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Abstract: The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) is crucial in ensuring food safety and security in
Europe. Providing a stable and diverse food supply also supports rural economies and promotes
social, environmental and economic sustainability. However, as CAP consumes approximately 30%
of the EU budget, debates regarding its pertinence have arisen. This paper aimed to understand
European citizens’ perceptions of CAP, its associated benefits and their level of agreement regarding
the allocation of the EU budget. Ultimately, the goal was to gain insights into EU citizens’ attitudes and
perceptions towards the CAP. Information and data come from the European Survey Eurobarometer.
The methods include statistical inferential techniques adjusted to the nature of the variables and
goals. The findings confirm that European citizens generally perceive the CAP positively and have
positive attitudes about the CAP. While some differences among various social groups may exist, the
results did not identify any specific group strongly opposing the CAP. Overall, European citizens
hold a favorable attitude towards the CAP, its associated benefits and budget allocation. This paper
brings new insights into new European CAP measures and programs to promote food security and
the sustainability of agriculture among European countries and citizens. These insights may be useful
for public decision-makers to define better policies and measures adjusted to European citizens and
to promote food security and sustainability.

Keywords: Common Agricultural Policy; EU budget; environmental sustainability; European citizen
perception; food security

1. Introduction

European agricultural policy plays a crucial role in ensuring food safety and security
while meeting the demands of food production. It provides a stable and diverse food supply,
supports rural economies and promotes environmental and economic sustainability [1,2].

European agriculture has been supported by the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)
since its inception in 1962, with evolving goals over time. In 1962, the primary priority was
promoting food security as Europe emerged from food scarcity following the Second World
War. Therefore, during this period, CAP aimed to enhance competitiveness to ensure food
security and self-sufficiency [3].

However, in the 1980s, the European Economic Community (EEC) achieved self-
sufficiency and initiated discussions to address the developing issue of production excesses.
As a result, it was decided to reduce funding for production while simultaneously providing
an alternative source of income to sustain rural development [4]. The first CAP reform
aimed to tackle the dual problems of overproduction and environmental degradation;
characteristic of EEC pesticide-rich agriculture practiced at that time [5]. In 1992, the first
CAP reform began integrating environmental measures into agricultural policies [6].
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The CAP shifted away from price support, moving toward direct payments to farmers,
thereby decoupling subsidies. This reform introduced the Single Payment Scheme (SPS),
which linked payments to farming areas and animal units [7].

The Doha Agreement was initiated in 2001 under the World Trade Organization (WTO).
It aimed to promote development, reduce trade barriers and enhance market access for
developing economies. It covered various areas, including agriculture, non-agricultural
market access and trade facilitation [8].

The second CAP reform, which took place in 1999 under the Agenda 2000, redefined
European farmers as ‘environmental guardians’. This added new responsibilities to farmers
focused on protecting the rural environment rather than solely concentrating on food
production. As part of this initiative, a new CAP pillar (Pillar II) introduced the Rural
Development Program. This encompassed several measures, including the structural
adjustment of the farming sector, support for farming in less favourable areas, remuneration
for agro-environmental activities, support for investments in processing and marketing,
and forestry measures to promote adaptation and development of rural areas [8].

In 2013, the third CAP reform was approved to address new concerns related to animal
welfare, climate change, sustainable use of natural resources and food safety. This reform
came after the full enlargement of the EU to include Eastern European countries, which
created greater pressure to allocate funds among all 28 EU countries. These demands were
addressed by including payments for greening practices, equalising support by limiting
the budget for large farms, providing support for smaller farms and offering incentives for
young farmers [9].

Finally, the fourth and latest CAP reform, scheduled for implementation in 2023
following its approval in 2021, establishes a new regulatory framework introducing changes
to the objectives, instruments and evaluation mechanisms. Its aims include improving
environmental and climate performance, achieving a more equitable distribution of direct
payments and aligning with the UN SDGs [10]. When implemented, the new CAP is
expected to play a significant role in promoting the transition to a fairer, healthier and
more environmentally friendly European food system [11], as envisioned by the European
Commission in the ‘European Green Deal’ and reflected in the ‘Farm to Fork’ strategy [12].
This involves the EU budget, making it a sensitive and prominent topic of discussion [13].
Understanding the stance of European citizens toward CAP is crucial for assessing their
agreement with EU governance.

The main aim of this paper was to delve into the responses to questions concerning
the importance of CAP, its associated benefits, including economic and environmental
sustainability, and agreement levels regarding budget allocation. These responses were
cross-analysed with demographic, social and political variables. We intend to bring new
insights into the attitudes and perceptions of EU citizens towards CAP.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Information and Data

Data were retrieved from the Eurobarometer 97.1 survey (dataset) [14]. conducted
between 21 February and 22 March 2022, and include n = 26,502 interviews. Eurobarometer
subscribes to the International Statistical Institute’s Declaration on Professional Ethics,
and therefore informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the survey.
Anonymous responses were also guaranteed.

The following questions about the CAP were used as dependent variables:
QA1: ‘Do you think that, in the EU, agriculture and rural areas are . . . for our future?’

Answering options were ‘very important’, ‘fairly important’, ‘not very important’, ‘not at
all important’ and ‘don’t know’.

QA2: ‘Have you ever heard of the support that the EU gives farmers through its
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)?’ Answering options were ‘Yes, and you know the
details’, ‘Yes, but you don’t really know the details’, ‘No, you have never heard or read
about it’, and ‘don’t know’.
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QA3: ‘To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: the
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) benefits all European citizens and not only farmers’.
The possible answers were ‘totally agree’, ‘tend to agree’, ‘tend to disagree’, ‘totally disagree’
and ‘don’t know’.

QA9: ‘The EU gives financial support to farmers to help stabilise their incomes. This
aid represents around 1% of the combined public expenditure of the 27 Member States
of the EU and around 30% of the total EU budget. Do you think that this support is too
low, about right or too high?’ The possible answers were ‘too low’, ‘about right’, ‘too high’,
‘don’t know’.

QA11: ‘Over the next 10 years, would you like to see an increase, decrease or no change
in EU financial support to farmers?’ The possible answers were ‘increase’, ‘decrease’, ‘no
change’ and ‘don’t know’.

The number of interviewees answering ‘don’t know’ was marginal and not considered
in the study.

The following were used as independent variables:

1. Socioeconomic variables:

(i) ‘Gender’—‘male’, ‘female’
(ii) ‘Social Class’—Do you see yourself and your household belonging to . . .? 1—The

working class of society, 2—The lower-middle class of society, 3—The middle class of
society, 4—The upper-middle class of society, 5—The higher class of society.

(iii) ‘Community Size’—Size of locality 1—Rural, 2—Town, 3—City.
The following continuous variables were also used as independent variables:
(iv) ‘Economy’—During the last twelve months, would you say you had difficulties

to pay your bills at the end of the month . . .? 1—Most of the time, 2—From time to time,
3—Almost never/Never.

2. Attitudes of respondents towards EU public policies, features and forthcoming:

(a) ‘EU Direction’—At the present time, would you say that, in general, things are
going in the right direction or in the wrong direction, in the EU? 1—Things are going in the
right direction, 2—Neither the one nor the other, 3—Things are going in the wrong direction.

(b) ‘EU Democracy’—On the whole, are you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very
satisfied or not at all satisfied with the way democracy works in the EU.

(c) ‘EU Image’—In general, does the EU conjure up for you a very positive, fairly
positive, neutral, fairly negative or very negative image?

(d) ‘EU Future’—Would you say that you are very optimistic, fairly optimistic, fairly
pessimistic or very pessimistic about the future of the EU?

2.2. Statistical Methods

Due to the categorical nature of variables, Pearson’s chi-square tests applied to contin-
gency tables were used to examine the association between the variables. These categorical
variables can also be viewed as ordinal variables since the various answer categories can
be ordered. Therefore, the Cochran–Mantel–Haenszel test was used to assess the presence
of any linear-by-linear association between ordinal variables. The correlation among the
independent variables was conducted via Spearman’s rho tests.

Political positioning was considered a continuous variable and was tested for signifi-
cant differences using an ANOVA, with the categories of the dependent variables serving
as factors. Post-hoc analysis was conducted using the LSD test. For all analyses and graph
production, we used the software SPSS (version: 29.0.0.0 (241)).

3. Results
3.1. The Dependent Variables

The distribution of responses for the questions used as dependent variables is pre-
sented in Figure 1. Overall, most interviewees believe that the EU agriculture and rural
areas are important. Furthermore, most interviewees are aware of CAP, though most are
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not familiar with its details. Moreover, a majority of interviewees either agree or tend to
agree that CAP benefits all EU citizens, not just farmers.
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Figure 1. Histograms showing the distribution of answers to the 5 questions identified in the titles
and used as dependent variables in the present study.

In relation to the EU budget allocated to CAP, more interviewees believe it is about
right compared to those who consider it too low or too high. However, a greater number
of EU citizens believe the budget is too low compared to those who consider it too high.
Furthermore, most interviewees believe that financial support to farmers should increase.

The levels of significance indicating any linear associations between the questions
used as dependent variables are presented in Table 1.

European citizens (ECs) who consider EU agriculture and rural areas important are
more likely to be aware of CAP. They are also more likely to agree that CAP benefits all
European citizens, not just farmers. Additionally, they believe that the EU budget allocated
to CAP is low and agree that it should increase over the next 10 years.

ECs who are aware of the CAP are also more likely to agree that the CAP benefits all
European citizens and not just farmers, and they are more likely to believe that the EU
budget allocated to the CAP should increase over the next 10 years.

ECs who agree that the CAP benefits all European citizens and not just farmers are
also more likely to believe that the EU budget allocated to the CAP is low, and they are
more likely to consider that the EU budget allocated to the CAP should increase over the
next 10 years.

ECs who believe that the EU budget allocated to the CAP is low are also more likely
to think that the EU budget allocated to the CAP should increase over the next 10 years.
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Table 1. Cochran–Mantel–Haenszel linear-by-linear association between the dependent variables
(Questions) used in the present study. The answers ‘don’t know’ were not considered in the calculation
of this statistic.

Questions QA1 QA2 QA3 QA9

QA2 333.04 ***
QA3 1192.94 *** 240.45 ***
QA9 256.56 *** 0.045 NS 525.01 ***
QA11 322.17 *** 10.351 ** 13.03 *** 83.00 ***

Notes: p-values NS p > 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; QA1—‘Do you think that, in the EU, agriculture and rural
areas are . . . for our future?’; QA2—‘Have you ever heard of the support that the EU gives farmers through
its Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)?’; QA3—‘To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following
statement: the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) benefits all European citizens and not only farmers.’; QA9—
‘The EU gives financial support to farmers to help stabilize their incomes. This aid represents around 1% of the
combined public expenditure of the 27 Member States of the EU and around 30% of the total EU budget. Do you
think that this support is too low, about right or too high?’; QA11—‘Over the next 10 years, would you like to see
an increase, decrease or no change in EU financial support to farmers?’.

3.2. The Ordinal Independent Variables

While analysing the effects of independent variables on the dependent variables, we
observe some similar effects, which can be explained by the correlations between these
variables. As shown in Table 2, significant correlations exist among all the variables, but
the correlations are particularly strong among ‘EU Image’, ‘EU Direction’ and ‘EU Future’.
In these cases, interviewees with positive expectations about one variable tend to hold
positive views about the others.

Table 2. Spearman’s rho correlation between the different ordinal independent variables used in the
present study.

Variables EU Image Economy Community EU Direction EU Democracy EU Future

Economy −0.124 ***
Community −0.064 *** 0.019 ***
EU Direction 0.476 *** −0.113 *** −0.044 ***

EU Democracy 0.569 *** −0.126 ** −0.040 *** 0.459 ***
EU Future 0.587 *** −0.146 ** −0.027 *** 0.454 *** 0.560 ***
Social class −0.116 *** 0.252 *** 0.120 *** −0.116 *** −0.104 *** −0.138 ***

Significance level ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.

3.3. QA1—Do You Think That, in the EU, Agriculture and Rural Areas Are Very Important,
Fairly Important, Not Very Important, or Not at All Important for Our Future?

The application of ordinal independent variables to QA1 yielded the statistics in
Table 3, and the resulting charts can be seen in Figure 2. Table 4 presents the ANOVA
applied to the continuous variable.

More ECs belonging to the working and lower-middle classes than expected believe
that agriculture and rural areas are ‘very important’ for the future of the EU, whereas the
opposite trend is observed among the middle class and upper-middle class. Conversely, for
the responses ‘fairly important’, ‘not very important’ and ‘not at all important’, the inverse
pattern is observed. There is a linear association between interviewees’ social class and the
importance they attribute to agriculture and rural areas for the future of the EU, with lower
social classes tending to assign higher importance.

ECs with better economic situations are more likely to consider agriculture and rural areas
important for the future of the EU. There is a linear association between interviewees’ economic
situations and the importance they attach to agriculture and rural areas for the future of the EU,
with those in better economic situations more likely to attribute higher importance.
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Table 3. Association (Person’s Chi-square test) and linear-by-linear association or correlation (Cochran–
Mantel–Haenszel test) between the independent variable, the question ‘Do you think that, in the EU,
agriculture and rural areas are . . . for our future?’ and the independent variables indicated.

Independent
Variables

Pearson’s Chi-Square Cochran–Mantel–Haenszel

Value df p-Value Value df p-Value

Gender 8.22 3 =0.042
Social Class 67.00 6 <0.001 47.64 1 <0.001

Economy 170.48 9 <0.001 68.93 1 <0.001
Community Size 37.87 6 <0.001 10.23 1 <0.001

EU Direction 80.82 6 <0.001 2.7 1 >0.05
EU Democracy 329.94 9 <0.001 17.09 1 <0.001

EU Future 324.26 9 <0.001 42.93 1 <0.001
EU Image 469.27 12 <0.001 134.27 1 <0.001

Notes: df—degrees of freedom.
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Table 4. Results from the ANOVA using the question ‘Do you think that, in the EU, agriculture and
rural areas are . . . for our future?’ as a factor and the continuous independent variables indicated.

Variable Very
Important

Fairly
Important

Not Very
Important

Not at All
Important

Political Position * 5.33 a 5.27 a 5.49 b 5.44 a,b

Notes: p-value of the F test * p < 0.05; Different letters in superscript are indicative of significant differences
between the levels of the factor; the post-hoc test used was the Least Significant Differences.

More women and fewer men than expected consider agriculture and rural areas
‘very important’ for the future of the EU, while the opposite is observed for the other
three categories.

More ECs than expected living in rural areas believe that agriculture and rural areas
are ‘very important’ for the future of the EU, while the opposite is observed for individuals
living in cities and towns. There is a linear association between the size of the community
where individuals live and the importance they assign to agriculture and rural areas for
the future of the EU, with smaller communities in rural areas expressing higher degrees
of importance.

More ECs with a neutral position on the direction of the EU believe that agriculture
and rural areas are ‘very important’ for the future of the EU.

More ECs who are satisfied with the way ‘EU democracy’ works agree that agriculture
and rural communities are ‘very important’ for the future of the EU. There is also a linear
association between the degree of importance given to agriculture and rural communities
and the degree of satisfaction with ‘EU democracy’.

Similarly, regarding ‘EU democracy’, more ECs who are optimistic about the ‘EU
future’ believe that agriculture and rural communities are ‘very important’ for the future of
the EU. There is also a linear association between the importance of agriculture and rural
communities and optimism about the future of the EU.

The association of the variables ‘EU democracy’ and ‘EU future’ with the importance
of agriculture and rural communities for the future of the EU is similar. The two variables,
‘EU democracy’ and ‘EU future’, correlate positively.

More ECs who believe that the EU has a ‘very positive image’ also think that EU agri-
culture and rural areas are ‘very important’. Conversely, more individuals than expected
perceive the EU as conveying a ‘fairly negative’ or ‘very negative’ image believe that EU
agriculture and rural areas are ‘not very important’ or ‘not important at all’. There is a
linear association between the degree of importance attributed to EU agriculture and rural
areas and the perceived positivity of the EU’s image.

Left-wing tendency ECs tend to assign higher importance to EU agriculture and
rural areas.

3.4. QA2—Have You Ever Heard of the Support That the EU Gives Farmers through Its Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP)?

Question A2 yielded the statistics in Table 5, and the resulting charts are shown in
Figure 3. Table 6 presents the ANOVA applied to the continuous independent variable.

More men and fewer women than expected are aware of the CAP, whether including
or excluding the details, while the opposite trend is observed for unawareness of the CAP.

More EC individuals belonging to higher social classes than expected are aware of
the CAP, including the details, whereas more individuals belonging to the working class
than expected responded as unaware of the CAP. There is a linear association between
individuals’ social class and CAP awareness, with higher social classes tending to exhibit a
higher degree of awareness.
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Table 5. Association (Person’s Chi-square test) and linear-by-linear association or correlation
(Cochran–Mantel–Haenszel test) between the independent variable, the question ‘Have you ever
heard of the support that the EU gives farmers through its Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)?’ and
the independent variables indicated.

Independent
Variables

Pearson’s Chi-Square Cochran–Mantel–Haenszel

Value df p-Value Value df p-Value

Gender 146.86 2 <0.001
Social Class 156.39 8 <0.001 124.99 1 <0.001

Economy 186.35 4 <0.001 138.40 1 <0.001
Community Size 60.27 4 <0.001 44.81 1 <0.001

EU Direction 104.42 4 <0.001 86.62 1 <0.001
EU Democracy 117.71 6 <0.001 55.12 1 <0.001

EU Future 207.83 6 <0.001 113.64 1 <0.001
EU Image 231.13 8 <0.001 111.62 1 <0.001

Notes: df—degrees of freedom.
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Table 6. Results from the ANOVA using the question ‘Have you ever heard of the support that the
EU gives farmers through its Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)?’ as a factor and the continuous
independent variables indicated.

Variables Yes, and You Know
the Details

Yes, but You Don’t
Know the Details

No, You Have Never
Heard or Read about It

Age *** 53.18 a 52.41 b 46.46 c

Notes: p-value of the F test *** p < 0.001; Different letters in superscript are indicative of significant differences
between the levels of the factor; the post-hoc test used was the Least Significant Differences.

ECs with better economic situations tend to be aware of the CAP, including the
details, whereas the opposite is observed for ECs in worse economic situations. There is
a linear association between individuals’ economic situations and CAP awareness, with
ECs in better economic situations tending to exhibit higher degrees of awareness, whether
including or excluding awareness of the details.

More EC individuals than expected, living in rural areas, are aware of the CAP and
know the details, while the opposite is observed for ECs living in towns and cities. There
is a linear association between community size and awareness of the CAP, including the
details, with smaller communities showing higher degrees of awareness.

Similarly, more ECs than expected, who feel optimistic about the EU’s future, are
aware of CAP and its details, while the opposite is observed for those who are pessimistic.
There is also a positive linear association between CAP awareness and optimism about the
EU’s future.

The association between the variables ‘EU democracy’ and ‘EU future’ with CAP
awareness is similar, and these two variables positively correlate.

More EC individuals than expected, who believe that things in the EU are going in
the right direction, are aware of the CAP, including the details, while the opposite trend is
observed for those who believe things are going in the wrong direction. There is a linear
association between these two variables.

More ECs than expected, who are satisfied with the way EU democracy works, are
aware of the CAP, whether including or excluding the details. There is also a positive linear
association between CAP awareness and satisfaction with EU democracy.

More ECs than expected, who think the EU conveys a ‘very positive image’, are also
aware of the CAP, including the details, while more ECs than expected, who perceive the
EU as conveying a ‘fairly negative’ or ‘very negative’ image, are not aware of the CAP.
There is a linear association between CAP awareness and the degree of positivity conveyed
by the EU’s image.

Right-wing ECs tend to exhibit higher levels of awareness of CAP and its details.

3.5. QA3—To What Extent do You Agree or Disagree with the following Statement: The Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP) Benefits All European Citizens and Not Only Farmers?

Question A3 produced the statistics presented in Table 7, and the resulting charts
can be visualised in Figure 4. Table 8 presents the ANOVA applied to the continuous
independent variable.

More women and fewer men than expected agree or tend to agree that the CAP
benefits all ECs, not just farmers, while the opposite trend is observed for disagreement or
a tendency to disagree.

More ECs than expected, belonging to the higher, upper and lower-middle classes,
tend to disagree or totally disagree that the CAP benefits all ECs, not just farmers. The
lower-middle class agrees or tends to agree, while the working class has mixed features.

More ECs than expected, with worse economic situations, totally disagree with the
statement that the CAP benefits all ECs, not just farmers. There is a linear association
between variables, with individuals in better economic situations showing higher degrees
of agreement.
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Table 7. Association (Person’s Chi-square test) and linear-by-linear association or correlation
(Cochran–Mantel–Haenszel test) between the independent variable, the question ‘To what extent do
you agree or disagree with the following statement: the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) benefits
all European citizens and not only farmers’ and the independent variables indicated.

Independent
Variables

Pearson’s Chi-Square Cochran–Mantel–Haenszel

Value df p-Value Value df p-Value

Gender 37.99 3 <0.001
Social Class 96.27 12 <0.001 0.07 1 >0.05

Economy 65.87 6 <0.001 11.83 1 <0.001
Community Size 26.19 6 <0.001 0.01 1 >0.05

EU Direction 508.98 6 <0.001 417.63 1 <0.001
EU Democracy 1446.56 9 <0.001 845.50 1 <0.001

EU Future 1513.56 9 <0.001 904.17 1 <0.001
EU Image 1859.31 12 <0.001 1172.07 1 <0.001

Notes: df—degrees of freedom.
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Table 8. Results from the ANOVA using the question ‘To what extent do you agree or disagree with
the following statement: the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) benefits all European citizens and
not only farmers’ as a factor and the continuous independent variables indicated.

Totally Agree Tend to Agree Tend to Disagree Totally Disagree

Age *** 52.94 a 50.30 b 50.62 b 53.53 a

Notes: p-values of the F test *** p < 0.001; Different letters in superscript are indicative of significant differences
between the levels of the factor; the post-hoc test used was the Least Significant Differences.

More ECs than expected, living in rural areas, totally agree that the CAP benefits all
ECs, not just farmers. More ECs than expected in cities totally agree or tend to agree with
the statement, but also totally disagree. More ECs than expected in towns tend to agree or
tend to disagree with the statement.

More EC individuals than expected, answering that things in the EU are going in the
right direction, agree or tend to agree that the CAP benefits all ECs, not just farmers, while
the opposite is observed for ECs answering that things are going in the wrong direction.
There is a linear association between the two variables.

More ECs than expected, feeling satisfied with the way EU democracy works, agree
that the CAP benefits all ECs, not just farmers, while the opposite is observed for those
not satisfied at all. There is a linear association between the degree of satisfaction with
democracy and agreement with the statement.

Similarly, with ‘EU democracy’, more ECs than expected, feeling optimistic about
the ‘EU future’, agree that the CAP benefits all EU citizens, not just farmers, while the
opposite is observed for the more pessimistic. There is also a linear association between
agreement with the statement and optimism about the future of the EU. The association of
the variables ‘EU democracy’ and ‘EU future’ with awareness of the CAP is similar, and
these two variables positively correlate.

More ECs than expected, thinking the EU conveys a very positive image, also agree
that the CAP benefits all ECs, not just farmers, while more ECs than expected, thinking the
EU conveys a fairly negative or very negative image, disagree. There is a linear association
between the degree of agreement with the statement and the degree of image positivity
conveyed by the EU.

ECs tending politically to the right tend to be more in agreement that the CAP benefits
all ECs, not just farmers.

3.6. QA9—The EU Gives Financial Support to Farmers to Help Stabilise Their Incomes;This Aid
Represents around 1% of the Combined Public Expenditure of the 27 Member States of the EU and
around 30% of the Total EU Budget; Do You Think That This Support Is Too Low, about Right or
Too High?

Question A9 produced the statistics presented in Table 9, and the resulting charts
can be visualised in Figure 5. Table 10 presents the ANOVA applied to the continuous
independent variable.

More women and fewer men than expected agree or tend to agree that the economic
support given by the EU to farmers is ‘too low’, while the opposite trend is observed for
men. More men than women also think the support is ‘about right’.

More ECs than expected, belonging to the working and lower-middle class, think the
economic support given by the EU to farmers is ‘too low’, while the opposite is observed
for the middle, upper-middle and higher classes of society. There is a linear association,
with lower classes of society tending to think the support is ‘too low’ and higher classes
thinking the support is ‘too high’.

More ECs than expected, with worse economic situations, believe that the economic
support given by the EU to farmers is ‘too low’, while the opposite is observed for those in
better economic situations. There is a linear association between variables, with individuals
in worse economic situations showing higher support.
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Table 9. Association (Person’s Chi-square test) and linear-by-linear association or correlation (Cochran–
Mantel–Haenszel test) between the independent variable, the question ‘The EU gives financial support
to farmers to help stabilise their incomes. This aid represents around 1% of the combined public
expenditure of the 27 Member States of the EU and around 30% of the total EU budget. Do you think
that this support is too low, about right or too high?’ and the independent variables indicated.

Independent
Variables

Pearson’s Chi-Square Cochran–Mantel–Haenszel

Value df p-Value Value df p-Value

Gender 186.15 2 <0.001
Social Class 518.30 8 <0.001 387.92 1 <0.001

Economy 136.73 4 <0.001 90.84 1 <0.001
Community Size 62.31 4 <0.001 56.41 1 <0.001

EU Direction 158.46 4 <0.001 68.73 1 <0.001
EU Democracy 304.89 6 <0.001 28.65 1 <0.001

EU Future 213.17 6 <0.001 26.88 1 <0.001
EU Image 331.18 8 <0.001 37.92 1 <0.001

Notes: df—degrees of freedom.
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Table 10. Results from the ANOVA using the question ‘The EU gives financial support to farmers to
help stabilise their incomes. This aid represents around 1% of the combined public expenditure of the
27 Member States of the EU and around 30% of the total EU budget. Do you think that this support is
too low, about right or too high?’ as a factor and the continuous independent variables indicated.

Variables Too Low About Right Too High

Age *** 51.33 a 50.52 b 53.18 c

Notes: p-value of the F test *** p < 0.001; Different letters in superscript are indicative of significant differences
between the levels of the factor; the post-hoc test used was the Least Significant Differences.

More ECs than expected, living in rural areas, think the economic support given by
the EU to farmers is ‘too low’, while more individuals than expected, belonging to towns
or cities, think it is ‘about right’ or ‘too high’. There is a linear association with individuals
in smaller communities (rural areas) tending to think that the support given by the EU to
farmers is ‘too low’.

More ECs than expected, believing that things in the EU are going in the right direction,
think the economic support given by the EU to farmers is ‘about right’ or ‘too high’, while
more individuals than expected, thinking things are going wrong in their own country,
think the support is ‘too low’. There is a linear association between the two variables.

More ECs than expected, feeling satisfied with the way EU democracy works, think
the economic support given by the EU to farmers is ‘about right’. More individuals than
expected, feeling fairly or very satisfied with ‘EU democracy’, think the support is ‘about
right’. There is a linear association between the degree of satisfaction with ‘EU democracy’
and thoughts about the support being ‘about right’.

Similarly, with ‘EU democracy’ and ‘EU future’, more ECs than expected, feeling
optimistic about the ‘EU future’, think the economic support given by the EU to farmers
is ‘too high’ or ‘about right’. There is a linear association between the degree of optimism
about the future of the EU and thoughts about the support being ‘about right’ or ‘too high’.

Results are like ‘EU democracy’ and ‘EU future’ with more EC individuals than
expected, thinking the EU conveys a very positive image, believing that the economic
support given by the EU to farmers is ‘about right’. There is a linear association. ECs
tending politically to the right tend to think the economic support given by the EU to
farmers is ‘about right’.

3.7. QA11—Over the Next 10 Years, Would You like to See an Increase, Decrease or No Change in
EU Financial Support to Farmers?

Question A11 produced the statistics presented in Table 11, and the resulting charts
can be visualised in Figure 6. Table 12 presents the ANOVA applied to the continuous
independent variable.

More women and fewer men than expected believe that financial support to farmers
in the EU should increase over the next 10 years, while more men are neutral.

More ECs than expected, in the working and lower-middle class, think the economic
support given by the EU to farmers should increase, while the opposite is observed for the
middle, upper-middle and higher classes of society. There is a linear association, with the
lower classes of society tending to support an increase in EU support for farmers.

More ECs than expected, with worse economic situations, believe that the economic
support given to farmers should increase, while the opposite is observed for those in better
economic situations. There is a linear association, with individuals in worse economic
situations advocating an increase in support.

More ECs than expected, living in rural areas, think the economic support to farmers
should increase, while more individuals than expected, in towns or cities, think it is about
right or too high. There is a linear association, with individuals in smaller communities
(rural areas) tending to support an increase in support for farmers.

More ECs than expected, believing that things in the EU are going in the right direction,
think the economic support given to farmers should remain unchanged or ‘decrease’, while
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more individuals than expected, thinking things are going wrong in their own country,
believe the support should ‘increase’ or ‘decrease’.

Table 11. Association (Person’s Chi-square test) and linear-by-linear association or correlation
(Cochran–Mantel–Haenszel test) between the independent variable, the question ‘Over the next 10
years, would you like to see an increase, decrease or no change in EU financial support to farmers?’
and the independent variables indicated.

Independent
Variables

Pearson’s Chi-Square Cochran–Mantel–Haenszel

Value df p-Value Value df p-Value

Gender 150.15 2 <0.001
Social Class 457.67 8 <0.001 397.80 1 <0.001

Economy 96.64 4 <0.001 29.85 1 <0.001
Community Size 20.82 4 <0.001 14.73 1 <0.001

EU Direction 35.75 4 <0.001 0.042 1 >0.05
EU Democracy 69.61 6 <0.001 5.06 1 <0.05

EU Future 51.33 6 <0.001 9.75 1 <0.01
EU Image 136.72 8 <0.001 33.96 1 <0.001

Notes: df—degrees of freedom.
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identified and the dependent variable, the question ‘Over the next 10 years, would you like to see an
increase, decrease or no change in EU financial support to farmers?’.
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Table 12. Results from the ANOVA using the question ‘Over the next 10 years, would you like to see
an increase, decrease or no change in EU financial support to farmers?’ as a factor and the continuous
independent variables indicated.

Variables Increase No change Decrease

Political Position * 1.62 a 1.55 b 1.48 c

Notes: p-values of the F test * p < 0.05; Different letters in superscript are indicative of significant differences
between the levels of the factor; the post-hoc test used was the Least Significant Differences.

More ECs than expected, feeling optimistic about the ‘EU future’, think the economic
support given to farmers should ‘increase’, while the opposite is observed for the pes-
simistic. There is a linear association between a higher degree of optimism about the future
of the EU and thoughts about an ‘increase’ in support for farmers.

More ECs than expected, feeling satisfied with the way EU democracy works, think
the economic support given to farmers should remain unchanged or ‘decrease’. In contrast,
those not very satisfied or not at all satisfied tend to believe the support should ‘increase’.
There is a linear association between the degree of satisfaction with democracy and support,
with those more satisfied agreeing a ‘decrease’ in support.

More ECs than expected, thinking the EU conveys a ‘very positive’ image, believe the
economic support given by the EU to farmers should ‘increase’. There is a linear association.

ECs tending politically to the right tend to believe that the economic support given by
the EU should ‘increase’.

4. Discussion

The Utilized Agricultural Area represents approximately 41% of the total land area
of EU member states [14]. This encompasses a diverse range of landscapes, agricultural
systems, farm sizes, ownership structures, natural environments and socio-economic con-
ditions among EU member states and falls under the purview of the CAP [15]. Alongside
its economic advantages, the CAP incorporates social and environmental dimensions, fos-
tering a resilient agricultural framework oriented towards sustainability across the EU [16].
A previous survey in 2014 ([17]), also aimed to evaluate the CAP’s perception and attitudes
among the ECs. The main results confirmed that the EC attaches high importance to
agriculture and rural areas, approves of financial support at the EU level and recognises the
societal benefits of agricultural production for their supply, rural economic sustainability
and environmental sustainability. Moreover, a significant majority of ECs believed that the
CAP supports not only farmers but also all ECs [17,18]. In 2017, the European Commission
assessed the CAP’s performance. The results also affirm that European Citizens’ opinions
generally align with the main objectives of the latest CAP reform and budget [19].

The survey used in the present study reveals that most of the EU respondents support
the CAP. They agree that EU agriculture and rural areas are important, are aware of the
CAP and tend to agree that the CAP benefits all EU citizens and not only the farmers. The
majority of the EU Citizens agree that the EU budget allocated to the CAP is about right or
high and therefore think that the financial support to farmers in the EU should stay the
same over the next 10 years [20]. However, notable differences exist among various groups
of ECs.

Women place greater importance on agriculture and are more likely than men to agree
that the CAP benefits all EU citizens, not just farmers. However, women are generally less
aware of the CAP. Additionally, a larger proportion of women than men believe that the
economic support provided to farmers is currently too low and should increase over the
next 10 years. Gender theories discuss human and gender-nature relations. These theories
depict natural processes as reproductive, which is often associated with women, while
production and consumption processes are considered productive, and typically linked to
men [21] which may explain the results.

European citizens from the lower classes of society think EU agriculture and rural
areas are very important; however, they manifest less awareness of the CAP including the
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details. More EU respondents of higher classes of society disagree that CAP benefits all EU
Citizens and not only the farmers. More EU Citizens from the lower classes of society think
the economic support being given to EU farmers is low and should increase over the next
ten years. Most farms in the EU are classified as family farms (95.2% of a total of 10.5 million
farms in 2016) [22], which may explain the tendencies observed. Support under the CAP
has brought farm incomes closer to those of non-agricultural sectors on average, yet this
assistance has predominantly benefited larger farms, exacerbating inequalities within the
agricultural sector [23]. Wealthier EU Citizens tend to be more in favour of agriculture and
rural areas are important for the future of the EU, manifest more awareness of the CAP and
its details and agree that CAP benefits all EU Citizens and not only the farmers.

EU citizens from rural areas tend to agree that agriculture and rural areas are very
important for the future of the EU. They are aware of CAP and its details and agree that
CAP benefits all EU citizens and not only the farmers. The rural areas are also more in
agreement that the economic support given by the EU to farmers is too low and should
increase over the next 10 years. These are expected results as rural communities perceive
the CAP objectives as job creation in rural areas and the provision of a fair standard of living
in these areas, therefore contributing to the sustainability of the rural economy through the
socioeconomic sustainability of small farms [22].

The difference between EU Citizens in urban areas and rural areas about the support
to be given to farmers in the next ten years may need to be addressed as in recent times
farmers across Europe have been demonstrating their dissatisfaction with the impact of
the CAP in their income [24]. Many of these protests are aimed at policymakers, with the
argument being that excessive regulation hampers European farmers’ ability to compete
with imported products that do not adhere to the same regulations [25].

EU respondents feeling satisfied with the way EU democracy works acknowledge the
importance of agriculture and rural communities for the future of the EU, show awareness
of the CAP and its details and agree that CAP benefits all EU citizens and not only the
farmers. The more satisfied EU Citizens tend to agree the economic support given by the
EU to farmers is too high and therefore should not change or should decrease over the
next ten years. Similar results are observed for EU Citizens more satisfied with the EU’s
Future and confident about an EU positive image. The results agree with the findings of
Dabrowski et al. [26], as there is a positive correlation between a positive EU image and
fund allocation, as poorer regional economies relate to more negative images of the EU.
Authors such as De Simone [27] have related the satisfaction of citizens with democracy
with political competence and positive perceptions about the future.

Over the past three decades, the process of shaping CAP policies has been progres-
sively moving towards establishing a socioeconomic and environmentally sustainable
framework for European agriculture, fostering environmental awareness across all levels of
decision-making within the EU’s intricate multilevel governance structure [28]. However,
the need for a modern CAP capable of completely addressing all the sustainability chal-
lenges has been identified [29]. The satisfaction and confidence about the future and the
image of the EU can only be achieved with a CAP capable of addressing these challenges.

In today’s society, consumers are increasingly discerning about the products they
consume, facilitated by globalisation and accelerated agricultural industrialisation. Factors
like geopolitical conflicts, extreme weather events and market shifts significantly shape
citizens’ perspectives, causing concerns. The scientific community is concerned about how
policies are perceived in a society increasingly aware of environmental issues, climate
change and food system sustainability. Consumer habits reflect a growing preference for
sustainable, healthy products, food safety and support for local economies. Our research
underscores European citizens’ desire for a more sustainable and equitable food system,
boosting employment and quality of life.

Addressing rural challenges through development measures, local initiatives and
promoting smart villages is crucial for European policy. Attracting young farmers is vital
for rural sustainability, fostering job creation, economic growth, gender equality and social
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inclusion. European citizens urge European institutions to prioritise EU agriculture in
meeting society’s demands for quality, safe and sustainable food, while also enhancing
animal welfare.

This study is based on a robust set of data, drawn from diverse sources across multiple
countries, underscoring the complex nature of self-perceptions. However, it is crucial to
recognise the potential influence of various factors beyond those examined here. Future
research could explore geographic profiles and their interaction with current socio-political
contexts. Furthermore, examining the practical applications of EU policies, including
CAP, is essential. The agricultural sector faces challenges reconciling policies aimed at
environmental conservation with the need for increased food production. Given the
multifaceted goals of food systems, effective agricultural and food policies are vital for
ensuring food security, environmental and economic sustainability, affordability, farmer
livelihoods and animal welfare. These policies should align with the interests of both
farmers and citizens.

5. Conclusions

European Citizens perceive the CAP positively and reveal positive attitudes about
the CAP and EU policies and direction. Some differences between the different social
groups may occur; however, the findings did not identify any group decisively opposing
the CAP. European Citizens have a positive attitude towards CAP, its associated benefits
and budget allocation. EU Citizens more optimistic with the direction of the EU, manifest
more awareness of the CAP and its details and tend to agree that the CAP benefits all EU
Citizens and not only the farmers. However, these EU Citizens manifest a neutral position
about the importance of agriculture and rural areas for the future of the EU. These EU
Citizens also tend to agree that the economic support given by the EU to farmers is about
right or too high and should not increase over the next ten years. However, in rural areas,
EU Citizens tend to agree that support for farmers should increase over the next ten years.

At the European level, there should be a strong effort of communication and dissemi-
nation to the citizens about the main aims, targets and benefits of future public policies to
promote European sustainability and the ‘Green Deal’. These insights may be useful for
public decision-makers to define better policies and measures adjusted to EU citizens.
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