


@0
Q&
| 3
57

. 9
",, PERCEIVE

Citizens’ vs. practitioners’
perceptions on

EU regional approach

Monica Mihaela TUDOR,
Violeta FLORIAN,
Elisabeta Stefania Rosu

Romanian Academy — Institute of Agricultural Economics
Bucharest, Romania



0@&
| 3
57

¥ PERCEIVE

Content

|. Working hypothesis

ll. Methodological approach

lll. Data collection

V. Results

4.1. regional needs’ perception

4.2. EU effectiveness in dealing with
regional needs

V. Policy sugestions

5.1. for more focused regional
programmes on citizens’ needs

5.2. for a better communication of CP



|. Working hypothesis

As there are a greater discrepancy between:

-the needs for public intervention perceived by citizens —
(on one hand)

&

-the main directions of public interventions through EU
Cohesion Policy perceived / conceived by practitioners (on
the other)

With that much EU citizens’ perceptions of European
Policy performance decreases



Il. Methodological approach (1/3)
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Il. Methodological approach - (2/3)
Mixed research methods

Advantages - combining qualitative and quantitative data on the same topic,

- allows to assess the overlapping but distinct facets of the phenomenon
under study (Greene et al., 1989).

Triangulation Design - most well-known and used approach to mixed methods is the
(Creswell, Plano Clark, et al., 2003).

Convergence model (figure above) represents the most well-known model of mixed
methods triangulation design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007).
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ll. Methodological approach - (3/3)

Mixed method — “convergence model”
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|. Data used (1/2)

9 PERCEIVE case study regions

represent the complex and heterogeneous reality of EU
Cohesion Policy performance and its
multidimensional determinants in terms of socio-

economic, political, and demographic development
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Ill. Data used - (2/2)

Qualitative evidence

FOCUS GROUPS / INTERVIEWS
egional practitioners involved i
CP implementation

Quantitative evidence

SURVEY
representative sample of
itizens at regional level

Q4. In the past 5 years or so, which of the following
do you think has been the biggest problem facing Question 18 of the Focus Group protocol
your region? What were the issues/problems/needs that

-poor education ! Definin g ﬁ your region had to face during the

poor infrastructure & transportation ; programming period 2007 — 2013
-corruption and poor governance regron al needs implementation

sunemployment

senvironmental concerns

*poor wages/ poverty

other .
1 Hierarchy of
................. TETTTTEN CTEPTTTEPIEPEPIPTERs . and in what order would you hierarchize
.............. Sngranswers T . regional needs — i
Q5. How effective do you think the following institutions 1
WiII_be at dealing with the biggest problem in your $ _EffeCtlven_eSS Of Euﬁ In your_opinion, did the 2007 — 2013
region? In answerin g to th e i(ggjerit’l)onal Programme(s) respond to such

(1 very effective, 2 somewhat effective, 3 not so effective)

a. The European Union I’egiOna| needs
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4.1. regional needs’ perception

4.2. EU effectiveness in dealing
with regional needs



4.1. regional needs’ perception (1/4)

Hierarchy
of
regional
needs

Primary
order

Secondary
order

Tertiary
order

Emilia-Romagna (IT)

citizens practitioners

« Unemployment
Unemploymerrf Innovation system
(50.4%) °.
.°, recovery

Post-earthquake

L]
Environmental °,
L]
concerns .

[ ]
(17.4%) .
Youth

Corruption and
unemployment

poor
governance
(10.8%)
Poor
infrastructure &
transportation Regional disparities
(8.4%)
Poor wagesY®®eq,
poverty (6.4%) Social exclusion
Poor education
(5.0%)

Hierarchy of regional needs
- citizens’ vs. practitioners’ perceptions -

Hierarchy
of regional
needs

Primary
order

Secondary
order

Tertiary
order

Burgenland (AT)

citizens

Unemployment
(38.7%)
:
Poor o
infrastructure. &
transportation
(14.5%)
Poor wages /
poverty (12.06’.6)
o

“other” (11.4%)

L]
Corruption and ¢, ..°

poor
governance ¢
(10.1%) o
Poor education
(7.0%)

practitioners

North-south
disparities:

Jinfrastructure
, Research (R&D)

Education/
qualification

. L]
Tourlsrp

%

Wage/social
dumping

Environmental ®**°®°**

concerns (6.4)

Renewable energy

Hierarchy
of regional

needs

Primary

order

Secondary

order

Tertiary
order

Sud Est (RO)

citizens practitioners

Corruption and

poor Social infrastructure
governance (healthcare, education)
L]

(39.5%) .

L]
s Jechnical and transport
Poor wages z .mfrastructure

poverty (29. 7?@ (road, urban, tourism,
o ¢ piscicultural)

.. s Business sector

o,
‘ . development
Poor * °

.Soual roblems
infrastructure & o ® P

overty, rroma
transportation 1 4

(17%) ﬁ.\tegration,
wemployment, poor
L[]
neighborhood)
Unemployment %
(5.5%)
Poor education °
Bureaucracy
(5.1%)
Environmental
concerns (3.2)
o 0%
~.gﬂr‘€%
“:'93"



4.1. regional needs’ perception (2/4)

Hierarchy
of
regional
needs

Primary
order

Hierarchy of regional needs

- citizens’ vs. practitioners’ perceptions (Polish regions)-

Dolnoslaskie (PL) Hierarchy of

citizens

L]

L]

Poor wages / pove.r'ty
(26.1%) 2
L[]
L]

Unemployment »

low quality of in}‘rastructure, including

practitioners

: Warminsko-Mazurskie(PL)
regional needs

citizens practitioners

Unemployment low attractiveness for large

A (37.0%) business
¢ tourism infrassructure . o
o s Primary order o
L]
competitiog’from neighboring (33.3%) i’lﬁaStr‘.’Ct“re
L]
countries * Xy K
A K e |low emtrepreneurship of
[ ]
% low busifless innovativeness popylation
L[] ° °
[ ] . . . .
ollutign of the environment, especiall Poor infrastructure & 0 o
..p 2 of P v f . weak social infrastructure — not
-.air potfution o Secondary transportation ® ® ® ;"‘ sted to the structures of
u uctu
. 4 o order (13.8%) .

L]
Poor infrastructure & low f?ving sfandards of population
[ ]

[ ]
Jegional society

transportation (18.1%) o o o the need of revitalization of urban
(] . ® o
. . ® _wreas
[ ] L] e o
Secondary Corruption and poor  Ipw @lobility of low qualified workers -:'. . - .
order o 0 ; o insufficient environmental
governance (17.6%) : ..° .. Corruption and poor protection
Unemployment (15%) ® *. . o . . governance (9.3%) 2
— tal «high intra;tegional economic and social o
L]
fivironmenta * diversification 5
concerns (11.7%) K Tertiary order  Poor education (3.2%) J . . .
“other” (7.4%) .* .Ivow innovativeness, including food
onte .. -rocessmg —
ertiary .*
order Poor education (4.0%)

“other” (1.1%) o

o'
O

» o; e
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4.1. regional needs’ perception (3/4)

Defining Based on everyday OPs - according to EU CP
regional experience programmatic objectives
needs established fo;r 7 years' period
Hierarchy  changing, depending Can be changed by major
of regional of regional and shocks but is tributary to
needs personal contexts ~ multiannual program
- v
Partial corroborated perceptions on regional needs
v
' _ L other
Overlap for Different order of E— Valfunction in OP
: : altunction in S
some priority “Other” regional Terien A
regional regarding regional needs _.deepening intra-
needs needs not addressed by CP regional divergences
6% — on the average LTy
11% - competitiveness & By o

conv.-phasing out



4.1. regional needs’ perception (4/4)

[ Citizens Practitioners ] Citizens Practitioners ] [ Citizens Practitioners

Partial Singular 1[ Partial ][ Singular

| Partial Singular
J

N/ N/ N/

Unemployment Poor education Poor infrast.&transportation

Environmental concerns Poor infrast. & transportation

Unemployment

Environmental concerns

Poor wages/poverty

Poor wages/poverty

education |

I

& poor | & poor |
governance 7 L governance J Corruption
I Poor i gllsly

infrastructure Unemployment governance
&
transportation Environmental
- / oner CONCerns
- - 0
- - {11, 4%

“other”
(10.7%)

—_

Foaor
wages/poverty

Convergent mid or low-level assessment of the

effectiveness of EU interventions through CP 3’:3



4.2. EU effectiveness in dealing with regional needs

Citizens’ perception of EU institutions' effectiveness in dealing with the
biggest problem that they consider affecting their region

Competitiveness regions Convergence phasing out region Convergence regions
Total - [125.8% NN 30.90% NN a1.3% [
(other) [Eo.17{ 23.7% I a3.1% I
Poor wages / poverty [l 28.5% NN 35.5% I 46.5% N
Fironmental s 2o, g, | 27.3% I
Concerns - : a15% I
Unemployment | 20.0% [N 34.0% [N 3s.5% I
Cormuption and poor 1, | 25.0% I [ aa5% |
governance ’ ' el
Poor infrastructure &
transportation 2475 34.7% I as.6% [N
Poor education  [§28.7% [ NI 22.2% I 28.6% GGG
0% 50% 100% 0% 50% 100% 0% 50% 100%

_ “Somewhat effective” -
Source: PERCEIVE survey d_
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4.2. EU effectiveness in dealing with regional needs

Effectiveness of EU in answering to the regional needs
- citizens’ vs. practitioners’ perceptions -

Problems
Regions

Emilia Romagna Burgenland Sud Est Dolnoslaskie Warminsko-Mazurskie
(IT) (AT) (RO) (PL) (PL)
citizens practitioners citizens practitioners citizens | practitioners | Citizens |practitioners| citizens [practitioner

Poor education

Poor infrastruture
&
transportation

Corruption  and
poor governance

Unemployment

Environmental
concerns

Poor wages/
poverty

Medium High High Medium
Medium Medium
Medium
Medium Medium | Medium | Medium
Medium Medium Medium Medium

Medium




o o R0HY,
o3 .z»b‘ PERCEIVE

® V. Policy suggestions

5.1. for more focused regional
programmes on citizens’ needs

5.2. for a better communication of CP



5.1. for more focused regional
programmes on citizens’ needs

implementing a MORE FOCUSED BOTTOM-UP APPROACH in defining the
priorities of EU Cohesion Policy at regional level, starting from the regional
needs of citizens, with a strong focus on identifying those "other" specific
regional issues that have not yet been targeted by regional policy and
programmes, but seem to be important for a significant percentage of citizens,

REGIONAL OBSERVATORY OF CITIZENS’ EMERGING ISSUES aims for
regularly public consultations on regional emerging issues

MORE FLEXIBILITY DURING THE IMPLEMENTATION of the regional
multiannual programmes to allow the adaptation of actions to changes in
regional circumstances,

REGIONAL STEERING COMMITEE that periodically, revised and reorient
regional priorities (during the programming perlods implementation) based on
findings from Regional observatory of citizens’ emerging issues,

identifying and building an INTERREGIONAL DIALOGUE MECHANISM to
facilitate the exchange of good practices in the implementation of the
Cohesion Policy and mutual learning between LMAS.



5.2. for a better communication of CP

« translate, in a more common language, the priorities and objectives
of EU (Cohesion Policy) and adapt the communication channels and
tools to the characteristics of each region’s target audience,

* Increase de visibility of the public consultations process for
defining the regional issues addressed through EU Cohesion Policy

« targeted and regionally tailored communication explaining, in a simple
language, how the actions funded through operational programs
contribute to addressing citizens' perceived issues as being
pressing for their region,

* public communication should be targeted to increase awareness, both
at the level of citizens and of experts, of the existing connection
between issues like: education — professional training — employment
and poverty alleviation; environment — quality of life etc., so that all the
regional actors can understand these connections and through this,
uncljerstand the meaning of public interventions through the Cohesion
Policy
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