
 

 

 

 

 

Euroculture 
Master of Arts Thesis 

 

 

 

 
Bridging the gap between citizens and 

institutions  
Is the Europe Direct Network a competent means to reconcile the trust of 

Europeans for the Europe of the 28?  

The Spanish case 

 

 

 

 

 

Submitted by: 

Evangelia Papadopoulou 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bilbao, 1 June 2014



2 

 

Student: Evangelia Papadopoulou 

Email: 21lina@windowslive.com 

 

 

 

 

Home University: Uppsala University, Sweden  

Student Number: 900521-P827 

 

 

Host University: University of Deusto, Spain  

Student Number: 99908198 

 

 

 

Supervision: 

 

Dr. Jérôme-Frédéric Josserand 

Department of Modern Languages, Romance Languages 

Uppsala University, Sweden 

Email: jfj@du.se 

 

Dr. María Luz Suárez Castiñeira 

Institute for European Studies 

University of Deusto, Spain 

Email: mariluz.suarez@deusto.es 

 

 

Word Count (excluding front pages, table of contents, references): 18,518 

 

 

 

mailto:21lina@windowslive.com
mailto:jfj@du.se
mailto:mariluz.suarez@deusto.es


3 

 

MA Programme Euroculture 

Declaration 

 

 

I, Evangelia Papadopoulou hereby declare that this thesis, entitled “Bridging the gap 

between citizens and institutions: Is the Europe Direct Network a competent means to 

reconcile the trust of Europeans for the Europe of the 28? The Spanish case,” submitted 

as partial requirement for the MA Program Euroculture, is my own original work and 

expressed in my own words. Any use made within it of works of other authors in any 

form (e.g. ideas, figures, texts, tables, etc.) are properly acknowledged in the text as 

well as in the List of references. 

I hereby also acknowledge that I was informed about the regulations pertaining to 

the assessment of the MA thesis Euroculture and about the general completion rules for 

the Master of Arts Program Euroculture. 

 

Signed: 

 

Date: 1 June 2014 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



4 

 

Table of Contents 

 

 

Preface                                                                    6 

 

Abstract                                                                    7 

 

List of abbreviations                                                         8 

 

Introduction                                                                9 

 

Chapter 1: Theories of democracy 

1.1. The history of democracy in Europe                                        12 

1.2. The democratic constitution today                                          14 

1.3. The possible democratic deficit of the EU                                  17 

1.4. Democratic legitimacy                                                    20 

 

Chapter 2: Combating the EU democratic deficit 

2.1. On the way to a new policy of information and communication                  23 

2.2. Public sphere                                                            24 

2.3. Political knowledge as a shaper of democracy                                26 

2.4. Communication Strategy of the European Commission regarding citizens’ 

involvement in the political process 2001-2013                                   27 

2.5. Conclusions                                                             32 

 

Chapter 3: Europe Direct relays of information 

3.1. Origins                                                                 34 

3.2. Structure                                                               35 

3.3. Duties and responsibilities                                                 36 

 

Chapter 4: The case of Spain 

4.1. Research objectives                                                       39    

4.2. Statistics on the performance of the ED relays from the European Commission    41    



5 

 

4.3. Framework of the study                                                   43 

4.4.  General results on the relays’ function                                       44    

4.5. Specific results: host structure                                              48 

4.6. Specific results: relations with the European Commission                      50 

4.7. Specific results: services provided by the European Commission               53 

4.8. Work assessment                                                       56 

4.9. Conclusions                                                           59 

4.10. Suggestions for improvement                                            61 

 

Conclusion                                                               63 

 

List of references                                                          66 

 

Annexes 

Annex I                                                                    69 

Annex II                                                                   71 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



6 

 

Preface 

 

 

I would like to express my acknowledgement and gratitude to my family for the 

unconditional support I received for realizing my academic dreams.  

I dedicate this piece of work to my sister Zoe in the hope of providing inspiration to her 

academic path. 

 

Evangelia Papadopoulou 

Bilbao, 

June 2014 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



7 

 

Abstract 

 

 

Information has always been strategically relevant for the European Commission, 

especially during the last thirty years with discussions about a gap in communication 

and the possible democratic deficit propagating. For that reason, communication was 

introduced as a policy after 2000. In order to reach specific interests in the Union, the 

Commission highlighted the importance of the partnership with civil society in 2005 

through the “Plan D for Democracy, Dialogue and Debate” and its “going local” 

approach. The purpose of this thesis is to analyze the communication strategy of the EU 

through the lens of one of its regional communication instruments, the Europe Direct 

relays of information. The relays are a first-hand portal for the citizens to enter into the 

Union not only by acquiring information but also by transferring their comments and 

suggestions to Brussels. They form, therefore, a debate platform between citizens and 

institutions under a European “public sphere.” Nevertheless, research has identified two 

critical points in their function: the host structure, which intervenes in their 

administration role, and the European Commission, which provides them with financial 

support and information services. This thesis seeks to ascertain the success or not of the 

relays in relation to those two variables. In order to achieve that, the Spanish study case 

is examined. It will be finally verified if, according to the guidance of the European 

Commission, the relays fulfill their role in fostering national involvement in 

supranational activities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Keywords: Europe Direct, European Commission, communication strategy, democratic 

deficit, public sphere 
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Introduction 

 

 

The European Union started as an institution which would create the conditions for the 

Member States to be equal and interrelated under pure democratic conditions. It is a 

structure currently evolving and creating high expectations for a better future for the 

citizens of the Member States. Today, nevertheless, Europeans seem to be in a state of 

confusion as to at what degree the EU satisfies their desires for representative 

democracy and the decision-making process complies with their benefits in the Union.  

It goes without saying that democracy in Europe is not a simple political system. 

For that reason it is useful to present its theoretical background, its history and the form 

of the democratic constitution today. The unifying process in the EU after the 1950s has 

introduced new data at governmental level which are related to the “public sphere”- the 

citizens’ social area to discuss political problems and influence political action. In order 

for this sphere to function successfully, Brussels, the supranational decision-making 

center, should encourage citizens to be active shapers of political choices. This could be 

achieved through online platforms, debate forums, live stream of political discussions, 

etc. Doubts arise today about to what extent this citizens – institutions communication 

has been achieved. Many Eurosceptics believe that the political processes in Europe are 

a threat for the modern democratic constitution. 

The possible existence of the democratic deficit in the EU is not a new 

phenomenon. Scholars such as T. Zweifel and S. Hix have presented specific arguments 

for its existence by criticizing its complexity and lack of transparency. Adding to this, 

recent Eurobarometers reveal low participation in the European Parliament elections 

and constant public decline in the interest in EU issues. Most people are unaware of 

how the institutions work and consider political affairs complicated since it is a theme 

mainly treated in Brussels. The web pages of the institutions are full of official 

documents and information but lack simplicity. Furthermore, the low transparency level 

does not allow for major public intervention in the political process.  

Another problem that bedevils the Union is that of legitimacy. As the EU expands 

not only in the number of Member States but also in powers, the issue of lawful 

governing comes to the front. In general, legitimacy refers to the public trust that 

government actions will comply with citizens’ interests and will serve the demands that 



10 

 

a modern society has. Democratic legitimacy can thus be understood only through its 

two-dimensional sides: input and output, where a “government by the people” is 

responsible to give solutions appropriate to form a “government for the people.”
1
 Today, 

the European Parliament is regarded as the most democratic institution because of the 

direct elections that give it credence and substantial legitimacy. Notwithstanding, the 

EU is suffering from a legitimacy problem because the EU-state intrusion has created 

vast distrust for the European project which is considered too ambitious. 

This thesis will assess the progress towards a more democratic Europe by 

analyzing and evaluating the Union’s communication strategy. The European 

Commission has acknowledged the mistrust of the citizens for the EU and has put 

communication in its agenda from 2000 onwards by establishing the policy of 

information and communication. For the first time the EC appointed a Commissioner in 

charge of communication issues, Margot Wallström. It also drew three communication 

papers from 2001 to 2004 with the initial actions. In 2005, it approved an Action Plan 

for the improvement of the communication strategy of the EU and some months later 

published the “Plan D for Democracy, Dialogue and Debate.” This was a breakthrough 

regarding former actions and paved the way for more transparency in the European 

policies. Specific emphasis was put on three principles: listening, communicating, and 

“going local.” Within the regional approach, the EU aimed at adopting a strategy that 

would understand the provincial communities’ needs and would support local actors in 

their efforts to promote the EU.  Later strategic plans between 2007 and 2009 

highlighted the role of the ICT for the information distribution in the EU. In recent 

years, the Commission has placed debate and public participation in its political agenda 

with online debate initiatives and yearly activities dedicated to fostering European 

identity. The purpose is to define a new relationship between citizens and the EU and 

enable civil societies to be an active part in the political process and not just passive 

recipients of political decisions.  

Within the framework of public participation in the policy making, this thesis 

seeks to verify the EU communication strategy’s success through one of its main portals 

of information and communication. The Europe Direct network is an instrument which 

acts at local and regional level. It promotes participatory citizenship by bringing Europe 

close to its citizens through answering questions, advising, informing about their rights, 

                                                   
1
  aren  eard-Lauréote, European Union governance: effectiveness and legitimacy in European 

Commission committee, (Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge, 2010), 19. 
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etc. These centers also encourage debate through seminars and conferences, collect 

opinions, suggestions and concerns of citizens and transfer them to the European 

institutions. We could say that they act as a “public sphere” for local communities. 

The last part of this thesis is devoted to a more practical approach. After analyzing 

fundamental theoretical concepts such as democracy, democratic deficit, legitimacy and 

the communication strategy of the EU it is vital to corroborate the practical attempts of 

the Commission to eradicate the democratic deficit. The local factor is an interesting 

field of research since there is little bibliography and previous investigation on the 

issue, hence the Europe Direct relays of information are taken as a case study. The 

question I intend to answer is the following: Is the Europe Direct Network a competent 

means to reconcile the trust of Europeans for the EU? In other words, what is the 

progress that these centers have made until today in bringing citizens close to 

institutions? Through the research it will be clarified at what extent the EU has paved 

the way for a democratic, open and transparent European environment. 

Due to time limitations and the broad scope that this research would have 

otherwise, the study is limited to the Europe Direct relays in Spain. For that purpose, I 

elaborated a questionnaire with targeted questions regarding the relays’ function, host 

structure and relationship with the European Commission. The relays are hosted by a 

public or private institution which provides thematic and/or administrative help to the 

relay whereas their everyday activities rely on the services provided by the Commission 

(EU Bookshop, the Helpdesk, publications, monthly statistics). I seek to reveal, 

therefore, possible defects or advantages in the host structure and the European 

Commission relationships. It is vital to examine those two aspects as they seem crucial 

in the effectiveness of a Europe Direct center. The results of the questionnaire along 

with the previous theoretical analysis will finally identify if the Europe Direct relays of 

information are an adequate means to fight the presupposed democratic deficit of the 

EU. 
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Chapter 1  

Theories of democracy 

 

 

1.1. The history of democracy in Europe 

 

The ideal state, whichever form of government it may have, maintains its legitimacy by 

serving the good life for the people as a whole. Aristotle 

The way to constitute a sound society is through the political system and its internal 

structure. Political system is the well-structured network of people the relations of 

whom define, organize and interpret the behavioral rules of society. The word “system” 

itself implies a certain type of organization within the society. Political systems today 

are classified not only according to the person that holds the power, but also according 

to their organizational structure.  

The issue of democracy has always been the cornerstone of political thought from 

the ancient years. Philosophers like Plato and Aristotle defined democracy as the system 

of governance from the “many,” which was against personal prudence and ownership. 

Aristotle (384-322 BC) in his work “Constitution of the Athenians” describes the 

evolution of the Athenian constitution. He classifies the polities according to the 

concentration of power into the royal regime or tyranny (power of the one), oligarchy 

(power of the few) and democracy (power of the many). For the first time polities were 

grouped not only according to the number of people exercising political power but also 

according to the characteristics of each polity. Their basic elements, which continue to 

be the same nowadays, revolve around the axis of equality, freedom, justice and 

obedience to the rule of law. 

By the appearance of the Roman Empire and Christianity, these characteristics 

started to relent. The fall of the Roman Empire in 476 AC shifted the definition of the 

“good citizen” to the “good loyal.” The political thought was keeping up  with a 

theological framework and at that period the royal regime was governing Europe. The 

appearance of the Ottoman Empire in the 14
th
 century AC contributed to the decline of 

the democratic constitution. During the Middle Ages (5
th

-15
th
 century AC) democracy 
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was not the constitution of any country, since it was considered “out of place in modern 

Nation-States.”
2
 

The Enlightenment brought a rise to liberalism whereas continental Europe was 

influenced by the model of state government in England and afterwards in the US. The 

philosophers of that era “understood democracy in two ways: as a destiny of modern 

society and as one of its possible forms.”
3
 They believed in freedom instead of 

despotism; equality instead of class distinctions; science instead of superstitions; the 

freedom of religion instead of dogmatism. The French Revolution revealed the 

inconsistence of the old politics and the religious participation in politics. In that 

framework, developmental democracy started to rise. Societies showed their desire for 

equality and liberal development and there was created the hope that they could get 

control over themselves and influence governmental politics.
4
 

The early 19
th

 century marked the rise of the nation-state and new revolutionary 

ideas. During the 1840s in Britain and France, power was transferred to the wealthy 

bourgeoisie and only the upper classes had the right to vote. Nevertheless, people called 

for democracy with universal suffrage. The revolution of 1848 in France marked the rise 

of liberalism and the awakening of the national consciousness of the nations of central 

Europe. There idea of developmental democracy in Europe started to develop. Western 

Europe in specific turned its interest to equal societies, and workers started to enter the 

political battle.  

The end of the World War II set the base to reorganize the European territory and 

introduced an elitist model of democracy with parliamentary government and strong 

competition among political parties. Around the 1950s pluralism made its appearance. 

This meant that powers were distributed and vindicated among numerous political 

groups. On 18 April 1951, six European countries (The Netherlands, Belgium, 

Luxembourg, France, Germany and Italy) signed the Treaty of Paris, which established 

the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC). With a common economic policy in 

mind, more institutions were founded: the European Economic Community in 1958, the 

Council of Ministers, the Executive Commission in Brussels, the European Court of 

Justice and the European Parliament. The 70s and 80s established the constitutional 

                                                   
2
 Antoine De Baecque, A history of democracy in Europe, (New York: Columbia United Press, 1995), 11. 

3
 Ibid., 19. 

4
 Ibid., 16. 
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state with the principle of majority which enabled citizens to be part of the political 

process. 

The last two decades have seen Europe confronted by several transnational 

challenges. Today, it is clearer than ever that issues such as the environment, migration, 

poverty, security threats and globalization cannot be combated at local or regional level 

but call for supranational action. The merging of national interests into something 

bigger has created the EU regulatory state of today.  

 

 

1.2. The democratic constitution today 

 

The classic model of democracy which was adopted 2,500 years ago was an innovative 

government system that with major changes continues to be applied even nowadays. 

Integration among multiple states could not be achieved without democracy. The EU 

considered this a prerequisite for its citizens’ civic rights’ protection and adopted a 

series of Treaties that paved the way for more integration. The Maastricht Treaty signed 

in 1992 practically created Europe and: 

 “strengthened the democratic legitimacy of the institutions, 

 improved their effectiveness, 

 established the Economic and Monetary Union (EMU), 

 developed the social dimension of community, 

 established a common foreign and security policy.”
5
 

Overall, the Treaty enhanced the political dimension of the EU: the effectiveness of the 

Union regarding the decision-making process, the preparation of the EMU and the 

establishment of relations with third countries by extending its political dimension 

beyond the EU borders.  

At the European Council meeting in Laeken in 2001, European leaders stressed 

that citizens “are calling for a clear, open, effective, democratically controlled 

Community approach, (…) an approach that provides concrete results in terms of more 

                                                   
5
 European Commission, “Website of the European Union,” Treaty of Maastricht on European Union, 

accessed February 12, 2014,  

http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/institutional_affairs/treaties/treaties_maastricht_en.htm. 

http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/institutional_affairs/treaties/treaties_maastricht_en.htm
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jobs, better quality of life, less crime, decent education and better health care.”
6
 

Undoubtedly, the approach that citizens want is anthropocentric and would require 

major reforms in the policy process which should be concrete, transparent, effective and 

democratic.  

The concept of participatory democracy was stressed in the Lisbon Treaty (2007) 

and as the Article 11 defined it: “The institutions shall, by appropriate means, give 

citizens and representative associations the opportunity to make known and publicly 

exchange their views in all areas of Union action.”
7
 Participatory democracy does not 

negate representative democracy but rather enforces it. As stated by A. Ricketts:  

While representative democracy depends on the right to vote in free and fair elections, 

participatory democracy depends on a much greater range of civil rights that support 

civilian political actions, such as the freedom of political speech, freedom of association 

and to form organizations, the right to strike, march and protest, and the maintenance of 

reasonably permissive laws in relation to public order generally.
8
 

At that point it is vital to present the “quadrangle of political order” which “makes up 

the foundational concepts of any political order that claims to be democratic:”
9  

 

 

Source: self illustration drawn from “Rethinking Democracy and the European Union,” pg. 17. 

 

According to the scheme, representation, public discourse, identity and legitimacy are 

interrelated and form a sphere of political equality. Representative democracy, though, 

is not panacea for a healthy democracy. According to the extreme opinion of Oddvar 

Eriksen and Fossum, democracy in Europe has never been achieved and all democratic 

                                                   
6
 European Commission, “Presidency Conclusions - European Council Meeting in Laeken. 14 and 15 

December 2001,” EUROPA - European Union website, pg. 21, accessed February 12, 2014, 

http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/impact/background/docs/laeken_concl_en.pdf.   
7
 European Economic and Social Committee, “Participatory Democracy in 5 Points,” European Economic 

and Social Committee (Brussels), October 1, 2011, accessed February 11, 2014, 

http://www.eesc.europa.eu/resources/docs/eesc-2010-10-en.pdf.  
8
 Aidan Ricketts, The Activists’ Handbook: A step-by-step guide to participatory democracy, (London, 

UK: Zed Books Ltd., 2012), 114. 
9
 Erik Oddvar Eriksen and John Erik Fossum, Rethinking Democracy and the European Union, 

(Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge, 2012), 17. 

http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/impact/background/docs/laeken_concl_en.pdf
http://www.eesc.europa.eu/resources/docs/eesc-2010-10-en.pdf
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moves have entailed non-democratic elements.
10

 In the chapter about democracy, parties 

and elections,  ix and  øyland conclude that “the EU is not a particularly democratic 

political system.”
11

 This is true to the extent that citizens live in societies where 

sometimes decisions are taken without their consensus, especially at supranational level, 

something which comes in contrast to the definition of democracy where “any exercise 

of power needs to be justified as an articulation of popular will and subjectness.”
12

 For 

example, whereas some people express themselves through referendums, others trust 

their political representatives to take decisions for them. These and other shortcomings 

that have emerged in modern representative democracy have been discussed by many 

scholars. Simon Hix in his book What’s wrong with the European Union and how to fix 

it presents the two different sides of democracy and intends to explain how these are 

connected to a possible democratic deficit in the Union.  

The procedural side relates to the typical elements that democratic governance 

should have, like the freedom in expressing, voting and representing a Member State 

either in direct form or through elected representatives. This ensures that citizens have 

their own voice in the ruling of the Union and freely express their interests. One can 

admit that the EU is a representative democracy in this sense: people’s will is expressed 

through elected representatives who operate through national and European channels.  

On the other hand, the substantive side refers to the content of the policies: at 

what extent it changes political outcomes for the benefit of the people. Hix concludes 

that the EU does not fulfill the substantive requirements of a representative democracy. 

This is justified by a number of factors. Firstly, the European Commission which is a 

powerful institution is not elected by the citizens but by national governments and the 

European Parliament. People electing national governments seek to fulfill their national 

interests and truly enough, national presidential campaigns rarely focus on the 

fulfillment of the EU interests. As a result, the European side is withheld in national 

agendas. Not even referendums are a good means to boost public debate on European 

issues. Voters express their views about “isolated and mainly constitutional issues” 

(sometimes without having prior knowledge about them) without connecting their views 

                                                   
10

 E. Oddvar Eriksen and J. E. Fossum, Rethinking Democracy and the European Union, 16. 
11

 Simon  ix and Bjørn  øyland, The political system of the European Union, 3rd ed., (Houndmills, 

Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011), 157. 
12

 Ibid., 170. 
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of the EU with the output of the policies.
13

 The European Parliament, although elected 

by the people, “has little to do with Europe”
14

 since it represents specific interests rather 

than large-scale oppositions. Communication, continuous proliferation of information 

and interest for political, economic and social issues are of central role in the 

establishment of a healthy political system. What we face today is the lack of 

connection between public choices and political outcomes which leads to a gap in the 

substantive sense of the European democracy. 

 

 

1.3. The possible democratic deficit of the EU 

 

The pattern of governance in the EU today is challenged by two phenomena: 

globalization and enlargement.
15

 One the one hand, globalization proposes the 

integration of products, ideas, cultures, social affairs etc. and on the other hand 

enlargement suspends integration by assigning the decision-making process to minority 

political groups. The possibility for the EU to expand in the future poses the following 

question: “are the European institutions sufficiently democratic to represent the interests 

of Member States’ citizens?”
16

 

An answer to the question comes from recent survey studies and polls which show 

a significant decline in the public interest for the EU. The years between 2007 and 2013 

viewed public opinion about the EU’s democratic spirit at a serious fall, with the 

disappointment percentage rising from 32% to 46%. We expect that today’s results on 

the function of democracy will be even higher. According to the most recent 

Eurobarometer survey on the democratic image of Europe (Standard Eurobarometer 

79), “46% of Europeans are dissatisfied with the way in which democracy works in  the 

EU, while 43% are satisfied and 11% expressed no opinion.”
17

 

 

                                                   
13

 Simon Hix, What’s wrong with the European Union and How to fix it, (Cambridge, UK: Polity Press, 

2008), 79. 
14

 Ibid. 
15

 Paul Graham Taylor, The end of European integration: anti-Europeanism examined, (London: 

Routledge, 2008), 70.  
16

 Thomas D. Zweifel, Democratic deficit? Institutions and regulation in the European Union, 

Switzerland, and the United States, (Maryland, US: Lexington Books, 2003), 2. 
17

 European Commission, “Standard Eurobarometer 79 - Spring 2013. Public opinion in the European 

Union,” European Commission (Brussels), May 1, 2013, pg. 73, accessed February 11, 2014, 

http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/eb/eb79/eb79_publ_en.pdf.  

http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/eb/eb79/eb79_publ_en.pdf
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Source: Standard Eurobarometer 79 

 

The decline of people’s trust on the EU should not be the only indication about Europe’s 

suffering from a democratic deficit.  

The democratic deficit debate began during the 1980s. Although it has not been 

officially confirmed by empirical research, many scholars have indicated the possibility 

of its existence in the EU. Føllesdal and  ix (as quoted in  ix and  øyland) stress five 

arguments – sets of claims: 

 National parliaments do not have power when deciding for EU issues since most 

decisions are being taken by the Commission. 

 The European Parliament is a weak institution: the Council has more powers 

regarding legislation and budget distribution. 

 European citizens do not vote directly for EU policies: their only means of opining 

about large-scale issues is through referendums. 

 The EU is too distant: the Commission is appointed through an “obscure 

procedure,” the Council has a “secretive legislature,” the European Parliament is 

“impenetrable” and the policy process is “highly technocratic.”
18

 

 The majority of citizens are not included in policy making process. 

In other words, Føllesdal and  ix place their criticism on the institutional system of the 

EU: the concentrative role of the European Council and the bureaucratic and 

technocratic character of the Commission. 

                                                   
18

  ix and  øyland, The political system of the European Union, 132. 
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According to the official website of the European Union, the democratic deficit 

problem lies in the complexity of the process of policy making and the complexity of 

the EU institutions: “the democratic deficit is a concept invoked principally in the 

argument that the European Union and its various bodies suffer from a lack of 

democracy and seem inaccessible to the ordinary citizen because their method of 

operating is so complex.”
19

 Too many institutions, rules and policies lead to a 

complicated structure. The treaties of the EU are for the majority of the citizens a series 

of obscure legal texts full of technical terminology. With little knowledge on political 

issues, people feel incompetent to influence or determine political decisions. As a result, 

they ignore the institutions’ role and function, become disappointed and therefore 

distance themselves from the European processes.
20

  

The EU’s internal structure also displays significant lack of transparency. 

Transparency is linked to the institutions’ obligation to display the highest degree of 

openness when conducting policy-making activities. The European Commission states 

that “transparency is linked to the citizens’ demands for wider access to information and 

documents, as well as for greater involvement in the decision-making process, which 

would help foster a feeling of closeness to the Union.”
21

 The Article 15 of the Treaty on 

the Functioning of the EU gives the right of access to public documents and today, with 

the use of the ICT, this access is facilitated by the website of the EU and the various 

online platforms it displays. But why, if theoretically there is transparency in the Union, 

people ask for more? It seems that political authorities are unable to meet the 

expectations of European citizens. 

Why more transparency is needed and what it is expected to do for the European 

Union is explained by D. Naurin in his book Deliberation behind closed doors.
22

 Naurin 

tests the idea if transparency can civilize the elite politicians by conducting a study on 

business lobbyists in Brussels and Stockholm. The way in which he connects the 

findings of his research with the debate of transparency in the European Union is 

interesting: “in order for the EU to attain functional mechanisms of accountability, 

transparency reforms must be complemented by reforms focusing on the ability of the 

                                                   
19

 European Commission, “Website of the European Union,” Democratic deficit, accessed February 11, 

2014, http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/glossary/democratic_deficit_en.htm.   
20

 Diezemann and Παπαναγιώτου, “Τι σημαίνει ‘δημοκρατικό έλλειμμα’ στους ευρωπαϊκούς θεσμούς;,” 

Deutsche Welle, accessed February 11, 2014, http://dw.de/p/I4Sx.  
21

 European Commission, “Website of the European Union,” Transparency (access to documents), 

accessed March 11, 2014, http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/glossary/transparency_en.htm.  
22

 Daniel Naurin, Deliberation behind closed doors: Transparency and lobbying in the European Union, 

(Colchester, UK: ECPR Press, 2007), 1. 

http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/glossary/democratic_deficit_en.htm
http://dw.de/p/I4Sx
http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/glossary/transparency_en.htm
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electorate to impose real sanctions on policy-makers.”
23

 Accordingly, if citizens are 

allowed for more important roles in policy-making, transparency should have an even 

stronger role.  

 

 

1.4. Democratic legitimacy 

 

Every state that operates under the rule of law is a “state of law.” The state of law is 

principally characterized by the rule of legitimacy. Legitimacy, according to Heard-

Lauréote, is a “complex term though often misused in political science.”
24

 In simple 

terms, the principle of legitimacy is the obligation of the governing powers to act 

according to the current rules of law. It is comprised of three operative dimensions: first, 

the public belief, which allows for some extent of acceptance and consensus to social 

rules. Second, authority, coming from the governing bodies and entailing the “unforced 

cooperation of the citizens,”
25

 and third, lawfulness, which includes the two 

abovementioned elements complying under the constitute of a lawful society. 

In order to assess legitimacy it is vital to analyze it through its double notions: 

input and output. Input legitimacy implies that the decisions at governmental level are 

taken according to public preferences forming a “government by the people.”
26

 The 

output side relates to the belief that adopted policies will by no means prejudice 

people’s interests and will help to the solution of social problems. Input and output sides 

are linked together through political mechanisms in the following manner: input 

legitimacy implies democratic decisions approved by people, which finally turn into 

concrete political decisions. Input participation in modern democratic societies happens 

either directly by citizens’ participation, or indirectly, by their representatives. Output 

legitimacy is the public consensus to political decisions that, although taken without 

their direct voting, is regarded as correct because “the outcome is widely recognized as 

appropriate.”
27

 

From the above it becomes salient that legitimacy derives from the willingness of 

people to give their consensus and support to an institution in order to undertake 
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political choices. As a result, support lies at the basis of legitimacy.
28

 Support can be 

given to various institutions or organizations at a time, either at the regional or at the 

supranational level. The amount and the preference of support varies according to the 

interests of people; for example, an institution representing and providing information 

on agricultural issues in a rural region is probable to receive more support and attention 

than an institution dealing with EU relations with third countries at the same territory. It 

is obvious therefore that legitimacy is thematically bounded.  

In democratic societies support is often correlated with efficiency: if an institution 

acts efficiently, people tend to give their support without asking to participate in its 

internal structures.
29

 This is an underlying principle in the mechanism of the European 

Union. Notwithstanding, specific arguments have been stated regarding the lack of 

legitimacy in the EU. J. Blondet et al. state that: 

The European Union is manifestly not legitimate in the sense that it receives the total 
support of all European citizens in every field or area; but it is also manifest that some 

European citizens support the European Union to some extent and that they may support its 

activities in some fields and not in others. Thus the legitimacy of the European Union is 

variable and is likely to be limited to some fields, as is indeed the legitimacy of any other 

institution or group.
30  

Towards the same direction, T. Zweifel supports that citizens’ ability to involve 

themselves and control the policy process at all stages is limited:   

The EU derives its legitimacy from the Member States, but the possibilities of legitimacy 
transfer are increasingly narrow. If democracy means that governments derive their 

legitimate power from the consent of the governed, then this means not consent that is 

granted once and for all, but consent that must be given again and again newly, and can be 

withheld. But there is no institutionalized vote in which European voters can withhold their 

consent.
31

 

Nowadays, national political actors tend to enter the European public sphere and 

vice versa, the Union often intervenes into national-regional state issues. The problem 

of legitimacy, according to R. Ladrech (as quoted in Banchoff and Smith) derives from 

the instability caused by this EU-state intrusion: “the European Union’s apparent 

growing intrusion into the lives of citizens via its policies, but more importantly the cost 

entailed by those policies, for example, the single market project’s ‘rationalizing’ of 

industrial sectors and subsequent unemployment lays the foundations of the current 
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legitimacy problem.”
32

 As aforementioned, the EU does not possess a means for the 

citizens to directly reject policies and political actors and this causes some kind of 

inconsistency in its legitimacy. 

The European Parliament is probably the most “democratic pillar” of the EU in 

terms of serving the whole Union on the one side and being directly elected on the 

other.
33

 Along with national parliaments and the Council of Ministers it has an upgraded 

role in society and the EP elections are considered particularly important. Nevertheless, 

there is strong scepticism and pessimism about its democratization role because the 

expectation that direct elections would increase the legitimacy of the Union is too 

ambitious.
34

 For example, voters of the EP elections do not feel that they significantly 

change political decisions, not to mention rejecting governance.
35

 It is definitely true 

that there is more to be done for democratizing European polities.  

It is clear from the above that the concept of democratic legitimacy is the base of 

democracy. It is at least an obligation of public administration to follow a legitimate 

process in its actions so as to gain citizens’ confidence. Legitimacy depends on two 

factors which may increase or decrease its rate within an organization, institution or 

constitution: first, the relation to areas of public interest and second, the democratic 

character which conditions them. The keys for a democratic and successful governance 

are legitimacy and effectiveness. 

The sad aspect of the democratic deficit and legitimacy problems is that today 

people question the political structures and the constitutionality of our era and this has 

had an impact within society first and Europe in second place. For example, the 

economic crisis that plagues the world the last six years has uncovered significant gaps 

in the supervision of the financial sector in Europe. It has revealed that the continent is 

divided in the north – south axis, where northern Europe is more powerful and 

developed in comparison to the south.  
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Chapter 2  

Combating the EU democratic deficit 

 

 

2.1. On the way to a new policy of information and communication 

 

Nowadays, information is recognized not only as a commercial product but also as the 

key for the new era of technology. The ICT are at the center of attention because they 

define the time, cost, quality and quantity of information that will reach the final user. 

Information operates in a regulatory framework. This does not only act protectively in 

relation to citizens’ rights but also plays a distributive role according to the levels of 

access to the technological media.  

The need to establish a common information and communication strategy in the 

EU dates back to the 1970s, with three countries entering the Union, more activity in 

new competency fields and the development of a European identity profile through a 

EC report on 14 December 1973.
36

 In the 1980s, several integration moves regarding 

Europe and its citizens were made. In 1984 there was launched “A People’s Europe,” a 

project targeting to strengthen European identity at a daily basis. Nevertheless, it did not 

fully reach its objectives and in 1985 and 1986 the Commission drew two papers on 

good communication in the EU. This was the beginning for the concretization of 

communication policies through document-based actions. In 1986 the member of the 

European Parliament Gianni Baget-Bozzo, having understood a social and cultural 

fragmentation in the relations between the EU and its people stated that the EU 

communication policy “should be focused on the transmission of messages rather than 

be merely concentrated upon news.”
37

 This would involve specific messages directed to 

specific audiences, all put under a simple and comprehensible language framework 

which would establish a “communication flow” among countries.
38

 The project would 

also involve the ICT as a vital part of dispersing of information, offering irrefutable 

results for the EU community. 
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2.2. Public sphere 

 

At that point it is fundamental to introduce the concept of the public sphere, not only 

because it forms a central idea in the study of communication but also because it is a 

major bond between civil societies and public life. Jürgen  abermas is among the 

scholars who have mostly dealt with the issue. In his work The structural 

transformation of the public sphere he illustrates the contemporary need for the 

degeneration of the public sphere through the consistent democratization of public 

society.  

According to Habermas, in the past the public sphere referred to the rational 

debate opened by the most educated and qualified classes during the 18
th

 and 19
th

 

centuries in Britain. Capitalism and trade led to a state economic domination which the 

public regarded as a threat. The public sphere at that time was a space of thought where 

practically all people articulated their interests, such as the opposition to governmental 

actions.  

In modern societies, state domination is expressed through the concepts of 

manipulation and deliberation. For that reason, the public sphere is best understood in 

the political context. According to Valentini and Nesti, the public sphere is “a sphere of 

social interaction that is structured as a network of spaces of political communication”
39

 

with the media as the main distributor of information. Mass media, NGOs and political 

parties are main contemporary manipulative tools which can only be confronted by a 

strong public sphere: “the mass democracies constituted as social-welfare states, as far 

as their normative self-interpretation is concerned, can claim to continue the principles 

of the liberal constitutional state only as long as they seriously try to live up to the 

mandate of a public sphere that fulfills political functions.”
40

 Referring to the EU, the 

European public sphere today is comprised of many national public spheres under a 

common communication framework. 

It is clear that the public sphere can only operate under the democratic 

constitution since it is the only structure that allows for public and transparent debate. 

For a public sphere to function, two elements are necessary: public relations and 
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transparency rules.
41

 Public relations in the political field can bring in touch, link, direct 

or manipulate people with institutions in a democratic (or not) way. As a result, their 

role cannot be defined from the beginning. Transparency, on the other hand, allows 

citizens to participate in public dialogue in a rational and meaningful way.
42

  

Today, the Member States as well as the EU receive the dissatisfaction of the 

citizens regarding policy issues. Various contradicting opinions exist. Many citizens do 

not understand the role of the EU: some think that it should deal with their everyday 

issues whereas others believe that those issues should be solved by local/regional actors. 

At the same time, they hold high expectations from the EU especially regarding global 

problems such as poverty, terrorism, employment and the lack of social cohesion.  The 

following oxymoron exists: whereas on the one hand citizens demand actions towards 

global challenges, on the other hand they show full ignorance as far as the work of the 

EU is concerned. The most recent survey on the public opinion of the EU (Standard 

Eurobarometer 71) showed that the 48% of the Europeans in 2009 were unaware of how 

the EU works.
43

  

 

 

Source: Standard Eurobarometer 71 
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It is a general fact that “well-informed respondents tend to have a more positive attitude 

towards the EU.”
44

 The answers varied according to specific criteria such as age, 

gender, educational background, occupation, etc. For example, young, educated, 

employed people tend to possess more knowledge on the EU. Nevertheless, the 

percentage of those ignoring basic concepts of the European foundation is alarming.  

 

 

2.3. Political knowledge as a shaper of democracy 

 

Nowadays, talking about crisis in Europe is quite commonplace. Discussions evolve 

around the democratic deficit, the borders of inclusion/exclusion, the European identity, 

and the continent’s future. The beginning of the new millennium saw Europe facing a 

paradox: whereas citizens on the one hand wanted the EU to find solutions to universal 

problems such as unemployment, high crime rate and environmental degradation, on the 

other hand they criticized and distrusted the EU institutions. Additionally, they were 

unable to involve themselves in the European processes as a result of their poor 

understanding of the political system of the EU. This feeling “reflects particular 

tensions and uncertainty about what the Union is and what it aspires to become, about 

its geographical boundaries, its political objectives and the way these powers are shared 

with the Member States.”
45

 It is clear that all these themes entail a political aspect in the 

presentation and solution of the problems. 

The need for defining and interpreting the information policy has been under 

research during the last three decades. The information policy incorporates the abilities 

to access and use the information related to political and governmental processes. 

Political knowledge is a fundamental prerequisite for the participation in the political 

process. According to Carpini and Keeter, political knowledge is “the range of factual 

information about politics that is stored in long-term memory”
46

 followed by a certain 

passion for politics.
47

 Political knowledge can be therefore enhanced if the EU 

establishes a permanent dialogue with civil society, not only through education but also 

                                                   
44

 European Commission, “Standard Eurobarometer 71 - Public opinion in the European Union,” 134. 
45

 European Commission, “European Governance: A white paper,” European Commission (Brussels), 

July 25, 2001, pg. 7, accessed February 5, 2014, http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/communication/pdf/comm-

initiatives/2001-european-governance-white-paper-com2001_0428_en.pdf.  
46

 Michael X. Carpini and Scott Keeter, What Americans know about politics and why it matters, (New 

Haven: Yale University Press, 1996), 10. 
47

 Ibid., 5. 

http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/communication/pdf/comm-initiatives/2001-european-governance-white-paper-com2001_0428_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/communication/pdf/comm-initiatives/2001-european-governance-white-paper-com2001_0428_en.pdf


27 

 

through citizens’ exposure to political information. Especially due to the fact that 

European citizens do not possess sufficient knowledge on the institutions, the 

Commission and the Parliament are responsible to establish a cooperation plan in order 

to make information available to the broad public. 

 

 

2.4. Communication Strategy of the European Commission regarding citizens’ 

involvement in the political process 2001-2013 

 

The role of communication in every political practice is fundamental. Today, the EU 

possesses almost sixty years of policy-making and within this framework, 

communication has always been present. In this section there will be briefly described 

the document-based actions and developments of the EU the last thirteen years. 

As stated on the first page of the Communication Action Plan of 2005, 

“communication is more than information: it establishes a relationship and initiates a 

dialogue with European citizens, it listens carefully and it connects to people. It is not a 

neutral exercise devoid of value, it is an essential part of the political process.”
48

 The 

utmost purpose of all communication proposals should be the establishment of a new 

cooperation framework in information and communication issues. This presupposes a 

common application of information policies and decentralized, non-bureaucratic 

adjustments.  

The Commission had identified the need for the reform of the European 

governance from the early 2000s.
49

 This was due to the ineffectiveness of the Union to 

act properly in major global challenges and the distrust of the citizens to the institutions 

and their function. During 2001-2005 the European Commission published three papers 

regarding its communication policy:  

 in Brussels on 27 June 2001 it proposed the new framework for cooperation and 

action in the sectors of information and communication, 

 on 2 July 2002 it described the strategy of information and communication in the 

EU through an information network which would expand to all Member States, 
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 on 20 April 2004 it described the implementation of that strategy. 

The July 2001 communication paper was followed by a White Paper the same month. 

This White Paper set the following proposals for change: 

 better involvement and more openness, 

 better policies, regulation and delivery, 

 global governance, 

 refocused institutions.  

Specific emphasis was put on the role of e-Commission, namely the ICT activities 

which would fulfill the Lisbon Treaty goals. The European Commission set between 

2001 and 2005 the framework for deploying the ICT with three specific goals:
50

 

modernization of internal administration, more efficient communication with external 

partners and better public service to citizens and business. The target was to use the e-

Commission platform as a medium of access for the citizens to public debate and 

interaction with the EU institutions.  

The 2001-2004 strategy, although it was an improvement compared to past 

activities, was not successfully implemented. Communication activities lacked 

organization and there was too much political character in the campaign communication 

messages.
51

  The adopted strategies were based more on financing campaigns than 

dialogue and precautionary communication. Finally, political messages were not related 

to the interests and needs of the citizens. 

In 2005 the European Commission decided to reform its communication policy 

from the inside by publishing the “Action Plan to improve communicating Europe by 

the Commission” on 20 July. The Commission’s objective was to act more 

professionally. The new approach included three strategic principles: listening, 

communicating, and connecting with citizens by “going local.”
52

 It also proposed the 

modernization and the improvement of the communication tools of the EU and the 

importance of cooperation among the institutions (European Commission, European 

Parliament and the Council).  
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The next initiative was developed on 13 October 2005 with the “Plan D for 

Democracy, Dialogue and Debate” so as to open the dialogue with the public regarding 

the future of Europe, a project which cost 4,500,000 EUR. The European Commissioner 

for Institutional Relations and Communication Strategy Margot Wallström referred to it 

as the means to use the political ideas for the revival of the EU so as to tackle the 

challenges that globalization posed. The objective was clear: to achieve a new political 

approach towards the challenges of the 21
st
 century. This of course presupposed that 

Europeans were informed about the political choices at the EU level but first and 

foremost presupposed a public platform for debate and discussion of the political 

problems. Ideally, European citizens know what the EU does and for what reason. They 

also have the right to participate in the political process through the communication 

with all EU institutions. They support the Union because they understand its function, 

they are informed by the mass media, the Internet and other sources whereas they have 

the opportunity to watch political debates about crucial issues of the EU. This way they 

form their own opinion and can discuss it with local agents. Along with the Plan D, the 

Commission launched the European Transparency Initiative (ETI) which “aimed at 

enhancing the openness and transparency of the EU policy-making.”
53

 This reform 

would practically solve the political mistrust issue and with more transparency, citizens 

could involve themselves in the political process. 

The White Paper on the Communication Policy (1 February 2006) was directed 

towards the same objectives of the first White Paper. It stressed the need for 

involvement of more actors: EU institutions and bodies, national, regional and local 

authorities, European political parties and the civil society,
54

 establishing a strong 

partnership among them. This agenda had a broad future time span since it included 

actions with local actors in the Member States. The White Paper of 2006 identified five 

areas of partnership: 

 “Defining common principles” starting from the right to information and the 

freedom of expression,
55

 

 “Empowering citizens” through their education on European issues, 
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 “Working with the media and new technologies” by giving Europe a “human 

face,”
56

 

 “Understanding European public opinion” through the extensive analysis of the 

results of the standard Eurobarometer and other national survey programs, 

 “Doing the job together,” i.e. connecting the EU institutions with the local 

communities (“going local”).
57

 In order to achieve that, the institutions should 

adopt a citizen-oriented approach for European dialogue. 

The application of all those strategies would create a “public sphere;” this would act 

additionally to the national spheres and would be devoted to issues to be dealt at 

contemporaneously in all European countries. The Commission supported that there 

was a significant communication gap between the Union and its citizens. 

Communication remained an affair in Brussels and did not include a two-way feedback 

between citizens and institutions. The aim of those first communication policy papers 

was to establish a more professional, firm and continuous relationship with stakeholders 

at all levels of political action.  

In the 2007 Communication paper there was, for the first time, specific reference 

to the enforcing of citizens’ rights in the EU. The renewed plan included a special 

chapter on the “going local” initiative: more geographical coverage for the Europe 

Direct centers of information, new centers, and new assistance networks (EURES, 

ERA-MORE, SOLVIT, Euro-info centers and Innovation relay centers.)
58

 

The Commission also stressed the significance of the Internet and media as a 

means to engage citizens in the European process. The Internet has moved from a static 

information tool to an interactive platform, with social media, blogs and websites 

offering access to millions of online material and resources. One important achievement 

of the EU regarding its representation through the Internet was the EUROPA website. 

The EUROPA website was launched in 1995 and was the first online portal for EU 

information.
59

 Today, it is one of the largest information portals worldwide with 500,000 
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daily visitors, including official EU documents, host-websites and information in all 

official EU languages.
60

 The communication paper stressed the need for the site to be 

more user-friendly, increase its interactivity and accessibility.  

For the understanding of public opinion, the EU often conducts surveys among 

the 28 Member States. These surveys aim at evaluating people’s stance towards the EU 

(for example, if people believe that the insertion of their country has been beneficial, 

which are the main issues of concern for the citizens, etc.). The 2007 strategy proposed 

that the Eurobarometer surveys should be strengthened and include more regional/local 

results.  

The 2008-2012 communication strategies proposed the enforcement of the EU by 

covering the audiovisual media market. The aim was still to create the European “public 

sphere” by covering a broad area of EU information through TV, radio, and national 

broadcast programs. The innovations would include the creation of a network of TV 

channels, the audiovisual library, the EU events calendar, and the broadcasting of EU 

content through the European radio network (EURANET) with more language 

coverage.  

A breakthrough for the communication between Europe and its citizens was the 

“Debate Europe” website launched in 2008, an online forum which promoted active 

citizenship through a platform of debate and discussions. The role of debate is 

fundamental in democracy and is often connected with dialogue and deliberation. It is a 

mechanism of participatory democracy which according to Nørholm Just involves “the 

argumentative process directed at a third party; the debaters seek to win the 

communicative contest in order to impress the audience.”
61

 In general public debates, 

people are social equals who argue on issues of common interest.
62

 As a result, debates 

contribute to the construction of the public sphere and tighten the democratic bonds of 

society. The “Debate Europe” website, though, was suspended in February 2010 and no 

update on its possible re-launch has been published. 

In 2012-2013 emphasis was placed on making the EU’s presence on the Internet 

more coherent, cost-effective and interactive and enforcing the role of citizens in the 

political process. As stated by the EC, “the better the men and women of Europe 

                                                   
60

 European Commission, “Communicating about Europe via the Internet: Engaging the citizens,” 

December 21, 2007, 5. 
61

 Valentini and Nesti, Public Communication in the European Union: History, Perspectives and 

Challenges, 295. 
62

 Ibid. 



32 

 

understand their rights as EU citizens, the more informed the decisions they can take in 

their personal lives, and the more vibrant democratic life in Europe can be at all 

levels.”
63

 According to the 2010-2013 EESC president S. Nilsson, “active citizenship is 

the glue that keeps society together.”
64

 In her speech at the Annual General Meeting of 

the Europe Direct Information Centers in 2013, Anna Maria Darmanin stated that 

“participation of citizens in political decision-making is the focus of heated debate in 

Europe”
65

 and correlated thus active citizenship with the “going local” approach: 

Where is the limit between active citizenship and political responsibility and decision-

making? Where is the limit between direct democracy and political delegation? I am 

convinced that “going local” is still a very important aspect of all this. And “going local” 

just does not mean giving information, talking about the EU. “Going local” means making 

Europe a reality; it means dialoguing; it means listening.
66

 

Last year was acknowledged as the European Year of Citizens. It was a year dedicated 

to the EU citizenship by encouraging the dialogue within civil society and building a 

European vision for 2020.
67

 Local agents, such as the Europe Direct relays played an 

important role in the promotion of the activities of that year with events, debates and 

conferences. The initiative came at a crucial moment for the EU when distrust, lack of 

confidence and Euroscepticism prevailed. 

 

 

2.5. Conclusions 

 

The European Commission has always highlighted the role of communication as crucial 

in order to reconcile European citizens’ trust to the Union. Specific moves have been 

made after the 1970s when dialogue, transparency and citizenship became major issues 

of concern within the EU political agendas. Almost twenty years ago, when the 

discussions about a possible democratic deficit started to multiply, Brussels decided to 

practically invest in its communication strategy. After 1990, documents and White 
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papers regarding innovations in communication were published almost yearly, and new 

delegations dealing exclusively with information and communication issues were 

founded. These moves aimed at establishing “good governance:” clear, transparent 

procedures and accountability.
68

 

The last twenty years the EU communication project has acquired a new form 

with tangible moves towards the evolution of the information and communication 

policy.  The 2001-2004 Action Plan set the base for partnership and cooperation with 

the European institutes by adopting three communication strategies. Nevertheless, it 

turned out to be weak at the implementation phase. The Action Plan of 2005 placed 

specific emphasis on communication by highlighting its importance in association with 

information dissemination: “it establishes a relationship and initiates a dialogue with 

European citizens, it listens carefully and it connects to people. It is not a neutral 

exercise devoid of value, it is an essential part of the political process.”
69

 Until today, 

actions involving citizens in the policy-making process are first-priority themes for the 

Commissioners.  

The following chapter seeks to evaluate the communication strategy of the Union 

as seen through its decentralization policy. The European Commission has sought to 

bridge the communication gap with its citizens through its “going local” approach. 

Local agents are the key actors to provide the platform for debate, information and 

discussion. Their role is to listen to citizens’ needs, inform them about the EU trends in 

policies and transfer their comments and feedback to the institutions. Today, one of the 

major actors collaborating at local level are the Europe Direct relays of information. 
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Chapter 3 

Europe Direct relays of information 

 

 

3.1. Origins  

 

Information dissemination has always been in the agenda of the European Commission. 

Until the mid-1980s, information dissemination was mostly targeted to rural areas and 

for that reason Rural Information and Promotion Carrefours were officially established 

in 1988.
70

 Their role was to provide EU information to local communities mainly 

regarding the Common Agricultural Policy. Following this trend in information policy, 

in the 1990s other local information centers sought funding from the European 

Commission in order to enter this network. The EC embraced this initiative and in 1991 

established the “Info-Points Europe” which were specialized centers supported with 

technical and documental help.
71

 These two first initiatives did not belong to the 

European Commission rather were local structures dependent on their host 

organizations for financing and technical support. 

The interest of the Commission to have its own means to reach local communities 

led to the establishment of approximately 1,000 centers of information with multiple 

functions until 2002. This network included, besides the Carrefours and the Info-Points 

Europe, the European Documentation Centers (EDCs), libraries and other university 

centers of reference. The EC wanted to create a model network of information centers 

that would respond to the current needs of European citizens. The evaluation of those 

centers in 2002 concluded that their role is positively vital for the spread of EU 

information among the local communities. For the first time in 2004, the European 

Commission launched a call for the inauguration of more centers in Europe. 

The new network was introduced under the name of “Europe Direct” relays of 

information. It is interesting that the word relay, “first used by the European 

Commission actually means the passing along of something, to transmit information 

and even in the sense of a crew of workers who relieve another crew; it represents the 

idea that the European Commission is relieved in its communication duties by the help 
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of other people.”
72

 Today, it is the information network responsible for transmitting EU 

information at local level and boosting public debate with European institutions. 

 

 

3.2. Structure 

 

The centers operate under a host structure (universities, municipalities, chambers, 

NGOs, etc.) in the 28 Member States of the Union. The host organization can be of 

either public or private nature but with public-service mission. The European 

Commission procures the even geographical distribution of those centers at national 

level and an equal representation at supranational level. Today, there are 507 Europe 

Direct relays in Europe. The EDICs belong to a broader information network of the 

European Commission which includes two more services: 

 The European Documentation Centers (EDCs), which provide in-depth information 

including official EU publications. These centers are mostly hosted by higher 

education structures. The largest ones are located in Lisbon, Rome and Paris. 

 The Europe Direct Contact Center, which is a free online/telephone service offered 

during working days. The Europe Direct Contact Centers were launched in June 

1998 under the EC presidency of Jacques Santer and operated for the first time in 

2000.
73

 All queries are handled by Europe Direct’s multilingual staff based in 

Brussels. People can call for free (00 800 67 89 10 11), use a normal charge 

telephone number (+32 2 299 96 96) or an online chat service so as to get directly 

in touch with experts of European information. This service provides high-quality, 

fast, personalized answers and is easily accessible by the citizens. 

Funding for the centers comes from two sources: the host structure and the 

European Commission. The centers receive a co-funding from the EC ranging from 

minimum 12,000 to 20,000 EUR for the new 2013-2017 period (24,000 EUR in the 

2005-2009 period and 25,000 EUR in the 2009-2012 period). This grant agreement is 

renewed every five years. The amount covers a basic set of information services for the 

general public and communication and awareness-raising (events, information 
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products).
74

 The overall budget of the program increased from 11,400,000 EUR last 

year to 14,800,000 EUR, showing the significance of those centers for the 

Commission’s strategic communication plan.  

All centers possess some common features that enhance their public recognition. 

In terms of visual identity, they share the same name and logo, differentiated according 

to the name of the region where they belong to: 

     

The general logo and the regional one (Europe Direct Mallorca).  

Source: http://www.europadirectcbe.eu 

 

Each relay also has a website, which according to its preference can be a blog, an 

autonomous website or a sub-site of the host organization, with links to information 

about jobs, exchange opportunities, health issues, citizens’ rights, etc. The European 

Commission also assigns significant technical help to the centers: free leaflets and 

publications for the broad public, access to the European network of those centers, 

specified help services through the Helpdesk, free training of their staff, temporary 

meetings, visits, exchange programs for the staff of the centers and information products 

according to each region’s needs. 

 

 

3.3. Duties and responsibilities 

 

The general objective of the Europe Direct relays is to be reliable centers of information 

providing local services based on the knowledge, expertise and experience of their staff. 

The agenda of 2005 placed emphasis on strengthening the presence of the European 

Union at local level, allowing European institutions to improve the dissemination of 

information and communication. As stated at the Commission’s work program for 

Communication on 8 May 2013, the centers’ mission is two-fold: 
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 “To inform European citizens at local and regional level, directing them to 

specialized information sources” and 

 “To promote participatory citizenship through various communication tools and 

stimulate EU debate.”
75

 

Europe Direct relays act as a first point of entry to the EU providing information 

especially in areas that impact the daily lives of citizens. They also provide timely and 

reliable information, advice, assistance and answers to more specific questions about the 

EU and its citizens’ rights, EU’s priorities (Europe 2020 strategy), legislation, policies, 

educational programs and funding opportunities. Answers are submitted through 

personal contact, telephone, email, fax, etc. A schematic presentation of the Europe 

Direct relays’ function is presented below: 

 

Source: self-illustration 

 

The centers should maintain a coordinated relationship with the European Commission 

and give feedback not only about their activities, but also about people’s reaction to new 

policies and decisions.  

The relays also use the networking system that they possess (Intranet) in order to 

connect themselves with other information relays and assistance centers in their country 

or in Europe. They promote participatory citizenship through various communication 

tools (website, social media, blogs, etc.) and produce and disseminate newsletters and 

promotional material from the activities organized. Quite often, they interact with the 

local media (press releases, radio or television interviews, newspaper/magazine articles, 

etc.).  
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The creation of a European public sphere is among the main responsibilities of the 

Europe Direct centers nowadays. In order to achieve that, they stimulate the debate on 

EU policies by organizing events, joint activities, roundtables, briefings, campaigns, etc. 

The centers collaborate with public institutions of the EU, national, regional and local 

actors aiming either at the general public or at specific population groups (the 

unemployed, young people, children, students, professionals, people with disabilities, 

etc.). This establishes a proactive contact between the European Union and the citizens.  
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Chapter 4 

The case of Spain 

 

 

4.1. Research objectives 

 

The purpose of the first part of the thesis was the concentrative development of all 

communicational European ideas and institutions, their presentation through a simple 

prism and the analysis of their role. The theoretical analysis of democracy and the 

democratic deficit in Europe is vital for the understanding of the versatility and 

complexity of the problem, the way with which national organizational structures work 

and the framework of information dissemination within the Member States. In order for 

democracy to achieve its objectives, citizens should actively participate in the political 

process. This need was identified from 2001 onwards and became an agenda within the 

EU communication policy. Of special importance are the Europe Direct information 

relays which inform about EU issues and stimulate the dialogue between citizens and 

institutions. Through the analysis of their structure and role, one can conclude that they 

produce significant results in bringing citizens and institutions close together. 

In this part I follow a more practical approach including the pragmatic viewpoint 

of the issue. I want to verify the success (or not) of the Europe Direct relays by 

following a research. Time limitations did not allow for an extensive investigation on 

different countries, although it would be interesting to see the effectiveness of the 

Europe Direct relays on the north – south axis in Europe, for example examining their 

effectiveness in Sweden and the UK in comparison to those in Greece and Spain. The 

scope of the current research will be limited to the relays in Spain (47) which 

approximately hold the 10% of the relays in Europe. They display an even geographical 

distribution with representations in the whole Spanish peninsula and its outermost 

region (Europe Direct Las Palmas in the Canary Islands).  
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The geographical distribution of the Spanish Europe Direct Centers 

Source: self-illustration according to information from www.europa.eu.  

 

As mentioned in the section 2.2., two factors contribute to the creation of the 

public sphere: political knowledge and access to information. The more informed 

people are, the better they can respond to global changes, know their rights and fight for 

them, and consequently seek for their participation in the political process. From the 

analysis in the previous chapters it seems that the Europe Direct relays are a successful 

means of fighting the possible democratic deficit in the Union. Their dual role of 

providing EU information and creating a debate platform for citizens matches not only 

the communication objectives of the Commission communication policies, but also 

contributes to the creation of the European public sphere. Resultantly, the Europe Direct 

network is a powerful tool for fighting the democratic deficit.  

The objective of this thesis regarding the Europe Direct relays is to identify 

whether theory meets practice by examining two variables which may have an impact 

on the effectiveness of the relays: the host structure and the services provided by the 

European Commission. The host structure co-finances the Europe Direct centers and 

provides office services to them (rooms, ICT, conference halls, etc.). There exists the 

underlying belief, however, that a public or private institution can hinder the progress of 

the center in terms of administration or bureaucratic issues. The services of the 

European Commission are another invaluable tool for a Europe Direct center. The 

everyday function of the relay depends on the guidance of the EC, such as the advisory 

http://www.europa.eu/
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support, the Helpdesk, the publications or the organization of events. We need to 

confirm that there is unobstructed communication between the relays and the 

Commission and that all relays regardless of their location receive proper, fast and 

accurate services. 

 

 

4.2. Statistics on the performance of the ED relays from the European Commission 

 

In order to evaluate their performance, the European Commission publishes every year 

three-month statistics on the Europe Direct centers, a final ED contact center activity 

report and an annual report with outstanding activities of specific centers. This provides 

transparency for the activities of the Europe Direct relays and enables the Commission 

to assess their functionality, effectiveness and possible shortcomings. 

I read and evaluated the statistics available at the website of the EU regarding the 

volume and themes of enquiries those centers have received until today. This is the 

official data indicating people’s interests with detailed analysis of the themes of enquiry 

and the volume of calls, emails, faxes, etc. The volume of enquiries received between 

2004 and 2013 showed that there is significant rise from 2011 onwards. In 2007 and 

2013 the relays produced the highest number of enquiries (112,291 and 112,990 

respectively), 16% more than 2012. The most popular enquiries were related to 

questions about the EU institutions (16,3%), employment and inclusion (10,8%) and 

fundamental rights and citizenship (10,7%).  
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Source: EDCC annual activity report for 2013 

 

In Spain there was a similar case: the peak of enquiries was noted in 2007 with 9,002 

contacts but from 2011 onwards there is a clear, stable number of around 8,000 contacts 

per year. 

 

 

Source: EDCC annual activity reports 2006-2013 
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European affairs remain at the top of the list of popular enquiries from 2008 onwards. 

This shows a clear concern of European citizens to know about the EU institutions, their 

function, the Treaties, etc.  

 

 

4.3.  Framework of the study  

 

In order to verify the success of the Europe Direct centers in Spain, this thesis is 

complemented by a research based on an online questionnaire. This was created through 

Google Drive, an innovative platform for instant online presentation of documents, 

graphs, presentations and questionnaires. It was the fastest and most effective way to 

reach all Europe Direct relays at the same time. The sample was the 47 relays in Spain 

functioning at the time of the research in 2014. I sent the questionnaire through an email 

invitation on 19 February 2014 and made it available online until 19 March 2014 (one 

month).  

By the due date of the questionnaire I had only collected half of the answers 

expected and since I wanted a representative result, I directed a call to the 

Representation of the European Commission in Spain. Ana Río Quintana who is the 

responsible for the Europe Direct network invited by email on 13 March all centers to 

answer the questionnaire. For that reason, I extended the final deadline some extra days. 

By the closing date on 24 March, I had 39 answers (83%): 34 to the online link and 5 in 

form of personal emails with the questionnaire attached as a word file. Europe Direct 

Lugo stated from the beginning that it could not fill in the questionnaire and I respected 

that indication. 

The questionnaire consisted of twenty questions of different type: open type, 

multiple-choice, scale and short answer questions. By the collection of all results I 

followed an initial analysis on Microsoft Excel and then I created the graphs in a 

separate online application. As aforementioned, two variables which could affect the 

function of the relays were identified: 

 the host structure, 

 the communication with the European Commission. 

The hypotheses that underlie this research are the following: 

 the host structure affects the functionality of the centers mainly with bureaucratic 

and administrative issues. 
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 the European Commission does not give specific guidelines (for example event 

planning, educational visits, etc.) and therefore each center adopts its own action 

line. This may deteriorate the quality that an EU-related event should have. 

Moreover, the character of information and communication may be too broad 

and theoretical for a center to adapt it to its region’s needs. 

The general and specific results are presented in the following sections. 

 

 

4.4. General results on the relays’ function 

 

Europe Direct centers in Spain consist of both old relays which formerly belonged to 

the Carrefour rural information network, such as Europe Direct Centro Aragonés de 

Información Rural Europea (1994) and others which were recently founded, such as 

Europe Direct Donostia-San Sebastián (2013). This research, regardless of the 

experience that an information center may have, decided to include all relays in order to 

have a complete result for Spain. 

The first question 

was related to the year 

of foundation of each 

center. Nineteen 

percent of the centers 

indicated that they 

started as Info-Point 

Carrefours in 1995 and 

1996. The majority 

nevertheless (38%) was 

founded after 2005 

under the new funding 

scheme of 2013-2017. We should claim that this result is not a representative one since 

only 21 out of the 39 participants (54%) answered that question.  

An interesting first curiosity when compiling the questionnaire was why a local 

information center would want to enter the world of European information and 

communication and start thus a supranational cooperation. As stated by the European 

Commission, the relays hold the mediating role of providing information on the one 
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hand and becoming a platform of debate and discussion for European citizens with 

Brussels on the other. These services address various target groups: young people, 

women, groups at risk of social exclusion, migrants, unemployed, volunteers, etc. 

To the question about the reasons behind opting for becoming a Europe Direct 

center, the majority of the relays emphasized the need to implement the goal of 

information dissemination of their organization to the local communities with the help 

of the European Commission in a coordinated way. This is achieved by promoting 

European issues in their region, providing easy access to information and enabling 

communication and opinion exchanging in all areas of community activity and in 

particular to those who have an impact on their daily lives. On the other hand, being a 

Europe Direct center also allows professionals working in the EU environment directly 

access and participate in the events the centers propose and explain the European reality 

to the citizens. 

It is interesting how the geographical position affects the motivation of becoming 

a Europe Direct center. Centers which belonged to the Info-Points rural network during 

the 1990s currently provide, besides European information, proactive services and 

quality information on the rural actions of the European Union. The Europe Direct relay 

of the Castilla y León region, for example, stated that since the dissemination of 

information in rural areas is difficult due to their special conditions (low population 

density, isolation, etc.), the relay is a good complement to the work they already did for 

the local population.  

The location also affects the volume of enquiries and the publicity that a relay 

may have. Provinces that include many municipalities (for example Extremadura) face 

the need to invent techniques of information diffusion to large audiences, something that 

probably makes their work more demanding and difficult. Information dissemination 

can also be complex for the outermost regions of Europe, which are far not only from 

the European continent, but also from the centers of decision. The Canary Islands is an 

archipelago belonging to the remote territory of Spain. The Europe Direct relay in Las 

Palmas, for example, stressed the significance of this unique opportunity to work and 

collaborate with the Commission so as to foster the knowledge of the Canarian citizens 

about the EU and vice versa. Accessibility to the European Union is vital for them since 

the Union is also considered a “privileged club.” 

In general, the role of the Europe Direct relays is to provide information, advice 

and answers to questions directed to the municipalities of the provinces and their 
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citizens on all aspects related to the process of European integration and identity under 

the concept “Europe of citizens.” In the second place, the relays should open the 

dialogue for debate and discussion by engaging citizens to EU related events and 

conferences.  

The centers summarized their work in three words: information – training – 

providing awareness. European information is one of the main functions of the Office of 

European Affairs and the basic element for the fulfillment of the functions assigned to 

it; in that sense, Europe Direct centers perform actions for information about the EU 

integration process, its institutions and European policies. All centers mentioned the 

aspect of providing European information through the resolution of EU related 

questions and distribution of information material both to public and private entities in 

the city. The main activities proposed by the Europe Direct centers in Spain can be 

summed up in five points: 

1.  Inform the public about European programs, citizens’ rights and the economic 

crisis in the EU. Help people or institutions find partners for European projects. 

2.  Strengthen the presence of the European Commission in the region. 

3.  Provide tools that enable the knowledge of the labor market and the improvement 

of the professional status of the citizens, if they are unemployed or they seek to 

improve their current jobs. 

4.  Organize local events about promoting the activities of the European 

Commission. 

5.  Give communication of their news, events and activities to their website, radio 

programs, television, local press, etc. Produce, if possible, their own material 

(newspaper, publications). 

These activities all fall under the proposed activities’ scheme of the European 

Commission. It is obvious that some centers have taken the initiative, according to local 

needs, to introduce their own extra tasks: call for prizes or contests on European themes 

for youth and children, development of a monthly radio program, the “Voice of Europe 

Direct” (Europe Direct Almería), issuing of the European Youth Card, dissemination of 

issues related to the CAP and the Maritime and Fisheries Policy, lectures to farmers, 

European presence at fairs, etc. 

It is quite interesting to report that the second role of the relays, namely to 

encourage local and provincial debate was mentioned by few relays. Only four of the 

centers supported that among their activities they encourage local and provincial debate 
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on the European Union and its policies, offering the ability to the public to transmit in 

turn feedback to the European institutions in the form of questions, comments and 

suggestions. This is somehow alarming regarding the transferability role of the relays in 

Spain: whereas all of them hold the proposed by the European Commission informative 

role, few of them become platforms of debate and commentary for the institutions, or at 

least few of them promote that service. 

In order to confirm that 

first result regarding the double 

role of the relays, a specific 

selecting response question was 

posed: “according to the requests 

you have received so far, do 

people request more information 

on the EU or are they interested 

to give feedback?” The majority 

(97%) of the centers mentioned 

that they work as a platform of information rather than a public space of discussion and 

debate. The initial result is therefore correct. This weakness could be justified by the 

lack of promotion of this platform by the side of the relays. 

The next question sought to 

examine the diversity of the 

relays in terms of their monthly 

contacts. The relays were asked 

to show a general image of the 

influx of emails, telephone calls, 

faxes and personal contacts they 

received during the month of 

October in 2013. The variety of 

the answers was shocking: for 

example, whereas the lowest enquiry number was 14, the highest was 611, in one month 

only!  

The differentiation of the results can be justified by differences in structure, 

accessibility and experience. Central relays like the ones in Madrid, Barcelona or 

Seville apparently have more contacts than the ones in Mallorca, Las Palmas or Melilla, 
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since the first are large and densely populated urban centers. This also makes it easier 

for them to receive spontaneous requests by temporary visitors or tourists.  

Furthermore, the experience and the years of function of a relay play their role in 

the volume of requests they receive. The relays which have formerly been Carrefour or 

Info-Point centers of information tend to have local connections and provide a fixed and 

continuous service to rural populations. On the contrary, the large number of relays 

recently introduced (for example the new relays founded in 2013 under the new funding 

scheme) is obvious that still have little experience in contacts and public recognition. 

 

 

4.5. Specific results: host structure 

 

Local entities, both public and private institutions are much interested in collaborating 

with Europe Direct centers, as indicated from the creation of a high number of new 

relays after the 2013-2017 call. The host structure should be of interest when studying 

the publicity and the financial dependence of a Europe Direct center on its host 

organization.  

The majority of the Europe 

Direct relays in Spain belong to 

the public sector (73%). In that 

sense, some administrative 

procedures could be of limiting 

character for the relays, 

especially because public 

institutions sometimes display 

operational constraints and are 

bureaucratic. In some occasions, 

a Europe Direct center belongs to both public and private institutions. Europe Direct 

Coslada for example operates within the framework of cooperation between a third 

sector (represented by FEDROM, the non-profit organization that manages the project) 

and the public sector (hosted by the Department of Social Services of the Coslada city 

Council). Tripartite collaboration provides the environment and tools which allow for 

the center to have the greatest impact possible.  
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In order to further explore that issue, another question regarding the host structure 

was posed. To the question “do you think that the organization (council, counsel, any 

public or private institution where the office belongs to) prevents or limits the function 

of your job” all centers (except for two) claimed that the host structures are of 

invaluable help and support. That relationship enhances their work because they have 

many resources at their disposal (offices, IT, publications’ displays) and they sometimes 

use the knowledge from the host structure. For example, Europe Direct Mallorca stated 

that if it wants to organize a conference on consumers’ rights they cooperate with the 

Ministry of Health and Consumption which hosts them, using their resources and 

knowledge. This aspect is connected with the previous question of the theme of the 

enquiries: host structures do, in fact, affect the work of the relays in that sense. As 

confirmed by many answers, the relays draw material and help from the host structure 

for their events. 

The centers then were asked 

to reflect on the most common 

themes of request among their 

contacts. According to the 

answers, 28% of the queries was 

about employment opportunities 

in the EU, whereas an equally 

high percentage (24%) asked 

about exchange programs and 

opportunities abroad. At the third 

position came the EU affairs with 18%. It is interesting that the “other” section equally 

received a high percentage. “Other” themes were those related to education, agriculture, 

social policy, environment and voluntary opportunities for young people such as the 

EVS. Although employment issues took the lead, there is no much declination among 

the results, so we suppose that the themes of enquiry do not depend much on the type of 

the host organization. 

The first findings therefore show that there is some thematic connection with the 

host structure. The host organization also affects the work of the relays positively in 

relation to the events, publications and advisory help. 
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4.6. Specific results: relations with the European Commission 

 

A first aspect of the cooperation of Europe Direct relays in association with the 

Commission is the event planning process. It is true that the European Commission does 

not set specific standards or a unique way for the event organizing process but only 

minimum standards depending on the module chosen, such as the number of 

participants and hours. In its work program it proposes general topics such as “Back to 

School” initiatives, the “Day of Europe,” the “European Day of Languages” or the 

“European Mobility Week.” The majority of the centers intend to correspond to the 

thematic communication materials of the European Commission (employment, 

education, youth, cooperation). In the case of municipalities, local consultation from the 

council indicates every year which the priority needs are. The year 2013, for example, 

was denominated the “Year of Citizens” and many events, conferences and information 

days had European citizens as their thematic center. For Spain in 2014 it is a priority to 

know the possibilities of funding under the new financial framework for 2014-2020, and 

of course employment is a key issue. An event can also be related to any of the lines of 

action of the host structure.  

In general, Europe Direct centers prioritize their topics first according to the 

Commission communication indications and second, according to social interests and 

popular queries. Sometimes, nevertheless, the relays individually select the theme, date 

and place for the event. Criteria of proximity, networking, customized information and 

training provide information on when, where and to which audience a relay should 

organize its event. They usually opt for places with maximum visibility and design a 

strategy for effective dissemination, often seeking media’s support. The Europe Direct 

rural information center in Teruel for example mentioned that it needs more promotion 

in its activities than other centers because Aragon is one of the least populated areas of 

Europe. Some relays also mentioned that it is important to have a “hook,” something 

that will attract the public, such as pens, booklets, notebooks, brochures, etc. Many 

centers at the end of their events ask for the completion of a questionnaire which 

assesses the event’s success. This assures good quality for future activities and also 

gives feedback to the European Commission.  

The European Commission supports the work of the Europe Direct relays with 

various services such as the EU Bookshop, monthly statistics and publications.  In 

Spain, the relays receive help and guidance from the two Representations of the 
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European Commission in Madrid and Barcelona, the service of which has improved and 

is much more effective than a few years ago. In general, all Spanish Europe Direct 

centers indicated that the contact with the Commission is very positive, enriching and 

continuous. Going deeper into research about the services of the Commission, the relays 

had to evaluate the services in a simplistic positive-negative manner. The results showed 

that in general the services provided by the Commission were more positive (26) than 

negative (23). 

 

Positive aspects 

Training/ 

information 

Support 

and 

advice 

Availability 

for 

collaboration 

Networking Proximity Publishing 

services 

Funding Opportunities 

for mobility 
Total 

9x 4x 4x 4x 3x 3x 1x 1x 26 

 

As seen from the above table, the EC services were evaluated “good” in general but 

with possibilities for future improvement. 

The most positive aspect is 

the abundance of well-ordered 

and disseminated information 

(9x). The European Commission 

seems to have a strong 

commitment to bring Europe 

closer to the citizens. For that 

reason, it provides training and 

information to its staff in order to 

be able to respond to different 

regional needs. Apart from that, the diffusion of information through publications, 

leaflets, posters and promotional stuff was claimed to be continuous and totally useful 

for specialized public information and the organization of events. 

The European Commission is always looking for new ways to ensure the welfare 

of citizens through new initiatives. At the second place came the support and advice, 

networking and collaboration availability (4x). The communication, collaboration and 

problem solving with the Representations in Spain, network managers and other 

departments of the EC seem to work well along with publishing services and the 

proximity to the centers (3x). 
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Less mentioned positive aspects included the mobility opportunities and funding 

(1x). It is interesting that funding was only mentioned once. An overview of the next 

section of the negative results will provide a better image on the financial collaboration 

with the European Commission. 

 

Negative aspects  

Administrative 

workload/ 

ineffectiveness 

of Intranet 

Low 

financial 

support 

Lack of 

citizens’ 

motivation 

Too much 

information/ 

services 

Lack of 

staff 

training 

Bureaucracy Lack of 

information/ 

publications 

in Spanish 

Total 

7x 4x 4x 3x 3x 2x 2x 23 

 

By reviewing the negative 

answers, the results at times seem 

to be totally contradictive. On the 

first place there came the 

administrative workload through 

the Intranet platform (7x). 

Intranet is an online reporting 

system that collects the statistics 

of all activities of the Europe 

Direct network. The relays should 

upload in the platform the data of their events and seminars but apart from that they 

should provide the Commission with hard copies of the documents. This requires much 

administrative work which is lengthy and tiresome. Instead of having a huge European 

platform, the relays proposed the creation of a national Intranet service which would 

serve as a permanent platform for dialogue, exchange of best practices, ideas, files, etc. 

Regarding information, some centers stated that the Commission floods them with 

information, services, tools and training which sometimes seem excessive, besides the 

fact that they do not have the time to analyze them carefully. Some relays also indicated 

the need to have more publications in Spanish because most of them come in English, 

French and German. Last but not least, they indicated the need for more coordinated 

guidelines as far as PowerPoint presentations, lectures and help to answering queries are 

concerned.  

Regarding funding, low financial support came second along with the lack of 

citizens’ motivation (4x). The majority of the relays pointed out the low subsidy grants 
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which require many formalities to justify such a small amount. For the new funding 

period 2013-2017 the annual grant was reduced from 25,000 to 24,000 EUR since more 

funding allocation was put into general activities’ support. 

Another problematic area is the communication priorities of the Commission. In 

its annual plan it sets common indications which in some cases give the feeling that are 

unfeasible. Europe Direct Melilla indicated that the priorities do not equally correspond 

to all provinces. For example, small city centers are impossible to reach the same 

number of visitors as bigger ones. Sometimes, Europe Direct centers have to move to 

more central locations so as to reach the desired number of attendants. 

The contradictory results after the positive-negative service evaluation show the 

heterogeneity of the Europe Direct network in Spain. The main fields of concern are the 

distance (proximity VS. bureaucracy), staff training (training/information VS. lack of 

training) and information (publishing services VS. lack of information). The preliminary 

conclusion that we draw through this first approach to understand the relays-

Commission relation is that there is high incompatibility between the proposed activities 

by the Commission and their perception by the relays. This is not only due to their 

location, experience and accessibility. Funding, for example, cannot cover the needs of a 

small relay equally to a bigger one. The next section will analyze in depth the specific 

tools and services that facilitate the work of the relays: the EU Bookshop, the collection 

of statistics and the publications. 

 

 

4.7. Specific results: services provided by the European Commission 

 

In order to evaluate the services provided by the European Commission, it was 

considered vital to analyze each service separately: 

 the EU Bookshop, 

 the collection of statistics, 

 the delivery of publications. 

The relays were asked to evaluate from a scale of one (very bad) to five (very good) the 

services of the Commission. The results are presented in the below sum-up bar table.  
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The answers were consistent and showed a high level of satisfaction for the services of 

the Commission. The EU Bookshop and the publications delivery service received the 

highest grade of satisfaction, the “very good” indication with 45% and 46% 

respectively. At the second place the centers evaluated those two services as “good” 

with 42% and 43%. As a result, a total 87% of the Spanish relays is evaluating as “very 

good” or “good” the service of the EU Bookshop. For the publications service, this 

percentage reaches 89%. Both results are highly positive and show good 

communication and efficiency of the publications service of the Union, either through 

its online service or through the paper material that sends every month. However, we 

should mention that one relay marked the delivery service of the publications as “very 

bad,” being the only case of negative evaluation. Consequently, individual cases thus 

show that some relays may not receive the best assistance by the Commission. 

For the collection of the statistics service, the results were more or less the same. 

The “very good” evaluation gathered 30% whereas the “good” one reached 51%, in 

total 81%. It is interesting again that the “fair” and “bad” categories received some 19% 

of the votes. The collection of statistics is done through the Intranet online service and 

as aforementioned, many centers have indicated its inefficiency and slow function. 
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Overall, the centers 

assessed the relationship with the 

Commission positive with 90% 

(“very good” and “good” results). 

The rest 10% marked the “fair” 

and “bad” options which, 

although not enough to affect the 

total result, indicate some 

discrepancies in the 

communication.  

In relation to the relays’ relationship with the EC, it is somehow surprising the 

result about the realistic aspect of the modules for the new funding period 2013-2017. 

65% of the relays evaluate them as very realistic, but if we take a closer look at each 

percentage, 19% regards them as “very realistic” whereas 22% as “fairly realistic,” 

namely “too broad.” This indicates some kind of inconsistency and misunderstanding as 

far as the desired goals of the Commission are concerned. 
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4.8. Work assessment 

 

Whereas the services and the relations with the Commission were evaluated as overall 

positive, many centers claimed that they encounter limitations in their work, the 

majority of which stems from the Commission’s actions.  

 

Limitations 

Budget Limited 

contribution 

of the 

European 

Commission 

Limited 

human 

resources 

Information 

overload 

Bureaucracy Intranet Total 

7x 4x 3x 2x 1x 1x 18 

 

The context of the crisis has changed the way the centers approach their target 

audiences. Budget constraints are a main hindering source (7x). The economic crisis has 

limited the budget for the events, especially for relays which have to search for funding 

outside their host structure. For that reason, many centers reduce their actions and 

events. 

On the second place came the small contribution of the European Commission 

(4x) to the relays’ work. The centers supported that their success is much due to the 

effort done within the host structure. One relay also mentioned that the Commission’s 

approach is critical, skeptical, and sometimes negative.  

Small relays face more difficulties than central ones. Staff number is low and in 

small regions there are not so many facilities (schools, Universities, conference halls) 

where a center could develop its activities. It is difficult, subsequently, to find target 

audiences and reach many people at a time, not to mention the justification of actions 

which then becomes complicated. 

The answers were somehow opposing, with 13 relays stating that they feel free to 

conduct their work whereas 18 feeling hindered. The only result to be confirmed again 

is the heterogeneity of the network and the uneven communication and support by the 

Commission. 

In order to examine the issue of legitimacy in the Union, I asked a general 

question about the declining trust in the EU. According to our previous theoretical 

analysis, there seems to exist a legitimacy problem in Europe and more specifically 

within the EU institutions. In the questionnaire, 97% of the centers stated that 
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Europeans’ trust in the EU is indeed declining. Only one ED center indicated that trust 

is increasing because recently the EU appears as one of the top-rated and cornerstone 

institutions to deal efficiently with the current situation. 

 

Distrust in the Union 

Economic 

crisis 

Distance 

from the 

institutions 

No 

immediate 

responses 

to 

problems 

Little 

information 

about the 

advantages 

of 

belonging 
to the EU 

Unemployment Political 

changes 
Total 

10x 10x 5x 3x 3x 2x 33 

 

The majority of the relays claimed that this distrust is due to the economic crisis (10x) 

and the distance from the citizens (10x).  

The current economic crisis means that there is a widespread discontent not only 

in Spain but in Europe in general, and external factors like the EU are always blamed. 

Europe has not yet achieved an equal distribution of wealth among its citizens, and 

inequalities have intensified the crisis. Spain has grown, has been modernized, and has 

opened itself to global challenges, but citizens still feel unprotected. They keep their 

reservations regarding the role the EU can play to improve the current economic and 

social situation. The economic crunch under which the Spanish population finds itself 

leads to whichever matter coming from the sphere of European powers to be met with 

scepticism and distrust. As a result, the crisis has undermined confidence and people 

tend to blame Europe for the lack of response to their problems. 

Another issue of concern is the distance between citizens and institutions. People 

do not perceive the impact or influence that Europe has for their lives. The suffering of 

the population in countries such as Spain is still big and is largely associated to the 

performance of the EU. At the same time, nevertheless, citizens believe that the EU can 

be a big part of the solution. The role of the economically strong countries in decisions 

for exiting the crisis has fostered distrust between countries. The interests of some states 

prevail over those of others, particularly in Spain that public perception is very strong 

against Germany. Many relays supported that being a member of the Union has more 

disadvantages than advantages. 

The EU and its representatives do not foster their presence in the everyday lives of 

the citizens. There are actually no leaders to give visibility to the European project, 
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there are no charismatic politicians and brilliant thinkers, the EU finds itself under no 

master control, and responses to serious problems in the world are late and sometimes 

ineffective. Political parties and associations exercise demagogy as opposed to the lack 

of understanding of EU issues. As a result, politicians are not trusted at local, regional, 

national and European level. The media in turn provide little information about the 

advantages of belonging to the EU. 

It is salient that the above results can be associated with a low level of popularity 

of the Europe Direct network. To the question “do you think that the network of EU 

information centers EUROPE DIRECT is well known in your region,” 70% of the 

answers were negative. A small 30% stated that at the institutional level (administration, 

schools, libraries) their activities are well-known. More specifically, in certain areas 

where EDICs are particularly active like education, orientation mobility and the youth, 

people do know them, but for the general population their work is not known. Particular 

publicity has been gained among rural regions. Most of these Europe Direct centers 

have been working for almost 20 years as former Carrefours or Info-Points Europe and 

retain special connections with the local population.  

On the other hand, the majority of the centers affirmed that the Europe Direct 

network is not well known and people are even unaware of its existence. Spanish 

citizens hold a negative image of the European Union and feel saturated from the 

volume of information available (website, official documents, panel discussions on EU 

on television, etc.). They feel that what is missing is a national network which will 

discuss problems in Spain through an online platform (such as the Intranet). Moreover, 

national promotion is missing by public media (TV, radio, national web pages) and the 

government, which often place emphasis on other community actions. Sometimes, it is 

the case that a center has been recently founded and it is normal that it has not yet 

gained much publicity. 

The reason for the low publicity could also be the geographical position of the 

relay. For example, for the province of the Canary Islands there is solely one center for 

7 islands and 2,1 million people! In Andalusia there are actually nine active centers for 8 

million inhabitants, a fact which can give an image of the impossibility to reach all 

potential users. Europe Direct Bizkaia stated that no similar centers have ever existed in 

the region of the Basque Country so it is difficult to promote from scratch European 

information issues in such a big territory. 
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Individual host structure problems were also identified. For example, for a private 

host organization it is more difficult to promote itself than a public one which is already 

known due to its public administration activities. Another blurred point in the promotion 

of Europe Direct relays is the press, which sometimes does not specify that the activity 

is carried out by the Europe Direct center but reports more generally an activity carried 

out by the host structure. 

 

 

4.9. Conclusions 

 

The purpose of this research was to evaluate, as initially stated, two aspects regarding 

the relays’ successful function: first, the host structure, which operates behind the relay 

providing administrative support and second, the relationship with the European 

Commission, which provides material, advisory and networking help. These were the 

two variables of the research. As stated in the section 4.3., the hypotheses underlying 

the research question were the following: 

 the host structure is too bureaucratic to support the work of a Europe Direct relay, 

 the European Commission does not give specific guidelines for event planning, 

educational visits, etc. and the character of information and communication 

provided may be too broad and theoretical, not possibly adapting to all regional 

needs. 

The results from the function of the Europe Direct relays, although they showed 

consistency, proved ambiguous and contradicting at times.  

To begin with, some general questions regarding the foundation date and the 

reasons behind opting for being a Europe Direct center were posed, such as when and 

why you applied. The general result was that the Spanish centers of information have 

increased their interest from 2005 onwards and more and more centers want to enter the 

ED network. At the same time, the relays which have formerly been Carrefours or Info-

Points Europe continue their relationship with the local rural population. Their main 

tasks come in line with the guidelines of the European Commission for the new four 

year slot, with information on EU programs, organization of local events and presence 

in the local media among the most important activities. Surprisingly enough, few relays 

mentioned their role as platforms of debate and discussion, and we accredited this to the 

lack of promotion or misinterpretation of the Commission’s guidelines. Another 
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surprising result was the volume of enquiries: whereas some centers had fewer than 20 

contacts per month, others had over 500. In a nutshell, the first part of the research 

showed a good guidance regarding the main tasks of the relays but in specific fields 

such as the volume of enquiries and their role as debate platforms there is inconsistency 

and discrepancy in the answers. 

The next section was devoted to the relationship with the host structure. The 

majority of the Europe Direct relays in Spain belong to the public sector, this meaning 

that their activities can gain faster recognition through the administrative tasks of the 

host organization. The question about the themes of public enquiries would possibly 

reveal a thematic connection with the host structure, but it seems that general themes of 

enquiry are influenced by current trends such as unemployment, studies abroad and the 

EU. Moreover, the host structure was said to help and support the relay in its 

administrative and event actions. As a result, the host structure is of invaluable value, 

provides positive outcomes and by no means limits the work of the Europe Direct 

relays. 

The other field of research was the relations with the European Commission. One 

main aspect is the event planning process, since there are no specific guidelines for 

event organization. Nevertheless, the relays supported that they follow the given 

guidelines, sometimes taking initiatives on the place, time and theme. Following up, the 

relays were asked to indicate the most positive and most negative aspect of the EC 

services. The positive answers outreached the negative ones, highlighting the training 

and support by the Commission and the networking and collaborative framework that it 

provides. On the other side, negative comments were made about the Intranet platform, 

bureaucratic and administrative delays and low financial support. Then, the following 

services were evaluated: the EU Bookshop, the collection of monthly statistics and the 

delivery service of publications. In both three cases the results exceeded 80% in positive 

answers and the relationship with the Commission was overall evaluated as positive 

with 90%. Finally, the modules set for the new funding period 2013-2017 were assessed 

as realistic with 65%. At first sight, it seems that Spanish Europe Direct relays have 

good communication with the Commission and are satisfied by its services and training 

support.  

From the evaluation of both aspects, the host structure and the Commission 

appear to be helping and promoting the Europe Direct network. Before coming to the 

final conclusions, there will be evaluated the last part of the questionnaire which 
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explored some more general aspects of the network such as its possible limitations. In 

that case, things proved to be more complicated because of the inconsistency and the 

contradictions with some previous results.  

The majority of the relays indicated a limit in budget, which does not allow them 

to conduct as many events as they want, and as a result they always try to seek funding 

outside the Commission. Surprisingly enough, at the second place came the low 

contribution by the Commission, which is rather contradicting to the question on the 

positive/negative aspect of the services which evaluated as positive the support and 

advice from the European Commission. Almost all relays said that they are not well-

known in their region and there are still many things to be done in that direction. 

Besides the overload of information that they receive, people have a negative image of 

the EU and show unwillingness to approach those centers. The crisis, the complicated 

character of the institutions and the slow response to national and supranational 

problems are the main reasons that distance people from the Union. Moreover, the lack 

of national promotion by the media also burdens the situation. 

 

 

4.10. Suggestions for improvement 

 

More 

funding 

More 

training 

and 

recruitment 

More 

networking 

Greater 

Visibility 

More 

collaboration 

with the 

citizens 

Don’t 

know 

Total 

12x 5x 7x 4x 3x 2x 33 

 

This section is devoted to some suggestions for improvement proposed by the Spanish 

Europe Direct centers. 

To begin with, the most urgent field of improvement is the funding scheme. From 

the research it has been evident that the annual grant cannot cover and justify all actions. 

Some relays seek external funding or as a last resort limit their events. More subsidies 

will give more liberty to conduct activities and will also give the opportunity to hire 

support staff. There were noticed great dissimilarities in the constitution of the Europe 

Direct centers, there even exist relays operating with one person! 

Europe Direct relays should also play a more active role within the framework of 

EU communication. The Commission’s guidelines in most cases are too vague and little 

adapted to each region’s needs. For a diverse country like Spain, the services of the 
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Commission should be somehow specialized. Seminars and workshops could be 

integrated into a more comprehensive action plan. The publications’ service in Brussels 

should make a first selection before sending publications: for example, the insular and 

rural regions need publications related to maritime issues or the agricultural policies of 

the EU more than city centers like Madrid or Barcelona.  

Stressing the proactive approach, the participation in a national network in Spain 

has been mentioned seven times. The Europe Direct centers would like to feel 

“nationally” connected through a platform where they can exchange opinions, 

coordinate partnership projects and joint activities, reflect on problematic areas and 

finally improve themselves through this feedback process.  

Visibility at national level is also an issue of concern. The relays asked for 

increased collaboration with local media through advertising campaigns and institutions 

or organizations in the areas where they work. In this context, they also asked for a 

common “aesthetic” to organize events and structure the publication and promotion 

stands. What is also missing is communication campaigns across Spain publicizing the 

Europe Direct network to local populations.  

 In all, the areas in which the relays ask for more help are the ones of funding and 

networking. Funding is crucial for the realization of more actions and greater flexibility, 

whereas networking will allow national cooperation in order to enhance the services 

provided. Improvement on those two fields will bring higher visibility and publicity. 

The idea is to keep working to reach even more people and establish themselves as 

centers of reliable information on European issues. 
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Conclusion 
 

 

Since the ancient times there has always existed the need for people to live in governed 

societies and create a harmonious and stable living. In order for this model to succeed, 

humans came up with rules and forms of political organization that would govern them 

and ensure their survival. This regulatory framework has been differentiated from the 

antiquity through the Middle Ages and the Renaissance until today, but all governing 

models had as their basic principle the concept of democracy. With security, education,  

economy and health being at its center today, we consider it to be the greatest 

achievement of humanity. 

Nevertheless, in our times fierce discussions about the loss of democracy and the 

threat of the democratic constitution prevail. Despite the volume of information 

available, citizens undergo a sociopolitical riot at national levels. The EU has not 

managed to create a feeling of state unity. The complexity and bureaucracy that 

characterize the political system and the lack of tangible communication has created the 

problem of the democratic deficit. Low legitimacy as well burdens the situation. The 

phenomenon is global but has mainly had impact on European citizens and the quality 

of democracy within a changing domain such as the Union.  

In this framework, this thesis has sought to reveal the possible democratic deficit 

of the EU through a research in the communication policy of the Union. In order to 

enforce its democratic character, the EU has placed specific emphasis on citizens’ 

participation, rendering them co-shapers of political actions. During the last decade the 

local approach of the EU has involved, besides other actions, the establishment of 

centers of information broadly known as Europe Direct relays of information. Of course 

we cannot assess the existence or not of the democratic deficit in Europe by analyzing 

only one of its communication tools, but we can be led to some first results. 

The initial thought underlying the research was that the democratic deficit and 

legitimacy problems have a high impact on local communities, since citizens do not 

anymore trust their representatives and the Union, as we face it through the negative 

public opinion reproduced by the mass media and the numerous surveys and polls 

around Europe. Due to time limitations, the objective of this thesis was to assess the 

work of the institution of Europe Direct relays in Spain. The two variables on which the 
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research was based were the host structure and the services provided by the European 

Commission. 

The general conclusion that this thesis has drawn is that the institution of Europe 

Direct relays is an efficient tool for the reduction of the presupposed democratic deficit 

in Europe. The answer to the question of this thesis “is the Europe Direct Network a 

competent means to reconcile the trust of Europeans for the EU?” is yes, but with 

prompt improvements to the current service, tailored to national and regional needs. 

The host structure affects the relays either financially or thematically. As 

supported by the majority of the relays, the help provided is of high importance and the 

host structure by no means hinders or deteriorates the quality of services provided. 

Europe Direct relays seek, in fact, the support of the host structure. As a result, 

hypothesis one was correct: the relays rely on factors outside the Commission’s 

proposed plan. 

The second variable was related to the services provided by the European 

Commission. The hypothesis was that the Commission’s approach is probably too broad 

to reach specific interests or target groups. The answers to the questionnaire revealed a 

contradicting result. Whereas on the one hand the services are of high quality and the 

relation with the European Commission is positive, it still remains a challenge the 

successful application of the communication priorities of the Commission. Since they 

are commonly set for the 28 Member States, it is questionable if they can meet the 

needs of all states. We saw that in Spain there are geographical and regional needs that 

cannot be met by a common strategic policy. In that respect, the result regarding the 

Commission’s approach showed that there is some level of heterogeneity in the network.  

The network’s heterogeneity can be confirmed by the fact that the relays scarcely 

become platforms of commentary and feedback for the institutions rather principally 

work as information centers. This can be associated with a misunderstanding of the 

Commission’s guidelines as far as the lack of promotion of their role as debate 

platforms is concerned. A first conclusion according to the results of the questionnaire is 

that the relays should be more independent in terms of their relation with the host 

structure. This presupposes higher funding from the Commission and improvement in 

the administrative platforms. Furthermore, different regional needs call for a different 

approach in relation to publications, events and personnel.  

This thesis has covered the slightly problematic aspects that hinder the work of 

the relays in Spain. The results presented can by no means be generalized for Europe as 
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a whole but can give an incentive for further investigation in the institution of the 

Europe Direct relays. The relays as national networks and the Commission itself should 

place more emphasis on evaluating the service, which is something missing from the 

current literature. If each sector is dealt with a tailored approach, it is sure that the relays 

will finally be able to express their potential and dynamism to the fullest. 
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Annexes 
 

 

Annex I 

 

Cuestionario EUROPE DIRECT 2014 

 

Ese cuestionario ha sido creado por Evangelia Papadopoulou como parte de su 

investigación para su Master Tesis. Le ruega que conteste a todas las preguntas, 

explicándolas detalladamente. 

 

1. ¿Desde cuándo pertenece su centro de información europea a la red EUROPE 

DIRECT? 

2. ¿Por qué ha querido su centro de información europea pertenecer a la red EUROPE 

DIRECT? 

3. ¿Cuáles son sus tareas principales en su centro de información europea EUROPE 

DIRECT? 

4. ¿Cuántas solicitudes (a través de email, en persona, por teléfono, por fax) ha recibido 

su centro de información europea EUROPE DIRECT en el mes de octubre 2013? 

5. ¿Sobre qué temas tratan las preguntas de los solicitantes?  

 empleo 

 programas de intercambio, oportunidades para estudiantes en el extranjero 

 asuntos generales de la Unión Europea 

 pedido de publicaciones, folletos, etc. 

 Otros 

6. La Comisión Europea no indica normas específicas o una manera única para la 

organización de los eventos que cada centro organiza. ¿Cuáles son los criterios que 

usted utiliza para planificar los eventos? 
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7. Según sus contactos y las solicitudes que ha recibido, la gente pide más información 

sobre la UE o se interesa en dar su opinión como “feedback” a la UE?  

 preguntar información 

 dar su opinión, hacer comentarios, sugerencias, etc.  

8. ¿En qué sector se halla su centro de información europea EUROPE DIRECT? 

Por ejemplo, ¿la oficina se encuentra en un edificio público o privado? 

 sector público   

 sector privado  

9. Usted cree que la organización (ayuntamiento, consejería, cualquier instituto público 

o privado donde su oficina pertenece) impide o limita la función de su trabajo? ¿En qué 

sentido? 

¿En qué sentido sería su trabajo distinto, si la oficina dependiera de otro organismo? 

10. ¿Cómo valora el servicio de EU Bookshop de la Comisión Europea? 

Elija de 1 (muy mal) a 5 (muy bien). 1  2  3  4  5  

11. ¿Cómo valora la colección de las estadísticas de la Comisión Europea?  

Elija de 1 (muy mal) a 5 (muy bien). 1  2  3  4  5   

12. ¿Cómo valora el servicio del suministro de publicaciones de la Comisión Europea? 

Elija de 1 (muy mal) a 5 (muy bien). 1  2  3  4  5   

13.  ¿Cómo valora la relación que tiene su centro con la Comisión Europea? 

Elija de 1 (muy mal) a 5 (muy bien). 1  2  3  4  5   

14.  ¿Cuánto realistas son los módulos propuestos por la Comisión Europea en la 

convocatoria de 2013-2017? 

Elija de 1 (irrealísticas) a 5 (muy realísticas). 1  2  3  4  5  

15. Indique el aspecto más positivo y más negativo de los servicios ofrecidos por la 

Comisión Europea. 

16. ¿Cómo evalúa usted el apoyo de la Comisión Europea a su trabajo? 

17. ¿ ay cosas que le dificultan su trabajo? Si es así, ¿cuáles son?  

18. ¿Piensa que la red EUROPE DIRECT es bastante conocida en su región?  

Indique y exponga las razones. 

19. Según las estadísticas, los ciudadanos europeos tienen poca confianza en la Unión 

Europea. ¿Por qué cree usted que esa confianza va disminuyendo?  

20. ¿Cómo podrían los centros de información europea EUROPE DIRECT mejorar? 
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Annex II 

 

 

-Translation- 

Questionnaire EUROPE DIRECT 2014 

 

 

This questionnaire was created by Evangelia Papadopoulou as part of her research for 

her Master Thesis. You are kindly asked to answer all questions, explaining them in 

detail. 

 

1. Since when does your center of European information belong to the EUROPE 

DIRECT network? 

2. Why did you want your center of EU information to belong to the EUROPE DIRECT 

network? 

3. What are your main tasks at your center of European information EUROPE 

DIRECT? 

4. How many requests (via email, in person, by telephone, by fax) did your center of 

European information EUROPE DIRECT receive for the month of October 2013? 

5. What topics do the questions of the visitors cover? 

 employment 

 exchange programs, opportunities for students abroad 

 general affairs of the European Union 

 petition of publications, brochures, etc. 

 other 

6. The European Commission does not set specific standards or a unique way for its 

centers to organize events. What are the criteria you use to plan events? 

7. According to the requests you have received so far, do people request more 

information on the EU or are they interested to give feedback? 

 ask information 

 provide feedback, comments, suggestions, etc. 
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8. In which sector does your center of European information center EUROPE DIRECT 

belong to? 

For example, is the office located in a public or private building? 

 public sector 

 private sector 

9. Do you think that the organization (council, counsel, any public or private institution 

where your office belongs to) prevents or limits the function of your job? In what sense?  

In what sense would your work be different, if the office was not dependent on another 

institution? 

10. How do you evaluate the EU Bookshop service of the European Commission? 

Choose from 1 (very bad) to 5 (very good).  1 2 3 4 5 

11. How do you evaluate the collection of statistics from the European Commission? 

Choose from 1 (very bad) to 5 (very good).  1 2 3 4 5 

12. How do you assess the delivery service of publications from the European 

Commission? 

Choose from 1 (very bad) to 5 (very good).  1 2 3 4 5 

13. How do you assess the relationship of your center with the European Commission? 

Choose from 1 (very bad) to 5 (very good).  1 2 3 4 5 

14. How realistic are the modules proposed by the European Commission in the call for 

2013-2017? 

Choose from 1 (not realistic at all) to 5 (very realistic). 1 2 3 4 5 

15. Indicate the most positive and most negative aspect of the services offered by the 

European Commission. 

16. How do you assess the support of the European Commission in your work? 

17. Are there things that limit you in your work? And if yes, which ones? 

18. Do you think that the network of the EU information centers EUROPE DIRECT is 

well known in your region? 

Indicate and explain why (not). 

19. According to recent statistics, citizens have little trust in the European Union. Why 

do you think that this trust is declining? 

20. How could the EU information centers EUROPE DIRECT be improved? 

 

 


