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Abstract: The European Union has adopted very ambitious climate and energy goals for the coming
years. The key prerequisite to successfully achieve these goals seems to be extensive support and
adequate commitment of the member states and their citizens to the implementation of the clean
energy transition and climate neutrality measures. Therefore, this study presents a comprehensive
analysis aiming to identify the factors determining the EU citizens’ attitudes towards the European
Energy Union priorities. The analysis was based on representative data obtained from residents
of twenty-seven EU countries using a Eurobarometer survey. The collected data were subjected to
a comparative analysis and binary logistic regression. The research results demonstrated that the
support for specific energy policy priorities varies significantly depending on different perceptions
of the EU citizens and was affected by a number of demographic variables. It was indicated that
perceiving the environment, climate and energy as the most important issues from the perspective of
an individual, a country and the EU significantly affects attitudes towards energy policy priorities.
However, this mostly concerned the awareness of the importance of these issues at the EU level.
Individuals who supported a common energy policy among the EU member states were more
likely to point to green energy priorities, whereas guaranteeing low energy prices for companies
and consumers seemed less important for them. It was remarkable that the reduction of energy
consumption was indicated as an energy policy priority by respondents expecting both more and
less decision-making at the European level in the field of environmental protection. People with
a right-wing orientation were the most likely to support the competitiveness of the EU’s industry,
while individuals with a leftist ideology showed the strongest tendency to opt for environmental
protection. Furthermore, gender, occupation and the place and country of residence emerged as very
important determinants of attitudes towards the European Energy Union priorities, whereas age and
the educational level were predictors in very few cases only.

Keywords: European Energy Union; climate and energy policy; energy attitudes; public attitudes;
Eurobarometer survey

1. Introduction

Fighting climate change is a key challenge the world is facing in the 21st century. At
the core of this challenge is the question of energy. In particular, the total level of energy
consumption and the use of fossil fuels as the primary energy source. Statistics show that
about two thirds of the world’s greenhouse gas emissions arise when fossil fuels are fired to
obtain heat and electricity for households, transport and industry. For this reason, countries
all around the world have been making efforts, to a greater or lesser extent, to ensure the
production of clean energy, as well as its more efficient use by end users.

Energy processes are also responsible for the largest share of greenhouse gas emis-
sions in the European Union—in 2017, emissions from this sector accounted for 77.9%
of total greenhouse gas emissions in the EU [1]. This is why the EU has for years been
implementing numerous initiatives making it a world leader in fighting climate change.
These initiatives include:
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• Establishing in 2007 and adopting in 2009 a package of ambitious energy and climate
goals to be achieved in 2020—20% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions (compared
to 1990 levels), 20% of energy produced from renewable sources and 20% improvement
in energy efficiency [2].

• Establishing in January 2014 the climate and energy policy framework for
2020–2030—recommendation to increase the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions to
at least 40% by 2030 (compared to 1990 levels), increase to at least 27% of production
renewable energies and further improving energy efficiency [3].

• Adopting in February 2015 a framework strategy for the Energy Union to provide all
Europeans with clean, safe and affordable energy [4].

• Ratification of the Paris Climate Agreement and the EU’s commitment to achieve a
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by at least 40% by 2030.

• Publishing in 2016 and implementing in the following years a set of ambitious new
rules for the EU energy policy called the “Clean Energy Package for all Europeans” [5],
which includes new 2030 targets for energy efficiency and renewables (obtaining
at least 32% share of renewable energy and at least 32.5% improvement in energy
efficiency) and requires each EU country to establish its own integrated national energy
and climate plan for 2021–2030, outlining how it intends to fulfil its contributions to
the EU-wide effort.

• Adopting in November 2018 a long-term strategic vision of a prospering, modern,
resource-efficient, competitive and also climate-neutral economy by 2050 [6].

• Presenting in March 2020 the proposal for the first European climate law, which
includes the goal set in the European Green Deal, to make Europe’s economy and
society climate neutral by 2050 [7].

• Presenting in September 2020 the proposal to increase the GHG reduction target to
at least 55% by 2030 compared to 1990 levels [8]. A final proposal is expected to be
presented in July 2021.

The adoption of all these initiatives should ensure the implementation of the Euro-
pean Energy Union strategy in five mutually reinforcing and closely related dimensions:
(1) energy security, (2) a fully integrated European energy market, (3) energy efficiency con-
tributing demand reduction, (4) decarbonizing the economy and (5) research, innovation
and competitiveness. It should also enable all Europeans to have access to clean, safe and
affordable energy. However, without intensive actions taken by governments and residents
of the EU countries, it will not be possible to achieve all assumed climate and energy goals.
Statistical data and the report on the state of the Energy Union published in October 2020
show that the EU has so far only achieved the target of reducing greenhouse gas emis-
sions [9] and most likely the target of increasing the share of renewable energy production
by 2020 [10]. However, it is not known whether the goal of improving energy efficiency by
2020 has been achieved, because in 2019, the EU energy consumption indicators showed
higher levels of energy consumption than planned to be achieved in 2020 [11]. Probably
due to the COVID-2019 pandemic, energy consumption in 2020 has been limited, but these
reductions will be short-term and may not allow the 2030 target to be met.

Therefore, individual member states, as well as energy end users, need to advance
efforts if the EU is to achieve all its climate and energy targets by 2030 and the overall
carbon neutrality target by 2050 [12]. However, it should be taken into account that
introducing further clean energy transition measures will generate significant costs, and
this will affect the energy price paid by consumers [13]. Therefore, it is very important
that members of the public are involved in achieving the climate and energy goals and
are aware of the purposefulness of the actions taken. Research shows that people are
more likely to accept energy policy goals when they are properly involved in the relevant
decision-making process and believe that the process is fair and their interests are taken
into account [14,15]. This is why it is so important to get to know the public’s opinion
about the energy policy objectives that people consider to be a priority to be achieved in the
coming years. This knowledge should concern the priorities selected to be achieved both
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at the level of the entire EU and individual countries, because each country has a different
specificity and different objectives may be indicated by its citizens as priorities. It is also
important to identify the determinants that influence people’s attitudes towards energy
policy in individual EU countries, as well as in the entire EU, in order to intensify activities
enabling the transformation towards clean energy and climate neutrality. It should be
noted that to identify these factors, it is necessary to get to know the views of as many
people as possible on this subject.

The European Commission periodically examines a public opinion as a part of the
Standard Eurobarometer survey (which focuses on monitoring key trends relevant for
the European Union as a whole, European Commission priorities and contemporary
socio-political events), as Special Eurobarometer surveys (which are detailed thematic
surveys relevant to the activities of the European institutions) or as a Flash Eurobarometer
(which is an ad hoc thematic survey, carried out in a short time and covering a wide range
of specific topics). In the area of public opinion polls on the energy policy, the Standard
Eurobarometer survey regularly asks about the priorities that respondents believe should be
most important for the Energy Union. Such questions appeared, i.e., in the Eurobarometer
wave EB91.5 from 2019, waves EB89.1 and EB90.3 from 2018, waves EB87.3 and EB88.3 from
2017, wave EB86.2 from 2016, and waves EB83.1 and EB83.3 from 2015. Unfortunately, the
Eurobarometer does not ask the same questions in every survey and even if the intention
of the question is the same, the specific formulations may be different.

The Eurobarometer also conducts opinion polls in selected areas of energy policy.
Examples of such studies include: Special Eurobarometer 492 wave EB91.4 from 2019
(in which the residents of the European Union were asked about their opinion on the
functioning of the Energy Union), Special Eurobarometer 435 wave EB83.4 from 2015 (con-
taining questions about changes climate and energy efficiency); 2011 Special Eurobarometer
EB75.1 (in which EU citizens were asked about the measures they are taking to reduce
energy consumption), Special Eurobarometer 360 wave EB74.3 2010 (with questions about
increasing the EU’s responsibility to ensure safe energy supply for all EU members) and a
special Eurobarometer survey 324 wave 72.2 from 2009 (which surveyed the public opinion
of EU residents about nuclear energy and the safety of its production and use).

Public opinion polls in the field of energy policy were also carried out as part of the
European Social Survey European Research Infrastructure “Public Attitudes to Climate
Change” (ESS8 2016).

Data on public opinion on energy issues, including data collected as a part of the
Eurobarometer and the European Social Survey, were the basis of many analyzes. Examples
include identifying the influence of cultural aspects on the use of renewable and nuclear
energy [16,17] or the determination of the impact of the Fukushima nuclear power plant
disaster on the acceptance of the use of different energy sources [18–20]. In the literature
under analysis, there are also studies in which the results of public opinion polls in the
field of energy policy are analyzed, but they are often based on small samples or are
conducted in the context of one country, e.g., [21–34]; are focused only on a selected
aspect of energy policy, e.g., [35–42]; or they are quite extensive but based on data from
Eurobarometer surveys from several years ago [43,44]. Therefore, there is a need to further
expand and update research on the determinants of the public attitudes towards energy
policy priorities.

The aim of this research was to identify the factors determining the EU citizens’
attitudes towards the priorities on which the energy policy should focus in the coming
years. Data collected under the standard Eurobarometer 91 wave EB91.5 were used to
identify these factors [45]. To the best of our knowledge, no study has been published so far
presenting the results of the analysis of data on energy priorities from this Eurobarometer.
The data collected from twenty-seven EU countries was subjected to statistical analysis
using a comparative analysis and binary logistic regression. The obtained results allowed:

• To identify the European Energy Union priorities that are most relevant in each EU
country as well as in the entire EU;
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• To determine the characteristics of the respondents influencing their attitudes towards
specific energy priorities;

• To compare the strength of the influence of relevant factors on the selection of
a given priority.

The structure of this article is as follows: Section 2 presents the results of the literature
review in the field of determinants of attitudes towards energy policy. The research
methodology is described in detail in Section 3. Section 4 presents and discusses the results
of statistical and econometric analysis. Finally, the concluding remarks and limitations are
presented in Section 5.

2. Literature Review

Efficient implementation of the energy policy requires adequate acceptance of the
public [46]. Therefore, the identification and understanding of what factors affect public
support for various energy policy measures seem to be of particular importance. The
performed literature review aimed to indicate potential determinants of attitudes towards
energy policies. To achieve this goal, relevant instances of research were identified and
analyzed to determine the factors that influence energy consumption patterns, energy-
saving behaviors and, in particular, the acceptance of specific energy policies.

The research results indicate that there are psychological, social and cultural factors
related to individual perceptions, beliefs and values, as well as demographic variables
(i.e., age, gender, education level, income, household composition, dwelling location,
occupation, etc.) that may affect the acceptance of energy policies and energy-related
attitudes and behaviors. However, considering the specificity of these variables, mixed
effects were obtained.

Wang and Kim demonstrated that the acceptance of energy policy is affected by
individual perceptions and beliefs as well as the socio-cultural context specific for each
country [18]. Based on a survey performed in South Korea, Lee and Ko indicated that
symmetrical and transparent communication increases acceptance of government decisions
on nuclear energy policy [47]. In addition, information provision and transparency were
indicated as a necessary pre-condition for higher level of passive public involvement
and active public engagement in decision-making [48]. The role of the perceived trust,
benefits and risks in relation to propensity to use renewable energy was emphasized by
Park and Ohm [20]. People are more prone to accept energy policy when it aligns with
and supports their important values [46]. Allen Wolters et al. found that respondents with
stronger environmental values were more likely to support energy efficiency, funding for
renewable energy and price discrimination policies [21]. Wang and Kim demonstrated that
environmentalism decrease nuclear power acceptance [18]. Based on data from a national
British survey, Corner et al. also indicated that higher environmental values are negatively
related to support for nuclear power. However, when nuclear power was perceived as a
measure to mitigate climate change and to improve energy security, this led to conditional
or reluctant acceptance of nuclear energy and analyzed relationships became positive [38].
The acceptability of energy policy is higher when people are aware of energy problems
and feel morally obliged to reduce them [49]. Moreover, energy policy is more acceptable
when it does not seriously threaten freedom of choice [50].

Analyzing households in major Asian cities, Hori et al. indicated that environmen-
tal behavior, global warming awareness and social interactions were strongly related
to energy-saving actions [51]. Drawing on data retrieved from European Social Survey,
Stadelmann-Steffen and Eder revealed that individuals characterized by high acceptance
of anthropogenic causes of climate change were more likely to support green energy policy
instruments such as tax on fossil fuels, subsidies for renewables and withdrawal of the
energy-inefficient household appliances [52]. Furthermore, Verschoor et al. found intercon-
nection between support for various types of energy policies and indicated that individuals
who support a fossil fuel tax are more likely to support banning inefficient appliances and
subsidizing renewables [53]. Anderson et al. demonstrated that the public opinion on
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environmental protection in a country directly affects governmental policies [35]. Based on
a survey conducted in Greece and exploring determinants of public awareness of renew-
able energy sources, Karytsas and Theodoropoulou found that environmentally friendly
behavior and engagement in energy saving actions had positive effects on public awareness
of different renewable energy sources [26]. Drawing on data from a survey of German
respondents, Groh and von Mollendorff revealed that the perceived importance of climate
protection and environmental sustainability were pivotal factors for a strong support of
the renewable energy transition [54]. Analyzing survey data obtained from respondents
representing North America’s Pacific Northwest, Hazboun and Boudet demonstrated that
views on climate and environmental priorities were strong predictors of the acceptance of
various energy types. In particular, individuals who prioritized environmental protection
over economic development were more likely to support wind, solar and wave/tidal
energy and less likely to support nuclear, natural gas and hydroelectric energy. Anthro-
pogenic warming consciousness was positively related to support for solar, wind and
wave/tidal energy, and negatively related to support for coal, nuclear, natural gas and
hydropower [55]. Marquart-Pyatt et al. found that climate change views and renewable
energy views positively affect green energy policy preferences [56]. Based on the data from
a survey conducted in Germany, Liebe and Dobers demonstrated that climate change con-
cern affects the acceptance of wind and solar energy. Furthermore, people characterized by
climate change concern had no intentions to protests against the renewable energy power
plants [29]. Moreover, investigating preferences of Swiss households, Motz found that
environmental concern influences interest in 100% renewable-based supply [57]. Drawing
on the results of a survey of Dutch households, van Rijnsoever and Farla indicated that
environmental attitudes affect the propensity to accept the energy technologies with a
low risk of catastrophes and low spatial impact. However, respondents with high envi-
ronmental attitudes valued the price to pay for energy less [58]. The research by Wicker
and Becken demonstrated that climate change concern positively affects energy policies
perceptions and declared changes in behaviors related to energy consumption. By contrast,
respondents concerned about energy availability were less likely to support energy policies
and to change behaviors related to energy consumption in the future [59].

The results of the literature review indicate that political ideology can be a significant
predictor of the acceptance of the energy policy and energy-related attitudes and behaviors.
Stadelmann-Steffen and Eder demonstrated that individuals with leftist ideology were
more likely to support green energy policy instruments [52]. Marquart-Pyatt et al. indicated
that individuals with a left-wing orientation were prone to support progressive energy
policies more than their counterparts on the right [56]. The research by Allen Wolters
et al. found that respondents with more liberal political ideology were prone to support
energy efficiency, renewables and price discrimination policies [21]. Wang and Kim proved
that left ideology decrease nuclear power acceptance [18]. Furthermore, McCright et al.
emphasized that citizens with left political orientation were more likely to believe in
anthropogenic climate change and to stand behind the actions to mitigate it [60]. In turn,
Tosun and Mišić indicated that respondents with a right-wing orientation were more likely
to support security dimension of Energy Union priorities (i.e., guaranteeing a continuous
energy supply and guaranteeing the EU’s energy independence). By contrast, this group of
respondents were less likely to accept climate-related priorities (i.e., developing renewable
energy and fighting global warming) and environmental dimensions (i.e., protecting the
environment) [44]. Groh and von Mollendorff revealed that conservative respondents
were less likely to accept renewables [54]. Moreover, Hazboun and Boudet indicated that
conservatives were prone to support coal and nuclear energy, and less likely to support
wind energy [55].

Considering gender as a potential determinant of the acceptance of energy policies,
Balta-Ozkan and Le Gallo highlighted that women had a lower probability to choose guar-
anteeing continuous energy supply, energy independence, reduction of energy consump-
tion and guaranteeing the competitiveness of industries than men. Instead, women were
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more likely to indicate protecting the environment as national energy policy priority [43].
Women were also more likely to indicate environment and climate protection as European
Energy Union priorities. However, this group was characterized by decreased propensity
to prioritize energy security and energy independence [44]. According to Knox-Hayes
et al., women express a greater concern for energy security than men [39]. Women were
also indicated as more concerned about energy problems and related risks [58]. Moreover,
Karytsas and Theodoropoulou found that gender is significantly related to the knowledge
and awareness of various renewable energy sources [26]. However, other studies showed
that gender was not found to be a predictor of energy-conserving behavior [31], and the
willingness to adopt renewables [32].

Exploring data derived from interviews performed in seventeen European countries,
Balta-Ozkan and Le Gallo indicated that age was positively related to the selection of
guaranteeing a continuous energy supply and energy independence as an energy policy
priority. However, as age decreased, respondents showed a stronger preference for guaran-
teeing low prices for consumers and protecting the environment [43]. Based on the analysis
of Greek households, Sardianou proved that consumers’ age was negatively related to
their willingness to adopt the energy-conserving actions [31]. Moreover, Karytsas and
Theodoropoulou found that age had significant negative relations with the knowledge and
awareness of different renewable energy sources (e.g., solar energy) [26]. Young individuals
were also more likely to support green energy policy instruments [52]. Based on data from
household surveys conducted in the U.S. western states, Allen Wolters et al. found that
younger people were prone to support voluntary energy conservation campaigns and
research in renewable technologies [21]. Analyzing cross-sectional datasets from Greece,
Sardianou and Genoudi indicated that middle-aged people are characterized by greater
willingness to adopt renewable energy sources [32]. On the other hand, older people were
more likely to indicate the energy security and energy independence as European Energy
Union priorities. However, this group demonstrated decreased propensity to prioritize
environment and climate protection [44]. By contrast, Urban and Scasny, using observa-
tions from nine OECD countries, indicated that older people were more environmentally
concerned and were more likely to reduce energy demand and introduce energy efficiency
measures [61]. The study by Knox-Hayes et al. showed that greater energy security concern
was also observed for older individuals [39]. Furthermore, the older people were found
as more concerned about energy problems and related risks [58]. Nevertheless, Hori et al.
revealed a weak effect of age on the relationships between environmental behavior and
energy-saving behaviors [51].

Exploring the dataset obtained from households in eleven European countries, Mills
and Schleich found that families with young children place primary importance on en-
ergy savings for environmental reasons and are more likely to adopt energy-efficient use
behaviors. On the other side, families with elderly members were focused on financial
savings, and were less likely to undertake energy efficiency and conservation activities [62].
Moreover, Sardianou indicated that consumers living with an extended family were more
likely to undertake energy conservation improvement [31]. Analyzing UK respondents,
Druckman and Jackson also indicated that energy use patterns were strongly related to
household composition [63]. The study by Balta-Ozkan and Le Gallo showed that young
families (with children under 10 years old) were prone to select low prices for consumers
as a national energy policy priority, but families with children aged 10 to 14 years old had
a lower probability to choose guaranteeing a continuous supply of energy [43].

It was found that the education level was positively related to the selection of energy
policy priorities such as protecting the environment, reducing energy consumption, guar-
anteeing continuous energy supply and guaranteeing energy independence. On the other
hand, as years of education decreased, guaranteeing low prices for consumers was less
likely to be selected as a national energy policy priority [43]. The higher educational level
was also positively related to support of green energy policy instruments [52]. Moreover,
higher education level increased willingness to adopt energy-efficient practices and stated
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importance of energy savings for emissions reductions (however, it decreased the stated
importance for financial reasons) [62]. Highly educated people were also found to be char-
acterized by greater willingness to adopt renewable energy sources [32]. Individuals with
higher educational level were prone to support voluntary energy conservation campaigns
and research in renewable technologies [21]. Karytsas and Theodoropoulou indicated
that educational level had significant relations with the knowledge and awareness on
different renewable energy sources (e.g., solar energy) [26]. By contrast, the greater energy
security concern was observed for individuals with lower educational level [39]. Never-
theless, the other studies showed that educational level was not found to be predictors of
energy-conserving behaviors [31,61].

The research by Sardianou revealed that propensity to undertake energy conservation
improvement increases in consumers with higher incomes [31]. Druckman and Jackson
demonstrated that energy use patterns were strongly related to income levels [63]. Further-
more, Urban and Scasny indicated that wealthier households were less concerned about
environmental problems and tended to adopt energy-saving curtailments less, but were
more likely to invest in energy efficiency [61]. Sardianou and Genoudi found positive
effect of income on acceptance of renewable energy projects [32]. Higher incomes were
also positively related to expectations of energy efficiency standards improvement in new
construction [21]. However, Knox-Hayes et al. indicated that greater energy security con-
cern was observed for respondents with lower income [39]. Moreover, Hori et al. revealed
that income had a weak effect on energy-saving behaviors [51].

It was also demonstrated that occupation may influence attitudes towards energy
policy. For example, employed professionals were found to be less likely to choose guaran-
teeing low prices for consumers, but more likely to select guaranteeing independence in
the field of energy as national energy policy priorities. By contrast, manual workers were
prone to support guaranteeing low prices for consumers; however, this group showed
decreased propensity to prioritize the reduction of energy consumption [43]. Furthermore,
Karytsas and Theodoropoulou found that having an occupation, studies or interests re-
lated to environment, technology or engineering had significant relationships with the
knowledge and awareness on different renewable energy sources (e.g., wind energy) [26].

The literature under analysis showed that households in large cities had a higher
probability to select protecting the environment and guaranteeing a continuous energy
supply as national energy policy priorities. By contrast, this type of household had lower
probability to select guaranteeing low energy prices for consumers than those in rural and
small urban areas [43]. The urban domicile was also indicated as a predictor of support
for green energy policy instruments [52]. Moreover, Druckman and Jackson indicated that
energy use patterns were strongly related to type of dwelling, tenure and location (i.e.,
rural or urban) [63].

It should be noted that the described factors cannot be investigated and discussed in
isolation. They are often connected and interact in many different ways [64]. Nevertheless,
as indicated by the literature review, although various studies on energy policy have been
published in recent years, it is hard to find examples of comprehensive research covering the
wide spectrum of European energy policy priorities. Moreover, the publications that exist
often focus on a narrow set of potential predictors of attitudes towards the energy policy.
Furthermore, very little research has been performed in the domain under consideration
based on the latest primary sources. Therefore, we believe that research on determinants of
the Europeans’ attitudes towards priorities of the EU’s energy policy needs to be further
investigated and extended. The issues definitely require updating.

3. Materials and Methods

In order to identify the determinants of the Europeans’ attitudes towards Energy
Union priorities, it was decided to use statistical data from the Eurobarometer, which is a
survey instrument used by the European Commission, the European Parliament and other
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EU institutions to monitor the state of public opinion in Europe on issues related to the
European Union, and also European attitudes on issues of a political or social nature.

The research presented in this article was carried out according to the following
phases: (1) study design, (2) selection of variables and data collection, (3) analysis of
collected data and (4) interpretation of obtained results and drawing conclusions. The
details of consecutive phases of the research methodology adopted in this study are
presented in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Research methodology.

3.1. Study Design

In the first step of this research, two bibliographic sources (Scopus and Web of Science)
were searched in order to indicate publications on the determinants of attitudes towards
energy policy and publications describing the results of public opinion research on energy
policy. After the initial selection, the publications were subject to content analysis, which al-
lowed us to identify which determinants are most often indicated as conditioning attitudes
towards energy policy (referred to in Section 2). The analysis also allowed to indicate what
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research in the field of determination of attitudes towards energy policy has been carried
out so far, and what data sources and research methods have been used in these studies.

Due to the fact that determination of the factors influencing the energy attitudes and
behaviors of society requires the knowledge of the opinions of as many people as possible,
it was decided to review the databases collecting the results of surveys of European citizens
in the area of their approach to energy policy. As mentioned in the introduction, such
surveys are systematically conducted as part of the Eurobarometer survey and were carried
out in 2016 as part of the European Social Survey European Research Infrastructure “Public
Attitudes to Climate Change” (ESS8 2016). Ultimately, it was decided to base this study on
data collected under the Standard Eurobarometer 91 wave EB91.5 [45].

The Eurobarometer 91.5 survey was conducted on request of the European Com-
mission, Directorate-General Communication, from June to July 2019. The primary data
were collected by Kantar Public Brussels. The study included the resident population of
34 countries: the 27 member states of the European Union, Great Britain (which was an EU
member at the time of the study), as well as 5 candidate countries (Turkey, North Mace-
donia, Montenegro, Serbia, Albania) and the Turkish Cypriot community. The number of
people interviewed in each country was around 1000, with the exception of Cyprus, Malta,
Luxembourg. Montenegro and Turkish Cypriot, where the number of respondents was
smaller (around 500). The respondents had to be 15 years or older. In order to ensure the
representativeness of the research, a multi-stage and random sampling design was used.

All interviews were conducted face to face at home and in the appropriate national
language. Respondents were asked to express their opinion in various areas, including
attitudes towards the European Union (assessment of the current situation and expectations
for the coming months), priorities of the European Union and European citizenship, the
future of the EU and participation in the 2019 elections of the European Parliament. It
should be noted that a large part of the Eurobarometer 91.5 (ZA7576) data duplicated the
Eurobarometer 90.3 (ZA7489) and the Eurobarometer 89.1 (ZA6963) questions.

3.2. Selection of Variables and Data Collection

To select dependent and explanatory variables, a detailed review of the Eurobarometer
91.5 questionnaire [45] was performed. The eleven dependent variables were established,
and they were based on the question QB2 in the questionnaire survey: “In your opinion,
which of the following objectives should be given top priority in a European Energy
Union?” Each respondent could choose up to three out of the eleven following categories:
(1) guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for customers, (2) guaranteeing a continuous
supply of energy, (3) guaranteeing EU’s independence in the field of energy, (4) protecting
the environment, (5) interconnecting energy infrastructure, (6) fighting global warming,
(7) guaranteeing the competitiveness of EU’s industry, (8) reducing energy consumption,
(9) guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for companies, (10) pooling EU’s negotiating
power towards energy providers, (11) developing renewable energy. The dependent
variables demonstrate whether the individual respondents mentioned (coded as 1) or not
mentioned (coded as 0) the relevant category as a European Energy Union top priority.

The research comprises a wide spectrum of the following explanatory variables:

• Perceiving the environment, climate and energy as the most important issues facing
individual respondent—based on the question QA4a: “And personally, what are
the two most important issues you are facing at the moment?” (Max. 2 answers
from 15 categories were possible, and “the environment, climate and energy” was
one of them.)

• Perceiving the environment, climate and energy as the most important issues facing re-
spondent’s country of residence—based on the question QA3a: “What do you think are
the two most important issues facing (our country) at the moment?” (Max. 2 answers
from 14 categories were possible, and “the environment, climate and energy” was one
of them.)
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• Perceiving the environment, energy supply, and climate change as the most important
issues facing the EU—based on the question QA5: “What do you think are the two
most important issues facing the EU at the moment?” (Max. 2 answers from 13
categories were possible, and “the environment”, “energy supply” and “climate
change” were among them.)

• Support for a common energy policy among EU member states—based on the question
QA16: “What is your opinion on each of the following statements? Please tell me for
each statement, whether you are for it or against it”. The seventh statement referred
to “a common energy policy among EU member states”, and possible answers were
“for”, “against”, “DK (Do not know)” and “refusal”.

• Opinion about the scope of decision-making at a European level in the field of securing
energy supply and protecting the environment—based on the question QE1: “For each
of the following areas, please tell me if you believe that more decision-making should
take place at a European level or on the contrary that less decision-making should
take place at a European level”. The fifth analyzed area was “securing energy supply”
and the seventh was “protecting the environment”, and possible answers were “more
decision-making at a European level”, “less decision-making at a European level”,
“no change is needed”, and “refusal”.

• Political ideology—based on the question D1: “In political matters people talk of ‘the
left’ and ‘the right’. How would you place your views on this scale?” The answers
could be indicated on a 10-point left-right scale (1—left; 10—right) or it was possible
to answer “DK” or “refusal”.

• Gender—based on the question D10 about respondent’s gender (“man” and “woman”
were possible answers).

• Age—based on the question D11: “How old are you?” The respondents could indicate
their age in years. Depending on the obtained answers, for the purposes of this study,
respondents were grouped into following age categories: 15–24, 25–34, 35–44, 45–54,
55–64, 65–74 and 75+.

• Having children less than 10 years old—based on the question D40b: “Could you
tell me how many children less than 10 years old live in your household?” The
respondents could indicate a relevant number, but for the purposes of this study, they
were grouped into two categories: “with children less than 10 years old” or “without
children less than 10 years old”.

• Having children aged 10 to 14 years old—based on the question D40c: “Could you
tell me how many children aged 10 to 14 years old live in your household?” The
respondents could indicate a relevant number, but for the purposes of this study, they
were grouped into two categories: “with children aged 10 to 14 years old” or “without
children aged 10 to 14 years old”.

• Educational level—based on the question D8: “How old were you when you stopped
full-time education?” The respondents could indicate a specific age or select the answer
“still studying”, “no education”, “DK” or “refusal”. Depending on specific responses,
for the purposes of this study, the respondents were grouped into the following
education categories: “no full time”, “still studying”, “up to 15”, “16–19”, “20+”.

• Occupation—based on the question D15a: “What is your current occupation?” The
respondents could indicate a specific current occupation. Depending on the obtained
answers, for the purposes of this study, respondents were grouped into following occu-
pation categories: “not working” (i.e., responsible for ordinary shopping and looking
after the home or without any current occupation, not working, student, unemployed
or temporarily not working, retired or unable to work through illness), “manual labor-
ers” (i.e., farmer, fisherman, skilled manual worker, other (unskilled) manual worker,
servant), “providing services” (i.e., owner of a shop, craftsmen, salesmen, driver,
service job—hospital, restaurant, police, fireman), “office workers” (i.e., department
head, junior manager, teacher, technician, employed position, working mainly at a
desk), “professionals” (i.e., self-employed professional—lawyer, medical practitioner,
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accountant, architect, etc.; employed professional—employed doctor, lawyer, accoun-
tant, architect), “business people and top-level managers” (i.e., business proprietors,
owner of a company, general management, director or top management—managing
directors, director general, other director).

• Place of residence—based on the question D25: “Would you say you live in a . . . ?”
The possible answers were “rural area or village”, “small or middle sized town”,
“large town” or “DK”.

• Country—based on the section B of the questionnaire survey. The relevant respon-
dent’s country of residence was appointed by the interviewer.

Primary data from Eurobarometer 91.5 were obtained from the GESIS—Leibniz-
Institute for the Social Sciences website [45]. The data collected contained the responses of
32,524 respondents from 34 countries. Due to the fact that the aim of this research was to
get to know the public opinion of residents of EU member states, the responses of people
from 5 candidate countries, the Turkish Cypriot community and the United Kingdom
(which is not an EU member since February 2020), were removed from the survey sample.
As a result, the research sample was limited to 26,432 answers provided by people living in
twenty-seven EU countries.

The collected data were qualitatively assessed, and it was decided that further analyses
would not take into account the answers “I don’t know” (“DK”) and “refusal” given by
respondents to any of the analyzed questions. This decision was made due to the fact
that the answer “DK” is provided by those respondents who are not entirely sure of the
meaning of the question, e.g., [65], or want to avoid thinking and/or getting involved,
e.g., [66]. Therefore, so that the answers “DK” do not distort the results of the statistical
analysis, they are most often treated as missing data and excluded from the analysis [67].
An overview of the summary statistics of the variables that were included in the statistical
analysis conducted in this study is provided in Tables 1 and 2. It should be noted that the
total number of observations is different for many of the variables due to the fact that the
number of “DK” or “refusal” responses was different for each question.

Finally, after removing all responses from respondents who answered “DK” or “refusal”
to any of the analyzed questions, the size of the research sample was 18,704 observations.

Table 1. Overview of dependent variables.

Dependent Variable No. of Ob-
servations Mentioned Not

Mentioned

Guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for customers (DV1)

25,808

10,205 15,603
Guaranteeing a continuous supply of energy (DV2) 5522 20,286
Guaranteeing EU’s independence in the field of energy (DV3) 3842 21,966
Protecting the environment (DV4) 10,534 15,274
Interconnecting energy infrastructure (DV5) 2695 23,113
Fighting global warming (DV6) 9150 16,658
Guaranteeing the competitiveness of EU’s industry (DV7) 2558 23,250
Reducing energy consumption (DV8) 6262 19,546
Guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for companies (DV9) 3200 22,608
Pooling EU’s negotiating power towards energy providers (DV10) 2408 23,400
Developing renewable energy (DV11) 11,734 14,074
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Table 2. Overview of explanatory variables.

Category Name No. of Ob-
servations Dependent Variable Reference Mean

Perceiving the environment, climate and energy as the most important
issues facing individual (Env-Clim-Energy-Individual-Issue) 26,210 Not-mentioned X

Mentioned 0.126

Perceiving the environment, climate and energy as the most important
issues facing country (Env-Clim-Energy-Country-Issue) 26,225 Not-mentioned X

Mentioned 0.176

Perceiving the environment as the most important issues facing the
EU (Env-EU-Issue) 25,388 Not-mentioned X

Mentioned 0.125

Perceiving energy supply as the most important issues facing the EU
(Energy-Sup-EU-Issue) 25,388 Not-mentioned X

Mentioned 0.054

Perceiving climate change as the most important issues facing the EU
(Clim-EU-Issue) 25,388 Not-mentioned X

Mentioned 0.225

Support for a common energy policy among EU member states
(Common-EU-Energy-Policy) 24,125 Against X

For 0.800

Opinion about the scope of decision-making at a European level in the
field of securing energy supply (Decision-Sec-Energy-Sup) 24,986

No change is needed X
More decision-making at a

European level 0.753

Less decision-making at a
European level 0.213

Opinion about the scope of decision-making at a European level in the
field of protecting the environment (Decision-Prot-Env) 25,412

No change is needed X
More decision-making at a

European level 0.792

Less decision-making at a
European level 0.183

Political ideology (Polit-Ideol) 21,559 Interval variable on a 10-point
left-right scale (1–left; 10–right) 5.266

Gender (Gender) 26,432 Man X
Woman 0.545

Age (Age) 26,432

15–24 X
25–34 0.121
35–44 0.156
45–54 0.170
55–64 0.185
65–74 0.182
75+ 0.098

Having children less than 10 years old (Children < 10 years old) 26,430 Not-mentioned X
Mentioned 0.170

Having children aged 10 to 14 years old (Children 10–14 years old) 26,430 Not-mentioned X
Mentioned 0.119

Educational level (Education) 26,016

No full time X
Still studying 0.064

Up to 15 0.132
16–19 0.433
20+ >0.361

Occupation (Occupation) 26,432

Not working X
Manual laborers 0.129
Service providers 0.149

Office workers 0.164
Professionals 0.043

Business people and top-level
managers 0.030

Place of residence (Residence) 26,420
Rural area or village X

Small or middle sized town 0.386
Large town 0.280
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Table 2. Cont.

Category Name No. of Ob-
servations Dependent Variable Reference Mean

Country (Country) 26,432

Austria X
Belgium 0.040
Bulgaria 0.039
Cyprus 0.019

Czech Republic 0.038
Germany 0.056
Denmark 0.038
Estonia 0.038
Spain 0.038

Finland 0.038
France 0.038
Greece 0.038
Croatia 0.038

Hungary 0.039
Ireland 0.039

Italy 0.039
Lithuania 0.038

Luxembourg 0.019
Latvia 0.038
Malta 0.019

The Netherlands 0.039
Poland 0.038

Portugal 0.038
Romania 0.039
Sweden 0.038
Slovenia 0.038
Slovakia 0.040

3.3. Analysis of Collected Data

The collected data analysis was started by investigating the structure of objectives to
be given the highest priority in the European Union energy policy according to respondents,
by country. In particular, the answers obtained from respondents from individual countries
of the EU-27 were compared. Based on that, the priorities selected the most and the least
often in the member states were defined. Moreover, the mean values and the medians were
calculated and the minimum and the maximum percentages of answers given on each
priority by respondents in individual EU countries were indicated.

Later on, the collected data were subjected to a regression analysis. Considering
the binary character of the dependent variable, where the investigated attitudes towards
specific energy priorities of the EU take on the values of “mentioned” or “not mentioned”,
the binary logistic regression model was applied [68]. The model is one of the most common
tools used for years in the area of social and economic sciences for such variables; it is
also the most frequently applied model that takes account of discrete variables with two
or more values [69–71]. The logistic regression model is also recommended for one more
reason—it makes it possible to present results in what is referred to as the Odds Ratio (OR).
The general form of the logistic regression model is based on Equation (1):

P (Y = 1|x1, . . . , xi)=
eβ0+∑k

i=1 βi ∗ Xi

1 + eβ0+∑k
i=1 βi ∗ Xi

(1)

where P (Y = 1|x1, . . . , xi) is conditional probability that variable Y will take on the value
of 1 for values of explanatory variables x1, . . . , xi, Y is the dependent variable, β0;βi are
regression coefficients and xi are explanatory variables.

Appropriate transformation of Equation (1) results in the logit form of the logistic
regression model described by Equation (2):

logit P(Y = 1 |x 1, . . . , xi)= β0 +
k

∑
i=1

βixi (2)
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In its logit form and taking account of the variables selected in the analysis, the model
used in this study is defined by Equation (3):

logit P(DVa = 1 |X ) = β0 + βbEnvClimEnergyCountryIssue+
βcEnvClimEnergyIndividualIssue + βdEnvEUIssue + βeEnergySupEUIssue+

βfClimEUIssue + βgCommonEUEnergyPolicy + ∑2
h=1 βhDecisionSecEnergySuph+

∑2
i=1 βiDecisionProtEnvi + βjPolitIdeol + βkWoman + ∑6

l=1 βlAgel+

βmChildrenUpto9yo + βnChildren10to14yo + ∑4
o=1 βoEducationo+

∑5
p=1 βpOccupationp + ∑2

q=1 βqResidenceq + ∑26
r=1 βrCountryr

(3)

where DVa; a = 1, . . . ,11 denotes all relevant dependent variables and |X denotes all rele-
vant explanatory variables (Note: The formula uses the names of the variables characterized
in Tables 1 and 2).

For each category of explanatory variables, a single one referred to as the reference
variable was determined; for the others, regression coefficients β, the OR and the OR
confidence interval values were calculated. The results of the binary logistic regression
analysis made it possible to determine and compare the impact of individual features of
respondents on their attitudes towards specific European Energy Union priorities. The
method of the model parameters estimation was based on the so-called Maximum Likeli-
hood Technique [72]. The value of regression coefficient β reflects the impact magnitude
and its sign denotes the impact direction. The probability of choosing a given objective
as the European Energy Union priority increases or decreases depending on whether the
value is positive or negative, respectively. According to the assumptions of the logistic
regression model, the OR value of reference variables is 1. The other OR values show how
many times the chance that a respondent from a given group will choose specific objectives
as energy policy priority is higher (if the OR is higher than 1) or lower (if the OR value is
lower than 1) compared to a respondent indicating the reference variable.

In order to check the variability of the obtained results, the standard error in regression
coefficient β and the resulting confidence interval of the OR value were calculated.

The model was verified using the Hosmer–Lemeshow goodness-of-fit test, which
makes it possible to assess how well the model fits the data [73,74].

The final phase of the study included interpretation of obtained results and conclusions.

4. Results and Discussion
4.1. The European Energy Union Priorities—Comparative Analysis by Country

The analysis of the collected data began with a comparison of the responses given
by residents of different EU member states regarding which priorities, according to them,
the European Energy Union should focus on in the coming years. Each respondent could
choose up to 3 out of 11 priorities mentioned in the questionnaire. The summary of results
showing the choices of respondents in individual European Union countries is presented in
Table 3. The following colors were used in the Table 3 to mark the following information:

• Red color—the priority selected by the largest number of respondents in a given country;
• Blue color—the priority which came second in a given country in terms of the number

of respondents who indicated it;
• Green color—the priority which came third in a given country in terms of the number

of respondents who indicated it;
• Brown color—the least frequently chosen priority in a given country.
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Table 3. Objectives to be given the highest priority in the European Energy Union according to respondents, in percent, by
country.

Country DV1 DV2 DV3 DV4 DV5 DV6 DV7 DV8 DV9 DV10 DV11
Austria 35.07 29.49 20.94 36.43 11.28 31.60 10.29 34.45 14.50 13.14 44.73
Belgium 47.22 19.31 14.90 36.83 10.07 41.76 9.65 22.14 13.22 12.80 49.63
Bulgaria 51.36 28.81 24.07 25.59 15.93 20.17 14.58 13.39 21.53 15.76 27.12
Cyprus 47.81 16.79 6.57 60.58 10.22 38.32 4.38 21.17 10.58 9.12 45.99
Czech

Republic 40.86 17.13 16.88 42.26 9.26 29.19 15.74 27.54 17.01 8.12 33.88

Germany 37.16 24.64 13.47 46.75 14.42 34.23 12.52 23.38 10.46 11.81 45.72
Denmark 20.12 17.53 11.65 54.94 11.41 54.59 6.00 29.06 5.06 6.59 64.12
Estonia 54.58 32.57 25.88 39.61 11.09 20.95 7.92 11.44 12.85 6.16 46.65
Spain 49.79 15.27 8.12 47.73 8.25 38.93 7.57 21.18 12.65 5.64 55.57

Finland 32.42 30.20 17.52 38.17 3.40 48.50 14.25 22.22 11.50 3.40 66.01
France 36.99 7.31 14.92 55.25 5.78 51.75 8.37 28.92 11.26 9.89 54.79
Greece 50.26 28.87 17.78 39.82 12.76 30.80 12.63 20.36 14.69 9.41 52.71
Croatia 37.72 20.93 17.92 27.94 16.54 33.46 10.40 23.43 15.79 13.03 40.35

Hungary 39.95 24.26 14.51 28.89 12.96 32.58 11.89 21.76 10.11 13.08 43.64
Ireland 30.80 23.60 10.40 39.60 10.93 39.47 12.53 27.20 11.60 7.33 49.20

Italy 28.70 19.42 20.58 36.52 11.45 29.71 16.09 31.16 19.13 14.93 41.01
Lithuania 40.13 29.77 22.24 31.94 7.53 38.96 9.36 24.75 13.04 7.69 35.95

Luxembourg 28.29 11.18 18.09 46.38 10.53 45.07 10.53 32.24 6.58 11.18 54.61
Latvia 56.08 19.79 11.46 40.28 7.81 23.78 11.98 24.13 21.88 5.38 35.59
Malta 47.06 18.55 7.24 64.71 5.88 34.39 6.33 33.48 15.84 3.62 43.89
The

Netherlands 35.86 26.32 25.00 40.46 16.89 36.62 5.59 31.14 3.62 11.73 53.73

Poland 36.92 20.68 16.92 32.82 10.77 29.74 11.62 22.22 13.33 16.07 39.15
Portugal 50.49 15.73 13.59 39.61 9.51 42.91 11.84 12.62 16.31 10.29 59.22
Romania 34.60 15.96 13.74 34.91 12.95 30.02 11.06 21.48 14.69 19.12 35.39
Sweden 20.07 21.63 11.15 44.15 9.59 57.86 10.14 31.66 6.02 5.24 69.90
Slovenia 39.79 15.73 15.58 44.48 11.65 32.53 6.35 32.53 8.02 4.54 52.95
Slovakia 39.09 25.21 13.31 38.24 13.88 27.34 12.04 29.89 12.75 11.47 31.16

EU-27 38.72 21.92 15.96 40.40 11.19 36.49 10.67 25.10 12.42 10.05 47.70

Note: The respondent could mark up to three answers.

The data presented in Table 3 show that respondents in all twenty-seven EU countries
indicated developing renewable energy as an objective which should be given top priority
in a European Energy Union. It is the most frequently mentioned priority in 17 EU countries,
it ranks second in 3 EU countries in terms of the number of respondents who chose it and
it ranks third in 7 EU countries. This priority is most often mentioned by the inhabitants of
the Scandinavian countries—in Sweden, 69.9% of respondents chose it, in Finland, 66.01%
and in Denmark, 64.12%. The second most frequently indicated objective which should be
a priority in the European Energy Union is protecting the environment. It is at the top of the
priority list in 5 countries, it takes second place in 10 countries and it is third in 6 countries.
This priority achieved the highest score in Malta, where 64.71% of the inhabitants chose it in
first place, and in Cyprus, where it was chosen by 60.58% of the inhabitants. As for the third
objective which should be given the highest priority in the European Energy Union, the
respondents mentioned guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for customers. This priority
turned out to be the most important for respondents in five countries: Bulgaria (51.36% of
respondents), Estonia (54.58% of respondents), Lithuania (40.13% of respondents), Latvia
(56.05% of respondents) and Slovakia (39.09% of respondents). In all these countries, it is
at the top of the priority ranking. The objective fighting global warming ranks fourth on
the priority list. It does not rank first in any of the EU countries, but came second in three
countries and third in nine countries.

The least frequently chosen priority is the objective pooling EU’s negotiating power
towards energy providers. This priority received the lowest response rate in 11 countries.
The second least frequently indicated priority is interconnecting energy infrastructure,
which came last in six countries.

A comparison of the distributions between all of 11 objectives indicated by all respondents
from twenty-seven EU countries as the priorities of the European Energy Union is presented in
Figure 2. It should be noted that these priorities are the dependent variables in this study.
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Figure 2. Box plots of objectives indicated by the EU countries as European Energy Union priorities. Note: Whiskers
represent the minimum and maximum percentage of answers given by the respondents of EU countries on each priority.
The box is drawn from Q1 to Q3 with a horizontal line drawn in the middle to denote the median. The sign X represents the
mean value for each priority.

4.2. Binary Logistic Regression Results Analysis

The next stage was to subject the collected data to a regression analysis enabling
determination and comparison of the impact of the respondents’ opinions and features on
their attitudes towards the European Energy Union priorities. The analysis results (values
of the regression coefficient, the OR and the CI) are listed in Table 4.

The obtained results showed that the perception of the environment, climate and
energy as the most important issues facing individual respondents had, to some extent, a
significant effect on their attitudes towards the EU’s energy priorities. The respondents who
indicated these issues as the most important at the individual level showed a tendency to
support fighting global warming (OR = 1.24) and protecting the environment (OR = 1.20) as
energy policy priorities. However, they were less likely to accept guaranteeing reasonable
energy prices for customers (OR = 0.76) and for companies (OR = 0.84) as priorities. These
findings proved that the perceived importance of environmental sustainability and climate
protection at the individual level are pivotal determinants for a strong support of these
issues as energy policy priorities [54,56,59]. Moreover, the obtained results suggested
that respondents with stronger environmental values are less interested in guaranteeing
reasonable energy prices for customers and companies, which is in line with another study
on energy price discrimination policies [21].
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Table 4. Binary logistic regression analysis results.

Variable
DV1 DV2 DV3 DV4

B (SE) OR (95%CI) B(SE) OR (95%CI) B(SE) OR (95%CI) B (SE) OR (95%CI)

EnvClimEnergyIndividualIssue: Not mentioned (ref.)
Mentioned −0.27(0.05) 0.76 ***(0.69–0.84) −0.20(0.06) 0.82 ***(0.72–0.92) 0.03(0.06) 1.03(0.90–1.16) 0.18(0.05) 1.20 ***(1.09–1.31)
EnvClimEnergyCountryIssue: Not mentioned (ref.)
Mentioned −0.28(0.05) 0.76 ***(0.69–0.83) −0.25(0.05) 0.78 ***(0.70–0.86) −0.10(0.06) 0.90(0.08–1.02) 0.15(0.04) 1.16 ***(1.06–1.26)
EnvEUIssue: Not mentioned (ref.)
Mentioned −0.37(0.05) 0.69 ***(0.62–0.76) −0.29(0.06) 0.75 ***(0.67–0.84) −0.12(0.06) 0.89(0.78–1.01) 0.45(0.05) 1.56 ***(1.43–1.71)
EnergySupEUIssue: Not mentioned (ref.)
Mentioned −0.34(0.07) 0.71 ***(0.62–0.82) 0.08(0.08) 1.09(0.94–1.26) 0.22(0.08) 1.24 **(1.06–1.45) −0.31(0.07) 0.73 ***(0.64–0.84)
ClimEUIssue: Not mentioned (ref.)
Mentioned −0.26(0.04) 0.77 ***(0.71–0.84) −0.31(0.05) 0.73 ***(0.67–0.81) −0.22(0.05) 0.81 ***(0.73–0.89) 0.34(0.04) 1.40 ***(1.30–1.51)
CommonEUEnergyPolicy: Against (ref.)
For −0.09(0.04) 0.91 *(0.84–0.99) 0.01(0.05) 1.01(0.92–1.11) 0.03(0.06) 1.04(0.93–1.15) 0.11(0.04) 1.11 *(1.02–1.21)
DecisionSecEnergySup: No decisions needed (ref.)
Less decision-making −0.06(0.12) 0.95(0.75–1.20) 0.10(0.14) 1.10(0.84–1.45) −0.13(0.15) 0.88(0.66–1.18) 0.06(0.12) 1.07(0.84–1.34)
More decision-making 0.07(0.12) 1.07(0.85–1.35) 0.26(0.14) 1.29(0.99–1.69) 0.08(0.14) 1.08(0.82–1.44) −0.07(0.11) 0.93(0.74–1.16)
DecisionProtEnv: No decisions needed (ref.)
Less decision-making 0.21(0.14) 1.23(0.93–1.63) −0.25(0.16) 0.78(0.58–1.06) −0.04(0.17) 0.96(0.68–1.35) 0.04(0.15) 1.04(0.78–1.38)
More decision-making 0.17(0.14) 1.18(0.90–1.56) −0.36(0.15) 0.70 *(0.52–0.94) −0.16(0.17) 0.86(0.61–1.19) 0.43(0.14) 1.53 **(1.16–2.02)
PolitIdeol 0.02(0.01) 1.02 *(1.00–1.03) 0.03(0.01) 1.03 ***(1.02–1.05) 0.04(0.01) 1.04 ***(1.02–1.05) −0.03(0.01) 0.97 ***(0.95–0.98)
Gender: Man (ref)
Woman 0.08(0.03) 1.09 **(1.02–1.16) −0.17(0.04) 0.85 ***(0.79–0.91) −0.24(0.04) 0.78 ***(0.72–0.85) 0.26(0.03) 1.30 ***(1.22–1.38)
Age: 15–24 years (ref.)
25–34 years −0.11(0.10) 0.89(0.74–1.08) 0.07(0.11) 1.07(0.86–1.34) 0.07(0.13) 1.07(0.83–1.38) −0.10(0.09) 0.90(0.76–1.08)
35–44 years 0.07(0.10) 1.07(0.89–1.29) 0.10(0.12) 1.11(0.88–1.39) 0.19(0.13) 1.21(0.93–1.56) −0.21(0.09) 0.81 *(0.67–0.97)
45–54 years 0.12(0.09) 1.13(0.94–1.35) 0.14(0.11) 1.15(0.92–1.44) 0.23(0.13) 1.25(0.97–1.61) −0.21(0.09) 0.81 *(0.68–0.97)
55–64 years 0.03(0.09) 1.03(0.85–1.24) 0.13(0.11) 1.14(0.91–1.42) 0.20(0.13) 1.22(0.95–1.57) −0.13(0.09) 0.87(0.73–1.04)
65–74 years 0.12(0.10) 1.13(0.93–1.37) 0.20(0.12) 1.22(0.97–1.53) 0.23(0.14) 1.26(0.96–1.64) −0.25(0.10) 0.78 **(0.65–0.94)
75+ 0.03(0.11) 1.04(0.84–1.28) 0.40(0.13) 1.49 **(1.16–1.9) 0.23(0.15) 1.26(0.95–1.68) −0.23(0.10) 0.79 *(0.65–0.97)
Children < 10 years old: No (ref.)
Yes −0.03(0.05) 0.98(0.89–1.07) 0.06(0.06) 1.06(0.95–1.19) −0.01(0.06) 0.99(0.88–1.12) −0.02(0.05) 0.98(0.89–1.08)
Children 10–14 years old: No (ref.)
Yes −0.08(0.05) 0.93(0.84–1.03) −0.18(0.06) 0.84 **(0.74–0.95) −0.01(0.07) 0.99(0.87–1.13) 0.04(0.05) 1.04(0.94–1.15)
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Education: No full-time (ref.)
Still studying −0.61(0.21) 0.54 **(0.36–0.81) −0.13(0.24) 0.88(0.55–1.42) 0.19(0.29) 1.21(0.68–2.16) 0.12(0.19) 1.12(0.77–1.64)
Up to 15 0.09(0.18) 1.09(0.76–1.56) 0.10(0.22) 1.11(0.73–1.70) −0.06(0.27) 0.94(0.56–1.59) −0.03(0.17) 0.98(0.69–1.37)
16–19 0.03(0.18) 1.03(0.73–1.47) 0.11(0.21) 1.11(0.74–1.68) 0.09(0.26) 1.09(0.65–1.81) −0.08(0.17) 0.93(0.66–1.29)
20+ −0.10(0.18) 0.91(0.64–1.29) 0.00(0.21) 1.00(0.66–1.51) 0.21(0.26) 1.23(0.74–2.04) −0.07(0.17) 0.93(0.67–1.30)
Occupation: Not working (ref.)
Manual laborers −0.09(0.06) 0.92(0.82–1.02) −0.02(0.07) 0.98(0.86–1.11) −0.06(0.08) 0.94(0.80–1.10) −0.03(0.06) 0.97(0.86–1.09)
Service providers −0.21(0.05) 0.81 ***(0.73–0.90) −0.08(0.06) 0.92(0.81–1.04) 0.16(0.07) 1.17 *(1.02–1.35) −0.07(0.05) 0.93(0.84–1.04)
Office workers −0.33(0.05) 0.72 ***(0.65–0.80) −0.10(0.06) 0.90(0.80–1.02) 0.22(0.07) 1.24 **(1.08–1.42) −0.03(0.05) 0.97(0.88–1.08)
Professionals −0.45(0.09) 0.64 *(0.54–0.76) −0.10(0.10) 0.90(0.74–1.09) 0.41(0.10) 1.51 ***(1.25–1.83) 0.01(0.08) 1.01(0.86–1.18)
Business people and top-level managers −0.4(0.10) 0.67 ***(0.56–0.81) −0.28(0.11) 0.76 *(0.61–0.94) 0.12(0.12) 1.13(0.90–1.42) −0.28(0.09) 0.75 **(0.63–0.91)
Residence: Rural area or village
Small/middle town −0.11(0.04) 0.89 **(0.83–0.96) −0.03(0.04) 0.97(0.89–1.06) 0.06(0.05) 1.06(0.96–1.17) 0.11(0.04) 1.11 **(1.03–1.20)
Large town −0.20(0.04) 0.82 ***(0.75–0.89) 0.01(0.05) 1.01(0.92–1.11) 0.16(0.05) 1.18 **(1.06–1.31) 0.09(0.04) 1.10 *(1.01–1.19)
Country: AT (ref.)
Belgium 0.52(0.10) 1.68 ***(1.37–2.05) −0.56(0.12) 0.57 ***(0.45–0.71) −0.44(0.13) 0.64 ***(0.50–0.83) −0.09(0.10) 0.92(0.75–1.12)
Bulgaria 0.52(0.11) 1.68 ***(1.34–2.1) −0.20(0.12) 0.82(0.64–1.04) 0.06(0.13) 1.06(0.82–1.38) −0.38(0.12) 0.68 **(0.54–0.87)
Cyprus 0.29(0.15) 1.33 *(1.00–1.78) −0.94(0.18) 0.39 ***(0.27–0.56) −1.42(0.26) 0.24 ***(0.14–0.40) 1.07(0.15) 2.91 ***(2.18–3.88)
Czech Republic 0.14(0.11) 1.15(0.94–1.42) −0.79(0.12) 0.45 ***(0.36–0.58) −0.33(0.13) 0.72 *(0.56–0.93) 0.30(0.11) 1.35 **(1.10–1.66)
Germany 0.14(0.10) 1.15(0.95–1.40) −0.24(0.10) 0.79 *(0.64–0.97) −0.53(0.12) 0.59 ***(0.46–0.75) 0.29(0.10) 1.34 **(1.11–1.61)
Denmark −0.59(0.12) 0.56 ***(0.44–0.70) −0.50(0.13) 0.60 ***(0.47–0.78) −0.70(0.14) 0.50 ***(0.37–0.66) 0.53(0.11) 1.70 ***(1.37–2.10)
Estonia 0.71(0.12) 2.03 ***(1.62–2.55) 0.00(0.12) 0.10(0.78–1.27) 0.14(0.13) 1.15(0.89–1.50) 0.27(0.12) 1.31 *(1.04–1.64)
Spain 0.49(0.11) 1.64 ***(1.32–2.03) −0.91(0.13) 0.40 ***(0.31–0.52) −1.05(0.16) 0.35 ***(0.25–0.49) 0.38(0.11) 1.46 ***(1.18–1.81)
Finland −0.13(0.11) 0.88(0.71–1.10) 0.06(0.12) 1.06(0.84–1.33) −0.24(0.13) 0.79(0.60–1.02) 0.00(0.11) 1.00(0.81–1.25)
France 0.07(0.11) 1.07(0.86–1.34) −1.69(0.17) 0.18 ***(0.13–0.26) −0.41(0.14) 0.67 **(0.50–0.88) 0.66(0.11) 1.94 ***(1.56–2.41)
Greece 0.41(0.11) 1.51 ***(1.23–1.87) −0.23(0.11) 0.80 *(0.64–1.00) −0.33(0.13) 0.72 *(0.56–0.94) 0.26(0.11) 1.29 *(1.05–1.60)
Croatia −0.06(0.11) 0.95(0.77–1.17) −0.06(0.12) 0.55 ***(0.44–0.70) −0.27(0.13) 0.76 *(0.59–0.98) −0.31(0.11) 0.74 **(0.59–0.91)
Hungary 0.02(0.11) 1.02(0.83–1.25) −0.45(0.11) 0.64 ***(0.51–0.80) −0.51(0.13) 0.60 ***(0.46–0.78) −0.25(0.11) 0.78 *(0.63–0.97)
Ireland −0.19(0.11) 0.83(0.67–1.03) −0.30(0.12) 0.74 *(0.59–0.93) −0.86(0.15) 0.42 ***(0.31–0.57) 0.05(0.11) 1.05(0.85–1.30)
Italy −0.42(0.12) 0.66 ***(0.52–0.83) −0.67(0.13) 0.51 ***(0.40–0.66) −0.11(0.13) 0.89(0.69–1.15) 0.06(0.11) 1.06(0.85–1.32)
Lithuania 0.04(0.12) 1.04(0.83–1.31) −0.14(0.12) 0.87(0.69–1.11) 0.00(0.14) 1.00(0.76–1.30) −0.17(0.12) 0.85(0.67–(1.07)
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Luxembourg −0.30(0.15) 0.74 *(0.55–1.00) −1.15(0.20) 0.32 ***(0.21–0.47) −0.21(0.18) 0.81(0.57–1.14) 0.31(0.14) 1.36 *(1.03–1.80)
Latvia 0.69(0.12) 1.99 ***(1.58–2.49) −0.68(0.13) 0.51 ***(0.39–0.66) −0.84(0.16) 0.43 ***(0.31–0.59) 0.28(0.12) 1.32 *(1.05–1.66)
Malta 0.51(0.16) 1.66 **(1.21–2.27) −0.55(0.19) 0.58 **(0.40–0.85) −1.13(0.28) 0.32 ***(0.19–0.55) 1.00(0.16) 2.71 ***(1.97–3.73)
The Netherlands 0.09(0.11) 1.09(0.89–1.35) −0.04(0.11) 0.96(0.77–1.19) 0.21(0.12) 1.23(0.97–1.56) 0.03(0.10) 1.03(0.84–1.26)
Poland −0.01(0.12) 0.99(0.79–1.24) −0.57(0.13) 0.57 ***(0.44–0.73) −0.32(0.14) 0.72 *(0.55–0.96) −0.15(0.12) 0.86(0.68–1.09)
Portugal 0.44(0.12) 1.55 ***(1.22–1.96) −0.96(0.15) 0.38 ***(0.29–0.51) −0.52(0.16) 0.60 **(0.44–0.81) 0.13(0.12) 1.14(0.90–1.45)
Romania −0.21(0.11) 0.81(0.65–1.02) −0.92(0.14) 0.40 ***(0.30–0.52) −0.52(0.15) 0.60 ***(0.45–0.80) 0.04(0.11) 1.04(0.83–1.30)
Sweden −0.55(0.12) 0.58 ***(0.46–0.73) −0.28(0.12) 0.76 *(0.60–0.96) −0.84(0.14) 0.43 ***(0.33–0.57) 0.09(0.11) 1.09(0.89–1.34)
Slovenia 0.04(0.11) 1.04(0.84–1.30) −0.93(0.13) 0.39 ***(0.30–0.51) −0.39(0.14) 0.68 **(0.51–0.89) 0.39(0.11) 1.47 ***(1.19–1.83)
Slovakia 0.01(0.11) 1.01(0.81–1.25) −0.32(0.12) 0.72 **(0.57–0.91) −0.56(0.14) 0.57 ***(0.43–0.75) 0.17(0.11) 1.18(0.95–1.46)

Variable
DV5 DV6 DV7 DV8

B (SE) OR (95%CI) B(SE) OR (95%CI) B(SE) OR (95%CI) B (SE) OR (95%CI)

EnvClimEnergyIndividuallIssue: Not mentioned (ref.)
Mentioned 0.11(0.07) 1.11(0.97–1.28) 0.21(0.05) 1.24 ***(1.13–1.36) −0.01(0.08) 0.99(0.84–1.15) 0.06(0.05) 1.06(0.96–1.17)
EnvClimEnergyCountryIssue: Not mentioned (ref.)
Mentioned 0.10(0.07) 1.11(0.97–1.26) 0.38(0.04) 1.47 ***(1.34–1.60) −0.24(0.07) 0.79 **(0.68–0.91) 0.04(0.05) 1.04(0.95–1.14)
EnvEUIssue: Not mentioned (ref.)
Mentioned −0.08(0.07) 0.92(0.80–1.07) 0.28(0.05) 1.32 ***(1.21–1.45) −0.14(0.08) 0.87(0.75–1.02) 0.13(0.05) 1.14 *(1.03–1.26)
EnergySupEUIssue: Not mentioned (ref.)
Mentioned 0.36(0.09) 1.44 ***(1.21–1.71) −0.06(0.07) 0.94(0.82–1.08) 0.17(0.1) 1.19(0.98–1.43) 0.10(0.07) 1.11(0.96–1.28)
ClimEUIssue: Not mentioned (ref.)
Mentioned −0.14(0.06) 0.87 *(0.77–0.98) 0.69(0.04) 1.99 ***(1.85–2.15) −0.32(0.07) 0.72 ***(0.64–0.82) 0.06(0.04) 1.07(0.98–1.16)
CommonEUEnergyPolicy: Against (ref.)
For 0.30(0.07) 1.35 ***(1.18–1.54) 0.23(0.05) 1.26 ***(1.15–1.37) −0.06(0.06) 0.94(0.83–1.06) −0.09(0.05) 0.92(0.84–1.00)
DecisionSecEnergySup: No decisions needed (ref.)
Less decision-making 0.24(0.19) 1.27(0.89–1.83) −0.04(0.12) 0.96(0.76–1.23) 0.1(0.19) 1.11(0.76–1.61) −0.42(0.12) 0.66 *(0.52–0.84)
More decision-making 0.28(0.18) 1.33(0.93–1.89) −0.03(0.12) 0.97(0.77–1.23) 0.18(0.19) 1.20(0.83–1.74) −0.47(0.12) 0.63 *(0.50–0.79)
DecisionProtEnv: No decisions needed (ref.)
Less decision-making −0.32(0.19) 0.73(0.50–1.06) −0.35(0.15) 0.70 *(0.53–0.94) −0.08(0.21) 0.93(0.61–1.40) 0.34(0.17) 1.40 *(1.01–1.94)
More decision-making −0.57(0.19) 0.57 **(0.39–0.82) 0.06(0.14) 1.06(0.80–1.41) −0.15(0.21) 0.86(0.57–1.29) 0.51(0.16) 1.67 *(1.21–2.29)
PolitIdeol 0.03(0.01) 1.03 **(1.01–1.05) −0.01(0.01) 0.99(0.97–1.00) 0.06(0.01) 1.07 ***(1.04–1.09) −0.02(0.01) 0.98 *(0.96–0.99)
Gender: Man (ref)
Woman −0.33(0.05) 0.72 ***(0.66–0.79) 0.20(0.03) 1.22 ***(1.15–1.30) −0.31(0.05) 0.73 ***(0.66–0.80) 0.02(0.03) 1.02(0.95–1.09)
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Age: 15–24 years (ref.)
25–34 years 0.15(0.14) 1.16(0.88–1.53) −0.03(0.09) 0.97(0.81–1.17) 0.23(0.15) 1.26(0.94–1.67) −0.08(0.10) 0.92(0.75–1.12)
35–44 years 0.24(0.15) 1.27(0.95–1.69) −0.12(0.10) 0.89(0.74–1.07) 0.19(0.15) 1.21(0.91–1.62) −0.03(0.10) 0.97(0.80–1.19)
45–54 years 0.20(0.14) 1.22(0.92–1.61) −0.16(0.09) 0.85(0.71–1.02) 0.23(0.15) 1.26(0.94–1.67) −0.06(0.10) 0.94(0.77–1.15)
55–64 years 0.16(0.14) 1.18(0.89–1.56) −0.08(0.09) 0.92(0.76–1.11) 0.08(0.15) 1.09(0.81–1.45) 0.04(0.10) 1.04(0.85–1.26)
65–74 years 0.23(0.15) 1.26(0.93–1.70) −0.14(0.10) 0.87(0.72–1.06) 0.17(0.15) 1.18(0.87–1.60) 0.04(0.11) 1.04(0.85–1.28)
75+ 0.11(0.17) 1.12(0.80–1.56) −0.28(0.11) 0.76 *(0.61–0.94) 0.14(0.17) 1.15(0.82–1.60) −0.02(0.12) 0.98(0.78–1.24)
Children < 10 years old: No (ref.)
Yes 0.05(0.07) 1.05(0.92–1.21) 0.03(0.05) 1.03(0.93–1.13) 0(0.07) 1.00(0.87–1.16) 0.06(0.05) 1.07(0.96–1.18)
Children 10–14 years old: No (ref.)
Yes −0.08(0.08) 0.93(0.80–1.08) 0.01(0.05) 1.01(0.91–1.12) −0.02(0.08) 0.98(0.84–1.15) 0.07(0.06) 1.08(0.96–1.20)
Education: No full-time (ref.)
Still studying 0.48(0.35) 1.62(0.82–3.20) 0.38(0.20) 1.46(0.99–2.17) −0.07(0.32) 0.93(0.49–1.76) −0.10(0.21) 0.90(0.60–1.36)
Up to 15 −0.01(0.32) 0.99(0.53–1.85) 0.13(0.18) 1.14(0.80–1.61) −0.32(0.29) 0.73(0.41–1.29) −0.28(0.19) 0.75(0.52–1.09)
16–19 0.21(0.31) 1.23(0.67–2.27) 0.11(0.17) 1.11(0.79–1.56) −0.22(0.28) 0.80(0.46–1.40) −0.20(0.18) 0.82(0.57–1.16)
20+ 0.30(0.31) 1.35(0.73–2.47) 0.11(0.17) 1.12(0.80–1.57) −0.18(0.28) 0.84(0.48–1.46) −0.24(0.18) 0.79(0.55–1.12)
Occupation: Not working (ref.)
Manual laborers 0.08(0.09) 1.08(0.90–1.30) −0.08(0.06) 0.93(0.82–1.04) 0.13(0.09) 1.14(0.95–1.36) 0.09(0.07) 1.09(0.96–1.24)
Service providers 0.28(0.08) 1.32 ***(1.13–1.56) −0.07(0.06) 0.93(0.83–1.04) 0.02(0.09) 1.02(0.86–1.20) 0.18(0.06) 1.20 *(1.06–1.34)
Office workers 0.24(0.08) 1.27 **(1.08–1.49) 0.03(0.06) 1.03(0.92–1.15) 0.12(0.08) 1.12(0.95–1.33) 0.13(0.06) 1.13 *(1.01–1.27)
Professionals 0.40(0.12) 1.49 ***(1.19–1.87) −0.03(0.08) 0.97(0.82–1.14) 0.34(0.12) 1.41 **(1.12–1.78) −0.01(0.09) 0.99(0.82–1.19)
Business people and top-level managers 0.41(0.13) 1.51 **(1.18–1.94) 0.07(0.09) 1.07(0.89–1.29) 0.4(0.13) 1.48 **(1.15–1.91) 0.00(0.10) 1.00(0.81–1.22)
Residence: Rural area or village
Small/middle town −0.07(0.06) 0.93(0.83–1.05) 0.06(0.04) 1.07(0.99–1.15) 0.1(0.06) 1.10(0.98–1.24) −0.09(0.04) 0.92 *(0.85–1.00)
Large town 0.04(0.06) 1.04(0.92–1.17) 0.11(0.04) 1.12 **(1.03–1.22) 0.17(0.06) 1.19 **(1.05–1.35) −0.06(0.05) 0.94(0.86–1.03)
Country: AT (ref.)
Belgium −0.12(0.16) 0.88(0.65–1.21) 0.34(0.11) 1.41 **(1.14–1.73) −0.05(0.16) 0.96(0.69–1.32) −0.61(0.11) 0.55 *(0.44–0.68)
Bulgaria 0.36(0.16) 1.44 *(1.05–1.98) −0.40(0.13) 0.67 **(0.52–0.87) 0.22(0.17) 1.24(0.89–1.73) −1.16(0.14) 0.31 *(0.24–0.42)
Cyprus −0.08(0.23) 0.92(0.59–1.46) 0.42(0.15) 1.52 **(1.13–2.04) −0.98(0.32) 0.37 **(0.20–0.70) −0.59(0.17) 0.56 *(0.40–0.77)
Czech Republic −0.21(0.17) 0.81(0.58–1.13) 0.00(0.11) 1.00(0.80–1.25) 0.4(0.15) 1.49 **(1.10–2.01) −0.29(0.11) 0.75 *(0.60–0.93)
Germany 0.30(0.14) 1.35 *(1.02–1.77) −0.11(0.10) 0.90(0.74–1.10) 0.31(0.15) 1.36 *(1.02–1.82) −0.52(0.10) 0.59 *(0.49–0.73)
Denmark 0.02(0.16) 1.02(0.74–1.40) 0.66(0.11) 1.93 ***(1.55–2.41) −0.5(0.19) 0.60 **(0.41–0.88) −0.28(0.11) 0.75 *(0.60–0.94)
Estonia −0.12(0.18) 0.89(0.63–1.26) −0.43(0.13) 0.65 **(0.50–0.84) −0.4(0.2) 0.67 *(0.45–0.98) −1.31(0.15) 0.27 *(0.20–0.36)
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Spain −0.22(0.18) 0.80(0.56–1.14) 0.29(0.11) 1.34 **(1.07–1.68) −0.28(0.19) 0.75(0.52–1.09) −0.63(0.12) 0.53 *(0.42–0.67)
Finland −1.26(0.23) 0.29 ***(0.18–0.45) 0.66(0.11) 1.93 ***(1.54–2.40) 0.4(0.16) 1.49 *(1.09–2.05) −0.57(0.12) 0.57 *(0.45–0.71)
France −0.70(0.20) 0.50 ***(0.33–0.74) 0.77(0.11) 2.15 ***(1.72–2.70) −0.18(0.19) 0.84(0.58–1.20) −0.24(0.12) 0.79 *(0.63–0.99)
Greece 0.16(0.16) 1.17(0.86–1.60) 0.19(0.11) 1.21(0.97–1.51) 0.11(0.16) 1.12(0.81–1.54) −0.64(0.12) 0.53 *(0.42–0.67)
Croatia 0.45(0.15) 1.58 **(1.17–2.12) 0.27(0.11) 1.31 *(1.05–1.63) −0.09(0.17) 0.91(0.66–1.27) −0.48(0.11) 0.62 *(0.50–0.78)
Hungary 0.15(0.16) 1.17(0.86–1.58) 0.16(0.11) 1.17(0.94–1.46) 0.03(0.16) 1.03(0.75–1.42) −0.55(0.11) 0.58 *(0.46–0.72)
Ireland −0.06(0.16) 0.94(0.68–1.29) 0.23(0.11) 1.26 *(1.01–1.57) 0.25(0.16) 1.29(0.93–1.77) −0.32(0.11) 0.72 *(0.58–0.90)
Italy 0.04(0.17) 1.04(0.75–1.45) 0.05(0.12) 1.05(0.84–1.33) 0.39(0.16) 1.48 *(1.08–2.03) −0.05(0.11) 0.95(0.76–1.19)
Lithuania −0.42(0.20) 0.66 *(0.45–0.97) 0.43(0.12) 1.53 ***(1.21–1.93) −0.14(0.19) 0.87(0.60–1.25) −0.35(0.12) 0.70 *(0.55–0.90)
Luxembourg −0.11(0.22) 0.90(0.58–1.39) 0.44(0.15) 1.56 **(1.17–2.07) 0.08(0.23) 1.08(0.69–1.68) −0.10(0.15) 0.91(0.68–1.21)
Latvia −0.46(0.20) 0.63 *(0.43–0.93) −0.24(0.13) 0.79(0.61–1.02) 0.05(0.18) 1.06(0.75–1.50) −0.39(0.13) 0.68 *(0.53–0.87)
Malta −0.64(0.31) 0.53 *(0.29–0.97) −0.09(0.17) 0.91(0.66–1.27) −0.36(0.3) 0.70(0.39–1.27) −0.04(0.16) 0.96(0.70–1.33)
The Netherlands 0.45(0.15) 1.57 **(1.17–2.10) −0.04(0.11) 0.96(0.78–1.19) −0.54(0.19) 0.58 **(0.40–0.85) −0.18(0.11) 0.83(0.68–1.03)
Poland −0.09(0.18) 0.92(0.65–1.30) −0.08(0.12) 0.92(0.72–1.18) 0.07(0.18) 1.07(0.76–1.52) −0.55(0.13) 0.58 *(0.45–0.74)
Portugal −0.10(0.19) 0.91(0.62–1.32) 0.55(0.12) 1.73 ***(1.36–2.20) 0.17(0.18) 1.18(0.82–1.70) −1.23(0.15) 0.29 *(0.22–0.40)
Romania 0.18(0.17) 1.20(0.87–1.66) 0.11(0.12) 1.12(0.89–1.42) 0.01(0.17) 1.01(0.72–1.43) −0.61(0.12) 0.55 *(0.43–0.69)
Sweden −0.24(0.17) 0.79(0.57–1.09) 0.79(0.11) 2.21 ***(1.78–2.74) 0.02(0.17) 1.02(0.74–1.42) −0.14(0.11) 0.87(0.71–1.08)
Slovenia 0.04(0.17) 1.04(0.75–1.44) 0.10(0.12) 1.11(0.88–1.40) −0.53(0.2) 0.59 **(0.40–0.87) −0.05(0.11) 0.95(0.76–1.19)
Slovakia 0.22(0.16) 1.25(0.92–1.71) −0.06(0.12) 0.94(0.75–1.19) 0.17(0.17) 1.18(0.85–1.64) −0.16(0.11) 0.85(0.68–1.06)

Variable
DV9 DV10 DV11

B (SE) OR (95%CI) B(SE) OR (95%CI) B(SE) OR (95%CI)

EnvClimEnergyIndividualIssue: Not mentioned (ref.)
Mentioned −0.17(0.08) 0.84 *(0.72–0.99) −0.08(0.08) 0.92(0.79–1.08) 0.08(0.05) 1.09(0.99–1.19)
EnvClimEnergyCountryIssue: Not mentioned (ref.)
Mentioned −0.38(0.08) 0.69 ***(0.59–0.80) 0.15(0.07) 1.16 *(1.01–1.33) 0.21(0.04) 1.23 ***(1.13–1.34)
EnvEUIssue: Not mentioned (ref.)
Mentioned −0.29(0.08) 0.75 ***(0.64–0.87) −0.08(0.08) 0.92(0.79–1.07) 0.09(0.05) 1.10 *(1–1.2)
EnergySupEUIssue: Not mentioned (ref.)
Mentioned −0.11(0.10) 0.89(0.73–1.09) 0.25(0.09) 1.29 **(1.07–1.55) 0.12(0.07) 1.12(0.99–1.28)
ClimEUIssue: Not mentioned (ref.)
Mentioned −0.29(0.06) 0.75 ***(0.66–0.84) −0.26(0.07) 0.77 ***(0.68–0.88) 0.15(0.04) 1.16 ***(1.08–1.25)
CommonEUEnergyPolicy: Against (ref.)
For −0.23(0.06) 0.79 ***(0.71–0.89) 0.09(0.07) 1.09(0.96–1.25) 0.30(0.04) 1.35 ***(1.24–1.47)
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Table 4. Cont.

DecisionSecEnergySup: No decisions needed (ref.)
Less decision-making 0.40(0.19) 1.50 *(1.03–2.18) 0.26(0.20) 1.30(0.88–1.92) 0.05(0.12) 1.06(0.84–1.33)
More decision-making 0.43(0.19) 1.54 *(1.07–2.23) 0.33(0.20) 1.39(0.95–2.03) 0.18(0.11) 1.19(0.95–1.49)
DecisionProtEnv: No decisions needed (ref.)
Less decision-making −0.04(0.19) 0.96(0.66–1.41) −0.06(0.21) 0.94(0.62–1.44) −0.16(0.14) 0.85(0.65–1.12)
More decision-making −0.40(0.19) 0.67 *(0.46–0.98) −0.23(0.21) 0.80(0.53–1.20) 0.01(0.14) 1.01(0.78–1.32)
PolitIdeol 0.01(0.01) 1.01(0.99–1.03) 0.01(0.01) 1.01(0.99–1.03) −0.02(0.01) 0.98 **(0.97–1)
Gender: Man (ref)
Woman −0.05(0.05) 0.95(0.87–1.04) −0.10(0.05) 0.90 *(0.82–0.99) −0.05(0.03) 0.95(0.9–1.01)
Age: 15–24 years (ref.)
25–34 years 0.10(0.14) 1.11(0.85–1.45) 0.06(0.15) 1.06(0.79–1.43) 0.01(0.09) 1.01(0.85–1.21)
35–44 years 0.16(0.14) 1.17(0.89–1.54) 0.08(0.15) 1.08(0.80–1.46) −0.09(0.09) 0.91(0.76–1.09)
45–54 years 0.07(0.14) 1.07(0.82–1.40) 0.07(0.15) 1.08(0.80–1.44) 0.02(0.09) 1.03(0.86–1.22)
55–64 years 0.14(0.14) 1.15(0.88–1.50) 0.14(0.15) 1.15(0.86–1.54) −0.01(0.09) 0.99(0.83–1.18)
65–74 years 0.05(0.14) 1.05(0.79–1.39) 0.15(0.16) 1.16(0.85–1.58) −0.01(0.10) 0.99(0.82–1.19)
75+ 0.24(0.16) 1.27(0.94–1.72) 0.05(0.17) 1.05(0.74–1.47) −0.17(0.10) 0.84(0.69–1.03)
Children <10 years old: No (ref.)
Yes −0.03(0.07) 0.97(0.85–1.12) −0.03(0.08) 0.97(0.84–1.13) 0.03(0.05) 1.03(0.94–1.13)
Children 10–14 years old: No (ref.)
Yes 0.00(0.07) 1.00(0.87–1.16) −0.06(0.08) 0.94(0.80–1.11) 0.08(0.05) 1.08(0.98–1.2)
Education: No full-time (ref.)
Still studying −0.41(0.29) 0.66(0.37–1.17) −0.37(0.32) 0.69(0.37–1.29) 0.61(0.19) 1.84 **(1.26–2.69)
Up to 15 −0.38(0.26) 0.69(0.42–1.13) −0.29(0.29) 0.75(0.43–1.30) 0.28(0.17) 1.32(0.94–1.86)
16–19 −0.34(0.25) 0.71(0.43–1.16) −0.29(0.28) 0.75(0.43–1.29) 0.33(0.17) 1.38(0.99–1.93)
20+ −0.47(0.25) 0.63(0.38–1.02) −0.22(0.28) 0.81(0.47–1.39) 0.56(0.17) 1.75 ***(1.26–2.43)
Occupation: Not working (ref.)
Manual laborers 0.06(0.08) 1.07(0.91–1.25) −0.02(0.09) 0.98(0.82–1.18) −0.02(0.06) 0.98(0.88–1.1)
Service providers 0.04(0.08) 1.04(0.89–1.21) 0.06(0.09) 1.06(0.90–1.25) 0.10(0.05) 1.1(0.99–1.22)
Office workers 0.01(0.08) 1.01(0.86–1.18) 0.06(0.09) 1.06(0.90–1.25) 0.12(0.05) 1.13 *(1.02–1.25)
Professionals −0.11(0.13) 0.89(0.70–1.15) 0.03(0.13) 1.03(0.79–1.33) 0.12(0.08) 1.13(0.96–1.32)
Business people and top-level managers 0.57(0.12) 1.77 ***(1.40–2.25) 0.08(0.15) 1.09(0.82–1.45) 0.14(0.09) 1.15(0.96–1.37)
Residence: Rural area or village
Small/middle town 0.07(0.06) 1.07(0.96–1.19) 0.11(0.06) 1.12(0.99–1.26) −0.11(0.04) 0.90 **(0.83–0.96)
Large town −0.01(0.06) 0.99(0.88–1.11) 0.19(0.07) 1.20 **(1.06–1.37) −0.09(0.04) 0.91 *(0.84–0.99)
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Table 4. Cont.

Country: AT (ref.)
Belgium 0.03(0.14) 1.03(0.78–1.37) −0.02(0.15) 0.98(0.74–1.31) 0.03(0.10) 1.03(0.85–1.25)
Bulgaria 0.38(0.15) 1.47 **(1.10–1.95) 0.16(0.16) 1.17(0.86–1.59) −0.74(0.12) 0.48 ***(0.38–0.6)
Cyprus −0.33(0.22) 0.72(0.46–1.11) −0.43(0.24) 0.65(0.41–1.04) −0.01(0.14) 0.99(0.74–1.31)
Czech Republic 0.13(0.14) 1.14(0.87–1.50) −0.55(0.17) 0.58 **(0.42–0.81) −0.44(0.11) 0.64 ***(0.52–0.79)
Germany −0.19(0.14) 0.83(0.63–1.09) −0.14(0.14) 0.87(0.66–1.14) −0.13(0.09) 0.88(0.73–1.06)
Denmark −0.93(0.20) 0.40 ***(0.27–0.58) −0.79(0.18) 0.45 ***(0.32–0.65) 0.59(0.11) 1.80 ***(1.45–2.22)
Estonia −0.19(0.16) 0.83(0.60–1.14) −0.91(0.21) 0.40 ***(0.27–0.60) 0.04(0.11) 1.05(0.84–1.31)
Spain −0.08(0.16) 0.92(0.68–1.25) −0.88(0.20) 0.42 ***(0.28–0.61) 0.34(0.11) 1.40 **(1.14–1.73)
Finland −0.19(0.16) 0.83(0.61–1.12) −1.45(0.23) 0.23 ***(0.15–0.37) 0.80(0.11) 2.22 ***(1.79–2.75)
France −0.16(0.16) 0.85(0.62–1.17) −0.31(0.17) 0.73(0.53–1.02) 0.27(0.11) 1.31 *(1.06–1.62)
Greece −0.04(0.15) 0.96(0.72–1.29) −0.45(0.17) 0.64 **(0.46–0.89) 0.33(0.10) 1.39 **(1.13–1.7)
Croatia 0.01(0.14) 1.01(0.76–1.33) −0.03(0.15) 0.97(0.72–1.30) −0.16(0.10) 0.85(0.69–1.04)
Hungary −0.47(0.16) 0.62 **(0.46–0.85) −0.03(0.15) 0.97(0.72–1.30) 0.00(0.10) 1(0.82–1.22)
Ireland −0.13(0.16) 0.88(0.65–1.19) −0.63(0.18) 0.53 ***(0.38–0.76) 0.02(0.10) 1.02(0.83–1.25)
Italy 0.25(0.14) 1.28(0.97–1.70) 0.11(0.15) 1.11(0.82–1.50) −0.13(0.11) 0.88(0.71–1.09)
Lithuania −0.15(0.16) 0.86(0.63–1.19) −0.64(0.19) 0.53 ***(0.36–0.77) −0.42(0.12) 0.66 ***(0.53–0.83)
Luxembourg −0.74(0.26) 0.48 **(0.29–0.79) −0.16(0.21) 0.85(0.56–1.29) 0.16(0.14) 1.17(0.89–1.54)
Latvia 0.46(0.15) 1.58 **(1.19–2.11) −1.03(0.22) 0.36 ***(0.23–0.55) −0.41(0.12) 0.66 ***(0.53–0.83)
Malta 0.31(0.22) 1.36(0.89–2.08) −1.34(0.38) 0.26 ***(0.12–0.55) −0.18(0.16) 0.84(0.62–1.14)
The Netherlands −1.25(0.21) 0.29 ***(0.19–0.43) −0.15(0.15) 0.86(0.64–1.16) 0.12(0.10) 1.12(0.92–1.37)
Poland −0.06(0.16) 0.94(0.69–1.29) 0.22(0.16) 1.25(0.92–1.70) −0.31(0.11) 0.73 **(0.59–0.92)
Portugal 0.17(0.16) 1.18(0.86–1.62) −0.26(0.18) 0.77(0.54–1.11) 0.54(0.12) 1.72 ***(1.37–2.17)
Romania −0.05(0.15) 0.95(0.70–1.28) 0.46(0.15) 1.58 **(1.18–2.12) −0.33(0.11) 0.72 **(0.58–0.89)
Sweden −0.68(0.18) 0.51 ***(0.36–0.72) −1.04(0.19) 0.36 ***(0.25–0.51) 0.82(0.11) 2.28 ***(1.85–2.81)
Slovenia −0.65(0.18) 0.52 ***(0.37–0.74) −1.15(0.22) 0.32 ***(0.21–0.48) 0.26(0.11) 1.30 *(1.05–1.61)
Slovakia −0.20(0.15) 0.82(0.60–1.10) −0.17(0.16) 0.84(0.61–1.15) −0.57(0.11) 0.57 ***(0.46–0.7)

Note: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.
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The perception of the environment, climate and energy as the most important issues
at the country level had a significant and positive effect on the acceptance of fighting
global warming (OR = 1.47), developing renewable energy (OR = 1.23), protecting the
environment (OR = 1.16) and pooling the EU’s negotiating power towards energy providers
(OR = 1.16) as energy policy priorities. Nevertheless, individuals who indicated these
issues as the most important aspects facing their country were not very willing to support
guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for companies (OR = 0.69), reasonable energy prices
for customers (OR = 0.76), a continuous energy supply (OR = 0.78) and guaranteeing the
competitiveness of the EU’s industry (OR = 0.79). The analysis results confirmed that the
opinion on environmental issues at the country level affects attitudes towards the energy
policy [35]. In particular, this concerns the support for green energy policy objectives [56]
and less interest in energy prices for companies and customers [58], or the competitiveness
of industry.

Considering the perception of the environment as the most important issue facing the
EU, the results revealed that it had a significant and positive effect on the acceptance of
protecting the environment (OR = 1.56), fighting global warming (OR = 1.32), reduction of
energy consumption (OR = 1.14) and developing renewable energy (OR = 1.10). By contrast,
it had a negative influence on supporting such energy policy priorities as guaranteeing
reasonable energy prices for customers (OR = 0.69) and prices for companies (OR = 0.75) or
guaranteeing a continuous energy supply (OR = 0.75). Perceiving the energy supply as the
most important issue facing the EU increased the acceptance of interconnecting the energy
infrastructure (OR = 1.44), pooling the EU’s negotiating power towards energy providers
(OR = 1.29) and the EU’s energy independence (OR = 1.24) as the European Energy Union
priorities. Furthermore, it decreased the support for guaranteeing reasonable energy prices
for customers (OR = 0.71) and protecting the environment (OR = 0.73). By contrast, the per-
ception of climate change as the most important issue facing the EU was positively related
to supporting the fight against global warming (OR = 1.99), protecting the environment
(OR = 1.40) and developing renewable energy (OR = 1.16). Yet, it decreased the acceptance
of guaranteeing the competitiveness of the EU’s industry (OR = 0.72), a continuous supply
of energy (OR = 0.73), reasonable energy prices for companies (OR = 0.75) and prices for
customers (OR = 0.77), as well as pooling the EU’s negotiating power towards energy
providers (OR = 0.77), the EU’s energy independence (OR = 0.81) and interconnecting the
energy infrastructure (OR = 0.87) as energy policy priorities.

In general, the findings concerning the perception of the environment, climate change
and energy supply as the most important issues facing the EU and the likelihood of support
for different energy policy priorities are in line with a previous study performed by Tosun
and Mišić [44].

Respondents who supported a common energy policy among the EU member states
were more likely to point to the need for developing renewable energy (OR = 1.35), inter-
connection of the energy infrastructures (OR = 1.35), fighting global warming (OR = 1.26)
and protecting the environment (OR = 1.11) as energy policy priorities. Yet, they were less
likely to include in those priorities guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for companies
(OR = 0.79) and prices for customers (OR = 0.91). Therefore, this research has shown that
the respondents supporting a common European energy policy focused primarily on green
energy priorities, while guaranteeing low energy prices for companies and consumers
seemed to be for them less important issue.

The analysis results showed relatively few statistically important relationships be-
tween the respondents’ declared opinion about the scope of decision-making at the Euro-
pean level in the field of securing the energy supply and their tendency to choose specific
priorities of the EU’s energy policy. It turns out that respondents who expect that more
decision-making is needed in this respect exhibited a greater tendency to indicate guaran-
teeing a reasonable energy price for companies (OR = 1.54) as an energy policy priority,
whereas reducing energy consumption (OR = 0.63) attracted less attention on their part.
Respondents who expect that less decision-making is necessary exhibited a greater ten-
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dency to indicate guaranteeing a reasonable energy price for companies (OR = 1.50) as
an energy policy priority; they were less likely to choose reducing energy consumption
(OR = 0.66) as a priority. It was remarkable that respondents who expect both more and
less decision-making at the European level in the field of securing the energy supply have
similar preferences concerning the EU’s energy priorities. This may mean that some of
them expect taking up or withdrawing from certain actions at the level of the EU, whereas
others have similar expectations, but at the country level.

The obtained results also show that respondents who expect more decision-making
at the European level in the field of protecting the environment had a relatively greater
tendency to indicate as the EU’s energy priorities the reduction of energy consumption
(OR = 1.67) and protecting the environment (OR = 1.53) and were less likely to choose
interconnecting the energy infrastructure (OR = 0.57), guaranteeing reasonable energy
prices for companies (OR = 0.67) or a continuous supply of energy (OR = 0.70). Those
expecting less decision-making were more willing to choose the reduction of energy
consumption (OR = 1.40) and less likely to opt for the fight against global warming
(OR = 0.70) as an energy policy priority. It was also remarkable that the reduction of
energy consumption was indicated as an energy policy priority by respondents expecting
both more and less decision-making at the European level in the field of environmental
protection. However, this may mean that the first group expects more extensive actions
in this respect at the EU level, whereas the other group may expect such activities at the
country level.

The analysis results showed that political ideology had a complex and significant
effect on the Europeans’ attitudes towards the EU energy priorities. It was indicated
that respondents with a right-wing orientation were more likely to support guaranteeing
the competitiveness of the EU’s industry (OR = 1.07), the EU’s energy independence
(OR = 1.04), a continuous supply of energy (OR = 1.03) and reasonable energy prices for
customers (OR = 1.02), as well as interconnecting the energy infrastructure (OR = 1.03).
By contrast, individuals with a left-wing political orientation had a tendency to support
such priorities as protecting the environment (OR = 0.97), reducing energy consumption
(OR = 0.98) and developing renewable energy (OR = 0.98). These findings are in line with
previous studies suggesting that individuals with leftist ideology are interested in green
and progressive energy policy priorities [52,56]. Moreover, our results confirmed that
respondents with a right-wing orientation tend to accept the security dimension of the
European Energy Union priorities [44].

The research also demonstrated that gender is a strong predictor of attitudes towards
energy policy priorities. It was found that women were more likely than men to point
to environmental protection (OR = 1.30) and guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for
customers (OR = 1.09), but at the same time, they were less likely to prioritize intercon-
necting the energy infrastructure (OR = 0.72), guaranteeing the competitiveness of the
EU’s industry (OR = 0.73), the EU’s independence in the field of energy (OR = 0.78), a
continuous supply of energy (OR = 0.85) and pooling the EU’s negotiating power towards
energy providers (OR = 0.90). In general, it is unsurprising that women were more likely
to indicate environmental protection as the energy policy priority [43], but they also were
more willing to support guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for customers. Yet, women
were less likely to prioritize energy security and energy independence [44] or industry
competitiveness. It is, to some extent, in contrast to previous studies, according to which
women expressed a greater concern for energy security compared to men [39].

Age was a predictor in very few cases only. Respondents at the age of 75 and
older exhibited a greater tendency to choose guaranteeing a continuous supply of energy
(OR = 1.49) as an energy policy priority. This confirmed that older people were more likely
to prioritize energy security [39,43,44]. At the same time, older respondents turned out to
be less likely to choose fighting global warming (OR = 0.76). Yet, the youngest respondents
(15–24 years old) showed a preference for protecting the environment as a priority. This
confirmed that young individuals (15–24 years old) are more likely to support green energy
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policy [21,52] and environmental protection [43]. However, it is in contrast to findings from
other studies suggesting that older people are more environmentally concerned [61].

Having children was not found to be an important predictor of the choice of the
European Energy Union priorities. In this case, there was only one significant relationship
which concerned parents of children older than 9. Such respondents exhibited a greater
tendency to choose guaranteeing a continuous supply of energy (OR = 1.49) as a priority.
This was the finding of a previous study by Balta-Ozkan with regard to supporting the na-
tional energy policy priority [43]. However, there was no statistically essential relationship
between the answers of respondents having children at the age of up to 9 and their choices
in the scope under analysis.

Educational level seemed to be a relatively weak predictor. The analysis results
showed that those still studying were more willing to choose the development of renewable
energy (OR = 1.84), but less so when it came to guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for
customers (OR = 0.54). By contrast, the group of respondents with the longest educational
history (20+) was eager to choose developing renewable energy (OR = 1.75). A higher
educational level was also previously found to be positively related to higher support for
green energy policy instruments [52]. Moreover, former research demonstrated that as
years of education decreased, guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for consumers became
less likely to be selected as a national energy policy priority [43]. However, another study
suggested that highly educated people tended to adopt renewable energy sources [32].

The results demonstrated that occupation was an important predictor. The group
consisting of business people and top-level managers was more likely to choose guaran-
teeing reasonable energy prices for companies (OR = 1.77), interconnecting the energy
infrastructure (OR = 1.51) and guaranteeing the EU’s independence in the field of energy
(OR = 1.48) as energy policy priorities. It should be emphasized, however, that this group
was unlikely to prioritize guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for customers (OR = 0.67),
protecting the environment (OR = 0.75) or guaranteeing a continuous supply of energy
(OR = 0.76). For office workers, the most common energy union priorities were intercon-
necting the energy infrastructure (OR = 1.27), guaranteeing the EU’s independence in the
field of energy (OR = 1.24), reducing energy consumption (OR = 1.24) and developing
renewable energy (OR = 1.13). By contrast, they were less likely to support guaranteeing
reasonable energy prices for customers (OR = 0.72). Service providers showed a preference
for interconnecting the energy infrastructure (OR = 1.32), reducing energy consumption
(OR = 1.20) and guaranteeing the EU’s independence in the field of energy (OR = 1.17); they
were less likely to opt for guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for customers (OR = 0.81)
as a priority. Professionals were observed to choose guaranteeing the EU’s independence
in the field of energy (OR = 1.51), interconnecting the energy infrastructure (OR = 1.49) and
guaranteeing the competitiveness of the EU’s industry (1.41), but they were not interested
in reasonable energy prices for customers (OR = 0.64). It was remarkable that business
people and top-level managers, who probably belong to the wealthiest individuals, do
not consider environmental protection as a priority. This seems to be in line with the
results of previous research showing that wealthier households are less concerned about
environmental problems [61]. On the other hand, it should not come as a surprise that they
are more interested in guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for companies and care much
less for low energy prices for customers.

The place of residence turned out to be an equally important predictor. Large-city
dwellers were more likely to choose pooling the EU’s negotiating power towards energy
providers (OR = 1.20), guaranteeing the competitiveness of the EU’s industry (OR = 1.19),
independence in the field of energy (OR = 1.18), fighting global warming (OR = 1.12)
and protecting the environment (OR = 1.10) as priorities, whereas they showed a much
smaller preference in this respect for guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for customers
(OR = 0.82) or developing renewable energy (OR = 0.91). Residents of small and middle-
sized towns more often pointed to protecting the environment (OR = 1.11) and more
seldom—to guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for customers (OR = 0.89), developing
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renewable energy (OR = 0.90) or reducing energy consumption (OR = 0.92) as the EU’s
energy priority. This, to some extent, confirms the findings of a previous study on the
national energy policy priority [43]. However, what stands out from our research is that
households in rural and small urban areas tended more to support guaranteeing reasonable
energy prices for consumers and expressed a preference for developing renewable energy.

The country of origin emerged as a very important predictor. The analysis revealed a
number of statistically essential differences in the tendencies exhibited by residents of differ-
ent countries to select specific priorities of the EU’s energy policy. Guaranteeing reasonable
energy prices for customers was most often chosen as a priority by respondents living
in Estonia (OR = 2.03), Latvia (OR = 1.99), Belgium (OR = 1.68) and Bulgaria (OR = 1.68).
The residents of Denmark (OR = 0.56), Sweden (OR = 0.58) and Italy (OR = 0.66) were the
least likely to select this objective. Respondents from France (OR = 0.18) and Luxembourg
(OR = 0.32) showed the slightest preference for guaranteeing a continuous supply of energy
as an energy policy priority. The residents of Cyprus (OR = 0.24), Malta (OR = 0.32) and
Spain (OR = 0.35) were the least willing to opt for guaranteeing the EU’s independence
in the field of energy. Protecting the environment was an important priority for those
living in Cyprus (OR = 2.91), Malta (OR = 2.71) and France (OR = 1.94). The residents of
Bulgaria (OR = 0.68) were the least likely to select this objective. The residents of Croatia
(OR = 1.58) and the Netherlands (OR = 1.57) were the most likely to choose interconnecting
the energy infrastructure as an energy policy priority of the EU, and the residents of Fin-
land (OR = 0.29) and Malta (OR = 0.53) were the least likely. Fighting global warming was
most often selected by the residents of Sweden (OR = 2.21), France (OR = 2.15), Denmark
(OR = 1.93) and Finland (OR = 1.93); Estonians were at the other end of the scale (OR = 0.65).
Those living in Finland (OR = 1.49), the Czech Republic (OR = 1.49) and Italy (OR = 1.48)
were the most willing to opt for guaranteeing the competitiveness of the EU’s industry as
an energy policy priority. This option was selected the least often by the residents of Cyprus
(OR = 0.37), the Netherlands (OR = 0.58) and Slovenia. Reducing energy consumption was
most often selected by Austrians (OR = 1.00), whereas in Estonia (OR = 0.27), Portugal
(OR = 0.29) and Bulgaria (OR = 0.31), this option was chosen the most seldom. Latvians
(OR = 1.58) and Bulgarians (OR = 1.47) were the most likely to choose guaranteeing reason-
able energy prices for companies as a priority, whereas in the Netherlands (OR = 0.27) and
Denmark (OR = 0.40), that was the least frequent choice. The residents of Romania had the
strongest preference (OR = 1.58) for pooling the EU’s negotiating power towards energy
providers as an energy policy priority of the EU; this objective was the least frequently
selected in Finland (OR = 0.23), Malta (OR = 0.26), Slovenia (OR = 0.32), Sweden and Latvia
(both OR = 0.36). Finally, developing renewable energy was most willingly selected by the
residents of Sweden (OR = 2.28), Finland (OR = 2.22), Denmark (OR = 1.80) and Portugal
(OR = 1.72), whereas in Bulgaria (OR = 0.48), Slovenia (OR = 0.57), Czechia (OR = 0.64),
Lithuania (OR = 0.66) and Latvia (OR = 0.66) that was the least frequent choice.

5. Conclusions

Energy is the driving force of the economy and therefore the European Energy Union
is one of the key strategies of the EU. The policy must be ambitious, competitive and long-
term, as well as reasonable and beneficial to all member states. In recent years, the EU has
adopted many ambitious goals in the field of climate and energy policy, the achievement
of which will require significant efforts from the governments of the EU countries. It also
seems necessary to increase the involvement of EU citizens, otherwise, not all objectives
will be achieved.

While setting energy policy priorities, it should be remembered that the degree of
citizens’ involvement in the implementation of individual measures depends on their
inclusion in the decision-making process. The more citizens feel that their opinion counts
in the decision-making process, the more willingly they will become involved in the
implementation of activities enabling the achievement of energy policy objectives. For
this reason, it seems important to get to know the public’s opinion on the activities that
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should be prioritized in the field of energy policy both at the level of the entire EU and the
member states. This knowledge is all the more important considering that, according to
the 2018 Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the Governance of
the Energy Union, the member states were obliged to develop integrated national energy
and climate plans by the end of 2019, showing how the country was going to meet its
energy and climate targets regarding all five dimensions of the European Energy Union
in 2021–2030 [75]. These plans will have to be updated in draft by June 2023, with a final
version expected by June 2024.

Due to the fact that the implementation of the European Energy Union may proceed
in different ways in each country, it is important to indicate what determinants affect
people’s attitudes towards energy issues. In this way, knowing the factors influencing
the acceptance of specific energy policy priorities by EU citizens, the governments of EU
member states will be able to target appropriate information and education campaigns in
the field of energy policy focused on a given social group, depending on, e.g., gender, age,
occupation or the place of residence. This should enable a more effective implementation
of the set climate and energy goals.

This research has confirmed some findings of previous studies. However, it has also
provided new results and interesting insights into the existing literature. The analysis
results demonstrated that the support for specific European Energy Union priorities varies
significantly depending on the different perception of Europeans and is affected by a
number of demographic variables.

It was indicated that perceiving the environment, climate and energy as the most
important issues from the perspective of an individual, a country and the EU significantly
affects the attitudes towards the European Energy Union priorities. However, this mostly
concerns the awareness of the importance of these issues at the EU level. It is unsurprising
that considering environmental problems as the most important issues facing the EU was
found as a strong predictor of support for protecting the environment as a priority, and the
importance given to climate change resulted in prioritizing the fight against global warming.
However, it is worth noting that the respondents perceiving the environment, climate and
energy as the most important issues at the individual, national and European level were
by far the least likely to accept guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for customers as
a priority of the EU’s energy policy. Respondents who supported a common energy
policy among the EU member states were more likely to point to green energy priorities
(e.g., developing renewable energy, fighting global warming, protecting the environment),
while guaranteeing low energy prices for companies and consumers seemed to be for
them a less important issue. It was remarkable that the reduction of energy consumption
was indicated as an energy policy priority by respondents expecting both more and less
decision-making at the European level in the field of environmental protection. However,
this may mean that the first group expects more extensive actions in this respect at the
EU level, whereas the other group may expect such activities at the country level. The
analysis results proved that political ideology has a complex and significant effect on the
Europeans’ attitudes towards priorities of the EU’s energy policy. It was revealed that
respondents with a right-wing orientation were the most likely to support guaranteeing the
competitiveness of the EU’s industry, while individuals with leftist ideology showed the
strongest tendency to opt for environmental protection. Gender was found to be a strong
predictor of attitudes towards energy policy priorities. It is worth noting that women were
more likely than men to point to environmental protection and guaranteeing reasonable
energy prices for customers as the EU’s energy priorities. Age was a predictor in very
few cases only. Older respondents exhibited a greater tendency to choose guaranteeing a
continuous supply of energy as a priority of the EU’s energy policy, but they turned out to
be less likely to choose fighting global warming. Furthermore, the youngest respondents
showed a preference for environmental protection as an energy priority. Education proved
to be a relatively weak predictor. The analysis results showed that those still studying
were more willing to choose developing renewable energy, but less so when it came to
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guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for customers. By contrast, the group of respondents
with the longest educational history (20+) was eager to prioritize developing renewable
energy. Considering occupation as a predictor, the most interesting results seem to be those
obtained for the group of business people and top-level managers, who were most likely
to choose guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for companies as the EU’s energy policy
priority. However, this group was unlikely to prioritize guaranteeing reasonable energy
prices for customers and protecting the environment. Large-city dwellers were more likely
to prioritize pooling the EU’s negotiating power towards energy providers, guaranteeing
the competitiveness of the EU’s industry, independence in the field of energy, fighting
global warming and protecting the environment as priorities, whereas they showed a much
smaller preference in this respect for guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for customers
or developing renewable energy. By contrast, households in rural and small urban areas
tend more to support guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for consumers and express a
preference for developing renewable energy. Moreover, the country of origin emerged as
a very important predictor of attitudes towards priorities of the EU’s energy policy. For
example, guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for customers was most often chosen as
a priority by respondents living in Estonia and Latvia. The residents of Cyprus, Malta
and Spain were the least willing to opt for guaranteeing the EU’s independence in the
field of energy. Protecting the environment was an important priority for those living in
Cyprus and Malta. Fighting global warming was most often selected by the residents of
Sweden, France, Denmark and Finland. Those living in Finland, the Czech Republic and
Italy were the most willing to opt for guaranteeing the competitiveness of the EU’s industry
as an energy policy priority. Latvians and Bulgarians) were the most likely to choose
guaranteeing reasonable energy prices for companies as a priority. Finally, developing
renewable energy was most willingly selected by the residents of Sweden and Finland.

This research, like other studies, has some limitations. Yet, these limitations create
potential opportunities for interesting future research. The analysis was conducted using a
large sample of data obtained from individuals representing twenty-seven EU countries.
However, its still-limited geographical scope does not allow generalization of the findings
to other regions of the world. The analysis was based on subjective self-reported data.
Therefore, there is a potential risk that the answers might have been affected by social
desirability. On the other hand, considering the standardized procedure and format of the
used Eurobarometer questionnaire, this probably was not the case. It should be noted that
most of the obtained data were available as categorical variables, in particular, binary ones
(recorded as yes/no responses). This limits variability in the analyzed models. Therefore,
future research using continuous variables would be of interest to enrich a similar analysis.
Moreover, the presented research was based on data available in the Eurobarometer survey.
This means that it could not capture some of the variables, which made it impossible for
us to perform an in-depth analysis. Additional information would have extended the
research results, but the data availability might have been a challenge. Nevertheless, future
studies might apply the proposed model when considering other potential determinants
of attitudes towards the energy policy. It must be also noted that the analysis was based
on cross-sectional data. Panel data gained from individuals in each EU country (i.e., with
samples kept permanent over time) would make it possible to test and determine causal
relations between the analyzed variables.

Despite the above-mentioned limitations, it must be emphasized that the authors of
this article have put in a great deal of effort to make it as comprehensive as possible and in
the most accurate manner. We believe that the paper will be an important contribution to
the identification of factors determining the Europeans’ attitude towards the priorities on
which the energy policy should focus in the coming years.
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