8.2 % 7.5 % 8.2 % 14427
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Q3. Generally speaking, which of the following words best describes your country’s overall
relationship with each of the following countries and organisations?

Response on European Union

Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very Do not Base (n)
positive positive positive negative negative know/
nor cannot
negative answer
Brazil 22.5% 36.6 % 24.9 % 8.6 % 3.5% 3.9 % 1150
Canada 17.2 % 38.7 % 26.5 % 3.6 % 2.9% 11.0 % 1018
China 8.2 % 23.9 % 50.2 % 8.2 % 2.8% 6.6 % 1108
Colombia 229 % 35.4 % 32.5% 4.6 % 0.9 % 3.7 % 1106
Indonesia 33.3 % 51.1 % 11.3 % 1.5 % 0.4 % 23 % 1133
India 38.5% 41.5 % 16.0 % 2.0% 1.0 % 1.0 % 1145
Japan 7.3 % 31.0 % 41.4 % 6.4 % 1.5 % 12.4 % 1126
Republic 9.4% 33.8% 41.9% 7.0% 1.3% 6.7 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 19.3 % 32.7 % 39.7 % 4.6 % 0.5 % 3.1% 1227
Nigeria 47.2 % 35.2% 14.1% 1.6 % 1.9 % 1012
Russia 52 % 19.2 % 34.3 % 29.3 % 7.2 % 4.8 % 1114
us 15.4 % 31.4% 28.5 % 7.5 % 25% 14.7 % 1100
South 21.5% 36.1% 29.2% 5.2% 1.7 % 6.4 % 1158
Africa
Total 20.6 % 34.4% 30.1 % 7.0 % 2.0% 6.0 % 14427
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Q4. How desirable or undesirable is it that each of the following countries and organisations take a
strong leadership role in world affairs?

Response on European Union

Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very Do not Base (n)
desirable desirable desirable undesirable  undesirable know/
nor cannot
undesirable answer
Brazil 36.4 % 31.3% 17.2 % 7.3 % 4.9 % 2.9 % 1150
Canada 19.7 % 35.6 % 25.0% 6.9 % 4.7 % 8.2 % 1018
China 7.7 % 24.2 % 47.6 % 10.4 % 3.1% 7.0 % 1108
Colombia 37.0% 37.8% 17.8 % 3.9 % 2.2% 1.4 % 1106
Indonesia 36.5 % 37.5% 18.4 % 3.9 % 1.8 % 2.0% 1133
India 39.8% 39.7 % 15.5 % 1.7 % 2.2 % 1.0 % 1145
Japan 10.0 % 27.6 % 38.5 % 9.2 % 3.0% 11.6 % 1126
Republic 14.7 % 29.7 % 403 % 5.8% 3.5% 6.0% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 34.5 % 34.3 % 23.1 % 4.9 % 2.4 % 0.8 % 1227
Nigeria 57.7 % 322 % 6.1 % 21 % 0.9 % 1.0 % 1012
Russia 7.4 % 25.8 % 32.9% 17.8 % 10.2 % 6.0 % 1114
Us 21.8% 283 % 24.5 % 7.5 % 5.2 % 12.6 % 1100
South 35.8% 35.9% 16.8 % 5.5% 35% 25% 1158
Africa
Total 27.7 % 323 % 24.9 % 6.7 % 3.6 % 4.8% 14427
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Q5. In your opinion, how likely or unlikely is it that each of the following countries or organisations
will take a strong leadership role in world affairs five years from now?

Response on European Union

Very Rather Neither Rather Very Do not Base (n)
likely likely likely nor unlikely unlikely know/
unlikely cannot
answer
Brazil 38.0 % 33.9% 17.3% 58 % 29% 2.1% 1150
Canada 19.1 % 34.5% 26.6 % 7.6 % 3.0% 9.1% 1018
China 11.0 % 352 % 33.8% 7.1% 5.6 % 7.2% 1108
Colombia 38.0 % 38.8% 14.9% 5.7% 1.8% 0.8% 1106
Indonesia 46.7 % 37.2% 12.8% 1.4 % 1.3 % 0.5 % 1133
India 39.7 % 38.6 % 17.5% 3.0% 0.4 % 0.9 % 1145
Japan 9.5% 27.7 % 36.5% 11.6 % 31% 11.6 % 1126
Republic 15.0 % 36.4 % 32.5% 7.3% 31% 5.6 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 36.7 % 38.5% 16.5 % 5.8 % 1.3% 12% 1227
Nigeria 61.4% 28.9% 6.1% 3.1% 0.1% 0.4 % 1012
Russia 14.3 % 43.7 % 20.3 % 12.6 % 51% 4.0% 1114
us 21.4% 25.7 % 26.5% 10.1% 4.6% 11.6% 1100
South 39.5% 343% 15.6 % 59% 23% 24% 1158
Africa
Total 30.1% 35.0% 21.2% 6.7 % 2.7 % 4.4 % 14427
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Q6. In your view, how influential, if at all, in global economic affairs are the following countries and
organisations?

Response on European Union

Very Somewhat Not very Not at all Do not Base (n)
influential influential influential influential know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 55.5 % 31.6% 8.1% 20% 28% 1150
Canada 26.5% 42.8% 15.3 % 3.4% 11.9% 1018
China 16.9% 51.3% 20.3% 29% 8.7% 1108
Colombia 53.0 % 36.4% 7.8% 1.7% 1.1% 1106
Indonesia 50.6 % 41.0% 6.9 % 1.1% 0.5 % 1133
India 413 % 44.0 % 9.9% 28% 21% 1145
Japan 17.3 % 43.5% 21.4% 4.2 % 13.7 % 1126
Republic of 23.5% 52.8% 13.4% 47% 5.6 % 1030
Korea
Mexico 47.4 % 37.8% 11.7% 1.1% 1.9% 1227
Nigeria 72.7 % 225% 3.5% 0.9% 0.5% 1012
Russia 16.6 % 53.4 % 20.3 % 41% 5.6 % 1114
us 26.3 % 35.2% 16.1% 5.9 % 16.5% 1100
South Africa 50.7 % 35.1% 8.5% 229% 3.4% 1158
Total 38.4% 40.6 % 12.6 % 28% 5.6 % 14427
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Q7. In your view. how important. if at all. a role do each of the following countries or organisations
play in maintaining global peace and stability?

Response on European Union

Very Somewhat Not very Not at all Do not Base (n)
important important important important know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 65.5 % 24.7 % 6.4 % 1.8 % 1.6 % 1150
Canada 38.3 % 36.2 % 11.0 % 5.0 % 9.4 % 1018
China 21.3% 49.8 % 18.7 % 3.3% 6.9 % 1108
Colombia 59.5 % 30.0 % 7.3 % 2.3 % 0.9 % 1106
Indonesia 63.4 % 28.9 % 5.0 % 0.9 % 1.8 % 1133
India 49.5 % 33.8% 14.3 % 1.7 % 0.7 % 1145
Japan 27.5 % 40.9 % 15.7 % 3.1% 12.8 % 1126
Republic of 34.5% 42.6 % 13.5% 4.7 % 4.8% 1030
Korea
Mexico 52.2 % 36.1 % 8.6 % 1.5% 1.7 % 1227
Nigeria 75.3 % 21.0 % 2.4 % 0.7 % 0.7 % 1012
Russia 19.4 % 44.2 % 22.6 % 6.7 % 7.1 % 1114
us 34.1 % 29.5% 14.4 % 6.8 % 152 % 1100
South Africa 53.0 % 30.4 % 10.0 % 3.3 % 3.4 % 1158
Total 45.7 % 34.5 % 11.5 % 32% 51% 14427
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Q8. In your view, how important or unimportant a role do each of the following countries or

organisations play in fighting global climate change and protecting the environment?

Response on European Union

Very Somewhat Not very Not at all Do not Base (n)
important important important important know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 67.6 % 22.9 % 5.4 % 2.5% 1.7 % 1150
Canada 45.0 % 29.6 % 9.0 % 4.8 % 11.6 % 1018
China 35.5 % 37.9 % 16.3 % 3.8% 6.5 % 1108
Colombia 64.0 % 27.7 % 5.9 % 1.4 % 1.0 % 1106
Indonesia 69.7 % 24.4 % 3.4 % 1.1 % 1.4 % 1133
India 57.2% 29.8 % 9.6 % 21% 1.3 % 1145
Japan 33.5 % 35.5 % 15.1 % 4.0 % 11.9 % 1126
Republic of 45.0 % 34.1% 11.7% 4.6% 4.6% 1030
Korea
Mexico 60.2 % 29.0 % 7.8 % 1.6 % 1.3 % 1227
Nigeria 74.9 % 20.8 % 3.0% 0.4 % 0.9 % 1012
Russia 24.2 % 46.5 % 13.7 % 4.9 % 10.8 % 1114
Us 38.3 % 26.4 % 13.3 % 7.0 % 15.1 % 1100
South Africa 58.3 % 27.8 % 6.6 % 3.4 % 3.9 % 1158
Total 51.9% 30.2 % 9.3% 32% 5.5% 14427
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Q9. In your view. how positive or negative a role each of the following countries or organisations
play in fighting global climate change and protecting the environment?

Response on European Union

Very Somewhat Somewhat Very Do not Base (n)
positive positive negative negative know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 50.9 % 33.1 % 9.6 % 3.1% 3.3 % 1150
Canada 22.2% 41.6 % 13.4 % 6.0 % 16.9 % 1018
China 20.2 % 50.6 % 15.1 % 2.5% 11.6 % 1108
Colombia 48.2 % 40.3 % 7.5% 1.2% 2.8% 1106
Indonesia 59.8 % 32.0 % 4.3 % 1.4 % 2.5% 1133
India 50.4 % 35.8 % 7.9 % 2.5% 3.3 % 1145
Japan 17.3 % 41.3 % 16.9 % 4.1 % 20.4 % 1126
Republic of 26.7 % 463 % 14.4% 44% 8.3 % 1030
Korea
Mexico 46.4 % 40.4 % 8.4 % 1.5% 3.3 % 1227
Nigeria 74.0 % 22.5% 1.6 % 0.3 % 1.6 % 1012
Russia 15.8 % 50.0 % 15.2 % 3.4 % 15.6 % 1114
us 23.3 % 35.1% 14.7 % 7.6 % 19.3 % 1100
South Africa 42.1 % 40.0 % 10.4 % 3.3% 4.3 % 1158
Total 38.3 % 39.2 % 10.7 % 32% 8.6 % 14427
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Q10. In your view. how important. if at all. a role do each of the following countries or
organisations play in providing support to developing countries to eradicate poverty and to build a
fairer and more stable world?

Response on European Union

Very Somewhat Not very Not at all Do not Base (n)

important important important important know/

cannot

answer
Brazil 68.5 % 21.8 % 52 % 2.1 % 2.3 % 1150
Canada 37.6 % 34.9 % 10.7 % 43 % 12.5% 1018
China 28.3 % 45.9 % 13.9 % 2.1 % 9.8 % 1108
Colombia 53.3 % 31.7 % 9.9 % 3.4 % 1.7 % 1106
Indonesia 65.7 % 28.2 % 4.6 % 0.8 % 0.7 % 1133
India 53.9 % 30.7 % 10.4 % 3.1% 1.8 % 1145
Japan 30.7 % 37.3 % 14.6 % 2.6 % 14.8 % 1126
i‘:}f::lic of 42.1% 35.5% 10.8 % 5.0 % 6.6 % 1030
Mexico 49.6 % 34.9 % 10.4 % 2.6 % 2.5% 1227
Nigeria 75.7 % 20.4 % 1.7 % 0.5 % 1.8 % 1012
Russia 17.0 % 40.1 % 22.2% 8.1 % 12.7 % 1114
us 33.6 % 31.4% 12.3 % 7.5 % 152 % 1100
South Africa 53.4 % 32.8 % 7.7 % 3.5% 2.7 % 1158
Total 46.9 % 32.8% 10.3 % 3.5% 6.5 % 14427

59



Q11. In your view, how important, if at all, a role do each of the following countries or
organisations play in promoting and defending human rights worldwide to protect human dignity,
freedom, equality and solidarity?

Response on European Union

Very Somewhat Not very Not at all Do not Base (n)

important important important important know/

cannot

answer
Brazil 71.0 % 19.6 % 4.8 % 2.3 % 2.3 % 1150
Canada 44.6 % 30.6 % 9.4 % 3.6 % 11.8 % 1018
China 28.4 % 49.3 % 11.5 % 32% 7.6 % 1108
Colombia 58.4 % 322 % 5.9 % 2.4 % 1.1 % 1106
Indonesia 71.0 % 22.0 % 3.4 % 1.3 % 2.3% 1133
India 53.6 % 33.7 % 8.4 % 2.0 % 2.4 % 1145
Japan 34.5 % 34.9 % 12.8 % 4.1 % 13.7 % 1126
i‘:}f::lic of 45.2% 34.0% 10.2% 42% 6.4 % 1030
Mexico 52.0 % 33.2 % 9.3 % 2.9 % 2.7 % 1227
Nigeria 75.0 % 23.0 % 1.2% 0.1% 0.7 % 1012
Russia 17.8 % 48.1 % 16.7 % 5.4 % 12.0 % 1114
us 34.5 % 30.7 % 12.0 % 6.6 % 16.2 % 1100
South Africa 53.6 % 32.0 % 7.8 % 3.4 % 3.3 % 1158
Total 49.2 % 32.6 % 8.7 % 32% 6.3 % 14427

60



Q12. In your view, how important, if at all, are the following countries and organisations in
advancing innovation and technological progress in the world?

Response on European Union

Very Somewhat Not very Not at all Do not Base (n)
important important important important know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 64.9 % 25.7 % 5.7 % 1.5 % 22% 1150
Canada 37.6 % 33.7 % 12.0 % 3.9% 12.8 % 1018
China 33.7 % 44.7 % 12.1% 2.5% 7.0 % 1108
Colombia 56.0 % 32.2% 9.2 % 1.0 % 1.5% 1106
Indonesia 68.8 % 24.4 % 4.3 % 1.7 % 0.7 % 1133
India 50.5 % 36.4 % 9.3 % 0.9 % 3.0 % 1145
Japan 29.5 % 36.4 % 14.3 % 4.4 % 15.5 % 1126
Republic of 38.2% 37.0% 13.7 % 4.7 % 6.5 % 1030
Korea
Mexico 56.5 % 32.7 % 7.2 % 1.3 % 2.4% 1227
Nigeria 75.1 % 20.6 % 2.9 % 0.4 % 1.1% 1012
Russia 22.6 % 47.8 % 16.9 % 3.9 % 8.8 % 1114
us 31.8% 32.6 % 13.5 % 7.3 % 14.8 % 1100
South Africa 55.2 % 30.6 % 6.9 % 2.8% 4.5 % 1158
Total 47.8 % 33.5% 9.8 % 2.8% 6.1 % 14427
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Q13. How attractive. if at all. to you personally are the following countries in terms of their culture
and lifestyle?

Response on European Union

Very Somewhat Not very Not at all Do not Base (n)
important important important important know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 59.4 % 30.2 % 5.6 % 2.5% 22% 1150
Canada 30.4 % 40.5 % 12.7 % 5.8 % 10.7 % 1018
China 20.2 % 43.9 % 24.1 % 6.0 % 5.8 % 1108
Colombia 67.5 % 25.4 % 52% 1.1% 0.9 % 1106
Indonesia 50.0 % 36.6 % 11.7 % 1.4 % 0.4 % 1133
India 46.8 % 37.0 % 12.5% 1.7 % 21 % 1145
Japan 16.9 % 39.6 % 20.7 % 7.1 % 15.7 % 1126
Republic of 25.6 % 42.9% 19.1% 5.7 % 6.6 % 1030
Korea
Mexico 62.1 % 28.4 % 6.1 % 1.5% 1.9 % 1227
Nigeria 58.4 % 31.8% 7.3 % 0.9 % 1.7 % 1012
Russia 25.4 % 50.6 % 10.9 % 4.1 % 9.0 % 1114
UsS 29.2% 32.7 % 15.2 % 7.8 % 15.1 % 1100
South Africa 42.9 % 36.5 % 12.4 % 52 % 2.9 % 1158
Total 41.4 % 36.5 % 12.5% 3.9% 5.7 % 14427
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Q14_1. Development of new technologies: How good or bad do you think the European Union
performs in each of the following fields?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 58.8 % 28.1 % 8.0 % 1.4 % 0.8 % 2.9 % 1150
Canada 20.9 % 38.5% 19.6 % 2.9 % 1.7 % 16.3 % 1018
China 22.0 % 46.8 % 20.9 % 1.3 % 1.4 % 7.6 % 1108
Colombia 42.4 % 38.9 % 15.4 % 1.3 % 0.2 % 1.9 % 1106
Indonesia 51.2 % 39.8 % 5.9 % 1.1% 0.7 % 1.3 % 1133
India 57.8 % 35.9 % 4.8 % 0.5% 0.2 % 0.8 % 1145
Japan 14.1 % 37.2% 24.8 % 4.6 % 1.9 % 17.3 % 1126
Republic 18.1% 39.1% 28.8% 4.0% 1.9 % 8.2 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 44.2 % 36.9 % 15.7 % 1.4 % 0.2 % 1.6 % 1227
Nigeria 67.5 % 27.6 % 3.6 % 0.2 % 0.1% 1.0 % 1012
Russia 27.9 % 41.8 % 18.4 % 2.6 % 2.1 % 72 % 1114
US 26.1 % 31.4 % 19.6 % 4.4 % 1.9 % 16.6 % 1100
South 41.4% 41.2% 10.6 % 22% 1.0% 3.6 % 1158
Africa
Total 38.1 % 37.2% 15.0 % 2.1 % 1.1 % 6.5 % 14427
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Q14_2. Global trade: How good or bad do you think the European Union performs in each of the
following fields?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 57.8 % 29.8 % 6.2 % 2.4 % 0.8 % 3.0 % 1150
Canada 25.4 % 42.5 % 14.0 % 3.3% 1.9 % 12.9% 1018
China 25.1 % 42.1 % 24.3 % 1.8 % 1.2 % 5.5 % 1108
Colombia 48.2 % 36.9 % 11.4 % 1.4 % 0.5% 1.6 % 1106
Indonesia 47.0 % 43.7 % 6.7 % 0.6 % 1.1% 0.8 % 1133
India 53.0 % 37.3% 8.1 % 0.5% 0.2 % 0.9 % 1145
Japan 17.4 % 38.2 % 22.4 % 52 % 1.2 % 15.5 % 1126
Republic 18.0 % 38.6 % 29.9% 5.5% 1.4% 6.6 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 48.7 % 36.8 % 10.8 % 21 % 0.3 % 1.2 % 1227
Nigeria 76.4 % 21.0 % 2.4 % 0.1 % 0.1% 1012
Russia 27.5% 44.1 % 16.2 % 44 % 22% 5.6 % 1114
usS 28.2 % 32.9 % 17.3 % 4.0 % 2.5 % 15.1% 1100
South
. 48.9 % 37.2 % 9.2 % 1.6 % 0.8 % 22% 1158
Africa
Total 40.3 % 37.1% 13.7 % 2.5 % 1.1% 54 % 14427
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Q14_3. Industrial development: How good or bad do you think the European Union performs in
each of the following fields?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 55.7 % 30.4 % 8.3 % 1.8 % 0.6 % 3.1% 1150
Canada 20.1 % 41.7 % 18.6 % 2.6 % 1.8 % 15.3 % 1018
China 26.7 % 38.5 % 25.5 % 23 % 1.5 % 5.5 % 1108
Colombia 43.9 % 38.3 % 12.9 % 1.3 % 0.9 % 2.6 % 1106
Indonesia 52.8 % 40.2 % 3.8 % 1.3 % 0.4 % 1.4 % 1133
India 57.6 % 31.2% 9.9 % 0.7 % 0.2 % 0.5% 1145
Japan 14.7 % 33.7 % 26.9 % 6.1 % 1.3 % 17.2% 1126
Republic 16.0 % 37.3% 32.3% 5.0% 1.4% 8.0 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 40.3 % 43.4 % 13.5 % 1.5 % 0.2 % 1.2 % 1227
Nigeria 71.0 % 25.0 % 2.4 % 0.7 % 0.9 % 1012
Russia 25.5% 44.4 % 17.2 % 3.1% 2.8% 7.1 % 1114
usS 22.7 % 31.6 % 21.1% 6.2 % 2.5 % 15.8 % 1100
South
. 43.8 % 37.1 % 11.7 % 2.9 % 1.0 % 3.5% 1158
Africa
Total 37.9 % 36.4 % 15.6 % 2.7 % 1.1% 6.2 % 14427

65




Q14_4. Agriculture: How good or bad do you think the European Union performs in each of the
following fields?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 37.3 % 35.2% 17.4 % 4.4 % 1.4 % 4.4 % 1150
Canada 18.1 % 37.1% 20.8 % 4.9 % 22 % 16.9 % 1018
China 18.8 % 39.9 % 27.0 % 5.8 % 0.9 % 7.6 % 1108
Colombia 30.7 % 33.1% 26.6 % 4.4 % 0.8 % 4.4 % 1106
Indonesia 38.0 % 40.4 % 15.3 % 2.9 % 0.5% 2.8 % 1133
India 39.7 % 34.2 % 20.9 % 2.4 % 0.5% 2.4 % 1145
Japan 13.7 % 33.5% 28.6 % 5.3 % 2.2 % 16.8 % 1126
Republic 12.4% 30.2% 37.7% 8.3 % 1.2% 10.2% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 30.0 % 35.2% 27.7 % 4.1 % 0.4 % 2.6 % 1227
Nigeria 52.6 % 34.6 % 10.9 % 1.2 % 0.1% 0.7 % 1012
Russia 20.2 % 37.8 % 24.5 % 6.7 % 2.6 % 8.2 % 1114
US 20.6 % 30.8 % 23.7 % 5.1 % 2.6 % 17.1% 1100
South 31.5% 37.0% 19.3% 5.5% 1.5% 52% 1158
Africa
Total 28.0 % 35.3 % 23.1% 4.7 % 1.3 % 7.5 % 14427
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Q14_5. Tourism: How good or bad do you think the European Union performs in each of the
following fields?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 63.7 % 25.0 % 6.3 % 1.9 % 1.0 % 2.2 % 1150
Canada 34.6 % 33.1% 14.4 % 2.6 % 2.3 % 13.1% 1018
China 29.8 % 36.4 % 22.3% 3.1 % 1.1% 7.4 % 1108
Colombia 55.8 % 32.4% 7.8 % 1.0 % 0.6 % 2.4 % 1106
Indonesia 54.9 % 37.0 % 5.2 % 0.9 % 0.7 % 1.2% 1133
India 55.6 % 31.7 % 7.2 % 3.3% 1.1% 1.0 % 1145
Japan 23.9 % 33.4% 21.3% 4.5 % 2.0 % 14.9 % 1126
Republic 25.5% 36.9 % 23.3% 53% 25% 6.4% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 52.1 % 35.4 % 8.8 % 1.8 % 0.5% 1.5 % 1227
Nigeria 72.4 % 19.0 % 4.3 % 1.3 % 1.0 % 2.0% 1012
Russia 34.7 % 41.6 % 12.5 % 2.0 % 2.4 % 6.8 % 1114
Us 33.5% 29.7 % 15.7 % 3.5% 2.7 % 14.8 % 1100
South 49.1% 32.7% 11.1% 33% 0.6 % 33% 1158
Africa
Total 45.2 % 32.7 % 12.2 % 2.6 % 1.4 % 5.8 % 14427
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Q14_6. High quality food industry: How good or bad do you think the European Union performs
in each of the following fields?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 53,0 % 30,0 % 9,8 % 2,7 % 0,8 % 3,7 % 1150
Canada 25,7 % 34,8 % 16,8 % 4,0 % 2,2 % 16,5 % 1018
China 25,6 % 41,6 % 19,1 % 4,2 % 1,2 % 8,4 % 1108
Colombia 40,7 % 35,8 % 15,5 % 2,4 % 1,4 % 4,2 % 1106
Indonesia 50,9 % 38,1 % 8,0 % 0,9 % 0,7 % 1,3 % 1133
India 51,1 % 34,8 % 8,9 % 2,2 % 1,2 % 1,8 % 1145
Japan 14,9 % 29,0 % 29,5 % 7,2 % 1,7 % 17,7 % 1126
Republic 16,7 % 34,2 % 32,6 % 6,9 % 1,7 % 7,9 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 42,1 % 38,5 % 15,2 % 2,4 % 0,1% 1,6 % 1227
Nigeria 61,0 % 31,2 % 5,4 % 0,9 % 0,1% 1,4 % 1012
Russia 26,4 % 34,9 % 22,3 % 6,2 % 1,7 % 8,5 % 1114
Us 26,6 % 28,7 % 20,3 % 4,8 % 1,7 % 17,9 % 1100
South 42,9 % 33,4 % 15,7 % 2,4 % 1,7 % 3,8 % 1158
Africa
Total 36,9 % 34,3 % 16,8 % 3,6 % 1,2 % 7,2 % 14427
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Q14_7. Entertainment industry (movies, TV, music): How good or bad do you think the European
Union performs in each of the following fields?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 46.3 % 32.6 % 14.5 % 1.8 % 1.2 % 3.5 % 1150
Canada 18.0 % 34.1 % 22.8% 5.0 % 3.4 % 16.8 % 1018
China 20.9 % 36.6 % 27.3 % 4.6 % 1.0 % 9.6 % 1108
Colombia 32.5% 33.4 % 26.8 % 2.9 % 0.9 % 3.6 % 1106
Indonesia 44.0 % 42.4 % 8.7 % 1.8 % 1.6 % 1.5 % 1133
India 53.0 % 24.1 % 16.3 % 4.5% 0.5% 1.5% 1145
Japan 14.7 % 28.1 % 29.8 % 9.2 % 1.6 % 16.6 % 1126
Republic 14.4 % 26.8 % 36.0% 11.7 % 31% 8.1% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 32.7 % 37.6 % 24.8 % 2.7 % 0.6 % 1.7 % 1227
Nigeria 56.6 % 29.1 % 11.1 % 1.5% 0.1% 1.7 % 1012
Russia 29.8 % 37.7 % 19.3 % 4.0 % 1.3 % 7.9 % 1114
Us 22.4 % 27.1 % 23.4 % 6.4 % 3.8% 16.9 % 1100
South 37.2% 35.9 % 15.9 % 5.6 % 13% 41% 1158
Africa
Total 32.6 % 32.8% 21.2% 4.7 % 1.5 % 71 % 14427
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Q14_8. Media and publishing: How good or bad do you think the European Union performs in
each of the following fields?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 47.1 % 33.2% 12.4 % 1.9 % 1.7 % 3.6 % 1150
Canada 17.2 % 34.7 % 22.3% 5.4 % 2.8 % 17.6 % 1018
China 20.5 % 38.0 % 26.9 % 3.6 % 1.4 % 9.6 % 1108
Colombia 37.1% 39.2 % 16.4 % 2.3 % 0.8 % 4.3 % 1106
Indonesia 43.9 % 42.7 % 9.0 % 1.9 % 0.8 % 1.7 % 1133
India 45.7 % 32.6 % 17.0 % 1.8 % 0.7 % 22 % 1145
Japan 11.2 % 26.3 % 32.9 % 8.1% 2.7 % 18.8 % 1126
Republic 14.1% 28.5% 39.0% 8.3 % 21% 8.1% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 36.5 % 39.7 % 18.6 % 2.4 % 0.7 % 2.0 % 1227
Nigeria 59.5 % 33.2% 5.6 % 0.5% 1.2% 1012
Russia 22.3% 36.6 % 21.4 % 6.4 % 2.6 % 10.8 % 1114
Us 22.5% 28.9 % 21.1 % 5.7 % 3.6 % 18.2 % 1100
South 36.9 % 38.3 % 14.6 % 41% 1.5% 4.6% 1158
Africa
Total 32.0 % 34.9 % 19.7 % 4.0 % 1.6 % 7.8 % 14427
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Q14_9. Financial services and banking: How good or bad do you think the European Union
performs in each of the following fields?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 54.5 % 28.6 % 10.3 % 1.4 % 0.8 % 4.4 % 1150
Canada 21.2% 37.4 % 16.9 % 4.0 % 22 % 18.3 % 1018
China 22.4 % 43.9 % 19.5 % 3.8 % 1.4 % 9.0 % 1108
Colombia 44.1 % 35.6 % 13.1 % 2.4 % 0.8 % 4.1 % 1106
Indonesia 49.2 % 39.5 % 7.0 % 1.0 % 0.8 % 2.6 % 1133
India 54.6 % 30.3 % 9.6 % 1.8 % 1.0 % 2.7 % 1145
Japan 14.5 % 28.2 % 31.1% 6.0 % 1.7 % 18.6 % 1126
Republic 18.5% 35.5% 29.9% 6.7 % 1.8 % 7.6 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 42.1 % 41.0 % 11.4 % 1.5 % 1.1 % 2.9 % 1227
Nigeria 73.4 % 21.0 % 4.5 % 0.5% 0.7 % 1012
Russia 28.9 % 43.0 % 15.1 % 2.3 % 1.3 % 9.4 % 1114
Us 25.7 % 28.6 % 20.3 % 4.5 % 2.7 % 18.3 % 1100
South 46.3 % 33.0% 122% 2.7% 14% 45% 1158
Africa
Total 38.2 % 34.4 % 15.4 % 2.9 % 1.3 % 7.8 % 14427
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Q14_10. Science and research: How good or bad do you think the European Union performs in each
of the following fields?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 59.5 % 28.1 % 6.6 % 1.4 % 0.9 % 3.5 % 1150
Canada 25.8 % 36.5 % 16.4 % 3.4 % 2.0 % 15.9 % 1018
China 24.3 % 43.0 % 19.2 % 3.5 % 1.5 % 8.5 % 1108
Colombia 47.7 % 34.1 % 12.4 % 2.4 % 0.9 % 2.4 % 1106
Indonesia 60.1 % 32.0 % 4.4 % 0.9 % 0.8 % 1.8 % 1133
India 59.8 % 29.0 % 7.2 % 2.1% 0.3 % 1.6 % 1145
Japan 15.1 % 32.6 % 28.0 % 5.5 % 1.6 % 17.3 % 1126
Republic 17.0 % 40.2 % 28.5% 5.5% 1.6 % 7.2 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 46.3 % 37.3 % 12.5 % 1.5 % 0.9 % 1.5 % 1227
Nigeria 77.3 % 17.8 % 3.5% 0.3% 0.1% 1.0 % 1012
Russia 26.8 % 40.7 % 18.0 % 2.8 % 1.6 % 10.1 % 1114
Us 25.6 % 31.5% 19.0 % 5.6 % 2.2% 16.2 % 1100
South 49.3 % 31.5% 11.3% 2.7% 0.8 % 44% 1158
Africa
Total 41.3 % 33.5% 14.3 % 2.9 % 1.2% 6.9 % 14427
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Q14_11. Global health: How good or bad do you think the European Union performs in each of the
following fields?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 51.5 % 30.8 % 10.9 % 3.0 % 1.4 % 2.4 % 1150
Canada 25.4 % 37.7 % 16.6 % 4.3 % 1.8% 14.3 % 1018
China 20.8 % 41.0 % 24.1 % 5.7 % 1.5 % 6.9 % 1108
Colombia 40.4 % 36.3 % 16.2 % 3.5% 0.7 % 2.8 % 1106
Indonesia 51.6 % 37.0 % 7.2 % 1.6 % 0.8 % 1.8 % 1133
India 50.7 % 32.9% 9.4 % 4.0 % 0.6 % 2.4 % 1145
Japan 15.6 % 30.8 % 28.2 % 5.9 % 1.9 % 17.7 % 1126
Republic 18.5% 33.7% 30.2% 8.3 % 2.6% 6.6% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 43.5 % 36.2 % 15.0 % 3.1 % 0.5% 1.7 % 1227
Nigeria 76.9 % 20.0 % 1.9 % 0.7 % 0.6 % 1012
Russia 21.8 % 35.1% 24.9 % 6.2 % 3.0 % 9.0 % 1114
US 25.5% 31.1% 19.2 % 6.0 % 3.2% 15.1 % 1100
South 45.1% 32.6 % 13.8% 3.5% 22% 2.8% 1158
Africa
Total 37.5% 33.6 % 16.7 % 4.3 % 1.5 % 6.4 % 14427
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Q14_12. Medical research: How good or bad do you think the European Union performs in each of
the following fields?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 52.6 % 32.0% 8.4 % 1.7 % 1.3 % 3.9 % 1150
Canada 25.6 % 39.3 % 13.9 % 4.3 % 2.0 % 14.8 % 1018
China 22.7 % 42.6 % 21.6 % 4.3 % 1.9 % 6.9 % 1108
Colombia 41.8 % 36.6 % 14.7 % 2.6 % 1.1% 32 % 1106
Indonesia 55.9 % 37.0 % 3.5 % 1.1 % 0.6 % 1.9 % 1133
India 52.7 % 31.6 % 8.6 % 3.8% 0.9 % 2.4 % 1145
Japan 15.6 % 33.5% 26.1 % 6.4 % 1.2 % 17.2 % 1126
Republic 16.6 % 36.9% 29.1% 7.7 % 2.3% 7.5 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 47.3 % 37.5% 10.7 % 1.9 % 0.4 % 2.1 % 1227
Nigeria 71.5% 24.0 % 2.8% 0.2 % 1.5 % 1012
Russia 26.2 % 37.9 % 20.4 % 4.1 % 2.8 % 8.6 % 1114
Us 25.4 % 31.5% 19.2 % 4.5 % 2.5% 16.9 % 1100
South 45.2% 33.9% 12.6 % 33% 11% 4.0% 1158
Africa
Total 38.5 % 35.0 % 14.7 % 3.5% 1.4 % 6.9 % 14427
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Q14_13. Space exploration: How good or bad do you think the European Union performs in each of
the following fields?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 45.2 % 28.1 % 16.3 % 4.4 % 1.0 % 5.0 % 1150
Canada 14.4 % 27.5% 24.6 % 9.1% 3.6 % 20.7 % 1018
China 17.1 % 37.9 % 29.1 % 5.7 % 1.5 % 8.8 % 1108
Colombia 30.8 % 28.9 % 27.8 % 4.4 % 1.7 % 6.2 % 1106
Indonesia 46.1 % 40.0 % 8.8 % 1.8 % 0.5% 2.8 % 1133
India 48.1 % 27.5% 14.7 % 4.2 % 1.3 % 4.2 % 1145
Japan 11.9 % 23.6 % 34.0 % 9.8 % 2.1 % 18.6 % 1126
Republic 15.4 % 31.2% 332% 9.2 % 2.4% 8.5% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 32.3% 34.4 % 24.8 % 3.4 % 0.9 % 4.2 % 1227
Nigeria 58.7 % 27.0 % 9.3 % 1.2 % 0.1% 3.8% 1012
Russia 16.4 % 33.5% 27.4 % 9.4 % 2.5 % 10.8 % 1114
Us 19.2 % 24.0 % 23.3 % 9.8 % 4.5 % 19.1 % 1100
South 31.0% 30.7 % 22.0% 6.2% 22% 7.9 % 1158
Africa
Total 29.9 % 30.4 % 22.7 % 6.0 % 1.9 % 9.2 % 14427
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Q14_14. Green technologies and sustainability: How good or bad do you think the European Union
performs in each of the following fields?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 44.7 % 32.8% 13.2 % 3.4 % 1.7 % 4.3 % 1150
Canada 22.0 % 35.0 % 18.9 % 4.8 % 2.4 % 17.0 % 1018
China 22.3% 42.1 % 20.8 % 3.5 % 1.8 % 9.5 % 1108
Colombia 37.6 % 38.0 % 17.1 % 2.6 % 0.9 % 3.7 % 1106
Indonesia 53.9 % 35.1 % 7.8 % 0.9 % 0.4 % 1.9 % 1133
India 47.0 % 32.1% 12.5 % 2.4 % 1.4 % 4.6 % 1145
Japan 17.1 % 30.2 % 27.7 % 6.3 % 2.4 % 16.3 % 1126
Republic 18.7 % 38.2% 26.9% 6.4% 1.7 % 8.1% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 40.9 % 38.9 % 14.4 % 3.2 % 0.2 % 2.4 % 1227
Nigeria 64.2 % 26.0 % 6.3 % 1.4 % 0.3 % 1.8% 1012
Russia 20.7 % 40.2 % 23.3% 5.0 % 1.8 % 9.1% 1114
Us 24.3 % 28.0 % 20.8 % 6.9 % 2.5% 17.6 % 1100
South 35.7% 38.7 % 15.1% 3.9% 1.8% 47 % 1158
Africa
Total 34.7 % 35.1 % 17.2 % 3.9 % 1.5 % 7.7 % 14427

76



Q15_1. The EU is an important trade partner for your country: Looking from your country’s
perspective, how strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements about the
economic relations with?

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 39.9 % 35.5 % 15.9 % 4.4 % 1.3 % 3.0 % 1150
Canada 33.3% 36.4 % 15.5 % 2.8% 1.7 % 10.3 % 1018
China 30.7 % 45.1 % 17.2 % 1.4 % 0.3 % 5.3 % 1108
Colombia 35.2% 40.1 % 16.8 % 3.7% 1.2 % 3.0% 1106
Indonesia 50.9 % 38.6 % 7.4 % 1.9 % 0.4 % 0.8 % 1133
India 52.1% 35.7 % 8.9 % 1.6 % 0.5 % 1.2 % 1145
Japan 21.5% 40.2 % 18.4 % 6.0 % 2.4 % 11.5% 1126
Republic
P 27.2% 43.3 % 18.5 % 5.4 % 0.7 % 49 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 34.4 % 42.1 % 15.4 % 5.0 % 0.7 % 2.4 % 1227
Nigeria 56.2 % 31.2 % 7.7 % 24 % 0.7 % 1.8 % 1011
Russia 25.0 % 43.3 % 20.6 % 4.4 % 32% 3.5% 1114
usS 36.8 % 26.1 % 17.7 % 5.9 % 22 % 11.3 % 1100
South 42.4% 35.5% 14.4% 3.7% 1.0 % 3.0% 1158
Africa
Total 37.3 % 38.0 % 15.0 % 3.8% 1.2% 4.7 % 14426
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Q15_2. The EU is protecting its market at the expense of others: Looking from your country’s
perspective, how strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements about the
economic relations

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 24.6 % 31.3 % 28.1 % 9.0 % 2.3 % 4.8 % 1150
Canada 14.7 % 29.2% 29.8 % 7.0 % 1.8 % 17.5% 1018
China 13.3 % 23.8 % 39.7 % 10.7 % 2.9 % 9.6 % 1108
Colombia 23.2% 32.7 % 28.5% 8.6 % 1.0 % 6.1 % 1106
Indonesia 24.4 % 25.7 % 28.5 % 13.8 % 2.4 % 52 % 1133
India 38.6 % 38.8 % 13.3 % 5.0 % 1.3 % 3.1% 1145
Japan 10.0 % 23.3 % 34.5 % 13.8 % 3.4 % 15.0 % 1126
Republic 12.0% 27.9% 34.5% 15.1% 1.7% 8.7 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 24.1 % 38.1 % 26.9 % 5.5% 1.5 % 3.9 % 1227
Nigeria 44.8 % 30.5 % 17.7 % 4.8 % 0.3 % 1.9% 1011
Russia 23.4 % 35.7 % 26.2 % 52 % 1.7 % 7.8 % 1114
us 18.0 % 24.1 % 30.5 % 7.9 % 3.3% 16.3 % 1100
South
. 27.5% 33.1 % 26.5 % 6.2 % 1.1 % 5.5 % 1158
Africa
Total 23.0 % 30.4 % 28.0 % 8.6 % 1.9% 8.0 % 14426
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Q15_3. The EU is an important foreign investor in your country: Looking from your country’s
perspective, how strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements about the
economic relations

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 28.9 % 37.4 % 222 % 6.0 % 1.3 % 4.3 % 1150
Canada 20.7 % 38.3 % 19.5 % 3.9% 2.6 % 14.9 % 1018
China 18.9 % 39.8 % 26.0 % 4.4 % 2.0 % 8.9 % 1108
Colombia 29.9 % 41.6 % 17.3 % 6.0 % 1.4 % 3.8% 1106
Indonesia 36.5 % 44.1 % 13.0 % 4.4 % 0.5 % 1.5 % 1133
India 45.9 % 31.6% 16.7 % 2.4 % 1.1 % 22% 1145
Japan 12.4 % 32.8% 30.5 % 7.2 % 2.8% 14.4 % 1126
Republic 18.2% 42.6% 232% 7.8% 1.7% 6.6 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 29.8 % 40.2 % 21.8 % 3.7 % 1.2 % 3.3 % 1227
Nigeria 48.0 % 32.4 % 12.5 % 43 % 1.0 % 1.7 % 1011
Russia 22.1% 32.8 % 25.5 % 10.1 % 3.3% 6.2 % 1114
usS 23.7 % 30.8 % 22.5% 7.1 % 2.7 % 13.3 % 1100
South 36.5 % 36.7 % 16.8% 5.4% 13% 3.3% 1158
Africa
Total 28.6 % 37.0 % 20.6 % 5.6 % 1.8 % 6.4 % 14426
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Q15_4. The EU should have stronger economic ties with your country: Looking from your country’s
perspective, how strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements about the
economic?

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 50.3 % 31.8 % 12.2 % 3.4 % 0.4 % 1.9 % 1150
Canada 26.8 % 37.2% 18.4 % 3.7 % 22 % 11.7 % 1018
China 32.8 % 41.2% 15.6 % 2.7 % 0.5 % 7.2 % 1108
Colombia 49.7 % 32.6 % 12.1 % 2.7 % 0.8 % 2.0% 1106
Indonesia 45.3 % 43.4 % 7.5 % 1.1 % 0.5 % 2.1 % 1133
India 44.9 % 37.6% 12.5 % 3.7 % 0.1% 1.3 % 1145
Japan 15.9 % 37.9 % 25.4 % 6.1 % 1.9 % 12.9 % 1126
Republic 25.7 % 44.0% 17.0% 5.9% 15% 5.9% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 50.2 % 34.3 % 10.4 % 3.1% 0.8 % 1.2 % 1227
Nigeria 59.2 % 29.7 % 8.0 % 1.8 % 0.4 % 0.9 % 1011
Russia 39.1 % 36.5 % 15.2 % 3.0 % 1.5 % 4.7 % 1114
usS 24.1 % 29.7 % 24.5 % 6.8 % 2.3 % 12.5% 1100
South 44.2% 30.9 % 16.5% 43% 1.9% 2.2% 1158
Africa
Total 39.2 % 35.9 % 15.0 % 3.7 % 1.1% 5.0 % 14426
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Q15_5. The EU is an important partner to your country in science, research and technology:
Looking from your country’s perspective, how strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements?

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 28.0 % 32.7 % 24.0 % 7.7 % 2.3 % 5.4 % 1150
Canada 23.8% 37.8 % 17.8 % 3.8% 1.8 % 15.0 % 1018
China 25.4 % 39.0 % 23.5 % 3.1% 1.2 % 7.8 % 1108
Colombia 27.4 % 32.7% 27.3 % 52 % 1.6 % 5.7 % 1106
Indonesia 46.4 % 42.5 % 8.2 % 0.9 % 0.9 % 1.1% 1133
India 42.9 % 36.6 % 13.9 % 45 % 0.2 % 1.9 % 1145
Japan 16.1 % 34.8 % 27.2 % 6.0 % 2.4 % 13.4 % 1126
Republic 20.2% 45.0 % 21.0% 6.5% 12% 6.2% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 28.0 % 40.4 % 20.6 % 52 % 1.5 % 4.3 % 1227
Nigeria 44.1 % 33.7 % 17.8 % 25% 0.9 % 1.0 % 1011
Russia 22.1% 36.6 % 24.6 % 7.2 % 3.1% 6.4 % 1114
us 24.4 % 31.3% 22.3 % 6.6 % 23% 13.2% 1100
South 34.9% 33.9% 19.7 % 4.1% 1.9% 5.5 % 1158
Africa
Total 29.6 % 36.7 % 20.6 % 49 % 1.6 % 6.6 % 14426
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Q15_6. The EU is an important source of agricultural and food products for your country: Looking
from your country’s perspective, how strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements about?

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 19.4 % 22.0 % 26.6 % 20.8 % 7.1 % 41 % 1150
Canada 18.4 % 31.5% 24.0 % 8.7 % 2.4 % 15.0 % 1018
China 14.9 % 32.2% 30.0 % 10.6 % 2.6 % 9.7 % 1108
Colombia 18.4 % 24.0 % 27.7 % 17.6 % 7.0 % 5.3 % 1106
Indonesia 31.0 % 36.2 % 20.2 % 8.8 % 1.6 % 22 % 1133
India 35.4 % 36.9 % 16.9 % 5.6 % 2.4 % 29 % 1145
Japan 15.5 % 34.2 % 28.9 % 6.0 % 22% 13.2% 1126
Republic 133 % 32.7% 34.5% 10.7 % 15% 7.4% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 19.6 % 29.3 % 29.2 % 15.6 % 2.6 % 3.7 % 1227
Nigeria 24.9 % 26.8 % 25.0 % 16.7 % 5.3 % 1.3% 1011
Russia 14.3 % 26.9 % 27.5 % 16.6 % 8.2 % 6.6 % 1114
us 20.0 % 27.3 % 26.6 % 8.5 % 3.6 % 14.0 % 1100
South 24.2% 28.5% 24.8% 12.3% 5.4% 47 % 1158
Africa
Total 20.8 % 29.9 % 26.3 % 12.2% 4.0 % 6.9 % 14426
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Q16_1. Support for regional and international cooperation: Generally speaking, how good or bad
do you think the European Union performs in each or the following political areas?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 32.3% 44.5 % 14.6 % 4.0 % 1.0 % 3.6 % 1150
Canada 18.0 % 39.1% 18.7 % 5.4 % 1.9 % 17.0 % 1018
China 16.2 % 36.7 % 27.4 % 7.8 % 1.8 % 10.2 % 1108
Colombia 27.7 % 38.4 % 24.3 % 4.6 % 1.0 % 4.0 % 1106
Indonesia 39.5 % 49.5 % 7.3 % 1.5 % 1.1% 1.1% 1133
India 46.7 % 37.6 % 9.8 % 3.3% 0.2 % 2.4 % 1145
Japan 12.7 % 36.3 % 28.2 % 6.5 % 1.3 % 15.0 % 1126
Republic 15.6 % 36.8 % 30.3% 9.1% 1.0% 7.2% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 27.8 % 39.5 % 25.7 % 2.7 % 1.1 % 3.3 % 1227
Nigeria 58.4 % 34.1% 5.6 % 0.8 % 0.1% 1.0 % 1012
Russia 13.7 % 32.1% 28.7 % 11.8 % 2.7 % 11.0 % 1114
usS 21.9 % 28.6 % 24.3 % 54 % 3.4 % 16.4 % 1100
South
. 29.1 % 41.7 % 16.5 % 6.5 % 1.4 % 4.8 % 1158
Africa
Total 27.6 % 38.2 % 20.1 % 5.3 % 1.4 % 7.4 % 14427
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Q16_2. Foreign policy: Generally speaking, how good or bad do you think the European Union

performs in each or the following political areas?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 31.0 % 43.4 % 16.3 % 3.2 % 2.7 % 3.4 % 1150
Canada 13.8 % 40.5 % 19.4 % 6.4 % 3.0 % 16.9 % 1018
China 14.4 % 29.2 % 34.9 % 8.5 % 4.8 % 8.2 % 1108
Colombia 24.8 % 39.3 % 28.2 % 3.4 % 1.4 % 2.9 % 1106
Indonesia 32.7 % 51.9 % 10.6 % 2.7 % 1.1% 1.0 % 1133
India 36.9 % 40.6 % 15.0 % 5.7 % 0.3 % 1.5% 1145
Japan 11.6 % 36.0 % 28.8 % 7.6 % 1.7 % 14.2 % 1126
Republic 15.0 % 34.9% 34.1% 7.7 % 1.5% 6.9 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 26.2 % 42.2 % 23.6 % 3.3 % 1.2 % 3.6 % 1227
Nigeria 52.3 % 37.5% 8.4 % 0.9 % 1.0 % 1012
Russia 13.0 % 30.2 % 27.0 % 16.1 % 5.5 % 8.2 % 1114
Us 17.8 % 31.8% 22.3% 8.5 % 3.5% 16.1 % 1100
South 24.5% 43.8% 19.5% 54% 22% 4.6% 1158
Africa
Total 24.1 % 38.7 % 222 % 6.1 % 2.2% 6.7 % 14427
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Q16_3. Justice and the rule of law: Generally speaking, how good or bad do you think the

European Union performs in each or the following political areas?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 36.6 % 37.4 % 16.4 % 3.3 % 2.1 % 42 % 1150
Canada 17.7 % 37.8% 21.0 % 5.0 % 22 % 16.4 % 1018
China 12.9 % 32.2% 32.9 % 7.8 % 5.0 % 9.3 % 1108
Colombia 26.2 % 41.8 % 23.3 % 32% 1.4 % 4.0 % 1106
Indonesia 33.0 % 44.3 % 16.8 % 2.8% 1.7 % 1.4 % 1133
India 39.8 % 39.1% 14.9 % 2.8% 1.7 % 1.8 % 1145
Japan 11.4 % 30.8 % 32.4 % 6.7 % 1.8 % 17.0 % 1126
Republic 13.4% 33.4% 35.2% 7.1% 2.8% 8.1% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 27.3 % 41.9 % 22.6 % 41 % 1.1 % 3.1% 1227
Nigeria 60.6 % 28.6 % 8.5 % 0.9 % 0.1% 1.3 % 1012
Russia 15.0 % 31.9 % 29.3 % 8.9 % 4.8 % 10.2 % 1114
usS 19.4 % 29.8 % 21.8 % 8.3 % 45 % 16.2 % 1100
South
. 31.9 % 36.8 % 17.1 % 6.4 % 2.8% 51% 1158
Africa
Total 26.5 % 36.0 % 22.5% 52 % 2.4 % 7.5 % 14427
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Q16_4. Fight against terrorism and radicalisation: Generally speaking, how good or bad do you

think the European Union performs in each or the following political areas?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 40.8 % 34.6 % 13.3 % 4.4 % 3.1 % 3.7 % 1150
Canada 16.4 % 34.2 % 222 % 6.9 % 42 % 16.1 % 1018
China 12.3 % 31.8 % 28.8 % 13.1 % 4.4 % 9.7 % 1108
Colombia 28.8 % 36.8 % 22.8% 6.2 % 1.3 % 4.2 % 1106
Indonesia 33.5% 44.6 % 15.3 % 3.1 % 1.0 % 2.6 % 1133
India 37.8% 41.0 % 14.3 % 3.1% 2.0 % 1.7 % 1145
Japan 10.1 % 26.1 % 34.3 % 9.9 % 2.8 % 16.9 % 1126
Republic 12.6 % 31.7% 332% 11.5% 41% 6.9 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 30.9 % 39.0 % 21.7 % 4.6 % 1.1 % 2.9 % 1227
Nigeria 55.9 % 23.9 % 10.2 % 5.9 % 1.6 % 2.5% 1012
Russia 10.9 % 35.1% 28.0 % 13.0 % 4.8 % 8.3 % 1114
Us 20.1 % 25.3 % 24.0 % 10.4 % 4.2 % 16.0 % 1100
South 29.9 % 33.5% 19.8 % 6.4% 47 % 5.8% 1158
Africa
Total 26.2 % 33.8 % 22.1% 7.5 % 3.0 % 7.4 % 14427
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Q16_5. Media freedom: Generally speaking, how good or bad do you think the European Union

performs in each or the following political areas?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 37.1 % 37.7 % 15.7 % 2.7 % 2.9 % 4.0 % 1150
Canada 19.5 % 35.2% 19.2 % 5.8 % 3.9 % 16.3 % 1018
China 14.2 % 36.2 % 27.5 % 9.0 % 3.1 % 10.0 % 1108
Colombia 33.3% 39.5% 20.0 % 4.0 % 0.8 % 2.4 % 1106
Indonesia 37.5% 44.0 % 12.0 % 3.3 % 1.3 % 1.9 % 1133
India 47.6 % 33.4% 15.7 % 0.9 % 1.2% 1.2% 1145
Japan 12.4 % 31.7 % 30.5 % 6.8 % 2.2 % 16.3 % 1126
Republic 16.5% 34.8% 30.2% 9.4 % 1.8% 7.2 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 35.0 % 38.2 % 20.3 % 3.5 % 1.0 % 2.0 % 1227
Nigeria 58.0 % 31.3% 7.4 % 1.1% 0.2% 2.0% 1012
Russia 12.7 % 33.8 % 26.8 % 12.7 % 4.3 % 9.7 % 1114
Us 18.2 % 29.1 % 24.0 % 7.6 % 4.9 % 16.2 % 1100
South 28.4% 39.0 % 18.8 % 53% 3.4% 52% 1158
Africa
Total 28.5 % 35.8 % 20.6 % 5.5% 2.4 % 7.2 % 14427
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Q16_6. Fight against climate change and protection of the environment: Generally speaking, how
good or bad do you think the European Union performs in each or the following political areas?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 36.7 % 39.4 % 14.2 % 3.9 % 2.4 % 3.4 % 1150
Canada 18.5 % 37.7 % 20.0 % 4.4 % 3.4 % 15.9 % 1018
China 15.9 % 40.0 % 23.5% 9.4 % 1.7 % 9.6 % 1108
Colombia 35.5% 39.3% 18.3 % 2.8 % 1.9 % 2.2 % 1106
Indonesia 40.5 % 47.2 % 9.3 % 0.9 % 0.6 % 1.5 % 1133
India 42.5% 37.5% 15.2 % 2.5% 1.4 % 0.9 % 1145
Japan 14.7 % 33.1% 28.9 % 7.2 % 1.2 % 14.9 % 1126
Republic 18.4% 38.0 % 28.5% 5.9% 2.6% 6.5% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 39.3 % 36.8 % 17.3 % 3.5 % 0.9 % 2.2 % 1227
Nigeria 66.6 % 25.0 % 6.3 % 0.6 % 1.5% 1012
Russia 14.4 % 38.0 % 26.6 % 7.8 % 2.7 % 10.6 % 1114
Us 23.6 % 27.0 % 22.1% 6.8 % 3.9 % 16.5 % 1100
South 32.7% 39.5% 16.7 % 4.0% 2.5% 47 % 1158
Africa
Total 30.7 % 36.9 % 19.0 % 4.6 % 1.9 % 6.9 % 14427
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Q16_7. Support to developing countries: Generally speaking, how good or bad do you think the
European Union performs in each or the following political areas?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 26.4 % 40.3 % 19.4 % 6.7 % 3.7 % 3.5% 1150
Canada 15.1 % 33.0 % 24.1 % 6.5 % 3.7 % 17.6 % 1018
China 13.0 % 29.2 % 32.4 % 9.1 % 5.1 % 11.2 % 1108
Colombia 26.5 % 37.1% 25.6 % 5.6 % 1.9 % 3.3 % 1106
Indonesia 35.8 % 48.1 % 13.3 % 0.7 % 0.9 % 1.1% 1133
India 39.5% 40.6 % 12.8 % 3.2% 2.0 % 1.8% 1145
Japan 9.7 % 29.0 % 34.9 % 8.2 % 1.7 % 16.5 % 1126
Republic 10.7 % 25.9% 41.9% 11.1% 2.3% 8.1% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 25.7 % 36.5 % 28.6 % 5.6 % 0.8 % 2.8 % 1227
Nigeria 48.8 % 35.5 % 12.0 % 1.9 % 0.5 % 1.3 % 1012
Russia 10.7 % 28.7 % 30.8 % 12.8 % 6.0 % 11.0 % 1114
Us 15.1 % 25.8 % 28.3 % 8.0 % 4.5 % 18.3 % 1100
South 27.0% 38.2% 19.9 % 6.5% 4.0% 44% 1158
Africa
Total 23.4 % 34.6 % 24.9 % 6.6 % 2.9 % 7.7 % 14427
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Q16_8. Dealing with refugees, displaced people: Generally speaking, how good or bad do you

think the European Union performs in each or the following political areas?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 23.2% 35.0 % 20.4 % 10.6 % 6.1 % 4.8 % 1150
Canada 12.9 % 31.3 % 23.3% 10.7 % 4.7 % 17.1% 1018
China 12.6 % 28.9 % 33.8% 9.6 % 3.7 % 11.5 % 1108
Colombia 25.4 % 34.1 % 26.1 % 6.7 % 2.0 % 5.7 % 1106
Indonesia 28.8 % 47.3 % 17.4 % 1.9 % 1.8 % 2.7 % 1133
India 36.9 % 32.8% 21.0 % 5.4 % 1.4 % 2.6 % 1145
Japan 10.5 % 28.8 % 32.9 % 9.0 % 2.2 % 16.6 % 1126
Republic 10.9 % 24.4% 39.5% 14.0 % 4.4% 6.9 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 25.2 % 33.7 % 27.4 % 6.8 % 2.0 % 4.9 % 1227
Nigeria 48.1 % 32.7 % 12.8 % 3.3% 0.7 % 2.4 % 1012
Russia 12.2 % 25.0 % 28.7 % 16.9 % 8.3 % 9.0 % 1114
Us 16.2 % 23.6 % 24.5 % 13.0 % 4.9 % 17.8 % 1100
South 20.2 % 36.3% 213% 10.4 % 51% 6.6 % 1158
Africa
Total 21.8 % 31.9 % 25.3 % 9.1 % 3.6 % 8.3 % 14427
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Q16_9. Military operations: Generally speaking, how good or bad do you think the European
Union performs in each or the following political areas?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 28.1 % 37.6 % 21.4 % 4.1 % 2.1 % 6.8 % 1150
Canada 11.0 % 32.4% 26.4 % 5.9 % 4.0 % 20.2 % 1018
China 10.2 % 22.5% 35.3 % 14.0 % 4.8 % 13.3 % 1108
Colombia 20.3 % 34.2 % 33.3% 3.4 % 1.9 % 6.9 % 1106
Indonesia 33.2 % 43.2 % 17.0 % 2.8 % 1.2 % 2.6 % 1133
India 42.5% 34.9 % 15.0 % 2.0 % 1.6 % 3.9 % 1145
Japan 8.7 % 27.7 % 35.6 % 7.2 % 2.4 % 18.4 % 1126
Republic 9.4 % 24.1% 44.6 % 11.0% 25% 8.4 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 26.5 % 37.8 % 25.8 % 3.5 % 0.8 % 5.6 % 1227
Nigeria 52.5% 30.7 % 10.7 % 3.0 % 0.1% 3.1% 1012
Russia 8.4 % 21.6 % 31.6 % 16.8 % 8.1% 13.6 % 1114
Us 16.9 % 23.1 % 28.1 % 8.6 % 4.5 % 18.7 % 1100
South 24.7% 38.1% 22.8% 41% 2.5% 7.8% 1158
Africa
Total 22.5% 31.5% 26.7 % 6.6 % 2.8% 9.8 % 14427
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Q16_10. Peacekeeping operations: Generally speaking, how good or bad do you think the European
Union performs in each or the following political areas?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 32.7 % 40.2 % 16.7 % 3.9 % 2.2 % 4.3 % 1150
Canada 15.3 % 37.2% 21.1% 6.0 % 2.9 % 17.4 % 1018
China 9.7 % 29.3 % 38.8 % 6.5 % 4.2 % 11.4 % 1108
Colombia 26.6 % 41.5% 22.4 % 42 % 1.4 % 3.9 % 1106
Indonesia 40.2 % 46.7 % 9.1 % 1.0 % 0.8 % 2.2 % 1133
India 38.2 % 35.7 % 17.3 % 5.2 % 1.1% 2.5 % 1145
Japan 12.8 % 31.8 % 31.5% 5.5 % 2.0 % 16.4 % 1126
Republic 12.6 % 36.6 % 33.8% 7.6 % 2.7% 6.7 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 30.3 % 40.2 % 21.9 % 3.2 % 1.9 % 2.6 % 1227
Nigeria 55.3 % 30.7 % 6.6 % 3.4 % 1.4 % 2.7 % 1012
Russia 8.9 % 21.9 % 33.2% 14.2 % 10.1 % 11.8 % 1114
Us 18.3 % 27.3 % 26.3 % 7.3 % 4.5 % 16.5 % 1100
South 30.4 % 37.9% 18.1% 51% 33% 53% 1158
Africa
Total 25.5 % 35.2 % 22.8 % 5.6 % 2.9 % 7.9 % 14427
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Q17_1. The EU is an important partner to your country in international relations: Looking from
your country’s perspective, how strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following?

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 32.5% 38.6 % 18.8 % 5.4 % 1.4 % 3.3 % 1150
Canada 30.9 % 41.0% 13.7 % 2.8% 1.9 % 9.8 % 1018
China 23.9 % 45.6 % 21.8% 2.4 % 0.7 % 5.5 % 1108
Colombia 33.8 % 40.3 % 16.5 % 51% 0.5% 3.9 % 1106
Indonesia 49.4 % 41.6 % 7.0 % 0.8 % 0.8 % 0.4 % 1133
India 52.4 % 314 % 11.1 % 2.4 % 1.0 % 1.6 % 1145
Japan 21.5% 39.3 % 21.2 % 5.0 % 1.4 % 11.6 % 1126
Republic 25.8% 44.8% 18.5% 4.6% 12% 5.2% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 35.8 % 41.4 % 16.3 % 3.6 % 0.4 % 2.5% 1227
Nigeria 56.9 % 31.1 % 9.3 % 1.5% 1.2% 1012
Russia 26.1 % 42.2 % 18.9 % 5.6 % 3.0 % 43 % 1114
usS 33.2 % 27.9 % 18.7 % 51 % 2.8 % 12.3% 1100
South 41.7 % 37.0% 14.3 % 25% 0.7 % 3.7 % 1158
Africa
Total 35.7 % 38.6 % 15.9 % 3.6 % 1.2% 5.0 % 14427
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Q17_2. The EU is a trustworthy partner to your country in international relations: Looking from
your country’s perspective, how strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following?

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 25.7 % 36.5 % 26.7 % 5.4 % 1.8 % 3.8 % 1150
Canada 26.6 % 41.5% 15.6 % 3.4 % 1.9 % 11.0 % 1018
China 14.7 % 31.2% 37.9 % 6.4 % 3.1% 6.7 % 1108
Colombia 26.9 % 43.5 % 20.9 % 3.4 % 1.4 % 3.9 % 1106
Indonesia 41.3 % 43.9 % 12.2 % 1.0 % 0.8 % 0.9 % 1133
India 44.8 % 36.3 % 14.0 % 2.4 % 1.5 % 1.1% 1145
Japan 18.9 % 35.4 % 26.2 % 52 % 2.0 % 12.3 % 1126
Republic 20.8% 41.2% 24.9% 6.0 % 1.3% 5.9% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 28.6 % 46.4 % 18.8 % 3.3 % 0.2 % 2.6 % 1227
Nigeria 41.2 % 38.4 % 142 % 31% 1.4 % 1.7 % 1012
Russia 14.9 % 26.1 % 27.3 % 17.3 % 9.2 % 51% 1114
usS 24.8 % 28.6 % 24.2 % 6.9 % 3.6 % 11.9% 1100
South 31.5 % 38.0 % 20.2% 41% 2.6% 35 % 1158
Africa
Total 27.8 % 37.5 % 21.8 % 52 % 2.4 % 54 % 14427

94




Q17_3. The EU should have stronger political ties with your country: Looking from your country’s
perspective, how strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following?

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 43.3 % 35.0 % 14.5 % 3.7 % 0.8 % 2.8% 1150
Canada 25.1% 35.4 % 21.5% 3.4 % 2.4 % 12.2 % 1018
China 23.0 % 44.1 % 21.5% 41 % 0.5 % 6.8 % 1108
Colombia 44.5 % 35.1% 13.2 % 2.6 % 1.7 % 2.8% 1106
Indonesia 40.6 % 43.7 % 12.6 % 0.9 % 0.5 % 1.7 % 1133
India 41.3 % 43.5 % 9.4 % 2.6 % 1.6 % 1.6 % 1145
Japan 19.1 % 33.6 % 27.0 % 5.9 % 2.0 % 12.5% 1126
Republic 20.6 % 44.1% 21.9% 6.0 % 1.7% 5.6 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 46.6 % 35.7 % 12.6 % 2.3 % 1.0 % 1.8 % 1227
Nigeria 53.2 % 32.9 % 10.3 % 1.9 % 0.2 % 1.6 % 1012
Russia 34.3 % 40.9 % 15.8 % 3.4 % 1.3 % 42 % 1114
usS 22.3 % 29.9 % 25.5 % 6.3 % 3.4 % 12.6 % 1100
South 32.7 % 36.3 % 19.9% 47 % 2.7 % 3.8 % 1158
Africa
Total 34.5 % 37.7 % 17.3% 3.7 % 1.5% 5.3 % 14427
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Q17_4. The EU is an important partner for your country's education exchanges: Looking from your
country’s perspective, how strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following?

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 35.2% 37.6 % 18.2 % 4.8 % 0.9 % 3.4 % 1150
Canada 21.2% 38.5% 20.1 % 4.0 % 2.8% 13.4 % 1018
China 21.3 % 41.9 % 24.8 % 3.5% 1.9 % 6.6 % 1108
Colombia 31.3% 37.4% 21.6 % 3.8% 1.3 % 4.6 % 1106
Indonesia 45.2 % 44.5 % 8.6 % 0.7 % 0.4 % 0.5 % 1133
India 43.6 % 33.2% 17.5 % 23 % 2.0% 1.5 % 1145
Japan 16.5 % 31.7 % 28.0 % 8.5 % 1.5 % 13.8 % 1126
Republic 18.1% 41.7% 25.5% 6.4 % 1.8% 6.4% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 31.0 % 39.1 % 21.0 % 6.0 % 0.5 % 2.4 % 1227
Nigeria 44.6 % 34.7 % 14.5 % 2.8% 0.7 % 2.8 % 1012
Russia 17.9 % 33.2 % 27.8 % 11.4 % 3.6 % 6.1 % 1114
us 21.3% 29.7 % 24.6 % 7.2 % 2.9% 14.3 % 1100
South 31.5 % 35.4% 182 % 7.3 % 19% 5.8 % 1158
Africa
Total 29.2 % 36.8 % 20.8 % 5.3 % 1.7 % 6.2 % 14427
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Q17_5. The EU shares the same democratic principles as your country: Looking from your country’s
perspective, how strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following?

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 19.7 % 26.0 % 29.4 % 15.7 % 4.3 % 4.8 % 1150
Canada 221 % 37.4% 19.4 % 51 % 2.4 % 13.6 % 1018
China 9.2 % 22.6 % 32.7 % 17.7 % 8.2 % 9.7 % 1108
Colombia 17.2 % 25.4 % 332% 13.3 % 3.6 % 7.4 % 1106
Indonesia 30.3 % 33.3 % 25.8 % 6.4 % 1.1% 3.2 % 1133
India 39.0 % 31.3% 21.4% 4.7 % 1.0 % 2.7 % 1145
Japan 16.0 % 31.0 % 29.0 % 7.1 % 2.5% 14.5 % 1126
Republic 17.7 % 43.6 % 23.6% 6.3 % 1.8% 6.9 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 21.5% 30.1 % 30.5 % 11.2 % 2.4 % 42 % 1227
Nigeria 23.9 % 29.1 % 25.7 % 14.5% 3.6 % 3.2 % 1012
Russia 10.9 % 20.1 % 25.7 % 21.4 % 12.7 % 9.1 % 1114
us 17.6 % 29.5% 25.7 % 8.1 % 4.6 % 14.5% 1100
South 20.4% 28.1% 28.2% 11.2% 5.7 % 6.5 % 1158
Africa
Total 20.5 % 29.7 % 27.0 % 11.0% 42 % 7.6 % 14427
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Q17_6. The EU is a good example for your country in promoting equality between women and
men: Looking from your country’s perspective, how strongly do you agree or disagree with each of
the following?

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 322 % 33.1% 22.9 % 6.4 % 1.5 % 4.0 % 1150
Canada 21.0% 324 % 23.3 % 5.6 % 2.8% 14.9 % 1018
China 13.5 % 31.6 % 33.9 % 8.6 % 3.3% 9.0 % 1108
Colombia 34.6 % 38.1% 18.8 % 3.1% 1.7 % 3.7 % 1106
Indonesia 33.2% 39.9 % 17.2 % 5.6 % 1.4 % 2.6 % 1133
India 43.0 % 37.0% 15.4 % 21% 0.8 % 1.7 % 1145
Japan 19.4 % 30.8 % 26.7 % 6.2 % 2.5% 14.3 % 1126
Republic 18.4% 36.8% 28.6 % 6.7 % 1.8% 7.7 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 36.1 % 40.5 % 18.3 % 2.7 % 0.7 % 1.7 % 1227
Nigeria 46.5 % 34.5% 12.4 % 22% 2.6 % 1.9 % 1012
Russia 16.5 % 22.2% 22.9 % 14.9 % 15.8 % 7.7 % 1114
us 20.8 % 25.8 % 26.1 % 8.7 % 3.3% 15.3 % 1100
South 32.6 % 34.5% 19.3% 49% 3.7% 49% 1158
Africa
Total 28.4 % 33.7 % 21.9 % 6.0 % 32% 6.8 % 14427
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Q18_1. Overall quality of life: Generally speaking, how good or bad do you think the European
Union performs in each of the following areas of social development?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 53.4 % 33.2% 8.4 % 1.7 % 0.9 % 2.4 % 1150
Canada 24.7 % 45.4 % 13.4 % 3.0 % 1.8% 11.8% 1018
China 21.8% 52.1 % 14.6 % 3.1 % 0.9 % 7.5 % 1108
Colombia 44.5 % 39.1% 10.5 % 3.8 % 0.3 % 1.9 % 1106
Indonesia 43.6 % 46.2 % 7.1 % 1.1% 0.2 % 1.8 % 1133
India 50.8 % 38.6 % 7.8 % 1.8 % 0.4 % 0.5% 1145
Japan 14.1 % 41.6 % 23.0 % 5.9 % 1.7 % 13.8 % 1126
Republic 19.8 % 42.7 % 24.5% 5.5% 1.6 % 5.9% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 48.3 % 35.3 % 12.6 % 1.0 % 1.2 % 1.5 % 1227
Nigeria 63.2 % 31.1% 4.8 % 0.5% 0.3 % 1012
Russia 26.8 % 42.0 % 19.2 % 4.0 % 1.6 % 6.3 % 1114
US 24.4 % 32.6 % 21.4 % 6.6 % 2.6 % 12.4 % 1100
South 43.4% 37.9% 12.8% 2.9% 1.6% 1.6% 1158
Africa
Total 37.0 % 39.8 % 13.8 % 3.1% 1.1 % 5.1 % 14427
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Q18_2. Level of education: Generally speaking, how good or bad do you think the European Union
performs in each of the following areas of social development?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 62.8 % 25.5 % 6.7 % 2.0 % 1.1 % 1.8 % 1150
Canada 29.4 % 40.7 % 13.9 % 3.1% 1.9 % 11.0 % 1018
China 28.2 % 45.8 % 14.7 % 1.2 % 1.7 % 8.4 % 1108
Colombia 50.8 % 34.2 % 9.0 % 2.6 % 1.4 % 1.9 % 1106
Indonesia 59.0 % 34.7 % 4.5 % 0.5 % 0.5 % 0.7 % 1133
India 53.3 % 35.3 % 9.7 % 1.0 % 0.3 % 0.4 % 1145
Japan 18.3 % 36.6 % 24.2 % 6.0 % 1.4 % 13.4 % 1126
Republic 21.4% 41.0% 24.9% 4.6% 21% 6.1% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 51.3 % 35.6 % 9.9 % 1.8 % 0.5 % 0.9 % 1227
Nigeria 77.9 % 17.3 % 4.2 % 0.1 % 0.3 % 0.3 % 1012
Russia 23.1 % 40.4 % 21.3 % 71 % 1.5 % 6.6 % 1114
Us 24.8 % 32.1% 20.6 % 71 % 2.7 % 12.7 % 1100
South 51.6 % 32.8% 8.9 % 3.0% 1.5% 2.2% 1158
Africa
Total 42.6 % 34.8 % 13.2% 3.1% 1.3 % 5.0 % 14427
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Q18_3. Creating employment opportunities: Generally speaking, how good or bad do you think the
European Union performs in each of the following areas of social development?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 47.6 % 34.4 % 12.0 % 2.9 % 0.9 % 2.3 % 1150
Canada 16.5 % 38.5% 21.2% 6.0 % 2.3 % 15.5 % 1018
China 13.2 % 42.6 % 25.2 % 6.5 % 1.4 % 11.1% 1108
Colombia 36.6 % 39.1 % 16.6 % 3.0 % 0.8 % 3.9 % 1106
Indonesia 42.2 % 45.7 % 9.0 % 0.6 % 0.6 % 1.9 % 1133
India 47.2 % 34.8 % 13.5 % 3.1% 0.3 % 1.0 % 1145
Japan 10.8 % 29.8 % 34.3 % 7.7 % 2.0 % 15.5 % 1126
Republic 14.4% 353 % 32.5% 9.1% 1.6 % 7.2 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 41.0 % 39.5 % 15.0 % 1.8 % 1.5 % 1.2 % 1227
Nigeria 61.8 % 27.0 % 8.7 % 1.9 % 0.1% 0.6 % 1012
Russia 16.0 % 37.0 % 31.1% 6.9 % 2.0 % 7.1 % 1114
US 20.5 % 29.5 % 22.9 % 8.0 % 3.1% 16.0 % 1100
South 38.4 % 35.9 % 15.0 % 5.9% 2.0% 2.8% 1158
Africa
Total 31.4 % 36.2 % 19.7 % 4.8 % 1.4 % 6.5 % 14427
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Q18_4. Climate change activism: Generally speaking, how good or bad do you think the European
Union performs in each of the following areas of social development?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 35.7 % 38.6 % 17.4 % 3.0 % 1.5 % 3.9 % 1150
Canada 17.9 % 38.9 % 21.2% 5.2 % 22 % 14.6 % 1018
China 14.7 % 35.6 % 30.7 % 5.2 % 2.2 % 11.6 % 1108
Colombia 30.7 % 38.9 % 22.9 % 3.3% 1.9 % 2.3 % 1106
Indonesia 36.5 % 48.2 % 11.7 % 1.3 % 0.6 % 1.7 % 1133
India 42.3 % 32.6 % 17.2 % 3.7 % 1.4 % 2.8 % 1145
Japan 13.9 % 33.9 % 29.3 % 6.5 % 2.0 % 14.5 % 1126
Republic 17.9% 37.8% 25.6% 6.7 % 47 % 7.4% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 36.4 % 38.5 % 18.3 % 3.5 % 0.5% 2.8 % 1227
Nigeria 56.9 % 33.6 % 5.9 % 2.3 % 0.5% 0.9 % 1012
Russia 13.6 % 37.3 % 31.1% 7.4 % 1.3 % 9.5% 1114
Us 19.8 % 28.8 % 25.5 % 7.3 % 2.6 % 15.9 % 1100
South 32.9% 37.1% 182 % 5.5% 2.5% 3.7 % 1158
Africa
Total 28.5 % 36.9 % 21.2% 4.7 % 1.8 % 7.0 % 14427
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Q18_5. Eradication of poverty: Generally speaking, how good or bad do you think the European
Union performs in each of the following areas of social development?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 31.5% 36.4 % 19.7 % 5.3 % 3.0 % 4.2 % 1150
Canada 11.5 % 34.6 % 24.8 % 7.3 % 3.9 % 17.9 % 1018
China 8.4 % 38.8 % 31.2 % 9.1 % 3.1 % 9.5 % 1108
Colombia 26.9 % 34.0 % 29.0 % 4.9 % 2.3% 3.0% 1106
Indonesia 35.6 % 47.0 % 13.2 % 1.2 % 0.8 % 2.1 % 1133
India 42.4 % 33.1% 18.8 % 2.4 % 0.6 % 2.8 % 1145
Japan 8.5 % 26.1 % 38.3 % 8.1% 3.2 % 15.7 % 1126
Republic 12.5% 27.0% 383 % 12.0 % 31% 7.0 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 28.9 % 34.8 % 27.4 % 5.3 % 0.7 % 2.9 % 1227
Nigeria 54.2 % 29.7 % 10.6 % 4.3 % 0.5% 0.7 % 1012
Russia 13.2 % 28.9 % 33.8% 11.9 % 4.6 % 7.6 % 1114
US 16.3 % 23.7 % 27.6 % 9.2 % 5.9 % 17.3 % 1100
South 29.4% 36.4% 18.8 % 6.9 % 45% 3.9% 1158
Africa
Total 24.6 % 33.2% 25.5 % 6.7 % 2.8% 7.2 % 14427
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Q18_6. Equality between men and women: Generally speaking, how good or bad do you think the
European Union performs in each of the following areas of social development?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 33.3% 38.7 % 18.3 % 4.7 % 1.4 % 3.7 % 1150
Canada 16.8 % 37.8% 21.8% 5.0 % 2.3 % 16.3 % 1018
China 14.4 % 41.2 % 27.5 % 5.2 % 3.2 % 8.5 % 1108
Colombia 30.8 % 41.3 % 19.9 % 3.6 % 1.4 % 3.0% 1106
Indonesia 38.9 % 45.1 % 12.1 % 1.3 % 0.9 % 1.7 % 1133
India 46.8 % 36.9 % 11.0 % 3.3% 0.3 % 1.7 % 1145
Japan 18.1 % 35.7 % 24.0 % 6.0 % 1.4 % 14.7 % 1126
Republic 17.6 % 35.4% 30.0% 8.0 % 2.2% 6.9 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 34.0 % 40.7 % 18.5 % 3.7 % 0.7 % 2.4 % 1227
Nigeria 63.3 % 26.5 % 7.4 % 1.7 % 0.5% 0.6 % 1012
Russia 17.6 % 32.8% 30.9 % 7.6 % 2.7 % 8.4 % 1114
US 19.1 % 26.6 % 26.2 % 8.1% 35% 16.5 % 1100
South 31.1% 39.5% 17.0% 6.0 % 22% 43% 1158
Africa
Total 29.4 % 36.9 % 20.3 % 4.9 % 1.7 % 6.7 % 14427
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Q18_7. Protection of minorities: Generally speaking, how good or bad do you think the European
Union performs in each of the following areas of social development?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 27.4 % 35.0 % 21.5% 6.8 % 4.1 % 5.2 % 1150
Canada 13.7 % 32.0% 25.2 % 7.9 % 2.8 % 18.4 % 1018
China 12.6 % 28.7 % 34.2 % 7.9 % 3.8 % 12.8 % 1108
Colombia 23.6 % 35.5% 27.4 % 6.1 % 2.1% 5.2 % 1106
Indonesia 30.2 % 43.3 % 18.7 % 4.1 % 1.1% 2.6 % 1133
India 41.3 % 33.3% 16.3 % 3.9 % 1.4 % 3.7 % 1145
Japan 10.5 % 24.2 % 37.4 % 9.0 % 2.0 % 17.1 % 1126
Republic 14.1% 32.4% 33.4% 8.2 % 4.0% 8.0% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 25.7 % 38.3 % 27.0 % 4.2 % 1.1 % 3.8 % 1227
Nigeria 50.3 % 35.1% 9.0 % 2.2 % 1.9 % 1.5% 1012
Russia 19.7 % 30.6 % 27.0 % 6.0 % 4.7 % 11.9 % 1114
US 16.7 % 26.1 % 26.6 % 8.8% 5.1 % 16.6 % 1100
South 26.9 % 32.8% 22.9% 7.2% 43% 5.9% 1158
Africa
Total 24.1 % 32.9 % 25.2 % 6.3 % 2.9 % 8.6 % 14427
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Q18_8. Reducing income inequality: Generally speaking, how good or bad do you think the
European Union performs in each of the following areas of social development?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 30.3 % 36.3 % 19.0 % 5.9 % 2.8 % 5.6 % 1150
Canada 11.3 % 31.3% 25.8 % 7.3 % 3.7 % 20.6 % 1018
China 12.1 % 26.9 % 35.5 % 11.0 % 2.8 % 11.7 % 1108
Colombia 25.8 % 33.1% 26.1 % 5.8 % 3.4 % 5.8 % 1106
Indonesia 29.6 % 48.2 % 17.0 % 2.5 % 1.1% 1.7 % 1133
India 40.3 % 38.3 % 12.8 % 3.4 % 1.8% 3.4 % 1145
Japan 9.0 % 21.7 % 39.6 % 10.5 % 2.3 % 17.0 % 1126
Republic 12.0% 29.0 % 37.1% 10.6 % 43% 7.1% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 27.2 % 38.3 % 24.8 % 5.1 % 0.7 % 3.9 % 1227
Nigeria 41.1% 38.0 % 12.4 % 4.5% 1.3 % 2.7 % 1012
Russia 11.2 % 26.7 % 33.3% 11.8 % 5.3 % 11.7 % 1114
Us 15.5% 25.1 % 28.5 % 8.6 % 4.5 % 17.8 % 1100
South 23.3% 33.3% 252 % 7.5% 33% 7.3% 1158
Africa
Total 22.3% 32.9 % 25.9 % 7.2 % 2.8% 8.9 % 14427
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Q18_9. Social justice and solidarity (social rights, public welfare system):Generally speaking, how
good or bad do you think the European Union performs in each of the following areas of social
development?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 38.4 % 37.0 % 14.8 % 3.2 % 2.2 % 4.4 % 1150
Canada 17.5 % 37.6 % 19.6 % 5.9 % 2.9 % 16.4 % 1018
China 16.2 % 38.1 % 27.2 % 3.7 % 4.4 % 10.4 % 1108
Colombia 30.7 % 40.2 % 19.4 % 42 % 2.8 % 2.6 % 1106
Indonesia 39.2 % 45.4 % 12.0 % 1.1 % 0.6 % 1.6 % 1133
India 47.5 % 36.8 % 8.6 % 4.5% 0.3 % 2.3% 1145
Japan 15.8 % 32.5% 28.5 % 6.3 % 1.8 % 15.1 % 1126
Republic 17.9% 36.2% 28.3% 8.0 % 1.8% 7.8 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 32.5% 40.5 % 20.3 % 3.2 % 0.9 % 2.6 % 1227
Nigeria 58.7 % 30.4 % 6.2 % 2.2 % 0.3 % 2.3% 1012
Russia 18.7 % 31.2% 26.6 % 9.5 % 4.0 % 9.9 % 1114
US 19.7 % 27.3 % 26.7 % 6.6 % 3.7 % 16.0 % 1100
South 31.6 % 37.8% 17.8% 4.8% 2.8% 52% 1158
Africa
Total 29.6 % 36.3 % 19.7 % 4.8 % 2.2% 7.3 % 14427
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Q18_10. Integration of migrants and refugees: Generally speaking, how good or bad do you think
the European Union performs in each of the following areas of social development?

Very good Fairly Neither Fairly bad  Very bad Do not Base (n)
good good nor know/
bad cannot
answer
Brazil 23.8 % 33.7 % 22.2% 10.3 % 4.4 % 5.6 % 1150
Canada 12.9 % 32.1% 25.5% 8.7 % 42 % 16.5 % 1018
China 10.7 % 31.6 % 34.7 % 8.0 % 2.7 % 12.2 % 1108
Colombia 22.0 % 35.3 % 26.7 % 8.8% 2.6 % 4.7 % 1106
Indonesia 27.4 % 45.5 % 20.8 % 2.8 % 1.2 % 2.2 % 1133
India 37.8 % 38.2 % 15.8 % 3.2% 1.0 % 4.0 % 1145
Japan 9.8 % 24.9 % 36.2 % 9.8 % 2.8 % 16.6 % 1126
Republic 11.4% 24.7 % 383 % 15.3 % 2.5% 7.8 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 21.1 % 38.2 % 27.2 % 6.7 % 1.7 % 5.1 % 1227
Nigeria 44.4 % 35.3% 13.5 % 3.2 % 1.1% 2.6 % 1012
Russia 11.4 % 24.5 % 29.8 % 14.6 % 7.4 % 12.3 % 1114
US 14.4 % 26.3 % 24.1% 11.3% 6.2 % 17.8 % 1100
South 22.2% 31.7% 26.6 % 8.0 % 48% 6.7 % 1158
Africa
Total 20.7 % 32.6 % 26.3 % 8.5% 3.3% 8.7 % 14427
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Q19_1. Music: How positive or negative would you rate the EU and Europe as a whole in terms of
the following fields of culture and sports?

Very Fairly Neither Fairly Very Do not Base (n)
positive positive positive negative negative know/
nor cannot
negative answer
Brazil 48.9 % 34.0 % 11.7 % 1.7 % 1.0 % 2.7 % 1150
Canada 27.3 % 38.5% 18.6 % 1.9 % 1.2% 12.6 % 1018
China 26.0 % 45.1 % 20.5 % 1.4 % 0.7 % 6.2 % 1108
Colombia 45.1 % 33.5% 16.9 % 1.3 % 1.2% 2.0% 1106
Indonesia 44.7 % 45.5 % 7.2 % 1.0 % 0.5 % 1.1% 1133
India 53.6 % 32.8% 11.5% 0.5% 0.1% 1.5 % 1145
Japan 25.7 % 36.6 % 21.5% 3.6 % 1.2 % 11.4 % 1126
Republic 21.1% 41.0% 25.1% 5.8% 0.9% 6.1% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 45.0 % 32.8% 18.1 % 2.8% 0.2 % 1.1 % 1227
Nigeria 60.0 % 30.1 % 5.3 % 2.8% 0.7 % 1.1% 1012
Russia 28.0 % 46.0 % 16.7 % 1.8 % 0.6 % 6.8 % 1114
usS 29.8 % 26.7 % 21.9 % 49 % 2.5 % 14.1% 1100
South 36.4% 38.1% 15.5 % 5.4 % 13% 35 % 1158
Africa
Total 37.9 % 37.0 % 16.2% 2.7 % 0.9 % 5.3 % 14427
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Q19_2. Arts: How positive or negative would you rate the EU and Europe as a whole in terms of the
following fields of culture and sports?

Very Fairly Neither Fairly Very Do not Base (n)
positive positive positive negative negative know/
nor cannot
negative answer
Brazil 57.0 % 29.2 % 9.7 % 0.5 % 1.2 % 2.4 % 1150
Canada 31.7% 36.0 % 16.7 % 2.3 % 1.3 % 12.1% 1018
China 34.0 % 38.1% 18.9 % 0.9 % 1.8 % 6.3 % 1108
Colombia 48.5 % 37.0% 9.0 % 2.9 % 0.5% 22 % 1106
Indonesia 45.6 % 46.2 % 6.2 % 1.2 % 0.4 % 0.4 % 1133
India 45.4 % 41.0 % 11.4 % 1.5 % 0.1% 0.7 % 1145
Japan 30.1 % 33.3 % 19.5 % 41 % 1.3 % 11.6 % 1126
Republic 26.5% 38.8% 23.6% 48% 0.9% 5.4% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 51.4 % 35.2 % 11.3 % 1.0 % 0.5 % 0.7 % 1227
Nigeria 61.1% 30.4 % 6.3 % 0.7 % 0.7 % 0.8 % 1012
Russia 30.0 % 43.6 % 17.0 % 22% 0.4 % 6.6 % 1114
us 30.9 % 28.3 % 20.3 % 4.8 % 25% 13.2% 1100
South 40.6 % 40.1 % 12.9% 25% 1.0% 2.9 % 1158
Africa
Total 41.1 % 36.7 % 14.0 % 22 % 1.0 % 49 % 14427

110



Q19_3. Theatre and cinema: How positive or negative would you rate the EU and Europe as a whole
in terms of the following fields of culture and sports?

Very Fairly Neither Fairly Very Do not Base (n)
positive positive positive negative negative know/
nor cannot
negative answer
Brazil 50.6 % 33.9% 10.8 % 1.0 % 0.4 % 3.3 % 1150
Canada 25.3 % 36.7 % 21.0 % 3.5% 1.1% 12.5% 1018
China 22.9% 39.7 % 26.4 % 3.1% 1.4 % 6.5 % 1108
Colombia 41.7 % 37.3% 15.6 % 22 % 1.1% 23 % 1106
Indonesia 42.0 % 44.7 % 9.8 % 1.5 % 0.6 % 1.4 % 1133
India 46.0 % 324 % 18.3 % 23 % 0.2 % 0.9 % 1145
Japan 21.9 % 35.4 % 24.1 % 51 % 1.0 % 12.5% 1126
Republic 18.9 % 37.3% 29.6 % 5.9% 1.6% 6.7 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 41.2 % 40.5 % 15.3 % 2.0 % 0.7 % 0.5 % 1227
Nigeria 63.3 % 24.8 % 8.7 % 2.5% 0.1% 0.6 % 1012
Russia 27.3 % 45.3 % 16.9 % 3.1% 1.0 % 6.5 % 1114
us 25.5% 29.4 % 23.9 % 4.8 % 2.7 % 13.6 % 1100
South 36.9 % 38.5% 16.2 % 32% 0.9 % 42% 1158
Africa
Total 35.7 % 36.7 % 18.1% 3.1% 1.0 % 54 % 14427
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Q19_4. Monuments and museums: How positive or negative would you rate the EU and Europe as
a whole in terms of the following fields of culture and sports?

Very Fairly Neither Fairly Very Do not Base (n)
positive positive positive negative negative know/
nor cannot
negative answer
Brazil 61.2 % 25.3 % 9.1 % 0.7 % 0.6 % 3.0 % 1150
Canada 38.8% 30.9 % 14.0 % 2.4 % 1.3 % 12.6 % 1018
China 33.1 % 31.6 % 22.3 % 3.9 % 1.6 % 7.5 % 1108
Colombia 55.6 % 28.5 % 12.1 % 1.2% 0.7 % 1.9 % 1106
Indonesia 50.8 % 41.8 % 5.8 % 1.2 % 0.1 % 0.3 % 1133
India 47.4 % 39.1 % 9.2 % 3.4% 0.3 % 0.5% 1145
Japan 31.7 % 30.6 % 20.6 % 3.7 % 1.3 % 12.1% 1126
Republic 27.0% 35.9% 21.8% 6.6 % 21% 6.6 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 54.0 % 32.9 % 9.4 % 32% 0.1 % 0.5 % 1227
Nigeria 62.6 % 30.0 % 3.7 % 2.0% 0.4 % 1.4 % 1012
Russia 32.0 % 41.6 % 14.6 % 3.1% 1.0 % 7.7 % 1114
us 32.7 % 26.1 % 21.5% 4.6 % 2.4 % 12.7 % 1100
South 43.1% 33.9% 14.0 % 3.4% 1.6% 41% 1158
Africa
Total 44.0 % 33.0 % 13.7 % 3.0 % 1.0 % 54 % 14427

112



Q19_5. History: How positive or negative would you rate the EU and Europe as a whole in terms of
the following fields of culture and sports?

Very Fairly Neither Fairly Very Do not Base (n)
positive positive positive negative negative know/
nor cannot
negative answer
Brazil 62.6 % 26.0 % 6.4 % 1.2 % 1.1 % 2.6 % 1150
Canada 40.5 % 29.7 % 13.4 % 3.0% 2.7 % 10.8 % 1018
China 19.9 % 32.0 % 32.0 % 51 % 3.4 % 7.6 % 1108
Colombia 52.8 % 31.6 % 10.2 % 1.9 % 1.2% 23 % 1106
Indonesia 51.7 % 39.2% 7.1 % 1.1% 0.4 % 0.5 % 1133
India 48.4 % 36.2 % 11.2% 32% 0.6 % 0.4 % 1145
Japan 27.5% 30.2 % 23.4 % 41 % 21 % 12.7 % 1126
Republic 23.0% 34.9% 26.2% 7.1% 1.9% 6.9% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 52.5% 32.9 % 11.4 % 1.7 % 1.0 % 0.5 % 1227
Nigeria 63.3 % 29.3 % 52 % 1.2 % 0.3 % 0.7 % 1012
Russia 27.3 % 35.2 % 21.4 % 6.1 % 1.9 % 8.2 % 1114
us 31.9 % 27.5% 20.0 % 5.6 % 3.2 % 11.7 % 1100
South 45.6 % 28.9% 15.5% 41% 2.7% 3.2% 1158
Africa
Total 42.2 % 31.8 % 15.6 % 3.5 % 1.7 % 52 % 14427
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Q19_6. Modern architecture and design: How positive or negative would you rate the EU and
Europe as a whole in terms of the following fields of culture and sports?

Very Fairly Neither Fairly Very Do not Base (n)
positive positive positive negative negative know/
nor cannot
negative answer
Brazil 53.7 % 31.6 % 9.2 % 1.6 % 0.8 % 3.1% 1150
Canada 28.6 % 35.8% 18.0 % 2.8% 1.7 % 13.2 % 1018
China 26.1 % 41.7 % 22.4% 1.7 % 0.6 % 7.4 % 1108
Colombia 51.4 % 34.3% 9.9 % 0.9 % 1.5 % 1.9 % 1106
Indonesia 59.5 % 34.5% 4.4 % 1.4 % 0.1 % 0.1 % 1133
India 49.8 % 34.5% 12.9 % 2.0% 0.3 % 0.5% 1145
Japan 27.9 % 31.1 % 23.0 % 41 % 1.8 % 12.1% 1126
Republic 235% 38.1% 24.7% 48% 1.8% 7.2% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 50.0 % 34.7 % 12.0 % 1.8 % 0.7 % 0.8 % 1227
Nigeria 724 % 20.2 % 4.4 % 1.2 % 0.3 % 1.5 % 1012
Russia 28.8 % 41.7 % 18.5 % 2.5% 0.4 % 8.1 % 1114
us 25.2% 28.5 % 23.8 % 6.0 % 2.8% 13.6 % 1100
South 43.4% 33.3% 13.7 % 3.5% 11% 49% 1158
Africa
Total 41.7 % 33.9 % 15.1 % 2.6 % 1.1% 5.6 % 14427
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Q19_7. Luxury goods and clothes: How positive or negative would you rate the EU and Europe as a
whole in terms of the following fields of culture and sports?

Very Fairly Neither Fairly Very Do not Base (n)
positive positive positive negative negative know/
nor cannot
negative answer
Brazil 58.4 % 25.0 % 11.0 % 0.9 % 1.2 % 3.5% 1150
Canada 31.9% 31.2% 18.7 % 2.8 % 1.5% 13.9 % 1018
China 24.2 % 34.6 % 28.0 % 4.1 % 1.4 % 7.7 % 1108
Colombia 42.0 % 35.7 % 16.5 % 2.7 % 0.9 % 2.2 % 1106
Indonesia 48.0 % 42.3 % 7.4 % 0.8 % 1.1% 0.4 % 1133
India 51.4 % 33.3% 13.6 % 0.7 % 0.3 % 0.7 % 1145
Japan 25.6 % 32.8% 24.4 % 3.2 % 1.7 % 12.3 % 1126
Republic 26.3% 36.0 % 21.4% 6.3 % 3.1% 6.9 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 43.4 % 36.1 % 16.1 % 2.4 % 0.8 % 1.1% 1227
Nigeria 69.4 % 22.4 % 4.9 % 2.5% 0.1% 0.7 % 1012
Russia 35.5% 38.2 % 16.0 % 1.9 % 0.5% 7.9 % 1114
US 27.3 % 28.9 % 22.3% 5.5 % 2.6 % 13.4 % 1100
South 49.3 % 32.9% 123 % 1.5% 11% 2.9% 1158
Africa
Total 41.0 % 33.1% 16.3 % 2.7 % 1.2% 5.6 % 14427
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Q19_8. Food and cuisine: How positive or negative would you rate the EU and Europe as a whole in
terms of the following fields of culture and sports?

Very Fairly Neither Fairly Very Do not Base (n)
positive positive positive negative negative know/
nor cannot
negative answer
Brazil 59.0 % 27.5% 8.3 % 2.0 % 0.9 % 2.3 % 1150
Canada 37.0% 33.1% 14.3 % 2.6 % 1.7 % 11.3% 1018
China 18.5 % 35.6 % 31.7 % 3.8% 1.5 % 8.8 % 1108
Colombia 39.4 % 41.0% 12.8 % 3.5% 0.8 % 2.4 % 1106
Indonesia 41.6 % 46.8 % 10.0 % 1.0 % 0.3 % 0.4 % 1133
India 49.2 % 33.7% 13.1 % 31% 0.2 % 0.8 % 1145
Japan 23.4 % 33.7 % 24.7 % 5.9 % 0.6 % 11.6 % 1126
Republic 20.0 % 39.9% 27.4% 5.0% 14% 6.4% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 42.7 % 38.6 % 15.2 % 21 % 0.4 % 1.1 % 1227
Nigeria 64.6 % 25.7 % 7.2 % 0.8 % 0.2 % 1.6 % 1012
Russia 26.9 % 41.8 % 20.0 % 43 % 1.0 % 5.9 % 1114
us 30.2 % 30.4 % 20.9 % 45% 2.0% 12.0 % 1100
South 46.8 % 34.3% 13.2% 1.8% 0.6 % 3.2% 1158
Africa
Total 38.5 % 35.6 % 16.8 % 3.1% 0.9 % 5.1% 14427
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0Q19_9. Lifestyle: How positive or negative would you rate the EU and Europe as a whole in terms
of the following fields of culture and sports?

Very Fairly Neither Fairly Very Do not Base (n)
positive positive positive negative negative know/
nor cannot
negative answer
Brazil 57.1 % 29.1 % 8.7 % 1.6 % 0.5 % 3.0 % 1150
Canada 29.3 % 37.2% 17.1% 2.9 % 2.0% 11.5% 1018
China 17.3 % 37.5% 30.1 % 5.3 % 1.2 % 8.6 % 1108
Colombia 44.1 % 40.5 % 11.6 % 1.4 % 1.0 % 1.5 % 1106
Indonesia 39.5 % 45.1 % 10.5 % 3.3 % 0.7 % 0.9 % 1133
India 49.5 % 35.3% 11.3 % 1.8 % 1.5 % 0.6 % 1145
Japan 21.3 % 34.5 % 27.2 % 3.7 % 1.5 % 11.7 % 1126
Republic 16.9 % 38.3% 31.9% 5.0 % 1.4% 6.5 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 47.8 % 36.9 % 11.7 % 2.5% 0.1 % 1.1 % 1227
Nigeria 64.6 % 28.9 % 4.9 % 0.6 % 0.2 % 0.8 % 1012
Russia 24.2 % 38.8 % 23.5 % 4.8 % 1.6 % 7.0 % 1114
us 26.0 % 31.4 % 22.9 % 6.1 % 21% 11.5% 1100
South 49.0 % 31.5 % 12.8% 32% 0.8 % 2.8% 1158
Africa
Total 37.6 % 35.8 % 17.1% 3.3% 1.1% 51% 14427
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Q19_10. Sports: How positive or negative would you rate the EU and Europe as a whole in terms of
the following fields of culture and sports?

Very Fairly Neither Fairly Very Do not Base (n)
positive positive positive negative negative know/
nor cannot
negative answer
Brazil 50.5 % 32.8% 11.1 % 1.5 % 1.1 % 3.0 % 1150
Canada 24.9% 37.9% 18.4 % 2.8% 22 % 13.7 % 1018
China 22.4 % 40.6 % 25.3 % 2.5% 0.9 % 8.3 % 1108
Colombia 46.5 % 35.5% 12.8 % 23 % 0.7 % 22 % 1106
Indonesia 53.0 % 40.4 % 52 % 0.5 % 0.5 % 0.3 % 1133
India 50.7 % 31.6% 12.4 % 3.8% 0.8 % 0.7 % 1145
Japan 20.4 % 34.1 % 28.8 % 3.7 % 1.0 % 12.0 % 1126
Republic 22.3% 37.5% 25.5% 5.8% 1.0% 7.9% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 46.9 % 35.1 % 15.5 % 1.0 % 0.2 % 1.3 % 1227
Nigeria 71.0 % 22.6 % 4.6 % 0.8 % 0.5% 0.5 % 1012
Russia 25.5% 43.7 % 20.7 % 22% 1.0 % 6.8 % 1114
usS 22.7 % 28.5 % 27.6 % 4.7 % 2.4 % 14.0 % 1100
South 45.7 % 33.2% 13.8% 2.9% 1.0% 3.3% 1158
Africa
Total 38.8 % 34.9 % 17.0 % 2.6 % 1.0 % 5.6 % 14427
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Q19_11. Multiculturalism: How positive or negative would you rate the EU and Europe as a whole
in terms of the following fields of culture and sports?

Very Fairly Neither Fairly Very Do not Base (n)
positive positive positive negative negative know/
nor cannot
negative answer
Brazil 44.3 % 34.0 % 13.3 % 2.7 % 1.7 % 4.0 % 1150
Canada 22.5% 37.9% 20.0 % 4.0 % 23 % 13.3 % 1018
China 18.2 % 41.7 % 28.3 % 23 % 0.8 % 8.7 % 1108
Colombia 42.7 % 38.3 % 14.5 % 1.4 % 0.7 % 2.4 % 1106
Indonesia 37.3% 44.9 % 12.5 % 2.7 % 0.3 % 23 % 1133
India 41.4 % 38.0 % 15.1 % 1.8 % 1.0 % 2.7 % 1145
Japan 16.8 % 32.0 % 33.1 % 3.9 % 1.5 % 12.7 % 1126
Republic 15.9 % 31.9% 33.3% 8.9 % 22% 7.7 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 41.1 % 38.3 % 16.5 % 2.7 % 0.3 % 1.1 % 1227
Nigeria 49.8 % 36.6 % 10.0 % 2.3 % 0.2 % 1.2 % 1012
Russia 29.6 % 38.4 % 20.6 % 2.8% 1.0 % 7.7 % 1114
usS 23.2 % 27.5 % 25.7 % 6.4 % 2.8 % 14.4 % 1100
South 30.0 % 37.0% 20.4% 6.0 % 23% 43% 1158
Africa
Total 31.9 % 36.7 % 20.2 % 3.6 % 1.3 % 6.3 % 14427
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Q20_1. Europe is an attractive destination for tourists from your country: Looking from your

country’s perspective, how strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following

statements?
Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 66.9 % 25.2 % 4.8% 1.9 % 0.2 % 1.0 % 1150
Canada 48.4 % 31.2% 10.8 % 2.7 % 1.3 % 5.6 % 1018
China 26.6 % 42.2 % 23.6 % 2.5% 1.4 % 3.6 % 1108
Colombia 66.0 % 24.3 % 6.9 % 1.9 % 0.2 % 0.7 % 1106
Indonesia 54.5 % 38.1 % 4.0 % 2.0 % 0.6 % 0.7 % 1133
India 56.5 % 34.6 % 7.2 % 1.3 % 0.2% 0.3 % 1145
Japan 31.8 % 37.3 % 16.7 % 3.6 % 1.6 % 9.1 % 1126
Republic 31.6 % 42.8% 16.3 % 41% 0.9 % 44% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 63.7 % 27.2 % 7.1 % 1.7 % 0.2 % 0.1 % 1227
Nigeria 66.0 % 24.5 % 6.6 % 1.6 % 0.9 % 0.4 % 1012
Russia 45.3 % 36.7 % 13.4 % 22% 0.6 % 1.8 % 1114
us 42.0 % 27.6 % 16.2 % 4.9 % 1.5 % 7.7 % 1100
South
. 55.0 % 30.3 % 10.7 % 22% 0.6 % 1.1 % 1158
Africa
Total 50.5 % 32.4 % 11.0% 2.5 % 0.8 % 2.8 % 14427
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Q20_2. Europe is a producer of music and arts popular in your country: Looking from your

country’s perspective, how strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following

statements?
Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 29.5% 25.8 % 25.2 % 13.7 % 2.5% 3.2 % 1150
Canada 24.7 % 37.5% 21.5% 6.2 % 1.4 % 8.7 % 1018
China 19.0 % 40.8 % 30.5 % 2.8% 1.8 % 5.1 % 1108
Colombia 23.8% 28.8 % 30.3 % 11.2 % 3.0 % 3.0 % 1106
Indonesia 32.8 % 45.5 % 14.6 % 5.7 % 0.4 % 1.0 % 1133
India 36.4 % 40.3 % 17.1% 3.7% 0.8 % 1.7 % 1145
Japan 26.2 % 35.0 % 21.5% 5.9 % 1.4 % 10.0 % 1126
Republic 22.4% 38.3% 26.3% 7.4% 0.9% 47 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 32.0 % 34.7 % 25.1 % 6.5 % 0.8 % 0.8 % 1227
Nigeria 31.4 % 25.0 % 20.1 % 16.9 % 5.7 % 0.9 % 1012
Russia 30.8 % 42.5 % 20.7 % 2.9 % 0.6 % 2.5% 1114
us 26.8 % 30.8 % 22.9 % 7.5 % 2.6 % 9.3% 1100
South 26.3% 31.8% 22.7% 12.2% 46% 2.4% 1158
Africa
Total 27.9 % 35.2 % 23.0 % 7.9 % 2.0 % 4.0 % 14427
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Q20_3. Europe is a producer of luxury goods and clothes popular in your country: Looking from
your country’s perspective, how strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following

statements?
Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 35.6 % 32.3% 18.2 % 9.6 % 1.3 % 3.0 % 1150
Canada 30.1 % 37.8% 18.5 % 31% 1.4 % 9.1% 1018
China 22.1% 411 % 24.8 % 41 % 1.9 % 6.0 % 1108
Colombia 26.3 % 34.1% 25.1% 10.5 % 1.5 % 2.4 % 1106
Indonesia 43.2 % 44.5 % 9.6 % 1.6 % 0.6 % 0.4 % 1133
India 41.0 % 39.7 % 15.6 % 2.9 % 0.3 % 0.3 % 1145
Japan 27.7 % 36.3 % 19.8 % 4.7 % 1.4 % 10.1 % 1126
Republic 29.0 % 42.1% 17.6 % 48% 1.6% 5.1% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 36.7 % 32.5% 23.9 % 4.8 % 1.1 % 1.0 % 1227
Nigeria 42.1 % 31.2% 16.0 % 8.7 % 1.7 % 0.4 % 1012
Russia 35.8 % 40.1 % 16.8 % 22% 1.3 % 3.9 % 1114
us 31.7 % 28.7 % 21.2 % 6.6 % 1.9 % 9.8 % 1100
South 37.8% 34.3% 19.0 % 6.1% 13% 15% 1158
Africa
Total 33.8 % 36.5 % 19.0 % 5.3 % 1.3% 4.0 % 14427
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Q20_4. Europe should be engaged more actively in cultural exchanges with your country: Looking
from your country’s perspective, how strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements?

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 52.0 % 34.6 % 9.2 % 1.7 % 0.3 % 2.1 % 1150
Canada 28.2% 411 % 17.0 % 31% 1.9 % 8.7 % 1018
China 28.0 % 47.2 % 17.5 % 2.3 % 0.8 % 42 % 1108
Colombia 48.7 % 36.1% 10.5 % 1.9 % 0.8 % 2.0% 1106
Indonesia 38.7 % 43.6 % 10.5 % 4.8 % 1.5 % 1.0 % 1133
India 41.7 % 36.4 % 13.9 % 3.4 % 1.6 % 3.0 % 1145
Japan 23.4 % 32.4 % 25.5 % 6.3 % 1.8 % 10.7 % 1126
Republic 24.8% 42.7% 22.0% 42% 1.0% 53% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 51.4 % 34.6 % 10.9 % 1.7 % 0.7 % 0.7 % 1227
Nigeria 47.6 % 35.5 % 9.8 % 4.5 % 1.2% 1.4 % 1012
Russia 35.7 % 39.0 % 18.9 % 2.9 % 1.1 % 2.5% 1114
us 24.4 % 31.0 % 26.8 % 5.3 % 22% 10.4 % 1100
South 37.6 % 36.9 % 17.2% 3.9% 2.3% 2.1% 1158
Africa
Total 37.3% 37.7 % 16.1 % 3.5% 1.3 % 41% 14427
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Q21_1. Respect for human dignity: Thinking about your own personal viewpoint on each of the
following issues listed below, please indicate how similar, if at all, are your views with the

respective views of the EU?

Definitely More or less Not very Not at all Do not Base (n)
similar similar similar important know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 42.4 % 40.4 % 10.3 % 3.0 % 3.8 % 1150
Canada 32.7% 39.9 % 8.3 % 3.1% 15.9 % 1018
China 17.9 % 51.7 % 15.6 % 2.7 % 12.1 % 1108
Colombia 43.7 % 36.1% 12.5 % 3.9 % 3.9 % 1106
Indonesia 46.9 % 39.5 % 10.5 % 1.7 % 1.5 % 1132
India 49.0 % 40.8 % 6.7 % 0.4 % 3.1% 1145
Japan 13.9 % 38.6 % 21.5 % 3.4 % 22.6 % 1126
Republic of 205 % 49.1% 17.2% 41% 9.1% 1030
Korea
Mexico 45.6 % 38.5 % 11.0 % 2.4 % 2.5% 1227
Nigeria 65.1 % 27.8 % 41 % 2.0 % 1.1% 1012
Russia 30.7 % 40.3 % 16.4 % 5.2 % 7.4 % 1114
us 31.1% 32.1% 14.5 % 4.3 % 17.9 % 1099
South Africa 45.3 % 38.0 % 9.2 % 3.5 % 4.0 % 1158
Total 37.4% 39.5 % 12.1 % 3.1% 8.0 % 14425
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Q21_2. Liberty: Thinking about your own personal viewpoint on each of the following issues listed
below, please indicate how similar, if at all, are your views with the respective views of the EU?

Definitely More or less Not very Not at all Do not Base (n)

similar similar similar important know/

cannot

answer
Brazil 45.2 % 38.5 % 10.4 % 2.5% 3.4 % 1150
Canada 31.7 % 40.5 % 9.3% 2.9 % 15.5 % 1018
China 25.1 % 42.8 % 19.3 % 42 % 8.6 % 1108
Colombia 45.6 % 35.4 % 10.4 % 5.4 % 3.2% 1106
Indonesia 39.1 % 36.8 % 14.4 % 8.1 % 1.4 % 1132
India 47.4 % 36.9 % 12.7 % 1.3 % 1.7 % 1145
Japan 16.1 % 38.7 % 19.2 % 4.3 % 21.7 % 1126
EEE::HC of 25.9 % 46.2% 15.9% 43% 7.7 % 1030
Mexico 48.4 % 38.5 % 9.4 % 2.3 % 1.5 % 1227
Nigeria 57.2% 33.0 % 8.2 % 0.9 % 0.7 % 1012
Russia 28.3 % 39.5 % 18.5 % 6.6 % 7.1 % 1113
us 26.4 % 32.8% 16.2 % 6.2 % 18.5 % 1100
South Africa 39.2% 41.0 % 11.8 % 3.1% 5.0 % 1158
Total 36.7 % 38.5 % 13.5% 4.0 % 7.3 % 14425
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Q21_3. Democracy: Thinking about your own personal viewpoint on each of the following issues
listed below, please indicate how similar, if at all, are your views with the respective views of the
EU?

Definitely More or less Not very Not at all Do not Base (n)
similar similar similar important know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 40.9 % 35.8 % 14.0 % 4.5 % 4.8 % 1150
Canada 32.2% 36.6 % 11.9 % 3.8% 15.5 % 1018
China 20.4 % 41.2 % 22.1% 7.5 % 8.8 % 1108
Colombia 37.4% 37.3 % 15.5% 6.3 % 3.4 % 1106
Indonesia 42.0 % 37.7 % 14.0 % 4.5 % 1.8 % 1132
India 50.0 % 34.6 % 10.7 % 1.8 % 2.8% 1145
Japan 15.9 % 36.1 % 21.7 % 4.0 % 22.4% 1126
Republic of 25.1% 442% 19.0% 3.7 % 8.0 % 1030
Korea
Mexico 37.1% 40.9 % 15.6 % 3.3% 3.1% 1227
Nigeria 57.7 % 25.6 % 14.3 % 1.7 % 0.7 % 1012
Russia 24.4 % 33.8 % 22.9 % 9.7 % 9.2 % 1114
us 26.0 % 33.5 % 16.0 % 6.9 % 17.6 % 1100
South Africa 38.8 % 36.6 % 14.3 % 6.1 % 4.3 % 1158
Total 34.4 % 36.5 % 16.3 % 49 % 7.8 % 14426
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Q21_4. Equality: Thinking about your own personal viewpoint on each of the following issues
listed below, please indicate how similar, if at all, are your views with the respective views of the
EU?

Definitely More or less Not very Not at all Do not Base (n)
similar similar similar important know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 37.7 % 36.3 % 15.6 % 6.3 % 41 % 1150
Canada 27.6 % 41.4 % 11.3 % 3.7 % 16.0 % 1018
China 21.8 % 44.1 % 19.3 % 5.9 % 8.9 % 1108
Colombia 38.8 % 35.5% 16.4 % 6.1 % 3.2% 1106
Indonesia 37.2% 42.2 % 14.8 % 3.6 % 21 % 1132
India 50.9 % 34.1% 10.6 % 2.4 % 21 % 1145
Japan 14.0 % 36.1 % 24.3 % 4.6 % 21.0 % 1126
Republic of 213 % 44.8% 21.1% 4.9% 7.8 % 1030
Korea
Mexico 43.4 % 35.7 % 15.0 % 4.4 % 1.5 % 1227
Nigeria 60.4 % 25.8 % 10.3 % 2.5% 1.1% 1012
Russia 24.6 % 33.9 % 25.8 % 8.0 % 7.7 % 1114
us 26.8 % 32.8% 16.3 % 6.5 % 17.7 % 1100
South Africa 38.3 % 37.0 % 14.1 % 6.1 % 4.6 % 1158
Total 34.1 % 36.9 % 16.5% 5.0 % 7.4 % 14426
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Q21_5. The rule of law: Thinking about your own personal viewpoint on each of the following
issues listed below, please indicate how similar, if at all, are your views with the respective views
of the EU?

Definitely More or less Not very Not at all Do not Base (n)
similar similar similar important know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 38.9 % 36.1 % 14.9 % 4.6 % 5.5 % 1150
Canada 27.2% 41.5% 9.1 % 4.6 % 17.6 % 1017
China 21.9 % 41.6 % 21.4 % 3.3 % 11.7 % 1108
Colombia 34.4 % 38.7 % 16.3 % 6.4 % 42 % 1106
Indonesia 35.9 % 38.3 % 16.0 % 6.0 % 3.7 % 1132
India 50.4 % 32.7 % 12.0 % 1.7 % 3.3 % 1145
Japan 12.8 % 34.0 % 23.2 % 5.4 % 24.6 % 1126
Republic of 18.9 % 44.9% 215% 54% 9.3% 1030
Korea
Mexico 36.5 % 41.0 % 14.8 % 4.6 % 3.1% 1227
Nigeria 61.5% 25.0 % 10.4 % 2.5% 0.7 % 1012
Russia 22.4 % 36.8 % 20.6 % 7.3 % 12.9 % 1114
us 27.0 % 31.4% 14.7 % 6.0 % 20.8 % 1100
South Africa 39.3 % 35.1 % 14.2 % 5.7 % 5.7 % 1158
Total 32.9 % 36.7 % 16.1 % 49 % 9.4 % 14425
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Q21_6. Respect for human rights: Thinking about your own personal viewpoint on each of the
following issues listed below, please indicate how similar, if at all, are your views with the

respective views of the EU?

Definitely More or less Not very Not at all Do not Base (n)
similar similar similar important know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 42.8 % 34.9 % 12.9 % 5.5 % 4.0 % 1150
Canada 30.7 % 39.3 % 11.0 % 4.0 % 14.9 % 1018
China 21.9 % 39.7 % 21.0 % 6.6 % 10.9 % 1107
Colombia 42.2 % 33.6 % 13.8 % 71 % 3.3% 1106
Indonesia 43.8 % 37.3 % 12.8 % 4.0 % 2.0% 1132
India 51.6 % 29.8 % 11.2% 3.5% 3.9 % 1145
Japan 14.8 % 36.5 % 22.6 % 42 % 21.8% 1126
Republic of 22.4% 44.0% 202% 5.2% 8.1% 1030
Korea
Mexico 45.4 % 37.5% 11.3 % 42 % 1.6 % 1227
Nigeria 69.9 % 22.0 % 4.7 % 2.7 % 0.7 % 1012
Russia 30.1 % 36.1 % 19.3 % 71 % 7.4 % 1114
us 25.7 % 35.0 % 15.6 % 5.8% 17.9 % 1100
South Africa 45.5 % 33.2 % 11.1 % 5.3 % 4.8 % 1158
Total 37.5 % 35.3 % 14.4 % 5.0 % 7.7 % 14425
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Q21_7. Rights of persons belonging to minorities: Thinking about your own personal viewpoint on
each of the following issues listed below, please indicate how similar, if at all, are your views with
the respective views of the EU?

Definitely More or less Not very Not at all Do not Base (n)
similar similar similar important know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 30.7 % 37.9 % 19.7 % 6.3 % 5.5 % 1150
Canada 26.3 % 37.5% 13.1% 5.4 % 17.8 % 1018
China 19.2 % 39.4 % 22.5% 5.9 % 13.1 % 1108
Colombia 33.2% 35.7 % 19.5 % 71 % 4.5% 1106
Indonesia 34.7 % 35.1 % 21.0 % 4.4 % 4.8 % 1132
India 45.4 % 32.2% 14.0 % 3.0 % 5.5% 1145
Japan 10.7 % 31.0 % 26.9 % 5.0 % 26.4 % 1126
Republic of 15.9 % 37.5% 28.2% 8.7 % 9.7 % 1030
Korea
Mexico 38.4 % 39.4 % 15.5 % 2.8% 4.0 % 1227
Nigeria 56.8 % 28.0 % 8.3 % 5.5% 1.4 % 1012
Russia 16.3 % 24.9 % 252 % 20.7 % 12.8 % 1114
us 24.4 % 33.8 % 15.1 % 5.7 % 20.9 % 1100
South Africa 35.4 % 36.6 % 15.5 % 6.4 % 6.0 % 1158
Total 29.8 % 34.6 % 18.8 % 6.6 % 10.1 % 14426
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Q21_8. Pluralism: Thinking about your own personal viewpoint on each of the following issues
listed below, please indicate how similar, if at all, are your views with the respective views of the
EU?

Definitely More or less Not very Not at all Do not Base (n)
similar similar similar important know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 30.3 % 37.5 % 17.0 % 42 % 11.1 % 1150
Canada 18.5 % 36.1 % 11.2 % 3.4 % 30.7 % 1018
China 23.3 % 49.5 % 13.8 % 2.3 % 11.2 % 1108
Colombia 28.1% 41.8 % 19.0 % 4.6 % 6.5 % 1106
Indonesia 33.3 % 39.0 % 17.7 % 4.5 % 5.5 % 1132
India 43.0 % 35.3 % 11.4 % 22 % 8.1% 1145
Japan 10.6 % 29.1 % 27.8 % 4.1 % 28.5 % 1126
Republic of 14.0 % 36.6 % 32.1% 6.0 % 11.3% 1030
Korea
Mexico 28.9 % 48.2 % 15.4 % 3.0% 4.5 % 1227
Nigeria 35.2% 40.0 % 16.4 % 2.5% 5.9 % 1012
Russia 14.7 % 30.0 % 26.4 % 8.1% 20.8 % 1114
us 19.2 % 27.8% 16.1 % 5.5% 31.5% 1100
South Africa 25.0 % 36.3 % 18.8 % 6.0 % 13.8 % 1158
Total 25.1 % 37.5% 18.6 % 4.3 % 14.4 % 14426
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Q21_9. Non-discrimination: Thinking about your own personal viewpoint on each of the following
issues listed below, please indicate how similar, if at all, are your views with the respective views
of the EU?

Definitely More or less Not very Not at all Do not Base (n)
similar similar similar important know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 32.1% 37.2 % 17.5 % 7.7 % 5.6 % 1150
Canada 22.3% 40.7 % 13.2% 4.9 % 18.9 % 1018
China 17.0 % 38.5 % 25.5 % 7.5 % 11.6 % 1108
Colombia 37.4 % 32.9% 18.4 % 8.0 % 3.2% 1106
Indonesia 32.2% 41.0 % 18.0 % 3.9 % 5.0 % 1132
India 42.2 % 37.0 % 13.1% 4.0 % 3.7 % 1145
Japan 12.5 % 33.6 % 25.8 % 4.8 % 23.4 % 1126
Republic of 15.3% 38.3% 31.1% 6.1% 9.2% 1030
Korea
Mexico 41.8% 34.9 % 16.3 % 42 % 2.8% 1227
Nigeria 53.8 % 27.3 % 11.2 % 6.5 % 1.2% 1012
Russia 21.7 % 33.9 % 24.2 % 8.3 % 11.9 % 1114
us 22.7% 34.7 % 16.4 % 5.6 % 20.5 % 1100
South Africa 33.5 % 36.4 % 16.1 % 8.0 % 6.0 % 1158
Total 29.7 % 35.9 % 18.9 % 6.1 % 9.4 % 14426
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Q21_10. Tolerance: Thinking about your own personal viewpoint on each of the following issues
listed below, please indicate how similar, if at all, are your views with the respective views of the
EU?

Definitely More or less Not very Not at all Do not Base (n)
similar similar similar important know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 33.2% 36.9 % 18.0 % 6.0 % 5.9 % 1150
Canada 23.9 % 40.7 % 12.7 % 4.5% 18.2% 1018
China 17.7 % 45.5 % 20.2 % 6.3 % 10.3 % 1108
Colombia 35.9 % 38.3 % 16.7 % 5.8 % 3.3% 1106
Indonesia 40.3 % 38.0 % 13.6 % 6.2 % 1.9 % 1132
India 41.0% 40.2 % 12.8 % 3.7 % 2.4 % 1145
Japan 11.6 % 31.7 % 25.7 % 51% 25.9 % 1126
Republic of 14.5% 40.1% 29.2% 6.7 % 9.5% 1030
Korea
Mexico 40.1 % 40.1 % 14.3 % 3.5% 2.0 % 1227
Nigeria 55.4 % 29.7 % 11.8 % 1.8 % 1.3% 1012
Russia 17.6 % 30.7 % 25.9 % 14.0 % 11.8 % 1114
us 23.6 % 34.9 % 14.9 % 71 % 19.5 % 1100
South Africa 31.3 % 39.6 % 16.1 % 6.8 % 6.1 % 1158
Total 29.8 % 37.5% 17.8 % 6.0 % 9.0 % 14426
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Q21_11. Justice: Thinking about your own personal viewpoint on each of the following issues
listed below, please indicate how similar, if at all, are your views with the respective views of the
EU?

Definitely More or less Not very Not at all Do not Base (n)
similar similar similar important know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 39.1 % 34.2 % 14.2 % 7.5 % 5.0% 1150
Canada 26.4 % 41.5 % 10.8 % 4.6 % 16.7 % 1018
China 21.2% 36.8 % 23.0 % 8.8 % 10.1 % 1108
Colombia 38.3 % 321 % 14.4 % 11.7 % 3.5% 1106
Indonesia 40.1 % 38.4 % 14.3 % 41 % 3.0 % 1132
India 51.1% 30.5 % 14.3 % 2.8% 1.3 % 1145
Japan 12.8 % 35.4 % 22.7 % 4.4 % 24.8 % 1126
Republic of 16.2 % 45.1% 23.4% 5.9% 9.3% 1030
Korea
Mexico 40.7 % 35.0 % 16.1 % 5.9 % 2.1 % 1227
Nigeria 65.0 % 20.7 % 8.2 % 49 % 1.2% 1012
Russia 24.2 % 38.0 % 21.3 % 6.9 % 9.6 % 1114
us 25.8% 34.7 % 15.4 % 4.8% 19.3 % 1100
South Africa 38.9 % 34.2 % 14.2 % 8.1% 4.6 % 1158
Total 33.9 % 35.1 % 16.4 % 6.2 % 8.4 % 14426
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Q21_12. Solidarity: Thinking about your own personal viewpoint on each of the following issues
listed below, please indicate how similar, if at all, are your views with the respective views of the
EU?

Definitely More or less Not very Not at all Do not Base (n)
similar similar similar important know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 39.2 % 38.8 % 13.2 % 4.6 % 42 % 1150
Canada 25.0 % 39.8 % 11.1% 4.0 % 20.0 % 1018
China 17.9 % 42.1 % 23.2 % 6.9 % 9.9 % 1108
Colombia 39.8 % 36.7 % 13.7 % 71 % 2.8% 1106
Indonesia 40.1 % 41.4 % 13.1 % 3.5% 2.0% 1132
India 43.8 % 41.6 % 10.0 % 0.8 % 3.8 % 1145
Japan 11.3 % 33.2 % 24.4 % 51% 26.0 % 1126
Republic of 15.1% 44.5% 25.3% 45% 10.7 % 1029
Korea
Mexico 41.8% 41.2 % 12.0 % 2.9 % 2.1 % 1227
Nigeria 55.8 % 30.3 % 10.3 % 22 % 1.5% 1012
Russia 21.9 % 41.7 % 19.7 % 6.4 % 10.3 % 1113
us 22.6% 33.2% 14.6 % 6.5 % 23.0 % 1100
South Africa 33.4 % 38.2 % 14.6 % 6.5 % 7.3 % 1158
Total 31.5% 38.7 % 15.7 % 4.7 % 9.4 % 14424
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Q21_13. Equality between women and men: Thinking about your own personal viewpoint on each
of the following issues listed below, please indicate how similar, if at all, are your views with the
respective views of the EU?

Definitely More or less Not very Not at all Do not Base (n)
similar similar similar important know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 36.6 % 37.2 % 16.0 % 53 % 4.9 % 1150
Canada 27.2% 40.4 % 11.2 % 4.0 % 17.1 % 1017
China 18.8 % 47.9 % 19.2 % 41 % 10.0 % 1108
Colombia 36.3 % 37.2% 16.1 % 7.5% 2.9 % 1106
Indonesia 39.7 % 39.5 % 12.0 % 5.6 % 3.2 % 1132
India 55.0 % 31.8 % 9.4 % 1.6 % 22% 1144
Japan 14.7 % 33.6 % 23.9 % 5.6 % 22.3% 1126
Republic of 19.0 % 41.6% 24.1% 6.7 % 8.6 % 1030
Korea
Mexico 43.5 % 36.9 % 13.9 % 3.8% 1.9 % 1227
Nigeria 54.5 % 30.1 % 11.5% 3.0 % 1.0 % 1012
Russia 24.9 % 36.4 % 19.8 % 9.2 % 9.7 % 1113
us 24.8% 33.0 % 14.8 % 71 % 20.3 % 1100
South Africa 40.8 % 35.5 % 13.8 % 4.6 % 5.4 % 1158
Total 33.7 % 37.0 % 15.8 % 52 % 8.3 % 14423
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Q22_1. Economy: Which term — Europe or the EU - comes to your mind first when you think about
the following subjects?

“European “Europe” “Specific No Do not Base (n)

Union” European difference know/

countries” between cannot

them answer
Brazil 52.1% 27.8 % 11.1 % 4.6 % 4.3 % 1150
Canada 38.4 % 21.4% 14.6 % 12.2 % 13.4 % 1018
China 46.3 % 23.4 % 13.4 % 6.5 % 10.3 % 1108
Colombia 54.3 % 28.2% 11.0 % 4.8 % 1.6 % 1106
Indonesia 59.4 % 23.5 % 9.6 % 52 % 22 % 1133
India 52.6 % 26.4 % 15.5 % 2.7 % 2.8 % 1145
Japan 28.9 % 27.4 % 12.2 % 12.0 % 19.5 % 1126
Ef)l;::m of 48.7 % 20.3% 14.9 % 8.3 % 7.9% 1030
Mexico 51.4 % 29.7 % 11.6 % 51 % 22% 1227
Nigeria 65.2 % 24.4 % 8.3 % 1.9 % 0.2 % 1012
Russia 38.8 % 22.5% 20.7 % 10.1 % 7.8 % 1114
us 33.7 % 24.2 % 13.1% 11.4 % 17.7 % 1100
South Africa 49.1 % 28.2 % 13.3 % 6.9 % 2.5% 1158
Total 47.6 % 25.3 % 13.0 % 7.0 % 7.0 % 14427
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Q22_2. Science, research and technology: Which term — Europe or the EU - comes to your mind first
when you think about the following subjects?

“European “Europe” “Specific No Do not Base (n)

Union” European difference know/

countries” between cannot

them answer
Brazil 40.7 % 29.4 % 20.8 % 4.5 % 4.6 % 1150
Canada 27.0 % 26.0 % 20.1 % 13.8 % 13.2 % 1018
China 33.4 % 31.9 % 16.8 % 8.3 % 9.6 % 1108
Colombia 42.4 % 324 % 17.3 % 5.3 % 2.6 % 1106
Indonesia 38.2% 38.6 % 18.9 % 2.9 % 1.4 % 1133
India 40.3 % 34.3% 18.8 % 3.8% 2.7 % 1145
Japan 22.4 % 28.8 % 15.5 % 13.2% 20.2 % 1126
EEE::HC of 32.9% 22.8% 23.8% 122% 8.3% 1030
Mexico 40.8 % 31.6 % 19.3 % 6.2 % 2.0 % 1227
Nigeria 43.2 % 35.4 % 18.0 % 2.4 % 1.0 % 1012
Russia 22.5% 29.4 % 27.5 % 11.1 % 9.6 % 1114
usS 25.5 % 24.7 % 18.8 % 12.8 % 18.1% 1100
South Africa 32.6 % 33.6 % 23.1 % 7.5 % 3.1% 1158
Total 34.1 % 30.8 % 19.9 % 7.9 % 7.3 % 14427
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Q22_3. Politics: Which term — Europe or the EU — comes to your mind first when you think about
the following subjects?

“European “Europe” “Specific No Do not Base (n)

Union” European difference know/

countries” between cannot

them answer
Brazil 49.7 % 27.3 % 13.1 % 5.0 % 4.9 % 1150
Canada 31.2% 23.5 % 18.8 % 12.9 % 13.7 % 1018
China 44.2 % 19.2 % 16.8 % 8.7 % 11.1% 1108
Colombia 52.9% 24.6 % 14.4 % 52 % 2.8% 1106
Indonesia 46.0 % 26.2 % 21.7 % 32% 2.8% 1133
India 46.1 % 30.0 % 15.5 % 5.5 % 3.0 % 1145
Japan 31.5% 22.4 % 12.5 % 13.6 % 20.1 % 1126
E‘:)l;::ﬁc of 36.2% 21.3% 20.4 % 12.6 % 9.5% 1030
Mexico 45.7 % 29.7 % 13.9 % 7.2 % 3.5% 1227
Nigeria 54.6 % 29.2 % 10.9 % 3.5% 1.8 % 1012
Russia 46.0 % 15.4 % 19.8 % 8.9 % 9.9 % 1114
us 31.8% 21.0 % 17.2% 11.4 % 18.6 % 1100
South Africa 42.9 % 26.4 % 16.9 % 9.9 % 3.9 % 1158
Total 43.1 % 24.4 % 16.3 % 82 % 8.0 % 14427
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Q22_4. Social development: Which term — Europe or the EU — comes to your mind first when you
think about the following subjects?

“European “Europe” “Specific No Do not Base (n)

Union” European difference know/

countries” between cannot

them answer
Brazil 43.2 % 29.5 % 16.7 % 6.3 % 4.3 % 1150
Canada 27.6 % 242 % 19.7 % 13.8 % 14.7 % 1018
China 37.5% 28.7 % 13.9 % 9.7 % 10.3 % 1108
Colombia 45.8 % 29.1 % 16.4 % 55% 3.2% 1106
Indonesia 45.5 % 27.1 % 20.4 % 4.8 % 22 % 1133
India 45.5 % 27.4 % 18.7 % 5.7 % 2.7 % 1145
Japan 24.2 % 28.2 % 13.1 % 13.9 % 20.7 % 1126
Eg::lic of 34.0% 25.3% 155 % 13.9% 11.3% 1030
Mexico 47.0 % 31.1 % 14.6 % 5.0 % 23 % 1227
Nigeria 49.8 % 31.3% 13.7 % 3.3% 1.9 % 1012
Russia 28.3 % 25.0 % 22.6 % 11.9 % 12.2% 1114
us 24.3 % 25.5 % 16.3 % 142 % 19.8 % 1100
South Africa 36.8 % 29.6 % 17.5 % 11.4 % 4.8 % 1158
Total 37.8 % 27.9 % 16.8 % 9.1 % 8.4 % 14427
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Q22_5. Culture and sports: Which term — Europe or the EU — comes to your mind first when you
think about the following subjects?

“European “Europe” “Specific No Do not Base (n)

Union” European difference know/

countries” between cannot

them answer
Brazil 31.4 % 40.2 % 18.9 % 4.7 % 4.9 % 1150
Canada 18.5 % 34.3% 21.2% 12.6 % 13.5% 1018
China 22.3% 38.8 % 19.9 % 8.6 % 10.5 % 1108
Colombia 30.4 % 40.4 % 20.3 % 6.1 % 2.9% 1106
Indonesia 39.5 % 342 % 17.7 % 6.0 % 2.6 % 1133
India 40.6 % 30.5 % 18.3 % 6.3 % 4.4 % 1145
Japan 15.6 % 39.1 % 14.8 % 11.8 % 18.6 % 1126
Eg::lic of 24.4% 30.2% 25.5% 10.8 % 9.1% 1030
Mexico 32.2% 42.9 % 17.3 % 5.7 % 2.0 % 1227
Nigeria 41.6 % 37.4 % 14.0 % 3.8 % 3.3% 1012
Russia 18.2 % 32.8 % 28.1 % 12.0 % 8.9 % 1114
us 18.8 % 30.5 % 19.4 % 13.7 % 17.6 % 1100
South Africa 27.6 % 40.4 % 18.7 % 9.1 % 42 % 1158
Total 27.8 % 36.4 % 19.5% 8.5 % 7.8 % 14427
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Q23_1. Europe is looking towards the future: Generally speaking, please indicate how much you
agree or disagree with each of the following statements about Europe?

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 43.9 % 36.5 % 13.6 % 2.9 % 1.1 % 2.1 % 1150
Canada 25.0 % 43.0 % 16.3 % 43 % 1.7 % 9.6 % 1018
China 11.5 % 36.5 % 36.0 % 7.7 % 2.7 % 5.7 % 1108
Colombia 54.6 % 31.9% 9.0 % 23 % 1.0 % 1.3 % 1106
Indonesia 42.4 % 48.8 % 6.4 % 1.0 % 0.5 % 0.9 % 1133
India 57.6 % 31.3% 71 % 1.9 % 0.4 % 1.7 % 1145
Japan 10.9 % 31.4 % 29.9 % 8.3 % 3.5% 15.9 % 1126
Republic 18.7 % 41.2% 25.2% 7.1% 1.6% 6.1% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 55.6 % 32.3% 7.7 % 2.0 % 1.1 % 1.3 % 1227
Nigeria 68.2 % 25.5 % 4.9 % 0.7 % 0.5 % 0.2 % 1012
Russia 24.6 % 37.6 % 19.8 % 8.7 % 51% 41% 1114
us 23.0 % 34.9 % 18.0 % 6.5 % 41% 13.5% 1100
South 48.0 % 34.7 % 11.8% 24% 0.9 % 2.1% 1158
Africa
Total 37.4 % 35.8 % 15.7 % 4.3 % 1.9% 49 % 14427
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Q23_2. Europe should be more united to tackle today's challenges: Generally speaking, please
indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements about Europe?

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 43.5 % 40.2 % 11.6 % 22% 0.9 % 1.7 % 1150
Canada 25.6 % 37.9% 20.5 % 3.8% 1.5 % 10.7 % 1018
China 20.0 % 46.3 % 22.0 % 41 % 2.5% 5.1 % 1108
Colombia 52.8 % 31.9% 10.6 % 2.1 % 1.6 % 1.1% 1106
Indonesia 48.6 % 43.7 % 5.7 % 0.1 % 0.1 % 1.9 % 1133
India 46.1 % 41.6 % 10.1 % 0.7 % 1.5 % 1145
Japan 15.5 % 35.1 % 25.0 % 5.4 % 2.0 % 17.1% 1126
Republic 23.1% 42.7% 21.7% 5.3% 0.9% 6.3% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 54.4 % 32.7 % 8.7 % 1.8 % 1.0 % 1.5 % 1227
Nigeria 69.0 % 28.2 % 2.3 % 0.3 % 0.3 % 1012
Russia 29.3 % 41.2 % 18.6 % 3.2 % 2.0 % 5.8 % 1114
us 22.4 % 32.3% 24.5 % 5.0 % 2.6 % 13.2% 1100
South 43.4% 38.0 % 13.6 % 2.1% 0.8 % 22% 1158
Africa
Total 38.1 % 37.8 % 14.9 % 2.8 % 1.2% 52 % 14427
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Q23_3. Europe is attractive for its history: Generally speaking, please indicate how much you agree
or disagree with each of the following statements about Europe?

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 52.0 % 36.3 % 8.6 % 1.0 % 0.3 % 1.7 % 1150
Canada 43.5% 30.3 % 13.8 % 3.3% 1.1% 7.9 % 1018
China 16.4 % 43.4 % 29.3 % 4.6 % 22 % 42 % 1108
Colombia 56.8 % 29.2% 8.5 % 2.9 % 1.3 % 1.4 % 1106
Indonesia 41.6 % 45.3 % 9.4 % 2.7 % 0.1 % 1.0 % 1133
India 42.4 % 40.9 % 11.5% 2.7 % 1.2 % 1.3 % 1145
Japan 13.4 % 34.7 % 26.5 % 8.2 % 1.9 % 15.4 % 1126
Republic 24.7 % 39.1% 21.2% 6.8 % 2.4% 5.8% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 54.2 % 31.6 % 10.3 % 3.3 % 0.1 % 0.6 % 1227
Nigeria 53.2 % 32.6 % 10.8 % 2.7 % 0.3 % 0.4 % 1012
Russia 28.7 % 39.3 % 18.0 % 5.6 % 32% 52 % 1114
us 31.8% 29.9 % 18.6 % 5.4 % 3.2 % 11.1% 1100
South 42.7 % 34.1% 14.6 % 3.4% 3.3 % 19% 1158
Africa
Total 38.7 % 35.9 % 15.4 % 4.0 % 1.6 % 44 % 14427
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Q23_4. Europe is providing many opportunities: Generally speaking, please indicate how much

you agree or disagree with each of the following statements about Europe?

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 44.5 % 35.7 % 14.1 % 1.7 % 0.7 % 3.2 % 1150
Canada 21.3% 36.3 % 23.7 % 4.9 % 2.0% 11.8 % 1018
China 12.4 % 35.6 % 35.7 % 7.8 % 22% 6.3 % 1108
Colombia 42.8% 39.3 % 13.2% 1.9 % 1.2% 1.6 % 1106
Indonesia 36.7 % 46.1 % 13.0 % 22% 0.7 % 1.3 % 1133
India 45.8 % 36.9 % 10.8 % 3.5% 1.0 % 21 % 1145
Japan 24.8 % 35.1 % 18.1 % 7.0 % 2.6 % 12.4 % 1126
Republic 16.6 % 37.3% 30.0 % 7.3% 1.8% 7.0% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 43.6 % 35.1 % 17.9 % 1.9 % 0.3 % 1.1 % 1227
Nigeria 48.0 % 34.8 % 15.0 % 1.8 % 0.1% 0.4 % 1012
Russia 26.7 % 45.4 % 18.2 % 44 % 22% 3.1% 1114
usS 17.9 % 29.8 % 28.2 % 7.7 % 2.4 % 14.0 % 1100
South 35.4% 36.6 % 20.0% 43% 1.6% 2.0 % 1158
Africa
Total 32.3 % 37.2 % 19.7 % 4.3 % 1.4 % 5.0 % 14427
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Q23_5. Europe is a destination you would like to visit: Generally speaking, please indicate how
much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements about Europe?

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 61.4 % 25.9 % 8.0 % 1.8 % 0.9 % 2.0 % 1150
Canada 44.2 % 28.4 % 14.4 % 4.0 % 25% 6.5 % 1018
China 19.6 % 36.8 % 28.4 % 6.5 % 3.7 % 5.0 % 1108
Colombia 65.4 % 23.9% 6.7 % 2.0% 0.7 % 1.3 % 1106
Indonesia 48.4 % 40.0 % 8.9 % 1.4 % 1.0 % 0.4 % 1133
India 52.4 % 30.6 % 13.4 % 1.8 % 0.4 % 1.3 % 1145
Japan 23.5% 35.2 % 18.5 % 7.3 % 3.5% 12.1% 1126
Republic 30.8 % 40.7 % 18.0% 48% 1.7% 42% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 62.5% 25.0 % 9.5 % 1.6 % 0.6 % 0.7 % 1227
Nigeria 67.6 % 25.7 % 52 % 0.8 % 0.5 % 0.2 % 1012
Russia 40.4 % 34.8 % 15.0 % 2.5% 3.7 % 3.7 % 1114
us 34.0 % 27.4 % 18.0 % 7.0 % 3.1% 10.5 % 1100
South 54.9 % 28.5% 10.1% 25% 22% 18% 1158
Africa
Total 46.7 % 30.9 % 13.3% 34 % 1.9% 3.8 % 14427
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Q23_6. Europe is a place where you would like to do business or create partnerships with:

Generally speaking, please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following

statements about Europe?

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 50.2 % 30.7 % 12.4 % 2.9 % 0.7 % 3.2 % 1150
Canada 22.1% 30.1 % 27.0 % 4.8 % 2.7 % 13.4 % 1018
China 13.9 % 36.4 % 31.0 % 8.7 % 32% 6.9 % 1108
Colombia 50.8 % 32.9% 11.6 % 21 % 0.8 % 1.8 % 1106
Indonesia 35.6 % 47.1 % 13.3 % 1.8 % 0.7 % 1.5 % 1133
India 42.3 % 42.8 % 10.8 % 23 % 0.3 % 1.5 % 1145
Japan 14.1 % 32.4 % 28.3 % 7.2 % 2.3 % 15.7 % 1126
Republic 17.9% 40.7 % 25.3% 7.7 % 13% 7.2% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 46.7 % 35.6 % 14.4 % 1.1 % 0.8 % 1.5 % 1227
Nigeria 62.2% 30.1 % 7.2 % 0.2 % 0.3 % 1012
Russia 21.9 % 29.4 % 26.6 % 8.8 % 6.3 % 7.1 % 1114
us 19.7 % 26.3 % 26.7 % 8.9 % 43 % 14.1% 1100
South 46.3 % 32.0% 13.7 % 3.3% 1.6 % 3.0 % 1158
Africa
Total 34.3 % 34.4 % 19.0 % 45 % 1.9% 5.9 % 14427
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Q23_7. Europe is a place where you would like to live: Generally speaking, please indicate how
much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements about Europe?

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 45.7 % 26.2 % 15.0 % 8.3 % 2.5% 2.4 % 1150
Canada 20.6 % 30.3 % 252 % 10.8 % 5.6 % 7.5 % 1018
China 10.7 % 26.1 % 32.9 % 13.7 % 9.9 % 6.7 % 1108
Colombia 49.8 % 28.8 % 15.1 % 3.3% 1.8 % 1.3 % 1106
Indonesia 27.8 % 34.9% 19.8 % 12.4 % 2.9 % 22 % 1133
India 44.1 % 34.7 % 12.8 % 3.9% 2.7 % 1.7 % 1145
Japan 10.7 % 22.6 % 30.8 % 15.7 % 7.7 % 12.3 % 1126
Republic 19.4% 35.1% 27.5% 9.2% 2.7% 6.0 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 44.8 % 30.8 % 16.2 % 5.0 % 21 % 1.1 % 1227
Nigeria 53.9 % 30.7 % 10.6 % 3.0% 0.3 % 1.6 % 1012
Russia 19.6 % 24.4 % 25.5 % 12.8 % 12.0 % 5.7 % 1114
us 17.9 % 24.3 % 24.2 % 13.9 % 8.5 % 11.2% 1100
South 36.9 % 27.8% 20.2% 8.9 % 47 % 1.6% 1158
Africa
Total 31.1 % 28.9 % 21.1% 9.3 % 49 % 4.7 % 14427
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Q23_8. Europe is a place where you would like to study (or your kids to study): Generally

speaking, please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements

about Europe?

Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly Do not Base (n)
agree agree nor disagree know/
disagree cannot
answer
Brazil 55.1 % 28.3 % 10.6 % 2.7 % 1.3 % 1.9 % 1150
Canada 23.7 % 31.0% 23.0 % 7.3 % 4.8 % 10.2 % 1018
China 9.7 % 29.3 % 33.2 % 14.2 % 7.3 % 6.4 % 1108
Colombia 58.6 % 29.4 % 7.9 % 3.0% 0.5% 0.6 % 1106
Indonesia 36.3 % 41.3 % 13.9 % 5.8 % 1.4 % 1.3 % 1133
India 42.9 % 39.0 % 12.8 % 2.4 % 1.2 % 1.7 % 1145
Japan 13.7 % 28.1 % 26.8 % 11.3 % 6.2 % 13.9 % 1126
Republic 19.9 % 37.0% 27.1% 7.6 % 1.7% 6.7 % 1030
of Korea
Mexico 54.6 % 30.5 % 10.8 % 2.0 % 1.3 % 0.7 % 1227
Nigeria 70.7 % 22.6 % 4.8 % 0.5 % 0.5 % 0.9 % 1012
Russia 22.9 % 30.4 % 23.9 % 8.5 % 8.6 % 5.7 % 1114
us 18.5 % 31.4 % 23.9 % 9.0 % 52% 12.0 % 1100
South 44.9 % 30.7 % 15.0 % 45% 2.8% 2.1% 1158
Africa
Total 36.4 % 31.5% 17.9 % 6.0 % 3.3% 49 % 14427
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Q24_1. Have you ever lived (for longer than three months) in Europe?

Yes No Base (n)
Brazil 10.9 % 89.1 % 1150
Canada 19.6 % 80.4 % 1018
China 10.5 % 89.5 % 1108
Colombia 12.6 % 87.4 % 1106
Indonesia 17.1 % 82.9 % 1133
India 38.9 % 61.1% 1145
Japan 10.5 % 89.5 % 1126
Republic of Korea 16.8 % 83.2% 1030
Mexico 12.3 % 87.7 % 1227
Nigeria 21.4% 78.6 % 1012
Russia 16.0 % 84.0 % 1114
us 22.5% 77.5 % 1100
South Africa 19.3 % 80.7 % 1158
Total 17.5 % 82.5% 14427
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Q24_2. Have you ever visited Europe?

Yes No Base (n)
Brazil 24.5 % 75.5 % 1150
Canada 47.9 % 52.1% 1018
China 27.5% 72.5 % 1108
Colombia 30.5 % 69.5 % 1106
Indonesia 27.9 % 72.1 % 1133
India 43.4 % 56.6 % 1145
Japan 26.4 % 73.6 % 1126
Republic of Korea 38.8 % 61.2% 1030
Mexico 27.7 % 72.3 % 1227
Nigeria 30.3 % 69.7 % 1012
Russia 48.4 % 51.6 % 1114
us 349 % 65.1 % 1100
South Africa 30.1 % 69.9 % 1158
Total 33.6 % 66.4 % 14427
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Q24_3. Have you got any relatives that live in Europe?

Yes No Base (n)
Brazil 37.4% 62.6 % 1150
Canada 44.4 % 55.6 % 1018
China 18.8 % 81.2 % 1108
Colombia 53.6 % 46.4 % 1106
Indonesia 34.5 % 65.5 % 1133
India 56.6 % 43.4 % 1145
Japan 11.5 % 88.5 % 1126
Republic of Korea 14.3 % 85.7 % 1030
Mexico 23.9 % 76.1 % 1227
Nigeria 68.0 % 32.0 % 1012
Russia 31.0 % 69.0 % 1114
us 27.0 % 73.0 % 1100
South Africa 39.7 % 60.3 % 1158
Total 352 % 64.8 % 14427
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Q24 _4. Do you speak any European language?

Yes No Base (n)
Brazil 33.8 % 66.2 % 1150
Canada 41.0% 59.0 % 1018
China 27.1 % 72.9 % 1108
Colombia 39.1% 60.9 % 1106
Indonesia 29.8 % 70.2 % 1133
India 37.7 % 62.3 % 1145
Japan 15.4 % 84.6 % 1126
Republic of Korea 22.2% 77.8 % 1030
Mexico 30.7 % 69.3 % 1227
Nigeria 49.1 % 50.9 % 1012
Russia 36.8 % 63.2 % 1114
us 24.6 % 75.4 % 1100
South Africa 36.8 % 63.2 % 1158
Total 32.5% 67.5 % 14427
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Q25_1. Austria: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 68.6 % 31.4% 1150
Canada 72.2 % 27.8 % 1018
China 74.5 % 25.5 % 1108
Colombia 55.0 % 45.0 % 1106
Indonesia 65.9 % 34.1% 1133
India 50.6 % 49.4 % 1145
Japan 65.6 % 34.4 % 1126
Republic of Korea 69.2 % 30.8 % 1030
Mexico 67.2 % 32.8 % 1227
Nigeria 54.6 % 45.4 % 1012
Russia 62.8 % 37.2% 1114
us 72.6 % 27.4 % 1100
South Africa 66.9 % 33.1 % 1157
Total 65.1 % 34.9 % 14426
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Q25_2. Belgium: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 66.6 % 33.4 % 1150
Canada 70.4 % 29.6 % 1018
China 78.1 % 21.9 % 1108
Colombia 60.9 % 39.1% 1106
Indonesia 73.7 % 26.3 % 1133
India 61.9 % 38.1 % 1145
Japan 68.5 % 31.5% 1126
Republic of Korea 81.2% 18.8 % 1030
Mexico 59.8 % 40.2 % 1227
Nigeria 56.8 % 43.2% 1012
Russia 77.4 % 22.6 % 1114
us 73.9 % 26.1 % 1100
South Africa 62.7 % 37.3 % 1157
Total 68.5 % 31.5% 14426
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Q25_3. Bulgaria: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 92.6 % 7.4 % 1150
Canada 95.4 % 4.6 % 1018
China 92.0 % 8.0 % 1108
Colombia 84.6 % 15.4 % 1106
Indonesia 89.9 % 10.1 % 1133
India 81.8 % 18.2 % 1145
Japan 84.3 % 15.7 % 1126
Republic of Korea 89.7 % 10.3 % 1030
Mexico 86.4 % 13.6 % 1227
Nigeria 92.3% 7.7 % 1012
Russia 79.8 % 20.2 % 1114
us 92.2% 7.8 % 1100
South Africa 91.4 % 8.6 % 1157
Total 88.5 % 11.5% 14426
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Q25_4. Croatia: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 85.0 % 15.0 % 1150
Canada 83.9 % 16.1% 1018
China 91.2 % 8.8 % 1108
Colombia 81.4 % 18.6 % 1106
Indonesia 88.8 % 11.2 % 1133
India 87.0 % 13.0 % 1145
Japan 90.9 % 9.1 % 1126
Republic of Korea 83.4 % 16.6 % 1030
Mexico 77.1 % 22.9 % 1227
Nigeria 82.7 % 17.3 % 1012
Russia 84.7 % 15.3 % 1114
us 89.9 % 10.1 % 1100
South Africa 83.3 % 16.7 % 1157
Total 85.3 % 14.7 % 14426
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Q25_5. Cyprus: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 95.9 % 41 % 1150
Canada 92.1 % 7.9 % 1018
China 94.9 % 51 % 1108
Colombia 91.3 % 8.7 % 1106
Indonesia 94.7 % 5.3 % 1133
India 84.3 % 15.7 % 1145
Japan 95.1 % 4.9 % 1126
Republic of Korea 95.3 % 4.7 % 1030
Mexico 93.4 % 6.6 % 1227
Nigeria 78.5 % 21.5% 1012
Russia 66.2 % 33.8% 1114
us 94.0 % 6.0 % 1100
South Africa 87.7 % 12.3% 1157
Total 89.6 % 10.4 % 14426
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Q25_6. Czech Republic: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 87.7 % 12.3 % 1150
Canada 86.7 % 13.3 % 1018
China 94.0 % 6.0 % 1108
Colombia 80.8 % 19.2 % 1106
Indonesia 89.1 % 10.9 % 1133
India 85.9 % 14.1 % 1145
Japan 89.3 % 10.7 % 1126
Republic of Korea 87.4 % 12.6 % 1030
Mexico 80.4 % 19.6 % 1227
Nigeria 87.8 % 12.2% 1012
Russia 72.6 % 27.4 % 1114
us 91.9 % 8.1% 1100
South Africa 91.0 % 9.0 % 1157
Total 86.5 % 13.5% 14426
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Q25_7. Denmark: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 66.1 % 33.9 % 1150
Canada 67.8 % 32.2% 1018
China 67.1 % 32.9 % 1108
Colombia 66.0 % 34.0 % 1106
Indonesia 70.3 % 29.7 % 1133
India 60.4 % 39.6 % 1145
Japan 78.1 % 21.9 % 1126
Republic of Korea 71.2 % 28.8 % 1030
Mexico 65.0 % 35.0 % 1227
Nigeria 70.8 % 29.2 % 1012
Russia 79.5 % 20.5 % 1114
us 73.3 % 26.7 % 1100
South Africa 66.0 % 34.0 % 1157
Total 69.3 % 30.7 % 14426
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Q25_8. Estonia: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 95.8 % 42 % 1150
Canada 94.4 % 5.6 % 1018
China 95.0 % 5.0 % 1108
Colombia 93.5 % 6.5 % 1106
Indonesia 95.3 % 4.7 % 1133
India 95.5 % 45 % 1145
Japan 95.1 % 4.9 % 1126
Republic of Korea 96.0 % 4.0 % 1030
Mexico 93.9 % 6.1 % 1227
Nigeria 95.8 % 42 % 1012
Russia 91.8 % 8.2 % 1114
us 96.1 % 3.9 % 1100
South Africa 95.6 % 44 % 1157
Total 94.9 % 5.1% 14426
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Q25_9. Finland: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 80.1 % 19.9 % 1150
Canada 68.4 % 31.6 % 1018
China 76.2 % 23.8 % 1108
Colombia 70.5 % 29.5% 1106
Indonesia 74.8 % 25.2 % 1133
India 66.0 % 34.0 % 1145
Japan 72.6 % 27.4 % 1126
Republic of Korea 69.4 % 30.6 % 1030
Mexico 68.5 % 31.5% 1227
Nigeria 752 % 24.8% 1012
Russia 65.3 % 34.7 % 1114
us 77.8 % 22.2 % 1100
South Africa 80.4 % 19.6 % 1157
Total 72.7 % 27.3% 14426
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Q25_10. France: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 32.4% 67.6 % 1150
Canada 47.2 % 52.8 % 1018
China 47.8 % 52.2 % 1108
Colombia 24.4 % 75.6 % 1106
Indonesia 39.5 % 60.5 % 1133
India 432 % 56.8 % 1145
Japan 54.6 % 45.4 % 1126
Republic of Korea 57.5% 42.5% 1030
Mexico 24.9 % 75.1 % 1227
Nigeria 36.4 % 63.6 % 1012
Russia 52.5 % 47.5 % 1114
us 58.1 % 41.9 % 1100
South Africa 38.5 % 61.5 % 1157
Total 42.6 % 57.4 % 14426
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Q25_11. Germany: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 44.1 % 55.9 % 1150
Canada 58.2 % 41.8 % 1018
China 58.5 % 41.5% 1108
Colombia 31.5% 68.5 % 1106
Indonesia 39.2 % 60.8 % 1133
India 40.3 % 59.7 % 1145
Japan 57.6 % 42.4 % 1126
Republic of Korea 63.0 % 37.0 % 1030
Mexico 28.7 % 71.3 % 1227
Nigeria 36.3 % 63.7 % 1012
Russia 49.0 % 51.0 % 1114
us 64.7 % 35.3 % 1100
South Africa 43.6 % 56.4 % 1157
Total 47.0 % 53.0 % 14426
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Q25_12. Greece: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 57.8 % 42.2 % 1150
Canada 60.9 % 39.1% 1018
China 74.9 % 25.1 % 1108
Colombia 44.8% 55.2 % 1106
Indonesia 72.4 % 27.6 % 1133
India 75.7 % 24.3 % 1145
Japan 79.4 % 20.6 % 1126
Republic of Korea 78.7 % 21.3 % 1030
Mexico 49.3 % 50.7 % 1227
Nigeria 77.3 % 22.7 % 1012
Russia 63.6 % 36.4 % 1114
us 68.1 % 31.9 % 1100
South Africa 62.3 % 37.7 % 1157
Total 66.3 % 33.7 % 14426
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Q25_13. Hungary: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 92.4 % 7.6 % 1150
Canada 90.0 % 10.0 % 1018
China 94.9 % 51 % 1108
Colombia 87.3 % 12.7 % 1106
Indonesia 92.9 % 7.1 % 1133
India 81.2 % 18.8 % 1145
Japan 92.4 % 7.6 % 1126
Republic of Korea 90.5 % 9.5% 1030
Mexico 88.7 % 11.3 % 1227
Nigeria 86.0 % 14.0 % 1012
Russia 87.0 % 13.0 % 1114
us 94.8 % 52% 1100
South Africa 93.5 % 6.5 % 1157
Total 90.1 % 9.9 % 14426
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Q25_14. Ireland: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 72.0 % 28.0 % 1150
Canada 60.1 % 39.9 % 1018
China 85.3 % 14.7 % 1108
Colombia 72.8 % 27.2% 1106
Indonesia 83.2 % 16.8 % 1133
India 68.3 % 31.7 % 1145
Japan 89.7 % 10.3 % 1126
Republic of Korea 84.4 % 15.6 % 1030
Mexico 68.3 % 31.7 % 1227
Nigeria 68.6 % 31.4 % 1012
Russia 84.2 % 15.8 % 1114
us 64.2 % 35.8 % 1100
South Africa 70.7 % 29.3 % 1157
Total 74.8 % 25.2% 14426
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Q25_15. Italy: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 31.5% 68.5 % 1150
Canada 45.7 % 54.3 % 1018
China 59.1 % 40.9 % 1108
Colombia 23.1% 76.9 % 1106
Indonesia 44.7 % 55.3 % 1133
India 47.6 % 52.4 % 1145
Japan 55.8 % 442 % 1126
Republic of Korea 70.8 % 29.2% 1030
Mexico 26.1 % 73.9 % 1227
Nigeria 47.8 % 52.2 % 1012
Russia 47.4 % 52.6 % 1114
us 52.7 % 47.3 % 1100
South Africa 38.1 % 61.9 % 1157
Total 45.1 % 54.9 % 14426

168




Q25_16. Latvia: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 97.6 % 2.4 % 1150
Canada 96.8 % 3.2 % 1018
China 97.4 % 2.6 % 1108
Colombia 95.3 % 4.7 % 1106
Indonesia 95.7 % 4.3 % 1133
India 96.5 % 3.5% 1145
Japan 95.6 % 4.4 % 1126
Republic of Korea 95.6 % 4.4 % 1030
Mexico 95.9 % 4.1 % 1227
Nigeria 97.0 % 3.0 % 1012
Russia 91.9 % 8.1% 1114
us 97.4 % 2.6 % 1100
South Africa 96.5 % 3.5% 1157
Total 96.1 % 3.9 % 14426
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Q25_17. Lithuania: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 97.5 % 2.5 % 1150
Canada 96.2 % 3.8% 1018
China 96.8 % 32% 1108
Colombia 94.8 % 52% 1106
Indonesia 97.4 % 2.6 % 1133
India 95.5 % 45 % 1145
Japan 95.3 % 4.7 % 1126
Republic of Korea 96.1 % 3.9 % 1030
Mexico 94.1 % 5.9 % 1227
Nigeria 94.0 % 6.0 % 1012
Russia 94.8 % 52 % 1114
us 96.7 % 3.3% 1100
South Africa 96.3 % 3.7 % 1157
Total 95.8 % 4.2 % 14426
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Q25_18. Luxembourg: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 86.3 % 13.7 % 1150
Canada 87.5% 12.5 % 1018
China 91.4 % 8.6 % 1108
Colombia 73.9 % 26.1 % 1106
Indonesia 90.9 % 9.1 % 1133
India 89.1 % 10.9 % 1145
Japan 90.9 % 9.1 % 1126
Republic of Korea 89.6 % 10.4 % 1030
Mexico 77.4 % 22.6 % 1227
Nigeria 89.6 % 10.4 % 1012
Russia 77.3 % 22.7 % 1114
us 91.5 % 8.5% 1100
South Africa 91.1 % 8.9 % 1157
Total 86.6 % 13.4 % 14426
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Q25_19. Malta: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 92.8 % 7.2 % 1150
Canada 91.8 % 8.2 % 1018
China 98.1 % 1.9 % 1108
Colombia 87.8 % 12.2 % 1106
Indonesia 95.1 % 4.9 % 1133
India 93.2% 6.8 % 1145
Japan 92.6 % 7.4 % 1126
Republic of Korea 94.2 % 5.8 % 1030
Mexico 93.6 % 6.4 % 1227
Nigeria 86.5 % 13.5% 1012
Russia 80.0 % 20.0 % 1114
us 96.2 % 3.8% 1100
South Africa 92.9 % 7.1 % 1157
Total 92.0 % 8.0 % 14426
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Q25_20. Netherlands: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 86.1 % 13.9 % 1150
Canada 65.0 % 35.0 % 1018
China 71.9 % 28.1 % 1108
Colombia 43.6 % 56.4 % 1106
Indonesia 50.7 % 49.3 % 1133
India 66.2 % 33.8 % 1145
Japan 71.4 % 28.6 % 1126
Republic of Korea 68.5 % 31.5% 1030
Mexico 452 % 54.8 % 1227
Nigeria 58.1 % 41.9 % 1012
Russia 77.6 % 22.4% 1114
us 73.0 % 27.0 % 1100
South Africa 61.2 % 38.8 % 1157
Total 64.4 % 35.6 % 14426
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Q25_21. Poland: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 88.3 % 11.7 % 1150
Canada 85.5 % 14.5 % 1018
China 89.8 % 10.2 % 1108
Colombia 75.7 % 24.3 % 1106
Indonesia 84.1 % 15.9 % 1133
India 78.9 % 21.1% 1145
Japan 87.5 % 12.5 % 1126
Republic of Korea 87.9 % 12.1 % 1030
Mexico 76.8 % 23.2 % 1227
Nigeria 75.6 % 24.4 % 1012
Russia 89.7 % 10.3 % 1114
us 89.9 % 10.1 % 1100
South Africa 83.8 % 16.2 % 1157
Total 84.1 % 15.9 % 14426
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Q25_22. Portugal: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 28.8 % 71.2 % 1150
Canada 71.0 % 29.0 % 1018
China 90.1 % 9.9 % 1108
Colombia 50.4 % 49.6 % 1106
Indonesia 79.1 % 20.9 % 1133
India 77.1 % 22.9 % 1145
Japan 85.2 % 14.8 % 1126
Republic of Korea 87.1% 12.9 % 1030
Mexico 63.7 % 36.3 % 1227
Nigeria 69.9 % 30.1 % 1012
Russia 78.9 % 21.1% 1114
us 83.6 % 16.4 % 1100
South Africa 64.0 % 36.0 % 1157
Total 71.2 % 28.8 % 14426
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Q25_23. Romania: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 92.6 % 7.4 % 1150
Canada 91.1 % 8.9 % 1018
China 96.8 % 32% 1108
Colombia 80.6 % 19.4 % 1106
Indonesia 89.7 % 10.3 % 1133
India 78.7 % 21.3 % 1145
Japan 92.7 % 7.3 % 1126
Republic of Korea 94.6 % 5.4 % 1030
Mexico 77.4 % 22.6 % 1227
Nigeria 88.2 % 11.8 % 1012
Russia 93.6 % 6.4 % 1114
us 90.5 % 9.5% 1100
South Africa 86.6 % 13.4 % 1157
Total 88.5 % 11.5% 14426
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Q25_24. Slovakia: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 93.7 % 6.3 % 1150
Canada 93.4 % 6.6 % 1018
China 97.0 % 3.0 % 1108
Colombia 90.0 % 10.0 % 1106
Indonesia 93.8 % 6.2 % 1133
India 90.7 % 9.3% 1145
Japan 94.8 % 52 % 1126
Republic of Korea 95.4 % 4.6 % 1030
Mexico 88.7 % 11.3 % 1227
Nigeria 95.0 % 5.0 % 1012
Russia 91.0 % 9.0 % 1114
us 94.7 % 53 % 1100
South Africa 93.8 % 6.2 % 1157
Total 93.2% 6.8 % 14426
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Q25_25. Slovenia: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 95.0 % 5.0 % 1150
Canada 94.7 % 5.3 % 1018
China 97.6 % 2.4 % 1108
Colombia 91.6 % 8.4 % 1106
Indonesia 94.4 % 5.6 % 1133
India 96.2 % 3.8% 1145
Japan 95.9 % 4.1 % 1126
Republic of Korea 95.6 % 4.4 % 1030
Mexico 90.1 % 9.9 % 1227
Nigeria 95.8 % 42 % 1012
Russia 90.9 % 9.1 % 1114
us 96.3 % 3.7 % 1100
South Africa 95.9 % 4.1 % 1157
Total 94.6 % 5.4 % 14426
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Q25_26. Spain: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 37.9 % 62.1% 1150
Canada 55.2 % 44.8 % 1018
China 76.0 % 24.0 % 1108
Colombia 21.3% 78.7 % 1106
Indonesia 51.3 % 48.7 % 1133
India 522 % 47.8 % 1145
Japan 67.9 % 32.1% 1126
Republic of Korea 64.5 % 35.5% 1030
Mexico 28.3 % 71.7 % 1227
Nigeria 42.6 % 57.4 % 1012
Russia 52.1 % 47.9 % 1114
us 61.5 % 38.5 % 1100
South Africa 40.1 % 59.9 % 1157
Total 49.8 % 50.2 % 14426
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Q25_27. Sweden: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 60.4 % 39.6 % 1150
Canada 54.6 % 45.4 % 1018
China 69.0 % 31.0 % 1108
Colombia 52.3% 47.7 % 1106
Indonesia 63.5 % 36.5 % 1133
India 61.9 % 38.1 % 1145
Japan 68.5 % 31.5% 1126
Republic of Korea 65.7 % 34.3 % 1030
Mexico 54.8 % 45.2 % 1227
Nigeria 62.4 % 37.6 % 1012
Russia 52.6 % 47.4 % 1114
us 65.4 % 34.6 % 1100
South Africa 60.8 % 39.2 % 1157
Total 60.9 % 39.1 % 14426
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Q25_28. None of these: Please indicate which European countries look the most attractive to you?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 98.3 % 1.7 % 1150
Canada 94.7 % 5.3 % 1018
China 88.1 % 11.9 % 1108
Colombia 99.8 % 0.2 % 1106
Indonesia 97.1 % 2.9 % 1133
India 97.7 % 2.3 % 1145
Japan 82.9 % 17.1% 1126
Republic of Korea 92.3 % 7.7 % 1030
Mexico 99.7 % 0.3 % 1227
Nigeria 98.8 % 1.2% 1012
Russia 96.6 % 3.4 % 1114
us 85.4 % 14.6 % 1100
South Africa 97.1 % 2.9 % 1157
Total 94.6 % 5.4 % 14426

181



Q26_1. The Euro (the official currency): Would you say that you have ever seen, heard or read
about...?

Definitely Most likely ~ Most likely Definitely Do not Base (n)

yes yes no no know/

cannot

answer
Brazil 71.4 % 21.9 % 3.1% 1.6 % 2.0% 1150
Canada 56.5 % 22.3% 72 % 52% 8.8 % 1018
China 52.3 % 29.2 % 7.4 % 2.5% 8.6 % 1108
Colombia 77.7 % 15.2 % 3.9% 2.0% 1.2% 1106
Indonesia 81.8 % 14.6 % 2.4 % 0.1 % 1.1% 1133
India 71.9 % 21.5% 51% 0.5 % 1.0 % 1145
Japan 46.4 % 26.2 % 11.9 % 3.9 % 11.5 % 1126
i‘:}f::ﬁ“ of 59.7 % 23.8% 7.5% 3.3 % 5.8% 1030
Mexico 71.3 % 21.7 % 3.1% 3.1% 0.8 % 1227
Nigeria 82.9 % 11.7 % 42 % 1.1% 0.2 % 1012
Russia 74.4 % 18.9 % 2.8% 1.3 % 2.5% 1114
UsS 44.9 % 20.9 % 11.6 % 7.5% 15.2 % 1100
South Africa 73.6 % 16.2 % 5.3 % 2.7 % 22 % 1158
Total 66.6 % 20.3 % 5.8% 2.7 % 4.6 % 14427
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Q26_2. The European Flag: Would you say that you have ever seen, heard or read about...?

Definitely Most likely ~ Most likely Definitely Do not Base (n)
yes yes no no know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 40.4 % 33.4 % 15.2 % 6.7 % 4.3 % 1150
Canada 32.3% 28.1% 16.6 % 11.3 % 11.7 % 1018
China 34.0 % 34.9 % 14.8 % 4.0 % 12.3 % 1108
Colombia 42.1 % 35.2% 13.7 % 6.7 % 2.4 % 1106
Indonesia 63.1 % 27.6 % 5.9 % 1.6 % 1.9 % 1133
India 51.0 % 38.8 % 6.0 % 2.0 % 2.1 % 1145
Japan 24.2 % 28.1 % 23.9 % 8.4 % 15.4 % 1126
i‘:}f::ﬁ“ of 33.9 % 322% 17.7% 7.5% 8.7 % 1030
Mexico 45.6 % 30.7 % 13.0 % 7.7 % 2.9 % 1227
Nigeria 62.5% 24.9 % 6.9 % 4.8 % 0.9 % 1012
Russia 38.4 % 24.6 % 18.6 % 8.7 % 9.8 % 1114
usS 23.7 % 25.3 % 20.2 % 13.5% 17.3 % 1100
South Africa 48.9 % 27.4 % 13.6 % 6.3 % 3.9 % 1158
Total 41.6 % 30.1 % 14.3 % 6.8 % 7.1 % 14427
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Q26_3. The Erasmus Student Exchange Programme: Would you say that you have ever seen, heard
or read about...?

Definitely Most likely ~ Most likely Definitely Do not Base (n)

yes yes no no know/

cannot

answer
Brazil 17.2 % 22.9 % 27.2 % 25.8 % 6.9 % 1150
Canada 11.0 % 15.9 % 18.9 % 36.1 % 18.1% 1018
China 10.3 % 19.1 % 25.4 % 24.2 % 21.0 % 1108
Colombia 22.2 % 27.0 % 27.3 % 18.5 % 4.9 % 1106
Indonesia 35.1 % 36.8 % 16.3 % 6.2 % 5.7 % 1133
India 30.6 % 35.0 % 17.8 % 9.1 % 7.5% 1145
Japan 6.0 % 11.5 % 31.0 % 30.1 % 21.3 % 1126
if)f::’ﬁc of 11.0 % 19.5% 25.6 % 31.7 % 122% 1030
Mexico 24.5 % 27.2 % 22.6 % 20.4 % 5.3 % 1227
Nigeria 32.0 % 23.6 % 27.6 % 13.8 % 2.9% 1012
Russia 10.9 % 18.5 % 28.0 % 28.2 % 14.4 % 1114
UsS 13.2 % 17.4 % 21.3 % 27.8% 20.3 % 1100
South Africa 17.2 % 17.4 % 26.0 % 31.4 % 8.0 % 1158
Total 18.6 % 22.6 % 24.2 % 23.2 % 11.3 % 14427
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Q26_4. The European citizenship: Would you say that you have ever seen, heard or read about...?

Definitely Most likely ~ Most likely Definitely Do not Base (n)
yes yes no no know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 42.4 % 36.3 % 11.3 % 6.6 % 3.4 % 1150
Canada 22.3% 29.5% 17.6 % 15.9 % 14.7 % 1018
China 29.2 % 37.6 % 17.5% 5.3 % 10.3 % 1108
Colombia 41.7 % 37.3% 13.1 % 6.4 % 1.4 % 1106
Indonesia 47.4 % 36.2 % 9.2 % 4.5 % 2.7 % 1133
India 43.8 % 37.6 % 13.5% 3.3% 1.7 % 1145
Japan 8.9 % 21.8 % 31.7 % 19.8 % 17.8 % 1126
i‘:)l;::ﬁc of 23.6% 36.6% 21.0% 10.7 % 8.2% 1030
Mexico 37.1 % 37.0 % 15.6 % 7.7 % 2.5% 1227
Nigeria 53.9 % 29.3 % 11.5% 42 % 1.2% 1012
Russia 39.4 % 32.8 % 13.1% 6.4 % 8.3 % 1114
usS 18.4 % 27.6 % 19.5% 16.8 % 17.7 % 1100
South Africa 38.1 % 33.5 % 16.4 % 8.8 % 3.2 % 1158
Total 34.4 % 33.4 % 16.2 % 8.9 % 7.1 % 14427
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Q26_5. The European Union Delegation in your country: Would you say that you have ever seen,
heard or read about...?

Definitely Most likely ~ Most likely Definitely Do not Base (n)

yes yes no no know/

cannot

answer
Brazil 26.0 % 34.8 % 21.7 % 11.7 % 5.7 % 1150
Canada 11.8 % 21.7 % 25.3 % 24.0 % 17.2 % 1018
China 30.0 % 33.9 % 16.9 % 6.9 % 12.3 % 1108
Colombia 29.2 % 36.4 % 22.6 % 8.9 % 2.9 % 1106
Indonesia 42.8 % 39.8 % 10.7 % 3.3 % 3.4 % 1133
India 37.0 % 35.1% 15.3 % 6.6 % 5.9 % 1145
Japan 6.0 % 16.5 % 34.3 % 23.4 % 19.8 % 1126
if)f::’ﬁc of 15.0 % 29.1% 25.1% 19.4 % 11.3% 1030
Mexico 25.9 % 37.3 % 22.6 % 11.7 % 2.5% 1227
Nigeria 48.2 % 31.5% 12.0% 6.6 % 1.7 % 1012
Russia 30.0 % 34.6 % 18.1 % 6.0 % 11.2% 1114
usS 14.9 % 22.2% 22.4 % 21.3 % 19.3 % 1100
South Africa 23.6 % 34.5 % 22.9 % 13.5% 5.6 % 1158
Total 26.2 % 31.5% 20.8 % 12.5 % 9.1% 14427
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Q26_6. The European Commission: Would you say that you have ever seen, heard or read about...?

Definitely Most likely ~ Most likely Definitely Do not Base (n)

yes yes no no know/

cannot

answer
Brazil 31.6 % 37.4 % 18.3 % 8.1% 4.6 % 1150
Canada 15.0 % 27.2% 21.9% 19.9 % 15.9 % 1018
China 32.7 % 30.8 % 17.9 % 6.9 % 11.6 % 1108
Colombia 35.7 % 41.8 % 13.9% 5.1% 3.5% 1106
Indonesia 26.4 % 38.8 % 23.9 % 4.8 % 6.1 % 1133
India 35.8 % 33.9 % 18.4 % 6.3 % 5.6 % 1145
Japan 12.3 % 26.2 % 27.2 % 17.5% 16.9 % 1126
if)f::’ﬁc of 15.1% 29.2% 26.7% 18.1% 10.9 % 1030
Mexico 27.4 % 36.8 % 21.7 % 11.4 % 2.7 % 1227
Nigeria 50.6 % 28.3 % 16.3 % 4.1 % 0.8 % 1012
Russia 30.7 % 36.1 % 19.5% 5.7 % 8.2 % 1114
usS 13.3 % 24.0 % 22.5% 22.2 % 18.0 % 1100
South Africa 26.0 % 33.9 % 23.8 % 11.4 % 4.8 % 1158
Total 27.1 % 32.8 % 20.9 % 10.8 % 8.3 % 14427
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Q26_7. The European Parliament: Would you say that you have ever seen, heard or read about...?

Definitely Most likely ~ Most likely Definitely Do not Base (n)
yes yes no no know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 40.0 % 35.8 % 14.7 % 6.1 % 3.4 % 1150
Canada 20.9 % 29.2 % 17.3 % 18.2 % 14.4 % 1018
China 28.3 % 36.1 % 16.3 % 5.9 % 13.4 % 1108
Colombia 42.8 % 37.6 % 13.4 % 3.3% 2.9 % 1106
Indonesia 32.4% 38.2 % 19.0 % 5.3 % 5.1 % 1133
India 42.1 % 39.0 % 12.7 % 2.9 % 3.4 % 1145
Japan 13.6 % 29.0 % 24.6 % 16.2 % 16.7 % 1126
i‘:)l;::ﬁc of 22.0% 35.6% 20.6% 12.6 % 9.2% 1030
Mexico 35.9 % 38.3 % 17.0 % 6.5 % 22 % 1227
Nigeria 42.6 % 31.9% 18.8 % 5.4 % 1.3% 1012
Russia 37.3 % 38.6 % 12.5% 44 % 7.2 % 1114
usS 20.1 % 28.8 % 19.1% 15.3 % 16.7 % 1100
South Africa 32.0 % 34.7 % 18.7 % 10.8 % 3.9 % 1158
Total 31.7 % 34.9 % 17.2% 8.6 % 7.6 % 14427
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Q26_8. The Council of the European Union: Would you say that you have ever seen, heard or read
about...?

Definitely Most likely ~ Most likely Definitely Do not Base (n)

yes yes no no know/

cannot

answer
Brazil 34.1 % 38.0 % 16.8 % 7.0 % 4.2 % 1150
Canada 16.6 % 26.4 % 20.9 % 20.5 % 15.5% 1018
China 32.5 % 34.7 % 15.2 % 5.6 % 12.0 % 1108
Colombia 31.7 % 40.8 % 18.7 % 5.8 % 3.0 % 1106
Indonesia 29.6 % 37.9 % 20.7 % 6.1 % 5.7 % 1133
India 35.5 % 41.3 % 15.6 % 3.5 % 4.0 % 1145
Japan 10.4 % 252 % 28.5 % 17.9 % 17.9 % 1126
if)f::’ﬁc of 19.3% 34.7 % 23.1% 13.0% 9.8 % 1030
Mexico 32.0 % 38.8 % 16.7 % 8.1 % 44 % 1227
Nigeria 37.2 % 37.8 % 17.8 % 5.1% 2.1 % 1012
Russia 27.5 % 40.7 % 15.8 % 5.6 % 10.5 % 1114
usS 14.4 % 23.5 % 21.7 % 20.5 % 19.8 % 1100
South Africa 22.8 % 33.3 % 24.5 % 13.8 % 5.5 % 1158
Total 26.5 % 34.9 % 19.7 % 10.1 % 8.7 % 14427
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Q26_9. The European Central Bank: Would you say that you have ever seen, heard or read about...?

Definitely Most likely ~ Most likely Definitely Do not Base (n)
yes yes no no know/
cannot
answer
Brazil 39.0 % 36.3 % 14.0 % 7.0 % 3.7 % 1150
Canada 22.4% 28.7 % 17.9 % 17.7 % 13.4 % 1018
China 21.8 % 39.6 % 15.9 % 6.3 % 16.3 % 1108
Colombia 32.2% 41.7 % 15.0 % 8.1 % 3.0 % 1106
Indonesia 32.3 % 40.0 % 16.9 % 5.6 % 5.2 % 1133
India 44.4 % 28.8 % 15.3 % 6.2 % 5.3 % 1145
Japan 14.0 % 25.8 % 25.7 % 16.8 % 17.7 % 1126
i‘:)l;::ﬁc of 25.1% 35.3% 21.8% 8.7 % 8.9% 1030
Mexico 31.9 % 43.8 % 13.8 % 7.9 % 2.6 % 1227
Nigeria 35.7 % 35.6 % 17.8 % 7.9 % 3.0 % 1012
Russia 31.6 % 36.4 % 17.8 % 5.9 % 8.3 % 1114
usS 16.8 % 25.0 % 21.3 % 19.4 % 17.5% 1100
South Africa 30.7 % 36.4 % 19.4 % 10.0 % 3.4 % 1158
Total 29.2 % 35.0 % 17.8 % 9.8 % 8.2 % 14427
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Q26_10. The European Council: Would you say that you have ever seen, heard or read about...?

Definitely Most likely ~ Most likely Definitely Do not Base (n)

yes yes no no know/

cannot

answer
Brazil 26.4 % 37.7 % 21.2% 9.6 % 5.1 % 1150
Canada 15.0 % 26.4 % 22.9 % 20.4 % 15.2 % 1018
China 22.6 % 37.9 % 19.4 % 6.2 % 13.8 % 1108
Colombia 26.3 % 39.2% 23.7 % 6.4 % 4.3 % 1106
Indonesia 22.9 % 38.4 % 25.0 % 7.2 % 6.4 % 1133
India 35.9 % 35.7 % 18.8 % 5.1% 45% 1145
Japan 9.3 % 25.0 % 28.9 % 18.2 % 18.6 % 1126
if)l;::m of 14.6 % 33.5% 28.3% 135% 102 % 1030
Mexico 25.6 % 39.7 % 20.0 % 11.3 % 3.3 % 1227
Nigeria 36.4 % 34.7 % 19.6 % 7.4 % 1.9 % 1012
Russia 23.3 % 39.2 % 18.8 % 5.9 % 12.7 % 1114
usS 13.0 % 26.1 % 22.0 % 20.4 % 18.5% 1100
South Africa 23.3 % 34.9 % 23.6 % 12.6 % 5.5 % 1158
Total 22.7 % 34.6 % 22.4 % 11.0 % 9.2 % 14427
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Q27. The European Council: Would you say that you have ever seen, heard or read about...?

More or About About Rarely Never Do not Base (n)
less every once a once a know/
day week month cannot
answer
Brazil 33.3 % 35.6 % 12.9 % 13.7 % 2.7 % 1.8 % 1150
Canada 13.3 % 28.4 % 17.0 % 23.6 % 10.1 % 7.6 % 1018
China 25.5% 35.0 % 13.1 % 19.3 % 4.0 % 3.1% 1108
Colombia 35.5% 39.9 % 12.7 % 10.9 % 0.3 % 0.8 % 1106
Indonesia 25.1 % 31.6 % 13.5 % 26.6 % 2.3 % 1.0 % 1133
India 35.8 % 36.7 % 14.6 % 7.6 % 2.8% 2.5% 1145
Japan 10.6 % 21.1 % 18.1 % 28.7 % 10.1 % 11.4 % 1126
Republic 16.3 % 34.2% 25.1% 13.8% 6.0 % 4.6% 1030
of Korea
Mexico 27.9 % 35.6 % 16.1 % 15.7 % 3.2% 1.5 % 1227
Nigeria 57.1% 23.3% 12.9 % 6.4 % 0.1% 0.1% 1012
Russia 42.8 % 23.3 % 7.7 % 15.7 % 3.7 % 6.7 % 1114
us 15.0 % 22.1% 17.8 % 21.5% 12.5% 11.1% 1100
South 29.2% 31.0% 18.6 % 16.6 % 2.9% 17% 1158
Africa
Total 28.2 % 30.7 % 15.4 % 17.0 % 4.6 % 41% 14427
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Q28_1. Online media: And which of the following best describes the main sources of information
where you read or hear about the EU or more generally Europe as a whole?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)

Brazil 24.4 % 75.6 % 1105
Canada 45.0 % 55.0 % 837

China 29.6 % 70.4 % 1042
Colombia 33.3 % 66.7 % 1093
Indonesia 15.5% 84.5 % 1099
India 18.9 % 81.1% 1106
Japan 62.2 % 37.8 % 887

Republic of Korea 46.4 % 53.6 % 936

Mexico 36.6 % 63.4 % 1178
Nigeria 12.2% 87.8 % 1005
Russia 39.3 % 60.7 % 1020
Us 53.6 % 46.4 % 832

South Africa 23.2 % 76.8 % 1102
Total 32.8% 67.2 % 13242
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Q28_2. Print media: Newspaper and Magazines: And which of the following best describes the
main sources of information where you read or hear about the EU or more generally Europe as a
whole?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 69.6 % 30.4 % 1105
Canada 82.6 % 17.4 % 837
China 75.6 % 24.4 % 1042
Colombia 67.6 % 32.4% 1093
Indonesia 74.5 % 25.5 % 1099
India 46.9 % 53.1% 1106
Japan 76.6 % 23.4 % 887
Republic of Korea 78.6 % 21.4% 936
Mexico 69.4 % 30.6 % 1178
Nigeria 63.5 % 36.5 % 1005
Russia 85.0 % 15.0 % 1020
Us 79.4 % 20.6 % 832
South Africa 75.4 % 24.6 % 1102
Total 72.1% 27.9 % 13242
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Q28_3. Television channels: And which of the following best describes the main sources of
information where you read or hear about the EU or more generally Europe as a whole?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)

Brazil 34.9 % 65.1 % 1105
Canada 44.7 % 55.3 % 837

China 35.7 % 64.3 % 1042
Colombia 30.0 % 70.0 % 1093
Indonesia 43.9 % 56.1 % 1099
India 33.3 % 66.7 % 1106
Japan 35.9 % 64.1 % 887

Republic of Korea 33.9 % 66.1 % 936

Mexico 44.1 % 55.9 % 1178
Nigeria 33.1 % 66.9 % 1005
Russia 25.1 % 74.9 % 1020
Us 52.8 % 47.2 % 832

South Africa 34.5 % 65.5 % 1102
Total 36.8 % 63.2 % 13242
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Q28_4. Entertainment streaming platforms (Youtube, Netflix, others): And which of the following
best describes the main sources of information where you read or hear about the EU or more

generally Europe as a whole?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)

Brazil 57.3 % 42.7 % 1105
Canada 75.9 % 24.1% 837

China 73.7 % 26.3 % 1042
Colombia 52.6 % 47.4 % 1093
Indonesia 56.5 % 43.5 % 1099
India 47.0 % 53.0 % 1106
Japan 87.0 % 13.0 % 887

Republic of Korea 79.9 % 20.1 % 936

Mexico 50.4 % 49.6 % 1178
Nigeria 60.7 % 39.3 % 1005
Russia 76.6 % 23.4 % 1020
Us 75.3 % 24.7 % 832

South Africa 63.4 % 36.6 % 1102
Total 64.8 % 35.2 % 13242
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Q28_5. The radio: And which of the following best describes the main sources of information
where you read or hear about the EU or more generally Europe as a whole?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)

Brazil 88.2 % 11.8 % 1105
Canada 82.6 % 17.4 % 837

China 84.4 % 15.6 % 1042
Colombia 76.1 % 23.9 % 1093
Indonesia 91.6 % 8.4 % 1099
India 81.3 % 18.7 % 1106
Japan 93.0 % 7.0 % 887

Republic of Korea 88.6 % 11.4 % 936

Mexico 87.6 % 12.4 % 1178
Nigeria 72.4 % 27.6 % 1005
Russia 81.0 % 19.0 % 1020
Us 83.8 % 16.2 % 832

South Africa 73.1 % 26.9 % 1102
Total 83.2 % 16.8 % 13242
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Q28_6. Social media (Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, others): And which of the following best
describes the main sources of information where you read or hear about the EU or more generally

Europe as a whole?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)

Brazil 56.2 % 43.8 % 1105
Canada 72.8 % 27.2 % 837

China 63.9 % 36.1 % 1042
Colombia 43.8% 56.2 % 1093
Indonesia 47.4 % 52.6 % 1099
India 43.0 % 57.0 % 1106
Japan 85.7 % 14.3 % 887

Republic of Korea 80.7 % 19.3 % 936

Mexico 46.5 % 53.5 % 1178
Nigeria 37.2 % 62.8 % 1005
Russia 69.6 % 30.4 % 1020
Us 73.5% 26.5 % 832

South Africa 51.9 % 48.1 % 1102
Total 58.2 % 41.8 % 13242
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Q28_7. School, college, university: And which of the following best describes the main sources of
information where you read or hear about the EU or more generally Europe as a whole?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 85.6 % 14.4 % 1105
Canada 89.0 % 11.0% 837
China 88.2 % 11.8 % 1042
Colombia 80.0 % 20.0 % 1093
Indonesia 83.3 % 16.7 % 1099
India 70.6 % 29.4 % 1106
Japan 93.8 % 6.2 % 887
Republic of Korea 91.9% 8.1% 936
Mexico 86.8 % 13.2% 1178
Nigeria 71.9 % 28.1% 1005
Russia 96.1 % 3.9 % 1020
Us 90.6 % 9.4 % 832
South Africa 85.0 % 15.0 % 1102
Total 85.2 % 14.8 % 13242
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Q28_8. Movies, art, literature: And which of the following best describes the main sources of
information where you read or hear about the EU or more generally Europe as a whole?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)

Brazil 85.7 % 14.3 % 1105
Canada 86.1 % 13.9% 837

China 78.7 % 21.3 % 1042
Colombia 69.9 % 30.1 % 1093
Indonesia 73.2 % 26.8 % 1099
India 74.8 % 252 % 1106
Japan 88.9 % 11.1% 887

Republic of Korea 86.3 % 13.7 % 936

Mexico 73.5 % 26.5 % 1178
Nigeria 77.3 % 22.7 % 1005
Russia 82.5 % 17.5% 1020
Us 85.1 % 14.9 % 832

South Africa 80.5 % 19.5% 1102
Total 79.7 % 20.3 % 13242
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Q28_9. The Government: And which of the following best describes the main sources of
information where you read or hear about the EU or more generally Europe as a whole?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)

Brazil 84.5 % 15.5 % 1105
Canada 89.5 % 10.5 % 837

China 86.6 % 13.4 % 1042
Colombia 81.1% 18.9 % 1093
Indonesia 86.5 % 13.5% 1099
India 76.6 % 23.4% 1106
Japan 94.3 % 5.7 % 887

Republic of Korea 92.5% 7.5% 936

Mexico 87.8 % 12.2% 1178
Nigeria 79.7 % 20.3 % 1005
Russia 83.1 % 16.9 % 1020
Us 89.3 % 10.7 % 832

South Africa 77.8 % 22.2 % 1102
Total 85.0 % 15.0 % 13242
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Q28_10. Personal and professional contact with Europeans: And which of the following best
describes the main sources of information where you read or hear about the EU or more generally
Europe as a whole?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)

Brazil 91.4 % 8.6 % 1105
Canada 89.5 % 10.5 % 837

China 94.1 % 5.9 % 1042
Colombia 86.5 % 13.5% 1093
Indonesia 93.9 % 6.1 % 1099
India 80.3 % 19.7 % 1106
Japan 95.7 % 4.3 % 887

Republic of Korea 94.9 % 51% 936

Mexico 93.9 % 6.1 % 1178
Nigeria 84.7 % 15.3 % 1005
Russia 93.9 % 6.1 % 1020
Us 91.7 % 8.3 % 832

South Africa 87.0 % 13.0 % 1102
Total 90.4 % 9.6 % 13242

202



Q28_11. The EU delegation in your capital: And which of the following best describes the main
sources of information where you read or hear about the EU or more generally Europe as a whole?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)

Brazil 97.8 % 22 % 1105
Canada 97.1 % 2.9 % 837

China 95.4 % 4.6 % 1042
Colombia 94.4 % 5.6 % 1093
Indonesia 93.5 % 6.5 % 1099
India 82.2% 17.8 % 1106
Japan 97.9 % 2.1% 887

Republic of Korea 96.7 % 3.3 % 936

Mexico 95.7 % 4.3 % 1178
Nigeria 87.4 % 12.6 % 1005
Russia 96.7 % 3.3 % 1020
Us 96.8 % 32% 832

South Africa 92.8 % 72 % 1102
Total 94.0 % 6.0 % 13242
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Q28_12. Other format: And which of the following best describes the main sources of information
where you read or hear about the EU or more generally Europe as a whole?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)

Brazil 97.1 % 2.9 % 1105
Canada 97.6 % 2.4 % 837

China 94.4 % 5.6 % 1042
Colombia 94.4 % 5.6 % 1093
Indonesia 96.3 % 3.7 % 1099
India 96.0 % 4.0 % 1106
Japan 97.5 % 2.5% 887

Republic of Korea 97.8 % 22% 936

Mexico 96.0 % 4.0 % 1178
Nigeria 95.3 % 4.7 % 1005
Russia 98.6 % 1.4 % 1020
Us 97.6 % 2.4 % 832

South Africa 97.5 % 2.5 % 1102
Total 96.6 % 3.4 % 13242
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Q28_13. Do not know/ cannot answer: And which of the following best describes the main sources
of information where you read or hear about the EU or more generally Europe as a whole?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)

Brazil 99.4 % 0.6 % 1105
Canada 98.2 % 1.8 % 837

China 98.1 % 1.9 % 1042
Colombia 99.6 % 0.4 % 1093
Indonesia 99.7 % 0.3 % 1099
India 99.3 % 0.7 % 1106
Japan 92.3 % 7.7 % 887

Republic of Korea 97.8 % 22% 936

Mexico 99.3 % 0.7 % 1178
Nigeria 100.0 % 1005
Russia 98.8 % 1.2 % 1020
Us 95.6 % 4.4 % 832

South Africa 99.2 % 0.8 % 1102
Total 98.4 % 1.6 % 13242
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Q29. Do not know/ cannot answer: And which of the following best describes the main sources of
information where you read or hear about the EU or more generally Europe as a whole?

Yes. I have Yes. but I No. but I No. but I am Base (n)
sufficient would like to would like to not really
information have more have more inderested
information information

Brazil 16.8 % 42.7 % 36.7 % 3.8 % 1105
Canada 22.3% 37.2% 31.8% 8.7 % 837
China 9.2 % 35.3 % 37.8 % 17.7 % 1042
Colombia 16.1 % 43.0 % 37.8% 3.0 % 1093
Indonesia 26.1 % 43.7 % 26.6 % 3.6 % 1099
India 44.1% 37.2% 17.6 % 1.1% 1106
Japan 8.3 % 27.1 % 38.1% 26.5 % 887
EEE::HC of 163 % 32.7% 35.7 % 153 % 936
Mexico 16.2 % 40.9 % 39.8 % 3.0 % 1178
Nigeria 28.0 % 47.9 % 23.4 % 0.7 % 1005
Russia 16.1 % 36.8 % 37.3% 9.8 % 1020
Us 23.2% 32.2% 31.9% 12.7 % 832
South Africa 21.0% 39.3 % 342 % 5.4 % 1102
Total 20.4 % 38.5% 33.0% 8.1% 13242
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Q30_1. European Film festivals: In which of the following activities related to the EU or Europe
more generally would you be interested in taking part in?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 55.0 % 45.0 % 1150
Canada 72.9 % 27.1% 1018
China 61.2 % 38.8 % 1108
Colombia 59.9 % 40.1 % 1106
Indonesia 51.2 % 48.8 % 1133
India 42.9% 57.1% 1145
Japan 73.4 % 26.6 % 1126
Republic of Korea 76.0 % 24.0 % 1030
Mexico 53.4 % 46.6 % 1227
Nigeria 49.1 % 50.9 % 1012
Russia 58.1 % 41.9 % 1114
us 71.9 % 28.1 % 1100
South Africa 54.5 % 45.5 % 1157
Total 59.7 % 40.3 % 14426
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Q30_2. Joint Sport initiatives: In which of the following activities related to the EU or Europe more
generally would you be interested in taking part in?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 68.8 % 31.2% 1150
Canada 82.5% 17.5 % 1018
China 69.0 % 31.0 % 1108
Colombia 66.7 % 33.3 % 1106
Indonesia 61.5 % 38.5 % 1133
India 56.0 % 44.0 % 1145
Japan 77.9 % 22.1 % 1126
Republic of Korea 73.0 % 27.0 % 1030
Mexico 68.6 % 31.4 % 1227
Nigeria 62.8 % 37.2% 1012
Russia 75.7 % 24.3 % 1114
us 81.8 % 18.2% 1100
South Africa 67.7 % 32.3 % 1157
Total 70.0 % 30.0 % 14426
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Q30_3. Cultural events: In which of the following activities related to the EU or Europe more
generally would you be interested in taking part in?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 44.7 % 55.3 % 1150
Canada 57.5 % 42.5% 1018
China 55.9 % 44.1 % 1108
Colombia 36.7 % 63.3 % 1106
Indonesia 49.5 % 50.5 % 1133
India 42.1% 57.9 % 1145
Japan 64.9 % 35.1 % 1126
Republic of Korea 59.9 % 40.1 % 1030
Mexico 42.9 % 57.1 % 1227
Nigeria 57.7 % 42.3 % 1012
Russia 49.6 % 50.4 % 1114
us 58.8 % 41.2 % 1100
South Africa 50.2 % 49.8 % 1157
Total 51.3 % 48.7 % 14426
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Q30_4. Academic exchanges, scholarships, and opportunities for academic mobility: In which of
the following activities related to the EU or Europe more generally would you be interested in
taking part in?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 45.0 % 55.0 % 1150
Canada 79.1 % 20.9 % 1018
China 70.8 % 29.2 % 1108
Colombia 35.5 % 64.5 % 1106
Indonesia 42.1 % 57.9 % 1133
India 57.3 % 42.7 % 1145
Japan 88.5 % 11.5 % 1126
Republic of Korea 84.7 % 15.3 % 1030
Mexico 47.2 % 52.8 % 1227
Nigeria 28.7 % 71.3 % 1012
Russia 81.5 % 18.5 % 1114
us 77.9 % 22.1% 1100
South Africa 53.8 % 46.2 % 1157
Total 60.7 % 39.3 % 14426
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Q30_5. Activities between European and my country people: In which of the following activities
related to the EU or Europe more generally would you be interested in taking part in?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 47.3 % 52.7 % 1150
Canada 65.7 % 34.3% 1018
China 60.8 % 39.2 % 1108
Colombia 43.4 % 56.6 % 1106
Indonesia 60.5 % 39.5 % 1133
India 52.1% 47.9 % 1145
Japan 82.4 % 17.6 % 1126
Republic of Korea 78.8 % 21.2% 1030
Mexico 48.3 % 51.7 % 1227
Nigeria 45.2 % 54.8 % 1012
Russia 60.8 % 39.2 % 1114
us 74.4 % 25.6 % 1100
South Africa 47.1 % 52.9 % 1157
Total 58.8 % 41.2% 14426
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Q30_6. Getting information about EU policies: In which of the following activities related to the
EU or Europe more generally would you be interested in taking part in?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 72.0 % 28.0 % 1150
Canada 83.0 % 17.0 % 1018
China 83.5 % 16.5 % 1108
Colombia 75.5 % 24.5 % 1106
Indonesia 71.7 % 28.3 % 1133
India 68.0 % 32.0% 1145
Japan 91.6 % 8.4 % 1126
Republic of Korea 84.1 % 15.9 % 1030
Mexico 83.9 % 16.1 % 1227
Nigeria 61.8 % 38.2 % 1012
Russia 89.3 % 10.7 % 1114
us 83.7 % 16.3 % 1100
South Africa 74.8 % 25.2 % 1157
Total 78.7 % 21.3 % 14426
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Q30_7. Getting information on how to live in Europe: In which of the following activities related to
the EU or Europe more generally would you be interested in taking part in?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 52.9 % 47.1 % 1150
Canada 75.4 % 24.6 % 1018
China 81.7 % 18.3 % 1108
Colombia 44.8 % 55.2 % 1106
Indonesia 63.5 % 36.5 % 1133
India 59.9 % 40.1 % 1145
Japan 94.1 % 5.9 % 1126
Republic of Korea 83.0 % 17.0 % 1030
Mexico 55.6 % 44.4 % 1227
Nigeria 48.6 % 51.4 % 1012
Russia 55.0 % 45.0 % 1114
us 83.4 % 16.6 % 1100
South Africa 55.9 % 44.1 % 1157
Total 65.5 % 34.5 % 14426
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Q30_8. Getting information on how to invest or do business in Europe: In which of the following
activities related to the EU or Europe more generally would you be interested in taking part in?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 64.0 % 36.0 % 1150
Canada 86.1 % 13.9% 1018
China 82.8 % 17.2 % 1108
Colombia 59.6 % 40.4 % 1106
Indonesia 65.8 % 342 % 1133
India 65.8 % 34.2 % 1145
Japan 92.2 % 7.8 % 1126
Republic of Korea 86.6 % 13.4 % 1030
Mexico 69.7 % 30.3 % 1227
Nigeria 45.3 % 54.7 % 1012
Russia 80.6 % 19.4 % 1114
us 90.4 % 9.6 % 1100
South Africa 59.0 % 41.0 % 1157
Total 72.8 % 27.2% 14426
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Q30_9. Getting information on how to travel to Europe: In which of the following activities related
to the EU or Europe more generally would you be interested in taking part in?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 59.0 % 41.0 % 1150
Canada 60.8 % 39.2% 1018
China 67.9 % 32.1% 1108
Colombia 49.1 % 50.9 % 1106
Indonesia 61.9 % 38.1 % 1133
India 57.3 % 42.7 % 1145
Japan 75.0 % 25.0 % 1126
Republic of Korea 58.9 % 41.1% 1030
Mexico 56.2 % 43.8 % 1227
Nigeria 52.0 % 48.0 % 1012
Russia 46.7 % 53.3 % 1114
us 72.1 % 27.9 % 1100
South Africa 55.6 % 44.4 % 1157
Total 59.4 % 40.6 % 14426
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Q30_10. Online initiatives open to my country: In which of the following activities related to the
EU or Europe more generally would you be interested in taking part in?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 66.1 % 33.9 % 1150
Canada 78.4 % 21.6 % 1018
China 62.8 % 37.2% 1108
Colombia 60.9 % 39.1 % 1106
Indonesia 70.1 % 29.9 % 1133
India 60.7 % 39.3 % 1145
Japan 88.6 % 11.4 % 1126
Republic of Korea 89.5 % 10.5 % 1030
Mexico 66.2 % 33.8 % 1227
Nigeria 46.8 % 53.2% 1012
Russia 63.1 % 36.9 % 1114
us 87.4 % 12.6 % 1100
South Africa 50.0 % 50.0 % 1157
Total 68.4 % 31.6 % 14426
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Q30_11. Others (please specify): In which of the following activities related to the EU or Europe
more generally would you be interested in taking part in?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 98.5 % 1.5 % 1150
Canada 99.2 % 0.8 % 1018
China 99.9 % 0.1 % 1108
Colombia 96.5 % 3.5% 1106
Indonesia 99.2 % 0.8 % 1133
India 98.3 % 1.7 % 1145
Japan 99.6 % 0.4 % 1126
Republic of Korea 98.7 % 1.3 % 1030
Mexico 98.9 % 1.1 % 1227
Nigeria 99.0 % 1.0 % 1012
Russia 99.7 % 0.3 % 1114
us 99.0 % 1.0 % 1100
South Africa 99.0 % 1.0 % 1157
Total 98.9 % 1.1% 14426
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Q30_12. None of these: In which of the following activities related to the EU or Europe more
generally would you be interested in taking part in?

Unchecked Checked Base (n)
Brazil 95.9 % 41 % 1150
Canada 80.9 % 19.1 % 1018
China 86.6 % 13.4 % 1108
Colombia 99.0 % 1.0 % 1106
Indonesia 97.5 % 2.5% 1133
India 96.7 % 3.3 % 1145
Japan 68.8 % 31.2% 1126
Republic of Korea 84.7 % 15.3 % 1030
Mexico 96.6 % 34 % 1227
Nigeria 99.1 % 0.9 % 1012
Russia 89.4 % 10.6 % 1114
us 75.6 % 24.4 % 1100
South Africa 95.9 % 4.1 % 1157
Total 89.9 % 10.1 % 14426
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