European

Commission
|

Consumers’ attitudes towards
cross-border trade and
consumer related issues 2016

Final Report

Contract n° 2015 85 05 under FWC EAHC 2013/CP/03 Lot 1

Written by: GfK
Justice and
Consumers

Date: February 2017




EUROPEAN COMMISSION

Produced by Consumers, Health, Agriculture and Food Executive Agency (Chafea) on behalf of

Directorate-General for Justice and Consumers
Directorate E — Consumers Unit E.1 (Consumer Markets)

E-mail: JUST-CONSULT-E1@ec.europa.eu

European Commission
B-1049 Brussels



EUROPEAN COMMISSION

Consumers’ attitudes towards
cross-border trade and
consumer related issues 2016

Final Report

Directorate-General for Justice and Consumers
EU Consumer Programme
2016



Europe Direct is a service to help you find answers
to your questions about the European Union.

Freephone number (*):

0080067891011

(*) The information given is free, as are most calls (though some operators, phone
boxes or hotels may charge you).

This report was produced under the EU Consumer Programme (2014-2020) in the
frame of a service contract with the Consumers, Health, Agriculture and Food
Executive Agency (Chafea) acting under the mandate from the European Commission.
The content of this report represents the views of the contractor and is its sole
responsibility; it can in no way be taken to reflect the views of the European
Commission and/or Chafea or other body of the European Union.

The European Commission and/or Chafea do not guarantee the accuracy of the data
included in this report, nor do they accept responsibility for any use made by third
parties thereof.

More information on the European Union is available on the Internet
(http://europa.eu).

More information on the European Union is available on the Internet (http://europa.eu).
Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union, 2016
ISBN 978-92-9200-735-5

doi: 10.2818/269965

© European Union, 2017

Reproduction is authorised provided the source is acknowledged.


http://europa.eu.int/citizensrights/signpost/about/index_en.htm#note1#note1

TABLE OF CONTENTS

1.

10.

11.

INTRODUGCTION Lttt ettt e et s s e s e e st e s e e st e s e e st e s e e s s e sne e s enanes 7
1.1, StUAY ODJECHIVES ..eeiii i 7
1.2, Sampling Methodology ..o e s 7
1.2.1.  CoUNEMES COVEIEA ... vttt et e e e e e e as 8
A N Oo ] ¢ o [ U= o] oY F= 1| = PP 9
1.2.3. Changes compared to the previous wave ......c.ccviiiiiiiiiiiiicic i 9
1.2.4. Socio-demographic and background questions..........ccccoviiiiiiiiinnenn, 10
1.2.5. Reporting significant differences .......cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 10
1.2.6. Weighting and trend compariSONS .....ccviiiiiiiiiiiii i e 10
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY/KEY FINDINGS ... .ttt sirnesenesneassesasnnansnesaannns 12
DOMESTIC AND CROSS-BORDER SHOPPING .....cuiuiieieieieieaeeneeeeeeaeeeeeeeeneneneneenenes 14
3.1. Domestic and cross-border online purchases........ccooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 14
3.2. Offline cross-border pUrChases ......iiiiiiiiiiii i e e 20
THE EVOLUTION OF ONLINE PURCHASE BEHAVIOUR (2006-2016)...cccvvvviviiininenenenene. 24
KNOWLEDGE OF CONSUMER RIGHTS ...ttt it see e e s senasenesnanaeneanens 32
5.1. General level of knowledge about consumer rights.........c.cooviiiiiiiiiiiiie, 32
5.2. Knowledge of cooling off Period ........cociiiiiiiiiiii e 38
5.3. Knowledge of faulty product guarantees ........cocvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiis e 41
5.4. Knowledge of unsolicited products ........cooviiiiiiiiiiii e 44
TRUST IN CONSUMER PROTECTION ..uiutiiiitieitiiit sttt s e saeseeasesaeaentsesesaenaanennanens 47
6.1.  Trust in OrganiSationNS.....cciiuiiiiiiii e 47
6.1.1.  Public @authorities .....viiii e 52
6.1.2. Retailers and service providers ......c.cciviiiiiiiiiiiiii i e 55
B.1.3. NGO ottt e 58
6.2. Trustin redress MEChANISIMNS . ..uiui it i e s e e e e aeennannans 61
B.2. 0. AD R i e 65
(020 A o T8 | = PPt 68
TRUST IN PRODUCT SAFETY titiitiiiititittiiat ettt ts e sae e ts e sa e asatseseeaeataereeneasanernannns 71
TRUST IN ENVIRONMENTAL CLAIMS .ottt ittt st e st e e et e e e s e e e e naaaens 76
8.1. Reliability of environmental claims .....cooiiiiiiiii e 77
8.2. The impact of environmental claims on purchasing decisions...............ccocvevnenee. 81
CONSUMER CONFIDENCE IN ONLINE PURCHASES ..ottt e 85
9.1.1. Domestic online PUrChasES......cciuiiiiiiiiiii e 86
9.1.2. Cross-border online puUrChases ........ccoviiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 89
UNFAIR COMMERCIAL PRACTICES. ...ttt eeat et e et e e e e e s aeae e e e saeneananeananens 94
10.1. Exposure to UCPs from domestic retailers........coovviiiiiiiiiiiiii e 95
10.1.1. Types of UCPs from domestic retailers..........ccovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiennnen 100
10.2. Exposure to UCPs from cross-border retailers.......c.ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciic i, 107
10.2.1. Types of UCPs from cross-border retailers..........c.cooiiiiiiiiiiinnn. 111
10.3. Exposure to other illicit commercial practices from domestic retailers.............. 119
10.3.1. Types of other illicit commercial practices from domestic retailers...... 123
10.4. Exposure to other illicit commercial practices from cross-border retailers......... 129
10.4.1. Types of other illicit commercial practices from cross-border retailers. 132
OVERALL PROBLEMS AND DISPUTE RESOLUTION ..uiuvitiitiiiiieieiiiieeeneeeneseneeennanes 137
11.1. The problems and complaints indicator.........cooeviiiiiiiiiii e 137
11.1.1. NO Problems .o 143

11.1.2. NO COMPIAINT. .ttt et e e e e enes 146



12.

13.

14.

15.

11.2. Actions taken to resolve problems (breakdown by kind of action, plus no action

121G 0 1) PP 149
11.3. Reasons for not taking action ..o 158
11.4. Satisfaction with problem resolution.......c.cciiiiiiiiii 169
11.5. Problems making purchases in other EU countries .........cccovviviiiiiiiiiiciiinnnen, 174
PROBLEMS EXPERIENCED WITH ONLINE PURCHASES........oiiiiiiiiiiie e 187
12.1. Problems with domestic online purchases .........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 188
12.1.1. Types of problems with domestic online retailers ...............cooeiinni. 193
12.2. Problems with cross-border purchases..........ccovvviiiiiiiii 198
12.2.1. Types of problems with cross-border online retailers ........................ 203
12.3. Overall problems eXperi@nNCed ......couiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 208
12.3.1. Overall types of problems ........ouiiiiiiiie e 211
VULNERABLE CONSUMERS ... .ttt st e a e s s as s e e e 216
13.1. Self-assessed consumer vulnerability ......c.ccvviiiiiiiiiii 216
MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS: IMPACT OF SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS ON
CONSUMER CONDITIONS ..ttt s s s s e e e e e e e ae s 217
ANNEX I: SAMPLING METHODOLOGY ...uiuiiiuieieieiennananeeeaeaerereresesasnensaseaeaeaeneannnns 223



1. INTRODUCTION

1.1.Study objectives

This report discusses the findings of the survey on Consumers’ attitudes towards cross-
border trade and consumer-related issues. It presents the results of the 2016 edition,
which is part of a series of reports within the EU Consumer Programme. The study is
follow-up of a series of related studies that have been conducted since 2006. It was
commissioned by the Consumers, Health, Agriculture and Food Executive Agency
(Chafea). The European Commission gathers systematic evidence to monitor consumer
markets and national consumer conditions within the EU, summarized in the flagship
Consumer Conditions Scoreboards (CCS). Results from this study will be used to feed
into the next edition of the CCS.?

Almost half a billion potential consumers reside within the European Union. The
protection of consumer rights is key pillar of the EU as outlined in the Consumer Agenda®
communicated in 2012 which aims to improve 1) the knowledge of consumer rights, 2)
the regulatory framework on product and service safety and 3) the effective enforcement
of consumer laws. The new Directive on Consumer Rights which came into force in June
2014 was developed to help achieve these goals.*

The present survey aims to deliver reliable results that are comparable with previous
studies in the series on issues related to the attitudes, perceptions and experiences of
European consumers in the following areas:

o Domestic and cross-border commerce, both online and offline

e« Knowledge of consumer rights

e Trust in consumer protection

e Perceptions of the product safety environment

e Perceptions of environmental claims and their influence purchase decisions

e Confidence in online shopping

e Problems experienced, actions taken and satisfaction with problem resolution

e Exposure to unfair commercial practices

e Consumer vulnerability

In total 28,100 respondents took part in the survey, which as carried out by GfK Belgium
in the 28 Member States of the European Union and in Iceland and Norway between 7
April and 8 May 2016. The report presents the overall results of the study as well as
comparisons between Member States, sociodemographic variables and comparisons with
the results from previous surveys.

1.2.Sampling methodology

The target population includes all people aged 18 and above, resident in the country
surveyed and having sufficient command of (one of) the respective national language(s)
to answer the questionnaire.

! Special Eurobarometer 252 (2006), Special Eurobarometer 298 (2008), Flash Eurobarometer 282 (2009),
Flash Eurobarometer 299 (2010), Flash Eurobarometer 332 (2011), Flash Eurobarometer 358 (2012), and
Flash Eurobarometer 397 (2014).

2 http://ec.europa.eu/consumers/consumer_evidence/consumer_scoreboards/index en.htm

3 http://ec.europa.eu/consumers/strategy/docs/consumer agenda 2012 en.pdf

4 http://ec.europa.eu/justice/consumer-marketing/rights-contracts/directive/index _en.htm
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http://ec.europa.eu/consumers/strategy/docs/consumer_agenda_2012_en.pdf
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In every country, a random sample representative of the national population aged 18 or
over was drawn, by means of fixed line or mobile telephone number registers or Random
Digit Dialling software. The sampling procedure was set up to achieve a mix of
respondents recruited through mobile phone and fixed line. Furthermore, the sample
intake was monitored, to follow up on the overall composition of the sample in terms of
gender, age, region and the possession of a mobile and/or a fixed phone. For more
information on the sampling methodology, please consult Annex I.

The respondents participated in a Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI)
conducted by national interviewers, making use of a central programme. They were
interviewed on the core aspects of their experiences as consumers (see the
aforementioned topics) as well as key sociodemographic variables, such as age, gender
and education. Based on these data, averages and proportions are calculated for the
countries and sociodemographic groups.

One key methodological change implemented for the current wave of the survey was the
minimum age of the population targeted. In previous waves the target population
included all individuals aged 15 and above. For the current wave, only individuals aged
18 and above were targeted.

1.2.1.Countries covered
The survey took place in the EU28 Member States as well as Iceland and Norway. The

table below presents an overview of the country abbreviations and region comparisons
used throughout the report.

Region Region Region Region

Gty = North East South West
AT | Austria X X X
BE | Belgium X X X
BG | Bulgaria X X X
CY | Cyprus X X X
CZ | Czech Republic X X X
DE | Germany X X
DK | Denmark X X X
EE | Estonia X X X
EL | Greece X X X
ES | Spain X X X
FI | Finland X X X
FR | France X X X
HU | Hungary X X X
HR | Croatia X X X
IE | Ireland X X X
IT | Italy X X X
LT | Lithuania X X X
LU | Luxembourg X X X
LV | Latvia X X X
MT | Malta X X X
NL | Netherlands X X X
PL | Poland X X X
PT | Portugal X X X
RO | Romania X X X
SE | Sweden X X X
SI | Slovenia X X X
SK | Slovakia X X X
UK | United Kingdom X X X
NO | Norway
IS | Iceland




1.2.2.Core questionnaire
The core questionnaire covered the following topics:

e Online and offline purchase of goods or services (trend questions)

e Trust and perception of consumer protection (trend questions)

e Perceptions of the product safety environment (trend questions)

e Influence of environmental concerns on purchasing (trend questions)
e Understanding of consumer rights (trend questions)

e Problems experienced with domestic purchases in general, actions taken (if no
action taken, reason why), satisfaction with complaint handling (all trend
questions) and time needed to resolve problem (new question)

e Exposure to unfair commercial practices (trend questions)

e Problems experienced when shopping online (domestic and cross-border
purchases) (trend questions)

e« Consumer confidence in online shopping (trend questions)
e Languages comfortably used for personal interests (trend question)
e Numerical skills (trend questions)

e Consumer vulnerability (new question)

1.2.3.Changes compared to the previous wave

In the current wave of the consumer attitudes survey, the questionnaire remained
unchanged with the exception of two questions that were added. The first minor addition
was measure of the level of consumers’ satisfaction with the time needed for retailers or
service providers to solve a problem.®> The level of satisfaction with the timeliness of
problem resolution by retailers or service providers was measured on a 4-point Likert
scale ranging from ‘very satisfied’ to ‘not at all satisfied’. Two additional options were
included to capture cases where problems have not yet been solved or where problems
could not be solved at all.

The second larger addition to the survey was a measure of consumers’ self-assessed
vulnerability.® The new questions measured self-assessed vulnerability based on eight
key dimensions: health problems; poor financial circumstances; current employment
situation; offers, terms and conditions that are too complex; age; belonging to a minority
group; personal issues; and other issues. Self-assessed vulnerability was reported on a
4-point Likert scale ranging from ‘to a great extent’ to ‘not at all’. The new question was
included in a matrix format at the very end of the survey.

5 In general, how satisfied were you with the time needed to have your problem(s) solved by the retailer or
services provider?

% The following statements are about disadvantages that consumers may have when dealing with retailers. To
what extent do they apply to you personally? You feel vulnerable or disadvantaged when choosing or
buying goods or services because...



1.2.4.Socio-demographic and background questions

Based on the final version of the questionnaire approved by the Contracting Authority,
the following questions were asked before the core questionnaire:
o Birthday rule (for fixed line sample)

e Age

o Gender

e Having a mobile (for fixed line sample)/Having a landline (for mobile line sample)
e Regularity of using the Internet

After the core questionnaire was completed, the next socio-demographic questions were
asked:

e Level of education

o Employment situation (occupation)
e Mother tongue (or similar question)
e Region of residence

e Subjective degree of urbanisation

e Subjective financial situation
1.2.5.Reporting significant differences

All differences mentioned in the text are statistically significant unless otherwise
mentioned. Please note that statistically significant differences are indicated by asterisks.
Statistical significance is calculated at the 95% confidence level, meaning that the null
hypothesis of no difference has been rejected at 5% probability level. It should also be
mentioned that, especially for measured referring to the entire EU28, given the large
sample size for the survey, some differences could be statistically significant even if their
absolute magnitude is very small.

The report also compares the changes in the latest waves (2016-2014) to the changes in
the previous waves (2014-2012). This is reported on only when both changes are
significant and when the direction of the change has reversed, i.e., from an increase to a
decrease or from a decrease to an increase. These cases are labelled “negative reversal”
and “positive reversal” respectively.

1.2.6.Weighting and trend comparisons

Data from the current wave was weighted based on the latest Eurostat data available on
age (three groups: 18-34, 35-54, and 55+ year old) and gender distributions. In
addition, an extra weight was applied on the EU28 sample to account for differences in
population size at country level.

The results from previous editions of the survey are based on a sample aged 15+
compared to respondents aged 18+, which reduces the comparability between the
current and previous waves. To address this issue, a new weight was computed for the
previous wave (2014) based on age and gender distributions to increase the
comparability with 2016 data. In addition, data from all waves before 2014 was used for
trend comparisons based on existing samples (population aged 15+) and their respective
weights from previous waves. When comparing 2014 data to previous waves, the original
weight was used based on the 15+ population distribution.’

7 Weight computations based on age and gender for the 18+ respondents on the 2014 data indicated that the
overall efficiency of the weights was only 64% in Ireland. This was due to filtering out 15-17 year old

10



The following weighting procedures were used to calculate the trend comparison figures
presented in this report:

e 2016 trend comparisons: Population, gender & age weighting (18+)
e 2014 trend comparisons: Population, gender & age weighting (18+)
e 2014 trend comparisons: Population, gender & age weighting (15+)
e 2012 trend comparisons: Population, gender & age weighting (15+)
e 2011 trend comparisons: Population, gender & age weighting (15+)
e 2010 trend comparisons: Population, gender & age weighting (15+)
e 2009 trend comparisons: Population, gender & age weighting (15+)
e 2008 trend comparisons: Population, gender & age weighting (15+)
e 2006 trend comparisons: Population, gender & age weighting (15+)

In conclusion, it should be considered that in the light of the methodological approach
indicated above:

e changes with respect to the previous year - which are shown in graphs and tables
throughout the report - are always computed on comparable data;

e the applied methodology ensures comparability between the current (2016) and
previous (2014) wave; as such, it is in principle possible to estimate values in level for
2014 by applying back the observed changes between 2014 and 2016 as reported in
graphs and tables throughout the report;

e trend differences for 2014 and previous waves are reported based on the original
methodology, while data in levels is not reported as it is not consistent with the
current wave; because of the lack of comparability with data reported for the current
wave (2016), it is not possible to estimate data in levels for the years 2012 and
before.

respondents, which represented a relatively large proportion 15-34 year olds, making the weights relatively
high for this category. In spite of the lower than desired efficiency (normally a minimum of 70% weighting
efficiency is the standard) this was accepted since the remaining sample in this age category is limited.



2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY/KEY FINDINGS

This report presents the findings of the survey on consumers’ attitudes towards cross-
border trade and consumer-related issues. It discusses the results of the 2016 edition of
the survey, which was carried out by GfK Belgium for the Consumers, Health, Agriculture
and Food Executive Agency (Chafea). The present survey is part of a series of reports
within the EU Consumer Programme, which has been performed since 2006 with the aim
to monitor national consumer conditions across the EU. For this purpose, the study
investigated several indicators of EU consumers’ attitudes. These were assessed for
28,100 respondents in the 28 Member States and in Iceland and Norway. For the studied
indicators, the present report discusses the overall results, comparisons between Member
States and previous surveys as well as selected socio-demographic characteristics.

In summary, the present study reports on the current state of European consumers’
attitudes and experiences with regard to cross-border trade and consumer-related issues.
It provides insights in the magnitude and features of domestic as well as cross-border
shopping and identifies areas for improving the consumer experiences. The first key
indicator explored in the survey is online purchase behaviour. In total, three out of four
European consumers recently bought goods or services online (76.0%). The 2016 survey
shows a 10.7 percentage points increase in online shopping, which is in line with the
positive evolution since 2006. Online shopping is most common in the Northern (71.3%)
and Western (79.6%) regions of the EU, whereas in the Southern (47.0%) and Eastern
(59.3%) regions the indicator is lower. Most European consumers shop online within their
own country (76.4%). A more limited number of Europeans purchase goods or services
cross-borders inside the EU (18.9%) or outside the EU (8.4%). The results also show
that the proportion of consumers making online purchases cross-border inside the EU has
remained constant compared to 2014 (-0.7pp): a slight decrease is observed for
consumer located in the EU15 (-1.6pp) compared to an increase (+2.9pp) for consumers
in the EU13. The observed rise in domestic online shopping is accompanied by an
increased confidence in making online purchases. On average, 72.4% of European
consumers report that they are confident in domestic online shopping, which is a 12.4pp
increase compared to 2014. Furthermore, despite the relatively constant level of cross-
border online shopping, confidence in this type of shopping sharply increased compared
to 2014 (+21.1pp).

For effectively protecting online consumers, it is important that individuals know their
rights when shopping online. The present survey assessed the level of knowledge about
three types of consumer rights: the cooling-off period, the legal guarantees and the
regulation with regard to unsolicited products. The overall level of knowledge about these
rights is at 49.2%, a 5.8 points increase compared to the previous survey. Whereas this
increase is evident in Western and Eastern Europe, the knowledge of consumer rights has
decreased in the South (-1.8pp). Europeans in general are best informed about the
cooling off period (67.4%) and slightly less informed about faulty product guarantees
(45.8%) and unsolicited products (34.5%).

The present report also assesses the trust of European consumers in the protection of
their rights in the single market. To study this, the levels of different aspects of trust are
measured. First, in terms of consumer protection, the respondents indicated the highest
levels of trust in retailers and service providers (75.7%), organizations (72.2%), NGOs
(71.7%) and public authorities (69.1%). Lower levels of trust are observed for courts
(41.5%) and out of court bodies (52.0%). Overall, all levels of trust have increased in
the present study compared to 2014. Most notably, trust in NGOs (+10.0pp) and public
authorities (+8.8pp) has increased. Second, the survey investigated trust in product
safety, which is considered a key driver of consumer confidence. A high level of trust in
product safety is observed in the EU28 (78.0%) and in Western Europe particularly
(91.6%). Third, trust in the reliability of environmental claims is assessed, which is at
65.8% and increased with 12.2 points compared to 2014.

When shopping online, some European consumers encounter unfair commercial
practices. The survey investigated the exposure to several types of practices that fall

12



within the scope of the Unfair Commercial Practices Directive. The overall findings show
that the exposure to such practices originating from domestic (16.8%) and cross-border
(2.4%) retailers has decreased compared to 2014 (with 6.9pp and 1.7pp, respectively).
In addition to unfair commercial practices, consumers in Europe also face other problems
when shopping online. A composite indicator was developed in 2014 to measure the
problems encountered by European consumers, with higher values representing higher
satisfaction with complaint handling and fewer problems. The overall level of this
indicator is at a high level in the EU (88.9%) and it is the highest in the North (90.5%)
and West (90.0%) regions. Furthermore, a 1.1 point positive increase is observed in this
indicator compared to 2014.

In case problems do occur, the most likely actions taken by consumers are complaining
to the retailer (72.2%) or the manufacturer (23.8%). Bringing businesses to court or
complaining to public authorities are less likely actions. In some cases consumers do not
take any actions when faced with a problem. The main reasons for not taking actions are
related to the small sums involved (34.6%) and the idea that complaining would take too
long (32.5%).

13



3. DOMESTIC AND CROSS-BORDER SHOPPING

There is steady growth observed in the e-commerce sector throughout the EU28 over the
past few years. However, consumers can still gain considerable value from making online
purchases cross-border. The first chapter reports the degree to which consumers engage
in online shopping from retailers and services providers located in their country of
residence, in the EU, or outside the EU. It also reports on the degree of cross-border
shopping from offline retailers or service providers.

3.1.Domestic and cross-border online purchases

Online purchases: EU28 average

® Online shopping (overall)
76.0%

® Domestic purchases

B Cross-border EU shopping

® Cross-borderoutside EU purchases

® Don't know retzilers or service providers

location

B DK/NA

0.3%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 30.0%

Q18-Base: respondents who use the Internet for private reasons (N=24734)

The graph above shows that the average proportion of consumers who shop online in the
EU28 is 76.0%, with 67.4% having purchased goods or services domestically, 18.9%
cross-border from EU-based retailers or service providers and 8.4% cross-border from
retailers or service providers located outside the EU. Only 2.6% of consumers are not
aware of the location of the retailers or service providers they purchase from online.

8 Q1: In the past 12 months, have you purchased any goods or services via the Internet? -Yes, from a retailer
or service provider located in (our country) -Yes, from a retailer or service provider located in another EU
country -Yes, from a retailer or service provider located outside the EU -No -Yes, you purchased online but
do not know where the retailer or service provider is located -DK/NA

14



ods or services via the internet?

Yes, from a Y::'a :re"rn;: Yes, _from a Yes, but do
retailer or . retailer or not know
Region/ Total "Yes" serv_ice :;l;lvi:::r serv_ice where the
Country | prow.der located in provider reta|!er 9r
located in (our another EU Ic_)cated service is
country) country outside the EU located
EU28 76.0% 67.4% 18.9% 8.4% 2.6% 24.0% 0.3%
EU15 78.9% * 69.5% * 20.0% * 8.3% 3.1% * 21.1% * 0.4%
EU13 63.3% * 58.8% * 14.29% * 8.9% 0.6% * 36.7% * 0.1% *
North 78.0% * 71.3% * 32.1% * 19.8% * 1.9% * 22.0% * 0.4%
South 59.1% * 47.0% * 23.5% * 13.5% * 3.3% * 40.9% * 0.4%
East 63.5% * 59.3% * 13.9% * 8.8% 0.6% * 36.5% * 0.1% *
West 88.1% * 79.6% * 17.4% * 4.9% * 3.1% * 11.9% * 0.3%
| BE 69.0% * 52.0% * 44.6% * 11.7% * 1.5% * 31.0% * 0.5%
—_— BG 60.9% * 54.3% * 18.0% 10.4% 0.9% * 39.1% * 0.1% *
- (674 75.8% 73.5% * 15.5% * 13.4% * 0.5% * 24.2% 0.1%
-l— DK 81.6% * 74.1% * 36.1% * 20.6% * 1.3% * 18.4% * 0.5%
: DE 90.0% * 82.3% * 14.8% * 4.8% * 3.2% 10.0% * 0.3%
[— EE 62.0% * 47.8% * 29.8% * 25.8% * 0.7% * 38.0% * 0.3%
'R IE 85.9% * 73.2% * 24.1% * 4.1% * 3.4% 14.1% * 0.3%
v EL 50.7% * 43.3% * 16.7% 8.5% 1.1% * 49.3% * 0.3%
| & ] ES 62.2% * 47.8% * 21.7% * 17.7% * 4.4% * 37.8% * 0.5%
j | FR 88.4% * 79.4% * 15.0% * 2.9% * 3.2% 11.6% * 0.3%
- - HR 53.4% * 33.5% * 26.9% * 27.7% * 0.7% * 46.6% * 0.1%
I IT 61.5% * 50.7% * 26.9% * 11.4% * 3.2% 38.5% * 0.4%
n CcY 43.8% * 21.8% * 34.5% * 13.2% * 0.8% * 56.2% * 0.0% *
— LV 54.6% * 41.3% * 25.3% * 21.2% * 2.2% 45.4% * 0.0% *
= LT 57.1% * 49.3% * 21.4% 16.4% * 1.3% * 42.9% * 0.0% *
— LU 86.3% * 67.4% 35.7% * 5.0% * 4.2% 13.7% * 0.2%
— HU 47.2% * 45.5% * 12.6% * 5.5% * 0.3% * 52.8% * 0.0% *
' B MT 60.6% * 18.9% * 49.5% * 34.0% * 1.1% * 39.4% * 0.7%
— NL 81.0% * 76.8% * 23.7% * 19.5% * 1.6% * 19.0% * 0.1%
— AT 87.2% * 79.0% * 23.7% * 3.7% * 2.6% 12.8% * 0.2%
— PL 72.9% * 70.7% * 11.4% * 5.2% * 0.9% * 27.1% * 0.2%
@ PT 37.8% * 26.0% * 15.7% * 10.4% 0.4% * 62.2% * 0.1%
I RO 48.4% * 46.7% * 6.3% * 4.9% * 0.0% * 51.6% * 0.0% *
= Sl 57.0% * 43.8% * 27.3% * 17.6% * 0.6% * 43.0% * 0.0% *
- SK 69.9% * 61.2% * 23.9% * 11.6% * 0.6% * 30.1% * 0.5%
= Fl 71.2% * 61.1% * 33.8% * 18.8% * 2.3% 28.8% * 0.4%
+ SE 79.6% * 75.1% * 28.8% * 19.9% * 2.0% 20.4% * 0.4%
?#é UK 90.8% * 82.5% * 15.7% * 2.4% * 3.6% 9.29% * 0.5%
5”5 IS 69.5% * 42.3% * 30.7% * 39.9% * 0.4% * 30.5% * 1.1%
='”—|: NO 82.4% * 72.9% * 38.9% * 27.5% * 2.5% 17.6% * 0.3%

Q1-Base: respondents who use the Internet for private reasons (N=24734)

* Statistically significant differences are indicated by asterisks. Statistical significance is calculated at the 95%
confidence level, meaning that the null hypothesis of no difference has been rejected at 5% probability level.
For results of the current wave, asterisks represent statistically significant differences between a subgroup and
the EU28 average. For wave comparisons, asterisks represent the statistically significant differences between
two waves.

Overall, 67.4% of EU28 respondents who use the Internet for private reasons report
shopping online domestically. In the EU15 this proportion is higher than the EU28
average (69.5%) and in the EU13 it is lower (58.8%). The proportion of respondents who
shop online cross-border from retailers or service providers in another EU country is
18.9% in the EU28. In the EU15 this level is higher at 20.0% and in the EU13 it is lower
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at 14.2%. Consumers residing in the West region (88.1%) report the highest incidence of
online shopping overall compared to those in the South who report the lowest (59.1%).
While this trend is consistent for domestic shopping (79.6% in the West and 47% in the
South), consumers located in the North region are most likely to shop online cross-
border from retailers located both inside (32.1%) and outside (19.8%) the EU. In
contrast, consumers from the East region are least likely to shop online cross-border
inside the EU (13.9%), while those in the West are least likely to shop online outside the
EU (4.9%).

The highest levels of domestic shopping online are found in the UK (82.5%), Germany
(82,3%), France (79,4%) and Austria (79.0%). In contrast, the lowest levels are found
in Malta (18.9%), Cyprus (21.8%) and Portugal (26.0%). The highest levels of this
indicator in the EU28 are found in Malta (49.5%) and Belgium (44.6%). In addition, this
level is high as well in Norway (38.9%). The lowest levels are found in Romania (6.3%),
Poland (11.4%) and Hungary (12.6%). A relatively low proportion of consumers
purchased goods or services online from a retailer or service provider located in a
country outside the EU (8.4%) in the EU28. The highest levels of this indicator are found
in Malta (34.0%) and Croatia (27.7%). Furthermore, this level is also high in Iceland
(39.9%). The lowest levels are found in the UK (2.4%), France (2.9%), Austria (3,7%)
and Ireland (4.1%). Only 2.6% of EU28 consumers are unware where the retailer or
service provider they shop from online is located: in the EU15 the proportion is 3.1%, in
the EU13 this proportion is even lower (0.6%). The highest level of this indicator is found
in Spain (4.4%). The lowest levels are found in Romania (0.0%), Hungary(0.3%) and
Portugal (0.4%). In addition, this proportion is 0.4% in Iceland as well.
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Incidence of online purchases (overall)

44%

The average proportion of consumers who shopped online over the past 12 months.
Q1, option 4, reversed; N=24734

0% [ M ©"

The overall proportion of consumers who purchased goods or services online regardless
of the retailer or service provider’s location is 76.0% in the EU28. In the EU15 this level
is 78.9% and in the EU13 it is 63.3%. The highest levels of this indicator are found in the
UK (90.8%), Germany (90.0%) and France (88.4%). The lowest levels are found in
Portugal (37.8%), Cyprus (43.8%) and Hungary (47.2%).
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Yes, from a | Yes, from a | Yes, from a

retailer or | retailer or | retailer or
In the past 12 months, have you service service service
purchased any goods or services via the | Total "Yes" provider provider provider

Yes, but do
not know
where the
retailer or
service is

located

Internet? located in located in located
(our another EU | outside the
country) country EU

76.0% 67.4% 18.9% 8.4% 24.0%

78.5% *  69.3% *  21.7% *  10.6% * 2.8% 21.5% * 0.2% *
73.5% *  65.6% *  16.2% * 6.2% * 2.4% 26.5% * 0.5% *
86.9% *  77.6% *  23.7% *  12.8% * 2.9% 13.1% * 0.3%
79.2% *  70.4% *  21.5% * 9.0% 2.4% 20.8% * 0.5%
Age groups
70.2% *  63.3% *  11.8% * 4.0% * 2.8% 20.89% * 0.2%
48.8% *  39.8% *  12.5% * 4.1% * 2.4% 51.20% * 0.2%
52.5% *  44.2% *  12.1% * 5.9% * 3.1% 47.5% * 0.6%
¥ Education Medium 76.7% 69.3% *  16.5% * 6.6% * 2.9% 23.3% 0.3%
High 81.9% *  71.4% *  24.9% *  12.2% * 2.0% *  18.1% * 0.3%
Very difficult 48.7% *  41.0% *  13.1% * 6.5% * 2.3% 51.3% * 0.2%
Fairly difficult 67.4% *  59.0% *  15.5% * 7.7% 3.1% *  32.6% * 0.2%
Financial Situation Fairly easy 80.7% *  72.5% *  19.4% 8.0% 2.7% 19.3% * 0.3%
Very easy 87.8% *  77.2% *  26.7% *  12.6% * 1.4% *  12.2% * 0.4%
DK/NA 65.8% *  58.7% *  15.4% * 5.6% * 2.9% 34.29% * 1.2%
Rural area 73.9% *  65.8% *  17.0% * 7.5% * 3.1% *  26.1% * 0.3%
A  urbanisation Small town 77.1% *  68.7% *  18.7% 7.7% 2.5% 22.99% * 0.4%
Large town 76.7% 67.7% 21.0% *  10.3% * 2.4% 23.3% 0.3%
Self employed 77.3% 69.5% *  27.0% *  13.9% * 1.8% *  22.7% 0.3%
Manager 90.3% *  78.5% *  28.6% *  11.6% * 0.7% * 9.7% * 0.0% *
Oth:c:”‘g:"te 85.9% *  77.4% *  18.9% 7.5% * 2.8% 14.1% * 0.4%
B Empioyment status Blue collar 69.3% *  62.4% *  18.1% 9.9% * 2.8% 30.7% * 0.4%
Student 83.6% *  70.7% *  25.8% *  17.4% * 3.2% 16.4% * 0.5%
Unemployed 65.2% *  60.3% *  11.0% * 4.5% * 2.3% 34.8% * 0.6%
Seeking a job 62.1% *  50.4% *  21.0% 11.29% * 4.0% *  37.9% * 0.1% *
Retired 50.8% *  42.3% *  11.1% * 3.2% * 2.9% 49.2% * 0.3%

Q1-Base: respondents from the EU who use the Internet for private reasons (N=23280)



Yes, from a | Yes, from a | Yes, from a

retailer or | retailer or | retailer or
In the past 12 months, have you service service service
purchased any goods or services via the | Total "Yes" provider provider provider

Yes, but do
not know
where the
retailer or
service is

located

Internet? located in located in located
(our another EU | outside the
country) country EU

76.0% 67.4% 18.9% 8.4% 2.6% 24.0%

Daily 81.2% * 73.3% * 20.8% * 10.3% * 2.8% 18.8% * 0.3%
Weekly 70.5% * 59.9% * 14.5% * 2.3% * 2.7% 29.5% * 0.3%
@ Internet use Monthly 38.3% * 26.7% * 10.5% * 1.7% * 0.6% * 61.7% * 0.3%
Hardly ever 23.6% * 15.29% * 6.9% * 3.2% * 0.1% * 76.4% * 0.0% *
Never 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Only native 75.4% 67.3% 13.4% * 3.4% * 2.7% 24.6% 0.3%
Two 77.9% * 69.1% * 22.6% * 12.7% * 2.9% 22.1% * 0.4%
Languages
Three 75.6% 65.6% * 31.0% * 17.4% * 2.0% * 24.4% 0.3%
Four or more 74.8% 65.3% 37.3% * 21.0% * 1.2% * 25.2% 0.0% *
Low 74.4% 64.1% * 15.4% * 4.1% * 1.8% * 25.6% 0.2% *
@ Numerical skills Medium 67.3% * 59.1% * 14.6% * 7.4% * 3.0% 32.7% * 0.4%
High 80.6% * 72.3% * 21.8% * 9.9% * 2.6% 19.4% * 0.4%
. High 77.3% * 67.6% 20.3% * 8.6% 2.8% 22.7% * 0.4%
ﬂg Consumer knowledge
% Low 74.6% * 67.3% 17.4% * 8.2% 2.4% 25.4% * 0.3%
High 86.8% * 77.5% * 21.9% * 9.6% * 2.9% 13.29% * 0.3%
N . .
!ﬁ oﬁ:’i:fe";f";?p::g Low 41.7% *  35.7% * 8.8% * 4.29% * 1.6% *  58.3% * 0.5%
DK/NA 16.1% * 11.7% * 4.1% * 2.4% * 2.1% 83.9% * 0.4%
High 89.1% * 78.3% * 24.7% * 11.1% * 3.3% * 10.9% * 0.3%

Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 55.7% * 50.7% * 10.4% * 4.3% * 1.4% * 44.3% * 0.4%
online shopping

DK/NA 45.4% *  42.3% * 2.5% * 1.3% * 2.2% 54.6% * 0.1% *
Online domestic  100.0% *  100.0% *  21.3% * 9.8% * 0.6% * 0.0% * 0.0% *
! onlins{puichase Cmling @ess- 100.0% *  76.0% *  100.0% *  29.2% * 0.2% * 0.0% * 0.0% *
behaviour border
Bt L 2 0.0% * 0.0% * 0.0% * 0.0% * 0.0% *  100.0% * 0.0% *
Very vulnerable 52.9% *  43.8% *  13.6% * 8.0% 1.9% *  47.1% * 0.6%
Consumer vulnerability 33:::22?{: 65.8% *  57.1% * 19.1% 8.8% 2.5% 34.2% * 0.1% *
@ (sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable 82.2% * 73.8% * 19.6% 8.3% 2.8% 17.8% * 0.3%
DK/NA 50.2% *  36.8% * 4.7% *  17.5% 0.1% *  49.8% * 0.0% *
Very vulnerable 56.1% *  48.0% *  14.2% * 6.7% * 1.7% *  43.9% * 0.3%
@ Consumer vulnerability 53::::::2?; 63.8% *  54.8% *  19.0% 10.1% * 1.9% *  36.2% * 0.4%
@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable 79.9% *  71.5% *  19.2% 8.2% 2.8% 20.1% * 0.3%
DK/NA 55.2% *  39.7% *  15.1% 8.2% 2.3% 44.8% * 1.5%

Q1-Base: respondents from the EU who use the Internet for private reasons (N=23280)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest levels
of online shopping (inside as well as outside the EU) are found in individuals who are
employed as managers (90.3%), have high confidence in cross-border online shopping
(89.1%) and online shopping (86.8%), are age 18 to 34 (87.8%), have a very easy
financial situation (87.8%). The lowest levels of online shopping (inside as well as outside
the EU) are found in individuals who don’t know their confidence in online shopping
(16.1%) or have low confidence in it (41.7%), use the Internet hardly ever (23.6%) or
monthly (38.3%) and have low confidence in cross-border online shopping (41.7%).

The highest levels of online shopping domestically are found in individuals who are
employed as managers (78.5%) or in other white collar positions (77.4%), have high
confidence in cross-border online shopping (78.4%) and online shopping (77.5%), are
age 18 to 34 (77.6%) and have a very easy financial situation (77.2%). In contrast, the
lowest levels of online shopping domestically are found in individuals who use the
Internet hardly ever (15.2%) or monthly (26.6%), don’t know their confidence in online
shopping (11.7%) or have low confidence in it (35.7%) and don’t know their vulnerability
in terms of socio-demographic factors (36.8%).
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For cross-border online shopping in another EU country, the highest levels are found in
individuals who know four or more languages (37.3%) or three languages (31.0%), are
employed as managers (28.6%), are self employed (27.0%) and have a very easy
financial situation (26.7%). The lowest levels of cross-border online shopping in another
EU country are found in individuals who don’t know their confidence in cross-border
online shopping (2.5%) or online shopping (4.1%), don't know their vulnerability in
terms of socio-demographic factors (4.7%) and use the Internet hardly ever (6.9%).

With regard to online shopping in a country outside the EU, the highest levels are are
observed in individuals who know four or more languages (21.0%) or three languages
(17.4%), are students (17.4%) and don’t know their vulnerability in terms of socio-
demographic factors (17.5%) and are self-employed (13.9%). Conversely, the lowest
levels of online shopping in a country outside the EU are found in individuals who use the
Internet monthly (1.7%), weekly (2.3%) or hardly ever (3.2%) and don’t know their
confidence in cross-border online shopping (1.3%) or online shopping (2.4%).

Finally, the highest levels of online shopping without knowing where the retailer or
service provider is located are found in individuals who are seeking a job (4.0%), have
high confidence in cross-border online shopping (3.3%), are in a fairly difficult financial
situation (3.1%) and live in a rural area (3.1%). The lowest levels of online shopping
without knowing where the retailer or service provider is located are found in individuals
who use the Internet hardly ever (0.1%) or monthly (0.6%), dont know their
vulnerability in terms of socio-demographic factors (0.1%), are managers (0.7%) and
know four or more languages (1.2%).

3.2.0ffline cross-border purchases

Offline cross-border purchases

B Purchased offline cross-border

| Did not purchase offline cross-border

B DK/NA

Q2° - Base: all respondents (N=28100)

When it comes to shopping cross-border from offline retailers or service providers,
15.8% of consumers report having done so at least once over the past 12 months. The
majority (83.7%) report not having make cross-order offline purchases.

° Q2: In the past 12 months, have you purchased any goods or services through channels other than the
Internet from a retailer or service provider located in another EU country? -Yes -No -Don’t know
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In the past 12 months, have you purchased any
goods or services through channels other than the
Internet from a retailer or service provider located

in another EU country?

Region/
Country

15.8% 83.7%

16.9% * 82.7% * 0.5%
11.9% * 87.7% * 0.3%
14.5% 85.0% 0.5%
7.5% * 92.20p * 0.4%
11.9% * 87.8% * 0.3%
22.0% * 77.5% * 0.5%
i 27.1% * 72.4% * 0.5%
= 14.4% 85.4% 0.2%
- 15.6% 84.3% 0.2%
=+ 17.8% 81.9% 0.3%
— 21.7% * 77.7% * 0.6%
— 31.6% * 68.3% * 0.1% *
N | 25.2% * 74.0% * 0.8%
= 9.3% * 90.3% * 0.4%
] 2.1% * 97.4% * 0.5%
| 21.4% * 78.1% * 0.4%
- 20.6% * 79.0% * 0.4%
E 11.1% * 88.6% * 0.3%
E2 9.5% * 90.3% * 0.2%
—_— 14.7% 85.0% 0.3%
= 16.5% 83.5% 0.0% *
] 31.1% * 68.3% * 0.6%
o 7.4% * 92.3% * 0.3%
il 21.5% * 77.8% * 0.7%
— 20.1% * 79.7% * 0.2%
— 24.2% * 75.0% * 0.8%
— 10.9% * 88.5% * 0.6%
® 6.9% * 92.99% * 0.1% *
} | 6.1% * 93.8% * 0.1% *
= 19.5% * 80.5% * 0.0% *
cmm 19.4% * 79.9% * 0.7%
o 10.3% * 89.5% * 0.2% *
- 15.0% 84.2% 0.8%
Bhe UK 22.0% * 77.5% * 0.5%
32.6% * 66.9% * 0.5%
28.0% * 70.1% * 1.9% *

Q2 - Base: all respondents (N=28100)

The degree of cross-border shopping in another EU country through channels other than
the Internet, is 15.8% in the EU28. In the EU15 this level is 16.9% and in the EU13 it is
11.9%. The highest levels of this indicator are found in Estonia (31.6%) and Luxembourg
(31.1%). Furthermore, this level is also high in Iceland (32.6%). The lowest levels are
found in Spain (2.1%), Romania (6.1%), Portugal (6.9%) and Hungary (7.4%).
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In the past 12 months, have you
purchased any goods or services
through channels other than the

Internet from a retailer or service
provider located in another EU country?

Male

Gender
Female

18-34
35-54
Age groups
55-64
65+
Low
¥ Education Medium
High
Very difficult
Fairly difficult
Financial Situation Fairly easy
Very easy
DK/NA
Rural area
Urbanisation Small town
Large town
Self employed

Manager

Other white
collar

Blue collar

Employment status

Student
Unemployed
Seeking a job

Retired

Q2 - Base: all respondents from the EU28 (N=26599)

15.8%
17.3%
14.4%
18.6%
17.2%
13.8%
11.1%

9.6%
14.4%
20.8%

7.2%
11.5%
16.6%
28.2%
11.1%
13.5%
16.7%
17.1%
16.6%
36.3%
17.2%
14.2%
14.9%
11.9%
12.6%

10.2%

83.7%
82.3%
85.0%
81.0%
82.2%
85.8%
88.6%
89.9%
85.3%
78.6%
92.6%
87.9%
83.1%
71.3%
87.9%
86.0%
83.0%
82.4%
82.3%
63.4%
82.4%
85.2%
85.1%
87.6%
87.3%

89.5%

0.4%
0.5%
0.5%
0.5%
0.4%
0.3%
0.5%
0.4%
0.6%
0.3%
0.6%
0.3%
0.4%
1.0%
0.5%
0.4%
0.5%
1.1%
0.3%
0.4%
0.6%
0.0%
0.5%
0.2%

0.3%
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In the past 12 months, have you
purchased any goods or services

through channels other than the
Internet from a retailer or service
provider located in another EU country?

15.8% 83.7%

Daily 15.9% 83.6% 0.5%
Weekly 22.6% * 77.0% * 0.4%
@ Internet use Monthly 18.1% 81.8% 0.0% *
Hardly ever 18.3% 81.3% 0.5%
Never 2.3% * 97.5% * 0.1% *
Only native 15.0% * 84.5% 0.5%
Two 15.7% 83.9% 0.4%
Languages
Three 18.4% * 81.3% * 0.3%
Four or more 25.6% * 74.2% * 0.2% *
Low 18.5% * 81.1% * 0.4%
@ Numerical skills Medium 9.9% * 89.7% * 0.4%
High 18.3% * 81.3% * 0.5%
High 19.4% * 80.2% * 0.4%
mi Consumer knowledge
- Low 12.4% * 87.1% * 0.5%
High 19.0% * 80.5% * 0.5%
b Confidence in
h online shopping Low 7.7% * 92.1% * 0.3% *
DK/NA 7.3% * 92.4% * 0.3%
High 21.6% * 78.0% * 0.4%

Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 8.0% *  91.5% * 0.5%
online shopping

DK/NA 7.5% * 91.9% * 0.6%
Online domestic 18.5% * 81.1% * 0.4%
Online purchase Online cross- o/ * o) * o,
! behaviour border S G Oee
[DXE] IS (B 6.5% *  93.3% * 0.3% *
online
Very vulnerable 8.4% * 91.1% * 0.5%
Consumer vulnerability isngm 13.8% *  85.8% * 0.4%
@ (sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable 17.8% * 81.8% * 0.4%
DK/NA 10.4% 88.4% 1.2%
Very vulnerable 9.2% * 90.3% * 0.5%
Somewhat
9 Consumer vulnerability vulnerable 12.5% * 87.3% * 0.2% *
@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable 17.0% * 82.5% * 0.5%
DK/NA 16.2% 83.3% 0.4%

Q2 - Base: all respondents from the EU28 (N=26599)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest levels
of cross-border shopping in another EU country through channels other than the Internet
are found in individuals who are managers (36.3%), have a very easy financial situation
(28.2%), know four or more languages (25.6%), use the Internet weekly (22.6%) and
have high confidence in cross-border online shopping (21.6%). The lowest levels of
cross-border shopping in another EU country through channels other than the Internet
are found in individuals who never use the Internet (2.3%) and have a very difficult
financial situation (7.2%). Furthermore, this indicator is low in individuals who don't
know their confidence in online shopping (7.3%) or cross-border online shopping (7.5%)
and those who have low confidence in online shopping (7.7%).
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4. THE EVOLUTION OF ONLINE PURCHASE BEHAVIOUR'® ! (2006-2016)

In the past 12 have you purchased any goods or services via the Internet?

Total 'Yes'
Region/

Country 2016-

2014

76.0%

+10.7* +2.9%

78.9% *  +11.6%  +3.5% +4.9%  +19.7% -0.4 +2.6% +8.5%
63.3% *  +6.1% +0.7 +8.9%  +18.7* -0.7 +9.6% +3.1%
78.0% *  +3.4% +5.2% +1.4 +15.2% +0.6 -7.0% +12.6%
59.1% *  +8.5* +5.9% +9.4%  +16.9% -0.4 +2.5% +4.1%
63.5% *  +6.3* +0.6 +8.9%  +18.8% -0.8 +9.6% +3.0%
88.1% * +13.3%  +2.1% +3.5%  4+20.4% -0.4 +3.2%  +10.4%
69.0% * +10.5%  +6.5% +9.3%  +15.2% -1.7 -1.6 +3.8
60.9% * +14.2% +4.4 +13.3%  +19.1% +0.6 +5.1% =
75.8% +4.8% -0.5 +7.2%  +21.5% +0.3 +6.4%  +11.6%
81.6% *  +0.5 +7.4% +4.6%  +19.9% -4.5% -7.6% +10.1%
90.0% * +13.7* +0.6 +4.8%  +19.9% -3.0 +12.6%  +8.7%
62.0% *  +3.3 +9.2% +9.3%  +13.3% +0.7 +0.9 +4.9%
85.9% *  +11.5* +2.7 +8.9%  +12.6% +1.8 +18.0%  +45.7%
50.7% *  +3.8 +3.9 +10.7%  +13.2% -0.4 +8.5% +7.6%
S 62.2% *  +11.2% +0.6 +12.1%  +13.3* -2.5 +7.1% +8.9%
| | 88.4% *  +21.7* +0.4 +3.8 +20.0% +2.1 -4.8% +15.3%
- 53.4% * +14.8%  +5.4% - - - - =
B 61.5% *  +8.8%  +10.3*  +8.3%  +20.6% +0.4 -2.0 -0.4
E2 43.8% * -13.0% +9.9% +4.1 +10.5% +4.8 +11.0%  +11.5%
— 54.6% *  +4.1 +1.5 +8.3%  +19.2% -6.0% +2.4 +12.2%
— 57.1% *  +4.1 +2.9 +17.0%  +8.6% +4.1% +9.1% +3.3%
et 86.3% * +22.7%  +8.0% -3.6 +13.7* -3.0 +5.9 +10.5%
e 47.2% *  -2.5 +0.8 +12.0%  +13.1* +1.0 +9.9% +1.9
il 60.6% *  -4.7 +3.5 +4.8 +7.9% +5.8 +12.7%  +10.7*
== 81.0% *  +5.1% +1.4 +3.1 +17.3%  +48.7% S18.7%  +14.3%
— 87.2% * +18.1% +1.5 +9.1%  +13.9% Bl +15.7% 2.7
— 72.9% *  +7.4% 2.1 +7.7%  +22.6% -5.4% +15.1%  +8.0%
® 37.8% *  +0.5 +5.6% +3.1 +14.2%  43.4% +3.1% +4.5%
| | 48.4% *  +6.5% +2.4  +12.9%  +11.3%*  +4.0% +3.1% -
Ko 57.0% *  +6.2% +1.5 +9.4%  +11.2% +0.0 +8.3% +7.1%
- 69.9% *  +3.9 +1.5 +10.5%  +19.9% +3.7 +12.8%  +11.2%
o 71.2% *  +6.5% -0.5 +1.5 +18.1% -0.1 -2.3 +8.6*
79.6% *  +3.5 +7.1% -0.6 +10.6* +4.0 -9.4% +16.3%
90.8% *  +6.3* +4.9% -0.1 +23.7% -1.5 +2.8 +10.5%

.I_
Nz
S
e
A

69.5% * +3.4 +10.0* +2.7 - - - -
82.4% * +2.7 +10.8* -2.5 - - - =
Q1-Base: respondents who use the Internet for private reasons (N=24734)

10 Croatia is included in the computation of the EU28 total starting from 2012, and Bulgaria and Romania from
2008 (as these 3 countries were not covered in all the survey's editions)

1 please refer to section 1.2.3 of this report for the comparability of results across the survey's waves.



The degree of online shopping increased in the EU28, EU15 and EU13, with respectively
+10.7, +11.6 and +6.1 percentage points. The highest increase in the incidence of
overall online shopping is observed in the West regions (+13.3%) with statistically
significant increases observed in all four region. Compared to the survey in 2014 the
degree of online shopping increased most steeply in Luxembourg (+22.7pp) and
decreased most shaply in Cyprus (-13.0pp). When comparing the latest change (2016-
2014) to the previous change (2014-2012), no statistically significant positive reversal is
found. The largest negative reversal is found in Cyprus, where this indicator decreased
between 2014 and 2016 by 13.0pp, whereas it increased by 9.9pp between 2012 and
2014.
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In the past 12 mo have you purchased any goods or services via the Internet?

Yes, from a retailer or service provider located in (our country)

Region/

e mmm
2009

67.4% +3.1% +3.6%* +18.3* -0.2

69.5% *  +9.6* +3.5% +2.9%  +18.3% -0.2 +1.9% +8.7%
58.8% *  +6.7* +1.2 +6.8%  +17.7% -0.5 +8.9% +3.4%
71.3% *  +4.8* +6.1% -1.7 +18.9% +0.9 -11.6%  +12.2%
47.0% *  +6.2% +5.1% +7.4%  4+13.0% -0.6 +4.2% +3.2%
59.3% *  +6.7* +1.1 +6.9%  +17.9% -0.6 +8.9% +3.4%
79.6% *  +11.2%  +2.6% +1.6 +19.8* 0.0 +1.6%  +11.3%
i 52.0% *  +8.9% +6.7% +4.8%  +11.6% +1.1 -5.0% +5.6%
] 54.3% * +15.4%  +8.3% +9.2%  +14.6% +0.7 +4.8% -
- 73.5% *  +6.2% -2.6 +6.9%  4+24.2% +1.1 +3.2 +12.5%
=+ 74.1% *  +2.5 +8.0% +2.4 +29.5% 2.7 -21.3%  +10.5%
—_— 82.3% * +11.6% -0.1 +4.2 +18.5% 2.8 +10.9%  +9.7*
— 47.8% *  +3.5 +8.6% +4.7 +10.5* -1.2 -0.4 +5.3%
N | 73.2% *  +23.0% +6.5% +11.6% +6.2% +4.6% +1.8 +0.7
= 43.3% *  +5.3%  +11.2% +2.9 +11.7% -0.5 +6.3% +4.1%
. 47.8% *  +5.6% +1.4 +9.5%  +10.0% -2.5 +9.8% +5.2%
| | 79.4% *  +18.6% +3.2 -1.6 +21.5% +1.3 -5.7% +15.7%
- 33.5% *  +6.3% +6.2% s - = 5 -
'n 50.7% *  +8.1% +6.5% +7.7% +16.4% +0.1 +0.2 +1.4
E2 21.8% *  +5.2 +11.4% 2.2 2.9 +5.2% +1.4 +4.1%
— 41.3% *  +3.3 +3.7 +0.9 +17.3% -6.6* -0.7 +12.4%
=] 49.3% *  +5.3% +4.0 +12.5%  +47.8% +5.2% +5.4% +2.5%
e 67.4% +46.7* +4.7 +1.5 +1.8 -0.6 +1.7 +4.8%
e 45.5% *  -0.7 +2.4 +9.9%  4+11.1% +2.9 +8.5% +3.0%
b 18.9% *  +5.6% -0.8 +7.1% -0.4 +0.7 +3.4% 1.1
— 76.8% *  +5.3% -0.2 +4.0 +19.0%  +9.0% -19.2%  +16.5*
— 79.0% *  +35.7% -3.4 +9.6% +5.2% +1.4 +6.0% +3.6
— 70.7% *  +8.7* 2.3 +6.9%  +21.6% -5.7% +15.2%  +9.0%
® 26.0% *  -1.5 +7.4% +1.6 +7.9% +3.3% +1.4 +3.8%
| 46.7% *  +6.6% +3.9 +10.9%  +11.1%  +4.0% +4.3% -
i 43.8% * +5.7* +0.2 +6.3* +9.1%* +1.1 +4.5%* +7.7%
o 61.2% *  +2.4 +1.8 +8.8%  +18.1%  +4.6%  +10.7%  +9.5%
ol 61.1% *  +6.6* +1.5 -2.9 +18.3% +0.1 -4.0 +7.3%
4 75.1% *  +5.1% +7.5% -3.5 +12.7% +3.4 -10.3%  +16.1%
' 82.5% *  +0.6 +5.4% -1.0 +24.1% -0.5 +2.4 +10.9%
42.3% *  -1.3 +14.9% -2.8 - = - -
72.9% *  +4.4% +17.4 -10.9% - = - -

Q1-Base: respondents who use the Internet for private reasons (N=24734)

In terms of online shopping domestically, this degree increased in the EU28 (+9.2pp),
EU15 (+9.6pp) and EU13 (+6.7pp). The same pattern reported for overall online
shopping can be observed when considering domestic online shopping with an 11.2
percentage point increase in the West region. Compared to the survey in 2014, the
degree of online shopping domestically increased most steeply in Luxembourg
(+46.7pp). No statistically significant decrease compared to 2014 is observed.
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In the past , have you purchased any goods or services via the Internet?

Yes, from a retailer or service provider located in another EU country

Region/
Country 2016
(* = sig diff
EU28)

18.9%

20.0% *  -1.6* +1.9% +5.8% +5.6% -0.3 -0.2 +2.4%
14.2% *  +2.9% +1.7% +2.4% +3.3% -0.6* +2.1% +0.4%
32.1% *  +3.0% +4.0% +4.6% +4.4% +0.2 -1.0 +2.8%
23.5% *  +5.3% +4.3% +4.3% +5.1% -0.3 +0.2 +1.9%
13.9% *  +3.0% +1.7% +2.3% +3.2% -0.7* +2.0% +0.3
17.4% *  -53% +0.5 +6.8% +5.8% -0.2 -0.3 +2.6%
i 44.6% * +11.8* +2.3 +11.5%  +7.9% -1.2 -0.4 +0.6
] 18.0% +2.9 +0.4 +5.8% +5.3% +0.5 +1.5% -
- 15.5% *  +3.3 +3.9% +0.9 +3.3% -0.1 +1.3 +0.4
=+ 36.1% *  +2.6 -1.0 +7.5% +4.1% 2.8 +4.1% +4.2%
— 14.8% *  -5.4% +3.7 233 +5.7% -1.5 +1.6 +1.9%
— 29.8% *  +3.1 +5.7% +8.0% +4.3% +2.4 -1.0 +2.7%
N | 24.1% *  -25.0% -2.5 +11.1% +6.2% +4.5%  413.9%  43.5%
= 16.7% +1.3 -5.0% +9.7% +2.2 -1.2 +3.9% +3.8%
. 21.7% *  +6.6% +0.6 +4.3% +4.4% -1.5 -0.7 +4.1%
| | 15.0% *  -4.4* -2.6 +11.2% +1.6 -0.6 +0.5 +2.0
- 26.9% * +12.9%  +7.3* s - = 5 -
'n 26.9% *  +5.9% +8.7% +4.0% +5.6% +0.5 -0.3 -0.1
E2 34.5% *  -9.5* +8.7% +5.3 +9.4% +0.7 +8.1% +9.1%
— 25.3% *  +2.9 +6.5% +4.9% +5.8% -0.9 +2.7% +2.5%
=] 21.4% +6.0% +2.1 +5.4% +1.4 +2.0 +2.3% +1.7%
o 35.7% *  -20.9%  +11.1% -5.7 +13.9% 42 +4.1 +9.8%
e 12.6% *  +2.5 +1.5 +5.1% +0.5 +0.3 +2.5% -0.4
i 49.5% *  -8.2% +4.8 +6.9 +4.4 +7.8% +9.0%  +11.4%
— 23.7% *  +6.1% 2.7 +2.9 +5.5% +4.4% -8.1% +1.1
— 23.7% *  -28.9%  +10.4% +2.2 +9.9% 2.6 +13.9% +0.9
— 11.4% *  +1.0 +3.8% -0.3 +3.8% -1.6% +1.7% +0.9
® 15.7% *  +0.0 +3.3 +0.5 +7.3% +0.1 +2.7% +0.4
| 6.3% *  +1.3 2.2 +2.9% +2.4% -0.6 +1.4% -
i 27.3% *  +9.8% +1.6 +5.7% +2.9% 1.1 +3.2% +1.7
o 23.9% * +11.0% -8.5% +8.5% +4.3% -1.7 +7.7% +1.3%
33.8% * +3.9 -0.1 +4.8* +6.9%* +1.1 +2.4 +1.4
28.8% *  +2.7 +9.4% +2.7 +3.2 +1.3 -5.9% +2.7
15.7% *  -7.3% -1.3 +7.8% +8.2% +0.9 -4.4% +5.0%
30.7% *  +3.5 +5.8% +5.4% - = - -
38.9% *  +2.6 +8.6% 1.1 - = - -

Q1-Base: respondents who use the Internet for private reasons (N=24734)

With regard to the degree of cross-border online shopping in another EU country, it
decreased in the EU28 (-0.7pp) and EU15 (-1.6pp), whereas it increased in the EU13
(+2.9pp). In contrast to domestic online shopping, consumers in the West region are less
likely to report that they shop cross-border inside the EU compared to 2014 (-5.3pp),
compared to statistically significant increases observed in the other three region, the
highest being in the Easy (+5.3pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 the degree of cross-
border online shopping in another EU country increased most steeply in Croatia
(+12.9pp) and decreased most prominently in Austria (-28.9pp). When comparing the
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latest change (2016-2014) to the previous change (2014-2012), the largest positive
reversal is found in Slovakia, where this indicator increased between 2014 and 2016 by
11.0pp, whereas it decreased by 8.5pp between 2012 and 2014. Conversely, the largest
negative reversal is foundin Austria this indicator decreased between 2014 and 2016 by
28.9pp, whereas it increased by 10.4pp between 2012 and 2014.

In the past , have you purchased any goods or services via the Internet?

Yes, from a retailer or service provider located outside the EU
Region/

Country - E(:i]ésdiﬁ 2016- 2010-
EU28) 2014 2009

8.4% -2.5% +1.3* +2.4%* +3.6%* -0.3

8.3% -3.9% +1.2% +2.8% +4.0% -0.3 -0.1 +1.2%
8.9% +3.0% +1.5% +1.0% +1.7% +0.1 +0.9% +0.2
19.8% *  +5.5% +1.8 +3.5% +1.3 +1.2 -2.6% +3.2%
13.5% * +3.6%* +1.2 +3.1%* +3.7* -0.5 +0.3 +0.9%*
8.8% +3.1% +1.5% +1.0% +1.7% +0.1 +0.8% +0.1
4.9% *  -8.2% +1.1 +2.7% +4.3% -0.4 -0.1 +1.2%
i 11.7% *  +3.4% -0.2 +2.4 +3.6% +0.0 -1.3 +0.4
] 10.4% +3.7% +2.1 +0.2 +4.3% -0.5 +1.1% -
- 13.4% *  +3.6% +4.0% +1.3 +2.6% +0.4 +0.7 +0.8
=+ 20.6% *  +6.3% +0.6 +4.5% 1.1 +0.6 1.1 +3.1%
e 4.8% *  -3.2% +1.6 +0.7 +2.9% -1.1 +2.1% +0.5
— 25.8% * +11.5%  +45.4% +3.5% +3.6% +1.8 -1.5% +1.3%
N | 4.1% *  -15.6% -1.8 +4.8% +0.9 +2.0 +4.7% +3.1%
= 8.5% -3.9% +0.6 +3.9% +3.2% -1.8 +3.1% +2.0%
. 17.7% *  +6.4% +0.7 +3.5% +4.6% -0.3 -0.1 +1.9%
N | 2.9% *  -7.2% -0.9 +4.6% +3.1% -0.4 -1.5 +1.7
' 27.7% *  +14.3* +2.7 s - = 5 -
N | 11.4% *  +2.9 +1.8 +2.7% +3.0% -0.4 -0.1 +0.0
13.2% *  -3.0 -0.9 +1.0 +5.1% +0.6 +7.4% +1.0
— 21.2% *  +5.3% +4.9% +4.1% +4.8% +1.2 -0.4 +2.1%
=] 16.4% *  +7.3% +1.6 +1.9 +1.8 +1.2 +1.3% +0.7
e 5.0% *  -6.0% +2.2 +1.4 +1.9 +0.2 -0.6 +2.3
e 5.5% *  +1.5 +0.0 +1.3 +1.4 +0.5 +1.0% -0.9%
" I 34.0% *  -4.0 +7.6% +4.6 +8.1% +0.5 +5.7% +6.4%
e 19.5% *  +8.0% +1.1 +1.0 +3.8% 0.0 -4.0% +2.3
— 3.7% *  -4.6% +1.0 +1.4 +1.7 0.0 +0.4 -4.0%
— 5.2% *  +0.5 +2.9% -0.5 +0.9 -0.3 +0.8 +0.3
® 10.4% +2.8 +0.7 +2.4% +3.8% -0.6 +0.7 +0.9%
| 4.9% *  +2.9% -0.9 +0.6 +1.4% +0.4 +0.6% -
i 17.6% *  +8.4% +0.2 +4.8% +1.0 +0.3 +0.0 +1.6%
e 11.6% *  +7.4% -4.2% +4.4% +2.4% -1.0 +1.9% +0.6
e 18.8% *  +3.2 -0.1 +4.9% +1.8 +4.5% -0.8 +1.5
4= 19.9% *  +6.3% +3.6% +2.0 +2.6% -0.5 -4.5% +4.3%
2.4% *  -22.0% +2.8 +4.4% +7.3% +0.4 -0.6 +1.9
39.9% *  +3.2 +10.2% +0.7 - = - -
27.5% *  +4.5% +2.9 +5.0% - = - -

Q1-Base: respondents who use the Internet for private reasons (N=24734)

When considering cross-border online shopping in a country outside the EU, this degree
decreased in the EU28 (-2.5pp) and EU15 (-3.9pp), whereas it increased in the EU13
(+3.0pp). A similar pattern emerges when considering cross-border online shopping
outside the EU with a decrease of 8.2 percentage points in the West and increases in all
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other reagions, highest at +5.5pp in the North. Compared to the survey in 2014 the
degree of cross-border online shopping in a country outside the EU increased most
steeply in Croatia (+14.3pp) and decreased most prominently in the UK (-22.0pp). When
comparing the latest change (2016-2014) to the previous change (2014-2012), the
largest positive reversal is found in Slovakia, where this indicator increased between
2014 and 2016 by 7.4pp, whereas it decreased by 4.2pp between 2012 and 2014. No
statistically significant negative reversal is found.

In the past 12 months, have you purchased any
goods or services via the Internet?

Yes, but do not know where the retailer

Reglon/ or service provider is located

Country 2016

(* = sig diff EU28) 2016-2014 | 2014-2006

+0.4*

+1.1%*

3.1% * +0.6* +1.3%
0.6% * -0.6* +0.3%
1.9% * -0.1 +1.3%
3.3% * +1.8% +0.6%
0.6% * -0.6* +0.3
3.1% * +0.2 +1.7%
1 1.5% * -1.3 +2.1%
= 0.9% * -0.5 S
- 0.5% * -0.2 0.0
4= 1.3% * -0.9 +1.7%
= 3.2% -0.3 +2.7%
— 0.7% * -0.5 +0.7
'K 3.4% +2.4% +0.3
= 1.1% * +1.1% -0.1
e 4.4% * +2.6% +1.3%
N | 3.2% +0.6 +0.7
- 0.7% * -0.5 -
| | 3.2% +1.7% +0.0
El 0.8% * -0.9 +1.3
[— 2.2% +0.7 +0.9
— 1.3% * +0.5 +0.4
] 4.2% +1.9 +1.8%
o 0.3% * -0.1 +0.1
il 1.1% * +0.5 -0.7
== 1.6% * -0.4 +0.0
— 2.6% +0.6 -1.6*
— 0.9% * -1.3% +0.8
K 0.4% * -1.0% +1.2%
i B 0.0% * -0.1 -
i 0.6% * +0.3 0.5
e 0.6% * -0.7 +0.6
e 2.3% +0.2 +0.9
-4 2.0% +0.2 +1.3%
== 3.6% +0.4 +2.3%
0.4% * -0.2 -
2.5% +0.4 -

Q1-Base: respondents who use the Internet for private reasons (N=24734)

29



Online shopping without knowing where the retailer or service provider is located
increased in the EU15 (+0.6pp), whereas it decreased in the EU13 (-0.6pp). Compared
to 2014 this percentage increased most steeply in Spain (+2.6pp) and decreased most
prominently in Poland (-1.3pp). When comparing the latest change (2016-2014) with the
previous change (2014-2012) no statistically significant positive reversal is found
between 2012 and 2014. The largest negative reversal is observed in Portugal, where
this indicator decreased between 2014 and 2016 by 1.0pp, whereas it increased by 1.2pp
between 2012 and 2014.

In the past 12 months, have you purchased any goods or services through
channels other than the Internet from a retailer or service provider located
in another EU country?

Region/
Country 2016 2016- 2016 2016- 2016 2016-
(* = sig diff 2014 (* = sig diff 2014 (* = sig diff 2014
EU28) EU28) EU28)
0.0

15.8% +4.5% 83.7% -4.5%

16.9% *  +5.6% 82.7% *  -5.7* 0.5% +0.0
11.9% *  +0.1 87.7% *  +0.2 0.3% -0.3%
14.5% +1.3 85.0% -1.3 0.5% -0.1
7.5% *  -1.1% 92.20% *  +1.1* 0.4% -0.1
11.9% *  +0.2 87.8% *  +0.1 0.3% -0.3%
22.0% *  +9.5% 77.5% *  -9.5% 0.5% +0.1
1 27.1% *  +10.4% 72.4% *  -10.7% 0.5% +0.3
= 14.4% +3.6% 85.4% -3.5% 0.2% 0.0
- 15.6% +0.2 84.3% +0.1 0.2% -0.3
+ 17.8% +3.5% 81.9% -2.8 0.3% -0.7
— 21.7% *  +10.4* 77.7% *  -10.4* 0.6% 0.0
— 31.6% * +11.9* 68.3% *  -11.6% 0.1% *  -0.3
[ | 25.2% *  +7.6% 74.0% *  -7.8% 0.8% +0.3
= 9.3% *  +3.6% 90.3% *  -4.0% 0.4% +0.4%
Ce ] 2.1% *  -2.0% 97.4% *  +1.6* 0.5% +0.4
| 21.4% *  +9.4* 78.1% *  -9.7% 0.4% +0.3
- 20.6% *  +6.9% 79.0% *  -7.0% 0.4% +0.2
N | 11.1% *  -1.4 88.6% *  +1.8 0.3% -0.4
E2 9.5 *  -7.8* 90.3% *  +9.3* 0.2% -1.5%
— 14.7% +3.0% 85.0% -3.2% 0.3% +0.1
= 16.5% +2.3 83.5% -1.9 0.0% *  -0.4*
— 31.1% *  -6.7* 68.3% *  +6.4% 0.6% +0.2
o 7.4% *  +1.4 92.3% *  -1.4 0.3% +0.0
il 21.5% *  +7.9% 77.8% *  -8.6% 0.7% +0.7
e 20.1% *  -4.9% 79.7% *  +4.7% 0.2% +0.1
— 24.2% *  +11.5* 75.0% *  -11.9% 0.8% +0.4
j— 10.9% *  -1.0 88.5% *  +1.6 0.6% -0.7
® 6.9% *  +0.5 92.9% * 0.0 0.1% *  -0.5
| | 6.1% *  -2.3% 93.8% *  +2.3% 0.1% * 0.0
= 19.5% *  +5.7* 80.5% *  -5.7* 0.0% * 0.0
o 19.4% *  -2.2 79.9% *  +2.3 0.7% 0.0
o 10.3% *  -3.7* 89.5% *  +3.9% 0.2% *  -0.2
= 15.0% +3.0 84.2% -3.3% 0.8% +0.4
Bhe 22.0% * +11.8% 77.5% *  -11.7% 0.5% -0.1
H= 32.6% *  +9.7* 66.9% *  -10.1* 0.5% +0.3
- 28.0% *  +2.6 70.1% *  -3.6 1.9% *  +1.0%

Q2 - Base: all respondents (N=28100)



In terms of cross-border shopping in another EU country through channels other than the
Internet, this degree increased in the EU28 (+4.5pp) and EU15 (+5.6pp). Cross-border
offline shopping increased only in the West region (+9.5pp) compared to 2014 and
decreased only in the South region (-1.1pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 this
percentage increased most steeply in Estonia (+11.9pp) and decreased most prominently
in Cyprus (-7.8pp).
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5. KNOWLEDGE OF CONSUMER RIGHTS

This chapter focuses on consumers’ level of knowledge of their rights and specific
legislation that pertains to both offline and online purchase contexts. Consumers’
awareness of their consumer rights is a prerequisite to the effectiveness of existing
consumer protection mechanisms.

5.1.General level of knowledge about consumer rights

This section introduces key findings on the general level of consumers’ knowledge of
specific rights and remedies they are entitled to when it comes to distance purchase
cooling-off period, legal guarantees, and unsolicited products. The three sections that
follow break the findings down into these three subcategories that make up general
knowledge of consumer rights.
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Knowledge of consumers' rights

Region/ 20_16_ 2016-
Country S :Usz'g)d'ff 2014
49.2% +5.8% -8.8* -0.5
50.0% * +6.3% -8.7% -0.4
46.1% * +4.0* -9.0%* -0.8*
44.4% * -0.3 -8.9% -1.5
43.7% * -1.8* -5.5% -0.8
46.1% * +4.0%* -9.1%* -0.8*
53.8% * +11.1%* -10.5%* 0.0
46.0% * +4.4% -13.7* +1.3
44.3% * +5.0* -9.3* -2.9%
59.29% * +2.5 -11.1%* +1.0
55.29% * +1.4 -7.4% -1.1
55.9% * +4.0%* -7.8% -1.1
46.8% * +1.6 -6.9% +3.1%*
51.5% * +9.9% -11.1%* -1.1
26.9% * +1.9 -14.2%* +0.7
45.3% * -1.7 -10.4* -0.9
53.7% * +17.7% -9.9% -1.5
35.4% * +4.3* -8.6%* -
45.7% * -2.9% -0.5 -1.3
38.5% * -0.2 -11.3* +1.6
48.8% +6.8* -11.0%* +0.2
36.5% * +6.7% -13.1%* -3.9%
53.0% * +18.5%* -12.8* +1.7
45.8% * +10.8* -12.0* -2.4
47.4% +0.1 -4.3% -0.4
43.1% * +0.6 -12.9%* +3.1%
55.1% * +10.8* -11.9%* +1.6
48.2% +4.5* -7.9% -2.1
42.6% * +1.9 -4.3% +1.6
36.0% * +0.2 -8.7* +3.7%
42.8% * +0.2 -7.7% -0.7
59.7% * +3.0* -7.6* +1.9
38.6% * +0.4 -17.0%* -2.0
41.6% * -1.7 -5.2% -1.5
55.29% * +17.6%* -13.0%* +1.4
48.1% +4.5% -9.3%* +1.0
51.7% * -0.5 -11.4%* +2.6*
Average proportion of correct answers on Q61(2—Q713-Q81)4 (Yes to Q6, Q7, Q8) - Base: all respondents
N=28100

12 Q6. Suppose you ordered a new electronic product by post, phone or the Internet, do you think you have the
right to return the product 4 days after its delivery and get your money back, without giving any reason? -Yes
-No -DK/NA



The total level of consumers’ knowledge of consumer rights in the EU28 is 49.2%. Minor
differences can be found between the EU28 level and regional levels. In the EU15
countries, knowledge of consumer rights is 0.8pp higher than in the EU28 (50.0%),
whereas in the EU13 it is 3.1pp lower (46.1%). Compared to the EU28, this indicator is
higher in the West (53.8%), whereas it is lower in the South (43.7%), North (44.4%)
and East (46.1%).

13 Q7. Imagine that an electronic product you bought new 18 months ago breaks down without any fault on

your part. You didn't buy or benefit from any extended commercial guarantee. Do you have the right to have it

repaired or replaced for free? -Yes —No —-DK/NA

14 Q8. Imagine you receive two educational DVDs by post that you have not ordered, together with a 20 euro
invoice for the goods. Are you obliged to pay the invoice? -Yes —-No -DK/NA
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Knowledge of consumers’ rights

The average proportion of correct answers on Q6, Q7 and Q8; N=28100

27 I -

In this map, values above average are coloured in light and dark green and values below average are coloured
in light and dark red

The highest levels of consumer rights knowledge are found in Slovakia (59.7%), Czech
Republic (59.2%) and Germany (55.9%). Conversely, the lowest levels of knowledge
about consumer rights are reported in Greece (26.9%), Croatia (35.4%) and Romania
(36.0%).

Compared to 2014, knowledge about consumer rights has increased by 5.8pp in the
EU28. Similar increases in this type of knowledge are observed in EU15 (+6.3pp) and
EU13 (+4.0pp) countries. Whereas the indicator increased in the West (+11.1pp) and the
East (+4.0pp), it decreased in the South (-1.8pp). On a country level, the highest
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increase in consumer rights knowledge compared to 2014 is found in Luxembourg
(+18.5pp), whereas the highest decrease is found in Italy (-2.9pp).

The largest positive reversal is found in Luxembourg, where this indicator increased
between 2014 and 2016 by 18.5pp, whereas it decreased by 12.8pp between 2012 and
2014. No statistically significant negative reversals are observed.

2016
Knowledge of consumers' rights | (* = sig diff
EU28)

Male 50.9% * -7.2% -1.0*
Gender
Female 47.6% * +6.4%* -10.3* 0.0
18-34 47.6% * +8.5% -10.3* +0.8
35-54 50.7% * +6.1% -7.2% -2.8*
Age groups
55-64 48.9% +3.0%* -7.9% -1.5%
65+ 48.9% +4.3* -9.4* +0.5
Low 44.6% * = = =
Education Medium 49.8% = o o
High 50.2% * - - -
Very difficult 43.0% * +0.1 = =
Fairly difficult  46.2% * +4.1* - -
Financial Situation Fairly easy 51.4% *  +8.0%* - -
Very easy 50.7% * +1.1 = =
DK/NA 47.6% +5.0* - -
Rural area 47.7% *  +4.7* -9.4%* -0.5
ﬁﬁ\' Urbanisation Small town  50.2% * +6.3%  -8.4% 0.2
Large town 49.3% +6.2% -8.5% -1.2*%
Self employed 46.5% * +6.9* -11.4* +0.4
Manager 58.5% * +12.2% -6.1* -1.8*
Other white g5 jop *  1+6.7%  -6.3 -2.5%
collar
— Blue collar 46.9% * +4.6* -9.2%* 0.2
a Employment status
Student 39.7% * +2.9%* -12.6* +2,9%
Unemployed 46.1% *  +5.0* -11.4%* +0.8
Seeking a job = 42.7% * +2.1 -9.7* +2.5%
Retired 47.5% *  +2.9% -8.9% -0.6

Average proportion of correct answers on Q6-Q7-Q8 (Yes to Q6, Q7, Q8) - Base: all respondents from the EU
(N=26599)



2016

Knowledge of consumers' rights (* = sig | 2016~

diff 2014
EU28)

Daily 47.7% *  +3.7*
Weekly 55.8% * +13.4%
@ Internet use Monthly 62.4% * +19.5%
Hardly ever 56.6% * +13.7*

Never 42.4% * +0.2

Only native 50.2% * +8.7*

. Two 48.0% * +2.7%*

. Languages

Three 47.4% *  +2.3%

Four or more 48.2% +2.3%
Low 52.9% * +11.0%*

@ Numerical skills Medium 46.4% *  43.3*
High 49.7% +5.8*

High 75.2% *  +1.4%

onsumer knowledge

Low 24.2% * +2.4%

High 50.7% * +6.7*

Sl Low 46.2% *  +4.0%

online shopping

DK/NA 42.0% * -1.1

i 0fy * *

Confidence in cross- figh AL HOE
@ border Low 47.8% *  +5.2%

li h i
online shopping DK/NA 44.6% *  +0.7

Online domestic 50.0% *  +5.0*

!- Online pu_rchase Online cross- 53.3% * +6.7*
behaviour border
Did notbuy 45 305+ 15.8%
online
Very vulnerable 44.1% * -
Consumer Somewhat
@ vulnerability vulnerable il )
. L el Ll Not vulnerable 51.6% * =
factors)
DK/NA 39.5% * =
Very vulnerable 44.8% * -
Consumer
Somewhat
vulnerability I S 45.5% * -
(terms and — R
conditions) Not vulnerable 50.3%
DK/NA 49.3% =
Average proportion of correct answers on Q6-Q7-Q8 (Yes to Q6, Q7, Q8) - Base: all respondents from the EU
(N=26599)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest levels
of knowledge on consumer rights are found in individuals who use the Internet monthly
(62.4%), hardly ever (56.6%) or weekly (55.8%), who are employed as managers
(58.5%) and shop online cross-border (53.3%). The lowest levels of this indicator are
found in individuals who don’t know their vulnerability in terms of socio-demographic
factors (39.5%), who are students (39.7%) and who are seeking a job (42.7%).
Furthermore, the indicator is low in individuals who never use the Internet (42.4%) and
don’t know their confidence in online shopping (42.0%).
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5.2.Knowledge of cooling off period

Knowledge of cooling-off period

Region/ 205"6_ 2016-
Country ¢ :Usz'g)d'ﬁ 2014

67.4% +11.0%  -13.6% -1.4%
68.4% * +12.0%  -13.8* -1.3%
63.4% *  +7.2% -12.9% -1.5%
54.9% *  +1.8 -11.0% +2.9%
55.9% *  +42.1% -12.7% -0.4
63.6% *  +7.2% -12.9% -1.5%
76.0% * +18.0%  -14.6* -2.2%
1 55.9% * +11.0%  -22.0%  +1.0
—_ 50.9% * +10.0%  -23.6% -1.8
- 73.2% *  +1.0 -9.6% +0.7
-+ 61.0% *  +6.5%  -10.0% -0.4
— 76.9% *  +7.5%  -11.2% 2.1
— 50.8% *  +1.1 -5.2% +0.3
'P 73.7% * +24.6%  -13.9% -4.4%
= 35.3% * +11.5% -17.5% +1.4
= 62.5% *  +0.0 -18.6% -0.4
BE 77.8% * +25.8*%  -11.6* -6.8%

e 57.0% * +11.2% -7.7% -
T 58.3% *  +2.9 -9.5% -0.1
42.3% *  +6.4% -6.4% -1.4
— 52.5% * +10.5%  -21.4% 3.4
— 55.5% *  +6.7%  -22.1% -5.0%
— 74.0% * +33.6%  -17.4% -3.5
= 71.3% * +13.5% -7.9% -5.1%
" | 45.9% *  -1.4 -5.1 -3.0
— 67.5% +2.1 -13.8% +0.2
— 79.3% * +21.0%  -17.0% -0.1
— 70.9% *  +8.2% -14.1% -3.7%
® 36.0% *  -1.9 -0.4 -4.5%
| 47.6% *  +3.0 -10.2%  +6.4%
s 53.5% *  +9.3*  -24.5% +4.1
v 75.6% *  +9.4% -9.7% -1.3
wh— 40.0% *  -2.3 -24.6% +1.4
-+ 59.8% *  +1.4 3.9 +5.8%
=2 78.3% *  +28.2%  -20.3* +0.8
H= 38.3% *  +4.7 -3.0 2.1
—+— 59.5% *  -1.2 -6.8% +2.6

Correct answer on Q6 (yes) — Base: all respondents (N=28100)

With regard to the knowledge on the cooling off period the overall level in the EU28 is
67.4%. In the EU15 this level of knowledge is higher (68.4%), whereas in the EU13 it is
lower (63.4%) compared to the EU28. Similarly, it is higher in the West (76.0%), but
lower in the North (54.9%), South (55.9%) and East (63.6%)

Knowledge on the cooling off period is highest in Austria (79.3%), the UK (78.3%) and
France (77.8%). It is the lowest among EU28 countries in Greece (35.3%) and Portugal
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(36.0%). Furthermore, among all studied countries, this level is the highest in Iceland
(38.3%).

The knowledge on the cooling off period has increased in 2016 compared to 2014. In the
EU28 a 11.0pp increase has been observed, with a 12.0pp increase in the EU15 and
7.2pp increase in the EU13. An incease is found in the West (+18.0pp), East (+7.2pp)
and South (+2.1pp) as well. This type of knowledge has increased most in Luxembourg
(+33.69pp) and decreased most notably in Finland (-2.3pp).

2016-
2014

Knowledge of cooling-off period

67.4% +11.0%*

.o Male 68.5% * +10.1* -12.7% -0.7
‘"‘* Gender
Female 66.3% * +11.8%* -14.5* -2.0%*
18-34 67.4% +14.2% -18.4* +0.1
35-54 69.3% * +10.5* -14.2* -1.2
Age groups
55-64 66.9% +8.3* -10.0* -1.6
65+ 63.6% *  +9.0%* -8.0* -3.8*
Low 58.1% * ° - -
E Education Medium 69.4% * = - -
High 67.7% - - -

Very difficult 55.0% * +1.0 - -
Fairly difficult 62.4% * +7.9%* - -
e Financial Situation Fairly easy 71.6% * +13.9% = o

Very easy 68.8% +5.6%* - -

DK/NA 64.1% +9.5% = =
Rural area 64.5% *  +8.4%* -15.5% 0.0
@ Urbanisation Small town 68.5% * +11.9* =il 8.5+ -0.9
Large town 68.9% * +12.5* -11.8* -3.4%
Self employed 63.8% * +4.4 -9.1%* +0.2
Manager 77.2% * +14.2% -11.2* +0.6
Other white 25 yo * 4+11.4%  -13.5% 0.2

collar
— Blue collar 63.7% * +7.6* -15.3* -0.4
E Employment status

Student 55.7% * +7.5% -20.9* -1.1
Unemployed 68.8% +16.6* -15.2* -2.9%
Seeking ajob  56.6% * +7.0* -23.5* +3.1
Retired 62.4% * +7.2% -7.8% -4.2%

Correct answer on Q6 (yes) — Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)
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2016

Knowledge of cooling-off period (* = sig | 2016~

diff 2014
EU28)
Daily 67.0% +9.0*
Weekly 74.5% * +18.6*
@ Internet use Monthly 79.0% * +25.6*
Hardly ever 70.4% +13.6*
Never 52.8% * +1.1

Only native 68.2% +15.0%*
Two 67.9% +8.5%
Three 63.5% * +4.3%

Four or more 61.2% * +0.4

.‘ Languages

Low 67.5% +16.3*

@ Numerical skills Medium 61.8% * +7.1%
High 70.3% * +11.6*

High 92.8% *  43.2%

Consumer knowledge
Low 42.9% * +10.1%*
High 70.9% * +11.3*
3 Confidence in

h online shopping Low 59.1% *  +8.3*
DK/NA 54.2% * +0.5
High 71.7% * +11.8%*

Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 62.2% *  +8.4%

sl bl DK/NA 58.7% * +2.6*

Online domestic 71.4% * +10.5*

Online purchase Online cross- —_— "
behaviour beetar 70.7% +10.1
Did nqt buy 61.1% *  +9.4%
online

Very vulnerable 56.5% * -

Consumer vulnerability 33{:::;2?; 57.5% * =
@ (sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable  72.2% * -
DK/NA 36.5% * =
Very vulnerable 57.9% * -
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability vulnerable 60.3% * -

@ (terms and conditions)

Not vulnerable 69.8% * =
DK/NA 55.0% * -
Correct answer on Q6 (yes) — Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest levels
of knowledge on the cooling off period are found in individuals who use the Internet
monthly (79.0%) or weekly (74.5%), who are employed as managers (77.2%) or in
other white collar positions (72.2%) and report not being vulnerable in terms of socio-
demographic factors (72.2%). The lowest levels of knowledge on the cooling off period
are found in individuals who don’t know their vulnerability in terms of socio-demographic
factors (36.5%), never use the Internet (52.8%) and don’t know their confidence in
online shopping (54.2%). Furthermore, the indicator is low in individuals who don't know
their vulnerability in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (55.0%) and
who are in a very difficult financial situation (55.0%).
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5.3.Knowledge of faulty product guarantees

In the EU28 the general level of knowledge on faulty product guarantees is 45.8%.
Regional differences exist, with the EU15 achieving on average 46.9% and the EU13
reaching 41.4%. Compared to the EU28, this level of knowledge is higher in the South
(56.5%), whereas it is lower in the North (37,6%), East (41.3%) and West (42.7%).

Region/ 2016

Country EU28)

45.8%
46.9%
41.4%

37.6%
56.5%
41.3%
42.7%

39.7%
50.1%
70.6%
61.2%
44.7%
43.4%
40.7%
31.3%
57.4%
41.2%
30.7%
58.9%
43.0%
51.5%
29.8%
42.6%
29.1%
52.4%
31.9%
41.8%
30.4%
65.4%
46.3%
31.0%
67.3%
21.6%
33.0%
45.1%

52.7%
48.6%

(* = sig diff

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

2016-

2014
FDD™ -15.5%
+6.6* -15.9%
+1.5% -14.3%
=2 -16.2%
-2.0* -11.2%
+1.5% -14.1%
+11.9% -18.5%
+2.8 -18.2%
+8.1%* -10.3*
+1.4 -18.9%
-2.6 -8.1%
+4.1 -15.8%
-2.7 -18.9%*
+5.4% -17.4%
-1.5 -26.1%
-4.9% -14.6%
+22.8% -17.6*
+5.6* -15.9%
-0.4 -5.7*
+6.6* -37.9%
+9.2% -21.0%*
+3.5 -17.0%*
+4.8 -21.3%
+5.8% -27.9%
-8.7* -13.0%*
+2.4 -26.6*
+11.7% -20.9%
0.0 -9.0%*
+1.3 oL iL il
-1.7 -13.8*
-1.6 -14.4%
+2.4 -17.0%*
-3.7 -28.7%
-2.5 -13.7*

+15.7* -20.5%

+4.2 -18.9%
-4.7* -24.6%

Knowledge of faulty product guarantees

+5.2%*
+5.6*
+3.9%

+2.2
+4.8*
+3.8*
+6.3%*

+4.1
-1.1
+0.1
+0.5
+3.3
+14.1%*
+3.0
+6.9%*
+2.9
+6.9%*
+4.8*
+13.4%*
+7.8*
+8.2%
+9.4*
+8.7%
+6.7*
+10.4%*
+4.9%*
-0.3
+10.4%*
+13.8*
+7.1%
+2.5
+4.4%*
+1.9
+9.3*

+3.4
+8.2*

Correct answer on Q7 (yes) — Base: all respondents (N=28100)
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The highest levels of knowledge on faulty product guarantees are found in the Czech
Republic (70.6%), Slovakia (67.3%) and Portugal (65.4%). In contrast, the lowest
knowledge of this type is observed in Finland (21.6%) and Hungary (29.1%) as well as in
Lithuania (29.8%) and Poland (both 30.4%).

Compared to 2014 the level of knowledge on faulty product guarantees has increased in
the EU28 as a whole (+5.5pp), as well as in the EU15 (+6.6pp) and the EU13 (+1.5pp).
In increase is found in the West (+11.9pp) and East (+1.5pp), whereas the indicator
decreased in the North (-2.9pp) and South (-2.0pp).

Knowledge of faulty product

guarantees

45.8% =1l5,5 +5.2%

47.4% *  +6.0* -14.9% +5.5%

44.3% *  +5.1* -16.1* +4.9%

43.8% * +6.4* =1L 5,5 +6.5%

46.7% +5.8% -15.2* +3.0%*

45.0% +1.9%* -15.4* +4.3*

48.4% *  +7.9%* -16.7* +5.6%*
51.2% * = = =
:I'. Education Medium 44.6% * o - o
High 46.1% - - o

Very difficult 50.1% * +4.4%* = =
Fairly difficult  45.9% +4.2% - =
Financial Situation Fairly easy 44.5% * +7.7* - -

Very easy 47.2% +8.0% = =

DK/NA 51.9% * +12.1%* - -
Rural area 45.4% +7.3% -15.3* +3.4%
ﬁﬁ\' Urbanisation Small town 46.9% +4.5% -14.1* +5.1%*
Large town 44.6% +5.1% -17.2* +6.2%*
Self employed 45.5% +9.0%* -20.3* +11.7*
Manager 55.7% * +17.7* ollSa1lE +3.3%
Other white 44705  4+53%  -132%  +06
collar
— Blue collar 46.2% +6.6* -16.9* +6.7*
a Employment status
Student 38.8% * +1.2 -13.5% +9.8*
Unemployed 42.8% * -3.5% -13.8* +5.6%*
Seeking a job  50.2% * +6.6* -18.3* +11.4*
Retired 46.7% +6.4%* -16.9* +5.3*

Correct answer on Q7 (yes) — Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)
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2016
Knowledge of faulty product (* =sig | 2016-

guarantees diff 2014
EU28)
Daily 42.7% *  +3.5%
Weekly 51.8% * +13.7*
@ Internet use Monthly 66.8% * +29.2*
Hardly ever 57.6% * +21.0%
Never 47.6% +1.2

Only native 45.5% +5.3*

[ Two 45.8% +5.2%
. Languages
Three 47.4% *  +8.2%
Four or more 45.3% +4.7*
Low 52.2% * +7.2*
@ Numerical skills Medium 46.7% +3.6*
High 43.6% *  +6.5*
High 74.9% *  42.6*
Consumer knowledge
Low 17.7% * +0.2
High 44.0% * +6.6*
3 Confidence in
h online shopping Low 51.6% * +6.5*
DK/NA 45.6% +2.9%
) ) High 44.7% *  45.7*
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 47.6% *  +6.5%
W online shopping
DK/NA 46.0% +5.5%

Online domestic 42.7% *  +5.6*

Online purchase Online cross- —_ N
behaviour beetar 49.6% +11.4
Did nqt buy 51.0% *  +8.6%
online

Very vulnerable 50.1% * -

Consumer vulnerability e 46.0% =

- - vulnerable

@ (sociodemographic

factors) Not vulnerable 45.0% =
DK/NA 42.3% =
Very vulnerable 48.7% * -

Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability vulnerable 45.8% -

@ (terms and conditions)

Not vulnerable 45.4% =
DK/NA 55.0% * -
Correct answer on Q7 (yes) — Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

In terms of socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest levels of
knowledge on the cooling off period are found in individuals who use the Internet
monthly (66.8%) or hardly ever (57.6%), are employed as managers (55.7%), report
not knowing their vulnerability in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions
(55.0%) and have low numerical skills (52.2%). The lowest levels of knowledge on the
cooling off period are found in individuals who are students (38.8%) or unemployed
(42.8%), use the Internet daily (42.7%), shop online domestically (42.7%) and have
high numerical skills (43.6%).
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5.4.Knowledge of unsolicited products
The overall level of knowledge on unsolicited products in the EU28 is 34.5%, with no

statistically significant differences between the EU28, EU15 and EU13. Compared to the
EU28, the level is higher in the West (42.6%) and North (40.8%), whereas it is lower in

the South (18.7%).
Knowledge of unsolicited products

Region/ 20_16_ 2016-
Country S :Usz'g)‘"ﬁ 2014

34.5% +0.9% +2.1% -4.6%
34.7% +0.3 +2.8% -4.6%
33.5% +3.2% -0.2 -4.6%
40.8% *  +0.1 -2.7% -6.6%
18.7% *  -5.4% +7.0% -6.3%
33.5% +3.3% -0.3 -4.6%
42.6% *  +3.3* +0.9 -3.5%

] 42.6% *  -0.7 -0.8 -1.3

—_— 31.8% -3.1 +6.6% -6.4%

- 33.8% +4.9% -5.5% +2.9

o+ 43.3% *  +0.2 -5.1% -2.5

=== 45.9% * +0.4 +2.4 -3.3
46.1% *  +6.3* +1.9 -3.8
40.2% *  -0.2 -0.6 -3.5
14.1% *  -4.3% +2.0 -7.2%
16.1% *  -0.2 +0.8 -4.0%
42.1% *  +4.3* -0.3 -4.6%
18.6% *  -4.1% -1.8 -
19.9% * -11.3*  +13.7%  -8.5%
30.3% *  -13.7%  +6.6% -3.4
42.3% *  +0.7 +7.0% 1.3
24.3% *  +9.8% -2.0 -13.1%
42.4% *  +17.2% -0.6 +0.1
36.8%  +13.0% -0.3 -10.6%
43.9% *  +10.4% +4.0 -3.4
29.8% *  -2.7 -0.9 +1.6
44.4% *  -0.2 +0.4 1.7
43.4% *  +5.4% -1.9 -1.0
26.5% *  +6.2% -0.4 -1.9
14.2% *  -0.6 0.0 -11.0%
44.0% *  -7.1*%  +12.6%  -10.2*
36.3% 2.6 +5.1% +3.5
54.2% *  +7.1% -0.9 -8.6%
31.9% -3.9 2.3 -7.9%
42.1% *  +8.8* +1.3 -5.4%
53.2% *  +4.5 -4.8 +0.3
47.0% *  +4.2 5 B

Correct answer on Q8 (yes) — Base: all respondents (N=28100)

Within the EU28 differences emerge between countries. Among EU28 countries, the
highest level of knowledge on unsolicited products is found in Finland (54.2%) .
Additionally, the level is high in Iceland (53.2%) and Norway (47.0%). The lowest



knowledge on unsolicited products is reported in Greece (14.1%), Romania (14.2%) and
Spain (16.1%).

Since the study in 2014, the knowledge on unsolicited products has increased in the
EU28 (+0.9pp) and in the EU13 (+3.2pp), though not in EU15 countries. A similar
increase is found in the West (+3.3pp) and East (+3.3pp), whereas a decrease is
observed in the South (-5.4pp).

Knowledge of unsolicited
products

Male 36.8% * +4.1% -6.0*
Gender
Female 32.4% * +2.3* +0.3 -3.3*
18-34 31.5% * +4.8% +2.7% -3.8*
35-54 36.2% * +2.0%* +2.7* EON1RE
Age groups
55-64 34.9% -1.1 +1.6 -7.0*
65+ 34.9% -4.1% +1.4 -5.2%
Low 24.7% * = = =
Education Medium 35.4% = = =
High 36.7% * = = =
Very difficult 23.9% * -5.1* - -
Fairly difficult  30.2% * +0.3 - -
Financial Situation Fairly easy 38.2% *  +2.3* = o
Very easy 36.2% -10.3* - -
DK/NA 26.7% * -6.5% = =
Rural area 33.4% -1.5% +1.2 -3.7*
m Urbanisation Small town 35.2% +2.6* +2.2% -4,5%
Large town 34.4% +0.9 +3.3% =5.9%
Self employed 30.2% *  +7.3* -5.7 -9.6*
Manager 42.7% * +4.7* +1.6 -2.9%
Other white 39 4o, x  4+3.4%  +1.9%  -1.9%
collar
— Blue collar 30.8% * -0.3 +2.4% -4,7%
E Employment status
Student 24.7% * 0.0 +3.5% -6.6*
Unemployed 26.8% * +2.0 -5.1% -0.5
Seeking ajob  21.4% * -7.3% +9.2% -3.7*
Retired 33.4% -4.9% +2.8% /7

Correct answer on Q8 (yes) — Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)
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2016

Knowledge of unsolicited (* =sig | 2016-
products diff 2014
EU28)
Daily 33.3% *  -1.5%
Weekly 41.0% * +7.9%
@ Internet use Monthly 41.4% * +3.8
Hardly ever 41.7% *  +6.4*
Never 26.9% * -1.6
Only native 37.0% * +5.9%
. Two 30.1% * 55
. Languages
Three 31.3% * =55
Four or more 38.0% * +1.9
Low 39.1% *  +9.7*
@ Numerical skills Medium 30.6% * -0.8
High 35.3% -0.7
High 58.0% * -1.7*
Consumer knowledge
Low 11.8% *  -3.2*
High 37.1% *  +2.1*
3 Confidence in
h online shopping Low 27.9% *  -3.0%*
DK/NA 26.1% *  -6.8*
) ) High 35.9% * +1.9%
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 33.5%  +0.7
W online shopping
DK/NA 29.2% *  -5.9%
Online domestic 35.9% *  -1.3*
Online purchase Online cross- o _
behaviour border ST 1
Did notbuy 59 gogy + 0.7
online
Very vulnerable 25.8% * -
Consumer vulnerability e 29.0% * =
- - vulnerable
@ (sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable 37.6% * =
DK/NA 39.8% =
Very vulnerable 28.0% * -
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability vulnerable 30.3% * -
@ (terms and conditions
( ) Not vulnerable 35.8% * -
DK/NA 37.9% -

Correct answer on Q8 (yes) — Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

In terms of socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest levels of
knowledge on unsolicited products are found in individuals who are employed as
managers (42.7%), use the Internet hardly ever (41.7%), monthly (41.4%) or weekly
(41.0%), and shop online cross border (39.6%). The lowest levels of knowledge on
unsolicited products are found in individuals who are seeking a job (21.4%), are in a very
difficult financial situation (23.9%), have low education (24.4%), are students (24.7%)
and report being very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors (25.8%).
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6. TRUST IN CONSUMER PROTECTION

This chapter discusses trust in consumer protection, which refers to consumer’s
confidence that their rights are respected and protected in the single market. Trust in
consumer protection is a key component in driving consumers’ willingness to actively
engage in the single market, especially when it comes to distance purchases.

6.1.Trust in organisations

The first section focuses on consumer confidence in the organisations that are tasked
with ensuring consumer rights are respected and protected when the need arises. These
organisations include public authorities, non-governmental consumer organisations
(NGOs), as well as retailers and service providers.
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Trust in organisations

Region/ |, Zg;ﬁﬁﬁ 2016- 2010- | 2009- | 2008-

Country Bl 2014 2009 2008 2006
72.2% +8.2% +0.6 -2.6% +1.3%  +6.3% 0.0 2.7%
74.6% *  +9.0% -0.6 -2.6% +0.2 +6.6% -0.4 -1.8%
62.8% * +4.8* +4.5% -1.9%* +5.5% +5.3* +1.0%* -1.8*
71.9% 0.4 -0.1 0.9 +1.3 +4.0% 7.1% +1.2
59.4% *  +3.0% +0.5 -1.0 -3.6% +8.5%  +42.1% +1.1
63.0% *  +4.8%  +4.6% -1.9% +5.6%  +5.3%  +1.1% -1.7%
82.8% *  +13.0%  -1.2% -3.7% +2.4%  +458% -1.3% -3.7%
74.5% *  -1.4 +6.2% -4.3% +8.1%  +8.5%  -14.9% -1.9
49.0% *  +4.8* -5.2% +4.5%  +9.0%  +55%  +8.9% -
56.5% *  +1.8 +6.1% -4.8% +4.0%  +4.8% -5.7% -1.0
77.2% *  +2.4 +2.8% -6.3% +1.3 +8.4% -3.1% +1.5
83.2% *  +18.9% -0.8 -8.8* +2.6 +7.8% -5.4% -2.4%
68.7% *  +0.9 +6.7% -1.0 +3.6 +2.7 -4.0% +5.5%
83.6% * +14.4%  -6.9% +2.8% -7.3% +9.7%  +122%  -6.5%
46.4% *  +0.9 +2.4 -3.3% -0.1 +2.6 1.4 -7.3%
61.0% *  +2.5 -0.3 -1.6 +1.8 +4.4% 7.6%  +17.4%
83.5% * +16.5% 1.4 -4.0% +6.9% +0.7 +3.5% -6.3*
51.7% *  +2.9 +0.9 - - = - -
60.2% *  +4.1% +1.6 -1.3 9.8%  +14.2%  +8.4% -8.5%
47.6% *  +3.9 -5.7% 0.8 -5.0% +8.8%  -10.9% -2.5
57.9% *  -0.3 -5.3% 2.8 +6.6%  +12.2%  -8.8%  +11.8%
50.7% * -3.4%* +4.0%* +1.1 +7.6%* +6.6%* -1.3 -1.0
84.5% *  +4.3% -1.7 +0.8 +1.5 +5.6%  +6.2% -6.0%
83.0% *  +6.5%*  +11.2*  +1.5 2.0 +8.5% -6.0% +3.7%
64.3% *  +0.2 -0.3 +1.4 +3.1 +5.0% -5.9% 2.1
72.7% -3.9% +0.5 +4.0% +0.4 +5.4%  -10.0%  -3.6*
84.0% *  +7.7% -0.9 -3.5% +1.8 +6.7%  +4.0% -1.0
66.5% * +5.7%* +6.7%* -4.8%* +7.7% +8.5%* -2.3 +5.1%*
62.1% *  +0.8 -4.0% +6.6%  +3.6% -0.5 +16.1%  -7.0%
61.2% *  +7.3%  +3.7% +0.4 +6.1% 0.9 +12.2% -
58.0% *  +8.9% +0.4 +0.7 -7.2% +0.1 +3.1 -0.1
57.4% *  +0.5 0.2 +1.7 +6.5% +1.5 -0.9 +6.6%
77.2% *  -3.0% +3.3% +0.1 +4.5% -2.5 -6.5% -0.3
65.8% *  -0.6 -3.8% +1.6 -0.5 +5.1% -9.9% +1.8
85.3% *  +9.2% -2.8% +0.6 -2.8% +7.6%  +3.0% -3.4%
58.4% *  +0.7  +12.2%  -5.7% - - - -
73.1% -3.9% +8.8% -5.0% - - - -

Average proportion of agreement (“Strongly agree” and “Agree”) with Q3'°, options 1, 2 and 3 - Base: all
respondents (N=28100)

The overall level of trust in organisations for consumers of EU28 countries is 72.2%. In
EU15 countries, the trust level is higher (74.6%), whereas in the EU13 it is lower

15 Q3. How strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. In (our country) ...
-Strongly agree —Agree — Disagree -Strongly disagree — DK/NA

Q3.1. You trust public authorities to protect your rights as a consumer

Q3.2. In general, retailers and service providers respect your rights as a consumer

Q3.3. You trust non-governmental consumer organisations to protect your rights as a consumer
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(62.8%) that the EU28 average. This level is also higher in the West (82.8%) and lower
in the South (59.4%) and East (63.0%).

Trust in organisations

o4

The average proportion of agreement ("agree" and "strongly agree") with Q3, options 1, 2, and 3; N=28100

<o IR °5'

In this map, values above average are coloured in light and dark green and values below average are coloured
in light and dark red

Trust in organisations is highest in the UK and Luxembourg (both 84.5%), Austria (84.0)
and Ireland (both 83.6%). The lowest trust in organizations is reported in Greece
(46.4%), Cyprus (47.6%) and Bulgaria (49.0%).
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Between 2014 and 2016, the overall level of trust in organisations has increased in the
EU28 (+8.2pp), EU15 (+9.0pp) and EU13 (+4.8pp). Furthermore, it has increased in the
West (+13.0pp), East (+4.8pp) and South (+3.0pp). The highest increase is recorded in
Germany (+18.9pp) while the sharpest decrease is in the Netherlands (-3.9pp).
Considering all studied countries, the same decrease is found in Norway as well (-3.9pp).

The highest positive change in trend is observed in Ireland, where trust in organisations
increased by 14.4pp compared to a decrease of 6.9pp in the previous wave. Among all
studied countries, the highest negative change in trend is reported in Norway with a
3.9pp decrease in trust in organisations, compared to a 8.8pp increase reported in 2014.

2016

Trust in organisations (> - uszii )diff 22%1164' 22(:):)%- 22(:)%98- 22%%86'
BT 2 o 06 2s e ose 00 2
Male 72.6% +8.3* +1.5% =L +1.3* +6.6* -1.0%* -2.7*
Female 71.8% +8.1% -0.3 =17/ TPilas) +6.1% +0.9%* -2.7%
18-34 78.5% *  +9.3* +1.2 =15 +2.5% +4.5% +2.6* -2.9%
35-54 73.1% *  +8.1* CIINOE -3.1*% +0.4 +7.6%* -1.3% -2.5%
Age groups
55-64 69.8% * +10.2* +0.2 -4.0%* +0.2 +7.4% -1.6%* -2.0%*
65+ 62.9% * +3.6* -0.8 S2R0 +0.4 +6.6* -0.7 22RO
Low 61.7% * = o = o o o o
Education Medium 73.9% * = = = = = = =
High 73.6% * = = = = = = =
Very difficult 53.7% * +0.4 - - - - - -
Fairly difficult 67.8% * +6.2* S = - S = =
Financial Situation Fairly easy 76.9% *  +7.5% - - - - - -
Very easy 74.7% *  +3.3% - - - - - -
DK/NA 63.7% * +4.4* = = = = = =
Rural area 71.5% +7.1% -0.7 -2.2% +2.9% +7.2% -1.6* -1.6*
_ﬁﬁ\' Urbanisation Small town 72.7% +9.4%* 0.0 -3.4* LS +6.5% +0.7 -3.0*
Large town 72.6% +7.8% +3.0%* =1l -1.3% +5.7% +0.7 =885
Self employed 66.2% * =ilo7/ +2.4 +3.7 -1.6 +8.9% -4.4% -1.6
Manager 80.0% * +12.5% +2.6* -4.1% +1.5 +2.8% -1.0 -4.3%
other white g 06 x  +13.4% 0.0 -1.6% - - -0.6 -4.8%
collar
E Employment status Blue collar 68.8% * +1.4* +2.7* -3.6%* +5.5% +3.5% 0.0 =1L,55
Student 77.5% * +6.1* -1.8 -0.5 +2.2% +6.1% +5.2% -3.5%
Unemployed 70.1% *  +8.7* +0.1 -2.9% +1.2 +9.3%* +0.1 -2.3%
Seeking a job  63.8% * +1.7 +1.7 -1.8 - - - -
Retired 63.6% * +4.6* -0.5 =G +1.1 +6.5% =il -2.9%

Average proportion of agreement with Q3, options 1, 2 and 3 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)



2016

Trust in organisations (* = sig | 2016-

diff 2014
EU28)
Daily 74.3% *  +7.2%*
Weekly 76.3% * +13.4*
@ Internet use Monthly 62.9% * +2.8

Hardly ever 63.1% * +4.5%
Never 55.7% * -0.4
Only native 74.6% * +10.7*

® Two 70.3% * +6.4*
. Languages
Three 67.5% *  +2.5%
Four or more 63.1% * -0.3
Low 71.2% +11.9*
@ Numerical skills Medium 69.7% *  +7.5%
High 73.8% * +7.4*
High 73.1% *  +8.8*
mi) Consumer knowledge
N Low 71.3% * +7.5%
High 78.9% *  +7.2%
= Confidence in
h online shopping Low 55.1% *  +3.3*
DK/NA 52.9% * -1.9%
) ) High 81.8% * +10.0%*
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 50.7% *  -0.2
online shopping
DK/NA 56.5% * -1.6*

Online domestic 78.3% *  +8.5*

Online purchase Online cross-
! behaviour border VIR | S
Did not buy 60.2% * 1.3
online

Very vulnerable 55.5% * -

Consumer vulnerability Semeit: 63.5% * -

- - vulnerable

@ (sociodemographic

factors) Not vulnerable  77.7% * =
DK/NA 52.7% * =
Very vulnerable 55.5% * -

Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability vulnerable 62.8% * -

@ (terms and conditions)

Not vulnerable 75.7% * =
DK/NA 54.0% * -
Average proportion of agreement with Q3, options 1, 2 and 3 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

When categorizing the respondents based on socio-demographic variables and other
characteristics, certain groups stand out with higher and lower than the EU28 average
levels of trust in organisations. Higher levels of trust in organisations are found in
respondents with high confidence in cross-border shopping (81.8%) or online shopping
(78.9%), managers (80.0%), individuals aged 18 to 34 (78.5%) and respondents who
shop online domestically (78.3%). The lowest levels of organizational trust are observed
in respondents who don’t know their vulnerability in terms of social-demographic factors
(52.7%) or terms and conditions (54.0%), consumers in a very difficult financial situation
(53.7%) and individuals who don‘t know their confidence in online shopping (52.9%) or
have low confidence in online shopping (55.1%).

The following three subsections report separately on trust in the three types of
organisations surveyed: public authorities, retailers and service providers, and NGOs.
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6.1.1.Public authorities

2016
(* = sig diff
EU28)

Region/
Country
69.1%

72.4% *
56.7% *

77.6% *
52.9% *
56.7% *
82.1% *

70.8%

49.3% *
50.6% *
81.5% *
82.6% *
69.2%

82.4% *
45.6% *
51.9% *
83.5% *
33.8% *
53.6% *
47.9% *
54.3% *
41.4% *
86.6% *
83.8% *
69.4%

73.8% *
84.29% *
58.6% *
59.8% *
55.1% *
42.9% *
50.9% *
78.9% *
74.7% *
83.9% *

mlll +4]=

| & ]
i
[S—-—
]
=
—
—
=
'i
—
—
|
®

45.5% *
81.5% *

2016-
2014

+8.8%
+9.7%
+5.4%

-1.0
+4.5%
+5.4%

+13.3*

-2.8
+6.2%*
+5.1%*

+2.1

+16.7*

-3.7

+15.5%

-1.2
+6.9%*

+23.3%*
+2.0
+3.5

+10.9%*
-5:9*

-3.6
+8.3*
+6.8*

+2.1

-2.1
+3.6%*
+7.5%
+4.7%
+5.4*
+9.8*

0.0
-5.3%

-0.3
+6.8*

+0.1
-1.9

+2.5%
+2.1%
+3.9%

+1.3

-0.3
+4.1*
+3.4%*

+7.4%
-11.2%
+7.4%
+2.5
+7.8%
+16.4*
-0.3
+6.9%*
-4.9*
+1.7
+2.2
+2.3
-13.2%
-1.8
+7.5%
-4.8
+7.3*
-2.2
-2.1
+6.4*
+6.8*
-1.1
+1.9
-0.3
+1.5
+1.5
+0.5
+0.2

+16.7*
+11.0%*

Trust in pubic au

-3.4%
-3.2%
-3.5%

+3.3*
SSE
=S+
SSESE

-3.6
+3.1
-2.8
+0.0
-6.8*
-3.2
+1.2
-6.2%
-4.3
-6.5%
-3.8
-6.4%
-2.3
+0.1
+2.1
+3.8
+1.4
+10.2%*
-3.2
-6.7*
+2.1
-1.1
+0.6
-3.6
+6.5%*
+3.4
-0.6

-4.3
-4.2%

ities

-0.2
-1.4%
+4.2%

+1.3
-8.9%
+4.3*
+2.6*

+11.0%*
+11.3*
-7.3%
+2.2
+0.1
+3.4
-10.7*
-2.7
-1.7
+10.3*

-17.4%*
-4.6
+7.1%*
+2.2
+2.9
-3.0
+0.7
+2.3
+0.0
+7.4%*
+1.0
+6.9%*
-9.2%
+6.8*
+3.4
-0.5
-3.2

2010-
2009
+7.4%
+7.9%
+5.6*

+3.9*
+9.1%*
+5.5%
+7.5%

+9.8%*
+4.4%*
+6.1%*
+4.7%*
+11.1%*
+4.1
+11.5%
+6.4*
+5.3*
-1.8
+14.7*
+10.8*
+17.6%*
+11.5*
+3.3
+11.1%*
+7.7%
+4.4%*
+10.9%*
+8.7*
-3.3
-3.1
-1.3
+1.4
-2.8
+7.2%*
+11.9%*

2009-
2008
+1.1%

+1.1
+0.8

-7.4%
+3.2%
+1.0
+0.5

-12.4%*
+11.4%*
+0.1
-6.3%
-4.0*
-3.2
+11.1%*
-5.0*
-9.3%
+8.7*
+12.3*
-18.2%*
-19.6*
-11.9%
+14.2%
-9.0%*
-3.4
-6.4*
-1.2
-2.2
+18.5%*
+11.5*
+2.6
-0.8
-4.9%
-9.4*
+3.3

2008-
2006

-2.8%
-2.5%
+0.2

+4.3%
+0.1

+0.3

-4.5%

-2.1

-2.3
+5.9%*
-2.5
+5.3*
-8.8*
-13.2%*
+15.2*
-6.9%

-7.1%
-1.4
+10.4%*
+3.1
-6.8*
+6.6*
-6.8*
-10.2*
-0.2
+4.9%*
-12.6%*

-5.5%
+5.2%*
+2.8
+4.3%*
-4.0%*

Rate of agreement (“Strongly agree” and “Agree”) with Q3, option 1 - Base: all respondents (N=28100)

For consumers of EU28 countries the overall level of trust in public authorities is 69.1%.
In the EU15, the level of trust in public authorities is higher (72.4%), whereas in the
EU13 it is lower (56.7%) than the EU28 average. Compared to the EU28, this level of
trust is higher in the West (82.1%) and North (77.6%), whereas it is lower in the South
(52.9%) and the East (56.7%). Trust in public authorities is highest in Luxembourg
(86.6%), Austria (84.2%), the UK (83.9) and Hungary (83.8%). The lowest levels of
trust in public authorities are found in Croatia (33.8%), Lithuania (41.4%) and Slovenia

(42.9%).
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Trust in public authorities has increased in the EU28 with 8.8pp between 2014 and 2016.
This increase is 9.7pp in the EU15 and 5.4pp in the EU13. This increase is observed in
the West (+13.3pp), East (+5.4pp) and South (+4.5pp). The highest increase is found in
France (+23.3pp) and the most prominent decrease is observed in the Latvia (-5.9pp).

The highest positive reversal is observed in Cyprus. Trust in public authorities in Cyprus
increased by 10.9pp between 2014 and 2016, whereas it decreased by 13.2pp between
2012 and 2014. The highest negative reversal is found in Lithuania, where trust in public
authorities decreased between 2014 by 3.6pp, whereas it increased between 2012 and
2014 by 7.5pp.

2016

- : A = 2016- 2010- 2009- 2008-
Trust in pubic authorities (* Euszlg)dlff 2014 2009 2008 2006
- Male 69.3% +9.3* +3.5% -4.5% =03 +8.3* -0.3 =Bt/
| Gender
Female 69.0% +8.4* +1.5% -2.3* +0.1 +6.6* +2.3* -2.9%
18-34 75.8% * +10.6* +1.7 =SLil™ +1.0 +4.8% +5.0%* -2.3%
35-54 69.9% +8.8* +3.4* -4.1* -0.3 +8.5% +0.1 -3.1*
Age groups
55-64 66.7% * +12.2%* +2.2% -4.5% -0.9 +8.3* -0.9 -2.9%
65+ 59.8% * +2.4%* +2.9%* -2.1*% -3.2* +9.5* -1.6 -3.1*%
Low 59.8% * = = = = = = =
Education Medium 71.1% * = © = ° ° = >
High 69.5% - - - - - - -

Very difficult 48.7% * +1.1 = = = = = =

Fairly difficult 63.5% * +7.4*% - - - - - -
Financial Situation Fairly easy 74.7% *  +8.1* = = = = = =
Very easy 72.6% * -1.9 - - - - - -
DK/NA 58.8% * +1.7 = = = = = =
Rural area 67.2% * +6.9* +1.7* =333% +1.4 +9.0%* -0.7 -4.2%
Urbanisation Small town 70.4% * +10.5* +2.4* -4.8* -0.4 +7.8% +1.4% -1.3
Large town 69.8% +8.6* +3.7* -1.0 2Bk FHBuS +2.0* -3.6*
Self employed 61.0% * +2.5 -1.7 +4.8 -1.4 +13.4* =58> =S
Manager 77.9% * +15.8* +0.6 -1.2 -0.7 +8.1% -1.7 -4.6*
Other white 5 9o *  +14.4%  +37%  -2.0% = = +0.2 -4.5%
collar
Employment status Blue collar 65.8% *  +2.5% +3.7* =53 +5.3* +2.9% +1.1 -0.1
Student 76.0% *  +9.2%* -1.3 -1.9 0.2 FEod +8.8* -4.4%*
Unemployed 67.0% +8.7% +2.3 =508 +1.7 +5.8% +4.3* -2.3%
Seeking a job  57.8% * +0.2 +3.8* -4.5% ® ® o o
Retired 60.1% *  +3.8* +2.6* -3.9% -1.8% +10.2* -2.1% -3.6*

Rate of agreement with Q3, option 1 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)



2016

Trust in pubic authorities G=i= Il 20168

diff 2014
EU28)
Daily 71.0% *  +8.7*
Weekly 73.0% * +12.4%*
@ Internet use Monthly 64.3% *  +8.5%*

Hardly ever 62.1% * +4.4
Never 52.4% *  -2.3*
Only native 72.5% * +11.6*

® Two 66.4% *  +6.0*
. Languages
Three 62.5% *  +3.9%
Four or more 57.9% * =il {0
Low 69.8% +13.8*
@ Numerical skills Medium 66.1% * +7.0%*
High 70.5% *  +8.4*
High 69.9% +9.6*
mi) Consumer knowledge
N Low 68.4% +8.1*
High 75.9% *  +8.3*
= Confidence in
h online shopping Low 51.3% *  +3.2%*
DK/NA 51.6% * -1.1
) ) High 78.8% * +12.3*
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 56.2% * -1.0
online shopping
DK/NA 54.7% * -0.5

Online domestic 75.2% *  +9.8*

Online purchase Online cross- o, *
! behaviour border G WS
Did notbuy g7 gof «  42.3%
online
Very vulnerable 50.2% * -
Consumer vulnerability Semeit: 58.2% * -
- - vulnerable
@ (sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable  75.7% * =
DK/NA 44.7% * -
Very vulnerable 50.4% * -
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability vulnerable 58.0% * -

@ (terms and conditions)

Not vulnerable 73.2% * =
DK/NA 51.0% * -
Rate of agreement with Q3, option 1 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

In terms of socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, higher trust in public
authorities is observed in individuals who have high confidence in cross-border shopping
(78.8%) or online shopping (75.9%), managers (77.9%), students (76.0%) and other
white collar employees (75.9%). In contrast, the lowest levels of trust in public autorities
are observed in those who indicate being vulnerable. This type of trust is low in
respondents who don’t know their vulnerability (44.7%) and those who report being very
vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors (50.2%). It is also low in individuals
who are very vulnerable (50.4%) and those who don’t know their vulnerability (51.0%)
in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions. Furthermore, individuals in a
very difficult financial situation (48.7%) report low trust in public authorities.
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6.1.2.Retailers and service providers

ust in retailers and service providers

Region/ |, ig;sdm 2016- 2010- | 2009- | 2008-

Country Euze) 2014 2009 2008 | 2006
75.7% +5.7%  +12.1%  -6.5% -0.1 +7.0% -1.1% -2.9%
76.6% *  +5.8%  +11.2%  -7.0% 1% 47.2% -2.0% 1.7%
72.4% *  +5.2%  +152%  -4.6%  +42%  +6.6%  +2.0% -3.3%
77.9% *  +2.1  +13.6*  -10.6% -0.6 +7.7% -7.0% -1.6
62.2% *  +2.5%  +10.3*  -3.6% 2.3%  +11.0% -1.6 +0.7
72.7% *  +5.3%  +152%  -4.5%  +42%  +6.6%  +2.2% -3.4%
83.8% * +7.7%  +11.5%  -8.5% 0.3 +5.1% 2.1% -3.1%
79.6% *  +0.9  +15.9%  -12.4%  +5.4% +4.0 -12.5%  -4.9%
61.5% *  +8.9%  +12.2* 0.0 +7.2%  +7.6%  +5.9% -
75.3% +0.9  +34.0%  -12.6% +2.0 +8.7% -6.3% 3.4
83.3% *  +5.5%  +18.3%  -15.5% 1.6 +20.4* 0.7 -6.8%
84.7% * +10.3*  +13.7%  -13.8% +1.9 +5.9% -6.2% -0.9
79.3% *  +3.6 +8.7% -0.6 +4.0 +3.2 7% +4.7%
84.6% *  +5.4% +2.9 1.1 6.4%  +9.4%  +153%  -7.1%
59.1% * +10.7%  +13.7%  -5.7% -0.5 +3.0 +1.8 -5.9%
66.6% *  +1.1  +13.8%  -8.9% +4.1 +5.0%  -10.9%  +16.6%
82.8% * +13.6¥  +9.9% -7.9% +2.2 +2.5 +1.8 -6.7%
65.4% *  +3.1 +5.7% - - - - -
60.4% *  +3.2 +9.1% -1.0 8.9%  +17.7%  +4.1 -10.0%
43.6% *  -7.5%  +12.2%  -6.4% 2.8 +14.1%  -18.1%  +4.6
77.0% +9.3% +3.4 -3.0 +2.6 +8.5% +1.1 +6.3%
63.6% *  -5.1%  +11.9% 0.4  +14.0%  +2.0 +7.4% -7.7%
84.0% *  -0.3 +7.4% -6.9% 1.2 +8.4% +3.5 -6.9%
81.9% *  +6.2%  +21.4%  -4.8% 2.4 +7.3% 2.8 2.7
57.8% *  -3.2  +15.7%  -6.6% +5.6 +3.4  -12.5% 452
76.7% -1.7  +16.8%  -5.0% 8.2%  +9.2% -9.7% 2.4
84.9% *  +2.3 +8.4% 9.1%  +3.8%  +6.6%  +7.1% 2.4
74.1% +6.1%  +12.6%  -5.6%  +4.4%  +10.3% -1.4 +5.4%
58.9% *  -2.6 2.7 +8.5%  +4.9%  +6.7%  +7.4% 3.7
70.1% *  +7.1%  +14.2% 2.8 +6.3% +0.0  +12.9% -
72.4% *  +7.0%  +10.3*  -8.2% 6.7%  +5.7% +4.1 0.6
73.6% +1.3  +10.8* 0.2 +6.5% +2.4 +0.7 +8.4%
82.2% *  +0.3  +10.8%  -7.8%  +3.7% 2.3 -10.9%*  +0.4
72.4% *  +1.1  +12.4%  -9.2% 2.4 +6.1% -8.6% +0.2
86.1% *  +3.0 +9.0% 3.2 5.7%  45.3% +2.0 2.2
63.4% *  -0.9  +12.5%  -8.2% - - - -
78.5% *  -0.5  +22.1%  -11.9% - - - -

Rate of agreement (“Strongly agree” and “Agree”) with Q3, option 2 - Base: all respondents (N=28100)

In the EU28 the overall level of trust in retailers and service providers is 75.7%. In the
EU15 this trust level is higher (76.6%) and in the EU13 it is lower (72.4%). Compared to
the EU28, this level is higher in the West (83.8%) and North (77.9%), whereas it is lower
in the South (62.2%) and East (72.7%). The highest trust in retailers and service
providers is found in the UK (86.1%), Austria (84.9%), Germany (84.7%) and Ireland
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(84.6%). The lowest levels of trust in retailers and service providers are found in Cyprus
(43.6%), Malta (57.8%), Greece (59.1%) and Portugal (58.9%).

Between 2014 and 2016 trust in retailers and service providers has increased in the EU28
(+65.7pp), EU15 (+5.8pp) and EU13 (+5.2pp). This increase is also found in the West
(+7.7pp), East (+5.3pp) and South (+2.5pp). Compared to the previous survey this type
of trust increased most prominently in France (+13.6pp) and decreased most sharply in

Cyprus (-7.5pp).

No statistically significant positive reversals were found. The largest negative reversal is
observed in Cyprus. Trust in retailers and service providers decreased between 2014 and
2016 by 7.5pp, whereas it increased by 12.2pp between 2012 and 2014.

Trust in retailers and service 2016

. (* = sig diff
providers EU28)

e Male 76.4%
ﬂn Gender
Female 75.1%

18-34 82.3% *

35-54 77.0% *
Age groups

55-64 72.8% *

65+ 66.1% *

Low 63.4% *
Education Medium 77.1% *

High 78.0% *

Very difficult 59.3% *
Fairly difficult  72.4% *
Financial Situation Fairly easy 79.3% *

Very easy 78.9% *

DK/NA 68.8% *
Rural area 75.4%
Urbanisation Small town 75.4%

*

Large town 76.8%
Self employed 72.3% *

Manager 82.8% *
Other white 80.20% *
collar

Blue collar 74.6%

Employment status

Student 81.1% *
Unemployed 73.1% *
Seeking a job  70.3% *

Retired 67.3% *

+6.5%
+4.9%
+5.4%
+5.7%
+7.6%

LPRE

+0.9
+4.8*
+3.6*
+1.4
+2.2
+4.2%
+6.3*
+6.5%
-74*
+7.3%
+10.1*
-0.9
-0.9
+7.4%
+5.4%

+3.9%

+12.4%
+11.8*
+13.9%
+13.6*
+13.4%

+7.2%

+10.6*
+11.2%
+15.3*
+18.4%*
+19.3*
+13.2%*
+15.3*
+10.5%*
+9.1%
+9.1*

+8.2%

-7.3%
.5.8*
-5.1%
-6.6%
-8.9%
-6.8%

_6.4*
.7.0*
_5.6%
=35
-11.4*
.7.6*
.6.6*
-2.7
-4.1%
-1.6

-7.5%

0.0

-0.1
+1.2

-0.9
_2.7%

+0.2

SIROR
0.0
_3.1%
-2.3

+1.4

+4.1%
-0.2
-1.5

+0.6

+7.2%
+6.9%
+6.7%
+7.5%
+9.2%

+5.5%

TS
+7.1%
F7 oS
+11.4*

-0.6

+4.7%
+9.4%

+13.2%

+4.8%

-2.4%
+0.2
+0.1
=ilEF
=&l

-1.1

=T
+1.2
-1.5
=Tall™
+0.6
-1.9
+0.5
+1.5

-4.1%

=il

Rate of agreement with Q3, option 2 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

-3.0%
_2.7%
-3.7%
-3.5%
-2.1

=ilodl

+0.4
-4 5%
4.8%
+1.1
_6.6*
_6.6*
_3.3*
-2.4

-2.7%*

-1.3
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2016
Trust in retailers and service (* = sig | 2016-

providers diff 2014
EU28)
Daily 78.2% *  +4.4%*
Weekly 77.6% * +10.1*
@ Internet use Monthly 63.8% * S08S

Hardly ever 66.8% * +2.3
Never 60.6% * -0.2
Only native 76.7% * +7.1%

® Two 75.3% +5.2*
(] Languages
Three 73.0% *  +2.1%*
Four or more 70.9% * -0.7
Low 75.2% +11.0*
@ Numerical skills Medium 74.5% * +6.6*
High 76.5% +3.6*
High 76.2% +6.2%
Eﬂ Consumer knowledge
T Low 75.2% +5.1*
High 82.6% * +4.1*
A Confidence in
h online shopping Low 58.1% * +2.6*
DK/NA 55.6% *  -6.4%*
) ) High 84.9% * +6.5*
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 63.5% *  -1.5%
L online shopping
DK/NA 62.0% * -4.1*

Online domestic 81.8% *  +4.4*

Online purchase Online cross- .
behaviour border 78.0% +0.8
Did not buy 63.3% * 403
online

Very vulnerable 61.9% * =

Consumer vulnerability Semerii 68.3% * -
- - vulnerable
(sociodemographic
d factors) Not vulnerable 80.3% * o
DK/NA 74.1% =
Very vulnerable 59.9% * =
. Somewhat 67.9% *
@ Consumer vulnerability [EENATHpEEN 9% -

@ (terms and conditions)

Not vulnerable 78.7% * =
DK/NA 65.5% * -
Rate of agreement with Q3, option 2 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

In terms of socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, higher trust in
retailers and service providers is observed in individuals who have high confidence in
cross-border shopping (84.9%) or online shopping (82.6%), managers (82.8%),
individuals aged 18 to 34 (82.3%) and those who purchase online domestically (81.8%).
In contrast, the lowest levels of trust in public autorities are observed in consumers who
don’t know their confidence in online shopping (55.6%) or have low confidence in online
shopping (58.1%). Also, lower percentages are found for individuals who are in a very
difficult financial situation (59.3%), who are very vulnerable in terms of the complexity of
offers, terms and conditions (59.9%) and who never use the Internet (60.6%).
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6.1.3.NGOs

Region/
Country

mlll +4]=

| & ]
i
[S—-—
]
=
—
—
=
'i
—
—
|
®

2016
(* = sig diff
EU28)

71.7%

75.0% *
59.4% *

60.0% *
63.1% *
59.5% *
82.3% *

73.3%

36.3% *
43.7% *
66.8% *
82.1% *
57.4% *
83.7% *
34.5% *
64.4% *
84.3% *
55.9% *
66.5% *
51.29% *
42.5% *
46.9% *
83.0% *
83.2% *
65.6% *
67.6% *
82.8% *
66.8% *
67.7% *
58.4% *
58.6% *
47.8% *

70.5%

50.2% *
85.9% *

66.3% *
59.3% *

2016-
2014
+10.0*
+11.6*
+3.8*

-2.4
+1.9
+3.8*
+17.9%

-2.4
-0.9
-0.7
-0.4
+29.8*
+2.8
+22.4%*
-6.9%*
-0.7
+12.6%*
+3.5
+5.6*
+8.2%*
-4.4%*
-1.6
+4.7
+6.6*
+1.8
-7.9%
+17.3*
+3.4
+0.3
+9.3*
+9.7%*
+0.4
-3.9
-2.7
+17.9%*

+3.0
-9.4%*

-12.9%
-14.9%
-5.6*

-15.2%
-8.5%
-5.4%

-18.4%

-4.8%*
-16.6*
-23.3%*
-12.3*
-23.8*

-5.0*
-23.2%
-13.4%*

-9.8*
-15.9%*

-5.3*

-6.7*
-16.1%*
-17.6*

-7.4%

-7.8*
+5.1*
-14.2%*
-13.3%
-17.4%*

+0.7

-8.2%

-5.0*

-8.9%
-12.8*

-2.4
-24.2%
-17.7*

+7.4%
-6.6%*

+2.1%*
+2.3%
+2.3%

+4.4%

+4.4%

+2.3*
+1.0

+3.1
+10.4%*
+1.0
-3.5%
-5.7%
+0.9
+8.1%
+2.1
+8.3*
+2.3
+0.9
+10.3*
-3.1
+3.5
+7.2%*
+5.6*
+9.3%
+6.9%*
+1.8
-2.2
+9.1*
+5.1*
+9.7*
+8.9%*
+1.4
+10.7*
+5.4%*

-4.7
+1.1

+4.2%
+3.2%
+8.1%

+3.2%*
+0.4

+8.2%*

+4.9%*

+7.8%
+8.5%*
+17.3%
+3.1
+5.7*
+3.5
-4.9%
+3.0
+3.1
+8.2%*
-3.0
-7.6*
+10.1%*
+6.8*
+2.9
-0.6
+3.0
+7.1%*
+1.6
+11.2%*
+5.0%*
+5.0*
-5.6%*
+6.1%*
+6.3%
+1.5
+0.6

2010-
2009
+4.6%
+4.8*
+3.9%

+0.3
+5.3%
+3.9%*
+4.8*

+11.9%
+4.5%*
-0.5
+0.1
+6.4%*
+1.0
+8.2%
-1.7
+3.0
+1.3
+10.3*
+1.4
+10.5%*
+6.2%*
+5.2
+7.1%*
+4.1
+2.5
+2.6
+6.5%*
-4.7*
+0.4
-4.0
+0.6
-2.4
+2.0
+5.5%

2009-
2008
0.0
-0.2
+0.3

-7.0%
+4.8*
+0.2
-2.5%

=il9LF
+9.3*
-10.9%*
-2.4
-6.0*
-1.7
+10.1%*
-0.9
-2.5
+0.1

+8.7*
+3.6
-7.9*%
+0.7
+0.8
-6.0%*
-1.9
-13.9%
+6.2%*
-3.4
+22.5%
+12.2%*
+2.7
-2.6
-3.6
-11.6*
+3.7%

Trust in NGOs

2008-
2006
-2.4%
-1.2%
-2.2%

+0.8
+2.5%
-2.1%
-3.5%

+1.2

+2.7
+5.3*
-3.7*
+6.4*

-3.5

-2.8

+20.2%*

-5.3%

-8.5%
-10.7*
+18.6*
+1.6
-4.2
+7.3*
-4.7
+1.7
-0.3
+4.9%*
-4.8%

+5.8*
+6.3*
-4.2%
+0.9
-4.1%

Rate of agreement (“Strongly agree” and “Agree”) with Q3, option 3 - Base: all respondents (N=28100)

In the EU28, the overall level of trust in NGOs is 71.7%. In the EU15 consumers’ trust
level is higher (75.0%), whereas in the EU13 it is lower (59.4%). Compared to the EU28,
this level is also higher in the West (82.3%) and it is lower in the East (59.5%), North
(60.0%) and South (63.1%). The highest trust in NGOs is observed for individuals
residing in the UK (85.9%), France (84.3%) and Ireland (83.7%). The lowest levels of

trust in NGOs are found in Greece (34.5%), Bulgaria (36.3%) and Latvia (42.5%).
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Between 2014 and 2016, trust in NGOs has increased in the EU28 (+10.0pp), EU15
(+11.6pp) and EU13 (+3.8pp). It has also increased in the West (+17.9pp) and East
(+3.8pp). Compared to the previous survey this type of trust increased most sharply in
Germany (+30pp). Among all studied countries, this type of trust decreased most
prominently in Norway (-9pp).

The largest positive reversal is observed in Germany. Trust in NGOs increased between
2014 and 2016 by 29.8pp, whereas it decreased by 23.8pp between 2012 and 2014. No
negative reversals are found.

Trust in NGOs

I T

2016

(* = sig diff

EU28)

71.7%

2016-
2014

+10.0%*

-12.9%

- Male 72.1% +9.0* -11.4%* +1.3* +4.5% +4.4%* -0.3 -2.5%
| Gender
Female 71.4% +11.0%* -14.2%* +2.9% +3.9% +4.7%* +0.3 -2.3*%
18-34 77.4% * +11.9* -11.9% +3.7% +5.2% +2.0* +2.6%* -2.9%
35-54 72.5% +9.7* -12.4%* +1.5% +2.2% +6.9%* -2.5% -1.0
Age groups
55-64 70.0% * +10.6* -15.2% +1.5 +4.3* +4.6%* -1.0 -0.9
65+ 63.0% * +5.9%* -12.4%* +1.5 +4.1%* +4.6%* +0.4 -4.4%*
Low 61.8% * = = = = = = =
Education Medium 73.3% * = = = = = = =
High 73.3% * = = = = = = =
Very difficult 53.29% * -0.6 - - - - - -
Fairly difficult 67.7% *  +6.3* - - - - - -
Financial Situation Fairly easy 76.8% * +10.8* ® @ ® ® o ®
Very easy 72.5% +10.4* - - - - - -
DK/NA 63.5% * +9.4%* = = = = = =
Rural area 71.9% +10.3* -14.5* +3.0* +5.4%* +5.2% -0.7 -0.9
m Urbanisation Small town 72.3% +11.2% =187 +1.6* +4.8* +4.4% -0.5 =Sl
Large town 71.3% +8.4* -10,1* +2.6* +1.3 +4.4%* +1.6* -3.4%
Self employed 65.4% * -0.2 -9.5% +9.9% -1.1 +2.0 -0.3 -2.5
Manager 79.4% * +14.4* -12.1%* +0.4 +3.9% +0.7 -2.1 -1.7
Other white ;g 5o *  +15.8%  -17.0%  +4.9% = = 0.3 -3.2%
collar
— Blue collar 66.2% * +2.6* -10.8* +0.9 +7.1% +2.8* -1.5 -1.0
E Employment status
Student 75.4% *  +9.8%* -14.7% +3.2% +6.7* +3.9% +5.2% -3.8%
Unemployed 70.0% +10.0* -11.1%* +1.3 +3.4%* +9.0* +0.1 -1.8
Seeking a job  63.4% * -0.6 -7.7* +0.6 - S = =
Retired 63.3% * +6.0* -12.4% +0.7 +4.5% +4.5% -0.3 -3.8%

Rate of agreement with Q3, option 3 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)
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2016

Trust in NGOs (* = sig [ 2016-

diff 2014
EU28)
Daily 73.6% *  +8.4*
Weekly 78.2% * +17.8*
@ Internet use Monthly 60.6% * +0.2
Hardly ever 60.3% * +7.0*
Never 54.0% * +1.5

Only native 74.6% * +13.3*
Two 69.3% *  +8.1%*
’. Languages
Three 66.9% * +1.7

Four or more 60.3% * +0.8

Low 68.4% * +10.9*
@ Numerical skills Medium 68.6% *  +9.0*
High 74.3% * +10.2*
High 73.1% * +10.7*
@ Consumer knowledge
9 Low 70.4% *  +9.2*
High 78.1% *  +9.3*
3 Confidence in
!ﬁ online shopping Low 55.8% * +4.3*
DK/NA 51.4% * +1.8
) ) High 81.7% * +11.1*
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 50.3% *  +1.8*
online shopping
DK/NA 53.0% * -0.1

Online domestic 77.8% * +11.3*

Online purchase Online cross- O P
! behaviour border Z3 e O
Did notbuy  gg gofy x 404
online
Very vulnerable 54.6% * -
Consumer vulnerability 33{:::;2?; 64.0% * =
(sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable 77.1% * =
DK/NA 39.3% * =
Very vulnerable 56.4% * -
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability vilGembE 62.4% * -

@ (terms and conditions)

Not vulnerable 75.3% * =
DK/NA 45.5% * -
Rate of agreement with Q3, option 3 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, higher trust in
NGOs is observed in individuals who have high confidence in cross-border shopping
(81.7%) and online shopping (78.1%), who are employed as managers (79.4%) or
other white collar jobs (78.5%) and who are weekly Internet users (78.2%). The lowest
levels of trust in NGOs can be found in consumers who don’t know their vulnerability in
terms of socio-demographic factors (39.3%) and in terms of the complexity of offers,
terms and conditions (45.5%), don’'t know their confidence in online shopping (51.4%)
and cross-border shopping (53.0%) and report being in a very difficult financial situation
(53.2%).
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6.2.Trust in redress mechanisms

This section focuses on consumers’ level of trust in redress mechanisms (out-of-body
mechinisms and courts), which can affect their willingness to actively use these
mechanisms when facing problems with online and/or offline purchases.

Trust in redress mechanisms

Region/ 2016 2016- 2010- | 2009- | 2008-

country | C omay T | 2014 2009 | 2008 | 2006
46.8%  +6.5%  +1.0%  -48%  +43%  +103%  -43%  -3.1%
49.6% *  +83%  +1.2%  -65%  +36%  +124%  -59%  -35%
35.8% * 0.7 +0.4  +14%  47.0%  +27%  +17%  +42.5%
37.0% * -1.80  -0.6 411 47.0%  484%  -155%  -2.3%
34.9% *  -2.0%  +54%  -44% 406 +115%  -42% 0.8
35.9% * -0.6 +0.5 +1.4% +7.0% +2.7* +1.7% +2.8%
58.3% * +14.5% 0.9  -8.2%  +52%  +131%  -6.1%  -50%
33.0% * -13.1%  -16 1.0 +13.8%  410.6%  -214% -1
28.4% *  +0.1  -53%  +6.0%  +48.7%  +54%  +3.5% -
34.1% *  +1.9 406  +0.5  +47.8%  -52%  +7.1% 25
44.8% 423 +1.8  -48%  +129%  +8.0%  -21.3%  +10.1*
60.3% * +23.0%  -3.8%  -9.9%  455%  +152%  -84%  -8.0%
28.6% *  +2.8  +9.5%  -16 1.8 103 53¢ 422
59.1% *  +6.8%  +42.7 27 -48%  +12.7%  +128% -89
37.7% *  -45% 423 1.9 415 +6.3%  -104%  -36
36.1% *  -0.9 +1.8 2.6 +6.9%  410.2%  -5.1%  +8.9%
61.7% * +16.3*  +12  -11.0%  +12.4%  +83% 21 -4.2%
20.8% * 0.0 +2.2 - - - - -
33.6% *  -34%  +103%*  -7.3%  -6.3%*  +155%  -44%  -50%
30.5% *  -42  -112%  +2.4 438  +4.1 05  -16.5%
26.9% *  -6.1%  -7.2% 402  +21.9%  +14  -8.9%  +6.9%
24.4% * 2.7 -49% 09  +8.5%  47.9% 24 1.8
56.5% * 0.2 +4.4  -54*  4145% 414 +8.2% 29
23.7% *  -14.0% 414 +15  +7.3% 02 +13 413
38.2% * 0.0 £3.0 440  462% 428  +02  -49%
39.9% *  -84%  +15 2.8 +7.8%  49.5%  -157% 19
58.20 * +12.9% 424 -9.0%  451%  +112%  +3.9%  -8.0*
33.9% *  -1.3 +3.0 403 423 +6.6%  -3.2% 469
34.7% *  +3.9%  -44% 424 +114%  +10  +6.1%  -8.5*
55.5% *  +7.7% 27 +23 4137 401 +9.9% -
42.8% * +21.3%  -8.6%  +9.8% 27 15 -5.2% 486
27.2% *  -13.5%  47.4%  +6.4%  47.7% 423 421 0.5
44.5%  -7.8% 423 +1.9  482%  +94%  -3.7%  -8.9%
283% *  -0.8  -3.7%  +42% 429 481%  -19.0%  -59%
61.6% * +13.3%* 0.5 -6.5%  -41*  +167%  -42% 27
32.7% *  -5.1% 411 33 - - - -
43.1% *  -83%  +87% 5.2 - - - -

Average proportion of agreement (“Strongly agree” and “Agree”) with Q3'¢, options 1, 2 and 3 - Base: all
respondents (N=28100)

16 Q3. How strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. In (our country) ...



In the EU28 the overall level of trust in redress mechanisms is 46.8%. In the EU15 this
trust level is higher (49.6%) and in the EU13 it is lower (35.8%). Compared to the EU28,
the level is higher in the West (58.3%), whereas it is lower in the South (34.9%), East
(35.9%) and North (37.0%).

Trust in redress mechanisms

The average proportion of agreement ("agree" and "strongly agree") with Q3, options 4 and 5; N=28100

2% R 2"

In this map, values above average are coloured in light and dark green and values below average are coloured
in light and dark red

-Strongly agree —Agree — Disagree -Strongly disagree — DK/NA

Q3.4. It is easy to settle disputes with retailers and service providers through an out-of-court body (i.e.
arbitration, mediation or conciliation body)

Q3.5. It is easy to settle disputes with retailers and service providers through the courts
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The lowest levels of trust in redress mechanisms are found in Hungary (23.7%),
Lithuania (24.4%), Latvia and Slovakia (both 27.2%). The highest trust in redress
mechanisms is found in France (61.7%) and the UK (both 61.6%), Germany (60.3%)
and Ireland (59.1%).

Between 2014 and 2016 trust in redress mechanisms has increased in the EU28
(+6.5pp) and EU15 (+8.3pp). An increase is also found in the West (+14.5pp), whereas
it has decreased in the South (-2.0pp). Compared to the 2014 survey this type of trust
increased most sharply in Germany (+23.0pp) and decreased most prominently in
Hungary (-14.0pp).

The largest positive reversal is observed in Germany, where trust in redress mechanisms
increased by 23.0pp between 2014 and 2016, whereas it decreased by 3.8pp between
2012 and 2014. The largest negative reversal is observed in Slovakia. Trust in redress
mechanisms decreased by 13.5pp between 2014 and 2016, compared to a 7.4pp

increase observed between 2012 and 2014.

Trust in redress mechanisms

I T

2016

(* = sig diff

EU28)

46.8%

Male 48.6% *  +7.2% +1.9% -6.1% +3.6% +10.7* -4.3% -3.0*
Female 45.0% *  +5.8%* +0.2 -3.6* +5.0%* +10.0* -4.3% =FLil+
18-34 52.2% * +7.8% +0.3 -4,1* +4.5% +6.7% +1.1 -1.8%
35-54 49.1% * +7.7* +2.7* -6.5% +2.8% +13.6* -6.8% -2.6*
Age groups
55-64 44.1% *  +6.6* +0.1 =5 +3.8%* +11.3* -8.0* =2.7%
65+ 36.3% * +0.5 +0.8 -4.3% +4.7* +11.5% -6.3% -5.4%
Low 38.6% * = ° = o ° ° =
Education Medium 50.2% * = o o = = = =
High 44.1% * = = = = = = =
Very difficult 34.0% * -4.6* - - - - - -
Fairly difficult 43.8% * +3.1* - - - - - -
Financial Situation Fairly easy 50.7% * +9.4%* = = = = = =
Very easy 46.2% +6.2%* - - - - - -
DK/NA 40.7% * +7.1% = = = = = =
Rural area 46.7% +6.0% -0.6 -4,7% +6.1% +10.6* -5.2%* -1.6*
Urbanisation Small town 48.7% *  +7.4* +2.2% =5, il +4.4* +10.5* -3.6* -4.8*
Large town 44.3% *  +5.5% Frilag) -4.0%* +1.9%* +9.7* -4.3% -2.0*
Self employed 41.8% * -4.0 +13.7* -13.5% +5.4% +6.8% -3.3 -1.8
Manager 53.4% * +12.9* +1.5 -8.3% +5.7* +10.3* =B SN
Other white g5 gof x  +17.2¢  -0.2 -5.7% - - -6.4% -2.6
collar
Q Employment status Blue collar 44.9% * +0.7 +2.4% -5.6* +3.7* +11.2%* -2.5% -3.4%*
Student 45.2% +3.1 -3.7* -2.0 +4.4* +7.3% +2.4 -3.1%*
Unemployed 35.9% * -6.5% +3.7* =55 +3.5% +16.4* -7.4% -2.3%
Seeking a job  37.5% * -7.8* +2.6 +0.3 - S S =
Retired 35.8% * -0.6 +0.8 -4.0% +4.7% +9.9% -6.0% -3.3*

Average proportion of agreement with Q3, options 1, 2 and 3 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)



2016

Trust in redress mechanisms (* = sig | 2016~

diff 2014
EU28)
Daily 47.2% +6.5%
Weekly 55.6% * +13.5%
@ Internet use Monthly 49.1% +9.3*

Hardly ever 40.4% * +2.4
Never 29.1% *  -8.8*
Only native 50.5% *  +8.7*
Two 44.3% * +4.2%

'. Languages
Three 38.6% * +1.8*

Four or more 31.4% * -4.6*

Low 55.2% * +17.4%
@ Numerical skills Medium 48.6% *  +7.3*
High 43.6% *  +3.4%
. High 52.1% * +11.5*%
ﬂ:ﬂ Consumer knowledge
N Low 41.7% *  +1.6*
High 52.1% * +7.6*
3 Confidence in
Hﬁ online shopping Low 34.8% * -0.1
DK/NA 25.5% *  -6.4%*
) : High 54.7% *  +9.2*
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 38.2% *  -0.8
= online shopping
DK/NA 26.9% * =5.1*

Online domestic 51.4% *  +9.8%*

Online purchase Online cross- "
behaviour border 46.6% +5.5
Did not buy 37.2% * 2.5+
online

Very vulnerable 35.9% * °

Consumer vulnerability sgm:xgla; 40.6% * -
(sociodemographic
- factors) Not vulnerable 50.6% * =
DK/NA 24.4% * =
Very vulnerable 33.6% * =
Somewhat
Consumer vulnerability [IEEVYTOSSSTEENICY AL L -

9
@ (terms and conditions)

Not vulnerable 50.1% * -
DK/NA 31.3% * o

Average proportion of agreement (“Strongly agree” and “Agree”) with Q3'7, options 1, 2 and 3 - Base: all
respondents from the EU (N=26599)

In terms of socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, higher trust in redress
mechanisms is observed in individuals who use the Internet weekly (55.6%), are
employed in a white collar (55.5%) or managerial position (53.4%), have high
confidence in cross-border shopping (54.7%). Interestingly, those with low numerical
skills also report high trust in redress mechinisms (55.2%). The lowest levels of trust in
redress mechanisms are observed in consumers who don’t know their vulnerability in
terms of socio-demographic factors (24.4%), don't know their confidence in online
shopping (25.5%) or cross-border shopping (26.9%), , never use the Internet (29.1%)
and don’t know their vulnerability in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and
conditions (31.3%).

The following two sections report separately on trust in the two types of redress
mechanisms surveyed: out of court body (ADR) and courts.

17°Q3. How strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. In (our country) ...
-Strongly agree —Agree — Disagree -Strongly disagree — DK/NA

Q3.4. It is easy to settle disputes with retailers and service providers through an out-of-court body (i.e.
arbitration, mediation or conciliation body)

Q3.5. It is easy to settle disputes with retailers and service providers through the courts



6.2.1.ADR

Trust in ADR

Region/ |, ig;sdm 2016- 2010- | 2009- | 2008-

Country Euze) 2014 2009 2008 2006
52.0% +6.7%  +2.1% -7.8% +3.7%  +10.4%  -1.1% -3.9%
54.9% *  +8.9%  +2.5%  -10.0%*  +3.5%  +11.9%  -2.3% -4.3%
41.2% *  -1.5% +0.8 +0.4 +4.4%  +4.9%  43.3% +1.1
45.2% *  -0.3 -0.5 +0.0 +7.2%  +6.5%  -12.1%  -3.9%
40.2% *  -2.7* +7.8% -8.4% +1.6  +11.9%  +1.9% -2.6%
41.2% *  -1.5% +0.9 +0.5 +4.4%  +4.9%  +3.3%  +1.3*
63.4% *  +15.7% 0.3 S11.7%  +4.5%  +12.3%  -3.9% -5.3%
37.9% *  -11.1% -1.5 2.3 +13.0%  +11.6%  -21.6% -3.3
30.6% *  +1.8 5.5%  +6.8%  +6.5%  +6.6%  +4.5% -
39.2% *  +1.8 +4.0 0.7 +7.2% -4.8% +7.4% -5.4%
46.1% *  +2.1 +4.5%  -10.6%  +14.0%  +5.3%  -152%  +8.7%
65.7% * +26.6*  -6.6*  -11.2%  +5.0%  +14.8%  -57%  -10.0%
37.9% *  +3.3  +12.6* -3.0 -0.2 -3.3 -2.3 +2.9
63.8% *  +6.7% +2.1 -7.0% 6.1%  +16.2%  +16.3%  -13.0%
44.0% *  -0.1 +3.5 -6.4% 0.5 +6.1% -1.5 -3.0
413% * 2.0 +3.8 -5.0% +6.8%  +10.3% 1.3 +11.9%
66.1% * +14.4%  +59%  -13.9%  +9.0%  +8.7* 2.5 -3.1
38.6% *  +2.8 +4.7% - - - - -
38.6% *  -4.6%  +13.9%*  -12.8* 3.8 +16.3* 429 -12.2%
34.2% *  -5.1 -11.0% -5.3 -5.9 +9.2% +2.1 -11.3*
34.8% *  -2.1 -7.8% 0.4 +23.5% 417 -9.2% +9.2%
25.3% *  -6.6% -6.3* -1.7 +8.2%  +9.2% +0.3 2.9
61.8% *  +1.8 +5.8 12.1%  +15.7% -1.3 +4.4 +2.2
28.6% *  -19.2% +3.3 -4.0 +1.4 +6.0%  +5.9% 2.8
49.6% +0.8 +4.8 +1.4 +9.6% +1.1 +2.4 4.4
43.7% *  -11.9%  +5.2% -5.3% +6.4%  +11.8%  -18.1% 1.2
62.1% *  +14.2% -0.7 -9.6% +2.3  +155%  +3.6 -7.9%
40.6% *  -0.9 +1.5 +1.2 22 +10.1% 2.6 +7.5%
40.6% *  +2.5 -5.5% +0.8  +12.9% -0.2 +13.1%  -8.4%
60.3% *  +7.0% -2.0 0.2 +13.1% 407 +12.9% -
34.4% *  +5.3% -4.8% +3.1 -0.5 -5.3% 2.8 +11.7%
32.9% *  -18.4%  +9.5%  +10.3*  +6.6* +3.3 +4.1% +0.0
58.3% *  -4.6% -6.3%  +7.6%  +7.4%  +7.9% +0.0 -11.2%
37.3% *  +0.7 -0.1 +1.9 +3.2 +6.3%  -17.3%  -7.1%
67.2% * +155%  +0.4 -14.0% 22 4120 +2.3 -1.8
29.8% *  -7.6% -6.7% -6.1 - - - -
47.0% *  -8.2% +8.9% -8.8* - - - -

Rate of agreement (“Strongly agree” and “Agree”) with Q3, option 4 - Base: all respondents (N=28100)

In the EU28 the overall level of trust in ADR is 52.0%. In the EU15 this trust level is
higher (54.9%) and in the EU13 it is lower (41.2%). Compared to the EU28, a high level
of trust in ADR is found in the West (63.4%), whereas lower levels are found in the
South (40.2%), East (41.2%) and North (45.2%). The highest trust in ADR is found in
the UK (67.2%), France (66.1%), Germany (65.7%) and Ireland (63.8%). Among EU28
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countries, the lowest levels of trust in ADR are found in Lithuania (25.3%) and Hungary
(28.6%). Furthermore, this level is low as well in Iceland (29.8%).

Between 2014 and 2016 trust in ADR has increased in the EU28 (+6.7pp) and EU15
(+8.9pp), whereas it has decreased in the EU13 (-1.5pp). An increase is also evident in
the West (+15.7pp), whereas a decrease is found in the South (-2.7pp) and East (-
1.5pp). Compared to the previous survey in 2014 this type of trust increased most
sharply in Germany (+26.6pp) and decreased most prominently in Hungary (-19.2pp).

The largest positive reversal is observed in Germany, where trust in ADR increased
between 2014 and 2016 by 26.6pp, whereas it decreased by 6.6pp between 2012 and
2014. The largest negative trend change is observed in Slovakia. Trust in ADR decreased
between 2014 and 2016 by 18.4pp, whereas it increased by 9.5pp between 2012 and
2014.

2016
Trust in ADR (* = sig diff

EU28)

- Male 53.8% * +8.0%* +2.8* -8.8* +2.4%* +11.0% -1.5% -3.4%
” Gender
Female 50.4% * +5.6%* +1.5% -6.8* +4.9% +9.8* -0.7 -4.4%*
18-34 57.9% *  +9.5% +0.7 -8.4% +3.3* +6.6* +6.2% -3.0%
35-54 54.1% * +7.4% +4.9% -9.7* +2.6* +13.2* -4.6* -2.6*
Age groups
55-64 50.3% * +7.4% +1.2 -5.9* +2.1%* +12.8* -5.8* -4.1%
65+ 40.0% * -1.1 +0.9 -5.6%* +4.8% +11.9% -3.8% -6.5%
Low 43.1% * = = = = = = =
Education Medium 54.8% * - - - - - - -
High 51.0% S - - - - = =

Very difficult 37.7% * -6.0* o = ° o = o
Fairly difficult 49.5% *  +3.6* - - - - - -
Financial Situation Fairly easy 56.5% *  +9.8* = = = = = =

Very easy 49.2% *  +5.6* - - - - - -

DK/NA 46.0% * +9.9%* = = = = = =
Rural area 51.3% +5.2% +0.7 -7.2% +6.3* +9.7%* =Fhil™ -0.6
Urbanisation Small town 54.0% * +7.7* +3.1% -8.4%* +3.6* +10.6* +0.8 85
Large town 50.4% * +7.0* +2.4% -6.7* +0.6 +10.7* -1.4 -2.4*
Self employed 46.3% * -6.6* +21.1%* -16.6* +3.1 +9.1% -2.6 -3.6*
Manager 58.6% * +12.3* +3.5% -10.8* +3.9% +8.4% -2.7% -2.0
Other white g4 gof * +19.3*  +0.9  -10.3* - - 2.6 -4.9%

collar
Blue collar 48.7% * -0.7 +3.8* -9.2* +3.8* +10.8%* +0.8 -4.0*
Employment status

Student 52.6% +4.5% -2.9 -2.8 +0.6 +8.9%* +6.7* -4.6*
Unemployed 38.1% *  -9.2* +4.1* -8.5* +4.0%* +16.9% -4.4% -3.3%

Seeking a job  41.7% * -6.1% +0.9 -1.6 - - - -
Retired 41.1% * -0.9 +1.7* -6.1% +4.9% +10.6* -4.2% -4.5%

Rate of agreement with Q3, option 4 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)
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2016

Trust in ADR (* =sig | 2016-

diff 2014
EU28)
Daily 53.7% * +7.8*
Weekly 57.8% * +11.7*
@ Internet use Monthly 48.4% +2.8
Hardly ever 42.3% * +1.0
Never 34.1% *  -9.3*
Only native 56.2% *  +9.7*
o, Two 48.3% *  +3.6*
. Languages
Three 45.3% *  +2.4%*
Four or more 37.0% * -6.7*
Low 58.0% * +15.8*
@ Numerical skills Medium 53.9% * +8.1*
High 49.5% *  +3.9%
. High 55.3% * +9.7*
ﬂ:ﬂ Consumer knowledge
< ow .0% arS,
L 49.0% * 3.8*
High 58.4% *  +8.4*
3 Confidence in Om | o e
L P AR L Low 36.7% 2.4
DK/NA 30.2% *  -6.0%*
High 61.6% * +10.3*

Confidence in cross-
;_@ border Low 41.0% * CPNAE

online shoppin
LI DK/NA 31.1% *  -5.8%

Online domestic 57.7% * +11.1*

Online purchase Online cross- . "
behaviour border 50.4% +4.4
Did not buy g gojp x  -3.7x
online

Very vulnerable 39.9% * °

Consumer vulnerability sglr::ggla; 44.9% * -
(sociodemographic
- factors) Not vulnerable 56.4% * =
DK/NA 23.1% * =
Very vulnerable 38.2% * -
Somewhat
Consumer vulnerability [IEEVYTOSSSTEENEE A L -

9
@ (terms and conditions)

Not vulnerable 55.5% * =
DK/NA 34.19% * -
Rate of agreement with Q3, option 4 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

In terms of socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, higher trust in ADR is
observed in individuals who are employed in a white collar position (61.8%) or as a
manager (58.6%), have high confidence in cross-border shopping (61.6%) and online
shopping (58.4%), and who have low numerical skills (58.0%). The lowest levels of trust
in ADR are observed in consumers who don’t know their vulnerability in terms of socio-
demographic factors (23.1%) and in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and
conditions (34.1%), don’t know their confidence in cross-border shopping (31.1%) and
online shopping (34.1%) and and never use the Internet (34.1%).
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6.2.2.Courts

Trust in cou

Region/ |, i‘:ﬂm 2016- 2010- | 2009- | 2008-
Country 2 2014 2009 2008 2006
41.5% +6.2% 0.0 -1.9% +4.9%  +10.3* -7.5% -2.2%
44.4% *  +7.8* 0.0 -3.0% +3.7%  +12.9% -9.5% -2.6%
30.5% *  +0.2 +0.0 +2.3% +9.6% +0.6 0.0 +3.9%
28.8% *  -3.3% -0.7 +2.2 +6.8%  +10.4*  -18.9* -0.8
29.7% *  -1.3 +2.9% -0.4 -0.5 +11.2%  -10.3* +0.9
30.6% *  +0.2 +0.1 +2.2% +9.6% +0.6 +0.0 +4.2%
53.3% * +13.3% -1.6% -4.8% +6.0%  +13.9% -8.4% -4.8%
i 28.0% *  -15.0% -1.8 +0.2 +14.6%  +9.7* -21.2% +1.2
] 26.2% *  -1.6 -5.2% +5.1%  +10.9%  +4.2% +2.6 -
- 29.0% *  +1.9 -2.7 +1.8 +8.4% -5.6% +6.7% +0.4
4 43.6% +2.5 -0.8 +0.9 +11.8%  +10.7%  -27.3%*  +11.6%
— 54.8% * +19.4* 1.1 -8.6* +6.0%  +15.6%  -11.0% -6.1%
— 19.4% *  +2.2 +6.5% -0.2 -3.5 +3.9 -8.3% +1.6
N | 54.4% *  +7.0% +3.3 +1.6 -3.6 +9.2% +9.3% -4.9%
31.4% *  -9.0% +1.1 +2.6 +3.4 +6.6% -19.3* -4.2
= 30.9% *  +0.3 -0.2 -0.3 +7.0%  +10.0% -8.9% +5.9%
| 57.3% * +18.3* -3.6 -8.0* +15.9%  +8.0% -1.6 -5.2%
- 20.9% *  -2.8 -0.3 - - - - -
| 28.7% *  -2.2 +6.6% -1.8 -8.8* +14.7%  -11.7% +0.4
26.9% *  -3.4 -11.5%  +10.0%  +13.4% -1.0 -3.0 -21.6*
—_— 18.9% *  -10.0% -6.6% +0.9 +20.3% +1.1 -8.5% +4.6%
— 23.6% *  +1.3 -3.5 -0.1 +8.7* +6.5% -5.2% -0.7
i 51.2% *  -2.2 +3.0 +1.3 +13.2% +4.2 +12.0% -7.9%
e 18.8% *  -8.7* -0.6 +7.0%  +13.2% -6.5% -3.3% +5.4%
" 26.7% *  -0.8 +1.2 +6.7% +2.7 +4.5 -2.0 -5.3%
== 36.0% *  -4.9% 0 -0.2 +9.3% +7.2% -13.3% 2.7
— 54.3% * +11.7%  +5.4% -8.5% +7.9% +6.9% +4.1% -8.0*
— 27.3% *  -1.8 +4.5% -0.6 +6.8% +3.1 -3.8% +6.3%
® 28.8% *  +5.3% -3.3 +4.1%  +10.0% +2.2 -0.8 -8.7*
50.7% *  +8.3* -3.3 +4.8%  +14.3% -0.5 +7.0% -
51.1% * +37.3*  -12.5%  +16.5% -4.8% +2.3 -7.6% +5.5%
21.4% *  -8.6% +5.3% +2.5 +8.8% +1.4 +0.2 -1.0
30.6% * -11.0%x  +11.0% -3.9 +9.0%  +10.9% -7.5% -6.5%
19.2% *  -2.3 -7.3% +6.4% +2.7 +9.8% -20.6* -4.7%
56.0% * +11.1% -1.5 +0.9 -5.9% +21.5%  -10.8% -3.7
35.5% *  -2.7 +8.8% -0.6 - - - -
39.2% -8.4% +8.4% -1.7 - - - -

Rate of agreement (“Strongly agree” and “Agree”) with Q3, option 5 - Base: all respondents (N=28100)

In the EU28 the overall level of trust in courts is 41.5%. In the EU15 this trust level is
higher at 44.4% and in the EU13 it is lower than the EU28 average at 30.5%. Compared
to the EU28, a high level is also found in the West (53.3%), whereas a low number is
found in the North (28.8%), South (29.7%) and East (30.6%). The highest trust in
courts is found in France (57.3%), the UK (56.0%) and Germany (54.8%). The lowest
levels of trust in courts are found in Hungary (18.8%), Latvia (18.9%), Sweden (19.2%)
and Estonia (19.4%).



Trust in courts has increased between 2014 and 2016 in the EU28 (+6.2pp) and EU15
(+7.8pp). A sharp increase is observed in the West (+13.3pp), whereas a decrease is
found in the North (-3.3pp). Compared to the previous survey trust increased remarkably
and most sharply in Slovenia (+37.3pp) and decreased most prominently in Belgium (-
15.0pp).

The largest positive reversal is observed in Slovenia, where trust in courts increased
between 2014 and 2016 by 37.3pp, whereas it decreased by 12.5pp between 2012 and
2014. The largest negative trend change is observed in Finland, where trust in courts
decreased between 2014 and 2016 by 11.0pp, whereas it increased by 11.0pp between
2012 and 2014.

pL
- - 2016- 2010- 2009- 2008-
VLTS o C oy | 2014 2009 2008 2006
Y Male 43.4% * +6.4%* +1.1 -3.5% +4.7% +10.4* -7.1% -2.6*
‘H‘n Gender
Female 39.7% * +6.0* -1.0 -0.4 +5.0%* +10.2%* -7.9% -1.8*
18-34 46.6% * +6.2%* -0.2 +0.1 +5.6%* +6.8* -4.0%* -0.6
35-54 44.1% * +8.1%* +0.5 -3.2% +3.0* +14.0%* -8.9% -2.5%
Age groups
55-64 37.9% * +5.8* -1.0 -1.0 +5.5% +9.8* -10.2* -1.3
65+ 32.6% * +2.0%* +0.6 -3.0%* +4.7*% +11.1%* -8.8% -4.3*
Low 34.0% * = = - - - - -
Education Medium 45.7% * = = = - - - -
High 37.2% * - - - - - - -

Very difficult 30.2% * =Gt = - - = - -
Fairly difficult 38.0% *  +2.5% - - = o - _
Financial Situation Fairly easy 44.8% *  +8.9* o - - - = -

Very easy 43.2% +6.7* 5 - - - - -

DK/NA 35.5% * +4.4 - - - - - -
Rural area 42.1% +6.9%* -1.9*% -2.2% +5.9% +11.6%* -7.3% -2.6*
éﬁ\' Urbanisation Small town 43.4% *  +7.2% +1.2 -1.9%* PBe +10.4* -8.0%* -2.2*%
Large town 38.3% * +4.0%* +0.2 -1.2 +3.2% +8.7* -7.1% -1.6
Self employed 37.3% * -1.4 +6.2 -10.4* +7.6* +4.4 -4.1 -0.1
Manager 48.2% * +13.6* -0.6 -5.9% +7.5% +12.1%* -9.0* -6.7*
Other white 49 304 *  +15.1%  -1.3 11 : : -10.3* -0.2

collar
— Blue collar 41.2% +2.1% +0.9 -2.1* +3.7* +11.6* -5.8* -2.7*
E Employment status

Student 37.8% * +1.7 -4.6* -1.1 +8.2%* +5.7* -2.0 -1.6
Unemployed 33.8% * -3.9% +313% -2.5 4301 +15.8%* -10.5% -1.4

Seeking a job 33.2% * -9.5%* +4.3* +2.1 - - - -
Retired 30.5% * 03 -0.1 -1.9% +4.5%* +9.3* -7.8% -2.2%

Rate of agreement with Q3, option 5 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)



2016

Trust in courts (* = sig | 2016-

diff 2014
EU28)
Daily 40.8% +5.1%
Weekly 53.4% * +15.3*
@ Internet use Monthly 49.8% * +15.8*
Hardly ever 38.4% +3.7
Never 24.2% * -8.3*

Only native 44.8% * +7.8*

o, Two 40.4% +4.9%
. Languages
Three 31.9% * +1.2
Four or more 25.8% * -2.6
Low 52.4% * +19.0%*
@ Numerical skills Medium 43.4% *  +6.5*
High 37.7% *  +3.0%*
. High 48.9% * +13.3%*
ﬂ:ﬂ Consumer knowledge
N Low 34.4% * -0.7
High 45.7% *  +6.8*
3 Confidence in
h online shopping Low 32.9% * +2.2*
DK/NA 20.8% * -6.7*
) : High 47.8% *  +8.2%*
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 35.5% * +0.9
= online shopping
DK/NA 22.6% * -4.5%

Online domestic 45.1% *  +8.6*

Online purchase Online cross- "
behaviour border 42.9% +6.5
Did not buy 33.8% * 2
online o

Very vulnerable 31.9% * =

Consumer vulnerability sglr::ggla; 36.4% * -
(sociodemographic
- factors) Not vulnerable 44.8% * =
DK/NA 25.6% * =
Very vulnerable 28.9% * -
Somewhat
Consumer vulnerability vulnerable 32.2% * -

9
@ (terms and conditions)

Not vulnerable 44.6% * =
DK/NA 28.5% * -
Rate of agreement with Q3, option 5 - Base: Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, higher trust in
courts is observed in weekly (53.4%) and monthly Internet users (49.8%) as well as
individuals who have low numerical skills (52.4%), are employed in white collar jobs
(49.2%) and have high consumer knowledge (48.9%). The lowest levels of trust in
courts are found in consumers who don’t know their confidence in online shopping
(20.8%) and cross-border shopping (22.6%) as well as those who never use the Internet
(24.2%), don’t know their vulnerability in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and
conditions (25.6%) and speak four or more languages (25.8%).
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7. TRUST IN PRODUCT SAFETY

This chapter discusses consumers’ perceptions and trust in product safety, which is
considered a key driver of consumer confidence. Since 2013, the European Commission
has introduced a range of legislative proposals and other measures aiming to improve
product safety and traceability within the EU28 single market.
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Trust in product safety

Region/ | E‘:}g‘im 2016- 2010- | 2009-
Country e 2014 2009 2008
78.0% +9.4% +1.2% -0.6 -1.4% +6.8% -2.8%
80.1% * +10.5%  +1.1% -1.1% -2.0% +5.8% -0.8
70.2% *  +5.1% +1.8% +1.4% +1.2 +10.7%  -10.4%
73.8% *  -0.2 +1.7 -4.6% +3.4% -0.3 -5.8%
59.0% *  +0.7 -3.1% +0.8 -6.7%  +11.0% -2.2%
70.3% *  +5.2% +1.8% +1.4% +1.2 +10.8%  -10.4%*
91.6% * +16.5%  +3.3% -1.8% +0.2 +3.6% +0.2
i 74.6% *  -5.6% +6.9% +2.0 +4.3% +4.7% -18.8%
== 53.3% *  +1.8 -16.9%  +6.8% +9.8%  +11.4% -8.8*
- 79.9% +0.7 +4.3% -1.5 +1.1 +13.1%  -13.7*
e 75.9% +1.5 +0.7 -2.3 +12.1% -1.5 -9.1%
= 92.6% * +19.4%  +8.9% -2.5 -5.1% +9.4% +3.2
— 71.1% *  -58*%  +11.6* +2.5 +1.9 -4.6 -6.8*
[ | 93.7% *  +12.7* -2.8 2.7 +0.4 +3.9%  +11.9%
= 53.7% *  +0.2 +10.8* -3.9 -7.7% +9.1% -7.9%
(& ] 59.5% *  -4.2 -3.9 +4.4% -7.3% +9.0% -8.6*
N 93.5% *  +28.6* +2.1 -1.9 +2.1 -2.0 -3.6
- 62.4% *  +1.7 -0.2 - - - -
| 59.2% *  +4.3 -4.7% 2.2 -6.2%  +13.1%  +4.4%
54.9% *  -57 +3.2 +0.9 -6.7% +8.3% -6.7*
— 64.4% *  +0.7 -1.8 +4.8% +1.9 +7.9% -10.6*
= 63.9% *  -2.4 +6.6* +5.9%  +10.1% +1.8 -15.5%
— 89.0% *  +8.5% +0.9 +8.4% -14.1% +4.3 +0.5
— 76.9% +4.4% +1.2 +3.5 -1.3 +1.9 +1.7
" B 61.1% *  -5.7 -6.1% -0.2 +2.0 +13.0¢  -19.3%
o 78.8% -3.0 -4.3% +2.5 +5.7% +8.3%  +14.3*
— 92.5% * +11.3*%  +6.1% +1.8 -8.5% +8.2%  +11.7%
— 79.1% +8.0% +5.7% +0.4 2.2 +16.4%  -19.0%
61.4% *  +1.7 -4.6% +7.7% -8.4% +9.8% -2.3
} | 56.5% *  +6.6% +3.1 +0.7 +7.9%  +7.1% 3.5
59.9% *  +0.6 -10.3%  +4.2% -7.4% +4.3% -10.8%*
67.2% *  +8.4% -6.2% +1.3 -12.2%  49.5% +4.9%
80.9% *  -8.3% -0.5 -0.2 2.4 +2.4 -4.2%
68.5% *  +3.3 +3.6 -8.5% +1.6 1.1 -4.8%
94.4% *  +10.6* -1.0 -3.3% +2.8 -1.0 -1.1
69.6% *  +0.1 +3.4 +2.7 - - -
84.4% *  +1.6 +0.9 +0.1 - - -

Average proportion of agreement (“Strongly agree” and “Agree”) with Q4'8, options 1and 2 - Base: all
respondents (N=28100)

In the EU28 the general level of trust in product safety is 78.0%. In the EU15 this trust
level is 80.1% and in the EU13 it is 70.2%. Compared to the EU28, this level of trust is

18 4. Thinking about all non-food products currently on the market in (our country), do you think that...?
How strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. In (our country) ...

1. Essentially all non-food products are safe

2. A small number of non-food products are unsafe



higher in the West (91.6%) and lower in the South (59.0%), East (70.3%) and North
(73.8%).

Trust in product safety

The average proportion of agreement ("agree" and "strongly agree") with Q4, options 1 and 2; N=28100

o I >

In this map, values above average are coloured in light and dark green and values below average are coloured
in light and dark red

The highest trust in product safety is found in the UK (94.4%) and Ireland (93.7%) as
well as France (93.5%), Germany (92.6%) and Austria (92.5%). The lowest levels of

trust in product safety are found in Bulgaria (53.3%), Greece (53.7%) and Cyprus
(54.9%).
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Between 2014 and 2016 trust in product safety has increased in the EU28 (+9.4pp),
EU15 (+10.5pp) and EU13 (+5.1pp). It has also increased in the West (+16.5pp) and
East (+5.2pp). Compared to the previous survey, trust in product safety increased most
in France (+28.6pp) and decreased most in Finland (-8.3pp).

The largest positive reversal is observed in Slovakia. Trust in product safety increased
between 2014 and 2016 by 8.4pp, whereas it decreased by 6.2pp between 2012 and
2014. The largest negative reversal is observed in Estonia, where trust in product safety
decreased between 2014 and 2016 by 5.8pp, whereas it increased by 11.6pp between
2012 and 2014.

n 2016- 2010- 2009-
Trust in product safety 2014 2009 2008
Male 79.6% * +8.0%* +0.7 -1.2% +1.2 +5.9% -1.8*
Female 76.6% * +10.8%* +1.7%* 0 -3.7% +7.8% -3.7*
18-34 81.8% * +9.7* +0.5 +0.3 -1.3 +3.2% +1.9%
35-54 79.0% *  +8.9* +1.0 +0.2 -2.0%* +8.5% -3.4%
Age groups
55-64 78.3% +12.9% +2.3% =207/ -0.4 +7.7* -4.2%
65+ 68.8% * +4.5% +1.5 -2.2% -1.3 +8.7* -7.3%
Low 66.8% * = o = o 2 2
E Education Medium 80.6% * = = = o = =
High 78.2% = = = = = =

Very difficult 58.6% * +1.2 - - - - -
Fairly difficult  72.6% * +7.2*% - - - - -
Financial Situation Fairly easy 82.6% * +7.9% o = o = =

Very easy 84.4% * +6.8%* - - - - -

DK/NA 69.3% * +4.7 = = = = =
Rural area 74.6% *  +6.4* +1.8* -0.2 -1.5% +7.7* -6.6%*
ﬁﬁ\' Urbanisation Small town 79.7% * +11.8* +1.1 -1.3 =il 7% +7.2% -1.6*
Large town 79.4% * +9.2% +1.0 -0.1 -0.8 +6.0* -0.3
Self employed 70.2% * +0.9 +0.6 -3.5 +2.3 +10.8%* -6.8*
Manager 85.4% * +9.3* +1.2 -1.0 +4.0%* -0.9 +5.5%
Other white g5 5o x  112.9%  +2.3* 0.7 . . +0.6

collar
— Blue collar 76.1% *  +6.8* +2.1* -1.4 -0.8 +6.2% -1.7
ﬂ Employment status

Student 75.3% * +3.1 +1.2 +0.5 =L +5.1%* +1.6
Unemployed 72.2% * +10.0* -1.3 +2.7 -4.8* +10.8%* -7.9*

Seeking a job  68.2% * +3.2 -4.7% +7.0%* - - -
Retired 69.4% * +5.0%* +2.1%* -3.0%* +0.2 +8.8% -8.4%

Average proportion of agreement with Q4, options land 2 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)
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2016

Trust in product safety & =dp | 206

diff 2014
EU28)
Daily 79.1% *  +7.2%
Weekly 83.9% * +13.8*
@ Internet use Monthly 76.9% +11.0*

Hardly ever 71.1% *  +6.5%*
Never 62.2% * +4.7*
Only native 81.3% * +14.1%
Two 75.1% *  +6.4%*

’. Languages
Three 71.2% * -1.0

Four or more 69.3% * -3.3*%

Low 78.9% +18.5*
@ Numerical skills Medium 73.2% *  +6.8*
High 80.4% *  +8.3*
High 80.8% * +11.5*
@ Consumer knowledge
N Low 75.4% *  +7.2%
High 83.2% * +7.9*
3 Confidence in
h online shopping Low 65.9% * +7.3*
DK/NA 59.1% * +0.5
) ) High 85.4% * +10.3*
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 69.1% *  +4.2%
online shopping
DK/NA 63.4% * -1.6

Online domestic 84.9% *  +9.6*

Online purchase Online cross- o, £
! behaviour border T 52
Did notbuy g5 gof x 415
online
Very vulnerable 60.7% * -
Consumer vulnerability 33{:2:;2?; 68.8% * =
(sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable 83.9% * =
DK/NA 52.9% * o
Very vulnerable 60.1% * -
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability [EENTHpSSN 67.5% * -

@ (terms and conditions)

Not vulnerable 82.0% * =
DK/NA 57.3% * -
Average proportion of agreement with Q4, options land 2 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

In terms of socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, higher trust in product
safety is observed in individuals who are employed in other white collar positions
(85.5%) or as managers (85.4%), have high confidence in cross-border online shopping
(85.4%), shop online domestically (84.9%) and have a very easy financial situation
(84.4%). The lowest levels of trust in product safety are observed in consumers who
don’'t know their vulnerability in terms of socio-demographic factors (52.9%) and
complexity of offers, terms and conditions (57.3%), those who are in a very difficult
financial situation (58.6%) as well as those who don’t kow their confidence in online
shopping (59.1%). Furthermore, low trust in product safety is found in consumers who
report being very vulnerable in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions
(60.1%).



8. TRUST IN ENVIRONMENTAL CLAIMS

This chapter discussed results from the consumer survey when it comes to consumer
trust in environmental claims. It is broken down into two parts, focusing on the perceived
reliability of environmental claims and on their perceived impact on consumers’
purchasing decisions.
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8.1.Reliability of environmental claims

Trust in environmental claims

Region/ 20_16_ 2016-

c (* = sig diff 2014
ountry EU28)

65.8% +12.2%

67.6% * +14.1*

59.2% * +4.9%

59.3% * +0.2
51.5% * +1.4
59.4% * +5.1%
76.6% * +21.8%*

51.8% * -8.8*
46.7% * +3.1
49.9% * +2.9
75.1% * +2.9
79.3% * +37.7*
62.0% * +2.5
79.3% * +10.4%*
46.7% * +3.9
53.4% * +0.4
79.7% *  +22.3%

- 36.1% * -3.6
| 49.8% * +2.2
41.6% *  -8.8%
[— 66.1% +7.5%
— 51.8% * -4.2
e 78.2% * +3.6
— 77.7% *  +12.9%
" B 49.8% *  -7.2%
[— 48.3% *  -2.5
— 82.5% *  +20.9%
_— 64.6% +4.4%
® 59.7% * -0.6
| 58.0% *  +8.9%
from— 48.3% *  -0.9
- 53.2% *  +1.8
o 57.4% *  -6.1%
= 51.2% *  +2.2

80.7% * +13.0%*

45.5% * -5.9
63.1% +0.8
Average proportion of agreement (“Strongly agree” and “Agree”) with Q3'°, option 6 - Base: all respondents
(N=28100)

19 Q3. How strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. In (our country) ...
-Strongly agree —Agree - Disagree —-Strongly disagree — DK/NA
Q3.6 Most environmental claims about goods or services are reliable



In the EU28 the overall level of trust in the reliability of environmental claims is 65.8%.
In the EU15 this trust level is 67.6%, whereas in the EU13 it is 59.2%. Compared to the
EU28, this level is higher in the West (76.6%), whereas it is lower in the South (51.5%),
North (59.3%) and East (59.4%).

Trust in environmental claims

The average proportion of agreement ("agree" and "strongly agree") with Q3, option 6; N=28100
0% N 2

In this map, values above average are coloured in light and dark green and values below average are coloured
in light and dark red

The highest level of trust in environmental claims is found in Austria (82.5%), the UK
(80.7%) and France (79.7%), whereas the lowest levels are found in Croatia (36.1%)
and Cyprus (41.6%). Additionally, this level is low in Iceland as well (45.5%).
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Between 2014 and 2016 trust in the reliability of environmental claims has increased in
the EU28 (+12.2pp), EU15 (+14.1pp) and EU13 (+4.9pp). An increase is also observed
in the West (+21.8pp) and East (+5.1pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 this type of
trust increased most prominently in Germany (+37.7pp) and decreased most strongly in

Cyprus (-8.8pp).

2016 | 3016-

Trust in environmental claims (* = sig diff
Eu28) 2014

Male 67.2% * +12.1%*

+12.2%

Gender

Female 64.5% * +12.3*
18-34 71.5% * +12.7*
35-54 66.5% +11.8*
Age groups
55-64 64.8% +14.2*
65+ 56.4% *  +8.3*
Low 55.2% * =
Education Medium 69.1% * o
High 64.6% * -

Very difficult 49.1% * +1.9
Fairly difficult 61.7% *  +8.5*
Financial Situation Fairly easy 70.8% * +14.0*
Very easy 66.6% +10.4*
DK/NA 55.9% *  +8.6*
Rural area 64.5% * +10.8*
Urbanisation Small town 66.2% +12.6*
Large town 67.2% * +13.4%

Self employed 59.6% * +0.7

Manager 70.9% * +14.2%
Other white 74.2% *  +20.0%
collar
Blue collar 61.8% * +3.7%
Employment status
Student 63.7% +10.3*

Unemployed 61.3% * +8.4*
Seeking a job 52.4% * -1.5
Retired 56.9% * +8.4%*

Average proportion of agreement (“Strongly agree” and “Agree”) with Q3, option 6 - Base: all respondents from
the EU (N=26599)
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2016

Trust in environmental claims | (* = si9 | 2016

diff 2014
EU28)
Daily 67.6% * +12.2*
Weekly 70.9% * +15.8%
@ Internet use Monthly 58.8% * +4.0
Hardly ever 56.6% * +7.3*
Never 49.4% * +2.0

Only native 70.0% * +15.5%

®, Two 63.5% * +10.9*
. Languages
Three 54.9% * +1.5
Four or more 50.3% * -2.2
Low 68.2% * +17.6*
@ Numerical skills Medium 64.4% * +10.6*
High 66.0% +11.8*
High 67.1% * +13.7*
ﬁjﬂ Consumer knowledge
T Low 64.6% * +10.7*
High 73.0% * +12.6%*
3 Confidence in
!ﬁ online shopping Low 47.7% *  +5.1%
DK/NA 44.9% * -1.1
- ; High 76.5% * +14.5%
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 52.10% *  +2.9%
= online shopping
DK/NA 48.1% * +0.5

Online domestic 71.7% * +12.9*%

Online purchase Online cross- . N
behaviour border 63.7% +5.6
Did not buy  gg gojy + 45,2
online

Very vulnerable 50.9% * °

Consumer vulnerability sgm:ggla; 54.4% * -
(sociodemographic
- factors) Not vulnerable 71.9% * =
DK/NA 40.0% * =
Very vulnerable 49.1% * =
Somewhat
Consumer vulnerability vulnerable 53.7% * -

9
@ (terms and conditions)

Not vulnerable 69.9% * -
DK/NA 49.0% * @

Average proportion of agreement (“Strongly agree” and “Agree”) with Q3, option 6 - Base: all respondents from
the EU (N=26599)

Different levels of trust in the reliability of environmental claims are found in individuals
with certain socio-demographic and other characteristics. The highest trust is observed in
consumers who have high confidence in cross-border shopping (76.5%) and online
shopping (73.0%) as well as those are employed in a white collar position (74.2%).
Additionally, this type of trust is high in individuals who report not being vulnerable in
terms of socio-demographic factors (71.9%) and in those who shop online domestically
(71.7%). The lowest levels of trust in the reliability of environmental claims are found in
consumers who don’t know their vulnerability in terms of socio-demographic factors
(40.0%) and the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (49.0%). It is also low in
those who don’t know their confidence in online shopping (44.9%), have low confidence
in online shopping (47.7%) and don’t know their confidence in cross-border online
shopping (48.1%).
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8.2.The impact of environmental claims on purchasing decisions

Influence of environmental impacts

Region/ 2016 2016-

A Ereia i
Country ( Eusz'g)d' 2014
49.9% -6.0* +14.6* +11.8* -3.3*
47.4% * -8.6%* +15.2% +11.3%* -5.0*

59.1% * +3.7* +12.5% +13.9* +2.9%

52.5% *  +0.6 +4.9% +9.6% -4.6%
47.7% *  -11.1%  +17.5%  +13.3% -9.7%
59.4% *  +3.9%  +12.7%  +13.9%  +3.0%
46.8% *  -8.0%  +14.6%  +10.3* -2.6%
i 58.7% *  -2.8 +16.2%  +9.9% -11.0%
f— 40.6% *  -6.9%  +12.0%  +15.7* +2.5
- 52.7% +2.0 +11.1%  +16.8%  -5.9%
+ 47.4% -0.6 +3.5 +8.5% -7.6%
= 47.9% -6.7%  +16.5%  +8.7% +1.6
— 37.2% *  +2.5 +9.1% +4.5% +4.3%
N | 49.0% -5.4% +8.4% +9.2% +2.8
= 44.9% *  -20.8%  +9.0% +8.3% -8.2%
=] 46.9% -12.6%  +26.7* +9.9% -9.7%
| 40.4% *  -18.9%  +14.2%  +10.9% -5.4%
- 61.3% *  -5.7% +18.9% - =
| 48.5% -11.6%  +15.5%  +15.7% -8.6*
24.9% *  -15.2% -6.2%  +11.4% 2.2
— 53.9% *  +6.6% +9.6%  +11.5% +2.6
— 31.0% *  +2.8 +0.6 +9.0% +1.4
— 48.4% S21.7%  +22.2%  +10.4% +1.3
— 65.5% *  +7.9% +9.4% +6.3% -1.8
" B 48.6% +2.8 -0.4 +16.1%  -17.3%
— 55.2% *  -36 +10.7%  +7.5% +0.8
— 49.0% -13.8%  +13.5%  +15.4% -7.7%
-— 62.0% *  +5.3%  +11.9%  +15.5% +0.8
) 51.9% +8.5% -1.6 +19.7%  -15.8%
1B 70.6% *  +5.3%*  +21.1%  +12.6%  +16.6%
i 61.2% *  +11.8% +3.4 +7.7% -8.7%
o 48.9% +4.1 +2.8 +17.6% -3.6
- 57.6% * +11.0%  +8.9% +4.2 -3.4
== 52.5% -4.6% +3.5 +13.3% -3.5
Bl= 47.0% -0.1 +13.9%  +11.9% -4.3%
47.5% +0.7 +6.7%  +11.9% -

53.2% * -6.1* +23.1% +10.9% -
Proportion of agreement with Q52°, options 1, 2 and 3 - Base: all respondents (N=28100)

20 Q5. Considering everything you have bought during the last two weeks, did the environmental impact of any
goods or services also influence your choice?

1. Yes, for all or most goods or services you bought

2. Yes, but only for some



In the EU28 49.9% of consumers report that claims about the environmental impact of
goods and services influenced their purchasing decisions. In the EU15 this proportion is
lower compared to the EU28 average (47.4%), while it is higher in the EU13 (59.1%).
Compared to the EU28, higher levels are found in the East (59.4%) and North (52.5%),
whereas lower levels are observed in the West (46.8%) and South (47.7%). The highest
proportion of consumers who report that environmental claims impact their purchasing
decisions is found in Romania (70.6%), Hungary (65.5%) and Poland (62.0%). The
lowest is observed for Cyprus (24.9%), Lithuania (31.0%) and Estonia (37.2%).

Consumers’ perception of the impact of environmental claims on purchasing decisions
decreased between 2014 and 2016 in the EU28 (-6.0pp) and EU15 (-8.6pp). In contrast,
it increased in the EU13 (+3.7pp). Furthermore, this level increased in the East (+3.9pp)
and decreased in the South (-11.1pp) and West (-8.0pp). Compared to the survey in
2014 the perceived impact of environmental claims on purchasing decisions increased
most sharply in Slovenia (+11.8pp) and decreased most prominently in Luxembourg (-
21.7pp).

No statistically significant positive trends were observed. The largest negative reversal is
observed in Luxembourg, where the perceived impact of environmental claims on
purchasing decisions decreased between 2014 and 2016 by 21.7pp, whereas it increased
by 22.2pp between 2012 and 2014.

Influence of environmental 2016
- (* = sig diff
impacts EU28)

Male 47.4% * -4.1% +13.9% +11.0%* SENIEE

Female 52.1% *  -7.8* +15.2* +12.6* -3.6*
18-34 48.2% * -6.9% +13.7* +13.7* -3.8*
35-54 53.9% * -4.7* +13.2% +11.6* -2.5%
Age groups
55-64 47.1% * -11.5* +14.9%* +12.5* -4.0%*
65+ 47.6% * -2.7% +17.3* +10.1%* -3.6*
Low 42.0% * = =
Education Medium 48.7% * o o
High 55.4% * - =
Very difficult 48.5% -4.1%* =

Fairly difficult  47.4% * -10.5% -
Financial Situation Fairly easy 50.1% -6.0%* =

Very easy 56.6% * +0.8 -

DK/NA 42.4% * -3.8 =
Rural area 49.2% -6.8% +15.3* +10.9* =il.3
Urbanisation Small town 49.9% =52 +14.1%* +12.1%* =7~
Large town 50.6% -6.5% +14.2% +12.7* -4.7%
Self employed 51.4% -8.8* +11.8* +15.5% -7.4%
Manager 58.4% * +3.4% +10.6* +10.8* -3.5%
Otherwhite 49 906, -13.4%  +13.1%  +13.0%
collar
— Blue collar 50.3% -4.4%* +15.8* +12.7* +3.4%
E Employment status
Student 46.6% *  -9.5% +16.8% +8.6* -5.8%
Unemployed 49.2% -7.9* +14.6* +14.6* -3.0*
Seeking a job  50.0% -4.1% +15.6* +10.9%*
Retired 49.0% -2.4* +15.2%* +11.0* -3.9*

3. Yes, but only for one or two
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Proportion of agreement with Q52!, options 1, 2 and 3 - Base:

all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

2016
Influence of environmental (* =sig | 2016-
impacts diff 2014
EU28)
Daily 48.7% *  -8.7*
Weekly 55.8% *  -3.2%
@ Internet use Monthly 60.6% * +4.9
Hardly ever 54.7% * -0.2
Never 42.9% *  -5.9%
Only native 47.1% * -4.7*
’ Two 51.5% * ~7.7*
. Languages
Three 57.6% *  -3.2%
Four or more 59.2% * -3.3*%
Low 53.5% * +2.3
@ Numerical skills Medium 46.7% * -7.8*
High 50.6% ~7.3%*
High 53.8% * -1.2
@ Consumer knowledge
N Low 46.1% * -10.4*
High 50.5% -7.6*
3 Confidence in
!ﬁ online shopping Low 49.2% -6.2*
DK/NA 43.8% * -0.9
) ) High 49.4% -10.2*
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 51.4% *  -4.3*
online shopping
DK/NA 47.2% * -0.5
Online domestic 49.3% -8.2%
Online purchase Online cross-
! behaviour border CO N s
Did notbuy gy 4o x 6.7
online
Very vulnerable 55.2% * -
Consumer vulnerability S it 58.0% * =
- - vulnerable
@ (sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable 46.6% * =
DK/NA 36.9% * =
Very vulnerable 59.1% * -
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability e o o 58.1% * -
@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable 47.6% * -
DK/NA 46.2% =

Proportion of agreement with Q522, options 1, 2 and 3 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, higher impact of
environmental claims on purchasing decisions is observed in consumers who are involved
in cross-border online shopping (60.7%), use the Internet monthly (60.6%), know four
or more languages (59.2%), and report being very vulnerable in terms of the complexity
of offers, terms and conditions (59.1%). In addition, the purchasing decisions of

2t Q5. Considering everything you have bought during the last two weeks, did the environmental impact of any
goods or services also influence your choice?

1. Yes, for all or most goods or services you bought

2. Yes, but only for some

3. Yes, but only for one or two
22 Q5. Considering everything you have bought during the last two weeks, did the environmental impact of any
goods or services also influence your choice?

1. Yes, for all or most goods or services you bought

2. Yes, but only for some

3. Yes, but only for one or two
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managers (58.4%) are reported to be more impacted by environmental claims. The
lowest levels of impact of environmental claims on purchasing decisions are found in
consumers who don‘t know their vulnerability in terms of socio-demographic factors
(36.9%), have a low level of education (42.0%), don't know their financial situation
(42.4%), never use the Internet (42.9%) and don’t know their confidence in online
shopping (43.8%).
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9. CONSUMER CONFIDENCE IN ONLINE PURCHASES

Low consumer confidence in online transactions is considered a significant barrier to the
continued growth of online purchases within the Digital Single Market. This chapter
reports findings on consumers’ overall confidence in domestic and cross-border online
purchases.
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9.1.1. Domestic online purchases

Confidence in domestic online shopping

Region/ 2016 | 5p36-
(* = sig diff
Country ) 2014

72.4% +12.4% +2.0*
75.2% * +13.1%* +2.6*

61.7% * +9.5% +0.2
78.5% * +7.2% il
58.0% * +10.4* +3.6*
61.9% * +9.6* +0.1

83.8% * +15.0%* +2.1%

74.3% +11.9% +7.8%

=] 44.9% * +14.8%  -10.6*
- 73.6% +6.7% +0.2
4+ 83.8% *  +5.6% +0.1
== 84.5% *  +20.4% -0.4
— 57.9% *  +5.1%  +16.0%
| 84.6% * +11.3* -0.5
= 49.0% *  +3.5 +9.3%
e 61.0% *  +6.7% +2.7
| 81.8% * +16.1* -0.1
- 47.2% *  +17.2% +0.7
T 60.6% * +16.0* +4.1
43.2% *  -1.5 +9.6%
—_ 50.2% *  +6.3* +1.3
— 46.6% *  +2.3 +0.5
— 82.4% *  +11.0% +2.9
— 62.4% * +15.0% +1.6
" | 52.2% *  +7.0% +9.2%
e 80.1% *  +9.9% +4.4%
— 84.0% * +16.1%  +7.1%
_— 67.3% *  +9.3% -3.3
@ 40.8% *  +2.0 -1.8
1 57.3% *  +7.1%  +9.0%
K 61.5% * +11.9%  -5.4%
- 64.3% *  +8.0% A7
= 70.2% +6.4% -0.3
4 80.1% *  +8.6* +4.2%
Bl 87.6% *  +8.8% +5.0%
H= 78.5% *  +6.9% +9.0%
—+— 87.2% *  +7.9% +5.2%
Average proportion of agreement (“Strongly agree” and “Agree”) with Q17%, option 1 - Base: all respondents
(N=28100)

23 Q17. How strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements.

-Strongly agree —Agree - Disagree —-Strongly disagree — DK/NA

Q17.1. You feel confident purchasing goods or services via the Internet from retailers or service providers in
(our country)



In the EU28 the confidence in domestic online purchases is 72.4%. In the EU15 this level
is 75.2% and in the EU13 it is 61.7%. Compared to the EU28, this level is higher in the
West (83.8%) and North (78.5%), whereas it is lower in the East (61.9%) and South
(58.0%). In the EU28, the highest levels of confidence in domestic online purchases are
found in the UK (87.6%) and Ireland (84.6%). Furthermore, the level is also high in
Norway (87.2%). The lowest levels of confidence in domestic online purchases are found
in Portugal (40.8%), Cyprus (43.2%) and Bulgaria (44.9%).

The degree of confidence in domestic online purchases has increased between 2014 and
2016 in the EU28 (+12.4pp), EU15 (+13.1pp) and EU13 (4+9.5pp). The level has also
increased in the West (+15.0pp), South (+10.4pp), East (+9.6pp) and North (+7.2pp).
Compared to the survey in 2014 the level of confidence in domestic online purchases
increased most sharply in Germany (+20.4pp). No statistically significant decrease is
observed in the studied countries.

The largest positive reversal is observed in Bulgaria, where confidence in domestic online
purchases increased by 14.8pp between 2014 and 2016, whereas it decreased by 10.6pp
between 2012 and 2014. No statistically significant negative trends changes were
observed.

Confidence in domestic online 2016 | >016-
- (* = sig diff
shopping EU28) 2014

+2.0*

Male 75.6% * +11.2% +1.2

Female 69.5% * +13.5% +2.9%
18-34 85.9% * +6.7* +1.8*
35-54 78.8% * +12.0* +2.0%*
Age groups
55-64 66.8% * +16.4* +2.0%*
65+ 43.4% * +10.4%* +1.4
Low 46.0% *
Education Medium 74.1% *
High 80.2% *

Very difficult 43.4% * +1.3

Fairly difficult 66.2% *  +9.7*

Financial Situation Fairly easy 79.0% *  +9.9*
Very easy 79.6% *  +8.9%
DK/NA 53.4% * +1.8

Rural area 70.5% * +11.7* +0.6

Urbanisation Small town 73.5% * +14.3%* rihot/

Large town 73.5% +10.7* +3.5%

Self employed 76.4% * +4.8 -0.9

Manager 86.1% *  +9.4* +2.3

Otherwhite g4 8op x +10.4%  -0.3

collar
Blue collar 67.3% * -0.5 +5.4*
Employment status

Student 84.0% * +2.7 TEIL

Unemployed 65.2% * +19.5% -1.3

Seeking a job 63.8% * +9.3* =3l

Retired 45.7% * +8.4* +2.9%

Average proportion of agreement with Q17, option 1 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)



Confidence in domestic online 2016-

a (* = sig
shopping diff EU28)| 2014
Daily 80.8% *  +6.4%
Weekly 76.4% * +19.9%*
@ Internet use Monthly 56.4% *  +8.5*

Hardly ever 42.2% * +4.4
Never 18.2% * -1.8*
Only native 70.9% * +17.9%
Two 75.3% *  +9.0*

'. Languages
Three 71.4% +4.7*

Four or more 75.0% *  +4.2%*

Low 67.8% * +24.6*
@ Numerical skills Medium 64.9% * +11.1%*
High 77.6% *  +9.4%
- High 74.8% * +13.6*
mi) Consumer knowledge
N Low 70.1% * +10.9*
High 100.0% * ®
3 Confidence in «
h online shopping (o 0088 -
DK/NA 0.0% * -
) ) High 94.2% *  +1.8*
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 45.0% *  +0.7
online shopping
DK/NA 33.4% * +1.6

Online domestic 89.5% *  +2.6*

Online purchase Online cross- O/ ¥ *
! behaviour border R initd
Did notbuy 45 gog *  45.7%
online
Very vulnerable 50.4% * -
Consumer vulnerability sgm:raﬁet 62.5% * =
(sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable  79.3% * o
DK/NA 37.5% * =
Very vulnerable 52.8% * -
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability vullnasie 60.2% * -

@ (terms and conditions)

Not vulnerable  77.0% * =
DK/NA 41.7% * -
Average proportion of agreement with Q17, option 1 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, higher levels of
confidence in domestic online purchases is found in individuals who have high confidence
in cross-border online shopping (94.2%). Furthermore, the level of confidence in
domestic online purchases is high in individuals who indicate shopping online—either
cross-border (90.5%) or domestically (89.0%)—those who are in a management position
(86.1%) and who are aged 18 to 34 (85.9%). The lowest levels of confidence in domestic
online purchases are found in consumers who never (18.2%) or hardly ever (42.2%) use
the Internet, don‘t know their confidence in cross-border online shopping (33.4%), don't
know their vulnerability in terms of socio-demographic factors (37.5%) and in terms of
the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (41.7%).
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9.1.2. Cross-border online purchases

Confidence in cross-border online shopping

ggs:](;?;/ (* E::Zilg?iff 2016-2014
57.8% +21.1% +2.8%
61.5% *  +24.5% +2.4%
43.6% * +8.1% +4.1%
49.0% * +6.4% +0.7
43.5% * +6.5% +4.9%
43.6% * +8.2% +4.2%
71.8% *  +35.3% +1.1
i 53.1% *  +9.1% +6.2%
| 35.4% * +7.2% -13.7%
- 45.8% *  +6.8% +4.7%
4 52.8% *  +5.0% -3.1
= 74.1% *  +44.5% +3.3
— 42.1% * +5.6% +11.9%
N | 76.0% *  +17.2% -4.0
= 34.3% * -3.3 +4.8%
Ce ] 47.1% * +3.4 +4.4%
| 73.4% *  +40.8* -1.5
- 41.5% *  +16.0* -0.1
| 44.1% *  +11.1* +6.5%
38.8% * -2.2 +1.0
— 34.9% * +2.8 0.9
—f 31.5% * +0.5 +0.0
— 75.0% *  +20.3* +1.8
o 53.3% *  +27.3% +3.4
" 56.9% +3.7 +0.9
== 43.7% * +8.4% +2.5
— 75.6% *  +33.3% -0.1
— 43.7% * +5.2% +8.6*
® 33.6% * +3.5 -1.4
1B 41.8% *  +5.0% +5.5%
i 49.2% *  +11.1% +1.7
- 48.0% * +8.6% -0.2
e 43.0% * +3.8 -3.7
50.2% * +8.6* +5.3%
77.0% *  +31.0% 0.0
67.7% * +8.5% +11.1%
66.5% * +9.8* +2.9
Average proportion of agreement (“Strongly agre?" and “Ag)ree”) with Q1724, option 2 - Base: all respondents
N=28100

24 Q17. How strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements.
-Strongly agree —Agree — Disagree -Strongly disagree — DK/NA



In the EU28 the overall level of confidence in cross-border online purchases is 57.8%. In
the EU15 this level is 61.5% and in the EU13 it is 43.6%. Compared to the EU28, the
level is higher in the West (71.8%), whereas it is lower in the South (43.5%), East
(43.6%) and North (49.0%). The highest confidence in cross-border online purchases is
found in the UK (77.0%), Ireland (76.0%), Austria (75.6%) and Luxembourg (75.0%).
The lowest levels of confidence in cross-border online purchases are found in Lithuania
(31.5%), Portugal (33.6%), Greece (34.3%) and Latvia (34.9%).

Between 2014 and 2016 confidence in cross-border online purchases has increased in the
EU28 (+21.1pp), EU15 (+24.5pp) and EU13 (+8.1pp). Furthermore, an increase is also
found in the West (+35.3pp), East (+8.2pp), South (+6.5pp) and North (+6.4pp).
Compared to the 2014 survey this type of trust increased most steeply in Germany
(+44.5pp). No statistically significant decrease is observed in the studied countries.

The largest positive reversal is observed in Bulgaria. Confidence in cross-border online
purchases increased between 2014 and 2016 by 7.2pp, whereas it decreased by 13.7pp
between 2012 and 2014. There are no statistically significant negative reversals.

Confidence in cross-border online | 2016 2016-

N * = sig diff
shopping C ooy | 2014

Male 61.7% * +18.7* +2.7%

+21.1%

Gender

Female 54.0% * +23.3%* 4297
18-34 72.7% * +15.2% +4.3%
35-54 62.2% * +22.1* +3.3*
Age groups
55-64 54.0% * +27.4* +1.1
65+ 27.9% * +14.4% -0.2
Low 34.0% * = =
Education Medium 59.8% * o o
High 64.0% * - -

Very difficult 29.5% *  +4.0%* o

Fairly difficult 50.7% * +15.5* =

Financial Situation Fairly easy 64.4% * +21.8* o
Very easy 66.2% * +24.9* o
DK/NA 39.4% * +13.3%* -

Rural area 53.8% * +20.1* +2.7*
Urbanisation Small town 58.9% * +23.7* +2.7%*

Large town 60.8% * +18.7* +2.6%*

Self employed 58.4% +8.0%* +1.1
Manager 74.6% * +22.8* +4.0%*
Other white

70.7% * +22.1%* +2.5%
collar

Blue collar 50.4% * +10.6* +4.7%

Employment status

Student 70.5% * +11.4* +6.8%
Unemployed 53.1% * +27.6* -0.6
Seeking a job 49.3% * +7.6* +3.5

Retired 30.8% * +14.6%* +0.9

Average proportion of agreement with Q17, option 2 - Base: all respondents (N=2810 Base: all respondents
from the EU (N=26599)

Q17.2 You feel confident purchasing goods or services via the Internet from retailers or service providers in
another EU country
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2016

Confidence in cross-border online o 2016-
" (* = sig diff
shopping EU28) 2014
Daily 64.5% * +16.8*
Weekly 64.7% * +35.2*
@ Internet use Monthly 40.7% * +16.8*
Hardly ever 30.9% * +13.2*
Never 9.9% * 0.0
Only native 58.4% +29.2%
® Two 58.2% +16.3*
. Languages
Three 52.8% * +7.2*
Four or more 57.4% +4.3*
Low 53.0% * +29.1*
@ Numerical skills Medium 50.9% * +17.9*
High 62.7% * +20.5*
. High 58.8% * +20.7*
@ Consumer knowledge
N Low 56.7% * +21.1*
High 75.1% * +18.7%
s Confidence in
!E online shopping Low 14.3% *  46.5%*
DK/NA 3.7% * -0.9
) . High 100.0% * -
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 0.0% * S
online shoppin
R DK/NA 0.0% * -

Online domestic 72.7% * +20.2*

Online purchase Online cross- " .
behaviour border 82.0% +5.6
Did not buy 28.3% *  +6.8*
online

Very vulnerable 34.5% * -

Consumer vulnerability 33:::]22?; 42.1% * -
(sociodemographic
d factors) Not vulnerable 66.5% * -
DK/NA 23.6% * =
Very vulnerable 34.2% * =
Somewhat

@ Consumer vulnerability [EEEVTHpSSEN 39.8% * -

@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable 63.8% * =
DK/NA 27.0% * =

Average proportion of agreement (“Strongly agree” and “Agree”) with Q17, option 2 - Base: all respondents
from the EU (N=26599)

In terms of socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, higher confidence in
cross-border online purchases is observed in individuals who shop online cross-border
(82.0%), have high confidence in online shopping in general (75.1%), are employed in a
management positon (74.6%), shop online domestically (72.7%), and are aged 18 to 34
(72.7%). The lowest levels of confidence in cross-border online purchases are observed
in consumers who don’t know their confidence in online shopping (3.7%) and have low
confidence in online shopping (14.3%). Also confidence in cross-border online purchases
is low in individuals who never use the Internet (9.9%), don't know their vulnerability in
terms of socio-demographic factors (23.6%) and in terms of the complexity of offers,
terms and conditions (27.0%).



Confidence in domestic and cross-border shopping

The average proportion of agreement ("agree” and "strongly agree”)on Q17_1and Q17_2, answer options 1 and 2; N=23100

Cross-border shopping
312 I 7

Domestic shopping
41%

28%

domestic shopping

cross-border shopping

In this map, values above average are coloured in light and dark green and values below average are coloured in light and dark red
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The map represents a breakdown of consumer confidence in domestic shopping and
cross-border shopping per country. For most countries in the EU where high confidence
in domestic shopping is observed, this is also the case for confidence in cross-border
shopping. The only notable exception is Malta, where consumers are more confident in
cross-border shopping (56.9%) compared to domestic shopping (52.2%).
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10. UNFAIR COMMERCIAL PRACTICES

This chapter reports on consumer experiences with encountering unfair/illicit commercial
practices domestically or cross-border over the past 12 months. As in the previous wave,
the survey presented concrete examples of practices based in order to make them easily
recognisable. All examples of practices surveyed, both unfair and illicit (banned under EU
legislation) fall within the scope of the Unfair Commercial Practices Directive?®.

25 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=0J:1:2005:149:0022:0039:EN:PDF
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10.1. Exposure to UCPs from domestic retailers

Exposure to unfair commercial
practices from domestic retailers

Region/ 2016 2016-

A Erarei
Country ( Eusz'g)d' 2014
16.8% -6.9%*

14.1% * -7.8%
27.2% * -3.7*

25.7% * +1.5%
28.0% * -0.8
27.3% * -3.7*

5.8% * -12.2%

18.7% * +1.9%
27.1% * +0.1
24.0% * -4.0*
20.6% * +0.1
4.8% * -8.9%
25.4% * +5.4%
3.7% * -12.3%
33.7% * +1.8
34.5% * -0.4
4.7% *  -18.8%*
40.9% * TSt
23.4% * -2.0%*
18.0% -4.2%
28.1% * +1.8
21.4% * -2.1
3.8% * -4.1%
20.5% * -8.7*
20.5% * +5.4%
15.9% -0.6
3.4% * -8.6*
32.4% * -4.4%
21.3% * +0.8
20.7% * Do)
23.5% * +4.1*
29.6% * -2.1
29.6% * +3.8*
26.4% * +0.9
3.9% * -15.8%

13.0% * +1.0
20.3% * +0.7

Average incidence of the UCPs mentioned in Q132 from domestic retailers (answer 1), - Base: all respondents
(N=28100)

26 Q13. I will read you some statements about unfair commercial practices. After each one, please tell me
whether you have experienced it during the last 12 months...? -Yes, with retailers or services providers located
in (our country) -Yes, with retailers or services providers located in another EU country -Yes, but you don't
know in which country the retailers or services providers were located -No -DK/NA



In the EU28 the overall level of exposure to UCPs from domestic retailers is 16.8%. In
the EU15 this exposure level is 14.1% and in the EU13 it is 27.2%. Compared to the
EU28, this level is higher in the South (28.0%), East (27.3%) and North (25.7%),
whereas it is lower in the West (5.8%).

1. You have been informed you won a lottery you did not know about, but you were asked to pay some money
in order to collect the prize

2. You have felt pressured by persistent sales calls or messages urging you to buy something or sign a contract
3. You have been offered a product advertised as free of charge which actually entailed charges

4. You have come across advertisements stating that the product was only available for a very limited period of
time but you later realised that it was not the case

5. You have come across other unfair commercial practices

96



Exposure to unfair commercial practices from domestic retailers

The average incidence of the 5 UCPs from domestic retailers
(the average proportion of "yes" answers on Q13_1 through Q13_5, option 1 - from domestic retailers); N=28100

o I

In this map, values below average are coloured in light and dark green and values above average are coloured
in light and dark red

The highest exposure to UCPs from domestic retailers is found in Croatia (40.9%), Spain
(34.5%) and Greece (33.7%). The lowest levels of exposure to UCPs from domestic

retailers are found in Austria (3.4%), Ireland (3.7%), Luxembourg (3.8%) and the UK
(3.9%).

Between 2014 and 2016 exposure to UCPs from domestic retailers has decreased in the
EU28 (-6.9pp), EU15 (-7.8pp) and EU13 (-3.7pp). An increase is observed only in the
North (+1.5pp), whereas decreases are found in the West (-12.2pp) and East (-3.7pp).
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Compared to the 2014 survey this type of exposure increased most sharply in Estonia
(+5.4%) and decreased most prominently in France (-18.8pp).

Exposure to unfair commercial
practices from domestic retailers

17.2%
Gender

Female 16.5% -6.1%
18-34 16.1% * -8.9*

35-54 18.7% * -6.7*

Age groups
55-64 14.5% * -9.3*
65+ 17.4% -2.2%
Low 17.6% o
Education Medium 14.8% * o
High 20.1% * =

Very difficult 26.6% * -1.1
Fairly difficult 20.4% * -5.7*
‘inancial Situation Fairly easy 14.2% * -7.1%*
Very easy 13.8% * -5.6*

DK/NA 17.8% 0.0
Rural area  17.6% * -5.6*
Urbanisation Small town 15.5% * -7.7*
Large town 17.9% * -7.5%

Self employed 25.2% * 0.0
Manager 16.4% -10.8*
Other White 12,505 *

Blue collar 19.3% * -4.2%*

-13.2*

ﬁ ‘'mployment status
oo ploy!

Student 19.7% * -6.1*
Unemployed 16.0% -6.5*
Seeking a job 24.4% * -2.0

Retired 18.7% * -1.8*

Average incidence of the UCPs mentioned in Q13 from domestic retailers (answer 1), - Base: all respondents
from the EU (N=26599)
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2016

Exposure to unfair commercial (* = sig| 2016-
practices from domestic retailers diff 2014
EU28)
Daily 18.5% * -7.6*
Weekly 10.8% * -11.1*
@ Internet use Monthly 10.1% * -12.4%
Hardly ever 14.2% * -6.7%
Never 17.7% * +0.1
Only native 11.8% * -9.6*
° Two 21.8% * -3.7*
Languages
Three 26.1% * -0.8
Four or more 28.4% * +1.0
Low 12.9% * -8.9%
@ Numerical skills Medium 19.8% * -3.8*
High 16.3% * -8.1*
- High 15.9% * -8.9%
onsumer knowledge
% Low 17.7% * -5.3%
High 15.1% * -8.9*
Confidence in R
online shopping (o 2L il
DK/NA 19.8% * +2.8%
) ) High 13.4% * -12.3*
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 21.5% * -2.3%
W online shopping
DK/NA 21.7% * +2.7%
Online
Ofg * - *
demesie 15.1% 10.7
Online purchase Online cross- O/ k  _C @k
behaviour border 2O S
Did notbuy 54 304 x -3 8%
online
ey 30.1% * -
vulnerable
Consum_e_r Somewhat 25.0% * _
vulnerability vulnerable
(CCELLEMEIEUE ot vulnerable 12.1% * =
factors)
DK/NA 12.0% * =
Ve 32.1% * -
Consumer [T
g vutlnerabilii?l/ vulnerable  28:4% " -
erms an
c(onditions) Not vulnerable 13.3% * o
DK/NA 16.7% -

Average incidence of the UCPs mentioned in Q13 from domestic retailers (answer 1), - Base: all respondents
from the EU (N=26599)

In terms of socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, higher exposure to
UCPs from domestic retailers is observed in individuals who consider themselves as very
vulnerable (32.1%) or somewhat vulnerable (28.4%) in terms of the complexity of
offers, terms and conditions as well as very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic
factors (30.1%). Moreover, high exposure to UCPs from domestic retailers is found in
respondents who know four or more languages (28.4%) and who are in a very difficult
financial situation (26.6%). The lowest levels of exposure to UCPs domestically are
observed in consumers who use the Internet monthly (10.1%) or weekly (10.8%), speak
only one language (11.8%) and report not knowing their vulnerability (12.0%) in terms
of socio-demographic factors or not being vulnerable (12.1%).
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10.1.1. Types of UCPs from domestic retailers

Types of unfair commercial practices from domestic retailers

Lottery scams Persistent sales calls False free products
Region/

Country 2016 2016 2016
(* = sig diff (* = sig diff (* = sig diff
EU28) EU28) EU28)

9.8% 29.4% 15.0%

7.9% *  -3.3% 26.3% *  -10.4* 13.1% *  -7.4%
16.8% *  -4.7* 41.1% *  -0.5 22.206 *  -50%
11.9% *  +1.7* 37.0% *  +2.6% 30.6% *  +1.7
12.3% *  +0.8 57.1% *  +0.9 27.0% *  -1.9%
16.9% *  -4.7* 41.3% *  -0.4 2220 *  -50%
5.30% *  -5.8% 9.306 * -17.3* 4.5% *  -10.9%
1 9.5% +0.9 33.6% *  +9.3* 17.7% *  +0.9
= 8.6% -0.7 37.2% *  +4.5% 25.3% *  -0.2
- 14.4% *  -5.3* 37.4% *  -2.1 23.20 *  -2.7
-+ 10.1% -4.3% 36.0% *  +5.0% 21.8% *  +2.9
= 5.3% *  -3.6% 8.6% * -11.5% 3.20% *  -6.0%
— 9.6% +6.2% 57.7% * +13.8* 14.5% +1.7
N | 2.9% *  -0.5 5.4% *  -12.8% 2.4% *  -9.4*
= 26.2% *  +4.4% 56.1% *  +2.9 28.5% *  +3.9
=] 15.4% *  +1.6 54.6% *  -0.8 39.2% *  -2.6
N | 4.5% *  -13.4% 6.9% *  -29.4% 3.7% *  -18.5%
17.6% *  +0.6 57.8% *  +3.6 53.1% *  +5.1%
8.7% -0.6 61.8% *  +1.5 19.2% *  -2.9
8.4% -1.1 26.3% -4.2 15.3% -2.9
18.9% *  +6.0% 52.5% *  +3.8 19.0% *  +0.1
10.9% -3.9% 38.9% *  -7.4% 16.1% +1.3
3.2% *  -0.5 6.0% *  -0.9 2.4% *  -3.5%
4.20% *  -6.2% 31.9% -3.0 20.7% *  -12.8%
14.9% *  +9.3% 33.0% +2.1 18.1% +6.8%
14.5% *  -1.0 23.0% *  -0.4 15.0% 212
3.0% *  -3.3% 5.7% *  -11.5% 2.3% *  -50%
24.5% *  -4.3% 53.3% *  -2.3 20.8% *  -6.2%
5.9% *  +0.8 44.3% *  +4.3 18.5% * 0.0
13.5% *  -9.2% 20.9% *  -0.4 17.2% -8.5%
12.0% *  -1.6 42.6% * +16.3* 11.4% *  +1.9
21.1% *  -6.1% 41.3% *  +0.8 33.9% *  +1.9
15.4% *  +6.4% 37.2% *  +6.4% 44.2% *  +5.9%
10.9% +2.5 37.4% *  -1.0 28.0% *  -1.3
3.6% *  -4.2% 5.7% *  -23.1% 2.3% *  -15.2%
1.5% *  +1.0 17.0% *  -3.4 11.1% *  +0.2
8.8% +2.6% 23.1% *  -0.1 29.9% *  +0.5

Q13 options 1, 2, and 3 (answer 1-domestic retailers) Base: all respondents (N=28100)

In the EU28 the overall level of exposure to lottery scams is 9.8%. In the EU15 this
exposure level is 7.9% and in the EU13 it is 16.8%. Compared to the EU28, the level is
higher in the East (16.9%), South (12.3%) and North (11.9%), whereas it is lower in the
West (5.3%). The highest exposure to lottery scams is found in Greece (26.2%), Poland
(24.5%) and Slovakia (21.1%). In the EU28, the lowest levels of exposure to lottery
scams are found in Ireland (2.9%), Austria (3.0%) and Luxembourg (3.2%).
Furthermore, this level is also low in Iceland (1.0%).
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Between 2014 and 2016 exposure to lottery scams has decreased in the EU28 (-3.6pp),
EU15 (-3.3pp) and EU13 (-4.7pp). An increase is observed in the North (+1.7pp)
whereas decreases are found in the West (-5.8pp) and east (-4.7pp). Compared to the
2014 survey this type of exposure increased most steeply in Malta (+9.3pp) and
decreased most prominently in France (-13.4pp).

In the EU28 the overall level of exposure to persistent sales calls is 29.4%. In the EU15
this exposure level is 26.3% and in the EU13 it is 41.1%. Compared to the EU28, the
levels are higher in the South (57.1%), East (41.3%) and North (37.0%), whereas they
are lower in the West (9.3%). The highest exposure to persistent sales calls is found in
Italy (61.8%), Croatia (57.8%), Estonia (57.7%) and Greece (56.1%). The lowest levels
of exposure to persistent sales calls are found in Ireland (5.4%), Austria (5.7%), the UK
(5.7%) and Luxembourg (6.0%).

Exposure to persistent sales calls has decreased in the EU28 (-8.3pp) and EU15 (-
10.4pp) between 2014 and 2016. An increase is found in the North (+2.6pp), whereas a
decrease is found in the West (-17.3pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 this type of
exposure increased most steeply in Slovenia (+16.3pp) and decreased most prominently
in France (-29.4pp).

The general level of exposure to false free products in the EU28 is 15.0%. In the EU15
this exposure level is 13.1% and in the EU13 it is 22.2%. Compared to the EU28, the
exposure level is higher in the North (30.6%), East (22.2%) and South (27.0%),
whereas it is lower in the West (4.5%). The highest exposure to false free products is
observed in Croatia (53.1%), Finland (44.2%) and Spain (39.2%). The lowest levels of
exposure to false free products are found in the UK, Austria (both 2.3%), Luxembourg
and Ireland (both 2.4%).

Exposure to false free products has decreased in the EU28 (-6.9pp), EU15 (-7.4pp) and
EU13 (-5.0pp) between 2014 and 2016. This exposure has also decreased in the West (-
10.9pp), East (-5.0pp) and South (-1.9pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 this type of
exposure increased most sharply in Malta (+6.8pp) and decreased most prominently in
France (-18.5pp).
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Type of unfair commercial practices

from domestic retailers

Lottery scams

Male
Gender
Female
18-34
35-54
Age groups
55-64
65+
Low
Education Medium
High
Very difficult
Fairly difficult
Financial Situation Fairly easy
Very easy
DK/NA
Rural area
Urbanisation Small town
Large town
Self employed

Manager

Other white
collar

Blue collar

Employment status

Student
Unemployed
Seeking a job

Retired

9.7%
9.8%
8.7%
11.0%
8.1%
11.3%
11.4%
8.6%
11.0%
16.6%
11.6%
8.1%
8.5%
11.8%
10.8%
8.9%
10.0%
14.6%
9.7%
6.9%
11.4%
9.6%
9.4%
13.7%

11.9%

_4.1%
_3.1%
-3.8*
_3.2%
_5.4%
-1.7%

+1.0
_3‘6*
_3_2*
-2.6%
-0.3
_4_4*
-3.4%
_3‘3*
-1.4
=55
-6.6*
Sl
_3‘1*
_3_8*
-0.3
-1.1

Persistent sales

29.4%
28.9%
29.9%
26.6%
31.7%
25.9%
34.1%
32.0%
25.9%
34.6%
44.6%
35.3%
25.4%
23.3%
33.6%
30.6%
28.0%
30.1%
43.6%
25.3%
22.6%
30.4%
32.9%
29.0%
42.8%

34.4%

Q13 options 1, 2, and 3 (answer 1-domestic retailers) Base: Base: all

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

respondents from the EU (N=26599)

-8.6%

-8.1%
-10.2*

-8.0%
-13.5%

-0.1

+0.6
_67*
_8'9*
-4.6*
+7.6*
_3.5%
-10.4%
-10.4*
+7.4*
-17.4%
-17.7%
-4.3%
_75*
-11.0*
+0.8
+0.1

False free
products

15.0%
15.0%
15.0%
14.9%
16.6%
13.1%
14.4%
17.5%
13.2%
17.3%
25.4%
19.1%
12.4%
11.3%
14.2%
16.3%
13.4%
16.1%
22.4%
13.3%
10.7%
18.4%
21.2%
14.7%
24.0%

16.1%

*

*

-7.6%
-6.2%
-11.0%*
-6.6%
_7.6%

-1.4%

1.9
_5.6*
_6'3*
-5.4%

2.0
5.7%
-7.6%
,7.0*

-0.1

-10.0%

-13.1%*
-3.4%
_4.6*
7.5%
-4.9%
.1.3*
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Lottery scams Persistent sales False free
calls products

Type of unfair commercial practices
from domestic retailers U5 2025
(* =sig| 2016- |(* =sig| 2016- 2016-
diff 2014 diff 2014 2014
EU28) EU28)

Daily 10.6% * -3.9%* 31.3% * -9.1* 17.0% * -7.5%

Weekly 6.8% * -4.2* 20.6% * -15.5* 8.0% * -11.8*
@ Internet use Monthly 6.2% * -4.1* 19.8% * -15.2*% 7.7% * -14.1%*
Hardly ever 10.7% -3.5% 25.4% * -7.6%* 13.5% -4.0*

Never 10.1% -1.6* 35.2% * +3.9* 15.6% 0.0

Only native 7.1% * -54* 21.2% * -13.0* 10.4% * -9.3*
Two 12.1% * -1.6* 37.8% * -3.1* 19.7% * -3.7*
Three 15.5% * +0.5 45.2% * +2.7* 22.5% * -2.1%*

Four or more 16.7% * +0.9 44.6% * +5.9%* 27.5% * +1.3

Languages

Low 7.5% * -5.7* 22.6% * -15.5% 12.6% * -7.8*

@ Numerical skills Medium 11.5% * -2.0* 33.6% * -3.4*% 18.3% * -4.1%*

High 9.5% -3.9* 29.0% -9.2* 13.9% * -8.0*

. High 9.2% -3.8% 28.3% * -11.1* 14.0% * -8.2*
@ Consumer knowledge

% Low 10.3% -3.3* 30.4% * -6.1* 16.0% * -5.7*

High 9.1% * -4.7* 26.0% * -10.9% 13.4% * -8.7*

confidencelin Low 11.5% * -1.9% 37.3% * -5.1% 20.3% * -4.2%

online shopping
DK/NA 11.8% * +1.2 41.6% * +12.0* 16.1% +1.9%

) 5 High 7.9% * -5.3% 23.2% * -16.4* 11.5% * -13.1%
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 12.3% * -1.5%* 37.0% * -1.2 20.2% * -1.5%
& online shopping
DK/NA 12.6% * +0.2 41.5% * +9.5% 18.0% * +2.3*
dgn:';:teic 9.3%  -5.6% 25.4% * -13.7% 13.0% * -10.5%
Online purchase Online cross- 1 * 9 Q% *  _7.0%
! behaviour border 11.5% 1.0 35.8% 2.8 18.0% 7.0
Didnotbuy 44 305 + -1.1% 38.7% * -0.6 19.9% * -3.2%
online
Vul\n’:gble 19.4% * - 47.7% * -  28.9% * -
Consumer vulnerability sgm:‘r"ém 13.3% * - 42.9% * - 22.7% *
@ (sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable  7.0% * - 22.3% * - 10.4% * -
DK/NA 8.3% - 27.9% - 8.1% * -
ey 21.0% * -  50.8% * -  29.0% * -
vulnerable
Somewhat
e Consumer vulnerability vulnerable 15.2% * - 48.7% * - 26.1% * -
@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable  7.8% * - 23.7% * - 11.8% * -
DK/NA 9.7% - 38.6% * - 10.7% * -

Q13 options 1, 2, and 3 (answer 1-domestic retailers) Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest
exposure to lottery scams is observed in individuals who consider themselves as very
vulnerable (21.0%) in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions as well as
very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors (19.4%). Furthermore, high
exposure to lottery scams is found in respondents who know four or more (16.7%) or
three languages (15.5%) and who are in a very difficult financial situation (16.6%). The
lowest levels of exposure to lottery scams are observed in consumers who use the
Internet monthly (6.2%) or weekly (6.8%), have an (other) white collar employment
position (6.9%), report not being vulnerable (7.0%) in terms of socio-demographic
factors and speak only one language (7.1%).

The highest exposure to persistent sales calls is observed in individuals who report being
very vulnerable (50.8%) or somewhat vulnerable (48.7%) in terms of the complexity of
offers, terms and conditions, and very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors
(47.7%). Additionally, high exposure to persistent sales calls is found in respondents who
know three languages (45.2%) and who are in a very difficult financial situation (44.6%).
The lowest levels of exposure to persistent sales calls are observed in consumers who
use the Internet monthly (19.8%) or weekly (20.6%), know one language (21.2%),
indicate not being vulnerable terms of socio-demographic factors (22.3%) and have an
(other) white collar employment position (22.6%).
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The highest exposure to false free products is observed in individuals who indicate being
very vulnerable (29.0%) or somewhat vulnerable (26.1%) in terms of the complexity of
offers, terms and conditions, and very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors
(28.9%). Additionally, high exposure to false free products is found in respondents who
know four or more languages (27.5%) and who are in a very difficult financial situation
(25.4%). The lowest levels of exposure to false free products are observed in consumers
who use the Internet monthly (7.7%) or weekly (8.0%), report not knowing their
vulnerability (8.1%) or not being vulnerable (10.4%) in terms of socio-demographic
factors, and speak only one language (10.4%).

Types of unfair commercial practices from domestic
retailers

False limited offers
Region/

Country 2016 2016
(* = sig diff [2016-2014| (* =sigdiff |2016-2014
EU28) EU28)

17.3% =)l 12.6% -6.8*

13.0% *  -10.6* 10.0% *  -7.3%

33.5% *  -3.0% 22,50 *  -5.2%

28.6% * -0.8 20.4% *  +2.1*

24.3% *  -2.6% 19.5% * 1.4

33.6% *  -3.0% 22.7% *  -5.2%
5.9% *  -15.6% 4.2% *  -11.1%

'l 18.8% +0.6 13.8% -1.9
] 41.4% * +1.8 23.0% * -5.0%
- 24.4% *  -6.4% 20.5% *  -3.8%
H- 22.1% * -3.4 13.2% +0.3
= 5.0% *  -13.8% 2206 *  -9.4%
— 26.7% * +1.5 18.5% *  +4.0%
N | 5.4% *  -21.9% 2.2% *  -16.9%
= 40.9% * +1.9 17.0% * -4.1%
= 36.7% * +0.3 26.8% * -0.4
BN 3.9% *  -16.7* 4.5% *  -15.9%
= = 47.7% *  +4.9% 28.4% * +2.6
12.7% *  -6.0% 14.7% -1.9

33.4% *  -7.3% 6.7% *  -5.7%

39.6% *  +5.0% 10.5% *  -6.1%*

23.9% * 1.1 17.3% * +0.4

4.4% *  -10.1* 3.0% *  -5.7%

23.0% *  -17.8% 22.5% * -3.7

25.4% *  +6.8% 10.9% +1.9

14.0% * -0.5 13.2% +1.1

4.2% *  -15.9% 1.9% *  -7.3%

36.8% * 2.2 26.6% *  -6.9%

19.0% 1.1 19.0% * +0.2

32.5% * 2.1 19.5% *  -6.3%

39.7% *  +7.1% 11.6% -3.2%

32.7% * +0.7 19.1% *  -7.7%

27.8% * -0.4 23.5% * +0.6

32.8% * +0.5 22.8% *  +4.0%

5.19% *  -23.2% 2.8% *  -13.3*

20.6% +2.1 15.0% +4.9%

24.0% * 0.0 15.9% * +0.6

Q13 options 4 and 5 (answer 1-domestic retailers) Base: all respondents (N=28100)

The overall level of exposure to false limited offers in the EU28 is 17.3%. In the EU15
this exposure level is 13.0% and in the EU13 it is 33.5%. Compared to the EU28, the
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level is higher in the East (33.6%), North (28.6%) and South (24.3%), whereas it is
lower in the West (5.9%). The highest exposure to false limited offers is observed in
Croatia (47.7%), Bulgaria (41.4%), Greece (40.9%) and Slovenia (39.7%). The lowest
levels of exposure to false limited offers are found in France (3.9%), Austria (4.2%),
Luxembourg (4.4%) and Germany (5.0%).

Exposure to false limited offers has decreased in the EU28 (-9.1pp), EU15 (-10.6pp) and
EU13 (-3.0pp) between 2014 and 2016. A decrease is also found in the West (-15.6pp),
East (-3.0pp) and South (-2.6pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 this type of exposure
increased most sharply in Slovenia (+7.1pp) and Malta (+6.8pp) and decreased most
prominently in the UK (-23.2pp).

The overall level of exposure to other UCPs in the EU28 is 12.6%. In the EU15 this
exposure level is 10.0% and in the EU13 it is 22.5%. Compared to the EU28, the level is
higher in the East (22.7%), North (20.4%) and South (19.5%), whereas it is lower in the
West (4.2%). The highest levels of exposure to other UCPs are observed in Croatia
(28.4%), Spain (26.8%), Poland (26.6%) and Finland (23.5%). The lowest levels of
exposure to other UCPs are found in Austria (1.9%), Germany, Ireland (both 2.2%).

Exposure to other UCPs has decreased in the EU28 (-6.8pp), EU15 (-7.3pp) and EU13 (-
5.2pp) between 2014 and 2016. In contrast, an increase is found in the North (+2.1pp),
whereas a decrease is observed in the West (-11.1pp) and East (-5.2pp). Of all studied
countries, this type of exposure increased most in Iceland (+4.9pp) and decreased most
prominently in Ireland (-16.9pp) compared to the survey in 2014.

False limited
offers

Type of unfair commercial practices

from domestic retailers

EU28)

Male 18.4% * -9.8% 13.8% * -9.0*

Gender
Female 16.2% * -8.4* 11.5% * -4.8*

18-34 18.9% * -11.6* 11.4% * -7.8*
35-54 19.3% * -8.3* 14.6% * -7.4*

Age groups
55-64 14.5% * -11.1* 10.7% * -9.1*
65+ 14.2% * -5.5%* 12.8% -2.3%
Low 17.0% - 10.0% *
Education Medium 15.2% * = 11.0% *
High 21.3% * = 16.5% *

Very difficult 26.6% * -2.6* 20.0% * -2.7*
Fairly difficult 21.0% * -6.6* 15.2% * -6.0%*
Financial Situation Fairly easy 14.5% * -10.4* 10.6% * -6.8*
Very easy 15.2% * -9.1* 10.8% * -6.2*

DK/NA 15.9% -4.0*  13.2% -1.4
Rural area  17.0% -8.4* 13.0% -5.8*
Urbanisation Small town 15.6% * -10.1* 11.7% * -6.9%*

Large town 20.0% * -8.6* 13.5% * -8.1*
Self employed 24.6% * -7.6%* 21.0% * +1.5
Manager 18.5% -12.7% 15.1% * -8.2*
Other white 12.8% *
collar

Blue collar  22.3% * -6.2* 14.0% * -5.7*

-15.0*  9.5% * -13.8*

8 E | t stat
8 Employment status

Student 23.1% * -7.8% 11.5% -7.7%
Unemployed 17.1%  -6.1% 10.2% * -3.9%
Seeking ajob 26.4% * -1.3 15.1% * -4.3*
Retired  16.8%  -4.3* 14.2% * -2.2%
Q13 options 4 and 5 (answer 1-domestic retailers) - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)
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False limited
offers

(* =sig| 2016-
diff 2014

Daily 19.3% * -10.3* 14.4% * -7.5%

Type of unfair commercial practices from

domestic retailers

Weekly 11.2% * -13.3*  7.2% * -10.6*

@ Internet use Monthly 10.0% * -14.2% 6.6% * -14.7*
Hardly ever 12.9% * -9.2* 8.8% * -9.2%

Never 16.4% -1.3  11.4% * -0.5

Only native 11.9% * -12.0* 8.4% * -8.2%

. Two 23.0% * -5.7% 16.4% * -4.3*

. Languages

Three 26.4% * -2.1* 20.9% * -3.2%

Four or more 29.6% * +0.5 23.7% * -3.6*

Low 12.6% * -9.3* 9.2% * -6.0*
@ Numerical skills Medium 21.2% * -4.7% 14.3% * -4.7*
High 16.4% * -11.2* 12.6% -8.1%
- High 16.1% * -11.4* 11.6% * -10.0*
@ Consumer knowledge
% Low 18.4% * -7.1* 13.5% * -4.3%
High 16.1% * -11.7*% 11.0% * -8.4*
. - .
L] 05:}:2':‘:‘2‘;::9 Low 21.4% * -5.5% 17.6% * -3.8%
DK/NA 16.7% +0.1 12.9% -1.2
) 5 High 14.6% * -14.6* 9.6% * -12.0*
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 20.8% * -5.5* 17.1% * -1.9%
& online shopping
DK/NA 21.3% * +1.6 15.2% * -0.4

Online domestic  15.9% * -14.0* 11.8% * -9.9%*

Online purchase Online cross- *

behaviour border: 21.1% -9.4%  16.9% * -7.9%

Did not buy online 21.2% * -5.1* 15.5% * -4.0%*

Very vulnerable 30.5% * = 24.1% *
Consumer vulnerability ism:ggi 26.5% * = 19.8% *
(sociodemographic
.y factors) Not vulnerable  12.3% * = 8.5% *
DK/NA 9.0% * = 6.8% *
Very vulnerable 33.0% * - 26.9% *
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability o 29.2% * - 22.7% %
@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable  13.7% * ° 9.5% *
DK/NA 13.4% * = 11.1%

Q13 options 4 and 5 (answer 1-domestic retailers) - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, higher exposure to
false limited offers is observed in individuals who indicate being very vulnerable (33.0%)
or somewhat vulnerable (29.2%) in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and
conditions, and very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors (30.5%).
Additionally, high exposure to false limited offers is found in respondents who know four
or more languages (29.6%) and who are in a very difficult financial situation (27.6%).
The lowest levels of exposure to false limited offers are observed in consumers who,
indicate not knowing their vulnerability (9.0%) or not being vulnerable (12.3%) in terms
of socio-demographic factors, use the Internet monthly (10.0%) or weekly (11.2%) and
know a single language (11.9%).

Regarding other UCPs, the highest exposure is observed in individuals who indicate being
very vulnerable (26.9%) or somewhat vulnerable (22.7%) in terms of the complexity of
offers, terms and conditions, and very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors
(24.1%). Additionally, high exposure to other UCPs is found in respondents who know
four or more languages (23.7%) and who are self-employed (21.0%). The lowest levels
of exposure to other UCPs are observed in consumers who use the Internet monthly
(6.6%) or weekly (7.2%), who report not knowing their vulnerability (6.8%) or not being
vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors (8.5%), and know one language
(8.4%).
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10.2. Exposure to UCPs from cross-border retailers

Exposure to unfair commercial
practices from cross-border retailers

sfgm (*igilgsdiff 2016-2014
EU28)
2.4% -1.7%
2.4% -2.1%
2.5% +0.0
5.3% * -0.2
3.1% * +0.3
2.5% +0.0
1.8% * -3.5%
il 8.5% *  +1.9%
] 0.7% * -0.6*
- 2.5% -0.1
- 5.0% * -1.2%
= 1.5% * -2.3%
— 2.2% -0.1
'R 1.8% * -8.4%
= 1.3% * -1.3%
S ] 3.3% * -0.3
[ | 1.1% * -5.9%
- 3.0% +0.6
[ | 3.5% * +1.2%
1.6% * -2.6%
— 2.3% -2.3%
— 1.8% * 0.0
— 3.1% -10.4%
— 0.7% * -0.8%
" 9.4% * +3.4%
= 3.0% * 0.0
— 1.6% * -8.5%
— 3.6% * +0.2
) 1.3% * -0.6
1B 1.5% * +0.4
i 5.29% * +2.3%
o 3.5% * -0.5
= 3.4% * -0.9
== 6.6% * +0.8
S 1.4% * -3.6%
1.8% -1.0%
6.7% * +1.4%

Average incidence of the UCPs mentioned in Q13 from cross-border retailers (answer 2), - Base: all
respondents (N=28100)

In the EU28 the overall level of exposure to UCPs from cross-border retailers is 2.4%.
Compared to the EU28, this level is higher in the North (5.3%) and South (3.1%),
whereas it is lower in the West (1.8%). Between 2014 and 2016 exposure to UCPs from

cross-border retailers has decreased in the EU28 (-1.7pp) and EU15 (-2.1pp). A decrease
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is also observed in the West (-3.5pp). Compared to the 2014 survey this type of
exposure increased most sharply in Malta (+3.4pp) and decreased most prominently in
Luxembourg (-10.4pp).

Exposure to unfair commercial practices from cross-border retailers

The average incidence of the 5 UCPs from cross-border retailers
(the average proportion of "yes" answers on Q13_1 through Q13_5, option 2 - from cross-border retailers); N=8703

1o N *

In this map, values below average are coloured in light and dark green and values above average are coloured
in light and dark red

In the EU8 the highest exposure to UCPs from cross-border retailers is found in Malta
(9.4%), Belgium (8.5%) and Sweden (6.6%). Among all studied countries, this exposure
is also high in Norway (6.7%). The lowest levels of exposure are found in Bulgaria,
Hungary (both 0.7%), France (1.1%), Portugal, Greece (both 1.3%), United Kingdom
(1.4%), Germany and Romania (both 1.5%).
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Exposure to unfair commercial
practices from cross-border retailers

Male
Gender
Female
18-34
35-54
Age groups
55-64
65+

Low
Education Medium

High

Very difficult
Fairly difficult
Financial Situation Fairly easy
Very easy

DK/NA
Rural area
Urbanisation Small town
Large town

Self employed

Manager

Other white
collar

Blue collar

Employment status

Student
Unemployed
Seeking a job

Retired

Average incidence of the UCPs mentioned in Q13 from cross-border retailers (answer 2), - Base: all
respondents from the EU (N=26599)

2.7%
2.2%
2.8%
2.8%
2.1%
1.6%
2.1%
2.1%
3.2%
3.4%
2.8%
2.1%
2.7%
1.7%
2.4%
2.4%
2.5%
3.7%
3.6%
2.2%
2.7%
4.4%
1.8%
2.7%

1.5%

SilailE
=20
=il
=il

=5

-0.6*
-1.4%
SIBI
-1.4%
-0.8*
SRS
-1.4%
-1.5%
=22
=2
=20
=il
0.0
-0.6*
=il

-1.4%
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2016
Exposure to unfair commercial practices | (* = sig| 2016-

from cross-border retailers diff 2014

EU28)
Daily 2.8% * -2.2%
Weekly 2.1% -0.9*
@ Internet use Monthly 1.5% * -2.1%

Hardly ever 1.4% * -2.7*
Never 1.0% * -1.0*
Only native 1.4% * -1.8*
Two 3.1% * -1.4%

.. Languages
Three 4.6% * -0.3

Four or more 6.2% * -0.9%*

Low 2.1% * -1.1%
@ Numerical skills Medium 2.5% -0.9%
High 2.4% -2.3%
" High 2.5% -1.8*
iyl Consumer knowledge
< Low 2.4% -1.6%
High 2.6% -2.2%
a Confidence in
h online shopping Loy 2l | ALAF
DK/NA 1.4% * -0.1
. ) High 2.5% -2.7%
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 2.6% -1.5%
& online shopping
DK/NA 1.4% * -0.3*

Online domestic  2.7% * -2.5%*

Online purchase Online cross-
behaviour border 5.3% * -2.3
Did nqt buy 1.8% * 1.2
online

Very vulnerable  4.4% * -

Consumer vulnerability 33{::"_";2?(: 3.7% * -
(sociodemographic
T factors) Not vulnerable  1.7% * -
DK/NA 0.5% * =
Very vulnerable  4.3% * -
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability e 4.2% * -

@ (terms and conditions)

Not vulnerable 1.9% * =
DK/NA 1.3% * o

Average incidence of the UCPs mentioned in Q13 from cross-border retailers (answer 2), - Base: all
respondents from the EU (N=26599)

In terms of socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, higher exposure to
UCPs from cross-border retailers is observed in individuals who know four or more
languages (6.2%) and three languages (4.6%), who shop online cross border (5.3%),
who are a student (4.4%) and who report being very vulnerable in terms of socio-
demographic factors (4.4%). The lowest levels of exposure to lottery scams are observed
in consumers who report not knowing their vulnerability in terms of socio-demographic
factors (0.5%) or in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (1.3%), who
use the Internet never (1.0%) or hardly ever (1.4%), and who don’t know their
confidence in online shopping (1.4%).
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10.2.1. Types of UCPs from cross-border retailers

Types of unfair commercial practices f oss-border retailers

Lottery scams Persistent sales calls False free products
Region/

Country 2016 2016 2016
(* = sig diff (* = sig diff (* = sig diff
EU28) EU28) EU28)

2.7% 2.9% 2.0%

2.6% -3.5% 2.9% -2.1% 2.1% R

2.7% -0.1 2.6% +0.5% 1.5% *  -0.6%

8.1% *  -2.1%* 3.3% +0.7 4.5% *  -0.2

2.7% -0.4 4.9% *  +1.7* 2.3% 0.0

2.7% -0.1 2.6% +0.5* 1.5% *  -0.6%

2.2% *  -52% 1.9% *  -4.3% 1.8% -1.8*

1 11.1% *  +2.4 11.1% *  +3.3% 9.5% *  +3.9%
| 0.7% *  -0.9 0.6% *  -0.3 0.5% *  -0.3
- 3.8% 124l 2.4% +0.5 1.7% -1.5%
-+ 9.4% *  -4.1% 3.9% +0.7 4.7% *  -0.7
_— 1.6% *  -3.5% 1.4% *  -3.4% 1.4% -0.6
— 3.6% -2.9% 2.4% +1.3% 0.8% *  -0.1
N | 3.2% -16.1% 1.9% *  -3.9% 1.0% *  -6.5%
= 1.2% *  -1.4% 1.3% *  -0.4 1.5% -1
= 1.5% *  -1.3* 4.2% *  +1.0 3.1% *  -0.5
| 1.0% *  -9.0% 1.5% *  -7.1% 1.0% *  -4.9%
- 4.6% *  +0.7 1.2% *  -1.0 2.0% +1.4%
4.1% *  +0.8 6.6% *  +2.9% 2.1% +0.7

2.4% -5.4% 0.7% *  -1.8% 1.4% -2.6%

2.8% -7.8% 2.1% -1.4 1.7% -0.4

3.0% +0.9 1.6% *  +0.5 1.2% *  -0.5
4.0% -16.9% 5.20% *  -10.7* 2.0% -10.1%

1.2% *  -1.0 0.3% *  -0.7* 0.8% *  -0.1

20.5% *  +4.8 6.3% *  +2.1 5.6% *  +2.8%

6.2% *  -0.6 1.7% *  +0.3 2.2% +0.6

1.7% *  -12.8% 1.5% *  -11.8% 1.4% -3.5%

2.8% -0.2 4.3% *  +1.4 1.7% -1.3

1.1% *  -1.7% 1.2% *  -0.1 0.9% *  -0.6

1.9% +0.9 1.6% *  +0.6 1.2% * 403

9.0% *  +5.0% 1.5% *  -0.1 1.4% -0.6

3.1% -1.7% 3.1% -1.2 3.5% *  -0.6

5.0% *  -2.8% 1.0% *  -0.3 3.6% *  -1.4

9.2% *  -0.4 4.3% *  +1.2 4.9% *  +0.9

1.5% *  -4.3% 1.5% *  -4.0% 1.7% 1.1

3.6% -3.2% 0.7% *  -0.1 1.3% +0.2

9.7% *  -1.0 3.2% +0.5 7.3% *  +3.1%

Q13 options 1, 2, and 3 (answer 2-cross-border retailers) Base: all respondents (N=28100)

In the EU28 the overall level of exposure to cross-border lottery scams is 2.7%.
Compared to the EU28, this level is higher in the North (8.1%), whereas it is lower in the
West (2.2%). The highest exposure to cross-border lottery scams is found in Malta
(20.5%) and Belgium (11.1%). Among all studied countries, the level is high in Norway
as well (9.7%). The lowest levels of exposure are found in Bulgaria (0.7%), France
(1.0%), Portugal (1.1%), Greece and Hungary (both 1.2%).
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Between 2014 and 2016 exposure to cross-border lottery scams has decreased in the
EU28 (-2.8pp) and EU15 (-3.5pp). A decrease is also observed in the West (-5.2pp) and
North (-2.1pp). Compared to the survey administered in 2014 this type of exposure
increased most sharply in Slovenia (+5.0pp) and decreased most prominently in
Luxembourg (-16.9pp).

The general level of exposure to persistent sales calls by cross-border retailers in the
EU28 is 2.9%. Compared to the EU28, the level is higher in the South (4.9%), whereas it
is lower in the West (1.9%). The highest exposure to this type of calls is found in
Belgium (11.1%), Italy (6.6%) and Malta (6.3%). The lowest levels of exposure are
found in Hungary (0.3%), Bulgaria (0.6%) and Cyprus (0.7%). The level is low as well in
Iceland (0.7%).

Between 2014 and 2016 exposure to persistent sales calls by cross-border retailers has
decreased in the EU28 (-1.5pp) and EU15 (-2.1pp). Increases are, nevertheless, found in
the South (+1.7pp) and East (+0.5pp), whereas a decrease is found in the West (-
4.3pp). Compared to the survey administered in 2014 this type of exposure increased
most sharply in Belgium (+3.3pp) and decreased most prominently in Austria (-11.8pp).

The overall level of exposure to false free products by cross-border retailers is 2.0% in
the EU28. In comparison to the EU28, this level is higher in the North (4.5%), whereas it
is lower in the East (1.5%). The highest exposure to this type of practice in the EU28 is
found in Belgium (9.5%) and Malta (5.6%). Among all studied countries, a high level is
found in Norway as well (7.3%). The lowest levels of exposure are found in Bulgaria
(0.5%), Estonia, Hungary (both 0.8%) and Portugal (0.9%).

Between 2014 and 2016 exposure to false free products by cross-border retailers has
decreased by 1.0pp in the EU28, 1.1pp in the EU15 and 0.6pp in the EU13. Decreases
are also observed in the West (-1.8pp) and East (-0.6pp). Compared to the survey
administered in 2014 this type of exposure increased most sharply in Belgium (+3.9pp)
and decreased most prominently in Luxembourg (-10.1pp).
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Type of unfair commercial practices
from cross-border retailers

Lottery scams

Male

Gender
Female

18-34
35-54
Age groups
55-64
65+
Low
Education Medium
High
Very difficult
Fairly difficult
Financial Situation Fairly easy
Very easy
DK/NA
Rural area
Urbanisation Small town
Large town
Self employed

Manager

Other white
collar

Blue collar

Employment status

Student
Unemployed
Seeking a job

Retired

Q13 options 1, 2, and 3 (answer 2-cross-border retailers) - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

3.2%
2.2%
2.5%
3.2%
2.3%
2.3%
2.0%
2.1%
3.9%
2.9%
3.1%
2.3%
3.4%
1.7%
2.6%
2.5%
3.0%
4.5%
4.5%
2.5%
3.0%
2.9%
1.9%
2.2%

1.8%

2.1%
=S5
-3.0%
_1.7%

-2.2%

-1.7%
_2‘1*
_3.6*
-2.7%
_3‘7*
_3.7*
-2.1%
_2‘8*
_4.8*
-4.8%
-4.6%
-1.9%

1.4
_1.8*
-2.5%
.2‘2*

2.6%
2.6%
4.5%
2.1%
3.3%
2.3%

*

Persistent sales

-1.4%
=il il
-1.2%
-2.0%

-2.3%

-1.0
-1.0%
-1.8%
-1.2%

-1.1
_2.3%
-1.2%
_1.2%

+1.1

-0.3
-1.6*
2858

+0.4
-1.5%

-1.1

-1.9%

False free
products

1.8%
2.2%
5.0% *
1.2% *
1.9%

1.1% *

-0.5%
=ila7/
-0.8%
-0.7%

-0.8%

-0.8
_1.0*
-1.0%

-0.2

+0.4
7%
-0.7*
,0.7*
6%
-1.4%
-1.2%
-1.4%

+1.7

-0.4
-1.8*
.0.8*
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Lottery scams Persistent sales False free
calls products

Type of unfair commercial practices
from cross-border retailers , 2016
2016- | (* =sig| 2016- pLR T
i 2014 diff 2014 2014
EU28)

2.7% -2.8* 2.9% =il 2.0% =10

Daily 3.1% * -3.6* 3.1% =15 2.2% =il &

Weekly 2.1% * -2.3% 2.8% =il 2.1% +0.5

@ Internet use Monthly 0.7% * -3.9*% 2.5% =il 1.3% oflF
Hardly ever 1.8% -3.0* 1.5% * -6.1%* 1.3% -0.7

Never 1.5% * -0.5 1.6% * -1.8% 0.5% * -0.8*

Only native 1.5% * -2.5% 2.0% * -2.3% 1.2% * -1.1*
Two 3.5% * -2.7* 3.5% * -1.0* 2.4% * -1.1%
Three 4.7% * -2.1%* 4.8% * +0.3 3.9% * -0.1

Four or more  8.4% * -2.9% 5.7% * +0.6 5.6% * +1.3

Languages

Low 2.2% -2.0%* 2.4% =iloil 1.6% =ilEF
@ Numerical skills Medium 2.5% =il (& 2.9% =il 2 2.4% * -0.2
High 2.9% -3.8* 3.0% -1.9% 1.8% -1.4*%
. High 3.0% -2.4% 2.8% i,z 1.9% S1:3%
@ Consumer knowledge
% Low 2.4% -3.0* 2.9% -1.4* 2.0% -0.7*
High 2.9% -3.6% 2.9% -1.8* 2.2% =il
Confidence in
0, * - * 0, - * 0y * - *
online shopping Low 2.0% 2.4 2.9% 1.4 1.5% il
DK/NA 2.0% * SOBI 2.1% * -0.8 1.2% * +0.1
. ) High 2.7% -3.6 2.8% -1.6%  2.0% -1.9%
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 2.8% -3.0 3.1% -1.8* 2.2% -0.7*
& online shopping
DK/NA 1.7% * -0.6 2.4% -0.7* 0.8% * -0.3
Online 53 _ @
domestic 3.0% 4.2 2.8% 1.9* 2.2% 1.6
Online purchase Online cross- el oo e - *  _1.0%
w b o oo 5.9% 4.0%  5.0% 0.6  4.6% 1.0
Didnotbuy g, x 2.0%  3,0%  -1.2%  1.5% * -0.5%
online
ey o A% - 5206 * - 4.0% * -
Consumer vulnerability sgm:‘r"ém 3.7% * - 4.6% * - 3.1% *
@ (sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable  2.1% * - 2.0% * - 1.3% * -
DK/NA 2.2% - 0.2% * - 0.2% * -
Ve 4.8% * - 4.7% * - 3.9% * -
vulnerable
Somewhat
e Consumer vulnerability vulnerable 4.4% * - 5.4% * - 3.5% * -
@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable 2.2% * = 2.3% * - 1.5% * -
DK/NA 0.9% * - 1.6% * - 1.1% -

Q13 options 1, 2, and 3 (answer 2-cross-border retailers) - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599))

In terms of socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, highest exposure to
cross-border lottery scams is observed in individuals who know four or more languages
(8.4%) and three languages (4.7%), who shop online cross border (5.9%), report being
very vulnerable in terms the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (4.8%) and are
self-employed (4.5%). The lowest levels of exposure to lottery scams are observed in
consumers who use the Internet monthy (0.7%) or never (1.5%), don’t know their
vulnerability in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (0.9%), know one
language (1.5%) and don't know their confidence in cross-border online shopping
(1.7%).

The highest exposure to persistent sales calls by cross-border retailers is observed in
individuals who know four or more languages (5.7%) and three languages (4.8%), who
report being somewhat vulnerable (5.4%) in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and
conditions, and very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors (5.2%) and who
shop online cross border (5.0%). The lowest levels of exposure to this type of calls are
observed in consumers who report not knowing being vulnerable in terms of socio-
demographic factors (0.2%), who use the Internet hardly ever (1.5%) or never (1.6%),
who don’t know their financial situation (1.6%) and report not knowing being vulnerable
in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (1.6%).
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The highest exposure to false free products by cross-border retailers is observed in
individuals who know four or more languages (5.6%), are students (5.0%), shop online
cross border (4.6%) and report being very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic
factors (4.0%) and very vulnerable in terms the complexity of offers, terms and
conditions (3.9%). The lowest levels of exposure to false free products by cross-border
retailers are observed in consumers who don’t know their vulnerability in terms of socio-
demographic factors (0.2%), who never use the Internet (0.5%), who don’t know their

confidence in cross-border online shopping (0.8%) and domestically online shopping
(1.2%), and who are retired (1.1%).
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Types of unfair commercial practices from cross-
border retailers

Region/

Comit] 2016 | 3936- 2016 | 5p36-
(* = sig diff 2014 (* = sig diff 2014
EU28) EU28)

-1.0%* 2.0% =20udl%

2.3% * -1.4%* 2.0% -2.5%
4.0% * +0.7%* 1.8% -0.5%
4.8% * +0.4 5.8% * +0.3
3.4% * +0.7 2.2% -0.5
4.0% * +0.7* 1.8% -0.5%
1.5% * =2ul/™ 1.6% * =8a7/*
5.1% * +1.3 5.6% * =ilo5
1.3% * -0.7 0.5% * -0.9%*
3.3% -0.1 1.5% -0.4
3.0% -1.6 4.2% * -0.4
1.3% * -1.4%* 1.7% -2.6%
2.6% +0.4 1.7% +0.8
1.8% -6.4%* 1.0% * -8.9%
2.0% -1.9% 0.6% * -1.8*
5.2% * +0.8 2.5% -1.4
1.1% * -2.4%* 0.9% * =585
5.0% * +2.0%* 2.0% +0.1
2.6% +1.2 2.3% +0.3
2.5% -1.6 0.9% * -1.4
3.5% -1.3 1.2% * -0.7
2.4% +0.0 1.0% * -1.0
2.6% -6.4%* 1.8% -8.0%*
0.9% * -1.3% 0.3% * =il 05
8.1% * +3.1%* 6.5% * +4.1%*
2.1% -0.3 2.8% -0.1
1.8% -8.4%* 1.6% -5.8%*
6.2% * +1.3 3.0% -0.3
1.4% * -0.5 1.9% +0.2
2.2% +1.0 0.6% * -0.9%
11.6% * +6.7* 2.4% +0.4
4.2% * +0.6 3.5% * +0.4
3.1% +0.8 4.0% * -0.6
6.8% * +1.4 7.6% * +1.1
1.2% * -5.0%* 1.29% * -3.6*
1.4% * -0.4 2.0% =ilo®
7.2% * +4.1% 6.1% * +0.2

Q13 options 4 and 5 (answer 2-cross-border retailers) Base: all respondents (N=28100)

The overall level of exposure to false limited offers in the EU28 is 2.6%. In the EU15 this
exposure level is 2.3% and in the EU13 it is 4.0%. Compared to the EU28, this level is
higher in the North (4.8%), East (4.0%) and South (3.4%), whereas it is lower in the
West (1.5%). The highest exposure to this type of practice is found in Slovenia (11.6%),
Malta (8.1%) and Sweden (6.8%). Among all studied countries, the level is high in
Norway as well (7.2%). The lowest levels of exposure are found in Hungary (0.9%),
France (1.1%), the UK (1.2%), Germany, Bulgaria (both 1.3%) and Portugal (1.4%).

Between 2014 and 2016 exposure to false limited offers by cross-border retailers has
decreased in the EU28 (-1.0pp) and EU15 (-1.4pp), whereas it increased in the EU13
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(+0.7pp). Additionaly, an increase is found in the East (+0.7pp) and a decrease is
observed in the West (-2.7pp). Compared to the survey administered in 2014 this type of
exposure increased most sharply in Slovenia (+6.7pp) and decreased most prominently
in Austria (-8.4pp).

In the EU28 the overall level of exposure to other cross-border UCPs is 2.0%. In
comparison with the EU28, this level is higher in the North (5.8%), whereas it is lower in
the West (1.6%). The highest exposure to other cross-border UCPs is found in Sweden
(7.6%), Malta (6.5%) and Belgium (5.6%). Of all studied countries, the level was high in
Norway as well (6.1%). The lowest levels of exposure are found in Hungary (0.3%),
Bulgaria (0.5%), Greece and Romania (both 0.6%).

Between 2014 and 2016 exposure to other cross-border UCPs has decreased in the EU28
(-2.1pp) and EU15 (-2.5pp). A decrease is also observed in the West (-3.7pp) and East (-
0.5pp). Compared to the survey administered in 2014 this type of exposure increased
most sharply in Malta (+4.1pp) and decreased most prominently in Ireland (-8.9pp).

Type of unfair commercial practices
from cross-border retailers

Age groups

Education Medium
High 3.4% * = 2.6% *

Very difficult 4.0% * +0.7 2.9% * -0.5

Fairly difficult  2.9% -0.9* 2.0% -1.8*

Financial Situation Fairly easy 2.1% * -1.7* 1.8% -2.7%

Very easy 3.5% * -0.2 2.3% -2.8*

DK/NA 1.6% * +0.6 1.8% -0.4

Rural area 2.4% -1,2% 1.9% -2.5%

Urbanisation Small town 2.7% -0.9* 1.9% -1.8*
Large town 2.8% =il @ 2.1% =il EF

Self employed 3.4% * -1.4 3.5% * -3.4%

Manager 2.6% -3.0% 3.3% * -3.7*%
Other white 5 405, -1.5%+  1.8%  -2.5%
collar
Blue collar 3.4% * -1.5% 2.3% -2.1%
Employment status
Student 7.3% * +1.9 2.4% -2.5%

Unemployed  2.6%  +1.3* 1.3% * -0.7
Seeking a job  3.3% -0.6 2.5% S1gX
Retired 1.1% *  -0.8%  1.2% * -1.6%
Q13 options 4 and 5 (answer 2-cross-border retailers) - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)
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False limited
offers

Type of unfair commercial practices from
cross-border retailers 2016
2016- | (* =sig| 2016-
2014 diff 2014
EU28)

2.6% =il -2.1%
3.1% * -1.4% 2.4% * -2.7*

Daily

Weekly 2.1% * -0.6 1.4% * -1.1%*
@ Internet use Monthly 1.3% * -1.6* 1.7% SINGE
Hardly ever 1.9% -1.2 0.6% * -2.6*
Never 1.0% * -0.7* 0.6% * -1.1%
Only native 1.4% * -1.5% 1.1% * -1.9%
Two 3.6% * -0.4 2.5% * -2.1%*
Languages
Three 5.6% * +1.2%* 4.0% * -0.7
Four or more 6.1% * -0.7 5.0% * -3.1%*
Low 1.9% * -0.7* 2.1% -0.2
@ Numerical skills Medium 2.7% -0.4 2.3% =ilodl=
High 2.8% -1.5% 1.8% -3.1%
. High 2.7% DI 1.9% =28
ﬁg Consumer knowledge
% Low 2.6% -0.7* 2.0% -1.8*
High 2.9% -1.6* 2.1% -2.9%
Confidence in
o - * 0, - *
online shopping Low 2.3% 0.7 1.8% 1.3
DK/NA 0.8% * +0.1 1.1% * 0.0
) ) High 2.9% -2.6% 1.9% -3.6*
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 2.6% -0.5% 2.2% -1.5%
& online shopping
DK/NA 1.1% * +0.1 1.1% * -0.2
Online domestic  3.0% =20 2.4% * -3.0%*
Online purchase Online cross- ol o = * _3cx
! behaviour border S22 28 D 8E
Did notbuy 4 2o x 03 1.006 * -1.9%
online
Very vulnerable 5.0% * = 3.8% *
Consumer vulnerability SemEE: 4.1% * = 3.0% *
- . vulnerable
@ (sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable  1.8% * = 1.3% *
DK/NA 0.0% * - 0.0% *
Very vulnerable 4.0% * - 4.0% *
Somewhat
9 Consumer vuIner_aI_)iIity vulnerable 4.6% * - 3.4% *
(terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable  2.2% * = 1.5% *

DK/NA 1.8% - 1.2%
Q13 options 4 and 5 (answer 2-cross-border retailers) - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

In terms of socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, higher exposure to
false limited offers by cross-border retailers is observed in consumers who are students
(7.3%), shop online cross-border (6.2%), know four or more languages (6.1%), know
three languages (5.6%) and report being very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic
factors (5.0%). The lowest levels of exposure to false limited offers by cross-border
retailers are observed in individuals who don’t know their vulnerability in terms of socio-
demographic factors (0.0%) and their confidence in domestically online shopping (0.8%)
or cross-border online shopping (1.1%), who never use the Internet (1.0%),and who are
retired (1.1%) .

With regard to other cross-border UCPs, higher exposure is observed in individuals who
know four or more languages (5.0%) and three languages (4.0%), shop online cross-
border (4.9%), and report being very vulnerable in terms of the complexity of offers,
terms and conditions (4.0%), and in terms of socio-demographic factors (3.8%). The
lowest levels of exposure to lottery scams are observed in consumers who dont know
their vulnerability in terms of socio-demographic factors (0.0%), use the Internet hardly
ever (0.6%) or never (0.6%), do not shop online (1.0%) and don’t know their confidence
in online shopping (1.1%).
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10.3. Exposure to other illicit commercial practices from domestic retailers

Region/ 205"6_
(* = sig diff
Country EU28)
8.2%
6.7%

14.0%

9.5%
12.5%
14.0%

3.5%

10.3%
21.9%
7.8%
8.1%
3.6%
10.3%
3.4%
12.7%
15.3%
2.6%
23.9%
11.0%
5.7%
16.5%
9.2%
2.2%
14.2%
18.6%
7.2%
2.4%
12.5%
9.0%
16.3%
9.7%
13.5%
8.2%
11.0%
2.0%

14.5%
8.5%

The average exposure to illicit commercial practices from domestic retailers (Q16a_12" and Q16a_2 answer
option 1 and Q16b_1 and Q16b_2 answer option 1) — Base: All respondents (N=28100)

27 Q16.a. Now, I will read you some statements about problems consumers may have more generally when
shopping. Please tell me whether you have experienced any of them during the last 12 months...?

*

*

*

*

*

Exposure to other illicit commercial
practices from domestic retailers

2016-2014

-4.7%
-5.1%
-3.2%

+2.5%
-3.9%
-3.2%
-6.4%*

-0.2
-3.4%
-1.9
+1.7
-3.3%
+1.5
-13.8*
-7.3%
-3.1%
-8.1%
+0.6
-4.4%
-3.7*
-0.7
-3.3%
-2.9%
-4.9%
+6.2%
-0.1
-5.4%
-2.9*%
-2.1
~5.0*
+0.3
-4.2%
+2.3*%
+3.0*
-11.1%*

+2.9
-0.7
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In the EU28 the overall level of exposure to other illicit commercial practices from
domestic retailers is 8.2%. In the EU15 this level is 6.7% and in the EU13 it is 14.0%.
Compared to the EU28, this lever is higher in the East (14.0%), South (12.5%) and
North (9.5%), whereas it is lower in the West (3.5%). The highest exposure to other
illicit commercial practices from domestic retailers is found in Croatia (23.9%), Bulgaria
(21.9%) and Malta (18.6%). The lowest levels of exposure to such practices are found in
the UK (2.0%), Luxembourg (2.2%) and Austria (2.4%).

Between 2014 and 2016 exposure to other illicit commercial practices from domestic
retailers has decreased in the EU28 (-4.7pp), EU15 (-5.1pp) and EU13 (-3.2pp).
Furthermore, this level increased in the North (+2.5pp) and decreased in the West (-
6.4pp), South (-3.9pp) and East (-3.2pp). Compared to the 2014 survey this type of
exposure increased most sharply in Malta (+6.2pp) and decreased most prominently in
Ireland (-13.8pp).

-Yes, with retailers or services providers located in (our country) -Yes, with retailers or services providers
located in another EU country -Yes, but you don’t know in which country the retailers or services providers were
located -No -DK/NA

Q16.a.1. You have encountered unfair terms and conditions in a contract (for instance, enabling the provider to
change the contract terms unilaterally or imposing excessive penalties for breach of the contract)

Q16.a.2. You have had to pay unanticipated extra charges

Q16.b. Now, I will read you some statements about problems consumers may have more generally when
shopping. Please tell me whether you have experienced any of them when buying in (our country) during the
last 12 months...?

-Yes -No -DK/NA

Q16.b.1. You have encountered unfair terms and conditions in a contract (for instance, enabling the provider to
change the contract terms unilaterally or imposing excessive penalties for breach of the contract)

Q16.b.2. You have had to pay unanticipated extra charges
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Exposure to other illicit commercial
practices from domestic retailers

Female

18-34 9.6% * -7.2%
35-54 9.0% * -5.3*
Age groups
55-64 7.1% * -3.7*%
65+ 5.9% * -1.8*
Low 8.7% o
Education Medium 7.4% * o
High 9.5% * =

Very difficult 16.4% * -1.4
Fairly difficult 10.4% * -4.2%
Financial Situation Fairly easy 6.5% * -3.8%*

Very easy 6.2% * -3.8%

DK/NA 6.5% * -3.5%
Rural area 8.1% S3XGE
Urbanisation Small town 7.5% * -4.9%

Large town 9.4% * -5.5%
Self employed 13.1% * -5.0*

Manager 9.6% * -4.9%

Other white
collar

Blue collar 11.1% * -2.9*%

6.5% * -8.0%*

Employment status

Student 10.4% * -5.6*
Unemployed 7.3% -4.7%
Seeking a job 11.1% * -6.6*

Retired 6.7% * -1.9%

The average exposure to illicit commercial practices from domestic retailers (Q16a_1 and Q16a_2 answer
option 1 and Q16b_1 and Q16b_2 answer option 1) — Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)
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2016
Exposure to other illicit commercial (* = sig| 2016-

practices from domestic retailers diff 2014
EU28)

Daily 9.3% * -5.5%

Weekly 5.3% * -6.8%*

@ Internet use Monthly 5.3% * -7.1%

Hardly ever 6.3% * -4.7*
Never 6.9% * -1.0*
Only native 6.0% * -5.4%
Two 10.1% * -3.7*

.. Languages
Three 13.1% * -1.8*

Four or more 14.2% * -3.9%

Low 6.3% * -5.5%
@ Numerical skills Medium 9.7% * -3.6*
High 7.9% -5.0%
High 7.6% * -5.3*

Consumer knowledge
Low 8.8% * -4.2%
High 7.1% * -4.9%

b Confidence in

h online shopping iy DEHD | A
DK/NA 8.6% +1.0
) ) High 6.7% * -7.6%*

Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 10.5% * -2.8%*

W online shopping

DK/NA 9.3% * +0.6

Online domestic 7.3% * -5.5%*

Online purchase Online cross-
behaviour border 7.8% 7858
Did nqt buy 11.3% *  -4.5%
online

Very vulnerable 18.0% * -

Consumer vulnerability [IEAMAERETY L L
- - vulnerable
(sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable  5.1% * -
DK/NA 3.29% * =

Very vulnerable 19.8% * -

Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability [IEENERSRIEENEL UL -

@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable  6.2% * =
DK/NA 6.2% * =

The average exposure to illicit commercial practices from domestic retailers (Q16a_1 and Q16a_2 answer
option 1 and Q16b_1 and Q16b_2 answer option 1) - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

In terms of socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest exposure
to other illicit commercial practices from domestic retailers is observed in individuals who
consider themselves as very vulnerable (19.8%) or somewhat vulnerable (14.0%) in
terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions as well as very vulnerable in
terms of socio-demographic factors (18.0%). Furthermore, high exposure to illicit
commercial practices from domestic retailers is found in respondents who are in a very
difficult financial situation (16.4%) and who know four or more languages (14.2%). The
lowest levels of exposure to such practices are observed in consumers who don't know
their vulnerability (3.2%) or report not being vulnerable (5.1%) in terms of socio-
demographic factors. Additionally, exposure is low for respondents who use the Internet
weekly (5.3%) or monthly (5.3%) and are age 65 and over (5.9%).
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10.3.1. Types of other illicit commercial practices from domestic

retailers

Exposure to other illicit commercial practices from

domestic retailers

r terms and

conditions

Region/

Country

8.9%
7.2%
15.7%

8.8%
15.4%
15.8%

2.7%

7.8%
25.9%
10.4%

5.6%

2.7%
11.3%

2.4%
12.3%
20.7%

2.4%
26.7%
13.1%

4.6%
16.9%
10.0%

1.8%
15.7%
19.3%

6.1%

2.1%
13.3%

9.9%
18.3%
10.3%
17.9%
10.1%

9.9%

1.3%

=l ]

|
—
=
I—
—
———
—
]
¥

|
o
F

9.3%
5.6%

it

Percentage of “Yes” responses in Q16a_1 and Q16b_1 answer option 1 and in Q16a_2 and Q16b_1 answer
option 1 — Base: All respondents (N=28100)

In the EU28 the overall level of exposure to unfair contract terms and conditions from
domestic retailers is 8.9%. In the EU15 this level is 7.2% and in the EU13 it is 15.7%.
Compared to the EU28, this lever is higher in the East (15.8%) and South (15.4%),
whereas it is lower in the West (2.7%). The highest exposure to unfair contract terms

SR
SCEOR

+2.2%
-4.3%
=85
=7 I+

-1.3
-3.2
-2.4
+1.5
-4.0*
+1.6
-17.2*
-7.1%
-4.1%
-9.9%
+0.5
-4.2%
-4.2%
-2.4
-3.1%
-3.6%
-5.5%
+7.9%
+1.3
-6.7%
-3.7%
-3.1%
-4.2%
+1.2
-5.7*
+2.0
+2.8%
-11.9%

-0.1
-0.2

7.5%
6.3%
12.2%

10.1%
9.6%
12.2%
4.2%

12.8%
17.9%
5.2%
10.6%
4.6%
9.2%
4.3%
13.0%
9.9%
2.8%
21.2%
8.9%
6.8%
16.0%
8.4%
2.6%
12.8%
17.9%
8.4%
2.7%
11.7%
8.1%
14.3%
9.0%
9.0%
6.3%
12.1%
2.8%

19.7%
11.4%

ated extra

*

*

-4.4%
-2.9%

+2.7%
-3.6%
-2.9%
-5.4%

+0.9
-3.5%
-1.4
+2.0
-2.5%
+1.4
-10.5%
-7.4%
-2.1
-6.2%
+0.8
-4.5%
-3.2
+1.0
-3.6*
-2.2
-4.4%
+4.4
-1.5
-4.0%*
-2.1
-1.0
-5.9%
-0.7
-2.7%
+2.6*
+3.2%
-10.3*

+6.0*
-1.1
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and conditions from domestic retailers is found in Croatia (26.7%), Bulgaria (25.9%) and
Spain (20.7%). The lowest levels of exposure to such practices are found in the UK
(1.3%), Luxembourg (1.8%), Austria (2.1%), Ireland and France (both 2.4%).

Between 2014 and 2016 exposure to unfair contract terms and conditions from domestic
retailers has decreased in the EU28 (-5.4pp), EU15 (-5.9pp) and EU13 (-3.5pp).
Furthermore, an increase is found in the North (+2.2pp), whereas a decrease is found in
the West (-7.3pp), South (-4.3pp) and East (-3.5pp). Compared to the 2014 survey this
type of exposure increased most sharply in Malta (+7.9pp) and decreased most
prominently in Ireland (-17.2pp).

In the EU28 the overall level of exposure to unanticipated extra charges from domestic
retailers is 7.5%. In the EU15 this level is 6.3% and in the EU13 it is 12.2%. In
comparison with the EU28, this lever is higher in the East (12.2%), North (10.1%) and
South (9.6%), whereas it is lower in the West (4.2%). The highest exposure to
unanticipated extra charges from domestic retailers is found in Croatia (21.2%), Malta
and Bulgaria (both 17.9%). A high level is found in Iceland as well (19.7%). The lowest
levels of exposure to such practices are found in Luxembourg(2.6%), Austria (2.7%), the
UK and France (2.8%).

Between 2014 and 2016 exposure to unanticipated extra charges from domestic retailers
has decreased in the EU28 (-4.1pp), EU15 (-4.4pp) and EU13 (-2.9pp). An increase is
found in the North (+2.7pp) and decreases are found in the West (-5.4pp), South (-
3.6pp) and East (-2.9pp). Among the studied countries, this type of exposure increased
most sharply in Iceland (+6.0pp) and decreased most prominently in Ireland (-10.5pp)
and the UK (-10.3pp) compared to the 2014 survey.
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Exposure to other illicit commercial
practices from domestic retailers

Unfair terms and
conditions

a Male
¥ Gender
Female
18-34
35-54
Age groups
55-64
65+
Low
Education Medium
High
Very difficult
Fairly difficult
Financial Situation Fairly easy
Very easy
DK/NA
Rural area
Urbanisation Small town
Large town
Self employed
Manager

Other white collar

Blue collar

—

M8 Employment status
— Student

Unemployed
Seeking a job

Retired

Percentage of “Yes” responses in Q16a_1 and Q16b_1 answer option 1 and in Q16a_2 and Q16b_1 answer

10.3%
7.7%
9.4%

10.4%
7.6%
6.9%
9.5%
7.7%

10.9%

18.6%

11.8%
6.7%
6.7%
7.2%
8.9%
7.8%

10.6%

15.5%

10.8%
7.1%

11.0%
9.3%
7.7%

12.4%

7.5%

-3.9% 6.9%

-7.5% 9.7%

-6.0* 7.6%
-5.5% 6.6%
-1.8% 4.9%
o 7.8%
o 7.1%
- 8.1%
-1.2  14.1%

-5.1% 9.1%

-4.4% 6.3%
-3.1% 5.6%
-2.5 5.7%
-4.1%* 7.3%
-6.0* 7.1%
-6.0% 8.3%
-2.7 10.7%
-5.8% 8.3%
SO 5.8%
-3.8% 11.2%
-8.1*  11.5%
-4.7% 6.9%
-8.0%* 9.8%
-2.4% 6.0%

option 1 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

*

Unanticipated
extra charges

=
6108
-4.6%
-2.0%*
-1.8*

-1.6
-3.3%
-3.2%
-4.6%
-4.5%
-3.6%
-3.8%
-5.0%
-7.4%
-4.0%
-6.8%
-2.0%
-3.2%
-4.6%
-5.3%

-1.4%
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Unfair terms and Unanticipated
conditions extra charges

Exposure to other illicit commercial
practices from domestic retailers 2016
2016- | (* = sig| 2016-
2014 diff 2014
EU28)

Daily 10.2% * -6.2%* 8.4% * -4.7*

Weekly 5.2% * -8.2%* 5.4% * -5.5%

@ Internet use Monthly 4.5% * -9.3*% 6.1% -4.8*
Hardly ever 7.4% -3.8* 5.3% * -5.5%

Never 7.9% * -0.7 5.8% * -1.2%

Only native 6.2% * -6.5* 5.7% * -4.2*

° Two 11.5% * -3.7* 8.8% * -3.6*

. Languages

Three 14.6% * -1.6* 11.6% * -2.1%

Four or more 14.8% * -4.2* 13.6% * -3.6*

Low 6.9% * -59% 5.7% * -5.2%
@ Numerical skills Medium 10.8% * -4.5% 8.7% * -2.8*
High 8.5% -5.5%  7.4% = -4.5%
. High 8.6% L6825y 6.6% * -4.4%
ﬁg Consumer knowledge
% Low 9.2% -4.7% 8.4% * -3.6*
High 7.5% * -5.7%  6.6% * -4.2%
N ) .
L] oﬁﬁ:g‘li';?p;:g Low 13.6% * -53% 10.3% * -4.6*

DK/NA 8.9% +0.6 8.4% +1.4
) ) High 7.1% * -8.6* 6.3% * -6.5*
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 11.6% * -3.0%* 9.4% * -2.5%
¥ online shopping
DK/NA 10.6% * +0.6 8.1% +0.5

Online domestic ~ 7.7% * -6.4* 7.0% * -4.6*

!’ Online purchase Online cross- 8.4% -7.9% 7.1% _7.2%

behaviour border

Did not buy online 13.0% * -4.7* 9.6% * -4.3%

Very vulnerable 20.5% * 15.6% * =
Consumer vulnerability e 14.2% * 11.5% * =
- " vulnerable
@ (sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable 5.4% * = 4.9% * o
DK/NA 2.9% * - 3.5% -
Very vulnerable 23.2% * = 16.3% * =
Somewhat
9 Consumer vulnerability vulnerable 15.5% * - 12.4% * -
(terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable 6.5% * = 5.9% * =
DK/NA 6.1% * - 6.2% -

Percentage of “Yes” responses in Q16a_1 and Q16b_1 answer option 1 and in Q16a_2 and Q16b_1 answer
option 1 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

In terms of socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest exposure
to unfair contract terms and conditions from domestic retailers is observed in individuals
who consider themselves as very vulnerable (23.2%) or somewhat vulnerable (15.5%) in
terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions as well as very vulnerable in
terms of socio-demographic factors (20.5%). High exposure to illicit commercial practices
from domestic retailers is also found in respondents who are in a very difficult financial
situation (18.6%) and who are self-employed (15.5%). The lowest levels of exposure to
such practices are observed in consumers who don’t know their vulnerability (2.9%) or
report not being vulnerable (5.4%) in terms of socio-demographic factors. Additionally,
exposure is low for respondents who use the Internet monthly (4.5%) or weekly (5.2%)
and don’t know their vulnerability in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and
conditions (6.1%).

Moreover, the highest exposure to unanticipated extra charges from domestic retailers is
observed in individuals who consider themselves as very vulnerable (16.3%) or
somewhat vulnerable (12.4%) in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions
as well as very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors (15.6%). Furthermore,
high exposure to illicit commercial practices from domestic retailers is found in
respondents who are in a very difficult financial situation (14.1%) and who know four or
more languages (13.6%). The lowest levels of exposure to such practices are observed in
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consumers who report not being vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors
(4.9%), are age 65 and over (4.9%), use the Internet hardly ever (5.3%) or weekly
(5.4%) and have a very easy financial situation (5.6%).

127



Exposure to other illicit commercial practices from domestic retailers

Unfair terms and conditions

The average exposure to illicit commercial practices from domestic retallers
Q16a_1 and Q16a_2, answer option 1 and Q16b_1 and Q16kb_2, answer option1; N=28100

Unanticipated exta
charges

3%

21%

Unfair terms
and conditions
1%

27%

Unanticipated extra charges

In these maps, values below average are coloured in light and dark green and values above average are coloured in light and dark red
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10.4. Exposure to other illicit commercial practices from cross-border
retailers

Exposure to other illicit commercial
pracitces from cross-border retailers

Region/ 2016

Country (* :Uszig)diff 2016-2014
3.4% -0.4
3.7% -0.3
2.2% * -0.9*
4.8% * +0.9
3.4% +0.6
2.1% * -0.9*
3.6% -0.8
4.3% -1.8
1.8% * -2.8
0.6% * -1.1
4.9% +0.9
3.9% +0.2
2.29% * +0.3
3.7% -3.8*
2.1% -0.8
5.0% +1.1
4.2% -0.9
3.5% +0.2
2.7% +0.3
3.4% -2.7
2.8% -0.6
2.1% -2.5
5.4% -4.9*
0.3% * -4.5%
9.19% * +3.0
2.0% * -0.4
2.2% * -1.3
2.1% 0.0
2.8% +1.5
3.7% +0.4
3.0% +0.8
2.3% -2.8*
2.4% -2.5%
6.0% * +3.0%*
3.3% -1.3
3.0% +0.1
4.9% * +1.0

The average exposure to illicit commercial practices from cross-border retailers (Q16a_1 and Q16a_2 answer
option 2) - Base: Respondents who shopped in another EU country (N=8703)

In the EU28 the overall level of exposure to other illicit commercial practices from cross-
border retailers is 3.4%. In the EU13 this level is lower (2.2%). Compared to the EU28,
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this lever is higher in the North (4.8%) and it is lower in the East (2.1%). The highest
exposure to other illicit commercial practices from cross-border retailers is found in Malta
(9.1%) and Sweden (6.0%). The lowest levels of exposure to such practices are found in

Hungary (0.3%) and the Czech Republic (0.6%)%.

Between 2014 and 2016 exposure to other illicit commercial practices from cross-border
retailers has decreased in the EU13 (-0.9pp). A decrease is also observed in the East (-
0.9pp). Compared to the 2014 survey this type of exposure increased most sharply in
Sweden (+3.0pp) and decreased most steeply in Luxembourg (+4.9pp) and Hungary (-

4.5pp).

e [ e |

§

The average exposure to illicit commercial practices from cross-border retailers (Q16a_1 and Q16a_2 answer
option 2) — Base: Respondents from the EU who shopped in another EU country (N= 7912)

Exposure to other illicit commercial
pracitces from cross-border retailers

Male
Gender
Female
18-34
35-54
Age groups
55-64
65+

Low
Education Medium

High

Very difficult
Fairly difficult
Financial Situation Fairly easy
Very easy

DK/NA
Rural area
Urbanisation Small town
Large town

Self employed

Manager

Other white
collar

Blue collar

Employment status

Student
Unemployed
Seeking a job

Retired

% Results for Romania are based on a very small sample size (95 observations) and they should betherefore

considered as mainly indicative

3.5%
3.2%
3.4%
1.6% *
3.0%
1.4% *

=1l o
-0.8
0.0
+0.2
-0.9

+3.5%
0.0
-1.0*
+0.1
+1.3
-0.6
-0.8*
+0.2
-6.0*
+2.0%*
-0.3
-0.6
+0.3
+0.2
-4.7%
-1.0*
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Exposure to other illicit commercial
pracitces from cross-border retailers

e [ e |

Daily
Weekly
@ Internet use Monthly
Hardly ever

Never
Only native
® o Two

(] anguages Three

Four or more

Low
@ Numerical skills Medium
High
High
onsumer knowledge
Low
High
b Confidence in
!ﬁ online shopping s
DK/NA
' . High
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low
online shoppin
G DK/NA
Online
domestic
Online purchase Online cross-
behaviour border
Did not buy
online
Very
vulnerable
Consumer vulnerability Semeit
A N vulnerable
(sociodemographic
™ factors) Not vulnerable
DK/NA
Very
vulnerable
Somewhat

@ Consumer vulnerability RN RGN

@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable

DK/NA

The average exposure to illicit commercial practices from cross-border retailers (Q16a_1 and Ql16a_2 answer
option 2) — Base: Respondents from the EU who shopped in another EU country (N= 7912)

In terms of socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest exposure
to other illicit commercial practices from cross-border retailers is observed in individuals
who consider themselves as very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors
(11.6%) and very vulnerable (7.0%) or somewhat vulnerable (6.8%) in terms of the
complexity of offers, terms and conditions. Furthermore, the exposure to such practices
is high in consumers in a very difficult financial position (8.8%) and in managers (6.5%).
The lowest levels of exposure to such practices are observed in consumers who report
not knowing their vulnerability in terms of socio-demographic factors (0.0%) or in terms
of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (0.8%), who dont know their
confidence in domestically online shopping (0.2%) and cross-border online shopping

(0.3%) and never use the Internet (0.3%).

2016

(* = sig

diff
EU28)
3.4%
3.3%
3.9%
6.1%
2.0%
0.3% *
3.7%
2.4% *
4.4% *
4.2%
4.1%
4.4 *
2.9%
3.5%
3.3%
3.3%
4.8% *
0.2% *
3.4%
3.9%
0.3% *
3.2%
3.7%

1.6% *

11.6% *

4.4% *
2.3% *
0.0% *
7.0% *
6.8% *

2.7% *
0.8% *

2016-
2014

-0.4
0,7
+1.4
+2.8
+1.5
285
+0.5
-1.2*
+0.4
=2, 115
=ilag)
+0.8
-0.8*
-0.1
-0.7
-0.8*
+2.6*
2t
-0.6
+0.4
-2.4*

-0.9%

-0.6

-1.3%
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10.4.1. Types of other illicit commercial practices from cross-border

retailers

Exposure to other illicit commercial pracitces from
cross-border retailers

Unfair terms U ated ex
. conditions charges
Region/

Country

3.2%
2.0%

3.5%
2.6%
2.0%
3.4%

1.8%
1.8%
0.0%
1.4%
3.2%
1.7%
3.0%
1.0%
4.7%
4.4%
2.6%
1.7%
2.3%
1.6%
1.6%
4.3%
0.0%
7.4%
1.9%
1.1%
2.1%
2.3%
4.2%
2.7%
3.1%
2.4%
5.5%
4.0%

A=l t 41

Ti=-111=1T 1/ @=

Y¢
AN

2.9%
2.0%

Percentage of “Yes” responses in Q16a_1 and Q16a_2 - Base: Respondents who shopped in another EU country
(N= 8703)

In the EU28 the overall level of exposure to unfair contract terms and conditions from
cross-border retailers is 3.0%. In the EU13 this level is lower (2.0%). A lower level is
found as well in the East (2.0%). The highest exposure to such contract terms is found in
Malta (7.4%). The lowest levels of exposure to such practices are found in Hungary and

the Czech Republic (both 0.0%).

2016-
2014

+0.4
+0.5
= -0.3

+0.9
-0.2
kS -0.4
+0.8

-3.6

& +0.0
+1.9
+0.6
-0.8

+0.3
+0.2
-1.1
-0.6
-2.3
-1.9
-1.8
-3.2

* +5.9%*
+0.5

+1.0
+1.6
+2.3
+0.0
-1.4
-2.7
+3.7%
+1.5

+1.3
-0.3

3.8%
4.1%
2.3%

6.1%
4.2%
2.2%
3.9%

6.9%
1.8%
1.1%
8.5%
4.6%
2.6%
4.4%
3.1%
5.3%
3.9%
4.4%
3.7%
4.5%
4.0%
2.5%
6.4%
0.7%
10.7%
2.0%
3.3%
2.1%
3.3%
3.1%
3.2%
1.5%
2.5%
6.5%
2.7%

3.2%
7.8%

2016-
2014

-1.2%
=ilodls
=il

+0.9
+1.4
=1L 5%
-2.3%

-1.5
-1.9
-0.8
+1.8
-1.5
-0.1
-6.8*
+0.8
+1.9
-2.1
+1.5
+1.3
-3.1
+0.7
-3.3
-6.6*
-5.7*
+0.2
-1.3
-1.8
-1.1
+1.4
-1.6
+1.7
-4.2%
-2.2
+2.2
-4.1%

-1.1
+2.3
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The exposure to unfair contract terms and conditions from cross-border retailers did not
undergo any statistically significant change between 2014 and 2016 in the EU28, EU15
and EU13, nor in the North, East, South or West. Compared to the 2014 survey this type
of exposure increased most sharply in Malta (+5.9pp). No statistically significant
decrease is observed?.

In the EU28 the overall level of exposure to unanticipated extra charges from cross-
border retailers is 3.8%. In the EU13 this level is lower (2.3%). Compared to the EU28,
the exposure is higher in the North (16.1%), whereas it is lower in the East (2.2%). In
the EU28 the highest exposure to unanticipated extra charges from cross-border retailers
is found in Malta (10.7%), Denmark (8.5%) and Belgium (6.9%). Among all studied
countries, the level was high in Norway as well (7.8%). The lowest levels of exposure to
such practices are found in Hungary (0.7%) and the Czech Republic (1.1%)%.

Between 2014 and 2016 exposure to unanticipated extra charges from cross-border
retailers has decreased in the EU28 (-1.2pp), EU15 (-1.1pp) and EU13 (-1.5pp).
Decreases are also found in the West (-2.3pp) and East (-1.5pp). No statistically
significant increase is observed. Compared to 2014 this type of exposure decreased most

steeply in Ireland (-6.8pp)
conditions

Male 3.7% * +0.8 4.6% * -0.2

Exposure to other illicit commercial

practices from cross-border retailers

Gender

Female 2.2% * 0.0 2.9% * -2.5%
18-34 2.9% +0.8 3.8% -2.5%
35-54 3.7% +0.8 4.7% -0.7
Age groups
55-64 2.2% 0.0 3.2% +0.4
65+ 1.7% * -2.1* 1.7% * +0.4
Low 4.7% - 3.0% =
Education Medium 2.1% * = 3.2% =
High 3.8% * - 4.6% * =

Very difficult 9.6% * +2.8 8.1% * +4.1%

Fairly difficult 2.7% +0.6 4.1% -0.6

Financial Situation Fairly easy 2.7% +0.2 3.5% =225}

Very easy 3.1% +1.2 3.7% -1.0

DK/NA 0.6% * +0.4 4.0% +2.2

Rural area 3.0% +0.4 3.2% =15

m Urbanisation Small town 2.4% -0.2 3.5% =il AR
Large town 3.7% +1.1% 4.9% * -0.7

Self employed 3.0% -2.7 3.4% =C) )

Manager 5.9% * +3.9%* 7.1% * +0.1

Other white collar 3.1% +1.0* 3.9% -1.6*

Q Employment status Blue collar 3.1% 0.0 3.4% -1.1
Student 2.6% +1.2 4.2% -0.6

Unemployed 1.5% * +0.9 1.6% * -0.5

Seeking a job 1.8% -4.7* 4.1% -4.6*

Retired 0.8% * -2.5% 1.9% * +0.5

2 Results for Romania are based on a very small sample size (95 observations) and they should betherefore
considered as mainly indicative
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Percentage of “Yes” responses in Q16a_1 and Ql16a_2 - Base: Respondents from the EU who shopped in
another EU country (N= 7912)

Unfair terms and Unanticipated
conditions extra charges

Exposure to other illicit commercial
practices from cross-border retailers 2016 2016
(* =sig| 2016- |(* =sig| 2016-
diff 2014 diff 2014
EU28) EU28)
0.4

Daily 2.7% 0.0 3.9% -1.4*
Weekly 4.0% +2.8% 3.8% -0.1
@ Internet use Monthly 6.9% +5.1%* 5.2% +0.4
Hardly ever 1.8% +1.6 2.3% +1.4
Never 0.3% * -3.8% 0.3% * -3.2%
Only native 3.7% Pl 3.7% -0.5
Two 1.9% * -0.7 3.0% * -1.7*

Languages
Three 3.5% +1.5% 5.2% * -0.8
Four or more 2.4% 2880 6.0% * -1.3
Low 3.7% S5 4.5% =ilodl
@ Numerical skills Medium 4.0% * +1.1 4.7% +0.5
High 2.5% +0.3 3.4% -1.9%
i High 3.2% +0.5 3.7% -0.7

E@ Consumer knowledge

% Low 2.7% +0.2 4.0% -1.6*
High 2.9% +0.2 3.8% -1.8%

. - .
L] ogﬁ:zdsf";;ep::g Low 4.6% * +22* 5.0%  +3.0%

DK/NA 0.4% * -2.4% 0.1% * -3.0*
) _ High 2.8% +0.4 4.0% -1.6*
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 4.1% * +1.1 3.7% -0.3
W online shopping
DK/NA 0.2% * -2.3* 0.3% * -2.6*
Online domestic 2.8% +0.3 3.6% =20~
Online purchase Online cross- o, 02 o, 1 Q%
behaviour border SR 07 D L
Did not buy online 2.0% -1.7 1.2% * -0.9
Very vulnerable 12.3% * = 10.8% * -
Consumer vulnerability SemeiE 4.4% * = 4.5% =
N A vulnerable
(sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable 1.7% * = 2.9% * =
DK/NA 0.0% * = 0.0% * =
Very vulnerable 6.9% * - 7.0% * -
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability Vuliaale 6.8% * - 6.8% * -
@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable 2.2% * = 3.2% * =
DK/NA 0.2% * = 1.4% * =

Percentage of “Yes” responses in Ql6a_1 and Ql6a_2 - Base: Respondents from the EU who shopped in
another EU country (N= 7912)

In terms of socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest exposure
to unfair contract terms and conditions from cross-border retailers is observed in
individuals who consider themselves as very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic
factors (12.3%) and very vulnerable (6.9%) or somewhat vulnerable (6.8%) in terms of
the complexity of offers, terms and conditions. Furthermore, the exposure to such
practices is high in consumers in a very difficult financial position (9.6%) and in
managers (5.9%). The lowest levels of exposure to such practices are observed in
consumers who don’t know their vulnerability in terms of socio-demographic factors
(0.0%) and in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (0.2%), who don’t
know their confidence in cross-border online shopping (0.2%) and domestically online
shopping (0.4%) and who never use the Internet (0.3%).

The highest exposure to unanticipated extra charges from cross-border retailers is
observed in individuals who consider themselves as very vulnerable in terms of socio-
demographic factors (10.8%) and very vulnerable (7.0%) or somewhat vulnerable
(6.8%) in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions. Furthermore, the
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exposure to such practices is high in consumers in a very difficult financial position
(8.1%) and in managers (7.1%). The lowest levels of exposure to such practices are
observed in consumers who don’t know their vulnerability in terms of socio-demographic
factors (0.0%), don’t know their confidence in domestically online shopping (0.1%) and
cross-border online shopping (0.3%), who never use the Internet (0.3%) and do not buy
online (1.2%).
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Exposure to other illicit commercial practices from cross-bérder retailers

Unfair terms and conditions

Unanticipated extra charges

The average exposure to illicit commercial practices from cross-border retailers
Q16a_1 and Q16a_2, answer option 2; N=8703

Unanticipated exta Unfair terms
charges and conditions

oo IR 1> | | I

In these maps, values below average are coloured in light and dark green and values above average are coloured in light and dark red
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11. OVERALL PROBLEMS AND DISPUTE RESOLUTION

This chapter looks at the overall level of problems that consumers experience with online
purchases as well as the actions they take in terms of making complaints to different
instances, reasons for not taking actions and their overall satisfaction with problem
resolution as well as the time it took to resolve problems.

11.1. The problems and complaints indicator

Due to relatively small sample sizes achieved when asking respondents about problems
they experienced, the actions they took to resolve them, and their satisfaction with
complaint handling, a composite indicator on problems and complaints was developed
based on data gathered in four survey questions:

1) problems experienced buying or using any goods or services domestically
2) the type of action taken to resolve the problem

3) satisfaction with complaint handling

4) the reason for not taking action, if applicable

Based on the four questions above, a hierarchy of 11 exhaustive (all respondents) and
mutually exclusive (each respondents belongs to only one) scenarios was developed3°3,
The result of this hierarchy is a problems and complaints indicator: the higher the value
of the indicator the lower the overall level of problems and the higher the overall
satisfaction with complaint handling.

30 The scenarios were developed by DG JUST with the scientific cooperation with the Joint Research Center and
Member States experts. They are based on the following principles/assumptions: a) The ideal situation is the
one where a person has not experienced any problem; b) when one or more problems are experienced, the
best thing to do is to complain about it, unless the decision not to complain is justified solely by the small
detriment associated with the problem(s); ¢) complaining to the retailer/provider/manufacturer indicates a less
serious problem and/or is less burdensome for the consumer than complaining to third parties (public authority,
ADR or court); d) The final outcome of the complaint process also matters (result being satisfactory or not).

31 The additional advantage of combining the answers to the different questions in specific scenarios is that a
higher rate of complaining behaviour is not automatically seen as better for consumer conditions (unless
combined with a satisfactory response) and that not complaining because of small detriment is not penalised.
For detailed information on the composition of the composite indicator see chapter 2.2.1 of Van Roy, V.,
Rossetti, F., Piculescu, V. (2015). Consumer conditions in the EU: revised framework and empirical
investigation, JRC science and policy report, JRC93404, http://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/
handle/JRC89939

To make it easier to understand how the indicator is built, below are three example
scenarios of the problems and complaints indicator (most favorable, , medium and worst

scenario:).

. Most favourable scenario: the consumer did not have any problem or the consumer does not know if
he had a problem or not. In this scenario, the problems and complaints indicator is 98

. Intermediate scenario: the consumer had had a problem and he DID complained about it NEITHER to

the retailer NOR the manufacturer. However, he complained about it to another party and he did get a
satisfactory result from any of these parties. In this scenario, the problems and complaints indicator is
equal to 45.

. Worst scenario: the consumer had a problem and the low sum involved is NOT among the reasons why
he did not complain. In this scenario, the problems and complaints indicator is equal to 11.
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Problems and complaints

Region/ 205'-6_ 2016-
Country ¢ :Usz'g)d'ff 2014

88.9% +1.1% +0.5%*
89.4% * +1.1%* +0.6*
87.1% * +1.1%* +0.1
90.5% * -0.4 +2.9%
88.0% * +3.1%* -1.0
87.1% * +1.2%* 0.0
90.0% * +0.1 +1.4%
91.7% * -0.3 +2.2%
87.0% * +3.5%* +2.8*
89.4% -0.3 +6.3%
92.1% * -0.4 +1.7*
89.8% -1.0 +3.5%
87.8% -1.9 +1.9

' 89.3% +2.4% +0.4
90.8% * +6.1%* +5.0*
89.3% +2.5%* +2.2%
90.4% * 0.0 -1.8*
85.7% * +4.5%* +1.1
86.5% * +4.0%* -4.8%
87.7% -3.8* +13.2*
89.4% +3.0%* +1.8
88.3% +1.0 +1.3
90.0% -2.7% +0.4
87.3% * +0.8 +0.9
85.9% * -3.7% +0.6
89.8% +1.0 +4.1%*
90.2% -1.8% +1.1
87.6% +1.8 -0.2
88.3% -2.6%* +0.6
83.7% * +0.0 -5.7*
93.0% * +1.0 +2.2%
88.4% -0.3 +2.1%*
89.7% +0.8 +1.1
90.0% -1.1 +4.6%*
89.7% +1.8 +0.9
89.2% -1.1 -0.7
89.8% -0.5 +4.9%

The problems and complaints composite indicator is computed based in pre-defined scenarios using data
gathered in Q9%?, Q10%*, Q113* and Q12% - Base: all respondents (N=28100)

82 Q9. In the past 12 months, have you experienced any problem when buying or using any goods or services in
(our country) where you thought you had a legitimate cause for complaint? -Yes, and you took action to
solve the problem -Yes, but you did not do anything -No -DK/NA

s Q10. And what did you do? - You complained about it to the retailer or service provider -You complained
about it to the manufacturer -You complained about it to a public authority -You brought the matter to an
out-of-court dispute resolution body (ADR) such as an ombudsman, arbitration, mediation or conciliation
body -You took the business concerned to court —Other -DK/NA
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In the EU28 the problems and complaints indicator is 88.9. In the EU15 this indicator is
89.4 and in the EU13 it is 87.1. Compared to the EU28, this indicator is higher in the
North (90.5) and West (90.0), whereas it is lower in the East (87.1) and South (88.0).
The highest levels of the problems and complaints indicator are found in Slovenia (93.0),
Denmark (92.1) and Belgium (91.7). The lowest levels of the problems and complaints
indicator are found in Romania (83.7), Croatia (85.7) and Malta (85.9).

84 Q11. In general, how satisfied or dissatisfied were you with the way your complaint(s) was (were) dealt with
by the...: -Very satisfied —Fairly satisfied —Not very satisfied —Not at all satisfied -Other -DK/NA
Q11.1 Retailer or service provider
Q11.2 Manufacturer
Q11.3 Public authority
Q11.4 An out-of-court dispute resolution body (ADR)
Q11.5 Court

% Q12. What were the main reasons why you did not take any action? -You were unlikely to get a satisfactory
solution to the problem you encountered -The sums involved were too small -You did not know how or
where to complain -You were not sure of your rights as a consumer -You thought it would take too long -
You tried to complain about other problems in the past but were not successful -You thought complaining
would have led to a confrontation, and you do not feel at ease in such situations —Other -DK/NA
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Problems and complaints composite indicator

The problems and complaints composite indicator is computed based pre-defined scenarios using data gathered in
Q9, Q10, Q11 and Q12; N=28100

o I ="

In this map, values above average are coloured in light and dark green and values below average are coloured
in light and dark red

The level of the problems and complaints indicator has increased between 2014 and 2016
in the EU28 (+1.1), EU15 (+1.1) and EU13 (+1.1) indicating a lower level of problems
and higher level of complaint satisfaction overall. An increase is also observed in the
South (+3.1) and East (+1.2). Compared to the survey in 2014 the problems and
complaints indicator increased most steeply in Greece (+6.1) and decreased most
prominently in Cyprus (-3.8) and Malta (-3.7).
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Problems and complaints

- Male 88.3% * +1.4% +0.4
* Gender

Female 89.5% *  +0.9% +0.6*
18-34 88.8% +3.4* -0.1
35-54 87.6% * +0.2 +1.7*
Age groups
55-64 90.1% *  +2.1% -1.5%
65+ 90.3% * -1.0%* -0.1
Low 90.1% * = o
Education Medium 89.6% * = o
High 87.29% * = =

Very difficult  85.9% * +0.2 -
Fairly difficult 88.8% +1.9% -
Financial Situation Fairly easy 90.1% *  +0.7* =

Very easy 85.5% * -2.7% -

DK/NA 90.5% +3.0%* =
Rural area 89.9% * +0.8* +1.3%
Urbanisation Small town 88.1% * +0.3 +0.2
Large town 89.0% +2.4% +0.3
Self employed 87.9% * +0.4 +3.1
Manager 84.7% * -1.7* +4.0%*
Other white  gg go,  +2.1%  +0.7

collar
Blue collar 87.9% * +0.7 +0.3
Employment status

Student 90.5% *  +3.6* +0.7

Unemployed 91.5% *  +3.2% +2.5%
Seeking a job  89.5% +4.1%* -1.7
Retired 90.1% * -0.3 .7

The problems and complaints composite indicator is computed based in pre-defined scenarios using data
gathered in Q9, Q10, Q11 and Q12 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

141



2016

Problems and complaints (* = sig | 2016-

diff 2014
EU28)
Daily 89.1% +2.7%
Weekly 87.1% *  -1.6*
Internet use Monthly 87.1% -2.4

Hardly ever 86.7% * -4.5%

Never 92.0% * +1.0%*
Only native 89.3% +0.4
Two 89.1% +2.5%
Languages
Three 87.2% * -0.3

Four or more 85.5% * +0.2

Low 86.2% *  -2.0*
Numerical skills Medium 90.2% *  +2.5%
High 88.9% +1.1%
High 87.8% * +0.7*
Consumer knowledge
Low 89.9% *  +1.6*
High 89.3% *  +1.3*
5 Confidence in
L i Low 87.3% *  +1.2%
DK/NA 89.5% -1.8*
High 89.0% +1.8*
ConfldenFe in cros§-border L 88.7% +1.0%
online shopping

DK/NA 89.2% -0.4
Online domestic 88.8% +2.2%
!0n|ine purchase behaviour Online cross- g3 505 x  -1.5%

border
Did notbuy g4 gop +  42.1%

online

Very vulnerable 85.3% * -

Somewhat

Consumer vulnerability vulnerable
@ (sociodemographic factors)
£

84.8% * =

Not vulnerable 90.7% * -

DK/NA 89.9% o
Very vulnerable 85.8% * -
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability Vulnerable 85.2% * -

@ (terms and conditions)

Not vulnerable 89.9% * =
DK/NA 88.9% =

The problems and complaints composite indicator is computed based in pre-defined scenarios using data
gathered in Q9, Q10, Q11 and Q12 - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, higher levels of the
problems and complaints indicator are found in individuals who never use the Internet
(92.0), are unemployed (91.5) or students (90.5), report not being vulnerable in terms
of socio-demographic factors (90.7) and did not buy online (90.4). The lowest levels of
the problems and complaints indicator are found in citizens who shop online cross-border
(83.2), are managers (84.7), report being somewhat vulnerable (84.8) or very
vulnerable (85.3) in terms of socio-demographic factors, and somewhat vulnerable in
terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (85.2).
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11.1.1. No problems

No problems

Region/ 205"6_ 2016-

Country S :Usz'g)d'ﬁ 2014
79.9% +2.6* +3.2%*
81.0% * +3.1%* +3.1%*
75.7% * +0.8 +3.6*
79.1% -0.1 +10.4
79.2% +5.30 -0.8
75.6% * +0.8 +3.4

82.29% * +2.20 +4.7%

1 85.8% *  +0.7 +2.2
=] 83.4% *  +4.9% +9.5%
- 78.6% 2.7 +15.6%
4 84.5% *  -0.3 +7.8%
= 81.3% +1.0  +10.2%
— 79.1% -1.9 +2.5
' 82.6% *  +6.9% +4.5%
= 89.1% *  +9.2% +12.6%*
[ ] 82.8% *  +6.0% +5.9%
T 83.8% *  -2.0 -3.2%
- 73.6% *  +6.0* +1.8
N B 74.6% *  +5.9% -9.2%
83.2% -5.5%  426.5%
82.2% +4.4% +2.6
83.4% *  +0.9 +3.9%
81.2% -6.5% -1.8
74.9% *  +2.7 +0.8
77.1% -6.8% +1.5
77.4% -0.7 +13.8%
83.0% *  +0.5 +2.8
72.1% *  +1.5 +4.3%
80.4% -4.6% +4.2%
75.1% *  -2.1 -7.2%
86.4% *  -0.7 +8.9%
77.7% +1.2 +10.3%
72.7% *  +0.9 +3.5
79.5% -0.5 +15.9%
82.1% +9.0% +3.8
78.9% +0.5 +1.3
79.6% -1.9 +18.0%

Percentage of Total "No” (answers 3 or 4 at Q9) Base: all respondents (N=28100)

In the EU28 the indicator on the % of persons who did not experience any problem is
equal to 79.9%. In the EU15 this level is 81.0% and in the EU13 it is 75.7%. Compared
to the EU28, this lever is higher in the West (82.2%) and lower in the East (75.6%). The
highest levels of this indicator are found in Greece (89.1%), Slovenia (86.4%) and
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Belgium (85.8%). The lowest levels of the indicator that no problems were experienced
are found in Poland (72.1%), Finland (72.7%) and Croatia (73.6%).

The indicator on the incidence of persons not having experienced any problem has
increased between 2014 and 2016 in the EU28 (+2.6pp) and EU15 (+3.1pp). An increase
is also found in the South (+5.3pp) and West (+2.2pp). Compared to the survey in 2014
the level of the indicator that no problems were experienced increased most steeply in
Greece (+9.2pp) and decreased most prominently in Malta (-6.8pp).

The largest positive reversal is observed in Italy, where the indicator that no problems
were experienced increased by 5.9pp between 2014 and 2016, whereas it decreased by
9.2pp between 2012 and 2014. The largest negative reversal is observed in Cyprus,
where this indicator decreased between 2014 and 2016 by 5.5pp, whereas it increased
by 26.5pp between 2012 and 2014.

2016
No problems (* = sig diff
EU28)

2016-
2014

.o Male 78.2% *  +2.6* +3.5%
T” Gender
Female 81.6% *  +2.6* +3.0*
18-34 78.5% *  +7.8* +2.1%
35-54 77.4% * +1.0 Pl
Age groups
55-64 83.5% * +5.0* -1.2
65+ 82.6% *  -3.1* 0.0
Low 85.8% * = @
Education Medium 81.8% * o =
High 74.0% * - -
Very difficult 77.7% * +1.0 -
Fairly difficult 81.4% *  +4.9% =
Financial Situation Fairly easy 81.3% * +2.6* -
Very easy 71.8% * -4.2* -
DK/NA 84.9% * +7.6* =
Rural area 81.6% * +0.9 +5.5%
Urbanisation Small town 78.7% *  +1.7* T2
Large town 80.0% +5.6* +3.0*
Self employed 77.7% * +1.4 +5.4
Manager 65.7% * -8.0* +14.0*
Other white 9 505,  +6.4%  +4.6
collar
— Blue collar 79.7% +3.7* +2.7*
E Employment status
Student 80.9% +8.5% +0.4
Unemployed 86.3% * +7.0* +6.2*
Seeking a job  82.9% *  +7.4* -0.1
Retired 83.0% * -0.9 -0.3

Percentage of Total "No” (answers 3 or 4 at Q9) Base: - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)
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2016
No problems (* = sig 22(:)1&_
diff EU28)

Daily 79.7% +6.7*
Weekly 76.6% *  -3.9%*
@ Internet use Monthly 78.1% -4.7%
Hardly ever 74.9% * -9.3*
Never 89.7% *  +2.4*
Only native 81.5% * +0.9
o, Two 79.4% +5.1%
. Languages
Three 75.1% * -0.4
Four or more 72.8% *  +4.5%*
Low 74.6% *  -6.6*
@ Numerical skills Medium 83.4% * +6.1
High 79.5% +3.1
- High 76.5% * +1.0
ﬂg Consumer knowledge
T Low 83.2% * +4.7*
High 79.4% +3.9*
3 Confidence in
L e U Low 80.4%  +3.1%
DK/NA 84.2% *  -2.6*
) ) High 78.6% *  +5.1*
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 81.6% *  +3.2%
W online shopping
DK/NA 82.5% * -0.4

Online domestic 78.5% *  +6.3*

Online purchase Online cross-
behaviour border 66.2% * -0.1
Did not buy RO | aaE
online

Very vulnerable 76.1% * =
Somewhat

Consumer vulnerability O o 73.1% * -
(sociodemographic
e factors) Not vulnerable 82.6% * =
DK/NA 89.5% * o
Very vulnerable 75.7% * =
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability ulna=e 73.5% * -

@ (terms and conditions)

Not vulnerable 81.5% * =
DK/NA 82.1% -
Percentage of Total "No” (answers 3 or 4 at Q9) - Base: all respondents from the EU (N=26599)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, higher levels of the
indicator on the incidence of persons not having experienced any problem are found in
individuals who never use the Internet (89.7%), don’t know their vulnerability in terms of
socio-demographic factors (89.5%), are unemployed (86.3%), have low education
(85.8%) and do not buy online (85.1%). The lowest levels of the indicator are found in
citizens who are employed as managers (65.7%), shop online cross-border (66.2%), are
in a very easy financial situation (71.8%), know four or more languages (72.8%) and
report being somewhat vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors (73.1%).
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11.1.2. No complaint

This indicator refers to the incidence of respondents who did not make any complaint
even though the problems they faced cannot be defined as negligible.

Non-negligible problems, but no complaint

Region/ 2016

Country [ :Uszig)diff 2016-2014
20.1% +4.2% +5.5%
21.0% +6.4% +4.7%
17.4% * -2.9% +7.9%
6.8% * -0.10 +2.3
18.3% -1.60 +5.5%
17.3% * -3.10 +7.9%
24.1% *  +12.40 +3.7%
i 15.6% +1.5 -1.2
| 44.4% * +1.5 +11.8%
- 11.9% * 1.1 1.2
+— 9.3% * +2.9 +2.7
== 22.8% +16.9% +0.2
— 21.8% +6.0 -4.1
[ | 32.2% * +11.1% +9.5%
= 47.3% * -2.6 +24.2%
= 11.4% * -1.2 +6.2%
N 27.3% * -0.7 +4.2
18.5% 2.2 -3.1
19.9% -1.6 +1.6
40.8% * +16.1 +8.9
17.0% -5.2 -1.9
27.3% * -5.1 +4.8
22.3% +8.0 -12.8
15.1% * +1.9 +1.1
20.2% +5.1 +8.2
10.0% * +1.6 +2.9
24.1% +20.4% -3.7
10.7% * -2.8 +8.6*
14.1% * +5.2 +1.2
28.7% * -10.3% +18.2%
11.8% * -6.8 +4.8
11.4% * +2.9 +2.7
5.5% * -3.8 +3.9
6.8% * +1.5 +0.4
28.4% *  +19.3* +4.1
11.5% * +1.5 +4.8
12.2% * -1.3 +4.1

Base: Respondents who experienced a problem but did not take any action to solve it (Answer 2 in Q9) and this
was not because the sums involved were too small (Answer 2 in Q12 is excuded) (N=5474)

In the EU28 the indicator on the incidence of consumers who did not complain is 20.1%,
whereas in the EU13 it is lower at 17.4%. Compared to the EU28, this level was higher in
the West (24.1%), whereas it was lower in the East (17.3%) and North (6.8%). The
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highest levels of this indicator are found in Greece (47.3%), Bulgaria (44.4%) and
Cyprus (40.8%). The lowest levels of the indicator that no complaints were expressed
are found in Finland (5.5%), Sweden (6.8%) and Denmark (9.3%)3°.

The indicator on the incidence of consumers who did not complain has increased between
2014 and 2016 in the EU28 (+4.2pp) and EU15 (+6.4pp), whereas it decreased in the
EU13 (-2.9pp). An increase is observed in the West as well (+12.4pp), whereas a
decrease is found in the East (-3.1pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 the level of the
indicator increased most steeply in Austria (+20.4pp) and decreased most sharply in
Romania (-10.3pp).

No statistically significant positive reversals were observed. The largest negative reversal
is found in Romania, where this indicator decreased between 2014 and 2016 by 10.3pp,
whereas it increased by 18.2pp between 2012 and 2014.

Non-negligible problems, but no 2016

g * = sig diff
complaint ¢ Eusz“t;;)l

Male 20.3% +4.6* +5.1%

Gender

Female 19.9% TG +6.0*
18-34 17.8% *  +4.2%* +4.8%
35-54 20.5% +4.7* +5.7*
Age groups
55-64 25.3% * +10.0* +3.9%
65+ 16.2% * -6.9% +10.0%*
Low 32.2% * = =
Education Medium 22.9% * o o
High 14.0% * o =

Very difficult 24.5% * +1.4 o

Fairly difficult 23.2% *  +5.6* -

Financial Situation Fairly easy 18.0% *  +6.2* =
Very easy 19.1% +8.6%* -
DK/NA 21.7% -0.1 =
Rural area 18.7% +4.2* +5.0%*
Urbanisation Small town 22.1% +5.6* +4.7*
Large town 18.3% +2.2 +6.4%

*

Self employed 16.3% +1.6 +13.2%*
Manager 13.1% * +3.3 +2.6

Other white collar 21.6% +9.2% +4.5%

Blue collar 26.0% *  +8.8* +5.0%*
Employment status
Student 15.7% +2.4 -0.8
Unemployed 22.6% +4.3 +6.9*
Seeking a job 24.7% +4.3 +7.4%
Retired 17.3% *  -3.5% +8.4%

Base: Respondents from the EU who experienced a problem but did not take any action to solve it (Answer 2 in
Q9) and this was not because the sums involved were too small (Answer 2 in Q12 is excuded) (N=5164)

% Results for the following countries are based on a very small sample size (less than 100 observations) and
they should be therefore considered as mainly indicative: Iceland (99), Luxembourg (94), Cyprus (84)
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2016
Non-negligible problems, but no (* =sig | 2016-

complaint diff 2014
EU28)

Daily 18.1% *  +4.5*

Weekly 22.9% +4.1

@ Internet use Monthly 26.4% +5.5

Hardly ever 18.3% +5.0

Never 35.1% * +5.9

Only native 23.9% *  +4.4%*

Two 17.1% *  +2.6*

Languages

Three 12.7% * +0.9

Four or more 17.1% +6.4%

Low 21.5% -4.0

Numerical skills Medium 19.2% +0.8

High 20.1% +7.5%

- High 17.3% *  +2.5*
@ Consumer knowledge

% Low 24.0% * Sl

High 17.7% *  +5.7*

5 Confidence in « «

gﬁ online shopping Low 27.8% +4.6

DK/NA 24.1% +1.0

High 18.0% *  +5.4%*

@ Confldenf:e in cross- e 24.1% *  45.6%
'wg/ border online shopping

DK/NA 20.8% +2.7

Online domestic  19.3% +7.9%

!- Online purchase Online cross- 19.6% +9.7%

behaviour border

Did not buy online 21.7% +0.4

Very vulnerable  24.2% * -

Consumer vulnerability ng:xﬁ: 25.4% * .
(sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable 16.7% * =
DK/NA 44.7% =
Very vulnerable 22.2% -
Somewhat
Consumer vulnerability VulmEEbie 22.4% -

(terms and conditions)

Not vulnerable 19.2% -
DK/NA 25.6% o

Base: Respondents from the EU who experienced a problem but did not take any action to solve it (Answer 2 in
Q9) and this was not because the sums involved were too small (Answer 2 in Q12 is excuded) (N=5164)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, higher incidence of
consumers not complaining were expressed are found in individuals who never use the
Internet (35.1%), have low education (32.2%), have low confidence in online shopping
(27.8%), are blue collars (26.0%) and report being somewhat vulnerable in terms of
socio-demographic factors (25.4%). The lowest levels of the indicator are found in
citizens who know three languages (12.7%), are managers (13.1%), highly educated
(14.0%), age 65 or over (16.2%) and self-employed (16.3%).
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11.2. Actions taken to resolve problems (breakdown by kind of action,

plus no action taken)

Actions taken to resolve problems

Complained to the retailer or

service provider

Region/
Country 2016

(* = sig diff

EU28)

72.2%
66.6%
87.8%

90.4%
84.5%
87.9%
50.7%

76.6%
71.6%
89.8%
86.0%
49.7%
84.7%
52.1%
75.0%
84.2%
46.6%
89.1%
84.7%
82.5%
86.3%
71.1%
51.7%
91.2%
83.5%
87.7%
42.5%
91.0%
87.4%
79.6%
97.7%
86.2%
92.7%
90.6%
33.7%

=
V—
E—
[ B
e
—
—
[

r—
F

92.4%
86.8%

T A&t

Q10 Answers 1 and 2 Base: Respondents who experienced a problem and took action to solve it (N=3956)

In the EU28 the degree to which complaints were expressed towards the retailer or
service provider is 72.2%. In the EU15 this level is 66.6% and in the EU13 it is 87.8%.
Compared to the EU28, this level was higher in the North (90.4%), East (87.9%) and

*

*

-16.8*
+6.3*

+0.7
+5.9%
+6.3%*
-35.0%*

-6.9
+9.0
-0.7
-0.3
-27.2%
-10.8%
-37.3*
+8.8
+2.2
-36.7*
+2.2
+8.7*
+11.0
-4.3
+1.6
-20.9
+4.5
-0.8
+0.5
-45.9%*
+7.8%
-6.0
+12.1%*
+4.6
+6.9
+6.7*
-3.3
-61.1%*

-5.0
+4.8

-1.8
-4.3%

2.7
-4.3%
-4.3%
+0.2

+7.4
-27.2%
-6.8%
-3.8
-3.9
+10.7*
-1.9
+0.3
-5.4
+10.3
+1.7
-5.5
-10.8
+11.7*
-4.8
+4.2
-2.3
-5.6
-4.9
-1.0
-2.2
+10.5%*
+3.6
+1.0
-16.4*
-2.6
-1.1
+2.0

+4.1
-7.9%

Complained to the manufacturer

2016

(* = sig diff

EU28)
23.8%
27.0%
15.1%

11.2%
16.1%
15.1%
36.8%

18.7%
9.0%
10.3%
21.5%
35.1%
9.9%
37.7%
11.6%
21.3%
41.9%
12.7%
14.6%
6.8%
6.1%
3.9%
33.3%
1.8%
15.5%
13.3%
32.9%
18.8%
7.9%
22.0%
3.4%
11.3%
10.9%
7.0%
49.9%

5.4%
9.4%

*

+7.5%
+1.2

=ilo5

-2.6

+1.3
+16.2*

-3.8
+0.7
-2.5
+5.3
+17.6*
+5.6
+24.4%*
-6.6
-2.3
+19.9%
-1.3
-1.1
-8.4
-1.0
-10.7*
+6.4
-7.6*
+6.6
+1.0
+18.7*
+1.5
-12.1%*
+14.0%*
-5.2
-6.4
-8.7*
+0.9
+24.1%*

+3.8
-1.5

+4.0*
+3.7*

+2.7

+3.6
+3.7*
+4.4%

+7.6
+2.9
+3.1
+3.5
+0.8
-5.3
+3.5
-5.7
+8.7*
+0.5
0.0
+1.5
+3.7
-1.9
+11.6*
+18.4
-0.4
-3.7
+1.2
+1.1
+6.4*
+4.8
-3.7
+3.8
+10.8*
+1.7
+0.9
+8.8*

-2.8
+1.0
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South (84.5%), whereas it was lower in the West (50.7%). The highest levels of this
indicator among EU28 countries are found in Slovenia (97.7%) and Finland (92.7%). Of
all studied countries Iceland has a high level as well (92.4%). The lowest levels are found
in the UK (33.7%), Austria (42.5%) and France (46.6%)%’.

The degree to which complaints were expressed towards the retailer or service provider
has decreased between 2014 and 2016 in the EU28 (-10.7pp) and EU15 (-16.8pp). In
contrast, it has increased in the EU13 (+6.3pp). An increase is found in the East
(+6.3pp) and South (+5.9pp), whereas a decrease is observed in the West (-35.0pp).
Compared to the survey in 2014 the degree to which complaints were expressed towards
the retailer or service provider increased most steeply in Romania (+12.1pp) and
decreased most prominently in the UK (-61.1pp).

No positive reversals were observed. The largest negative reversal is found in Estonia,
where this indicator decreased between 2014 and 2016 by 10.8pp, whereas it increased
by 10.7pp between 2012 and 2014.

In the EU28 the degree to which complaints were expressed towards the manufacturer is
23.8%. In the EU15 this level is 27.0% and in the EU13 it is 15.1%. Compared to the
EU28, the degree is higher in the West (36.8%), whereas it is lower in the North
(11.2%), East (15.1%) and South (16.1%). The highest levels of this indicator are found
in the UK (49.9%), France (41.9%) and Ireland (37.7%). The lowest levels are found in
Hungary (1.8%), Slovenia (3.4%) and Lithuania (3.9%).

The degree to which complaints were expressed towards the manufacturer has increased
between 2014 and 2016 in the EU28 (+5.6pp) and EU15 (+7.5pp). This indicator has
increased in the West (+16.2pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 the degree to which
complaints were expressed towards the manufacturer increased most steeply in Ireland
(+24.4pp) and decreased most prominently in Portugal (-12.1pp)®’.

No positive reversals were observed. The largest negative reversal is found in Lithuania,
where this indicator decreased between 2014 and 2016 by 10.7pp, whereas it increased
by 11.6pp between 2012 and 2014.

%7 Results for the following countries are based on a very small sample size (less than 100 observations) and
they should betherefore considered as mainly indicative: Ireland (98), Malta (92), Bulgaria (90), Iceland
(85), Luxembourg (60), Greece (44) and Cyprus (43)
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Actions taken to resolve problems

Male
Gender
Female
18-34
35-54
Age groups
55-64
65+
Low
Education Medium
High
Very difficult
Fairly difficult
Financial Situation Fairly easy
Very easy
DK/NA
Rural area
Urbanisation Small town
Large town
Self employed

Manager

Other white
collar

Blue collar

Employment status

Student
Unemployed
Seeking a job

Retired

Q10 Answers 1 and 2 Base: Respondents from the EU who experienced a problem and took action to solve it
(N=3690)

Complained to the retailer or
service provider

72.2%
71.9%
72.6%
77.0%
69.5%
78.2%
63.7%
85.0%
70.0%
72.2%
79.3%
77.9%
72.4%
59.8%
87.6%
74.9%
69.1%
74.3%
83.8%
59.7%
68.6%
80.6%
84.4%
79.7%
93.8%
67.3%

-9.9%
-11.6*
=7/ ol
=187/
=28
-18.6*

2.6
-1.6
-14.4%
-21.0%
-2.9
_8.3%
-11.8%
-11.1%
-13.5%
-24.6%
-12.7%
-3.4
+1.1
_9.5%
+13.1%

-12.7*

-4.1%

-2.3
-3.8%
-0.6
+8.9%
-6.1%
-4.1%
-0.7
+1.3
+4.1
-1.5
-4, 5%

Complained to the

23.8%
23.2%
24.5%
23.3%
24.0%
21.9%
26.4%
12.3%
25.2%
24.4%
20.5%
19.5%
24.7%
30.0%

8.8%
24.1%
24.6%
22.4%
16.1%
31.9%
28.4%
15.7%
22.7%
17.0%
12.9%

22.5%

manufacturer

*

*

*

LEOR O
+6.2%
+1.1
+7.9*
+4.3%

+11.9%

+2.5
+1.5
HEEF
+12.7*
-8.7
+6.3%
+6.6*
FES
+8.2%
+11.5%
+9.5%
-2.8
-1.9
-1.6
-2.6
+7.2%

FES
+4.4*
+4.6*
+3.3%
+7.0%

+1.1

+4.0*
+3.4%
+4.2%
-2.2
+7.6*
+3.1
+5.4%
+4.0
+4.3
-1.7

+3.7%
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Complained to the retailer or Complained to the
service provider manufacturer
2016 2016
(* = sig diff | 2016-2014 | (* = sig diff | 2016-2014
EU28) EU28)

Actions taken to resolve problems

72.2%

-10.7*

23.8%

+5.6%

Daily 80.8% * -3.3% 19.4% +0.6
Weekly 48.3% * -31.7*% 36.1% +20.7*
@ Internet use Monthly 36.7% * =Gl 44.0% +23.3*
Hardly ever 52.9% * -25.0* 33.7% +10.5
Never 74.7% -5.7 20.9% +6.4
Only native 59.9% * -21.6* 31.3% Frililof5
' Two 83.5% * -1.1 19.4% +2.0
Languages
Three 83.2% * -1.7 12.5% -2.1
Four or more 84.0% * +5.3 14.7% -6.9%
Low 46.2% * -34.4% 40.9% +18.9*
@ Numerical skills Medium 80.4% * -2.1 18.7% =ilo2
High 76.7% * =740 20.8% +4.2%
. High 67.2% * -16.5* 27.5% +10.0*
@ Consumer knowledge
% Low 80.4% * -2.0 17.9% -1.0
High 69.1% * -14.6* 26.5% +7.0%*
. - .
L ogﬁ:g‘;‘;’;?p::g Low 83.1% * +1.1 16.5% +0.4
DK/NA 80.1% * +1.4 9.7% -2.6
) 5 High 65.1% * -20.0% 29.1% +9.0%*
Confidence in cross-
q ) border Low 85.7% * +3.8% 15.2% -2.6
online shopping
DK/NA 81.0% * +2.3 12.4% -0.3
Online domestic 76.3% * Al 23.3% +4.7*
Online purchase .
! e T Online cross-border 68.5% * -18.0%* 25.7% +8.3*
Did not buy online 82.1% * +0.8 13.2% =B
Very vulnerable 75.9% 20.3% =
Consumer vulnerability szm:xﬁ; 82.2% * 17.6% =
@ (sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable 67.6% * 27.1% o
DK/NA 54.4% 35.6% -
Very vulnerable 80.9% * 18.1% =
Somewhat
9 Consumer vulnerability vulnerable 79.8% * 20.4% -
@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable 69.5% * 25.4% =
DK/NA 54.8% * 23.8% =
Q10 Answers 1 and 2 Base: Respondents from the EU who experienced a problem and took action to solve it
(N=3690)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest levels
of expressing complaints towards the retailer or service provider are found in individuals
who seek a job (93.8%), don’t know their fincancial situation (87.6%), have low
confidence in cross-border online shopping (85.7%), have low education (85.0%) and
are students (84.4%). The lowest levels of the indicator are found in citizens who use the
Internet monthly (36.7%), weekly (48.3%) or hardly ever (52.9%), have low numerical
skills (46.2%) and don’t know their vulnerability in terms of the complexity of offers,
terms and conditions (54.8%).

The highest levels of expressing complaints towards the manufacturer are found in
individuals who use the Internet monthly (44.0%), weekly (36.1%) or hardly ever
(33.7%), have low numerical skills (40.9%) and are manager (31.9%). The lowest levels
of the indicator are found in citizens who don’t know their financial situation (8.8%),
don’t know their confidence in domestically online shopping (9.7%) and in cross-border
online shopping (12.4%), have low education (12.3%) and know three languages
(12.5%).

152



Actions taken to resolve problems
Complained to a public authority Complained to ADR el buslnesrst ETERE
Region/

Country 2016 2016 2016
* = sig diff | 20%6- * = sigdiff | 206" *=sig diff | 2016"
(* = sig 2014 (* = sig 2014 (* = sig 2014

EU28) EU28) EU28)

EU28 9.4% +1.2 +2.6% 5.3% -1.8% +1.4% 1.7% -1.2% +0.9%

=W 10.1% +1.1 +2.7* 5.3% -2.8% +1.8% 1.9% -1.3* +0.9%

EU13 7.5% *  +2.2% +2.3* 5.2% +1.8% +0.2 1.2% -0.6 +0.9%

North 3.5% *  +1.0 0.1 3.6% -1.2 +2.9% 1.3% +1.3% -0.3

South 7.6% -3.2% +2.9% 7.9% *  -1.1 +2.8% 2.9% +0.6 +0.4

East 7.4% *  +2.2% +2.3% 5.2% +1.8% +0.2 1.2% -0.6 +0.9%

WES]  12.8% *  +4.2% +2.5% 3.7% *  -4.3% 1.1 1.2% -2.8% +1.4

]| BE - L ] 2.4 9.5% +2.7 -8.9% 3.9% +1.3 -1.8
= le]  13.0% -5.0 +9.5% 13.7% *  +2.8 +7.0% 1.0% +0.0 +0.1
- cz| 2.2% * 2.5 -1.5 0.5% *  -0.7 +0.8 0.0% *  -2.1 +3.0
= DK 3.5% *  +0.0 -1.0 3.5% -0.8 2.3 3.7% +3.7% +0.0
== pH  15.2% +9.5% +1.6 3.6% 2.4 +1.5 0.9% 2.8 +3.1
— 23 10.3% +5.8 3.9 7.0% +2.9 +1.4 0.0% *  +0.0 +0.0
| 3 10.2% +3.9 +6.0% 2.0% *  -4.7 +4.7% 1.0% +0.0 -1.3
= = 16.0% 4149 +20.3* 13.8% -0.8 +5.5 2.4% +1.5 -0.8
L] &  16.6% *  +1.4 +4.5 16.3% *  +5.8 +3.2 4.1% +1.4 +1.3
B | =3 16.6% -3.7 +12.3% 0.9% * -15.0% 4.4 0.0% *  -9.9% -5.9
- HR 1.6% *  -3.2 +2.9 2.5% *  +0.7 +2.1 1.2% +0.8 1.4
1 I 220 % -4.4% +2.8 3.3% -4.7% +3.6 2.7% +0.4 +0.0
@7 16.9% -1.9 +11.1 8.7% +6.4 +1.6 0.0% *  +0.0 +0.0
—_— Y 12.6% +2.8 +3.0 4.2% +2.7 -0.4 0.0% *  -0.8 +0.2
— LT 6.9% 2.6 +7.8% 5.8% +1.0 +1.4 0.7% -1.4 +0.8
— M  16.7% +2.9 +14.9 3.3% -13.1 +4.6 0.0% *  -6.7 5.2
o HU 23% *  -5.0% +4.6% 1.8% *  +0.1 -0.6 0.6% +0.6 +0.4
" | il 16.5% -0.6 +13.6 4.5% 3.7 +6.9 0.0% *  -2.1 +1.5
o NL 3.0% * 1.2 +0.8 6.4% +3.3 +0.3 2.4% 1.7 +3.5%
— NI 21.7% *  +11.5%  +8.7* 4.7% 2.5 +6.9% 0.0% *  -0.8 -0.7
f— PL 6.5% +4.4% +1.5 8.3% +3.8 1.1 1.1% -1.7 +2.1
@ PT 6.4% -7.3% +5.0 5.8% -0.9 +1.1 0.5% *  -1.2 -2.0
| 6] 183% * 466 +2.6 0.8% *  -0.1 1.1 3.0% +3.0% -4.2%
e sl 0.9% *  -1.1 -0.2 0.9% *  -2.3 +1.9 0.0% *  -1.0 +0.5
v SK 4.8% *  +1.2 0.1 0.9% *  -0.8 +1.5 1.4% -0.5 +1.8
= = 1.8% *  -1.3 +1.0 3.2% 2.2 +3.9% 0.7% +0.7 -0.9
== SE 4.7% *  +3.2 -0.5 4.0% -0.5 +2.5 0.6% +0.6 -0.2
= U4 10.6% +2.1 -0.5 4.0% -4.5 +0.6 1.9% -0.8 +0.5
H= IS 0.0% *  -0.8 -0.4 1.1% *  +0.1 -0.8 2.0% +2.0 1.5
- NO 0.8% * 0.0 -1.0 2.0% *  +0.4 -0.6 0.0% *  -0.4 -1.0

Q10 Answers 3, 4 and 5 Base: Respondents who experienced a problem and took action to solve it (N=3956)

In the EU28 the degree to which complaints were expressed towards a public authority is
9.4%. In the EU13 this level is 7.5%. Compared to the EU28, the degree is higher in the
West (12.8%), whereas it is lower in the North (3.5%) and East (7.4%). The highest
levels of this indicator are found in Austria (21.7%), Romania (18.3%) and Spain
(16.6%). The lowest level among EU28 countries is found in Slovenia (0.9%).
Considering all studied countries, the levels are also low in Iceland (0.0%) and Norway
(0.8%)%. The degree to which complaints were expressed towards a public authority has
increased between 2014 and 2016 in the EU13 (+2.2pp). An increase is also observed in
the West (+4.2pp) and East (+2.2pp), whereas a decrease is foud in the South (-3.2pp).
Compared to the 2014 survey this indicator increased most steeply in Austria (+11.5pp)
and decreased most prominently in Portugal (-7.3pp). No positive reversals were
observed. The largest negative reversal is found in Hungary, where the degree to which
complaints were expressed towards a public authority decreased between 2014 and 2016
by 5.0pp, whereas it increased by 4.6pp between 2012 and 2014.

% Results for the following countries are based on a very small sample size (less than 100 observations) and
they should betherefore considered as mainly indicative: Ireland (98), Malta (92), Bulgaria (90), Iceland
(85), Luxembourg (60), Greece (44) and Cyprus (43)
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In the EU28 the degree to which the matter was brought to an ADR is 5.3%. In
comparison, this degree is higher in the South (7.9%) and lower in the West (3.7%). The
highest levels of this indicator are found in Spain (16.3%) and Bulgaria (13.7%). The
lowest levels are found in the Czech Republic (0.5%), Romania (0.8%), France, Slovakia
and Slovenia (all three 0.9%). In addition, the level is also 0.1% in Iceland®®. The degree
to which matters were brought to an ADR has decreased between 2014 and 2016 in the
EU28 (-1.8pp) and EU15 (-2.8pp). In contrast, it has increased in the EU13 (+1.8pp). An
increase is found in the East (+1.8pp), whereas a decrease is observed in the West (-
4.3pp). No statistically significant increases are found compared to the survey in 2014.
The sharpest decrease in the degree to which matters were brought to an ADR is found in
France (-15.0pp).

In the EU28 the degree to which the business concerned was taken to court is 1.7%. No
statistically significant higher percentages are observed in any of the studied countries.
In several countries, such as France and Latvia, 0.0% of the respondents took the
business to court. In Norway, as well, this level was 0.0%?3%. The degree to which the
business concerned was taken to court has decreased between 2014 and 2016 in the
EU28 (-1.2pp) and EU15 (-1.3pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 this indicator
increased most steeply in Denmark (+3.7pp) and decreased most prominently in France
(-9.9pp). The largest positive reversal is found in Romania, where this indicator increased
between 2014 and 2016 by 3.0pp, whereas it decreased by 4.2pp between 2012 and
2014. No negative reversals were observed.
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Took the business concerned
to court

Complained to a public

BEhoL Complained to ADR

Actions taken to resolve problems

9.4%
10.6% +2.6* +2.7% 5.5% -1.8% +2.3% 2.2% -1.7* +1.3%

Male
Gender

Female 8.1% -0.3 +2.4%* 5.0% -1.8* +0.5 1.2% -0.6 +0.4
18-34 8.4% +1.1 +3.5% 6.3% +1.6 -0.6 1.2% -0.5 -0.2
35-54 9.5% +0.1 +2.6* 5.4% =S/ +3.4% 1.8% =L EF +1.5%
Age groups
55-64 6.9% * 0.0 +0.3 4.7% -4.7* +3.1% 2.7% -1.1 +2.7%
65+ 13.9% * FB TPSail ™ 3.6% -0.9 -0.5 1.0% =il +0.5
Low 9.2% = = 3.8% = = 3.7% = =
Education Medium 10.2% = = 4.8% = = 0.9% * = =
High 8.5% = = 6.0% = = 2.1% = =
Very difficult 8.2% -3.0 = 6.6% -2.0 = 5.2% * +2.4 =
Fairly difficult 9.4% -0.4 = 7.1% * -0.3 = 0.8% * -2.1% =
Financial Situation Fairly easy 8.3% +2.2% = 4.4% -2.0* = 1.7% -0.5 =
Very easy 13.1% * +6.1% = 4.8% -3.1 = 0.9% -4.2% =
DK/NA 3.4% * -0.3 = 2.8% +0.7 = 5.2% +2.5 =
Rural area 6.8% * +0.2 +0.8 3.7% * -3.4% +0.8 1.4% =ilaz/ +0.5
Urbanisation Small town 10.1% +1.5 Pl 5.4% -1.8* PRI 1.8% -0.9 TPl 22
Large town 10.7% +1.6 +3.5% 6.6% -0.5 +0.9 1.7% -1.2%* +1.1
Self employed 9.5% +3.3 -2.9 7.6% -1.5 +5.1 2.9% +2.6* -0.2
Manager 10.4% +2.7 +4.1% 3.7% =2 +1.5 0.3% * -4.3% +4.1%
Othce;”‘g:‘ite 10.2% +2.3 +3.4%  5.9%  -3.1% +3.0%  1.6% -0.1 +0.3
Employment status Blue collar 5.8% * SOROR +1.3 6.0% +0.3 +0.8 3.4% * +0.6 +0.3
Student 3.8% * -4.7 +2.9 1.7% * -2.9 =il S 0.3% * -3.2% -0.7
Unemployed 0.2% * =G +2.6 0.5% * -4.7* +0.8 2.2% -0.4 +1.0
Seeking a job 7.6% -0.3 +0.1 4.3% -4.0 +2.1 2.7% -2.0 +0.3
Retired 12.9% * +3.8% +2.5% 5.1% A2 +1.3 0.9% SRS +1.2

Q10 Answers 3, 4 and 5 Base: Respondents from the EU who experienced a problem and took action to solve it (N=3690)
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Complained tt_) a public Complained to ADR Took the business
authority concerned to court

Actions taken to resolve problems
2016 2016 2016
(* = sig diff 2016-2014 (* = sig diff 2016-2014 (* = sig diff 2016-2014
EU28) EU28) EU28)

Daily 7.1% * oilo2 5.8% =il &r 1.8% -0.8*

Weekly 15.9% * +10.6* 3.1% * =23 1.2% =25

@ Internet use Monthly 11.8% +8.9% 13.2% * +8.5% 0.7% =5.LF

Hardly ever 17.8% * +7.8 2.4% =52 2.6% +2.5

Never 10.1% -0.8 1.0% * -2.9% 1.1% -2.7*

Only native 12.0% * +3.5% 5.1% -2.8% 1.3% -2.1%

.' Languages Two 6.8% * =il 5.0% -2.1% 1.9% -0.4

Three 6.6% * +1.9 5.9% +0.6 1.0% =il S

Four or more 8.2% -2.3 7.3% +0.3 5.2% * +0.9

Low 15.8% * +6.1% 6.4% +1.3 1.2% -0.1

@ Numerical skills Medium 10.5% +2.3 6.9% +1.1 3.3% * -0.1

High 6.9% * =ilodl 4.2% -4.0* 1.1% -1.6*

. High 9.9% +2.4 5.2% =iloZ 1.5% -1.4%
Eﬂ Consumer knowledge N

Low 8.5% -0.3 5.3% 28 2.0% -0.8

High 8.8% +1.2 5.0% -2.2% 1.4% =il

L oﬁ:’i:g"sﬁ’;‘;fp:: o Low 10.9% +0.3 6.6% -0.5 2.5% -1.3

DK/NA 12.4% +8.2% 5.2% =ilo?2 3.2% +3.2*%

High 10.2% +1.6 4.7% =52~ 1.4% =il g

Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 7.9% -0.8 6.9% * +0.7 2.4% -1.3*
online shopping

DK/NA 8.3% +4.1* 4.2% -3.0* 1.5% +0.9
Online domestic 6.8% * -0.2 5.1% -2.4* 1.6% =il 0
Online purchase .
! behaviour Online cross-border 11.8% * +3.0% 4.3% -3.9% 1.9% -1.3
Did not buy online 9.4% -0.3 7.8% * +0.5 2.3% -1.7%
Very vulnerable 10.6% = 5.7% = 3.0% =
Consumer vulnerability 33[:::;’;?; 8.3% - 6.1% s 1.1% =
@ (sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable 9.5% = 4.8% - 1.6% =
DK/NA 33.1% - 18.3% - 0.0% * -
Very vulnerable 10.7% - 7.9% - 2.2% -
Somewhat
9 Consumer vulnerability vulnerable 7.1% * - 4.9% - 1.4% -
@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable 9.7% = 5.1% = 1.7% =
DK/NA 20.4% - 3.9% - 0.5% -
Q10 Answers 3, 4 and 5 Base: Respondents from the EU who experienced a problem and took action to solve it
(N=3690)

The highest levels of expressing complaints towards a public authority are found in
individuals who use the Internet hardly ever (17.8%) or weekly (15.9%), have low
numerical skills (15.8%), are age 65 and over (13.9%) and have a very easy financial
situation (13.1%). The lowest levels of the indicator are found in individuals who are
unemployed (0.2%), don’'t know their financial situation (3.4%), are students (3.8%),
are employed in a blue collar position (5.8%) and know three languages (6.6%).

The highest levels of bringing matters to an ADR are found in respondents who use the
Internet monthly (13.2%), who don’t shop online (7.8%), are in a fairly difficult financial
situation (7.1%) and have low confidence in cross-border online shopping (6.9%). The
lowest levels of the indicator are found in individuals who are unemployed (0.5%), never
use the Internet (1.0%), are a student (1.7%), use the Internet weekly (3.1%) and are
living in a rural area (3.7%).

The highest levels of taking the business concerned to court are found in individuals who
are in a very difficult financial situation (5.2%), know four of more languages (5.2%),
are employed in a blue collar position (3.4%) and have medium numerical skills (3.3%).
The lowest levels of the indicator are found in citizens who don’t know their vulnerability
in terms of socio-demographic factors (0.0%), who are students (0.3%), managers
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(0.3%), who are in a fairly difficult financial position (0.8%) and are medium educated
(0.9%).
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11.3. Reasons for not taking action

Unlikely to get satisfactory solution

Region/
Country 2016
(* = sig diff
EU28)

EU28 19.6%

EU15 14.9% *
EU13 36.4% *

North 29.3%

South 26.3% *
East 36.6% *

West 9.4% *

0.0% *

BG 32.3% *
(o74 32.3%
DK 32.0%
DE 12.9%
== 30.8%
IE 14.4%

= 44.1% *
ES 39.6% *
FR 3.1% *
HR 36.3% *

i 19.1%
@1 23.6%
&Y 11.0%
Bl 20.8%
W 14.7%
B 42.79% *
il 18.0%
(@ 26.3%
INE 9.4% =
N 31.7%
& 18.9%
6] 45.19% *
5l 25.9%
53 14.0%
7| 25.5%
54 31.8%
e UK 8.0% *
= H 30.1%
—+— NO 8.7% *

-21.3%
-30.1*
+7.4%

=23
o2
+7.6*
-45.9*

-45.8*
-8.9
=il87/
+6.5
S2673
+10.7
AR
+4.9
-18.7
-55.4*
+9.4
55
+18.1
-28.0*
-10.0
=Fil5
+13.6
-18.4
-12.6
Ro2000
+5.9
225
+18.5*
+14.2
+1.5
-6.7
=25
-60.2*

+7.6
+4.1

+12.5%
FD A2
+4.8*

+18.8%
+8.4
+4.9%
+21.9

+14.2
+17.6*
+7.4
+16.5
+16.5
+12.9
+1.1
+5.0
+28.0*
+26.7*
il
+3.2
-28.4*
+15.8*
+7.0
+16.8
+13.1
+16.9
+16.0
+15.6
S8
-12.8
-3.0
-7.8
-24.7%
Filg3
+25.9*
+17.3

0.0
=1Ll

_8.0*
-4.3
-13.5%

-9.2
-12.0
-13.7%
+1.0

-2.9
-20.7*
-4.6
-4.9
+7.2
-7.2
-11.7
=il
+9.3
-5.2

-31.1%
+11.4
-1.7
-13.4
+19.7
FDoll
-15.7
+23.9%
-10.1
-13.4
+37.9%
-26.7*
-9.2
+16.7
-6.3
-12.4
+6.3

cll32
-10.2

The sums involved were too small

2016
(* = sig diff
EU28)
34.6%
34.6%
34.5%

47.0% *

32.1%
34.7%
35.3%

4.6% *
9.2% *

41.9%
31.6%
44.3%
34.8%
26.3%

21.1% *

45.9%
25.4%
34.4%
30.3%

19.8% *

34.8%
26.1%
38.3%

52.6% *

26.2%
30.9%
35.9%
32.3%

12.0% *

36.4%
20.5%
36.5%

63.4% *

38.7%
33.5%

28.1%

15.1% *
Q12 Answers 1, 2 and 3 Base: Respondents who experienced a problem but did not take any action to solve it (N=1512)

-0.8
-4.3
+9.4%

-9.2

-1.8
H)F
_7.5%

-39.7*
-10.5*
+11.4
-26.4
B
-9.1
+6.7
+1.0
=85
=187/
+6.8
0.0
+0.8
+0.9
+9.4
-19.8
+20.8*
+8.1
+18.0
-41.2%
+6.5
-16.2
+17.1*
+0.2
=22.6*
+11.2
-21.4
-12.1

-14.7
+7.3

-3.0
+2.7
=ilE:eF*

+2.1

+4.6
-16.4*

+2.3

FiLESD
-2.4
-14.3
-4.3
7o)
+10.5
-7.0
-5.8
+8.4
+8.9
-3.8
+6.1
-10.7
-13.2
-11.6
+52.7
528500
-34.2
258
+34.0*
-22.4*
-8.8
=22.0*
+5.4
+15.6
-7.2
+13.5
-6.4

-11.6
-26.7%

-4.4%
-3.5
2.7

+10.5
-3.1
=25
-3.0

-10.7
+0.2
+18.3*
+51.0%*
-15.1
+5.3
=15
-15.4
-13.3
+7.6

+2.9
+0.6
+18.5%
+6.3
-36.8
+10.3
+22.7
+31.8*
+12.1
+1.2
+14.0
-14.1
-2.2
+10.4
+5.1
+2.6
=il.7/

+39.7
+1.9

Did not know where or how to complain

2016
(* = sig diff
EU28)
15.1%
15.0%
15.4%

15.5%
16.1%
15.4%
14.5%

13.9%

5.1% *

25.1%
18.7%
11.7%

7.2% *

15.9%
15.0%

38.1% *

13.0%

25.8% *
8.1% *

14.4%
10.6%
15.6%

8.7%

7.5% *

20.7%
17.2%
14.2%

7.2%
15.5%

24.8% *

28.6%

5.5% *

12.5%
16.8%
19.1%

23.6%

2.4% *

-9.1%
=1l5)5
+3.9*%

-8.4
-9.9%
I
-16.7*%

-12.0
-6.6
+0.5
+11.2
-18.8
-4.8
-20.0%
-10.4
-3.4
-16.1*
+0.6
-11.4*
-2.0
-9.6
+6.7
+8.7
oD
2L
-14.9
-10.3
+2.9
-8.1
+12.0*
+10.1
+1.9
-6.5
-20.8
-16.6

+23.6*
+2.4

+3.8%
+5.1%
-0.9

Fil5:5
+8.7%
-0.8
+1.4

+1.2
+0.1
+7.8
+10.5
+14.7
+5.3
+24.6*
=23
+25.0*
-8.8
+13.4%
+6.7
=32
+4.7
+3.8
-44.1
+4.9
+25.0
+16.2
+11.0
-4.5
-9.4
+0.1
+4.0
-16.1%
+7.9
+26.9%
-9.3

-33.0
-11.8%

+8.5%
+11.0*
+2.8

0.0
+11.7*
+2.8
+12.9*

+4.2
+6.2
P27/
+2.6
+3.1
+0.8
243
+18.2%
+16.4%
+26.9%

+4.9
+4.9
+15.7*
+2.6
+34.7
+4.9
-8.9
+15.6*
+14.3
55
+34.2*
EE2R5)
+8.3
+16.7*
+1.6
+6.7
+18.4

+33.0
+11.8%
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In the EU28 the degree to which respondents did not take action because they thought
they were unlikely to get a satisfactory solution is 19.6%. In the EU15 this level is lower
(14.9%) and in the EU13 it is higher (36.4%). Compared to the EU28, this degree is
higher in the East (36.6%) and South (26.3%) and lower in the West (9.4%). The
highest levels of this indicator are found in Romania (45.1%), Greece (44.1%) and
Hungary (42.7%). The lowest levels are found in Belgium (0.0%), France (3.1%) and the
UK (8.0%)%. The degree to which respondents thought they were unlikely to get a
satisfactory solution has decreased between 2014 and 2016 in the EU28 (-21.3pp) and
EU15 (-30.1pp), whereas it has increased in the EU13 (+7.4pp). An increase is also
found in the East (+7.6pp) and a decrease is found in the West (-45.9pp) and South (-
9.2pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 the degree to which complaints were expressed
towards the manufacturer increased most steeply in Romania (+18.5pp) and decreased
most prominently in the UK (-60.2pp). No positive reversals are observed. The largest
negative reversal is found in France, where this indicator decreased between 2014 and
2016 by 55.4pp, whereas it increased by 26.7pp between 2012 and 2014.

The degree to which respondents indicated that the sums involved were too small is
34.6% in the EU28. Compared to the EU28, this degree is higher in the North (47.0%).
The highest levels of this indicator are found in Finland (63.4%), Hungary (52.6%) and
Spain (45.9%). The lowest levels are found in Belgium (4.6%), Bulgaria (9.2%) and
Portugal (12.0%)%. The degree to which respondents indicated that the sums involved
were too small has increased in the EU13 (+9.4pp). An increase is also found in the East
(+9.5pp), whereas a decrease is observed in the West (-7.5pp). Compared to the
previous survey in 2014 the degree to which respondents indicated that the sums
involved were too small increased most steeply in Hungary (+20.8pp) and decreased
most prominently in Austria (-41.2pp). The largest positive reversal is found in Hungary,
where this indicator increased between 2014 and 2016 by 21pp, whereas it decreased by
23.9pp between 2012 and 2014. The largest negative reversal is found in Austria, where
this indicator decreased between 2014 and 2016 by 41.2pp, whereas it increased by
34.0pp between 2012 and 2014.

In the EU28 the degree to which respondents did not know how or where to complain is
15.1%. The highest levels of this indicator are found in Spain (38.1%), Croatia (25.8%)
and Romania (24.8%). In the EU28, the lowest levels are found in Bulgaria (5.1%) and
Slovakia (5.5%). Among all studied countries, the level is also low in Norway (2.4%)3.
The degree to which respondents did not know how or where to complain decreased in
the EU28 (-9.1pp) and EU15 (-13.5pp), whereas it increased in the EU13 (+3.9pp). An
increase is also found in the East (+3.9pp), whereas a decrease is found in the West (-
16.7pp) and South (-9.9pp). Of all studied countries, the degree to which respondents
did not know how or where to complain increased most steeply in Iceland (+23.6pp) and
decreased most prominently in Ireland (-20.0pp) compared to the survey in 2014. No
statistically significant positive reversal is observed. The largest negative reversal is
found in Ireland, where this indicator decreased between 2014 and 2016 by 20.0pp,
whereas it increased by 24.6pp between 2012 and 2014.

% Results for all countries except Romania (113) are based on a very small sample size (less than 100
observations) and they should betherefore considered as mainly indicative
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Unlikely to get satisfactory solution The sums involved were too small Did not know where or how to complain

Reasons for not taking action

34.6% 15.1%

.o Male 19.1% -20.6* +10.7* STSER 36.6% -4.2 -0.6 -8.3% 16.1% L7/ +5.1% +10.9*%
L L Gender

Female 20.1% -22.4* +14.8* -8.3* 32.2% +3.6 -6.1% -1.4 13.8% -8.2% +2.2 +6.2*
18-34 19.1% -27.1* +15.9%* -9.1* 42.1% * -1.3 -4.0 -3.2 16.3% -9.7* +6.5% +8.2*
35-54 19.4% —19/9* +8.8* -4.0 30.8% -2.7 =25 -7.8% 15.1% 2% +4.1 +5.4*
m Age groups
55-64 19.3% -15.8* +7.3 -11.6* 34.4% +3.4 -3.6 +6.5 12.1% -11.2% +1.0 +14.4%
65+ 22.2% -16.6* +16.6* -14.0%* 28.9% +0.8 +0.4 =il Zils 19.3% -5.9 +2.1 +12.8*
Low 18.9% = = = 20.5% * ° = = 32.9% * o ° =
Education Medium 19.3% o o = 38.4% = = = 12.1% * = = =
High 20.8% = = = 31.0% = = = 14.9% = o o
Very difficult 28.4% * -18.0%* - - 20.9% * -12.4%* - - 22.6% * -9.7* - -
Fairly difficult  24.9% * -15.2* ° = 30.7% =5,9% o ° 17.1% -5.9% = o
Financial Situation Fairly easy 16.8% -19.4* = = 39.7% * +4.1 = = 14.5% SUSF = =
Very easy 13.2% * -25.9*% - - 32.7% -10.1 - - 10.0% * -11.0* - -
DK/NA 25.6% =201k = = 41.3% +24.7* = = 12.7% +5.6 ° =
Rural area 22.2% -30.0%* +27.0%* =50l 39.4% -1.1 +0.9 -11.8* 16.1% -10.0%* +10.2* +4.2
Urbanisation Small town 16.4% -19.4* P oS -7.8% 32.0% -4.5 +3.0 =55 15.2% /a5 -1.6 +11.4%*
Large town 22.9% -17.6* +10.9%* -10.3* 34.2% +3.4 -12.8* +2.2 13.3% -10.0%* +6.4* +7.8%
Self employed 24.0% -17.0 +16.1 -35.6* 37.7% -7.4 =539 +24.4 9.0% * +5.2 -5.4 =123
Manager 22.6% -24.5% =il +4.0 29.6% -9.5 -6.1 -8.3 16.2% =il.8 +1.9 +7.4
Othce(;”v;l:lite 15.4% * -22.4* +20.1 -11.0 37.7% +3.1 -3.6 -9.5% 12.2% -5.6* +5.0 +3.1
Employment status Blue collar 22.4% -19.7* +11.1 +1.2 32.5% -3.7 -3.9 +1.7 18.1% -6.2 +7.2% +11.1%*
Student 19.5% =S +21.6 +2.0 39.9% =152 +13.4% -9.4 6.4% *  -25.5% -1.4 780!
Unemployed 16.4% -27.3* +21.9% -17.3* 33.5% +5.8 -6.4 +0.1 20.2% -4.7 -1.8 +14.8*
Seeking a job  24.5% -11.5 -5.4 -11.8 26.8% -11.0 -1.0 +1.0 29.3% * -6.0 +17.3* +9.7
Retired 27.3% * -11.5% +14.0%* -21.4* 27.4% * -1.6 -5.9 -2.6 21.2% * -3.2 -2.9 +12.8%*

Q12 Answers 1, 2 and 3 Base: Respondents from the EU who experienced a problem but did not take any action to solve it (N=1474)

160



Unlikely to get satisfactory |The sums involved were too|Did not know where or how
solution small to complain

Reasons for not taking action
2016 2016 2016
(* = sig diff | 2016-2014 | (* = sig diff | 2016-2014 | (* = sig diff | 2016-2014
EU28) EU28) EU28)

19.6% 34.6% -0. 15.1%

Daily 21.1% -21.9% 37.2% -1.6 14.4% -9.1*
Weekly 16.0% -22.5% 35.1% +5.3 17.0% -9.7*
@ Internet use Monthly 3.3% * -24.4* 13.3% * -20.0%* 10.4% -7.0
Hardly ever 20.6% -26.2*% 22.0% -21.5% 6.9% -30.5*
Never 24.2% =ilil5 24.5% * +0.1 20.9% -3.2
Only native 17.4% -24.9* 35.2% +0.7 16.1% -13.2*%
' Two 23.8% =ilil.ZF* 32.8% -3.0 11.9% -10.3*
Languages
Three 21.1% -29.8* 40.2% +5.3 14.7% +3.2
Four or more 24.1% -21.7* 24.5% * -18.0* 19.2% +7.6
Low 15.8% -22.0 37.4% +13.2* 15.9% -11.4*
@ Numerical skills Medium 26.8% * =ilSl 31.2% =ilodl 19.5% * =55~
High 18.2% -22.8* 34.9% -6.3* 13.0% -9.5*%
High 18.6% -15.4* 32.2% -1.8 18.5% =il,7/
@ Consumer knowledge
% Low 20.4% -25.2*% 36.8% +0.4 11.9% * -14.9*
High 16.9% -27.0% 38.4% -2.4 13.5% -8.2%
3 Confidence in
0, * - * () * - 0y * - *
!ﬁ online shopping Low 26.6% 12.9 26.3% 3.6 19.1% 10.8
DK/NA 20.4% -7.6 24.2% * -1.8 16.2% +4.1
. 5 High 16.8% -22.6* 37.3% -2.6 14.1% -3.3
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 22.9% -20.7* 32.1% -2.5 17.1% -14.7
= online shopping
DK/NA 26.2% -7.2 25.29% * +0.3 12.4% +1.8
Online domestic 16.5% -25.7 37.6% -2.4 12.4% -11.9%
Online purchase Online cross-
! behaviour e 15.8% -22.1% 35.3% -2.3 16.9% Zodh
(D1e] ISt Loy 35.5% * -6.7% 28.0% * -46 20.0% * 6.1%
online
Very vulnerable 27.8% * 25.8% * = 21.3% *
Consumer vulnerability fﬁm:r“;gfé 24.6% * 30.1% s 17.3%
@ (sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable 14.4% * 39.9% * - 12.0% *
DK/NA 0.0% * - 0.0% * - 0.0% *
Very vulnerable 31.5% * - 33.1% - 24.0% *
Somewhat
e Consumer vulnerability vulnerable 29.2% * - 27.0% * - 22.2% *
@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable 15.7% * = 37.0% - 12.4%
DK/NA 9.0% - 30.8% - 0.6% *

Q12 Answers 1, 2 and 3 Base: Respondents from the EU who experienced a problem but did not take any
action to solve it (N=1474)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest levels
of indicating that it was unlikely to get a satisfactory solution are found in individuals who
don't shop online (35.5%), report being very vulnerable (31.5%) or somewhat
vulnerable (29.2%) in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions, are in a
very difficult financial situation (28.4%) and indicate being very vulnerable in terms of
socio-demographic factors (27.8%). The lowest levels of the indicator are found in
citizens who don’t know their vulnerability (0.0%) or report not being vulnerable (14.4%)
in terms of socio-demographic factors. Furthermore, it is low in respondents who use the
Internet monthly (3.3%), are in a very easy financial situation (13.2%) and are
employed as other white collar (15.4%).

The highest levels of indicating that the sums involved were too small are found in
individuals who are age 18 to 34 (42.1%), who report not being vulnerable in terms of
socio-demographic factors (39.9%), are in a fairly easy financial situation (39.7%), don't
by online (28.0%) and are retired (27.4%). The lowest levels of the indicator are found
in citizens who don‘t know their vulnerability in terms of socio-demographic factors
(0.0%), use the Internet monthly (13.3%), have low education (20.5%), are in a very
difficult financial situation (20.9%) and don’t know their confidence in online shopping
(24.2%).
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The highest levels of not knowing how or where to complain are found in individuals who
have low education (32.9%), are seeking a job (29.3%), report being very vulnerable
(24.0%) or somewhat vulnerable (22.2%) in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and
conditions, and are in a very difficult financial situation (22.6%). The lowest levels of the
indicator are found in citizens who don’t know their vulnerability in terms of socio-
demographic factors (0.0%) and in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and
conditions (0.6%). Furthermore, this indicator is low in students (6.4%), self-employed

individuals (9.0%) and respondents in a very easy financial situation (10.0%).

Reasons for not taking action

Were not sure of own rights as a consumer

Region/
Country 2016

(* = sig diff

EU28)
15.5%
14.3%
19.9%

19.6%
14.8%
20.0%
13.8%

6.5%
11.0%
10.1%
15.8%
14.3%
14.7%
11.8%
16.4%
40.4%
18.1%
10.6%

5.3%
14.1%

9.3%

7.1%
17.7%

7.4%

6.1%

5.9%

6.3%
29.6%
10.1%
26.5%
19.3%

2.8%
22.5%
18.7%
12.0%

0.0%
5.5%
Q12 Answers 4 and 5 - Base

*

*

: Respondents who experienced a problem but did not take any action to solve it

2016-
2014
_68*
-11.0*
+6.5%

+3.2

=il &

+6.7%*
-20.6*

-17.8
+1.0
-19.9*
-2.4
-1.5
+5.0
-11.5
-13.6*
+5.2
-13.7
-10.0
-0.1
+14.1*
-18.0*
-4.6
-10.8
-9.2
-33.6*
-6.3
-13.5
+18.3*
-13.7
+14.7*
-13.3
+1.0
+10.6
-2.0
-45.6*

-12.8
+5.5

+3.9%
+5.7*
-1.2

+10.0
+3.3
-1.3

+8.8%*

-16.5
+0.5
+4.5
+12.9
+0.3
+5.0
+13.2
+10.4
+2.1
+9.5
+7.0
+3.7
'9.5*
+16.9*
+2.3
-0.3
+10.2
+32.0
=il 2
+11.9
-6.6
+0.6
+0.2
+26.4%*
-9.5
+2.5
+17.1
+12.1

+9.1
-11.7*

+2.2
+3.6*

0.0
+4.6
+3.7%
+3.0

+3.4
+7.1
+21.7*
-3.6
+3.2
-0.3
-18.8
+4.1
+22.8*
+16.1
-5.2
+9.5%
+5.3
+5.9
+8.9
+0.6
+5.3
+7.4
+8.9
+8.2
+9.4
-7.7
+0.3
-2.2
-8.8
+6.7
+4.4

0.0
+11.7%

(N=1512)

Thought it would take too long

2016

(* = sig diff

EU28)
32.5%
30.0%
41.5%

25.8%
36.6%
41.9%
27.2%

6.5%
43.1%
40.3%
32.7%
26.1%
45.8%
22.4%
48.2%
55.7%
24.8%
39.4%
28.9%
22.1%
41.7%
40.0%
35.2%
24.9%
11.7%
26.5%
32.8%
35.8%
22.6%
55.7%
25.8%
16.0%
16.4%
31.7%
31.4%

15.1%
15.6%

*

_9.7*
+7.6%

-0.4
-1.9
+7.8%
-14.5%

-48.1*
+10.7
=1.7
+23.0
+10.5
+6.7
+6.4
+11.2
+3.5
-28.4%*
+5.0
-3.4
+16.7
-13.4
+11.5
-1.2
-14.3
-9.6
=il
-3.4
+5.4
-33.7%*
+17.5%
+3.5
+12.0
-9.7
-2.9
-14.3

-11.2
-17.5

+0.8
+2.9

-12.6
+6.9
+2.9
-2.9

+26.2*
+6.0
+2.2
-30.5*
-17.7
+5.8
-9.1
+0.4
+12.2
+10.6
+4.0
+6.4
-15.9
-2.2
-0.2
-6.9
+11.8
+7.7
+9.5
+33.0*
+5.2
+23.7
+0.9
+4.3
-21.8*
+8.8
-19.7
-28.6*

-3.5
=il3

+9.6*
+14.2%
+2.4

+21.6*

+14.6*
+2.5

+15.9%*

-11.4
+11.1%*
+21.2%
+29.4
+30.0*
+7.7
+5.0
+6.4
+2.0
+10.0
+22.0*
+10.6
+23.3%
+5.4
+31.1
-2.6
+11.8
-1.0
+1.4
-0.4
+18.2
-2.2
-6.7
+15.9
+3.1
+33.2%
+31.4%*

+15.2
+9.7
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The degree to which respondents indicated not being sure of their rights as a consumer is
15.5% in the EU28, whereas in the EU13 it is 19.9%. This degree is higher in the East
(20.0%) as well, compared to the EU28. The highest levels of this indicator are found in
Spain (40.4%), Poland (29.6%) and Romania (26.5%). The lowest levels are found in
Slovakia (2.8%) and Italy (5.3%). Furthermore, this level is also low in Iceland (0.0%)?.
The degree to which respondents indicated not being sure of their rights as a consumer
decreased in the EU28 (-6.8pp) and EU15 (-11.0pp), whereas it increased in the EU13
(+6.5pp%). An increase is found in the East (+6.7pp) and a decrease is observed in the
West (-20.6pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 the degree to which respondents
indicated not being sure of their consumer rights increased most steeply in Poland
(+18.3pp) and decreased most prominently in the UK (-45.6pp). The largest positive
reversal is found in Cyprus, where this indicator increased between 2014 and 2016 by
14.1pp, whereas it decreased by 9.5pp between 2012 and 2014. The largest negative
reversal is found in Latvia, where this indicator decreased between 2014 and 2016 by
18.0pp, whereas it increased by 16.9pp between 2012 and 2014.

In the EU28 the degree to which respondents indicated it would take too long is 32.5%,
whereas in the EU13 it is 41.5%. Compared to the EU28, this degree is higher in the East
(41.9%) and lower in the South (36.6%). The highest levels of this indicator are found in
Spain, Romania (both 55.7%) and Greece (48.2%). The lowest levels are found in
Belgium (6.5%) and Malta (11.7%)%%*°, The degree to which respondents indicated it
would take too long decreased in the EU28 (-5.7pp) and EU15 (-9.7pp), whereas it
increased in the EU13 (+7.6pp). An increase is also found in the East (+7.8pp), whereas
a decrease is found in the West (-14.5pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 the degree to
which respondents indicated it would take too long increased most steeply in Romania
(17.5pp) and decreased most prominently in Belgium (-48.1pp). No statistically
significant positive reversal is observed. The largest negative reversal is found in
Belgium, where this indicator decreased between 2014 and 2016 by 48.1pp, whereas it
increased by 26.2pp between 2012 and 2014.

%0 Results for all countries except Romania (113) are based on a very small sample size (less than 100
observations) and they should betherefore considered as mainly indicative
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Reasons for not taking action

Male
Gender
Female
18-34
35-54
Age groups
55-64
65+

Low
Education Medium

High

Very difficult
Fairly difficult
Financial Situation Fairly easy
Very easy

DK/NA
Rural area
Urbanisation Small town

Large town
Self employed

Manager

Other white
collar

Blue collar

Employment status

Student
Unemployed
Seeking a job

Retired

Q12 Answers 4 and 5 - Base: Respondents from the EU who experienced a problem but did not take any action
to solve it (N=1474)

Were not sure of own rights as a
consumer

15.5%
16.3%
14.5%
13.7%
17.6%
14.4%
14.9%
22.5%
14.7%
14.8%
22.1%
15.8%
14.0%
17.8%

1.2%
16.3%
16.7%
12.0%
17.0%
14.3%
12.7%
16.8%
22.5%
19.1%
25.5%

17.4%

-7.5%
_5.7%
=185
-4.3
-1.8

-3.9

-2.9
-8.0*
-4.5
=1l.8)
-17.2*
-15.9*
-2.7
S ol
-34.7*
-8.0
-2.6
-5.4
-16.0
-11.8
+2.1
-0.6

+7.9%
=il
+6.3
+2.1
+1.0

+8.2%

+14.5%

+1%.9
+0.2

+18.9
“Sndl

+8.2%
P27/
+5.4
+7.0
+7.6
+3.3

+1.8
+5.3%
+4.8
+2.5
207/

+3.8

P28
+1.0
+7.0*
-1.8
+9.0
-4.3
+7.0%
+13.1%
+10.5
=il8.5

+1.9

Thought it would take too long

32.5%
33.5%
31.3%
34.7%
30.7%
33.5%
31.1%
40.2%
30.9%
33.4%
40.9%
36.3%
30.6%
28.6%
23.8%
32.3%
30.9%
35.5%
42.6%
19.5%
32.1%
31.2%
28.8%
41.1%
40.3%
30.1%

*

*

.5_7*
-5.6%
-12.4*
-4.2
-2.6

+0.9

+0.8
-3.9
-5.3
-0.5
-14.1
-15.5%
-5.2
+1.0
-26.9%
-27.3%
-4.4
_7.6%
-28.7*
+8.4
+5.0
-0.4

+1.6
+1.9
-1.8
+4.4
+6.6

+0.1

+14.2%
+2.6
-7.6%

+49.3*

+8.4

-0.8
+2.6
-10.3
+13.9%
+0.2

+9.1*
+9.7%
+17.5%
+5.1
FEud)

+22.3%

+3.9
+6.1%
+18.4%*
-17.2
+0.2
+4.8
+14.0*
+26.8*
+20.0*
-16.1%*

+10.5%
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Were not sure of own rights | Thought it would take too
as a consumer long

Reasons for not taking action
2016 2016
(* = sig diff 2016-2014 (* = sig diff 2016-2014
EU28) EU28)

15.5% -6.8* 32.5% B/

Daily 15.5% -8.3* 33.9% -5.4*
Weekly 14.2% -6.8 31.2% -4.3
@ Internet use Monthly 22.7% +3.3 24.7% -20.4%*
Hardly ever 13.2% -21.2* 21.9% -27.9*
Never 16.3% +1.0 31.4% Sl
Only native 15.1% -11.6* 30.1% -9,3%*
® Two 18.5% +1.6 36.6% -1.1
. Languages
Three 14.4% -3.5 38.6% +4.2
Four or more 4.3% * -17.4* 32.0% -5.4
Low 18.3% -3.0 29.3% -15.7*
@ Numerical skills Medium 16.3% -2.4 39.8% * +5.4
High 14.2% -11.4* 30.9% -8.7%
High 15.0% +0.1 32.4% =810
@ Consumer knowledge
% Low 15.9% =ililgF 32.7% =75
High 14.3% -12.6 33.3% il
3 Confidence in
h online shopping Low 19.9% * 20 30.8% -5,8%*
DK/NA 7.3% * -4.8 30.7% +12.8*
) X High 15.3% -7.6% 33.1% -8.8%*
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 17.0% -7.4% 32.3% -6.6*
4 online shopping
DK/NA 8.7% * -1.2 28.8% +5.8
Online domestic 13.3% -10.9* 31.3% -10.0%*
Online purchase Online cross- _ - *
w b e o oo 16.3% 5.5 27.9% 17.8
ID1E) i Loxey 20.8% * B 44.1% * +6.0
online
Very vulnerable 21.9% * = 45.1% * =
Consumer vulnerability szm:gﬁ; 18.2% o 30.4% =
@ (sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable 12.1% * - 30.2% -
DK/NA 0.0% * - 0.0% * -
Very vulnerable 25.9% * = 43.7% * =
Somewhat
e Consumer vulnerability vulnerable 15.9% - 32.2% -
@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable 14.4% = 31.7% =
DK/NA 4.2% * - 15.5% * -

Q12 Answers 4 and 5 - Base: Respondents from the EU who experienced a problem but did not take any action
to solve it (N=1474)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest levels
of not being sure about consumer rights are found in individuals who report being very
vulnerable in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (25.9%) and in
terms of socio-demographic factors (21.9%). Furthermore, it is high in individuals who
are low educated (22.5%), do not buy online (20.8%) and have low confidence in online
shopping (19.9%). The lowest levels of the indicator are found in citizens who don’t know
their vulnerability in terms of socio-demographic factors (0.0%) and in terms of the
complexity of offers, terms and conditions (4.2%). Additionally, this indicator is low in
individuals who don't know their financial situation (1.2%), know four or more languages
(4.3%) and don’t know their confidence in online shopping (7.3%).

The highest levels of indicating it would take too long are found in individuals who report
being very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors (45.1%) and in terms of the
complexity of offers, terms and conditions (43.7%), who do not shop online (44.1%), are
self-employed (42.6%) and are in a very difficult financial situation (40.9%). The lowest
levels of the indicator are found in citizens who don’t know their vulnerability in terms of
socio-demographic factors (0.0%) and in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and
conditions (15.5%). Additionally, this indicator is low in managers (19.5%).
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Reasons for not taking action

Not at ease with
Tried to complain unsuccessfully in the past | potention confrontations

Region/ resulting from complaints

Country 2016
(* = sig diff (* = sig diff | 2016-2014
EU28)

16.3%

+7.4% 13.3%

14.3% -12.1% +11.6%* +5.4* 10.8% -10.3*
23.4% * +11.4* -3.5% +1.9 22.1% * +8.5%
8.4% * -8.2 +7.7 +5.9 13.2% +1.2
16.3% -15.0* +21.3% +3.5 15.2% -6.1
23.6% * +11.6* -3.4% +1.8 22.3% * +8.8%
13.6% -8.5% +2.3 +7.6* 8.8% * -12.7*
B 3.6% *  -8.7 -11.5 +6.9 10.8% -15.7
= 14.7% +1.2 -3.0 +10.2% 4.4% * -4.9
- 22.6% +4.3 -4.7 +17.8% 29.9% * -10.4
+ 13.0% +5.5 -5.0 +14.0 9.7% +9.7
e 11.7% 4.2 +3.8 +8.3 7.7% -18.0
— 5.8% * +2.9 -2.4 +3.6 10.0% +6.1
[ | 15.8% +4.2 +5.5 +3.2 15.8% -2.8
15.4% -8.6 +1.0 +1.2 10.7% -17.8*
41.0% * +0.4 +29.9% +2.4 37.4% * -0.3
15.1% -5.7 -4.6 +24.6% 10.5% -5.9
22.1% +7.1 +2.4 - 8.0% -9.4
8.4% *  -20.7* +25.6% +1.9 8.3% -3.7
8.6% -7.5 +1.6 +5.2 7.9% -16.5
4.3% * -17.2% +20.2% +0.6 10.7% -4.0
8.7% -1.9 -3.9 +9.6 21.2% +1.8
5.9% +1.5 -15.4 +13.6 3.0% * -1.5
47.8% *  +38.2% +3.2 +3.8 20.9% +8.7
12.8% +12.8 -19.9 +8.9 3.0% -18.0*
13.9% +2.0 +13.6 -31.6* 3.3% * -8.0
10.9% -5.0 +8.0 +0.7 11.0% -11.4
24.4% +11.3 -0.9 +2.3 19.8% +9.6
0.0% * -23.9* -1.5 +22.7% 6.4% -27.5%
21.3% +12.2% -10.5 -7.5 32.9% * +18.4%
22.9% +21.2 -5.3 +8.4 21.5% +21.5
10.4% -5.7 -1.0 +16.9% 4.3% * -2.1
8.2% -5.0 +3.5 +2.7 14.6% -2.2
6.3% -19.0 +17.9 +6.2 13.7% +1.4
15.8% -16.8* +1.7 +9.1 8.7% -18.3*
5.7% -2.9 -31.4 +41.7 0.0% * -12.3
0.0% * -4.3 +1.6 -2.8 0.0% * 0.0
Q12 Answers 6 and 7 - Base: Respondents who experienced a problem but did not take any action to solve it
(N=1512)

In the EU28 the degree to which respondents indicated having complained unsuccessfully
in the past is 16.3%, whereas in the EU13 it is 23.4%. Compared to the EU28, this level
is higher in the East (23.6%) and lower in the North (8.4%). The highest levels of this
indicator are found in Hungary (47.8%) and Spain (41.0%). In the EU28, the lowest
levels are found in Portugal (0.0%), Belgium (3.6%) and Latvia (4.3%). In addition, the
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level is also low in Norway (0.0%)*. The degree to which respondents indicated having
complained unsuccessfully in the past decreased in the EU28 (-6.5pp) and EU15 (-
12.1pp), whereas it increased in the EU13 (+11.4pp). Furthermore, an increase is
observed in the East (+11.6pp), whereas a decrease is found in the South (-15.0pp) and
West (-8.5pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 the degree to which respondents
indicated having complained unsuccessfully in the past increased most steeply in
Hungary (+38.2pp) and decreased most prominently in Portugal (-23.9pp). No
statistically significant positive reversal is observed. The largest negative reversal is
found in Italy, where this indicator decreased between 2014 and 2016 by 20.7pp,
whereas it increased by 25.6pp between 2012 and 2014.

The degree to which respondents indicated avoiding a confrontation, which they thought
would have followed their complaint, is 13.3% in the EU28, whereas in the EU13 it is
22.1%. Compared to the EU28, this level is higher in the East (22.3%) and lower in the
West (8.8%). The highest levels of this indicator are found in Spain (37.4%), Romania
(32.9%) and the Czech Republic (29.9%). In the EU28, the lowest levels are found in
Luxembourg (3.0%) and the Netherlands (3.3%). Among all studied countries, Iceland
and Norway have the lowest levels (both 0.0%)*.

q N . Not at ease with potention
Tried to complain t;ns:uccessfully in the confrontations resulting
p from complaints
Reasons for not taking action
e 2016- 2016
2014 (* = sig diff EU28) 2016-2014

Total m 16.3% -6.5% +7.4% B E 13.3%

. ® Male 17.5% -4.8% +5.8% +3.6 11.4% -8.0%*
‘m* Gender Female 14.9% -8.5% +9.4% +3.2 15.6% -3.4
18-34 13.6% -10.5% +8.0% TFilas 11.8% -8.5%
35-54 15.3% -10.0* +10.4* +6.5% 12.5% =8
m Age groups
55-64 19.6% +2.0 -2.8 +8.1% 15.7% +0.7
65+ 19.7% +0.3 +5.6 =ileil 14.3% =iLS0F
Low 13.7% = = = 23.0% * =
Education Medium 17.0% o o = 13.7% =
High 16.5% = = = 8.6% * =
Very difficult 24.9% * -1.9 - - 22.3% * +0.9
Fairly difficult 19.2% -4.9 = = 14.0% -6.6%
Financial Situation Fairly easy 11.8% * -11.7* = = 9.9% * -8.2%
Very easy 16.6% +8.2 = = 18.5% +2.7
DK/NA 39.0% * +33.5% = = 3.5% * +0.4
Rural area 12.7% =7/ +4.6 +1.9 13.4% -11.7*
ﬁﬁ\' Urbanisation Small town 15.3% -8.3* +12.5% 0.0 12.1% =57+
Large town 21.3% * -3.0 +4.9 +8.0%* 15.0% =28
Self employed 15.9% +9.0 -2.3 -16.8 12.8% -25.0%*
Manager 12.5% -17.3* +20.4* -4.7 3.6% * -8.1%
Othfg”";'r"ite 14.3%  -9.3*  +11.2%  +7.1% 11.7% +1.8

— Blue collar 23.8% * +0.7 +2.5 +10.6* 14.8% =il
a Employment status
Student 9.3% -17.4%* +13.3* +2.6 21.3% +4.5
Unemployed 23.7% -0.6 +12.7* -1.8 17.6% -2.9
Seeking a job 8.0% * -12.6* +6.5 -4.1 19.7% -11.6
Retired 17.7% -2.6 +0.9 +2.2 16.3% -11.4%

Q12 Answers 6 and 7 - Base: Respondents from the EU who experienced a problem but did not take any action
to solve it (N=1474)

* Results for all countries except Romania (113) are based on a very small sample size (less than 100
observations) and they should betherefore considered as mainly indicative
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Not at ease with pote
confrontations resulting
from complaints

Tried to complain
unsuccessfully in the past

Reasons for not taking action

2016-2014 = 2016-2014

16.3%

-6.5% 13.3% -5.9%

Daily 17.2% -5.3% 15.4% -1.6
Weekly 14.2% -12.0%* 5.3% * -12.0*

@ Internet use Monthly 21.0% =79 9.1% -7.6
Hardly ever 20.6% -7.3 10.7% -17.9*%

Never 10.4% * -9.3* 20.5% * =5
Only native 13.9% -12.8* 12.4% -12.6*

. Two 20.5% * +5.8* 15.7% +1.2

. Languages

Three 22.4% * 785 14.2% +2.5

Four or more 15.1% 885 10.8% FilS
Low 14.6% -3.2 11.2% -12.2%

@ Numerical skills Medium 19.4% -5.9% 15.7% -4.6
High 15.7% -6.3 13.1% -4.0%

High 15.1% -6.9 11.5% =B.er

ﬁg Consumer knowledge
g Low 17.4% -5.9 14.9% -5.6*
High 14.6% -9.1% 10.9% -9,0%*
3 Confidence in

h online shopping Low 21.1% * Silo2 19.6% * +0.9
DK/NA 14.9% -4.2 12.8% -3.7

High 14.4% G& 9.4% * -7.6*

Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 18.4% -6.8* 19.9% * 2.0
W online shopping

DK/NA 21.3% +3.6 11.6% -2.2
Online domestic 15.7% =iLilodls 12.1% -3.0
Online purchase Online cross-
B b 17.4% -10.4* 13.9% +1.4
(e it [ty 24.4% * +5.7% 18.0% * 3.1
online
Very vulnerable 22.0% * = 19.3% *
Consumer vulnerability iﬂm:gﬁé 17.0% = 17.4% *
@ (sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable 14.3% - 9.2% *
DK/NA 0.0% * = 0.0% *
Very vulnerable 31.7% * - 24.1% *
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability [[EENEFEPRTII 14.6% - 16.5%
@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable 14.8% o 11.2%
DK/NA 23.1% = 11.1% =
Q12 Answers 6 and 7 - Base: Respondents who experienced a problem but did not take any action to solve it
(N=1474)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest levels
of unsuccessful complaints in the past are found in individuals who report not knowing
their financial situation (39.0%), being in a very difficult financial situation (24.9%) and
being very vulnerable in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (31.7%).
Furthermore, this indicator is high in individuals who don’t shop online (24.4%) and who
are employed in a blue collar position (23.8%). The lowest levels of the indicator are
found in citizens who don’t know their vulnerability in terms of socio-demographic factors
(0.0%), are seeking a job (8.0%), never use the Internet (10.4%), are in a fairly easy
financial situation (11.8%) and speak two languages (20.5%).

The highest levels of avoiding a confrontation are found in individuals who report being
very vulnerable in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (24.1%), have
low education (23.0%), are in a very difficult financial situation (22.3%), never use the
Internet (20.5%) and have low confidence in cross-border online shopping (19.9%). The
lowest levels of the indicator are found in citizens who don’t know their vulnerability in
terms of socio-demographic factors (0.0%), don’t know their financial situation (3.5%),
are managers (3.6%), use the Internet weekly (5.3%) and have high education (8.6%).
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11.4. Satisfaction with problem resolution

Average satisfaction with complaint handling

Feven’ | Zoan | 2016-2014
EU28)
63.4% +3.5% -3.0%
64.4% +4.3% 1.9
60.7% * +1.9 -7.2%
67.1% -3.9 -3.3
49.3% * 3.1 +0.6
60.8% +1.9 -7.3%
76.2% *  +12.5% 2.1
i 58.2% -15.2% +17.0%
=] 38.0% * -0.5 -15.5%
- 65.7% +10.0 7.7
-+ 64.0% +2.1 -11.5%
— 79.3% *  +10.8* -1.8
— 57.1% -3.3 -1.6
'P 71.3% +11.6% -1.4
= 39.9% * -7.4 +0.5
= 38.2% * 7.8 +0.0
b 72.7% *  +13.9% -5.6
57.7% +13.2% -5.4
58.9% +0.1 0.6
40.9% * -0.2 -6.0
48.6% * 1.2 7.6
48.2% * +3.0 -20.7%
81.0% *  +14.2 +15.0
71.0% * +7.3 +1.3
50.1% *  +14.3 3.1
70.0% *  +13.7% 7.7
83.3% *  +11.2% +2.8
66.4% +3.0 -7.4
43.9% * +1.5 -17.6%
42.9% * -9.1 -6.1
69.0% +18.1% -25.5%
55.5% * -6.2 -10.7%
76.4% * 1.2 +1.7
61.7% -8.1 -3.6
B 82.1% *  +20.2* -1.0
H= 57.6% -14.1 7.4
66.1% -0.7 -7.8

Q11.1 and Q11.2 Average rate of “Satisfied” (Answers 1 and 2) - Base: Respondents who complained about a
problem to the retailer or service provider and respondents who complained to the manufacturer (N=3809)

Consumers’ average satisfaction with complaint handling was computed across different
instances to which they issued a complaint. On average, 63.4% of consumers report that
they are satisfied with how their complaint was handled, a statistically significant
increase compared to 2014 (+3.5pp). Consumers living in the EU13 are less likely to
report that they are satisfied with how their complaint was handled (60.7%) compared to
EU15 consumers (64.4%). Average satisfaction with complaint handling is highest in the
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West region (76.2%) where a statistically significant increase of 12.5 percentage points
is observed, while it is lowest in the South region (49.3%).

The top three countries where consumers report the highest levels of satisfaction with
complaint handling are Austria (83.3%), the United Kingdom (82.1%) and Luxembourg
(81%). In contrast, consumer residing in Bulgaria (38%), Spain (38.2%) and Greece
(39.9%) are least likely to be satisfied with how their complaints are handled by the
retailer, manufacturer or other institutions*2. The highest increase in average satisfaction
with complaint handling compared to 2014 is observed for consumers located in the
United Kingdom (+20.2pp), while the highest overall increase is observed for
Luxembourgish consumers (+27pp). No statistically significant decreases in satisfaction
with complaint handling are observed compared to the previous wave in 2014. The
highest positive reversal is observed for Slovenian consumers whose satisfaction with
complained handling increased with 18.1 percentage points between 2014 and 2016,
compared to a decrease with 25.5 percentage points between 2012 and 2014.

%2 Results for the following countries are based on a very small sample size (less than 100 observations) and
they should betherefore considered as mainly indicative: Ireland (94), Malta (90), Lithuania (86), Iceland
(83) Bulgaria (82), Luxembourg (59), Greece (43) and Cyprus (42)
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Satisfaction with problem resolution

Satisfaction with retailer or

service provider

Region/
Country

62.9%
63.1%
62.6%

69.7%
50.6%
62.7%
76.1%

63.4%
38.8%
68.8%
70.8%
78.1%
58.4%
74.5%
38.8%
38.1%
78.5%
56.2%
59.2%
46.1%
52.6%
54.7%
80.7%
72.1%
45.6%
69.5%
79.9%
67.3%
43.9%
45.6%
70.2%
54.2%
77.3%
63.8%
82.1%

gl + (1=
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fe—
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A= 59.0%
-— 65.1%

+3.0
+3.5

-1.9

-1.9

+3.5
+12.9%

-11.6
+6.5
+10.2
+6.7
+10.9
-1.0
+15.0%*
-5.3
-7.4
+25.3*
+10.5%
+0.4
+6.9
+2.0
+14.2
+8.5
+6.0
+5.1
+11.7*
+8.3
+5.1
+1.2
-9.2
+14.1
-7.5
0.0
-6.9
+19.7*

-14.4
-1.8

-4.0%*
_82*

-3.8

-1.7
-8.3%
~4.2%

+22.8*
-23.8*
-5.4
-12.4%*
-6.4
-3.3
-1.7
-3.8
-2.1
-10.7
-7.4
-3.7
-11.5
-8.1
-24.1%*
+21.5
+1.0
+2.8
-6.3
+1.2
-97*
-23.7*
-1.9
-19.0%*
-11.9%*
+2.4
-4.2
-1.1

-9.5
-9.3

2016

(* = sig diff

EU28)
68.1%
69.8%
59.7%

60.4%
46.5%
59.6%
77.4%

52.2%
33.3%
51.8%
51.8%
87.2%
48.1%
62.3%
19.3%
27.7%
61.6%
66.8%
63.3%
70.2%
46.9%
17.5%
80.2%
33.0%
71.9%
73.3%
85.7%
68.6%
37.7%
39.7%
45.4%
66.1%
75.3%
55.1%
83.5%

29.9%
80.6%

2016-
2014
+8.7*
+10.7*
-1.0

-6.6

-4.8

-1.2
+14.5*

-19.8
-10.7
+6.3
-7.8
+9.6
-33.8
+5.8
-33.3
-15.3
+10.8
+25.3
+4.0
+24.5
-13.1
-33.2
+11.3
-32.4
+56.2
+12.7
+14.7
+2.2
-9.6
-16.7
13.7
+12.5
+4.6
-11.8
+27.8*

-20.1
+9.2

Q11.1 and Q11.2 Total “Satisfied” (Answers 1 and 2)

Base for Q11.1: Respondents who complained about a problem to the retailer or service provider (N=3181)
Base for Q11.2: Respondents who complained about a problem to the manufacturer (N=624)

The respondents’ satisfaction with how retailers or service providers dealt with their
complaints is 62.9% in the EU28. In comparison to the EU28, this level is higher in the
West (76.1%) and North (69.7%), whereas it is lower in the South (50.6%). The highest

Satisfaction with manufacturer

-0.1
-3.6

-4.0
+3.6
-3.9
-0.7

+5.1
-17.1
-6.7
-2.7
+5.9
+24.3
-7.2
-8.2
-1.3
+2.4
+6.3
+8.7
+23.9
-9.0
-7.3
+16.6
+2.0
-42.8
-0.2
+1.3
-4.3
+6.5
-9.5
-56.5
-7.3
-11.7
+6.4
-2.1

-9.2
+7.4
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levels of this indicator are found in the UK (82.1%), Austria (79.9%) and France
(78.5%). The lowest levels are found in Spain (38.1%), Bulgaria, Greece (both 38.8%)
and Portugal (43.9%)*. The respondents’ satisfaction with how retailers or service
providers dealt with their complaints increased in the EU28 (+3.0pp). Furthermore, it
also increased in the West (+12.9pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 this type of
satisfaction increased most steeply in France (+25.3%). No statistically significant
decrease is found compared to 2014.

The respondents’ satisfaction with how manufacturers dealt with their complaints is
68.1% in the EU28, whereas in the EU13 it is 59.7%. In comparison to the EU28, this
level is higher in the West (77.4%) and lower in the South (46.5%) and East (59.6%).
The highest levels of this indicator are found in Germany (87.2%), Austria (85.7%) and
the UK (83.5%). The lowest levels are found in Lithuania (17.5%), Greece (19.3%) and
Spain (27.7%)*. Satisfaction with how manufacturers dealt consumer complaints
increased in the EU28 (+8.7pp) and EU15 (+10.7pp). An increase is also found in the
West (+14.5pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 this type of satisfaction increased most
steeply in the UK (+27.8pp). No statistically significant decrease is found.

3 Results for the following countries are based on a very small sample size (less than 100 observations) and
they should betherefore considered as mainly indicative: Slovenia (83), Belgium (81), Romania (79),
Iceland (77) Lithuania (73), France (54), Malta (50), Greece (43), Luxembourg (31) and Cyprus (27)

4 Results for all countries are based on a very small sample size (less than 100 observations) and they should
betherefore considered as mainly indicative
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Satisfaction with problem resolution

Satisfaction with public authority Satisfaction with ADR Satisfaction with court
Region/
Countr
4 2016 | 5q36- 2016 | 5q36- 2016 | >q36-
(* = sig diff 2014 (* = sig diff 2014 (* = sig diff 2014
EU28) EU28) EU28)
EU28 58.1% -2.2 +11.5%* 68.8% +0.1 +10.6* 31.1% -10.3 -5.7
EU15 60.7% -2.5 +14.3* 72.4% +3.2 +10.3 34.1% -3.4 -7.0
EU13 48.5% +5.6 -3.0 58.5% -5.4 +11.9 17.8% -49.1%* -3.0
North 40.3% -34.7 +10.3 60.8% -7.7 +8.5 29.1% +29.1 0.0
South 34.2% * -13.5 +4.8 61.6% -5.0 +21.5% 31.6% +10.8 +0.9
East 48.7% +5.7 -3.3 58.9% -5.4 +12.2 17.8% -49.3* -2.9
West 72.5% * -2.0 +23.0 90.1% * +19.1%* +5.4 39.2% -4.1 -10.1

Q11.3 and Q11.4 Total “Satisfied” (Answers 1 and 2)
Base for Q11.3: Respondents who complained about a problem to a public authority (N=297)
Base for Q11.4: Respondents who complained about a problem to an out-of-court dispute resolution body
(ADR) such as an ombudsman, arbitration, mediation or conciliation body (N=184)
Base for Q11.5: Respondents who complained about a problem to an out-of-court dispute resolution body
(ADR) such as an ombudsman, arbitration, mediation or conciliation body (N=48)

Overall satisfaction*> with how public authorities dealt with complaints is 58% in the
EU28. In comparison, this level is higher in the West (72.5%) and lower in the South
(34.2%). No statistically significant changes are observed compared to the previous
wave. For satisfaction with ADR, the EU28 average is 69%, with the observed level being
higher in the West (90.1%). Compared to the previous wave no statistically significant
changes are observed. The average satisfaction with problem resolution by courts is
31%. No statistically significant differences are observed in the EU15 or EU13 and no
statistically significant changes are found compared to the previous wave.

*> Due to the exceptionally low sample sizes achieved for the last three satisfaction questions, only EU28 and
region averages are reported.
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11.5. Problems making purchases in other EU countries

In the past

Region/
Country

ths, have you come a

of the following problems when buying

goods and services online from another EU country?

Total 'Yes'

24.2%
24.5%
22.0%

24.1%
16.1%
21.3%
30.2%

27.0%
29.2%
22.9%
27.7%
26.1%
27.5%
31.1%
49.9%
12.2%
36.4%
27.3%
13.8%
31.5%
23.8%
19.7%
34.4%
14.9%
63.4%
19.8%
27.2%
15.7%
22.6%
29.3%
28.0%
19.1%
20.1%
23.9%
35.2%

55.5%
24.1%

Q15*-Base: respondents who shop online in other EU countries (N= 5907)

The retailer or | The retailer or

service
provider
refused to
deliver to
(ANOTHER
EU COUNTRY)
10.1%
9.1%

16.1% *

15.2% *
7.0% *

15.3% *
9.9%

14.9% *
21.6% *
11.9%
20.9% *
7.8%
23.29% *
14.7%
25.1% *
4.9% *
7.9%
22.6% *
5.0% *
25.8% *
14.9%
14.5%
19.9% *
8.9%
56.4% *
9.0%
9.5%
12.5%
14.2%
18.8%
22.0% *
14.9%
11.9%
13.1%
11.6%

47.4% *
17.8% *

46 During the past 12 months, have you come across any of the following problems when buying goods and
services online from another EU country? - The retailer or service provider refused to deliver to (ANOTHER
EU COUNTRY), The retailer or service provider did not accept payment from (ANOTHER EU COUNTRY), You
were redirected to a website in (ANOTHER EU COUNTRY) where the prices were different, None of them,

Don’t know

service

provider did

not accept
payment from
(ANOTHER EU

COUNTRY)
12.8%
13.9%

6.2% *

5.5% *
5.2% *
5.9% *
20.7% *

8.6% *
9.9%
9.8%
8.7% *
19.7% *
3.9% *
16.5%
40.1% *
2.0% *
27.1% *
7.4% *
3.7% *
9.5%
7.4% *
5.5% *
13.4%
1.0% *
23.1% *
6.8% *
15.5%
3.6% *
2.1% *
12.6%
7.1% *
2.7% *
2.7% *
4.9% *
28.9% *

27.0% *
5.3% *

You were
redirected to a
website in
(ANOTHER EU
COUNTRY)
when prices
were different
6.2%
6.0%

7.5%

11.3% *
7.8%
7.4%
4.2% *

12.1% *
11.9% *
10.8%
9.4%
2.1% *
4.6%
4.8%
14.3% *
7.4%
2.1% *
7.2%
7.2%
6.5%
8.7%
3.2% *
5.8%
7.9%
15.0% *
12.3% *
5.6%
3.3%
9.1%
12.5%
9.8%
9.4%
9.6%
13.7% *
1.2% *

15.4% *
8.4%

None of them

75.6%
75.3%
77.2%

75.4%

83.8% *
77.9% *
69.8% *

73.0%
70.8%
73.4%
72.3%
73.9%
72.5%
68.9% *
50.1% *
87.3% *
63.6% *
72.7%
86.2% *
67.8%
76.2%
79.8%
65.6% *
85.1% *
35.6% *
79.8%
72.8%
83.3% *
77.4%
70.7%
72.0%
79.9%
79.7%
75.1%
64.8% *

43.8% *
75.0%

0.1%
0.8%

0.5%
0.2%
0.8%
0.0%

0.0%
0.0%
3.7%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.5%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.8%
0.0%
0.5%
0.0%
0.0%
1.0%
0.4%
0.0%
0.9%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
1.0%
0.2%
1.0%
0.0%

0.7%
0.8%
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In the past 12 months, have you come
across any of the following problems
when buying goods and services
online from another EU country?

Total 'Yes'

( diff | 2016-2014
EU28)

24.2% +6.7%

Region/
Country

24.5% +7.7%
22.0% * -0.4
24.1% +3.4
16.1% * +1.3
21.3% * -0.3

30.2% * +12.7*

] | 27.0% -4.6
= 29.2% +7.0
- 22.9% 0.3
=+ 27.7% +3.3
— 26.1% +23.2%
— 27.5% +4.9
[ | 31.1% * -20.1%
= 49.9% * +17.7%
5 12.2% * -3.7
| 36.4% * +23.0%
- 27.3% +0.5
| B 13.8% * +2.5
31.5% -1.4
j— 23.8% 5.3
= 19.7% =13
s 34.4% * -23.3*
o 14.9% * -14.3%
] 63.4% * +7.1
— 19.8% +7.1
— 27.2% -9.6%
— 15.7% * -0.6
© 22.6% +9.8%
| 29.3% +3.3
= 28.0% +1.1
o 19.1% -1.0
e 20.1% -3.0
4= 23.9% +7.5
BE 35.20 * +12.0%

55.5% * +20.8%
24.1% +1.0
Q15- Base: respondents who shop online in other EU countries (N= 5907)

In the EU28 24.2% of consumers who shop cross-border online, face limitations in terms
of cross-border delivery or payment, or they are redirected to a website in their own
country where the prices are different. In the EU13 these types of problems are reported
by 22.0% of the respondents. Compared to the EU28, this level is higher in the West
(30.2%), whereas it is lower in the South (16.1%) and East (21.3%). The highest levels
of problems with cross-border delivery, payment or redirection to a local website are
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found in Malta (63.4%), Greece (49.9%) and France (36.4%). Furthermore, this level is
also high in Iceland (55.5%). The lowest levels of these problems are found in Spain
(12.2%), Ttaly (13.8%) and Hungary (14.9%)%’.

The level of the problems with cross-border delivery, payment or redirection to a local
website has increased between 2014 and 2016 in the EU28 (+6.7pp) and EU15
(+7.7pp). An increase is also evidenced in the West (+12.7pp). Compared to the survey
in 2014 the level increased most steeply in Germany (+23.2pp) and decreased most
prominently in Luxembourg (-23.3pp).

Total 'Yes'

In the past 12 months, have you come
across any of the following problems when

buying goods and services online from 2016
another EU country? (* = sig diff | 2016-2014
EU28)

. Male 25.5% +5.8%
n Gender
Female 24.6% +8.2*
18-34 24.2% +3.1*
35-54 24.5% +6.8*
Age groups
55-64 21.5% +8.9*
65+ 40.2% * +28.0*
Low 24.6% -
Education Medium 21.3% * =
High 29.3% * -
Very difficult 25.4% +3.9
Fairly difficult 22.0% +4.1%*
Financial Situation Fairly easy 24.0% +5.3%
Very easy 31.0% * +13.5%
DK/NA 24.3% +11.5%
Rural area 22.8% +3.1%*
Urbanisation Small town 25.3% +11.2%
Large town 26.5% * +4.5%
Self employed 19.29% * -22.7*
Manager 33.6% * +12.0%*
Other white 26.1% +8.6%
collar
Blue collar 20.1% * +4.0*
Employment status
Student 20.7% -3.8
Unemployed 21.1% 0.0
Seeking a job 20.5% +4.0
Retired 35.1% * +23.1*

Q15- Base: respondents who shop online in other EU countries (N= 5364)

4" Results for Poland (92) and Romania (48) are based on a very small sample size (less than 100 observations)
and they should be therefore considered as mainly indicative
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Total 'Yes'
In the past 12 months, have you come

across any of the following problems when

buying goods and services online from 2016
another EU country? (* = sig diff | 2016-2014
EU28)

24.2%

Daily 20.7% * +1.8*
Weekly 41.8% * +30.5*
@ Internet use Monthly 83.2% * +65.4*
Hardly ever 88.5% * +77.5%

Never 0.0% 0.0
Only native 31.5% * +15.9*

[ Two 19.2% * +1.1

Languages

Three 21.6% * +1.1

Four or more 32.5% * +9.8*
Low 47.4% * +34.3*

@ Numerical skills Medium 21.4% * +1.3
High 22.6% +4.5%
High 29.2% * +11.6*

m& Consumer knowledge
. Low 20.2% * +1.1
High 25.0% +6.2%
3 Confidence in

() *

h online shopping Low 25.5% +11.0
DK/NA 30.8% +13.9%

High 26.5% * +6.5*

Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 18.5% *  +4.6%
online shopping

DK/NA 15.1% * +12.1%*
Online domestic 17.2% * -1.4
Online purchase . *
behaviour Online cross-border 25.1% +6.7
Did not buy online 0.0% 0.0
Very vulnerable 30.5% * o
Consumer vulnerability 33{:::;2?; 26.6% -
@ (sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable 24.1% =
DK/NA 2.7% * -
Very vulnerable 26.3% -
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability vilnarlse 26.3% -
@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable 24.7% -
DK/NA 33.5% -

Q15- Base: respondents who shop online in other EU countries (N= 5364)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, higher levels of
problems with cross-border delivery, payment or redirection to a local website are found
in individuals who use the Internet hardly ever (88.5%), monthly (83.2%) or weekly
(41.8%). The level is also high in individuals who have low numerical skills (47.4%) and
those who are age 65 and over (40.2%). The lowest levels are found in individuals who
don’t know their vulnerability in terms of socio-demographic factors (2.7%), don’t know
their confidence in cross-border shopping (15.1%) or have low confidence in cross-
border shopping (15.5%). Furthermore, it is low in individuals who shop online
domestically (17.2%) and those who are self-employed (19.2%).
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In the past 12 months, have you come
across any of the following problems
when buying goods and services
online from another EU country?

The retailer or service
provider refused to
o deliver to (ANOTHER EU
Country COUNTRY)

2016-2014

+0.6

10.1%

9.1% +0.3
16.1% * +1.6
15.2% * -0.5

7.0% * +0.2
15.3% * +1.8

9.9% +0.7
14.9% * -4.1
21.6% * +7.6
11.9% -7.3
20.9% * +2.2

7.8% 7ol
23.2% * +5.4
14.7% -23.6*
25.1% * +0.1

4.9% * +0.7

7.9% +0.8
22.6% * +0.5

5.0% * -0.3
25.8% * +3.6
14.9% -4.8
14.5% +2.2
19.9% * -29.7*

8.9% -2.9
56.4% * +2.9

9.0% +0.0

9.5% -18.4*
12.5% +4.5
14.2% +10.8*
18.8% -1.6
22.0% * -0.2
14.9% +3.0
11.9% -5.7
13.1% +0.7
11.6% +4.5
47.4% * +21.7*
17.8% * +0.3

Q15- Base: respondents who shop online in other EU countries (N= 5907)

In terms of refusal to deliver in their own country, 10.1% of cross-border online
consumers in the EU28 faced this problem. In the EU13 this problem is reported by
16.1% of the respondents. Compared to the EU28, this level is higher in the East
(15.3%) and North (15.2%), whereas it is lower in the South (7.0%). The highest levels
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of refusal to deliver in the home country are found in Malta (56.4%), Cyprus (25.8%)
and Greece (25.1%). In addition, this level is also high in Iceland (47.4%). The lowest
levels of these problems are found in Spain (4.9%), Italy (5.0%) and Germany (7.8%)".

On the EU28-level, this proportion did not statistically significant increase or decrease
between 2014 and 2016. In terms of the different Member States, the level of refusal to
deliver in the home country increased most steeply in Portugal (+10.8pp) and decreased
most prominently in Luxembourg (-29.7pp). Furthermore, a sharp increase is also found
in Iceland (+21.7pp).

The retailer or service
provider refused to deliver
In the past 12 months, have you come to (ANOTHER EU COUNTRY)
across any of the following problems when

buying goods and services online from 2016
another EU country? (* = sig diff | 2016-2014
EU28)

. Male 11.6% * +0.7
* Gender
Female 12.0% * +2.1%*
18-34 13.5% * +2.8*
35-54 10.7% -0.9
Age groups
55-64 11.2% +3.5%
65+ 10.7% +4.2%
Low 11.5% =
Education Medium 10.1% -
High 13.7% * -
Very difficult 16.5% * +4.3
Fairly difficult 12.1% * +2.9%*
Financial Situation Fairly easy 10.5% -1.0
Very easy 13.8% * +3.8*
DK/NA 13.3% +9.0*
Rural area 11.1% +0.6
Urbanisation Small town 11.5% +4.1*
Large town 12.6% * -1.7
Self employed 11.4% -14.0*
Manager 12.4% -0.5
Other white 10.9% +0.8
collar
Blue collar 13.8% * +2.7
Employment status
Student 11.1% +0.6
Unemployed 17.5% * +7.6*
Seeking a job 11.3% +5.5
Retired 10.6% +3.8*

Q15- Base: respondents who shop online in other EU countries (N= 5364)

*8 Results for Poland (92) and Romania (48) are based on a very small sample size (less than 100 observations)
and they should be therefore considered as mainly indicative
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The retailer or service
provider refused to deliver
In the past 12 months, have you come (to (ANOTHER EU COUNTRY)
across any of the following problems when

buying goods and services online from 2016
another EU country? (* = sig diff 2016-2014
EU28)

Daily 12.1% * +1.2
Weekly 8.1% +2.5
@ Internet use Monthly 10.2% +6.8
Hardly ever 30.1% * +21.9%*
Never 0.0% 0.0
Only native 9.7% +4.4%*
[ Two 11.3% +0.4
Languages
Three 13.29% * 0.0
Four or more 20.2% * +2.2
Low 14.8% * +6.5%
@ Numerical skills Medium 12.0% * +0.5
High 11.2% +0.9
High 12.2% * +1.8*
@ Consumer knowledge
9 Low 11.3% +0.6
High 11.6% * +0.7
‘ Confidence in « «
h online shopping Low 13.4% +5.9
DK/NA 18.5% * +7.7
) ) High 12.1% * +0.6
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 10.4% +2.5
online shopping
DK/NA 10.7% +8.4%
Online domestic 10.8% 0.0
Online purchase . _ on & o
! behaviour Online cross-border 11.8% +1.3
Did not buy online 0.0% 0.0
Very vulnerable 18.0% * -
Consumer vulnerability 33{::2’;‘:‘ 15.1% * -
(sociodemographic
T factors) Not vulnerable 10.3% -
DK/NA 2.7% -
Very vulnerable 13.7% -
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability linaetbie 16.5% * -
@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable 10.8% -
DK/NA 9.9% -

Q15- Base: respondents who shop online in other EU countries (N= 5364)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, higher levels of
refusal to deliver in the home country are found in individuals who hardly ever use the
Internet (30.1%), know four or more languages (20.2%), don't know their confidence in
online shopping (18.5%), report being very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic
factors (18.0%) and those who are unemployed (17.5%). No statistically significant
lower levels are observed in individuals with certain socio-demographic properties.
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In the past 12 months, have you come
across any of the following problems
when buying goods and services
online from another EU country?

The retailer or service

provider did not accept
sl payment from (ANOTHER
Country EU COUNTRY)

2016
(* = sig diff 2016-2014
EU28)

12.8% S0

13.9% +9.3%
6.2% * -1.1
5.5% * +0.3
5.2% * +1.1
5.9% * -14

20.7% * +15.9%

i 8.6% * -3.4
= 9.9% +4.5
- 9.8% -1.8
e 8.7% * +1.4
— 19.7% * +19.7%
— 3.9% * 2.4
N | 16.5% -2.5
= 40.1% * +27.1%
S 2.0% * -2.3
W 27.1% * +25.1%
- 7.4% * +3.4

E 3.7% * +1.0
| = | 9.5% +2.6
j— 7.4% * -1.4
= 5.5% * -1.4
ot 13.4% -4.0
o 1.0% * -7.6
il 23.1% * +11.6%
e 6.8% * +4.6%
— 15.5% +4.8
— 3.6% * -1.8

® 2.1% * -1.7
' 12.6% +1.0
e 7.1% * 0.7
o 2.7% * -5.5
e 2.7% * -2.8
4= 4.9% * +1.4

28.9% * +21.6*

27.0% * +11.9%
5.3% * +0.5
Q15- Base: respondents who shop online in other EU countries (N= 5907)

Furthermore, the percentage of cross-border online consumers who were refused

payment from their own country is 12.8% in the EU28. This level is 6.2% in the EU13.
Compared to the EU28, the level is higher in the West (20.7%) and lower in the South
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(5.2%), North (5.5%) and East (5.9%). Cross-border payment refusal is most common
in Greece (40.1%), the UK (28.9%), and France (27.1%). The lowest levels are found in
Hungary (1.0%), Spain (2.0%) and Portugal (2.1%)*.

The degree of payment refusal from consumers’ home country in cross-border online
shopping has increased between 2014 and 2016 in the EU28 (+7.9pp) and EU15
(+9.3pp). In terms of the regions, an increase is observed in the West (+20.7pp).
Compared to the survey in 2014 cross-border payment refusal increased most steeply in
Greece (+27.1pp). No statistically significant decrease is found.

The retailer or service
provider did not accept
payment from (ANOTHER EU
COUNTRY)

In the past 12 months, have you come
across any of the following problems when

buying goods and services online from

another EU country? 2016

(* = sig diff | 2016-2014
EU28)

. Male 12.7% +7.3%
* Gender
Female 12.7% +7.8*
18-34 9.7% * +3.8*
35-54 13.2% +8.1%
m Age groups
55-64 11.5% +8.7*
65+ 27.3% * +22.9%
Low 12.0% -
Education Medium 11.4% -
High 14.1% -
Very difficult 9.8% +4.4
Fairly difficult 9.8% * +5.3%
Financial Situation Fairly easy 12.0% +6.2*
Very easy 17.9% * +12.5%
DK/NA 13.6% +12.6*
Rural area 10.6% * +4.8%
Urbanisation Small town 13.6% +9.6*
Large town 13.2% +7.0*
Self employed 6.1% * -5.1
Manager 19.7% * +14.1*
Other white 15.3% * +9.5%
collar
Blue collar 8.6% * +4.1%
Employment status
Student 4.7% * -1.3
Unemployed 5.1% * +0.4
Seeking a job 4.9% * +0.7
Retired 21.6% * +18.4*

Q15- Base: respondents who shop online in other EU countries (N= 5364)

* Results for Poland (92) and Romania (48) are based on a very small sample size (less than 100 observations)
and they should be therefore considered as mainly indicative
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The retailer or service
provider did not accept
payment from (ANOTHER EU
COUNTRY)

In the past 12 months, have you come
across any of the following problems when

buying goods and services online from

another EU country? 2016

(* = sig diff | 2016-2014
EU28)

Daily 8.19% * +2.7*
Weekly 33.1% * +29.0*
@ Internet use Monthly 73.9% * +73.9*
Hardly ever 47.3% * +42.9%
Never 0.0% 0.0
Only native 22.39% * +18.5*
Two 6.6% * +1.7*
’. Languages
Three 7.1% * +0.8
Four or more 11.4% +3.6*
Low 32.8% * +30.2*
@ Numerical skills Medium 8.8% * +4.0*
High 10.6% * +5.0*
L High 16.1% * +10.3*
@ Consumer knowledge
o Low 8.6% * +4.0*
High 12.5% +7.3%
3 Confidence in o
a online shopping Low 14.5% +9.1
DK/NA 17.3% +10.4*
) ) High 13.6% +8.0*
Confidence in cross-
q’) border Low 8.9% * +4.4*
online shopping DK/NA 1.5% * +0.8
Online domestic 6.0% * +0.7
Online purchase . _ ® *
! behaviour Online cross-border 12.7% +7.5
Did not buy online 0.0% 0.0
Very vulnerable 14.0% -
Consumer vulnerability sﬁnggla; 14.2% -
(sociodemographic
- factors) Not vulnerable 12.2% -
DK/NA 0.0% * -
Very vulnerable 13.6% -
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability Y oo o 10.8% -
@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable 12.8% -
DK/NA 27.7% * -

Q15- Base: respondents who shop online in other EU countries (N= 5364)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, higher levels of
payment refusal from consumers’ home country in cross-border online shopping are
found in individuals who use the Internet monthly (73.9%), hardly ever (47.3%) or
weekly (33.1%). The level is also high in individuals who shop online domestically
(34.5%) and those who have low numerical skills (32.8%). The lowest levels are found in
individuals who don’t know their vulnerability in terms of socio-demographic factors
(0.0%) and don’t know their confidence in online shopping (1.5%). The levels are also
low in students (4.7%) and individuals who indicate seeking a job (4.9%) or being
unemployed (5.1%).
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In the past 12 months, have you come
across any of the following problems
when buying goods and services
online from another EU country?

You were redirected to a

website in (ANOTHER EU
Region/ COUNTRY) When prices
Country were different

2016-2014

-2.0%*

6.0% SR
7.5% -1.2
11.3% * +5.4%
7.8% +1.7
7.4% -1.1
4.2% * -5.1*
12.1% * -2.4
11.9% * +5.5
10.8% +4.1
9.4% +2.0
2.1% * +0.0
4.6% +1.1
4.8% -17.4*
14.3% * +4.5
7.4% -2.5
2.1% * -6.6*
7.2% +4.4
7.2% +4.0
6.5% -6.4
8.7% -0.6
3.2% * -0.2
5.8% -4.7
7.9% -11.7*
15.0% * +4.4
12.3% * +7.9%
5.6% -6.6*
3.3% -5.8
9.1% +2.7
12.5% +1.3
9.8% +6.9*
9.4% +5.0
9.6% +1.6
13.7% * +10.3*
1.2% * -13.7*
15.4% * +9.2%
8.4% 0.0

Q15- Base: respondents who shop online in other EU countries (N= 5907)

In addition, 6.2% of consumers in the EU28 who shop online have been redirected to a
website in their own country where the prices were different. This proportion is higher in
the North (11.3%), whereas it is lower in the West (4.2%). The highest levels of
redirection to a website in the home country are found in Malta (15.0%), Greece (14.3%)
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and Sweden (13.7%). Furthermore, this level is also high in Iceland (15.4%). In
contrast, the lowest levels are found in the UK (1.2%), France (2.1%), Germany (2.1%)

and Latvia (3.2%)°.

The level of redirection to a website in the home country has decreased between 2014
and 2016 in the EU28 (-2.0pp) and EU15 (-2.2pp). An increase is found in the North
(+5.4pp), whereas a decrease is observed in the West (-5.1pp). Compared to the survey
in 2014 the level increased most steeply in Sweden (+10.3pp) and decreased most

prominently in Ireland (-17.4pp).

In the past 12 months, have you come
across any of the following problems when

buying goods and services online from
another EU country?

e [ em

a Male
* Gender Fermale
18-34
35-54
m Age groups
55-64
65+
Low
Education Medium
High
Very difficult
Fairly difficult
Financial Situation Fairly easy
Very easy
DK/NA
Rural area
Urbanisation Small town
Large town
Self employed

Manager

Other white
collar

Blue collar

Employment status

Student
Unemployed
Seeking a job

Retired

You were redirected to a
website in (ANOTHER EU

COUNTRY) when prices were

different

2016

(* = sig diff

EU28)

2016-2014

6.2%
7.2% -1.9*
5.9% -1.0
9.2% -1.2
5.3% -1.8*
4.0% -1.6
7.5% +3.3*
7.8% -
5.1% =
8.1% =
11.4% +1.3
7.6% -0.7
5.7% -2.1*
7.2% -1.0
8.5% -0.9
5.8% -3.8*
5.8% -0.4
8.2% -0.8
8.8% -10.3*
6.2% -3.7*
5.4% -1.6
6.6% -0.6
9.7% -3.5
6.2% -3.6
10.1% +1.4
6.4% +1.7

Q15- Base: respondents who shop online in other EU countries (N= 5364)

%0 Results for Poland (92) and Romania (48) are based on a very small sample size (less than 100 observations)
and they should be therefore considered as mainly indicative
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You were redirected to a
website in (ANOTHER EU
COUNTRY) when prices were
different

In the past 12 months, have you come
across any of the following problems when

buying goods and services online from

another EU country? 2016

(* = sig diff | 2016-2014
EU28)

6.2%

Daily 7.4% * -1.0
Weekly 1.9% * -2.3
@ Internet use Monthly 0.3% * SISHIEE
Hardly ever 12.3% +6.9
Never 0.0% 0.0
Only native 3.4% * -6.1%
® Two 6.9% 0.0
() Languages
Three 9.0% * +0.5
Four or more 14.5% * +5.4%
Low 7.6% +2.4
@ Numerical skills Medium 6.9% -2.5%
High 6.4% -1.5%
i High 6.4% +0.2
@ Consumer knowledge
! Low 6.9% -3.1%
High 6.6% -1.8*
3 Confidence in
!ﬁ online shopping [y SENE B
DK/NA 7.7% +2.3
High 6.6% -2.3*

Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 6.8% +0.6
online shopping

DK/NA 4.6% +4.0
Online domestic 6.7% -1.6*
Online purchase .
behaviour Online cross-border 6.6% -1.6*
Did not buy online 0.0% 0.0
Very vulnerable 10.5% * -
Consumer vulnerability 33{:::;2?; 7.0% -
(sociodemographic
- factors) Not vulnerable 6.1% -
DK/NA 0.0% * -
Very vulnerable 8.5% -
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability el 8.0% * -
@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable 6.3% -
DK/NA 2.7% -

Q15- Base: respondents who shop online in other EU countries (N= 5364))

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, being confronted
with a redirection to a website in their own country was more common in individuals who
know four or more languages (14.5%), are in a very difficult financial situation (11.4%)
and report being very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors (10.5%). The
proportion is also high in students (9.7%) and individuals age 18 to 34 (9.2%). The
lowest levels are observed in individuals who don’t know their vulnerability in terms of
socio-demographic factors (0.0%), those who use the Internet monthly (0.3%) or weekly
(1.9%), individuals who know a single language (3.4%) and those who are age 55 to 64
(4.0%).
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12. PROBLEMS EXPERIENCED WITH ONLINE PURCHASES

The present chapter reports further insights into the types of problems consumers
experience with online purchases. Each type of problem surveyed is also broken down by
retailers’ or service providers’ location — domestic and cross-border inside the EU.
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12.1. Problems with domestic online purchases

Problems experienced with
domestic online retailers

Region/ 20_16_ 2016-
(* = sig diff 2014

Country EU28)
31.4% -15.6*

28.8% *  -18.9%*
44.7% * +1.0

35.7% * +1.5
39.7% * +1.0
44.8% * +0.9
25.5% *  -26.1%*

40.0% * +2.9

35.5% -0.8
43.3% * -0.7
33.7% -1.0
26.1% *  -23.9%
34.7% +5.8

22.1% * -6.7%
38.9% * +4.7

40.6% * -1.3
21.4% *  -33.4%*
34.5% +0.3

40.0% * +2.2
26.2% +15.3%
39.0% * +3.3

35.4% -4.2
18.1% * -12.1
32.1% -8.8%*
34.1% +26.6*
45.4% * -1.8

19.8% * -10.4*
48.9% * +1.5
30.8% -0.3
49.4% * +10.0*
25.6% * -4.9
45.0% * -4.3
26.7% * 2885
41.0% * +5.3
23.6% *  -32.1%*

16.6% * -0.4
32.0% -2.4

The incidence of problems experienced with domestic retailers, based on Q14a and Q14b°! - Base: respondents
who shop domestically. (N=13789)

51Q14.a. I will read you some statements about problems consumers may have when shopping online. Please
tell me whether you have experienced any of them during the last 12 months...?

- Yes, with retailers or services providers located in (our country) -Yes, with retailers or services providers
located in another EU country -Yes, but you don’t know in which country the retailers or services providers were
located -No —-DK/NA

Q14a.1 You have received a damaged product or a different product from the one you ordered
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In the EU28 the degree of problems with domestic online purchases is 31.4%. In the
EU15 this level is 28.8% and in the EU13 it is 44.7%.

Q14a.2 Products were delivered later than promised

Q14a.3 Products were not delivered at all

Q14.b. I will read you some statements about problems consumers may have when shopping online. Please tell
me whether you experienced any of them when buying in (our country) during the last 12 months...?

-Yes -No -DK/NA

Q14b.1 You have received a damaged product or a different product from the one you ordered

Q14b.2 Products were delivered later than promised

Q14b.3 Products were not delivered at all
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Problems experienced with domestic online purchases

The average proportion of problems experienced with domestic retailers, based on Q14a and Q14b; N=13789

Domestic purchases

-

In this map, values below average are coloured in light and dark green and values above average are coloured
in light and dark red

Compared to the EU28, this level is higher in the East (44.8%), South (39.7%) and North
(35.7%), whereas it is lower in the West (25.5%). The highest levels of this indicator are
found in Romania (49.4%), Poland (48.9%) and the Netherlands (45.4%). The lowest
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levels are found in Luxembourg (18.1%), Austria (19.8%) and France (21.4%). Of all
studied countries, the level is also low in Iceland (16.6%)>2.

The degree of problems with domestic online purchases decreased between 2014 and
2016 in the EU28 (-15.6pp) and EU15 (-18.9pp). A decrease is also found in the West (-
26.1pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 the degree of problems with domestic online
purchases increased most prominently in Malta (+26.6pp) and decreased most steeply in
France (-33.4pp).

Problems experienced with 2016 2016-
- - . (* = sig diff
domestic online retailers EU28) 2014
A Male 31.8% -14.5%
¥ Gender
Female 30.8% -15.0%*
18-34 35.8% * -19.0%
35-54 31.4% -14.3%
Age groups
55-64 26.0% * -7.4%
65+ 26.0% * -5.7%
Low 34.9% * -
Education Medium 29.5% * -
High 33.5% * -

Very difficult 37.4% * -11.3*

Fairly difficult  32.9% -15.8%

Financial Situation Fairly easy 29.8% * -14.5%
Very easy 32.7% -11.9*

DK/NA 32.8% -8.8*

Rural area 31.2% -16.6*

Urbanisation Small town 31.1% -14.5%
Large town 31.7% -12.9%

Self employed 40.1% * -0.7

Manager 33.7% -13.5%
Other white 27.6% * -20.8%
collar

Blue collar 38.5% * -9.2%

ﬁ Employment status
oo ploy

Student 42.5% * -14.4%
Unemployed 27.1% * -16.3
Seeking ajob  37.3% * -6.9

Retired 25.7% * -7.8

The incidence of problems experienced with domestic retailers, based on Q14a and Q14b - Base: respondents
who shop domestically. (N=12961)

52 Results for Cyprus (84) and Malta (78) are based on a very small sample size (less than 100 observations)
and they should be therefore considered as mainly indicative
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Problems experienced with 2016 | 2016-
(* = sig diff

domestic online retailers ) 2014
Daily 31.6% -15.5%*
Weekly 30.3% -11.1%*
@ Internet use Monthly 33.4% -6.4
Hardly ever 18.9% * -10.4
Never 0.0% 0.0
Only native  24.9% * -20.2*
Two 36.5% * -10.3*
Languages
Three 43.6% * -4.1%
Four or more 43.4% * +0.3
Low 26.4% * -15.6%*
@ Numerical skills Medium 31.0% -11.6
High 32.5% -15.7
- High 31.8% -14.2
ﬁikonsumer knowledge
! Low 30.8% -15.3*
High 31.0% -15.4
By Confidencein Low 34.0% *  -11.5
online shopping
DK/NA 37.9% +14.9%*
i 0, * - X
Confidence in cross- High 28.5% 18.7
@ border Low 39.3% *  -7.0%
online shopping DK/NA 35.6% *  -0.9
Online domestic 31.3% -14.7*
!— Online purchase Online cross- 5 hop *  -10.9%
behaviour border
Did notbuy ¢ gop, 0.0
online
Very vulnerable 45.2% * -
Consumer Somewhat
vulnerability vulnerable Ll )
(CEECECEETELUIEEN ot vulnerable 27.8% * -
factors)
DK/NA 28.7% -
Very vulnerable 42.9% * -
Consumer
Somewhat
vulnerability vulnerable  31:2% * -
(terms and | | on x
conditions) Not vulnerable 29.4% -
DK/NA 21.5% * =

The incidence of problems experienced with domestic retailers, based on Q14a and Q14b - Base: respondents
who shop domestically (N=12961)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest levels
of problems with domestic online purchases are found in individuals who indicate being
very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors (45.2%) and in terms of the
complexity of offers, terms and conditions (42.9%). Furthermore, the indicator is high in
respondents who know three languages (43.6%) or four or more languages (43.4%) and
those who are students (42.5%). The lowest levels of problems with domestic online
purchases are found in citizens who hardly ever use the Internet (18.9%), who don’t
know their vulnerability in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions
(21.5%), know one language (24.9%), are retired (25.7%) and are age 65 or over
(26.0%).
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12.1.1. Types of problems with domestic online retailers

Types of problems with

Damaged or wrong
delivery

Region/

Country 2016
(* = sig diff
EU28)

10.5%

12.5%
11.9%

=ifimlll + 1=

10.6%

11.1%

9.8%

11.1%

11.9%

12.1%

12.2%

1
j
N—
E—
"B
]
—
—
I
i
o
—
-
=
_|_
Nz
EabS
B =
m —
HE
1]

Percentage of “Yes” answers in Q14a.1-3 and Q14b.1-3 - Base: respondents who shop domestically.

In the EU28 the degree of damaged or wrong delivery is 10.5%. In the EU15 this level is
8.7% and in the EU13 it is 19.7%. Compared to the EU28, this level is higher in the East
(19.8%), South (15.5%) and North (15.0%), whereas it is lower in the West (6.4%). The

8.7% *
19.7% *

15.0% *
15.5% *
19.8% *

6.4% *

15.3% *

2.2% *
23.4% *
20.2% *
17.8% *
14.7% *

6.6% *
3.9% *
5.0% *
15.4% *
7.6% *
22.8% *

4.8% *

5.2% *

22.9% *

16.4% *

16.1% *
18.3% *

17.7% *
14.1% *

3.1% *

-11.6*
+1.2

+0.9

+0.7

+1.1
SIISECR

+3.2
-11.0%*
+23.4%
+2.3
+3.8
-2.5
+1.8
-2.0
-15.6*
-4.9%
-23.4%*
-1.6
-8.2%
+1.9
-1.8
-14.0%*
-5.8*
+4.0
-1.2
+2.4
-5.5
+6.1
-5.0
+2.7
+0.9
-1.7
+2.0
-1.1

-1.1
-0.7

Late delivery

2016
(* = sig diff
EU28)

23.4%

21.7% *
32.0% *

25.0%

29.5% *
32.1% *
19.4% *

29.8% *
13.4% *

25.7%
22.7%

28.2% *
36.8% *
30.9% *

24.7%

19.6% *
17.0% *
19.3% *
30.3% *

25.4%

36.1% *

24.8%

14.8% *
14.9% *
35.6% *

27.7%

29.2% *
16.2% *

17.8%

28.1% *
29.2% *
16.0% *

24.9%
26.2%
26.4%

13.7% *

22.7%

(N=13789)

-14.6*
+1.3

+0.2

+1.3

+1.3
-20.2%*

+1.8
-7.7
+18.3*
+1.3
-4.5
-2.0
+4.5
-0.8
-17.2%*
-3.6
-23.2%
-0.9
-4.5
+2.6
+1.9
-29.3*
-7.0%
+10.9%*
0.0
+2.5
-3.6
+9.1
-7.0*
+3.0
-4.6
+4.6
+0.6
-3.1

+1.3
-2.1

mestic online retailers

No delivery

2016

(* = sig diff

EU28)

5.6%
5.1%
8.0%

4.9%
5.2%
8.0%
5.1%

6.3%
5.1%
10.2%
4.8%
5.1%
5.7%
4.4%
5.0%
4.2%
6.0%
6.5%
5.9%
5.8%
5.8%
5.5%
4.0%
5.5%
22.5%
6.4%
3.8%
8.0%
4.3%
8.5%
4.5%
11.6%
3.7%
5.6%
4.1%

4.1%
6.8%

*

_46*
-1.7%*

-0.9

-1.8
-1.8%
_5.7%

0.2
-0.8
0.4
-0.4
_41*
+1.0
-1.4
0.1
-1.3
-2.7
-1.0
-2.9
+3.5
+1.4
-1.4
+1.0
-2.1
+22.5%
+0.8
0.2
_38*
+0.7
+3.0
+1.2
-3.3
-2.9
-0.3
-12.6*

+1.1
+2.1
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highest levels of this indicator are found in Malta (23.4%), Romania (22.9%) and Poland
(22.8%). The lowest levels among EU28 countries are found in Luxembourg (2.2%) and
Ireland (3.9%). Of all studied countries, the level is also low in Iceland (3.1%). The
degree of damaged or wrong delivery decreased between 2014 and 2016 in the EU28 (-
9.5pp) and EU15 (-11.6pp). Furthermore, this degree also decreased in the West (-
15.9pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 the degree of damaged or wrong delivery
increase5c3| most prominently in Malta (+23.4pp) and decreased most steeply in the UK (-
23.4pp)°.

In the EU28 the degree of late delivery is 23.4%. In the EU15 this level is 21.7% and in
the EU13 it is 32.0%. Compared to the EU28, this level is higher in the East (32.1%) and
South (29.5%), whereas it is lower in the West (19.4%).The highest levels of this
indicator are found in the Netherlands (36.8%), Poland (36.1%) and Romania (35.6%).
The lowest levels are found in Luxembourg (13.4%), France (14.8%) and Austria
(14.9%). In addition, considering all studied countries, the level is also low in Iceland
(13.7%). The degree of late delivery decreased between 2014 and 2016 in the EU28 (-
11.9pp) and EU15 (-14.6pp). A decrease is also observed in the West (-20.2pp).
Compared to the survey in 2014 the degree of late delivery increased most prominently
in Malta (+18.3pp) and decreased most steeply in France (-29.3pp).

In the EU28 the degree to which delivery has not taken place is 5.6%, whereas in the
EU13 this level is 8.0%. Compared to the EU28, this level is higher in the East (8.0%).
The highest levels of this indicator are found in the Malta (22.5%), Slovakia (11.6%) and
the Czech Republic (10.2%). The lowest levels are found in Finland (3.7%), Austria
(3.8%) and the UK (4.1%). The degree to which delivery has not taken place decreased
between 2014 and 2016 in the EU28 (-4.1pp), EU15 (-4.6pp) and EU13 (-1.7pp). This
degree also decreased in the West (-5.7pp) and in the East (-1.8pp). Compared to the
survey in 2014 the degree of no delivery increased most prominently in Malta (+22.5pp)
and decreased most steeply in the UK (-12.6pp).

%3 Results for Cyprus (84) and Malta (78) are based on a very small sample size (less than 100 observations)
and they should be therefore considered as mainly indicative
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Damaged or wrong

delivery Late delivery No delivery

Types of problems with domestic online

petaliee 2016 2016 2016

(* = sig diff 2016-2014 (* = sig diff 2016-2014 (* = sig diff 2016-2014
EU28) EU28) EU28)

23.4% 5.6%

Male 10.3% -8.7* 24.0% -11.4% 5.5% -4.1%*
Gender
Female 10.6% SN2 22.5% -10.9* 5.8% ~315*
18-34 12.29% * -11.0%* 27.4% * Sl 6.1% -4.3*
35-54 10.4% -9.1* 23.6% -10.2* 6.1% -3.8*
Age groups
55-64 7.7% * -5.6* 18.8% * -4.9% 4.6% * -1.9*
65+ 11.4% -1.4 15.6% * -6.3* 3.8% * =BT
Low 11.7% - 25.2% - 5.8% -
i.“ Education Medium 8.8% * = 21.8% * = 5.6% =
High 12.9% * - 25.1% * - 5.6% -
Very difficult 15.7% * -3.6 26.9% -10.4* 8.1% * -4.7%
Fairly difficult 10.7% -8.9% 24.5% -11.2% 6.2% -3.6*
Financial Situation Fairly easy 9.6% -8.9%* 21.9% * -12.0%* 5.2% -3.1%
Very easy 11.9% * -10.2* 24.8% -7.5% 6.2% -3.7%
DK/NA 11.2% -5.6 26.6% -1.8 3.6% -7.5%
Rural area 10.3% -8.9% 23.1% -13.3% 5.6% -3.8*
@"\i Urbanisation Small town 9.8% -9.6* 22.5% -11.7* 5.7% =G5
Large town 11.4% -7.7* 24.5% -8.0%* 5.4% -4.5%
Self employed 13.2% * -1.8 30.2% * -2.9 8.0% * -0.8
Manager 14.0% * -5.8%* 26.1% * 510936 7.5% * -3.8*
ORI 8.4% *  -13.4% 20.9% *  -15.4% 5.0% -4.0%
collar
= Blue collar 13.6% * SONIk: 27.3% * -8.4* 6.4% -4.3%
E Employment status
Student 15.2% * -6.3* 32.4% * -12.2* 8.7% * +0.6
Unemployed 8.5% -10.3* 20.5% -10.5* 4.2% -5.2*
Seeking a job 12.1% -9.4* 28.5% * -1.6 5.1% -3.2
Retired 10.2% -3.6* 16.8% * -6.5% 3.4% * -3.9*

Percentage of “Yes” answers in Q14a.1-3 and Q14b.1-3 - Base: respondents from the EU who shop
domestically. (N=12961)
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Damaged or wrong . .
= dellvery = dellvery

Types of problems with domestic online

retailers 2016 2016 2016
(* = sig diff | 2016-2014 | (* = sig diff | 2016-2014 | (* = sig diff | 2016-2014
EU28) EU28) EU28)

23.4% 5.6%

Daily 11.3% * -8.5%* 23.7% -11.7* 5.5% -4.5%
Weekly 6.4% * -11.1%* 21.5% -7.7* 5.9% +0.9
@ Internet use Monthly 7.0% -9.6* 21.4% -8.0 11.0% * +4.9
Hardly ever 8.5% -2.8 15.5% * -8.4 2.29% * -5.8%
Never 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0
Only native 6.4% * -12.7* 18.6% * =il5.2% 4.9% -6.6*
Two 13.3% * Sl 27.6% * -7.9* 6.1% -2.2%
Languages
Three 19.4% * -3.9% 30.2% * -2.9% 7.7% * +0.5
Four or more 18.6% * +0.9 31.8% * -2.2 5.6% -2.5%
Low 6.6% * -7.9% 19.1% * -14.6%* 4.6% -4.5%
@ Numerical skills Medium 11.1% -6.9% 23.1% -7.6* 6.0% -3.6*
High 11.0% -9.5% 24.2% -12.2%* 5.7% -3.6*
High 9.9% -9.4% 23.5% -10.5* 5.6% -4.3*
@ Consumer knowledge
9 Low 11.0% -8.4% 23.0% -11.8* 5.6% =5},
High 10.0% -9.3* 23.5% -11.3* 5.3% -3.8*
5 Confidence in
LT online shopping Low 14.0% * -6.4% 20.7% * -11.7* 9.1% * -3.4%
DK/NA 23.0% * +12.8* 22.8% +4.6 0.0% * -0.5
) ) High 9.0% * -11.3* 21.7% * -13.4* 5.2% -4.0*
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 13.6% *  -5.0% 28.3% *  -7.0% 7.2% % -2.8%
online shopping
DK/NA 18.0% * +1.3 22.6% -3.3 3.3% * SSEgM
Online domestic 10.5% =8.9% 23.2% -11.2* 5.6% =S
RS shess Bl @iess- 12.3% * 8.2 28.2% *  -6.2% 5.5% -4.1%
behaviour border
e 192 91037 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0
online
Very vulnerable 21.29% * - 30.6% * - 11.3% * -
Consumer vulnerability fgm::;g?et 16.9% * - 30.3% * - 7.3% * -
(sociodemographic
T factors) Not vulnerable 8.2% * = 21.1% * = 4.8% * =
DK/NA 9.8% - 17.2% - 10.7% -
Very vulnerable 18.0% * - 28.4% * - 11.5% * -
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability [[EENERITN 17.1% * - 29.9% * - 7.7% * -
@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable 9.2% * = 22.1% * = 5.0% =
DK/NA 8.5% = 13.7% * = 5.1% =
Percentage of “Yes” answers in Q14a.1-3 and Q14b.1-3 - Base: respondents who shop domestically.
(N=12961)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest levels
of damaged or wrong delivery are found in individuals who don’t know their confidence in
online shopping (23.0%) and who indicate being very vulnerable in terms of socio-
demographic factors (21.2%). This indicator is also high in individuals who know three
languages (19.4%), four or more languages (18.6%) and those who indicate being very
vulnerable in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (18.0%). The
lowest levels of damaged or wrong delivery are found in individuals who know one
language (6.4%), who use the Internet weekly (6.4%), have low numerical skills (6.6%),
are age 55 to 64 (7.7%) and report not being vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic
factors (8.2%).

The highest levels of late delivery are found in individuals who are students (32.4%),
know four or more languages (31.8%) or three languages (30.2%) and report being very
vulnerable (30.6%) or somewhat vulnerable (30.3%) in terms of socio-demographic
factors. The lowest levels of late delivery are found in individuals who don't know their
vulnerability based on the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (13.7%). It is also
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low in individuals who hardly ever use the Internet (15.5%), are age 65 and over
(15.6%), are retired (16.8%) and know one language (18.6%).

The highest levels of no delivery are found in individuals who are very vulnerable in
terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (11.5%) and in terms of socio-
demographic factors (11.3%). Furthermore, these levels are high in monthly Internet
users (11.0%), in individuals who have low confidence in online shopping (9.1%) and in
students (8.7%). The lowest levels of no delivery are found in individuals who don’t know
their confidence in domestically online shopping (0.0%) and in cross-border online
shopping (3.3%), hardly ever use the Internet (2.2%), are retired (3.4%) and are age
65 or over (3.8%).
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12.2. Problems with cross-border purchases

Region/ 2016

Country EU28)
21.9%
21.6%

23.6%

19.0%
32.6%
22.9%
15.3%

39.0%
29.4%
14.2%
21.8%
12.1%
29.2%
18.7%
28.5%
35.9%

8.8%
38.9%
30.0%
40.6%
43.3%
37.8%
23.4%
23.8%
66.7%
21.5%
14.7%
15.6%
41.3%
18.9%
29.1%
25.9%
21.2%
15.7%
11.3%

1+ 1=

23.4%
23.6%

The incidence of problems experienced with domestic retailers, based on Q14c>* - Base: respondents who shop

(* = sig diff

*

*

*

b3

2016-
2014
-5.8*
-6.3*

-1.8

-5.8*
+1.1
-0.9
-11.8*

+4.4
-0.9
+1.0
-8.5%
-4.5
-6.8
-30.1%*
-11.7
+3.0
-24.1%*
+3.3
+1.5
-13.7*
+0.8
-2.8
-25.8%
-9.4
+5.0
-1.3
-28.8%
+1.2
+8.4
-6.3
-4.1
-5.2
-6.0
-3.6
-13.0%*

+2.0
-0.2

cross-border. (N=5576)

4 Q14.c. I will read you some statements about problems consumers may have when shopping online. Please
tell me whether you experienced any of them when buying in another EU country during the last 12 months

- Yes -No -DK/NA

Q14c.1 You have received a damaged product or a different product from the one you ordered
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In the EU28 the degree of problems with cross-border online purchases is 21.9%. In
comparison, this level is higher in the South (32.6%) and lower in the West (15.3%).

Problems experienced with cross-border online purchases

The average proportion of problems experienced with cross-border retailers, based on Q14a answer option 2;
N=5576

ICross-border purchases
oo | o7

In this map, values below average are coloured in light and dark green and values above average are coloured
in light and dark red

Q14c.2 Products were delivered later than promised
Q14c.3 Products were not delivered at all
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The highest levels of this indicator are found in Malta (66.7%), Latvia (43.3%) and
Portugal (41.3%). The lowest levels are found in France (8.8%), the UK (11.3%) and
Germany (12.1%)".

The degree of problems with cross-border online purchases decreased between 2014 and
2016 in the EU28 (-5.8pp) and EU15 (-6.3pp). Additionally, a decrease is observed in the
West (-11.8pp) and in the North (-5.8pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 the degree of
problems with cross-border online purchases decreased most prominently in Ireland (-
30.1pp). No statistically significant increase is found between 2014 and 2016.

Problems experienced with cross-border 205'-6_ 2016-
(* = sig diff

online retailers EU28) 2014
Male 23.4% -4.5%
Female 20.2% -5.9%*
18-34 26.1% * -6.7*
35-54 21.0% -3.7%
Age groups
55-64 20.4% +3.9
65+ 10.8% * -8.7*
Low 25.5% =
Education Medium 21.4% =
High 22.6% -

Very difficult 30.0% * -1.8
Fairly difficult 26.4% * -4.1%

Financial Situation Fairly easy 20.9% -4.8%

Very easy 18.8% * -5.8%

DK/NA 24.1% +4.3

Rural area 20.5% -6.3%

ﬁﬁ\' Urbanisation Small town 22.3% -3.4%*
Large town 23.0% -6.2%

Self employed 25.4% * +3.1

Manager 18.6% -11.1%*
Other white 21.3% 0.8
collar
— Blue collar 22.4% -7.6*
a Employment status
Student 32.5% * -7.3%
Unemployed 19.2% -8.7%

Seeking a job 31.3% * -0.2

Retired 12.7% * -7.4%

The incidence of problems experienced with domestic retailers, based on Q14c>® - Base: respondents from the
EU who shop cross-border. (N=5068)

% Results for Hungary (99) and Poland (92) and Romania (48) are based on a very small sample size (less than
100 observations) and they should be therefore considered as mainly indicative
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The incidence of problems experienced with domestic retailers, based on Q14c®” - Base: respondents from the

Problems experienced with cross-border
online retailers

| tem | e |
Daily
Weekly
@ Internet use Monthly
Hardly ever
Never
Only native
Two
Languages
Three
Four or more
Low
@ Numerical skills Medium
High
- High
iyl Consumer knowledge
& C k led
- Low
High
ﬁ Confidence in Low
online shopping
DK/NA
) ) High
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low
online shoppin
PPIng DK/NA
Online domestic
! Online purchase Online cross-
behaviour border
Did not buy
online
Very vulnerable
Consumer vulnerability SOMEITER
. . vulnerable
(sociodemographic
e factors) Not vulnerable
DK/NA
Very vulnerable
. Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability vullnamisle

@ (terms and conditions)

Not vulnerable
DK/NA

(Gl ig

diff

21.9%
23.5%
14.9%
11.2%

4.3%

0.0%
15.8%
23.5%
30.1%
24.7%
15.3%
29.5%
20.6%
19.0%
25.6%
21.4%
29.7%
12.5%
22.3%
21.2%
12.2%

19.5%
22.0%

0.0%
34.9%
25.5%
19.8%
23.5%
32.4%
35.6%

19.0%
12.8%

EU who shop cross-border. (N=5068)

2016-
2014

-5.8%
_4.0%
-5.4
-13.4%
-24.4%
0.0
8.7%
3.0%
0.4
-4.1
-24.2%
0.0
4 7%
-6.9%
0.g%
5.4%
-2.3
-1.2
5.7%
4.7%
-2.3
3.6%
5%

0.0

56 Q14.c. I will read you some statements about problems consumers may have when shopping online. Please
tell me whether you experienced any of them when buying in another EU country during the last 12 months

- Yes -No -DK/NA

Q14c.1 You have received a damaged product or a different product from the one you ordered

Q14c.2 Products were delivered later than promised
%14&3 Products were not delivered at all

Q14.c I will read you some statements about problems consumers may have when shopping online. Please
tell me whether you experienced any of them when buying in another EU country during the last 12 months
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With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest levels
of problems with cross-border online purchases are found in individuals who indicate
being somewhat vulnerable in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions
(35.6%) and very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors (34.9%) and in
terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (32.4%). Additionally the levels
are high in individuals who are students (32.5%) and those who are seeking a job
(31.3%). The lowest levels of this indicator are found in individuals who use the Internet
hardly ever (4.3%) or monthly (11.2%), are age 65 or over (10.8%) and report not
knowing their confidence in cross-border (12.2%) or domestic (12.5%) online shopping.

- Yes -No -DK/NA

Q14c.1 You have received a damaged product or a different product from the one you ordered
Q14c.2 Products were delivered later than promised

Q14c.3 Products were not delivered at all
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12.2.1. Types of problems with cross-border online retailers

Types of problems with cross-border online retailers

Damaged or wrong

delivery Late delivery No delivery

Region/
Country 2016 2016 2016
(* = sig diff (* = sig diff (* = sig diff
EU28) EU28) EU28)

4.1%

8.2%

15.4%

7.9% +0.5 15.1% -7.3% 3.9% -1.3%

9.6% -1.5 16.9% -0.2 5.4% *  -0.3

5.6% *  -2.1 14.8% -3.8 3.8% -0.1

12.7% *  +2.9 22.9% * 2.2 5.1% +0.7

9.3% -1.3 16.4% +0.8 5.1% -0.1

5.4% *  -1.3 10.4% *  -11.6% 3.2% -2.5%

i 14.0% *  +2.1 29.3% *  +2.0 5.8% +1.4
= 11.3% -0.7 18.8% -3.4 8.0% +1.1
- 4.0% * 0.0 12.5% +1.8 3.9% +1.9
4= 5.5% * 0.3 18.3% -5.8 4.2% -2.3
= 5.7% +0.8 7.1% *  -6.8 4.2% +3.0
— 14.0% *  -0.3 18.9% 7.4 4.2% 3.1
[ | 5.6% -8.6% 12.6% -25.6% 4.4% -10.9%
= 11.1% -4.1 21.4% -5.7 5.5% -2.9
] 15.5% *  +6.0 25.3% * 0.0 3.6% -4.1
[ | 1.9% *  -5.3* 6.2% *  -21.8* 2.0% -4.4
- 14.2% *  -0.6 30.2% *  +3.5 16.3% *  +4.0
| 10.5% +1.6 21.2% * 2.7 5.5% +3.7%
15.5% *  -52 29.5% *  -17.4% 10.4% * 0.0
— 17.8% *  -1.3 29.7% *  -1.1 10.3% *  +2.2
= 19.8% *  +2.7 27.1% * =29 13.1% *  +5.0
e 5.4% -15.2% 16.2% -19.5% 6.6% -3.9
i 4.9% -12.9% 18.8% +1.5 4.0% -1.5
35.8% *  +13.9% 51.1% *  +3.3 30.3% *  +4.7
o 8.3% +5.9% 15.6% 2.4 3.4% -3.7
— 2.2% *  -14.1% 10.4% *  -23.4% 2.6% -5.7%
— 7.4% 0.0 11.5% +2.7 0.9% *  -1.4
® 18.6% *  +9.0 25.3% *  +0.7 8.6% +5.3
| 10.5% -0.8 12.5% -1.5 2.1% -3.5
i 11.5% 3.1 20.5% +0.7 4.5% -6.7
- 9.5% -1.9 15.2% -3.6 9.5% *  -1.9
= 7.4% -4.5 15.8% -2.5 3.3% -1.0
== 4.6% *  -2.3 11.6% 3.1 3.8% +2.0
Ble 3.8% * 0.4 7.4% *  -11.8* 1.8% *  -6.2%
4.5% -0.1 17.5% +2.5 5.0% +1.8

7.3% -0.7 17.1% +1.1 6.4% +2.1

Percentage of “Yes” answers in Q14c.1-3 - Base: respondents who shop cross-border. (N=5576)

In the EU28 the degree of damaged or wrong cross-border delivery is 8.2%. Compared
to the EU28, this level is higher in the South (12.7%) and lower in the West (5.4%) and
North (5.6%). The highest levels of this indicator are found in Malta (35.8%), Lithuania
(19.8%) and Portugal (18.6%). The lowest levels among EU28 countries are found in
France (1.9%), Austria (2.2%) and the UK (3.8%). The degree of damaged or wrong
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cross-border delivery did not undergo any statistically significant change between 2014
and 2016 in the EU28, EU15 or EU13. Compared to the survey in 2014 the degree of
damaged or wrong cross-border delivery increased most prominently in Malta (+13.9pp)
and decreased most steeply in Luxembourg (-15.2pp)>5.

In the EU28 the degree of late cross-border delivery is 15.4%. Compared to the EU28,
this level is higher in the South (22.9%) and lower in the West (10.4%). The highest
levels of this indicator are found in the Malta (51.1%), Croatia (30.2%) and Latvia
(29.7%). The lowest levels are found in France (6.2%), Germany (7.1%) and the UK
(7.4%). The degree of late cross-border delivery decreased between 2014 and 2016 in
the EU28 (-6.4pp) and EU15 (-7.3pp). A decrease is also observed in the West (-11.6pp).
No statistically significant increase is found compared to the survey in 2014. The largest
decrease is observed in Ireland (-25.6pp).

In the EU28 the degree to which cross-border delivery has not taken place is 4.1%,
whereas in the EU13 this level is 5.4%. The highest levels of this indicator are found in
the Malta (30.3%), Croatia (16.3%) and Lithuania (13.1%). The lowest levels are found
in Poland (0.9%) and the UK (1.8%). The degree to which cross-border delivery has not
taken place decreased between 2014 and 2016 in the EU28 (-1.2pp) and EU15 (-1.3pp).
A decrease is found, as well, in the West (-2.5pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 the
degree of no cross-border delivery increased most prominently in Italy (+3.7pp) and
decreased most steeply in Ireland (-10.9pp).

%8 Results for Hungary (99) and Poland (92) and Romania (48) are based on a very small sample size (less than
100 observations) and they should be therefore considered as mainly indicative
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Types of problems with cross-border

online retailers

Male
Female
18-34
35-54
Age groups
55-64
65+
Low
Education Medium
High
Very difficult
Fairly difficult
Financial Situation Fairly easy
Very easy
DK/NA
Rural area
Urbanisation Small town
Large town
Self employed

Manager

Other white
collar

Blue collar

Employment status

Student
Unemployed
Seeking a job

Retired

Damaged or wrong
delivery

2016
(* = sig diff
EU28)

2016-2014

8.2%
9.4% +1.2
6.2% * =ilodl
9.0% -0.5
7.7% +0.8
8.4% +3.6*
3.8% * -2.2
7.6% o
8.2% -
7.9% -
17.3% * +7.5%
8.5% +0.5
7.9% +0.1
6.4% * -1.2
5.8% +4.4
7.3% -0.6
8.5% +1.3
8.1% -0.5
10.5% +4.8
7.2% -0.3
8.0% +2.0*
7.2% -1.9
9.3% =87/
6.3% =ilo7/
13.0% * +0.9
3.8% * =il

Late delivery
2016-2014

2016
(* = sig diff
EU28)

15.4% -6.4%
16.5% -4.7*
14.3% -6.9%
20.3% * -5.5%
13.9% -5.4%
12.7% +0.9
6.6% * -8.1%
18.0% =
14.6% =
16.5% =
19.2% -4.9
18.5% * -5.7*
15.0% -4.4*
13.3% -7.0%
16.1% -2.3
15.2% (Do
15.1% -3.8%
16.5% 7ol
18.6% * +0.2
13.7% -8.4%
14.5% -3.4%
16.6% -6.6*
21.8% * -8.8%
14.5% -10.0*
23.9% * +1.0
7.8% * -7.6%

No delivery

2016
(* = sig diff
EU28)

4.7%
3.8%
4.4%
4.6%
3.6%
3.4%
5.8%
4.7%
3.8%
4.9%
5.3%
4.0%
3.8%
5.7%
3.4%
4.5%
4.7%
3.6%
3.7%
4.1%
5.1%
7.3% *
6.5%
5.2%

2.0% *

2016-2014

-0.5
_1.3*
_2.0*

-0.3
+1.8%

+0.5

-1.9
-2.5*
-0.3
+1.2
+3.7
-1.0
-0.6
-0.6
+3.0%*
-4.1%
+0.4
_2.7*
+2.4
+1.6
+3.6
+0.1

Percentage of “Yes” answers in Q14c.1-3 - Base: respondents from the EU who shop cross-border. (N=5576)
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Damaged or wrong q s
o de"very = dellvery

Types of problems with cross-border

online retailers
(* = sig diff | 2016-2014 | (* = sig diff | 2016-2014 | (* = sig diff | 2016-2014

8.2%

15.4%

Daily 8.5% +0.6 16.8% -4.9% 4.3% -0.9*
Weekly 5.9% -0.2 10.1% * -4.0 3.7% +0.3
@ Internet use Monthly 1.4% * -3.8 1.5% * -18.4* 9.0% +2.4
Hardly ever 1.0% * -9.8* 2.9% * -23.1* 1.4% +0.2
Never 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0
Only native 7.0% +1.9 10.2% * -9.7%* 4.1% -2.3%
Two 7.2% -1.4 17.1% -4.2% 4.0% -0.5
Languages
Three 10.0% * +0.2 22.7% * +0.4 5.8% * +1.2
Four or more 11.2% * +2.9 16.6% -5.4% 3.8% -1.6
Low 7.0% -7.0% 9.1% * -23.5% 3.8% -4.4%
@ Numerical skills Medium 10.0% * +1.8 21.0% * -1.4 7.4% * +1.9%*
High 7.5% +0.3 14.7% -5.1* 3.3% -1.5*
High 6.9% * -2.1% 13.0% * -7.0% 4.2% -0.1
ﬁ@ Consumer knowledge
% Low 9.3% +2.6% 18.5% * -3.8% 4.5% -1.5%
High 7.7% -0.1 15.2% -5.3* 3.9% -1.2*
R : .
L I Low 11.6% *  +3.1 19.5% *  -9.0% 8.3% *  +3.3*
DK/NA 5.4% -0.2 9.4% =83 4.0% -3.6
) ) High 8.2% -0.1 15.6% -5.6* 4.3% -1.4*
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 7.2% +1.1 15.5% -6.8* 4.5% +0.6
online shopping
DK/NA 2.6% * -1.8 7.2% * -5.4 3.0% +2.4
Online domestic 6.8% * +0.9 14.1% -4.3% 3.6% -0.9
Online purchase Online cross- o, o, -G 7% o -0.8%
! P S border 8.0% +0.2 15.5% 5.7 4.3% 0.8
DIl sz oxy 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0
online
Very vulnerable 20.5% * - 22.1% * - 7.4% * -
Consumer vulnerability ijmz‘r’;ﬁ‘; 10.1% - 17.5% - 4.6% .
@ (sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable 6.2% * - 14.4% - 3.9% -
DK/NA 0.0% * = 23.5% = 0.0% * =
Very vulnerable 14.4% * = 20.6% * = 4.2% =
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability [IRENEOEIRN 14.5% * - 24.6% * - 7.3% * -
@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable 6.5% * = 13.6% * = 3.8% =
DK/NA 6.8% = 11.3% = 0.7% * =

Percentage of “Yes” answers in Q14c.1-3 - Base: respondents from the EU who shop cross-border. (N=5576)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest levels
of damaged or wrong cross-border delivery are found in individuals who indicate being
very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors (20.5%), are in a very difficult
financial situation (17.3%), indicate being somewhat vulnerable (14.5%) or very
vulnerable (14.4%) in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions, and are
seeking a job (13.0%). The lowest levels of damaged or wrong cross-border delivery are
found in individuals who report not knowing their vulnerability in terms of socio-
demographic factors (0.0%), using the Internet hardly ever (1.0%) or monthly (1.4%),
not knowing their confidence in cross-border online shopping (2.6%) and individuals who
are retired (3.8%).

The highest levels of late cross-border delivery are found in individuals who report being
somewhat vulnerable in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (24.6%),
who are seeking a job (23.9%), indicate being very vulnerable in terms of socio-
demographic factors (22.1%), know three languages (22.7%) and those who are
students (21.8%). The lowest levels of late cross-border delivery are found in individuals
who use the Internet monthly (1.5%) or hardly ever (2.9%), are age 65 or over (6.6%),
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don’t know their confidence in cross-border online shopping (7.2%) and those who are
retired (7.8%).

The highest levels of no cross-border delivery are found in individuals who have low
confidence in online shopping (8.3%), have medium numerical skills (7.4%), report being
very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors (7.4%) and somewhat vulnerable
in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (7.3%), as well as those who
are students (7.3%). The lowest levels of no cross-border delivery are found in
individuals who report not knowing their vulnerability in terms of socio-demographic
factors (0.0%) and in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (0.7%),
and those who are retired (2.0%).
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12.3. Overall problems experienced

Region/ 2016

Country EU28)

34.5%
32.0%
47.6%

41.7%
49.7%
47.5%
26.3%

55.5%
40.9%
45.9%
41.2%
26.0%
53.4%
24.8%
44.8%
50.9%
21.1%
51.8%
49.9%
49.8%
60.2%
47.3%
23.9%
37.0%
73.8%
49.1%
21.7%
49.5%
43.3%
49.0%
40.3%
48.7%
36.6%
44.4%
24.1%

il + d]=

33.2%
43.3%

(* = sig diff

*

*

Problems experienced

2016-
2014

-15.6*

-19.0%*
+1.6

+1.6
+6.2%*

+1.7
-28.0%*

+8.2%*
-0.4
+0.8
-1.3
-25.5%
+13.2%*
-26.2*
+1.3
+5.4
-36.3*
+9.0*
+7.8%
-1.7
+12.4%*
+1.3
-29.4%*
-9.2%
+9.4
-0.4
-28.0*
+1.8
+4.3
+7.6
+3.2
-2.8
-1.7
+4.9
-33.8%

+2.1
0.0

The incidence of problems experienced with domestic and cross-border retailers, based on Q14a, Q14b and
Q1l4c - Base: respondents who shop domestically or cross-border. (N=15041)

In the EU28 the degree of problems with both domestic and cross-border online
purchases is 34.5%. In the EU15 this level is 32.0% and in the EU13 it is 47.6%.

Compared to the EU28, this level is higher in the South (49.7%), East (47.5%) and North
(41.7%), whereas it is lower in the West (26.3%). The highest levels of this indicator are
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found in Malta (73.8%), Latvia (60.2%) and Belgium (55.5%). The lowest levels are
found in France (21.1%), Austria (21.7%) and Luxembourg (23.9%).

The degree of problems with domestic and cross-border online purchases decreased
between 2014 and 2016 in the EU28 (-15.6pp) and EU15 (-19.0pp). A decrease is also
found in the West (-28.0pp), whereas an increase is observed in the South (+6.2pp).
Compared to the survey in 2014 the degree of problems with domestic and cross-border
online purchases increased most prominently in Estonia (+13.2pp) and decreased most

steeply in France (-36.3pp).

2016
Problems experienced (* = sig diff
EU28)
a Male 35.9% *
* Gender
Female 33.6%
18-34 40.6% *
35-54 35.3%
Age groups
55-64 28.1% *
65+ 26.1% *
Low 38.9% *
Education Medium 32.6% *
High 37.5% *

Very difficult 42.3%
Fairly difficult 37.1%
Financial Situation Fairly easy 33.0%

Very easy 35.7%

DK/NA 37.5%
Rural area 34.7%
Urbanisation Small town 34.2%

Large town 35.6%

Self employed 44.6%

Manager 35.2%
Other white 30.7%
collar

Blue collar 43.6%

ﬁ Employment status
o ploy

Student 50.8%
Unemployed 29.5%
Seeking ajob  44.6%

Retired 26.4%

*

%

*

%

*

B3

*

k3

*

k3

2016-
2014

-15.6*
-14.2%*
-15.1%
-19.3*
-13.3%*
-6.8%
-6.9%

-8.8%
-14.6%
-15.0%
-13.4%

-6.4
-15.8%
-14.6%
-13.4%

+0.8
-16.8%
-20.1%

-8.7*
-11.4%
-17.1%

-2.8

-8.0%

The incidence of problems experienced with domestic and cross-border retailers, based on Q14a, Q14b and
Q14c - Base: respondents who shop domestically or cross-border. (N=14147)
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* = gj -
Problems experienced ( - Sig D

diff 2014

Daily 36.2% * -14.9%*

Weekly 29.7% * -11.7%*

@ Internet use Monthly 28.0% -12.6%*

Hardly ever 14.9% * -14.7%*
Never 0.0% 0.0
Only native 26.0% * -20.5*

Two 41.6% *  -9.7*
Languages
Three 51.7% * +0.1

Four or more 51.7% * +0.9

Low 27.0% * -18.3%
@ Numerical skills Medium 35.7% -10.3*
High 36.2% * -15.5%
High 34.6% -14.7%*
@ Consumer knowledge
— Low 35.0% -14.6%*
High 34.4% -15.7%*
S Confidence in o | e e
W comm i Low 38.4% 9.3
DK/NA 37.9% +13.7*
) ) High 32.5% * -20.1%
Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 41.9% *  -5.6*
online shopping
DK/NA 35.8% -1.2
Online domestic 35.0% -14.9%
Online purchase Online cross- . _Q Q%
! behaviour border /o eH
Did not buy g oy, 0.0
online
Very vulnerable 49.6% * -
Consumer vulnerability [ 2 L -
. . vulnerable
(sociodemographic
- factors) Not vulnerable 30.7% * =
DK/NA 39.9% -
Very vulnerable 48.1% * =
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability |[EENGEEEI 49.1% * -

@ (terms and conditions)

Not vulnerable 32.1% * -
DK/NA 24.9% * -

The incidence of problems experienced with domestic and cross-border retailers, based on Q14a, Q14b and
Q14c - Base: respondents who shop domestically or cross-border. (N=14147)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest levels
of problems with domestic and cross-border online purchases are found in individuals
who know three language (51.7%), four or more languages (51.7%), who are students
(50.8%) and who indicate being very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors
(49.6%) and somewhat vulnerable in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and
conditions (49.1%). The lowest levels of problems with domestic and cross-border online
purchases are found in citizens who hardly ever use the Internet (14.9%), who don't
know their vulnerability in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions
(24.9%), know one language (26.0%), are age 65 or over (26.1%) and are retired
(26.4%).
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12.3.1. Overall types of problems

Types of problems

Damaged or wrong
delivery

Late delivery No delivery

Region/
el 2016 2016 2016 2016
(* = sig diff 2014 (* = sig diff (* = sig diff
EU28) EU28) EU28)

12.1% -8.9%

25.6% 6.6%

10.4% * -10.9%* 24.0% *  -15.5% 6.0% -4.6%
21.3% * +1.4 34.5% * +2.1% 9.5% * -1.0
17.8% * +1.5 30.2% * -0.1 7.4% +0.2
19.8% * +3.3% 36.9% * +4.1%* 7.4% -0.5
21.3% * +1.4 34.4% * +2.2% 9.4% * -1.0
7.2% * -16.0%* 19.9% *  -22.4% 5.6% * -6.3%*
22.1% * +5.4% 41.1% * +4.9 10.3% * +2.6
22.8% * +1.6 27.2% +1.6 8.5% +1.0
18.7% * +4.2 30.8% * -2.5 11.6% * +1.1
15.0% * -0.7 31.7% * -0.6 6.9% -0.5
7.4% * -15.8% 19.7% * -18.7%* 5.5% -3.8%
24.3% * +5.1 38.8% * +9.9%* 12.8% * +4.5%
5.0% * -11.9% 18.8% * -20.1%* 5.2% -9.6%*
16.9% * +1.7 35.0% * +2.7 6.8% -1.2
19.7% * +1.2 38.4% * +3.7 6.7% -0.3
5.0% * -14.3* 14.3% *  -32.2%* 6.0% -4.1%
20.4% * +3.7 42.2% * +8.5 18.7% * +6.7%*
20.4% * +5.0 36.5% * +5.0 7.8% -1.0
21.6% * +0.5 35.0% * -7.9 14.4% * +4.4
30.1% * +7.9% 41.1% * +6.7 14.7% * +7.1%
22.5% * +4.3 35.8% * +1.0 11.7% * +2.6
4.2% * -19.0%* 17.4% * -21.7% 5.7% -5.0*
9.1% * -9.9% 29.3% -3.4 7.0% -1.4
43.4% * +18.8* 60.7% * +8.4 39.9% * +11.8*
17.0% * -0.6 39.3% * -1.4 7.5% 0.1
5.5% * -13.5% 16.1% *  -22.7* 4.5% * -5.5%
23.2% * +1.7 36.9% * +2.8 8.0% -3.8%
17.6% * +3.2 32.4% * +2.5 7.9% +3.3
23.2% * +3.6 35.3% * +9.3%* 8.6% +2.5
18.8% * +0.7 27.3% +3.9 8.5% +1.3
18.5% * -3.9 30.8% * -5.2 14.3% * -1.8
16.6% * +0.6 24.2% -3.0 6.1% -2.1
20.2% * T3 32.2% * +1.6 8.2% +1.7
5.7% *  -23.4% 19.3% *  -25.8% 4.5% * -13.3*
8.1% * +1.8 26.4% +2.6 9.0% +1.4
16.3% * -1.1 31.4% * -0.4 11.6% * +4.0%*

Percentage of “Yes” answers in Q14al1-3, Q14b1-3 or Q14c.1-3 - Base: respondents who shop domestically or
cross-border. (N=15041)

In the EU28 the degree of damaged or wrong delivery in both domestic and cross-border
purchases is 12.1%. In the EU15 this level is 10.4% and in the EU13 it is 21.3%.
Compared to the EU28, this level is higher in the East (21.3%), South (19.8%) and North
(17.8%), whereas it is lower in the West (7.2%). The highest levels of this indicator are
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found in Malta (43.4%), Latvia (30.1%) and Estonia (24.3%). The lowest levels among
EU28 countries are found in Luxembourg (4.2%), France (5.0%), Ireland (5.0%) and
Austria (5.5%). The degree of damaged or wrong delivery in domestic and cross-border
purchases decreased between 2014 and 2016 in the EU28 (-8.9pp) and EU15 (-10.9pp).
Furthermore, this degree also decreased in the West (-16.0pp) and increased in the
South (+3.3pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 the degree of damaged or wrong
delivery in domestic and cross-border purchases increased most prominently in Malta
(+18.8pp) and decreased most steeply in the UK (-23.4pp).

The degree of late delivery in both domestic and cross-border purchases is 25.6% in the
EU28. In the EU15 this level is 24.0% and in the EU13 it is 34.5%. Compared to the
EU28, this level is higher in the South (36.9%), East (34.4%) and North (30.2%),
whereas it is lower in the West (19.9%). The highest levels of this indicator are found in
Malta (60.7%), Croatia (42.2%), Belgium and Latvia (both 41.1%). The lowest levels are
found in France (14.3%), Austria (16.1%) and Luxembourg (17.4%). The degree of late
delivery in domestic and cross-border purchases decreased between 2014 and 2016 in
the EU28 (-12.5pp) and EU15 (-15.5pp), whereas it increased in the EU13 (+2.1%). An
increase is also observed in the South (+4.1pp) and East (+2.2pp), and a decrease is
found in the West (-22.4pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 the degree of late delivery
in domestic and cross-border purchases increased most prominently in Estonia (+9.9pp)
and decreased most steeply in France (-32.2pp).

The degree to which delivery has not taken place in domestic and cross-border purchases
is 6.6% in the EU28, whereas in the EU13 this level is 9.5%. Compared to the EU28, this
level is higher in the East (9.4%) and lower in the West (5.6%). The highest levels of this
indicator are found in the Malta (39.9%), Croatia (18.7%) and Latvia (14.7%). The
lowest levels are found in the UK (4.5%) and Austria (4.5%). The degree to which
delivery has not taken place in domestic and cross-border purchases decreased between
2014 and 2016 in the EU28 (-4.0pp) and EU15 (-4.6pp). This degree also decreased in
the West (-6.3pp). Compared to the survey in 2014 the degree of no delivery in domestic
and cross-border purchases increased most prominently in Malta (+11.8pp) and
decreased most steeply in the UK (-13.3pp).

212



Types of problems with cross-border

online retailers

Male
Female
18-34
35-54
Age groups
55-64
65+
Low
Education Medium
High
Very difficult
Fairly difficult
Financial Situation Fairly easy
Very easy
DK/NA
Rural area
Urbanisation Small town
Large town
Self employed

Manager

Other white
collar

Blue collar

Employment status

Student
Unemployed
Seeking a job

Retired

Percentage of “Yes” answers in Q14a1-3, Q14b1-3 or Q14c.1-3 - Base: respondents who shop domestically or

(* = sig diff

Damaged or wrong
delivery

2016
2016-2014 *
EU28)

12.1%
12.7% -7.8%
11.7% -9.0%*
14.6% * -10.7*
12.4% -7.9%
8.9% * -4.9%
11.2% -2.0
13.5% o
10.4% * °
14.9% * =
19.5% * -0.3
12.5% -8.2%
11.4% -8.3%
13.1% =1L, 1%
12.3% -5.6
12.0% -8.2%
11.6% -8.9%
13.3% * -7.6%
16.8% * +1.2
15.2% * -6.2%
9.9% * =125
15.6% * -4.7%
18.2% * -5.9%
9.5% * -10.5%
16.6% * -6.9%
10.3% * -3.9

cross-border (N=14147)

Late delivery
2016
2016-2014 (* = sig diff
EU28)

2016

= sig diff
EU28)

25.6%
27.1%
24.6%
31.5%
26.2%
20.3%
15.5%
27.5%
24.2%
28.1%
30.2%
27.7%
24.5%
26.5%
30.1%
25.8%
24.8%
27.5%
33.5%
27.2%
23.3%
31.5%
38.2%
22.3%
33.9%

17.0%

-12.5* 6.6%
-11.7* 6.9%
-11.7* 6.7%
-15.9* 7.7%
-10.2%* 7.4%
-4.3% 5.2%
-7.6* 4.5%
= 7.2%

= 6.7%

- 6.9%
-9.8* 9.5%
-11.2% 7.4%
-12.4% 6.3%
-10.1%* 7.3%
-1.1 5.0%
-13.0* 6.5%
-12.5% 6.8%
-9.3* 7.0%
-3.0 9.4%
-13.2* 8.1%
-15.6* 6.0%
-8.8* 8.6%
-11.1% 11.2%
-12.1%* 5.6%
+2.0 6.9%
-7.2% 3.8%

No delivery

2016-2014

-3.7%
-3.6*
-4.6%
-3.4%
-1.6%

-2.7%

-4.3%
-3.6*
-3.0%
-3.1%
-5.9%
-3.6%
-3.0%
-4.3%
+0.6
-5.3%
-3.9%
-3.5%
+1.8
-4.7%

-1.4

.3.3*
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Damaged or wrong q s
o de"very = dellvery

online retailers 2016 2016 2016
(* = sig diff | 2016-2014 | (* = sig diff | 2016-2014 | (* = sig diff | 2016-2014
EU28) EU28) EU28)

Types of problems with cross-border

25.6% 6.6%

Daily 13.5% * -7.7* 27.2% * -11.9* 6.9% -4.2*

Weekly 7.0% * -10.7* 20.9% * -8.3% 6.2% +0.4

@ Internet use Monthly 5.6% * -11.4%* 16.2% * -13.6* 10.8% +3.4
Hardly ever 6.3% * -5.6 12.0% * -12.4* 2.0% * -5.6*

Never 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0
Only native 7.5% * -11.8* 19.4% * -16.0* 5.6% * Do
Two 15.5% * -4.5% 31.4% * -8.0* 7.6% * -2.0*
Languages
Three 22.1% * =B~ 37.4% * -0.1 10.1% * +1.5
Four or more 23.5% * +3.3*% 37.8% * -2.4 8.0% -2.9%
Low 7.4% * -8.6* 19.6% * -17.3* 5.2% * -5.2%
@ Numerical skills Medium 12.8% -6.2* 26.7% -7.4% 7.9% * -2.5%
High 13.1% * -8.8% 26.9% * -12.6* 6.7% -3.7*
High 11.4% -9.8* 25.5% -11.6* 6.8% -3.9%
ﬁ@ Consumer knowledge
— Low 13.1% * -7.0* 26.3% -11.8* 6.8% -3.4%
High 11.8% -8.9% 26.1% -12.1* 6.4% -3.8%
3 Confidence in

0, * - * 0, * - * 0, * - *

B o ing Low 16.0% 4.9 23.5% 11.6 10.7% 2.4
DK/NA 22.4% * +11.4% 23.4% +4.1 1.3% * -1.4
High 11.2% * -11.1 24.7% -15.3* 6.6% -4.5%

Confidence in cross-
@ border Low 14.7% *  -4.3 30.3% *  -6.2% 8.0% *  -2.2%
online shopping

DK/NA 17.8% * +1.3 22.7% * -3.9 3.4% * -3.6%*
Online domestic 12.2% -8.7 26.2% -11.8* 6.8% -3.8%
Online purchase Online cross- O/ * _c 7% 0/ * 7 7% 0/p * _3.0%
! P S border 18.3% 5.7 36.5% 7.7 9.8% 3.0
D) (RGIE 1487 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0
online
Very vulnerable 24.8% * - 34.1% * - 12.8% * -
Consumer vulnerability 33{:::;@?; 19.4% * - 34.2% * = 8.7% * 5
@ (sociodemographic
factors) Not vulnerable 9.6% * - 23.4% * - 5.9% * -
DK/NA 15.8% = 22.6% = 9.9% =
Very vulnerable 21.8% * = 32.1% * = 12.3% * =
Somewhat
@ Consumer vulnerability iliaERE 20.7% * @ 35.6% * = 10.0% * =
@ (terms and conditions)
Not vulnerable 10.6% * = 24.2% * = 6.1% =
DK/NA 10.3% = 16.5% * = 6.5% =

Percentage of “Yes” answers in Ql4al1-3, Q14b1-3 or Q14c.1-3 - Base: respondents who shop domestically or
cross-border (N=14147)

With regard to socio-demographic variables and other characteristics, the highest levels
of damaged or wrong delivery in domestic and cross-border purchases are found in
individuals who indicate being very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors
(24.8%), who know four or more languages (23.5%) and know three languages
(22.1%). This indicator is also high in individuals who don’t know their confidence in
online shopping (22.4%) and those who indicate being very vulnerable in terms of the
complexity of offers, terms and conditions (21.8%). The lowest levels of damaged or
wrong delivery in domestic and cross-border purchases are found in individuals who use
the Internet monthly (5.6%), hardly ever (6.3%) or weekly (7.0%). Furthermore, the
level is also low in those who have low numerical skills (7.4%) and know one language
(7.5%).

The highest levels of late delivery in both domestic and cross-border purchases are found
in individuals who are students (38.2%), know four or more languages (37.8%) or three
languages (37.4%), who are involved in cross-border online shopping (36.5%) and
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report being somewhat vulnerable in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and
conditions (35.6%). The lowest levels of late delivery in domestic and cross-border
purchases are found in individuals who use the Internet hardly ever (12.0%) or monthly
(16.2%), are age 65 and over (15.5%), dont know their vulnerability based on the
complexity of offers, terms and conditions (16.5%) and those who are retired (17.0%).

The highest levels of no delivery in domestic and cross-border purchases are found in
individuals who are very vulnerable in terms of socio-demographic factors (12.8%) and
in terms of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions (12.3%). Furthermore, these
levels are high in students (11.2%), individuals who have low confidence in online
shopping (10.7%) and those who know three languages (10.1%). The lowest levels of no
delivery in domestic and cross-border purchases are found in individuals who dont know
their confidence in domestically online shopping (1.3%) and in cross-border online
shopping (3.4%). The level is also low in those who hardly ever use the Internet (2.0%),
are retired (3.8%) and are age 65 or over (4.5%).
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13. VULNERABLE CONSUMERS

The present chapter is focused on the proportion of consumers in the EU28 that feels in
some way vulnerable or disadvantaged when shopping for goods or services. It reports
findings based on the newly added question on self-reported consumer vulnerability
based on six concrete, pre-defined drivers of vulnerability: health problems, poor
financial circumstances, current employment situation, terms and conditions that are too
complex, age, and belonging to a minority group. In addition, personal issues and other
issues were included as potentially relevant categories.

13.1. Self-assessed consumer vulnerability

Self-reported vulnerability: EU28 average

health issues
poor financial circumstances 14% 66%

current employment situation 13% 71%

complex offers, terms and conditions
age

minority group

personal issues

other issues P

16%

61%

75%

80%
I
78%

78%
|

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

BTo a great extent ®To some extent Hardly at all Not at all ®mDK/NA

Q21°° - Base: all respondents (N=28100)

Based on the graph above, the highest levels of self-reported vulnerability are observed
on the basis of the complexity of offers, terms and conditions: more than one-fifth of all
surveyed consumers (21%) reported feeling vulnerable to some or to a great extent. The
second and third most prominent factors in self-reported consumer vulnerability are poor
financial circumstances (19%) and current employment situation, where 19% and 15%
of surveyed consumers reported feeling vulnerable at least to some extent. Overall, 10%
of consumers surveyed report that they feel vulnerable due to health issues, while 11%
reported age as a key factor in feeling vulnerable when purchasing goods or services.
Being part of a minority group is the factor for which the least degree of vulnerability was
reported with only 7% of consumers feeling vulnerable at least to some extent. A
relatively small proportion of respondents reported that they cannot determine whether
they are vulnerable when purchasing goods or services, ranging between 1-2% for all
factors.

59 Q21 The following statements are about disadvantages that consumers may have when dealing with

retailers. To what extent do they apply to you personally? You feel vulnerable or disadvantaged when choosing
and buying goods or services... -To a great extent — To some extent —Hardly at all -Not at all -DK/NA

Q21.1 Because of your health problems

Q21.2 Because of your poor financial circumstances

Q21.3 Because of your current employment situation

Q21.4 Because offers, terms or conditions are too complex

Q21.5 Because of your age

Q21.6 Because you belong to a minority group

Q21.7 Because of personal issues

Q21.8 Because of other issues
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14. MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS: IMPACT OF SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS ON
CONSUMER CONDITIONS

This edition of the Consumer Conditions Scoreboard includes a socio-demographic
breakdown of the key results®®. The scoreboard is a summary of the results of a
multivariate analysis that estimates the effect the socio-demographic variables and a
series of key consumer conditions indicators. The table below shows the socio
demographic variables as rows and the different key consumer conditions indicators in
the columns®.

An important factor for explaining most of the key consumer conditions indicators is
Perceived Vulnerability related to the Socio-economic Status. This type of vulnerability is
negatively related to Trust in Organisations in that Very Vulnerable people show lower
levels of trust and Not Vulnerable people show higher levels of trust, with the Somewhat
Vulnerable consumers showing trust-scores between these two groups. Non vulnerable
people are somewhat better aware of consumer rights and show a higher confidence in
online shopping. Vulnerability is positively related to Exposure to UCP’s and experiencing
specific shopping problems: Very Vulnerable consumers report higher levels of exposure
to UCP’s and experience of specific shopping problems than Not Vulnerable people. This
type of vulnerability is negatively related to Numerical Skills. Not Vulnerable consumers
have a higher trust in product safety and environmental claims and higher scores on the
Problems and Complaints Indicator than the Very and Somewhat Vulnerable consumers.

The pattern of relationships between Internet Use and the different Consumer Conditions
Indicators is less clear cut. Consumers that use the internet Daily or Not At All have the
lowest scores on Knowledge of Consumer Rights, while consumers who Hardly Ever use

% The analysis has been performed on the micro-data from the 2016 Survey on "Consumers attitudes towards
cross-border trade and consumer protection”. It covers the 28 EU Member States. The statistical modeling
that was used here is regression analysis. This type of analysis is useful when we want to investigate the
relationship between a dependent variable and one or more independent variables. There are several
different types of regression models. We have used both Poisson models and Logit models. The fromer is
typically used when the dependent variable can be thought of as a count variable. The latter is used in
situation where the dependent variable is binary, i.e. it takes only two possible values, “0” and “1”. A
Poisson Regression model was used for the following dependent variables: knowledge of consumer rights,
trust in organisations, confidence in online shopping, perception of redress mechanisms, (no) exposure to
UCPs, (no) experience of other illicit commercial practices and numerical skills. A Logit Regression model
was used for the remaining dependent variables: trust in product safety, trust in environmental claims. The
composite indicator on problems and complaints was instead modelled through linear regression (assuming
that the variable is numerical). In all models a control variable on the region of residence of the person
interviewed (Northern EU, Southern EU, eastern EU and Western EU) has been included.

%1 The table shows the estimated averages of the model for each dependent variable according to the different
values of the independent variable (which do not necessarily match with the values computed through a
simple cross-tabulation that does not take into account the interaction with the remaining independent
variables). In addition, these averages should be considered statistically significantly different, except when
the pair of categories shares one letter (see the column adjacent to the right). When a category is associated
to a blank it means that it is statistically significantly different from all the other categories. The letters used
in the table have no meaning as they are only used for comparing categories. For example, the estimated
average for knowledge of consumer rights is equal to 0.51 for men and to 0.48 for women and this
difference is statistically significant (both categories are associated to a blank). Conversely, the estimate
average on trust in product safety is equal to 0.77 for low educated persons and to 0.79 for high educated
persons (but the difference is not statistically significant as both categories share the letter "A"). Similarly,
the estimated averages on trust in environmental claims are equal to 0.68 for daily internet users and to 0.67
for weekly internet users (but the difference is not statistically significant as both categories share the letter
"C"). As estimated averages are all standardized (with a range from 0 to 1), they can be compared across
both rows and columns.
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the internet and consumer who use the internet on a Monthly basis have the highest
levels of Knowledge of Consumer Rights. There is a very strong positive relationship
between Internet Use and Confidence in Online Shopping, and, conversely, consumers
who Never use the internet have the lowest score in Exposure to UCP’s and Experience of
Specific Shopping Problems. Both findings should not surprise us.

Similarly as in the Consumer Conditions Scoreboard of July 2013, we find that knowledge
of foreign languages is positively correlated to Knowledge of Consumer Rights and
Numerical Skills, but negatively correlated to Trust in Organisations, Trust in Redress
Mechanism and Trust in Environmental Claims. The relationship with the Problems and
Complaints Indicator was less clear than it was in the 2013 study. Knowledge of foreign
languages is positively associated to Exposure to UCP’s in that the more languages you
know the higher the likelihood that you have been exposed to UCP’s. The relationship
with Experiencing Specific Shopping Problems goes in the same direction but is less
strong.

In terms of Age groups we observe that younger consumers show higher levels of Trust
in Organisations than older consumers. There is a strong negative correlation between
Age and Confidence in Online Shopping. We also observe a (weaker) negative association
between Age and Trust in Product Safety and Trust in Environmental Claims. The oldest
Age group (65+) have a somewhat lower level of Numerical Skills.

The analysis on the second Vulnerability measure, i.e. Vulnerability because of the
Complexity of Offers, Terms and Conditions shows that this type of Vulnerability is
positively associated with Experiencing Specific Shopping Problems and that Not
Vulnerable consumers are less likely to experience UCP’s. Not vulnerable consumers also
show somewhat higher levels of Confidence in Online Shopping, Trust in Product Safety
and Trust in Environmental Claims. Interestingly we could not find a significant
relationship between this type of Vulnerability and Numerical Skills.

People who reported to be in a Very Difficult Financial situation had the lowest score on
Knowledge of Consumer Rights, Trust in Organisations and Confidence in Online
Shopping, although in some cases the difference with the runner-up was not significant.
Consumers in the Very Difficult category also showed the highest score on Experiencing
Specific Shopping Problems, and, to a lesser degree, on Exposure to UCP’s. Financial
Difficulties is negatively related to Numerical Skills.

A counterintuitive result is that consumers with Low Numerical Skills have the highest
score on Knowledge of Consumer Rights. Consumers with High Numerical Skills show the
highest level of Confidence in Online Shopping but at the same time the lowest score on
Perception of Redress Mechanism.

With regard to Employment Status the results are again less clear cut. We observe that
White Collar workers have the highest levels of Knowledge of Consumer Rights. The
Unemployed show the lowest levels of Perception of Redress Mechanisms and the Self-
Employed are the most likely to have been exposed to UCP’s.

Men show higher levels for Knowledge of Consumer Rights, Confidence in Online
Shopping, Perception of Redress Mechanism, Trust in Product Safety and Trust in
Environmental Claims. They have somewhat higher levels of Numerical Skills and have
experienced more Specific Shopping Problems.

The higher the Level of Eduction the higher the Trust in Organisations and the Confidence
in Online Shopping. Notice that there is no significant relationship between Level of
Education and Knowledge of Consumer Rights nor with Numerical Skills. The Highest
Educational Levels report the highest levels of Exposure to UCP’s.

None of the key consumer indicators show a significant relationship with the fact whether
a consumer has a mother tongue different from the official language(s) spoken in the
area of residence or not, except for Knowledge of Consumer Rights where those who
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have an official language as their mother tongue seem to have a somewhat higher
knowledge.

With regard to Living Area, most effects are not significant. An exception is that
consumers living in Large Towns report somewhat higher levels of exposure to shopping
problems and consumers from Rural areas have less Trust in Product Safety.

Table 1: Overall analysis of the impact of socio-demographic factors on consumer conditions

No experience

Knowledge of Perception of of specific Trust in Problems and
consumers Trust in Confidence in redress No exposure to shopping Trust in product environmental complaints
rights organisations online shopping ~ mechanism UCPs problems Numerical skills safety claims indicator
Age
18-34 0.48 A 0.77 0.72 0.51 0.80 B 0.89 A 0.73 A 0.81 B 0.70 0.89 AB
34-54 0.50 B 0.74 0.68 0.49 B 0.78 A 0.90 AB 0.72 A 0.80 B 0.67 A 0.88 A
55-64 0.48 A 0.70 A 0.63 0.43 A 0.80 B 0.91 B 0.72 A 0.77 A 0.65 A 0.91 (o}
65+ 0.52 B 0.68 A 0.54 0.45 AB 0.80 AB 0.92 B 0.67 0.75 A 0.64 A 0.91 BC
Gender
Female 0.48 0.73 A 0.65 0.46 0.80 A 0.92 0.70 0.78 0.66 0.90
Male 0.51 0.73 A 0.68 0.49 0.79 A 0.89 0.73 0.80 0.68 0.89
Education
Low (ISCED 0-2) 0.49 A 0.70 0.57 0.46 AB 0.81 A 0.91 AB 0.70 A 0.77 A 0.65 A 0.91 A
Medium (ISCED 3-4) 0.49 A 0.73 0.66 0.49 B 0.80 A 0.91 B 0.71 A 0.79 A 0.68 0.90 A
High (ISCED 5-8) 0.50 A 0.75 0.70 0.46 A 0.78 0.89 A 0.72 A 0.79 A 0.66 A 0.88
Employment status
Self-employed 0.48 B 0.69 A 0.67 B 0.47 B 0.74 0.88 A 0.76 B 0.75 A 0.65 AB 0.90 AB
White collar 0.51 0.73 B 0.68 B 0.51 (¢} 0.80 A 0.90 B 0.70 A 0.81 C 0.70 (¢} 0.89 A
Blue Collar 0.48 B 0.71 AB 0.61 A 0.47 B 0.80 A 0.90 AB 0.71 A 0.78 AB 0.63 AB 0.89 A
Unemployed 0.48 AB 0.74 B 0.70 B 0.37 0.80 A 0.91 BC 0.73 AB 0.77 AB 0.64 AB 0.92 C
Seeking a job 0.47 AB 0.74 BC 0.67 B 0.43 AB 0.81 A 0.94 C 0.70 A 0.79 BC 0.61 A 0.93 C
Student 0.44 A 0.78 C 0.70 B 0.47 ABC 0.82 A 0.92 BC 0.77 B 0.78 ABC 0.65 ABC 0.92 BC
Retired 0.47 AB 0.74 BC 0.61 A 0.43 A 0.79 A 0.92 C 0.71 A 0.79 BC 0.66 BC 0.90 ABC
Internet use
Daily 0.47 A 0.74 C 0.71 0.48 B 0.78 A 0.90 A 0.73 C 0.79 B 0.68 (¢} 0.90
Weekly 0.55 0.73 C 0.69 0.51 [} 0.80 B 0.91 A 0.68 AB 0.80 B 0.67 BC 0.86 A
Monthly 0.63 B 0.61 A 0.51 A 0.47 BC 0.80 AB 0.89 A 0.72 BC 0.70 A 0.54 A 0.86 A
Hardly ever 0.59 B 0.67 AB 0.44 A 0.43 AB 0.82 B 0.92 A 0.68 ABC 0.75 AB 0.61 AB 0.86 A
Never 0.47 A 0.69 B 0.21 0.39 A 0.88 0.95 0.66 A 0.79 B 0.61 A 0.93
Living area
Rural area 0.49 A 0.74 B 0.66 A 0.49 A 0.80 A 0.91 A 0.71 A 0.77 0.67 A 0.91
Small town 0.50 A 0.72 A 0.66 A 0.48 A 0.79 A 0.91 A 0.71 A 0.79 A 0.66 A 0.88 A
Large town 0.50 A 0.73 AB 0.67 A 0.46 0.79 A 0.89 0.72 A 0.80 A 0.68 A 0.90 A
Language
One 0.49 A 0.74 0.67 A 0.49 0.82 0.91 B 0.69 0.80 0.70 0.89 AB
Two 0.50 AB 0.72 A 0.67 A 0.47 A 0.77 0.91 B 0.74 0.78 A 0.65 0.90 B
Three 0.50 AB 0.70 A 0.64 0.44 A 0.74 0.88 A 0.76 A 0.77 A 0.59 A 0.89 AB
Four or more 0.52 B 0.66 0.67 A 0.37 0.70 0.87 A 0.78 A 0.74 0.56 A 0.87 A
Financial difficulty
Very difficult 0.47 A 0.66 0.56 0.45 AB 0.78 A 0.87 0.66 0.76 A 0.63 A 0.87 A
Fairly difficult 0.48 A 0.72 A 0.66 A 0.48 AB 0.78 A 0.90 A 0.71 A 0.78 A 0.67 AB 0.90 B
Fairly easy 0.50 B 0.74 0.68 B 0.48 B 0.80 B 0.91 B 0.71 A 0.80 B 0.68 B 0.91 B
Very easy 0.50 AB 0.71 A 0.67 AB 0.45 A 0.80 B 0.91 AB 0.76 0.81 B 0.64 A 0.85 A
Numerical skills
high 0.49 A 0.73 A 0.68 0.43 0.79 A 0.91 A 0.74 C 0.79 A 0.65 0.89
medium 0.48 A 0.75 0.65 A 0.54 A 0.80 A 0.90 A 0.70 A 0.78 A 0.69 A 0.91
low 0.52 0.71 A 0.64 A 0.54 A 0.79 A 0.90 A 0.71 AB 0.79 A 0.69 A 0.86
0.72 BC

Vulnerability sociodemo
Very winerable 0.48 A 0.66 0.60 A 0.48 A 0.71 0.83 0.70 A 0.76 A 0.63 A 0.85 A
Somewhat wulnerable 0.46 A 0.69 0.61 A 0.49 A 0.76 0.87 0.72 A 0.77 A 0.62 A 0.85 A
Not vulnerable 0.50 0.75 0.69 0.47 A 0.81 0.93 0.71 A 0.81 0.69 0.92
Vulnerability complexity
Very winerable 0.49 A 0.67 0.59 A 0.41 A 0.71 A 0.84 0.67 A 0.75 A 0.61 A 0.89 AB
Somewhat wulnerable 0.49 A 0.72 A 0.62 A 0.44 A 0.73 A 0.88 0.72 A 0.78 A 0.64 A 0.87 A
Not wulnerable 0.49 A 0.74 A 0.68 0.48 0.81 0.92 0.80 0.68 0.90 B
Mother tongue
Other notable, other
regional, other language 0.44 0.72 A 0.70 A 0.46 A 0.79 A 0.90 A 0.76 A 0.64 A 0.89 A
Official national or
regional language 0.49 0.73 A 0.66 A 0.48 A 0.79 A 0.91 A 0.79 A 0.67 A 0.90 A
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In this edition of the Consumers’ attitudes towards cross-border trade and consumer
related issues-study special attention was given to vulnerability. It's worth noticing that
31.7% of the EU citizens believe to be vulnerable as consumers for one or more aspects
mainly linked to their socio-demographic status, while 21.3% of the EU citizens consider
themselves vulnerable for the complexity of offers, terms and conditions. With regard to
socio-demographic status, the prevalent reasons mentioned are related to economic
conditions (poor financial circumstances 19.4% and current employment situation
14.5%).

Figure 1: percentage of the EU population who think to be vulnerable as consumers®?

Health problems

Poor financial circumstance
Current employment situation
Age

Belonging to a minority group

Personal issues

Other
Any socio-demo 31.7
Offers, terms or conditions are too complex 213
OI.O 5I.0 1(I].0 15;.0 2[I].0 25;.0 3[I].0 35I.0

Incidence of self-assessed vulnerability varies to a great extent by geographical area of
the European Union. In the Eastern part of the EU, 55% of consumers consider
themselves to be vulnerable, which is slightly above the percentage observed in the
South (49.5%) and well above what is declared in the North (31.3%) and in the West
(12.7%).

Figure 2: % of persons feeling vulnerable as consumer for one or more socio-demographic factors,
by geographical area

82 “The following statements are about disadvantages that consumers may have when dealing with retailers. To
what extent do they apply to you personally? You feel vulnerable or disadvantaged when choosing and
buying goods or services..." The question foresees multiple answers.
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Additional analyses were done to better understand the relationship between consumer
conditions and consumer self-assessed vulnerability and how that relationship differs
from one regional area to the other. These analyses show that the link between
consumer conditions and consumer self-assessed vulnerability tends to be stronger in the
regions where vulnerability is less prevalent.

Results from the multivariate analysis performed by geographical area show that the
differences in scores on consumer conditions between very vulnerable and not vulnerable
consumers in the West and in the North of the EU are, respectively, more than three
times and roughly twice as high as the differences we observe in the East and the South.

Table 1: Consumer conditions by region®?

Consumer conditions EAST | WEST | SOUTH | NORTH
Knowledge of consumers rights 0.033 0.000 0.000 0.092
Trust in organisations 0.057 0.132 0.064 0.000
Confidence in online shopping 0.035 0.091 0.000 0.118
Perception of redress mechanism 0.000 0.079 0.000 0.000
No exposure to UCPs 0.058 0.211 0.069 0.057
gfoglxepn‘:sence of specific shopping 0.063| 0196 | 0078| 0.056
Numerical skills 0.043 0.084 0.000 0.081
Trust in product safety 0.000 0.081 0.058 0.000
Trust in environmental claims 0.000 0.116 0.000 0.108
Problems and complaints indicator 0.039 0.108 0.000 0.038
Average 0.033 | 0.114 | 0.027 | 0.059

5 When the difference between the very vulnerable and the not vulnerable consumers is not statistically
significant at 5% probability level it is considered equal to 0 (ex: knowledge of consumer rights in the
Western and Northern regions).
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In a final analysis an alternative way to look at the possible determinants of consumer
vulnerability was considered by performing a multivariate analysis between self-assessed
vulnerability and the socio-demographic characteristics of the persons interviewed. By
and large the results from the logit regressions confirm what was stated by consumers
(and shown above in figure 2). The tendency to feel vulnerable as a consumer is most
closely related to the financial status of the consumers. Also, higher levels of vulnerability
are also observed in persons with a mother tongue not being one of the official languages
spoken in the country/region of residence. With regard to employment status, white
collar workers (including managers) are less exposed to consumer vulnerability, while
those seeking a job are more exposed to this issue. Furthermore, we observe that gender
and education have a weak relation to socio-demographic vulnerability. Men tend to be
less vulnerable than women and a high level of education is associated with lower levels
if vulnerability. Finally, consumers from the rural areas tend to be more vulnerable, and,
there is no clear pattern in the relationship between vulnerability and the age groups.
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15. ANNEX I: SAMPLING METHODOLOGY

In every country, a random sample representative of the national population aged 18 or
over was drawn, i.e. each person belonging to the target universe had a chance to
participate in the survey. For some countries, suitable telephone number register(s) are
available for both fixed and mobile lines, whilst for other countries only register(s) for
either fixed or mobile lines can be used or even no register exists at all. In case no
register was available, RDD®-numbers were generated. The following variables for
stratification were used: gender, age, region and level of urbanisation, as far as the
information was available in the sample frame(s).

A dual sampling frame was introduced:

o Mobile sample: potential respondents within a given country that can be reached
via a mobile line (regardless of whether they can also be reached via a fixed line).
As such, this sample includes respondents from both the mobile only and mixed
population.

Proportion of mobile lines _ M+ MF(M + MF) + (F + MF)
Total population of phone numbers

% Mobile sample =

 Fixed sample: potential respondents within a given country that can be reached
via a fixed line (regardless of whether they can also be reached via mobile line).
As such, this sample includes respondents from both the fixed line only and mixed
population.

Proportion of fixed lines _ F+MF
Total population of phone numbers (M + MF) + (F + MF)

%Fixed line sample =

F = fixed only; M = mobile only; and MF = mobile and fixed

For example, Germany was set to have the following proportions in the study: 83%
mixed, 9% fixed only, 8% mobile only. Therefore the local teams composed a gross
sample of 50% fixed numbers, defined as: ((83%+9%)/(83%+9%)+(83%+8%)) and
50% mobile numbers ((83%+8%)/(83%+9%)+(83%+8%)).

In order to further guarantee the representativeness of the sample, the time of calling
was predominantly weekday evenings, with interviewing before only authorised upon
specific request with a motivated rationale. In case of interviews conducted during the
weekend or appointments set up upon respondent request, calls could take place all day
long. Also, the birthday rule question was included for landlines to ensure a random
selection procedure and minimise potential bias related to the person who would answer
the call.

No quota was set for socio-demographic variables such as gender or age. However,
during fieldwork the overall sample intake was monitored daily, to follow up on the
overall composition of the sample on gender, age, region and the possession of a mobile
and/or a fixed phone in accordance with the sampling approach adopted.

% Random Digit Dialling. With RDD, software is used to generate new telephone numbers, starting from a list of
starting numbers. New telephone numbers are created and used by adding and subtracting digits in the
existing telephone number. The composition of the starting number is important here for obtaining sufficient
geographical spread.
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HOW TO OBTAIN PUBLICATIONS

Free publications:

e oOne copy:
via EU Bookshop (http://bookshop.europa.eu);

e more than one copy or posters/maps:
from the European Union’s representations (http://ec.europa.eu/represent_en.htm);
from the delegations in non-EU countries
(http://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/index_en.htm);
by contacting the Europe Direct service (http://europa.eu/europedirect/index_en.htm)
or calling 00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11 (freephone number from anywhere in the EU) (*).

(*) The information given is free, as are most calls (though some operators, phone boxes or hotels may
charge you).

Priced publications:

e via EU Bookshop (http://bookshop.europa.eu).
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