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Introduction

In the Annexes that follow, the results from the eight online focus groups across four countries (see table below) are
presented, in turn.

1. Table 1: Overview of the focus groups

Country Dates ‘ No of participants

France 8 July | 10 participants
13July | 10 participants

Austria 9July | 12 participants

10July | 10 participants

The Netherlands | 29 July | 10 participants
6 Aug | 10 participants

Finland 17 Aug | 10 participants
18 Aug | 10 participants

For each country, the participants recruited were from that country (i.e. they were Austrian / French / Finnish or Dutch)
with a secondary education background or vocational training at least. They were screened not to have self-declared
extreme positions on the EU and not to be employed in the European institutions. The full breakdown of participants’
profiles is presented for each country.

A professional moderator led both focus groups and the participants engaged in a healthy debate, responding to points
raised by each other, as well as to our questions. The discussions reflected the main objectives of the focus groups,
which were to:

1. Explore information and news habits, including the channels and tools of information used by the general
public depending on the topic / context:

2. Discuss awareness and perceptions on the EU enlargement policy / process;

3. Better understand how the following information and communication materials on enlargement are received:
A DG enlargement brochure
A Sample of video clips
A Infographics and leaflet

4.  Explore overall appreciation of materials and ideas for improvements



1. Annex 1: Focus Group Report: France

1.1 Overview

The French online focus groups took place on 8 and 13 July 2015. Each group lasted one hour and a half, and
involved a mixture of male and female participants, with 10 participants in each group. The full breakdown of
participants’ profiles is described in the tables above.

Dates

8.07.2015

13.07.2015

Times

16h-17h30

Number of participants

10

10

Profile of participants FG1

How old are you?

1824 2534 3544

4554 5564 65+

Secondary {Avels) or equivalent vocational edt

Higher (university degree or equivalent)

What is your workackground?
Currently Employed in thl Employed in af
unemployed | private sector | NGO

2 1 3 2 1 1
What is the highest education level you completed?
3

7

Employed ina | Employed in the
school/university government/public
sector at a local Ig

Employed in the
government/publi
sector at a nation:

2 2 1 2 2 1
What isyour view of the EU?

Positive

Neutral

Negative

6

1

3

Profile of participants FG2
How old are you?
3544

1824 2534

4554 5564 65+

Secondary {Avels) or equivalent vocatashalatio

0 3 3 2 1 1
What is the highest education level you completed?

Higher (university degree or equivalent)

2

What is your work background?

Currently Employed in thl Employed in af
unemployed | private sector | NGO

8

Employed in a

Employed in the
school/university government/publig
sector at a local lg

Employed in the
government/publi
sector at a nation:

Positive Neutral

2 6 0 1 1 0
What is your view of the EU?

Negative

7 2

1

1.2 Results from the French focus

groups

The following sets out the main findings from both groups.



1.2.1. Information and news habits

The discussion kicked off with participants reflecting on their use of different information and communication
channels. The purpose of this first step of the discussion was to warm up the participants and to define where they
were looking / would look for information, relevant when thinking about communication and information channels and
their effectiveness. They listed the different sources of information they were exposed to / consulted on a regular
basis. When asked about information habits on the way to work, participants tended to either say that they did not
access news/information, except one reference to the free press available in public transport, or that they listened to
the radio (most of them driving to work).

Participants cited TV for daily news, online newspapers, different web search tools. When asked where they would
go to look for specific information, participants in both groups indicated that the internet was the main source of
reference. A number of different search tools were suggested: Google, Yahoo, and specialised media such as BFM,
Arte and iTele. Some indicated turning to sources outside France, as highlighted below:

“I am watching CNN, ARTE on the sat, i t fersale iparticigante st i n
aged 45-54)

“1 would use Engl i sh n e(fesalepatbignttaged 1824 ch as CNN”

”

“1 would Ilisten to f dmakepatinipant,eaged@b+)on t he internet

Participants also said that they would use a combination of the same types of sources they use for accessing news
when looking for information about a particular topic in order to ensure the impartiality of the information. Some
participants also made a specific reference to asking friends or family when they want to find out about something,
which highlights the way that information is passed on between citizens. None of the participants had set up news
alerts / RSS feeds.

Participants were then asked where they would turn to source information on EU affairs. A broad consensus
emerged as to the insufficient quality of the coverage of EU affairs in French media:

“T“t is difficult to get iinformati on ofemalégaricipdnt)agbdesb-a us e
64) . .. and becaus e(maldparticpant, aged 6=¢b st ract ”
“1 would not trust TV channel s i n an y-drivea.swhile.alsotbeing er i o u

too French-c e n t (ferhate participant, aged 25-34)

“[ Medi a] should principally deal wi t h(ferBale partieipast, aged ma k ¢
25-34)

Participants also specifically criticised the way information about the EU tends to be presented:
“There is someti meswt bbowmucany nfemsat paatitipaat, laged 45564)  (
“The content i s oft efematkipdrtitipact,wadget 182249 under st and *

[I would like to be better informed] about the concrete consequences on our daily life (female participant,
aged 55-64)

Although they reported that they were not actively following developments on EU affairs, the majority of the
participants indicated that they would use a combination of different sources (generalist newspapers, ad hoc internet
search, specialised media such as iTele, ARTE or BFM) to get as objective an information as possible on the EU:
“Il would use] ARTE news, i nde p dfendle patticipant, agedh2b6-84h e nsi v e
“I1 would turn to] s pe(wdeparticipaat@dged 85+)such as BFM. . . "

“The educative programmes on ARTE woul d(mdeeparticipanter e st
following up during the discussion on DG Enlargement brochure, aged 55-64)

When specifically asked about Europa and Europe Direct with one exception participants had never heard of them:



“I"ve never heard of t he (femak paticipamt, ageth35-44) nf or mati on cen
“1 tend to prioritise news we b s.T(tnaeparticipaat, aged §5a) o , Le Mo
“Buopa, yes | heard about (maémiticipanh agad55-64was st udyi ng. "
1.2.2. Awareness and perceptions on enlargement
Moving away from the specifics of participants’ news and information search habits to focus more on the EU and
enlargement, participants were asked to introduce the different themes they associated with the EU. A clear focus
on economy, the sovereign debt crisis and financial instability emerged quickly because of the current coverage of
the Grexit debate. However, participants also referred to a few policy areas of the EU and to some of its core values,
including the following:
“The EU is about] freedom, security, tolerance, human rights but also unfortunately about technocracy,
liberalism (female participant, aged 25-34);
“he crisis, Db(female particigant,aged 45-54) . "
“The insufficient manmdiaemmnmidpantyagedi8-24) t hi s Eur
A priori, participants noted their lack of knowledge about enlargement as a policy and a process:
“ have | ost track with all the countr i emalewarificipantng t o
aged 25-34)
[ 1 do not know much about enl argement ] but (femateber S
participant, aged 18-24)
To launch the discussion on enlargement, participants were asked if they knew any countries that had recently joined
the EU. Participants cited a few countries (Baltics, Slovenia, Latvia, Lithuania, Slovakia), or a region (Eastern
Europe), and made references to Turkey, the Balkans and the Ukraine, as well. Overall, there was a sense of
uncertainty about the newer Member States / candidate countries, sometimes expressed in a provocative manner:
“We do not know much about the newest EU Member St at e
budget was mfesmategartcigaatdayed 45-54)
“There are alreadgpstobamampgedobet p, we wi || need to
(female participant, aged 55-64)
Participants were not able to say much about the candidate countries or the newest Member States:
"[I know a little] about their recent history and their relationship with the USSR and Yugoslavia (male
participant, aged 65+)
“We | earn a little through t he mmaleparticibanttagedB534)r access
“I'n many of these countries, t he maj (mnald paricipants agedd&- h ap
24)

In general, participants were extremely critical about what they considered to be enlargement policy and the
consequences for them. The current media coverage of EU affairs focused on the Greek debt crisis in France also
influenced very much the participants’ position on enlargement and the (potential) candidate countries. Participants
expressed concerns about the budget, economic and financial situation of the candidate countries (with a few
references to the criteria of the Growth and Stability Pact), hiding their debt to join the EU and get a financial support



from the rest of the MS. Throughout the discussion, participants put very much the emphasis on the economic and
financial dimensions of enlargement

“I'n t he hiosngi sruan,b afmaleparticipanteagey 18224)

“These countries are benefiting from the opening of t
the expense of ri cher (mateparticipanteaged25t84)h as France”

“This is a unique opportunity for c er (femalenparticipamtnagedi es t
35-44)
“[ Concretely, enl argement ] |l eads to companies being

E u r o (malé€ participant, aged 55-64)
“This is the fear of ({Femaleparticpantnegedtcs-6dnd poverty”

Participants repeatedly asked how much enlargement would cost them [the EU citizens], adding that it would be the
most tangible effect of enlargement for them. They also noted that they did not consider that media coverage of EU
enlargement was objective:

“Objective information? |t dmaeeantdignt\aged’d-64iuch on t he ¢
“Not really [objective], offnalepartctpdngaged@pd4dc s are hardly

[ 1 would rather turn to] i ndependent organisations (
t he s ymaegartitipant, aged 65+)

When specifically asked about what enlargement / EU membership meant and represented, the majority of the
participants could identify the main dimensions of the policy (on shared values such as democracy, human rights,
and on the market economy)

“Sadly, the only <c¢riteri a (makelparticipaotcaged@5tt)ed f or are econ

“[ Conditnohude] public finance, respect of human ri gt
(female participant, 25-34)

“[ The <candidate <country] needs to meet certa(male pol i
participant, 65+)

In spite of a general understanding of the existence of conditionality, hardly any participant could clearly identify the
different steps of the enlargement process.

“The country applies to become a member, the E® revi
country is able to implement it  (maletparticipantoaged 35-449 me mber

“[ Organisation of an] accessi on(malephriicipantnagaddB-2d)n t he can

“The candidate count ry]s..h(maedarticipamt, agad d5e50)t ake ref or m

Diagram on the enlargement process

As a follow up, we circulated the diagram included in the DG Enlargement brochure to test whether it was a good
way of showing enlargement as a process.

The diagram was well received. Participants could easily understand the message. They assessed the information
presented as clear, visible, although they noted the presentation was not extremely attractive



“[ The di agr am] presents the differ enst cslt@eame paditipartt,h e ac
aged 45-54)

“IT1 like the diagram] because it i g¢female aged 356-44 andnmhle,r st an
aged 25-34 participants)

“[ The process] i (femalegarticipantuagec a8544)s e d ”

The discussion then moved on to the advantages and disadvantages of becoming a member of the EU:

Advantages Disadvantages

- Opening of borders and market access - Position of norm-taker

- the 4 freedoms - Loss of sovereignty

- Schengen area - Solidarity between Member States (from the richer

- Single currency MS"’ perspective)

- Solidarity between Member States - Economic crisis

- EU redistribution - Dependence on financial markets

- Stronger position on international marke - External competition on labour market

- Stronger international role - Lack of European diplomacy and of European
- Common policies defence

Participants noted that their understanding and perception about the advantages and disadvantages of EU
membership / enlargement was strongly influenced by the current context of economic crisis.

1.2.3. Feedback on materials to communicate about Enlargement

The rest of the discussion focused on the different communication materials that we circulated:

1. The DG Enlargement brochure ‘Enlargement of the European Union’: participants were asked to read
the Foreword, p.2, p.4 and p.7, before quickly scrolling through the whole document noticing the presentation
and titles;

2. Video clips: Two video clips were shown to each group. All participants viewed the celebrity ambassador
video clip with Ermonela Jaho. One group was shown the ‘Hidden Treasures’ movie and the other group was
shown the expert clip with Jacques Rupnik;

3. Infographics: it was planned to show two infographics in the focus groups: one on fundamental rights and
one on the global role of the EU. However, there was insufficient time to show both infographics. Therefore,
we tested both infographics in the first focus group and thereafter we tested the infographic on the global role
of the EU, as having greatest relevance to participants.

4. Leaflet: “So similar, so different, so European”

DG Enlargement brochure

Overall, the brochure triggered positive reactions. On the specific sections we asked them to read, participants were
positive. In general, they liked the presentation, emphasising that it was simple, straight to the point, well-illustrated
and not too text-heavy, while only one participant noted that the presentation was “too traditional”:

" Il i ke the way the brochure Vver gt (feenbleapaticipany agédrdy- we l |
54)

“[ The brochure] is simple, I would |ike to give it a
easy t o u fndle paditipam, dged 18-24)



“[ The present at &, siraight fdrveard (fdmalaparticipant, agedl45-54)but it i s too tr
(male participant, aged 55-64)

Participants felt that the brochure was very informative. From the scan read of the rest of the brochure, they declared
that they would be interested in reading it more carefully.
However, several comments were made on the content and on the credibility of the messages in general:
“The document is clear, t hemateparticiganttaged 35-44)nr eal i sti c th
“Only thodeadtiangllthnis docume nfemale palticipant,@agedvdb-84) it says ..
“1 liked the first pages, b u t (femateqarticipahtiaged 35t44) bec omes t

and in particular:

"Hi gher food standards? Whati me jdikser'upWla s alblecvaeuds e e o
(female participant, aged 25-34)

"You should not integrate t hfemate patinigantiaged 1884 i ch cannot
Participants were unanimously most critical about the perceived subjectivity of the brochure, telling only one side of
the story. More efforts should be put into presenting not only the advantages for both the EU, the current member
states and the candidate countries, but also the disadvantages for the different parties, the risks that enlargement
entails and what is done to manage these risks:
"We have the impression to be told only about the pos
a wealthy organisation. Except that for several years now some of the EU member states are also not
we al {malg participant, aged 25-34)

“The document deals with the advantages for the candi
r i s(femdle participant, aged 35-44)

“[ For instance, [the brochure] could focus more on t
condi ti ons gmate pdrtigipantaged &5t)”

Participants also highlighted which information they felt could be added / was missing in the brochure, for example
the information that would interest them the most:

“A focus on r ec e (nmale padicpart, ageds25-84) ssi ng”

“This information is interesting, but we miss somet hi
vis-a-v i s t linale gadicipant, aged 25-34)

“r1 would | ike to see] more economic anfdnmalé and anale i a |
participants, aged 35-64)

These perceptions resonated in the exchange on who would be the target audience of the brochure. A priori,
participants indicated that they would see the benefit for any citizen to read the brochure, but one noted that

“ T h e hire coutd target Eurosceptics and citizens of candidate countries in order to convince them about
the advantages brought by EU mebS#hber ship” (female part

Nevertheless, participant also suggested that the brochure could be used in schools for educational purposes
“I1l't should be] c(@aagparticpant, agedidsi54)s chool s”

“T1t is] (mplephdiogpany aged’45-54)

10



However, they did not know where to look for the brochure. Some suggested that it could be available in public
administrations (e.qg. city halls) or in public libraries.

Feedback on video clips

The first group was shown the Hidden Treasures clip and the celebrity ambassador clip with Ermonela Jaho. The
other group watched the expert clip with Jacques Rupnik and the celebrity ambassador clip with E. Jaho.

Video clip 1: “Hidden Treasures”

Participants praised the quality of Hidden Treasures as a video clip, the beauty of the images and the positive values
associated with them. They identified the message of the video as portraying the unity of the EU and the wealth of its
differences:
“[ The clip says somet hi ng (améleparticipanthamgd35-44)ess and freedo
“[ The chance of ](maeragedi3iig and fergaéetabed 2534 participants)
“The ohi @&oropeans bas ed(maepartcipant, abédf35-2y ences”
However, they criticised the “idealist tone” and its credibility of the clip:
“ITl't shows] how Eur ope s ho u(ledalelpaticigant,chged 26884)i t i s act ual
“1 had the impression to \nmwakepanicipant, agedi35#49r a tr avel age
“The c¢clip is really not i nf or nimdleiparteipabtuagedbst) was sur el y
Although sensitive to the message on the similarities between Europeans, participants criticised the lack of
substantial information it provided — noting in particular that the “hard economic reality was missing” while it was
“currently their major concern”.
Participants were neutral as to the length of the clip, but generally did not like the background music with some
suggesting that it was somewhat inane / silly. In terms of the target audience of the video clip, participants’ comments
were straight forward:
“1t targets foreigners whbohwa(Bdeparicipatpagedds5-sd)hei r hol i da
“1t must have been tar get dfdmale partitipard, agedids-b4) bl e and t he n
“1t targets European eur ogneak participast,aged35-44)t i s not infor

Video clip 2: “Jacques Rupnik on Enlargement”

Although they recognise that the clip with Jacques Rupnik was going beyond the economic dimension of the EU,
participants outlined the lack of counterweight to the expert’s point of view:

“This clip is infor malhedandsowr ki mustibeé waiched togstieet wtls as interfieww a t
of someone EU-s c e p t(femmake pdrticipant, aged 35-44)

“This guy is convinced he is right and [fenalé marticpang! | y ¢
aged 55-64)
“What he says is beautiful, but when | |l isten to sor

someone with ha yfenmle pattisipant, @aged 3bd4 s ”
Although one participant noted that she liked this clip very much

“Becauseof[etshseorHr made me dream for a sho64) whil e (fen

11



Because of the perceived bias in the message, participants doubted the utility of this clip, discussing how to better
balance the presentation and to include information on the challenges and disadvantages of the EU. Nevertheless,
they emphasised that they could relate to this clip because Jacques Rupnik was also telling their stories (female
participant).

Video clip 3: “So similar, so different, so European” with Ermonela Jaho

The clip with Ermonela Jaho was more negatively received across the two groups. Participants like neither content,
nor the format.

On the content, participants could not relate to the glamorous image given by the opera singer, presenting Albania as
a “heaven”, with some more provocative remarks such as:

“1t makes me think too much of propaganda and mani pt
E u r o (lemdle participant, aged 35-44)

Criticising the approach to the video and the message, they expressed serious doubt as to the credibility of the
celebrity ambassador and the portrayal she was giving of her country:

“I'f this is a portrayal of real I i f e ({femaledparticppant, sged t h e n
45-54)

“Heamnmntkbhmeg .. beautiful as in a Microsoft ad, everyone
people are gul l i bl e(femalaeparycipant, aged@Hr3) be ri ght”

“She belongs to the elite so s he(felnalepartcipantnaged 55a68)o ut bea
Comments made by male participants were less elaborate but supported the same view:
“Too i de(@aale participant,.dged 65+)

“ d o n o at wisrthe messadpe of this clip? | had the impression she was advertising what she was
doi ng and HKneale pactioipamt,tageg 25-34)

“1 do not get any i nt e(fereak partinigantiagefl 3b44hat i on out of it”
While the connection with the EU was also perceived as overstretched:

“We cannot see how t he EU h(adepartecipapteadedBsedd) | i ve her dr e
They suggested that these clips should rather build on the experience of “real citizens” and their “real life”:

“ have a question: why dwoi tailds ?t hwWisye icd i ipts mpdmwater agb @
participant, aged 35-44)

“[ The persons interviewed] need t fembleparticpant agedt55-64f hey ¢

“ have mixed feelings about the EU. When | watch th
annoying. | t (fanale participant, agbde3b-44)

They did not think that they could be the target audience for this video clip, considering rather that it was targeting
Albanians.

Participants were also critical of the format of the video clip. They found it too long and repetitive, while the
background music was annoying. They were also sceptical as to the distribution of this clip, doubting that it would
make sense to show it between other clips (e.g. music clips).

This was the least preferred clip in both groups.

12



Feedback on other print materials (infographics and leaflet)

Infographics

The first group was shown two infographics, one on the EU’s position in the world and one on fundamental rights,
while the second group was shown only the infographics on the EU’s position in the world. Overall, the two topics
proved rather abstract and more difficult for the participants to engage with.

The presentation of the first infographic was well received:

“The infographic i s wfenale padicparg, agedvd-b4) st ructured?”

“The informati on (maleparicpant, aged@%4det)easnsdi b Iwee”l | (fémalé padidipang t e d ”
aged 35-44)

“1t is cl ear , (malepadicipdnt aged 358-44Y ..."
However, the views on the message were diverse:

“lt deal s wi t h economy onl vy, not hing abboetedfdmdmocr ac
participant, aged 25-34)

“[1't deals with] fundament afematepagtibigast,,ageg4b%54) it i s very

“The EU ranks amongst(maleparticipant; aged 3g44)o b a | power”

“Gr owing toget hdfenfale pagidiparnt)aged 48-54y h ”

“We do not experience what (malepheicgpant, agekl8-24) n t he i nfogr
Except for one participant noting

1t i s interesting because it s h(omalepartficipagtpageel §5-64)nd t hi s i

The majority of participants in both focus groups expressed doubts as to the credibility of the message and their real
life experience of the EU:

“Ut oppiral do not | i v e(female partitipantsagech45-54) anet ”
“Yes, tihtitsl ei sutaopli an, but it d(ma@eparicipant, apedd&i24)t hat it i s

“The EU may have become one of the first gl ob@nhle powe]
participant, aged 55-64)

Nevertheless,

“[ The infographics ar e] more interesting that(maleome ¢
participant, aged 18-24).

On the second infographic, participants of the first focus group easily identified the message on fundamental rights.
However, they also noted immediately what they perceived as a limitation of the infographics across the EU

“1t deal s wit h (maeyparticipantyagad 48-2d)e ner al

“But for these values, i s s u émale padicipgnt, ggedecd) | y bet ween co
They also appreciated the clarity of the infographics:

“We |l | droateartitipant, aged 18-24)

“1t s cl ear a (mlepanidpant, ageh3b-dda bl e ”

13



However, they could not identify the target audience for this infographics:

“I[1t targets] all the count (malegarticiphnt, aged3®&44pt t o j oin th
‘o do not know what is the added val ue.."(haletpdrticisantt y p e
aged 35-44)

“Unfortunately, thisoes hoo (maedpateipaptcaged 656)n "
These views seemed to be in contradiction with the interest they expressed for the economic information presented.

They did not know either where to find the infographics, suggesting they could be available in administrative buildings
(city halls), public spaces (train stations, airports) and in schools.

Leaflet: ‘So similar, so different, so European’

Participants were then presented with the leaflet ‘So similar, so different, so European, which had been produced as part
of the awareness-raising campaign.

Participants were more critical on the leaflet with regards to the level and depth of information provided and the utility
of this format for this type of information. One participant did however note:

“1 like very mvohsPheside &aviadéanalepartidipant agass-64)dea! ”
They were not convinced by the presentation

“1 do not think that a |l eafl et i(malegpartgipantchged®@y) t o pr ese

“1 would have thought of something | onger, a present a
the dif f er dfentale gadicipant, agede3s-44)
“The information is <clear but not exact !l ynlcyfémad al a

participant, aged 55-64)
Participants overall criticised the content:
“1t says too |ittle and | thi nk (mdepartEipahtyaged §8-2¢)r may b e

“1 really wonder i f these pselmaelparticipantyaged534)t he same Eur

I is too easy to describe the geographic situation
t h

t
eir economi c an (femblé participani, agéd 3544 uati on”
One participant even expressed strongly her reservation on enlargement with respect to certain countries:

“ am really not convinced [by the leaflet], we are
was a geopol i(ffemale paiticipant, aged2k-84)

Participants considered that the leaflet could be used in tourism info centres, but not as a political document.

1.2.4. Overall impressions

In terms of the specific content of the materials, views were more critical. The thin line between what constitutes
information and what is an advertisement was the point most often raised by the participants. Advertising as a
concept generated more negative feelings.

“The more you try to make t h(maegarticibantpdgedil&2d)al , t he | ess
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“I1l would mlmeemorid ]cdrhwiy we r(rmalemparticipantraged i8eg4d)s o har d”

‘o |l i ked the effort to focus on t-lhiek e atnydp e ad fe (faleal nit m f
participant, aged 65+)

Participants appreciated the focus on the candidate countries, but emphasised that this focus should not be at the
expense of:

1 A truly informative character of the materials, to avoid turning them into an ad or a prospectus of a travel
agency
1 An objective analysis of the benefits and costs for the EU and for them as EU citizens.

This point affected the perceived credibility of the information provided. Participants would have liked to learn more
about the pros and cons and not only about the achievements of EU enlargement and the advantages for the
candidate countries:

“Not credible bedaderde avewany s son eh(emaepateipantyvaged 36sAd).e ct s

“Ot her information, mor e(malepgricipanyaged5wed)ul d be true too

“These documents aim at convincing people and not at
d e mo c r &eampl® pgarticipant, aged 25-34)

In addition, participants criticised the style of the materials presented. They saw them as very general and dealing
only marginally with what they were really worried about.

‘o have the i mpression that there is a gap, although
(male participant, aged 35-44)

In particular, participants consistently asked about the “costs of enlargement”. They identified this type of information
as clearly missing in the materials and acknowledged in the conclusion of the discussion that costs were the most
important element to them.

Lastly, participants also drew a line between information and perception on enlargement. While they recognised that
the materials discussed were useful and informative (even if to varying degrees), they stated that these would not be
enough for them to change their views about enlargement and the (P)CC.

“The brochure is good to provide iinformati on{maldut [
participant, aged 65+)

1.3 Summary findings

Overall, participants engaged well with the materials presented. They acknowledged the topic of the focus group
discussion as very interesting and informative. Some participants indicated that they had saved the materials we
had circulated in order to read them more thoroughly afterwards, with a minority announcing that they would further
research the topic by themselves, which suggests that the discussion tapped into a latent interest area. Nevertheless,
throughout the exchange, they emphasised that communication materials could not compensate for the lack of
citizens’ involvement and of public debate on enlargement.

When asked about preferences for the different materials shown, participants identified the brochure (and in particular
the diagram on the enlargement process) as their favourite material. Some also noted that the Hidden Treasures video
clip was particularly nice and well produced, but not especially useful from an information point of view.

The format and presentation of the different materials was always perceived as clear, easily accessible and well
structured. However, participants noted that this type of information would be valuable only to an audience that had
already an interest in the topic, although it is interesting to note the contradiction with different participants indicating
their plans to undertake further research on the topic.
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However, participants consistently expressed their doubts as to the credibility of the messages. They perceived
them as subjective and telling only one side of the story to sell the idea of enlargement and new Member States. They
emphasised that the messages could easily have been made stronger if more space was given to potential risks and
challenges of EU enlargement as well. They also repeatedly outlined that they needed to relate to the stories
presented and suggested the addition of “real life experience” and of issues that had a direct and concrete impact for
them.

The credibility issue had consequences in terms of what the participants could identify as target audiences of the
different materials. Participants were critical as to the added value for them given the limitations noted in the content of
the messages. In addition, it was clear that they did not know that these information and communication materials
existed and where to find them.
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2. Annex 2: Focus Group Report: Austria

2.1. Overview

The Austrian online focus groups took place on 8 and 13 July 2015. Each group lasted one hour and a half, and
involved a mixture of male and female participants, with 10 participants each. The full breakdown of participants’
profiles is described in the tables below.

Dates 9.07.2015 | 10.07.2015

Times 17h-18h30

Number of participants 10 10
Profile of participants FG1

How old are you?

1824 2534 3544 4554 5564 65+

1 6 2 1 0 0
What is the highest education level you completed?

SecondariAlevels) or equivalent vocational edy Higher (university degree or equivalent)

7

What is your work background?
Currently Employed in th
unemployed | private sector

Employed in ar
NGO

3

Employed in a

Employed in the
school/university government/publig
sector at a local lg

Employed in the
government/publi
sector at a nation:

3 2 0 1 2 2
What is your view of the EU?

Positive Neutral Negative
5 3 2
Profile of participants FG2
How old are you?
1824 2534 3544 4554 5564 65+

3 5 1 1 0 0
What is the highest education level you completed?

Secondary {Avels) or equivalent vocational edy Higher (university degree or equivalent)

4
What is your work background?
Currently Employed in th
unemployed | privatesector

Employed in ar
NGO

6

Employed in a

Employed in the
school/university government/publi
sector at a local Ie

Employed in the
government/publi
sector at a nation:

Positive

Neutral

1 6 2 1 0 0
What is your view of the EU?

Negative

3

1

6

2.2. Results from the Austrian focus groups

The following sets out the main findings from both groups.




2.2.1. Information and news habits

The discussion started with participants reflecting on their use of different information and communication channels.
The purpose of this first step of the discussion was to warm up the participants and to define where they were looking
/ would look for information, relevant when thinking about communication and information channels and their
effectiveness. They listed the different sources of information they were exposed to / consulted on a regular basis.
When asked about information habits on the way to work, most participants tended to say that they either read the
written press or listen to the radio (most of them driving to work). One person mentioned free press available on
public transport. Three participants said they did not access any information on the way to work.

Participants cited TV, radio, newspapers (e.g. Kurier, free newspapers available on the tube) and internet for daily
news. When asked where they would go to look for specific information, participants in both groups indicated that the
internet was the main source of reference (search engines e.g. Google, Ecosia, Wikipedia, blogs). Additionally,
certain participants would look for specialist literature or ask knowledgeable acquaintances or friends:

“1 would mostly wuse the internet an(dalewpdrteipastvaged 25134)am t r
“I'n case of scientific 3$ulejracndepatipalit,agedd5t3d) use] rel eva
“Sometimes | borrow book s(mdlerpartmipanthaged@5R3d)ver si ty | i brary
Participants were then asked where they would turn to source information on EU affairs. The majority of the
participants indicated that they would use the same sources for EU-related information. Three participants mentioned
internet as the main source of information on EU affairs, one person would rely on the press or TV.

“l use the same sources” (female participant, aged 18-24)

“1 wat crhe aTdv noerw gnpake pagticiparit, aged 25-34)

“1 look for this type of{malepafticdpantegaedi2®3d) most often onl in

When specifically asked about Europa and Europe Direct, none of the participants had ever used them.

2.2.2. Awareness and perceptions on enlargement

The majority of participants noted their lack of knowledge about enlargement as a policy and a process. Those who
indicated what they know, provided the following replies:

“Wel I, di scussions wy bnhholdf ek @y r iare ccamdiechdat e smalar e S
participant, aged 25-34)

“Ogoing expansion east war d(madparticpdntaaged@sm34)wi t h Russi a”
“More and mor e c.b0(malepariicipant, aiged 4554)i s i s

To launch the discussion on enlargement, participants were asked what they knew about countries which could join

the EU. Several participants mentioned Turkey, Serbia, Macedonia, Bosnia, Albania and Montenegro. One
participant also asked what would be the consequences of the changes in Belarus, Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan

and the EU’s strategy towards these countries. A few participants even asked about the situation of Switzerland or
suggested Iceland and Norway would be “ mor e i nt er est i ng.Itraspahse doahe gquestianwhichr i e s
countries had recently joined the EU, participants cited the following: Baltic States, Croatia, Romania, Bulgaria,
Slovakia, Czech Republic.

Participants’ general knowledge on the candidate countries reflected a rather negative tone, with the emphasis put
on ‘social dumping’ and the increased economic competition within the EU resulting from enlargement. They
characterised the candidate countries as follows:

“Rat her politically and e(eoaegpaticipaat]abed 2584)st abl e count ri

“Especially countries where it is possible to pseoduce
what is owned by the state,ac heap wor kbenc h (nalepartigpanty pgadn2b-84% ~
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“Cheap pr odu efore aheapenexpbrist. h(male participant, aged 25-34)

Overall, participants expressed their interest in being more informed about the enlargement process. They would like
to receive more information with regard to the advantages for the EU, how the social standards and standards
of living in the countries joining the EU would improve and whether the candidate countries were in a stable
economic situation, what the risks were for the EU, including military threats, and what kind of ‘return service’
would have to be provided to these countries.

“1 think everyone s h¢naléghrtidpant aged25-34p about it”

“I'n general, yes, [ 1 would I|Ii ke to be more informed a
behind accession / enlargement,re qui r e ment s, expected benefits, e@nle. Th ¢
participant, aged 25-34)

“What are t he b?2(maldparticpanf, aged 25-3d)e E U

“What is the pric?(maepapcdpgnt, aged18-24f t hem i n

“[ Mor e tiinofnorooma] how social standards have evol ve@alén [t
participant, aged 25-34)

“What are the potenti al risks [ for tH@emadparticpants agedi3axt ed v
44) and in particular “ wh a 't are the military threats ?f(ealeuparticipang f r o1
aged 25-34)

“I1 would Iike to know] if these count r (feenale particpani,agedas b a
18-24)

Only a very few participants had any knowledge about the enlargement process. They emphasised that they had
not tried to get more information about it and that the media coverage was poor in that respect. Two participants
had a vague recollection from their university years.

“1 hawetmnied to get (féemalé mparticipart, agech35-4dp out it ”

“Media do not pr(maeipartieipant,aged 25e34) t hi s”

“1 had to | earn it once Db(ierhalelparticigant,eaged 26884)f or got t en about
Views were more confused about the accession criteria, with the first group focusing on the need for the candidate
countries to respect Human Rights (one participant referredto“ t he Eur opean Convention on |
st ar t i hwghiletleisatdnd group put the emphasis on economic criteria (the Maastricht criteria with an express
reference to the public debt and public deficit ceilings). This economic focus seemed to reflect a more defensive
attitude vis-a-vis the candidate countries and translated into more critical comments on the I&C materials presented
during the discussion group.

Diagram on the enlargement process

Next, we circulated the diagram included in the DG Enlargement brochure to test whether it was a good way of
explaining the enlargement process.

The diagram was well received. Participants said that the different stages of the process were clearly presented
“Yes, it presents the ac.cg@nalsandfemal padicipardissaged®3-3d)p by st ep
“Yes, clear, al t ho u iiddwayh. b(wate participaat, aged 25y34)s i mp |

Participants understood the message — the formal and substantial conditionalities associated with the access

process. The discussion went on with the advantages of the EU enlargement, with participants acknowledging that
their views had been shaped by:
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‘myown e x p e(fematempartieipant, 18-24)

“my observations o f t he cur r (@ male participants,taged #8534 and 45-54 and female participant,
aged 18-24)

“the me d i(maafe participant, aged 25-34)

The second group explained the many disadvantages of EU enlargement. One person saw no advantages at all in
the EU membership and EU enlargement

“because onet oondhbysenreveed t he current situation t o(femaeal i se
participant, aged 18-24).

Participants explained they associated EU membership with the following advantages and disadvantages:

Advantages Disadvantages

- Single currency and monetary union - Instability
o Elimination of exchange rate risk -  Social dumping
0 Reduction of transaction costs - Economic competition
- Free trade /free movement of goods & peoplt - Dependence
- Peacekeeping - Economic changes
- Europe is coming closer together / - Solidarity principle between Member States
European community - Fluctuations in the single currency
- Economic growth - The European currency is not used in every
- Solidarity principle between Member States - Member State
(“crisis aid”) - Weak border controls
- Cross-border projects - Disconnection between the European Union a
- Simplified rules and common legal order “ordinary peopl e”
- Common values, e.g. human rights - Lowering of standards
- Better competition
- Education

2.2.3. Feedback on materials to communicate about Enlargement

The rest of the discussion focused on the different communication materials that we circulated:

1. The DG Enlargement brochure ‘Enlargement of the European Union’: participants were asked to read
the Foreword, p.2, p.4 and p.7, before quickly scrolling through the whole document noticing the presentation
and titles;

2. Video clips: Two video clips were shown to each group. All participants viewed the celebrity ambassador
video clip with Ermonela Jaho. One group was shown the ‘Hidden Treasures’ movie and the other group was
shown the expert clip with Jacques Rupnik;

3. Infographics: one group discussed an infographic on fundamental rights and the other one an infographic
on the global role of the EU.

4. Leaflet: “So similar, so different, so European”

DG Enlargement brochure

Overall, participants like the presentation of the brochure, but were more critical about the level of information
provided.
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They liked the presentation, design and structure of the material, outlining that the way the presentation supported the
information well:

“Ni c e dfenmle parti¢ipant, aged 18-24 and male participant, aged 25-34) and“ The | ayout i s
mo d e (malé participant, aged 25-34)

“Fact s about i ndividual c 0 u n(femalee participamt| agadc25-34wantl I' | tt h e s
presented in a beautiful way, especially the process

(male participant, aged 25-34)
“1 find the br oc hu(femalesparticpaniywagedI35-4¢)t r uct ur ed”

Although participants a priori found the brochure interesting, they quickly questioned its informative character. They
did not like the one-sidedness of the information presented, as the brochure was too much focused in their views on
the candidate countries, on the advantages of their joining the EU, but also because it only described the positive
impacts of enlargement

“1t only deals with the advantages of the candidate ¢
what they need to wor k(maeparticipantbaged @5yBd) me mber s”

“The brochure does not name any risks.. ec(maepatcpant,i s ks
aged 25-34)
“1t does not say everything. There are also negative

s 0 p o dmate ipartieiant, aged 18-24)

“1t i s brutterigstiisng oo shiny a description .. which does:s
shows that not all the acces s (femgle participant, agedd&24)do sy st e ma

“1t iust ealbysonot a c (male padic@phnt, dgedc26-3dE nt

“1t is very wel/l done but it gives the impresgmaen of
participant, aged 25-34)

Participants expected information going beyond what they considered to be the obvious benefits of the EU:

“Think of the roaming fees, which have dropped dr ama
border. But these are not ‘informati on’'(maletdrieipyant,caged n ot
25-34)

They suggested the brochure would have benefited from the inclusion of a discussion of potential risks and
disadvantages resulting from the enlargement, and the concrete effects of enlargement on the EU.

In general terms, participants thought that the brochure could be targeted at EU citizens or used as a teaching
material, and expected it to be available online (including from the EU websites), in schools and public buildings
(administration, train stations, etc.).

In conclusion, participants liked the most the layout of the brochure, finding it very well finished, modern and
illustrating well the information provided. They were less impressed with the perceived subjectivity of the
information provided. In the first group, there was a consensus that the brochure was a good means of informing
audiences while people in the second group were of the opinion that there were better information tools than a
brochure.

“ believe that this topic incl ude snotbe coveradlyyyw brochueen s wer
(female participant, aged 35-44)

“Most people would not h dferale partigipant, aged26-843t i n reading i
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“Hardly anyone picks up a (maephrticpant, sged25-3d)c“h[uT hee nwseea dafy]s
short news reports in newsp@maepartcipantpagddd8-2d)e mor e adapt

Feedback on video clips

Both groups were shown the Hidden Treasures clip. Then, the first group was shown the celebrity ambassador clip
with Ermonela Jaho. The other group watched the expert clip with Jacques Rupnik.

Video clip 1: “Hidden Treasures”

In general, participants acknowledge the beauty of the pictures, but outlined that the video clip was weak content-
wise. Nonetheless as highlighted below they understood the overall message of the clip that people living in the
candidate countries are not so different from those of us living in the Member States; ‘so similar, so different’.
Participants found the clip to be attractive and described it as:
“ Su p e r(fentale papti€ipant, aged 35-44)
“Beaut i f u(femaeiparticipanteaget 45-54)
“The Il ength is just right . madparticipamhadeh2584)t enti ve througho

But when asked about the clarity of the information presented, participants expressed different opinions. If for some
the clip was clear:

‘Really good to show the advantages [ of the camaki dat e
participant, aged 25-34)

‘[ 1t shows that] we might n o’t(female padigpand, aged286-84¢ nt as we t hi
‘[ 1t shows that] \nwmlepattitipari,aded25-84)t oget her”
Others said that for them the video clip was precisely lacking content / any information:

‘Landscapes are beautiful , orbdthet eomd eing w©o uclkdn@Ddmreaetmoa k&
participants, aged 25-34)

“This is an ad — it shows only the best but there is no information (female participant, aged 45-54)

“lt is really nice to watch and | l hdet hbe c mu(emalenbaet e
participant, aged 35-44)

A consensus quickly emerged criticising the subjectivity of the clip. Participants did not like the fact that the clip gave
a very embellished version of reality:

entl vy, t h eeverythiergaas "beautiful'p althpughk i ie mot like that. Why not to show what is

“Appar
| y g émalemartiaipan®, agéd 18-24)

real
“l't only shows the positive poi nt a.r @late patioipast, aged 25-39 how h o
‘1t ‘eogood th see what is really going on, unemployment, soup kitchens...” (male participant, aged 25-34)

Ultimately the clip did not generate positive emotions only and participants concluded that they felt it to be unrealistic:
“It shows one side of the country but does not give an overview” (male participant, aged 25-34)
“lrritati on @#emae parycipat, aged P3-3d)ragd™ S c e p t (femalespanticipant, aged 18-24)

22



“They are taking u(femaleparticigaot,ragetl 25¢34) i di ot s”

Video clip 2: “Jacques Rupnik on Enlargement”

In general, participants preferred this clip to the first one — although it was considered slightly too long — because
they perceived it as more informative

“lt is slightly bettert tlheaans tt hseo nfei resft tcHd pdibfefciacuwslet iae s
(female participant, aged 25-34).

They identified the key message as
“A united EU, br i ng(malgparidipant; agedol®&-24r e, hope”

“The accession of East er mribied to the ecenamicgmwtindf thel E&J).sAlsd) thesEUGso
a peace (paepartieipant,’aged 25-34)

“The benefits accrued through Eur op e arffemala padigpand aged26- ar e
34)

Nevertheless, participants criticised again the lack of supporting evidence and of a thorough discussion of the pros
and cons of enlargement. They perceived the clip as another advertisement for the EU.

“The principle is the same as for the f eeHfemaaparlcpant, Thes
aged 18-24)

“I'nformative, wel . Us e f (lerhale paneiyabteaged Be4di n no bi g facts”
“Wel I, a |ittle too |l ong, i nformati on i s drkale pditigipanttagai n
aged 25-34)

In general, when asked what kind of video on the enlargement topic they would prefer, participants pointed out to a
video with more facts, pros and cons, with a comparative explanation on countries in a good situation (Latvia was
named) and on those in a worse-off situation (Greece and Portugal were cited).

Video clip 3: “So similar, so different, so European” with Ermonela Jaho

The majority of the first focus group found the clip with Ermonela Jaho more appealing than the “Hidden Treasures”
video overall, despite some participants finding it a bit too long.

“Ni c e (fematkeartitipant, aged 25-34)

“ Ap p e afemale patticipant, aged 35-44)

“Better t ha.n”“ltishhewever arbs tbo lang..i” (2 male participants, aged 25-34). However,“ [ even i f ]
a little too long for an ad, it remains sufficiently interesting so that | watch it through...” (female participant, aged 45-

54)

The clip was seen as partially informative because, firstly, the message was light and secondly, because it showed
only one person from the upper class and not the situation of the rest of people in Albania.

“1 do not know wh at(maletparticipantjaged 26a3d)t s t o say”

“Very emot i on a(malapadicipant, dged2b-84u a |

“lt does not create the feeling of bel onging t@maa com
participant, aged 25-34)

Participants discussed the messages as follows:
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“A personal story which camolser « @alamrticpént, aged2p34y ati on f or
“The dream of a b emaegarticibanttaged £8-24, teqadet partecipaht 35-44, male participant,
aged 25-34)
“Al bania is a great c oun {(female partidpant, aged48-8340y t o j oin the EU
“The EU is the stage on whi ch ev efemaleldaticiaetraged35al4)e can ac
To some extent, they found the celebrity ambassador credible but would have preferred and considered more useful
to include average citizens and different sectors represented:
“This is an interview with a person from the wupper <cl a
Al bania. What does t he ¢ oun t(male patticigast,iage@258349) e capi t al | ook
“1t shows danloy ame fcaoweatry, it (ndhlepgadicipan, bgedy2b-84¢ an overvi e
“We learn a little about a péettriuceu:l awh apte rasboonu, t bifahtaeirte sits
participant, aged 45-54)
Overall, the weaknesses noted by the participants across all three clips were the one-sidedness of the stories told
and the disconnection with the reality of the candidate countries.
Feedback on other print materials (infographics and leaflet)
Infographics
The first group was shown the infographic on fundamental rights, while the second group was shown the one on the
EU’s position in the world.
The presentation of the first infographic was well received. It was perceived by all participants as interesting; the
way of presenting the information was seen as good; the information itself was clear.
“Short an-dv ecroyn chinadequhrticipant, aged 35-44)
“Cl ear and (agepartipantj aged 85-34)
“ Cr y-c It a(@emadle participant, aged 25-34)
Participants easily identified the focus on fundamental rights. Even more strongly than for the other materials
discussed, they emphasised that this infographic should target all EU citizens as the topic should be a direct concern
for anyone:
“Because this is iné¢iorimaeémn os (malbadicipert, eged/25-84))
“Fundament al ri ght verc“omarelr diwalegadicipant, aged 25-34 and female participant,
aged 35-44)
“rrt should target al | EU citizens] si mpl yeb agcmaea t v

participant, aged 18-24)

The second infographic was perceived as good from a graphical point of view. The information presented was also
clear to participants.

“Desi gn (iemalegarticiphit, aged 18-24)

“1 find uwal lgy eaitt iVS sb e (malepartidpang ageda?5-34pt of text”
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“IT1 find it] much better than a br dmaleparteipastlaged25-3dnd pr ov
Participants identified the focus on economy. Some only criticised the presentation of average figures, because it
simplified the reality of what citizens experienced. For others, more explanation on how the figures were achieved
would have been a plus

“These are indicators that are not argeel eivs nrdledpasticipant,s ci t
aged 25-34)

“1t provides the EU average but nothing on ttfemale ndi v
participant, aged 18-24)

“Figures only show that the economy i theraf Amdvaie thg figurésh at ' s
compar abl e ale padieipard, aged 25-34)

Participants suggested that this infographic could be distributed widely, including to EU-sceptics, and used as
teaching material.

Leaflet: ‘So similar, so different, so European’

Participants were then presented with the leaflet ‘So similar, so different, so European’, which had been produced as
part of the awareness-raising campaign.

The majority of the participants from both groups said the presentation was clear. Participants in the second group
indicated that it was good from the graphical point of view.

“For me v(ealegpartcipantaaged 25-34)
“ Gr aphi c drhaleyarticipant,aget 25-34)

Participants noted that the information presented should be carefully selected as “t here is | ittle sp
(male participant, aged 35-44) while therewas still* i r r el evant i n”f(nale pestitipat,aged 25-84) u d e d

In addition, the leaflet was perceived as an advertisement and too positive for the majority of the participants from
this group. Including risks and threats would make it more reliable for them:

“Again t oo muc hmakegarteipantjaged b3e24)t ”
“Potenti al ri sks aensds etdh,r etahtesr eafroer en @fethalepdsticipamt,taged 25345t wo r t

“We can see very wel/l from the sit ua(imaleoparticipamt, aGad@®e c e wl
34)

The first group assessed the leaflet as not really interesting for two reasons, the insufficient depth of the information

presented and its lack of credibility. For some of the participants, it did not bring new information while others saw it
as an advertisement:

“There i s nott,henaosu gfho rc otnhtee nr (female participanthaged 8badé)e r i al s

“ do not know exactly which information | should rec
(male participant, aged 25-34)

“Not interesting. Itte ndt Grederpanicpant, aged 18-24) one’ s at

Overall, participants viewed the leaflet as one of the materials circulated during electoral campaigns.
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2.2.4. Overall impressions

In terms of the specific content of the materials, views were quite critical. Often participants expressed views that
the material was too positive and one-sided. They were quite demanding, expecting articulate evidence to support
the statements made on enlargement while including in the analysis not only the candidate countries’ perspective but
also the impact on the current Member States, on their situation and on the EU as a whole.

Consequently, the materials also lacked credibility in their view. Participants did not like the ad-like approach and
this clearly impacted their perception of the materials.

2.3. Summary findings

Overall, participants were interested in the materials presented. They acknowledged the topic of the focus group as
thought-provoking and appreciated the discussion. In general, participants found the material informative.

Information sources mostly used by the participants for daily news included TV, radio, newspapers and internet.
Internet was the main source of reference, which was also used for EU-related information. Participants indicated that
they had never used Europa and Europe Direct.

The majority of participants noted their lack of knowledge about enlargement, their uncertainties about it as a policy
and a process. They broadly knew which countries were the last to join, with important exceptions, and some of them
mentioned a few of the candidates and potential candidates. Overall, participants’ knowledge on the candidate
countries reflected a rather negative tone with an emphasis put on the social and economic consequences of
enlargement.

The diagram on the enlargement process (included in the brochure) was well received. Participants noted the clarity
and accessibility of the information presented and led to a frank discussion on the advantages and disadvantages of
EU enlargement.

Participants liked the presentation of the brochure but were more critical about the level of information provided. They
found it a priori interesting but noted that they would have appreciated it more if the information would not have given
the impression to focus on the benefits for candidate countries only.

The Hidden Treasures video clip was well received for the beauty of the pictures. However, participants quickly
questioned what they perceived as a lack of message or information conveyed by the clip. Eventually, the clip did not
generate positive emotions as a consensus quickly emerged about the subjectivity of the clip, giving an embellished
version of reality.

Participants preferred the video clip with Jacques Rupnik (first group) or with Ermonela Jaho (second group) to the
Hidden Treasures clip. Although the two clips with the expert and the celebrity ambassador were perceived as too long
(especially the clip with E. Jaho), participants noted that they were more interesting informative and interesting
because there was a clear message. However, they also noted the perceived subjectivity of both clips, asking for a
more balanced approach to be promoted instead. Participants also discussed the representativeness of the celebrity
ambassador, concluding that it did not weaken the credibility of the clip per se but that they would still have preferred
to have average citizens and different sectors represented.

Participants liked the infographic on fundamental rights. They perceived it as interesting, clear and informative.
They emphasised, more strongly than for the other materials discussed, that it should target all EU citizens because
the topic should be a direct concern for anyone.

The second infographic was also well received. Participants noted the good graphical presentation, its clarity and its
informative character. But they considered that more details about the statistics provided would have been a plus.

Participants’ views on the leaflet were more diverse. Despite its clarity and its presentation, which were well received,
the leaflet was perceived as less informative with not enough information being presented or information not
sufficiently relevant.

Overall, the format and presentation of the different materials was in general perceived as clear, easily accessible
and well structured. However, participants noted that this type of information might be too simplified for people already
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acquainted with the topic. Participants also expressed their preferences in terms of the different materials discussed.
They did not like the last leaflet (with one exception). They liked the infographic on human rights. They perceived the
video clips as more effective in informing them. The brochure was also seen as good by the majority of the
participants. Participants expected to find the information and communication materials on the Internet (the video
clips), while they considered that print materials should be available at schools, in public offices and at the post office.

Participants consistently expressed their doubts as to the credibility of the messages. Participants did not trust the
information in the materials, since they did not deal with both the pros and cons of EU enlargement. According to
them, one should stay critical, inform himself / herself; more factual information would be needed about the problems
of the (potential) candidate countries.

At the end of the focus groups, participants felt ‘a bit more informed’ or ‘informed’, but their opinion towards the
(potential) candidate countries had not changed.
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3. Annex 3: Focus Group Report: Finland

3.1. Overview

The Finnish online focus groups took place on 17 and 18 August 2015. Each group lasted one hour and a half, and
involved a mixture of male and female participants, with 10 participants in each group. The full breakdown of
participants’ profiles is described in the tables above.

Dates 17.08.2015 | 18.08.2015

Times 19h-20h30

Number of participants 10 | 10
Profile of participants FG1

How old are you?

1824 2534 3544 4554 5564 65+

Secondary {Avels) or equivalent vocational ed

2 3 5 0 0 0
What is the highest education level you completed?

Higher (university degree or equivalent)

6
What is your work background?

4

Currently
unemployed

Employed in th Employed in af
private sector | NGO

Employed in a
school/university government/public
sector at a local g

Employed in the

Employed in the
government/publi
sector at a nation:

4 4 0 2 0 0
What is your view of the EU?

Positive Neutral Negative
2 8
Profile of participants FG2
How old are you?
1824 2534 3544 4554 5564 65+

Secondary {Aavels) or equivalent vocational edt

1 3 5 1 0 0
What is the highest education level you completed?

Higher (university degree or equivalent)

8
What is your work background?

2

Currently Employed in th) Employed in arf Employed in a | Employed in the | Employed in the

unemployed | privatesector | NGO school/university government/publi¢ government/publi
sector at a local |9 sector at a nation:

2 4 0 0 3 1

What is your view of the EU?

Positive Neutral Negative

2 4 4

3.2. Results from the Finnish focus groups

The following sets out the main findings from both groups.



3.2.1. Information and news habits

The discussion kicked off with participants reflecting on their use of different information and communication
channels. The purpose of this first step of the discussion was to warm up the participants and to define where they
were looking / would look for information. They listed the different sources of information they were exposed to /
consulted on a regular basis. When asked about information habits on the way to work, participants tended to either
say that they did not access news/information, except one reference to the free press available on public transport, or
that they listened to the radio (most of them driving to work).

Participants cited TV for daily news, newspapers, internet news sites and sometimes even discussion forum.
Participants also said that they would use a combination of the same types of sources they use for accessing news

when looking for information about a particular topic or about the EU specifically, citing Google and Ampparit for
instance. Only one participant (female, aged 25-34) said she would use the EU’s websites.

3.2.2. Awareness and perceptions on enlargement

Moving away from the specifics of participants’ news and information search habits to focus more on the EU and
enlargement, participants emphasised they were not particularly following enlargement-related news actively and had
only a poor knowledge of the policy area and its implications:

‘o haven't foll owed the enl arngnemehm@ldout pp..r” male gagicipant, hged 38-f or e
44)

“1 know what | hear on t he ne vmalepdrticighot,aged 25-34)ol | ow t he ne
“1 do not know anyt hi ng ab o@naleparticpant aged®s-31). of EU enl argem
Participants had only a vague recollection of which countries had last joined the EU and what were the
candidate countries. They cited Bulgaria, Romania, the Baltics and “Eastern European countries” as the most recent
members, and Turkey as a candidate country. Some of the comments made in relation to the latest countries to join,
included:
“Would it be some c ou?tmaléparticipanhagéd88544er n Eur ope
“Wel I, Bul gari a, Romani a, e/ (femalepartcipantealgdd 2523¢) t he Bal ti c ¢
“1 do not know which wer (enaldpardcipdnadgedi3-54c ountri es to join”
With regards to the candidate countries, a sample of comments made include:

“Embarrassing but (féfmale paricipart, agech3sé4) any ”

“ know r o wauhtriey arewrhthecHU, but at the moment | do not know which countries are under
c o ns i de(feraaleipasticipant, aged 25-34)

“ know that there has been talk about Turkey joining t
proceeded c 0 n ¢ r éfemalé participant, aged 25-34)

In general, participants were rather critical about the prospect of enlargement and the consequences for the EU and
its Member States:

“ think the EU has al r(fermld partigpan, aged 85d44) oo o “Mhgh"do you v
e X p a n(make’participant, aged 35-44)

“lt seems -ddalalted hxrecsoond and third wave countries have
(female participant, aged 25-34)

“How coul d this hfarvegampgieo nien tBulogiggrhi a and Romanfanalé h a't
participant, aged 25-34)
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Emphasising that they would like to know more about the concrete impact of enlargement on the current members in
terms of the financial impacts:

‘o want to knoaw ta bfoout (nmetlehparticipantgaged 25-34) or “ | would |Iike to Kk
amount we pay for the EU will ¢ hang dfemald garicipant, agecc36-44pt new

“There is no information, but tokbhowwezaude dve dreenovppayeny more fay o od  f
E u r o (lemdle participant, aged 45-54)

As well as in other specific policy areas:
“Why do not all countri es n(fereatk partioipant,adged 354484 f ugees i n the

‘“l would Ilike tob&nbBW dfrebereesit hat (feméld participanp agedlst e e n
34).

In spite of a general understanding of the existence of conditionality:
“ guess pretty much any c¢ ourmaleyarticigamt, aged 18124)i f it meet s t

“1 think that there are strict restrictions regarding t
not k(feraleparticipant, aged 25-34)

“At |l east | know that t he a(ffgnbléparticipanyaged®@s-3Mcess is a di ff
Few participants could clearly identify the different steps of the enlargement process.

‘l don;ytouknawt have t o (maeptrticipaatiagedil@24)cr i teri a”

“You can get in by f}) @aleparticiphne ag&8r283Kk economy

“.there must be some cl ear | i nk i(female partioipad, agedd5834) r al | y an

Diagram on the enlargement process

As a follow up, we circulated the diagram included in the DG Enlargement brochure to test whether it was a good
way of showing enlargement as a process.

The diagram was perceived as clear and understandable
“The process is present ed i(female pattigpant, agech3dd-dd) se and cl ear w
“The materi al is a good way t @emaldparficipantf agedt33i4d) enl ar gement
“Displays EU application process, the textis alitle smal, b ut | ¢ an umaegartsipaatnaged B5t44)

However, participants identified different messages:
“Apparently you need to change vy o u(maldparicpantaaged@5-3d)i ng t o t

“1t is not a smal/l el i t e (male patigpany agedc 18-2) @k d b et bbadeciemphab
the need f o(femal@particepant aged’35-44)

“[ The diagram shows} the <clear steps of what (femals t be
participant, aged 25-34).

However, they expressed some doubts as to the veracity of the message:

“ doubt i t ' s wa Wfamale partioigaht,eaged 85y44) or “ [ T h e ] gener al scenario
wonder i f it wor ks i rfmale pastitigarit,pge@25-34) ndi cated here”
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“1t sounds wunbelievable, that all/l Me mber Sd au ris(feamaeu™ d a
participant, aged 25-34)

“I am wondering how the countries ar e dfemalegatdifantTagedt i s,
35-44)

The discussion then moved on to the advantages and disadvantages of becoming a member of the EU, which are
highlighted below:

Advantages Disadvantages ‘

- Freedom of movement - Organised crime

- Trade - Weakening of the Euro

- Common currency - Solidarity principle between members
- Security and common defence - Social dumping

- Financial instability
- Economic crisis

Participants acknowledged the influence of the current media coverage on their perception of enlargement and the
information and communication, citing the refugee crisis and the generated “side effects” (female participant, aged
25-34), the Euro crisis and the Grexit debate, as well as the unemployment challenge.
3.2.3. Feedback on materials to communicate about Enlargement
The rest of the discussion focused on the different communication materials that we circulated:

1. The DG Enlargement brochure ‘Enlargement of the European Union’: participants were asked to read

the Foreword, p.2, p.4 and p.7, before quickly scrolling through the whole document noticing the presentation
and titles;

2. Video clips: Two video clips were shown to each group. All participants viewed the celebrity ambassador
video clip with Ermonela Jaho. One group was shown the ‘Hidden Treasures’ movie and the other group was
shown the expert clip with Jacques Rupnik;

3. Infographics: one group was shown an infographics on fundamental rights and the other group the
infographics on the global role of the EU.

4. Leaflet: “So similar, so different, so European”

DG Enlargement brochure

Overall, participants’ feelings about the brochure were mixed. While they liked the presentation and acknowledged
that it was informative, they questioned the credibility of the messages conveyed.

Participants appreciated the layout of the brochure and its structure and emphasised that it supported the content
well:

“1't i s not at(fernaale partieipant,dgeg¢ 25-38 r t i cl e”
“The |l ength does not matter at al(fémalbpadicparg, eaged25-84) i ssues a

“What | I i ke t he onitdsseasy to seeadtatdesasy te find thel naip points. What | like the least
are the col our §femalé participany agéd 25-34u e ”

They said that the brochure was informative and clear:

“

Graphic appearance i s si mpl e aremédsdntedtirhoeder.i Andpsaccirictty’'h(femateh i n g s
participant, aged 25-34)
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“You can find the answer s t o(femmderparticipanteaged P5e34)s about t he EU
“1t has all the most i mp dfenala patticipart, bgedy26-343 hort and conci se
“A |l ot of information that man{emalepartcipant, gged8b4d)b|l v know ab

In particular, participants appreciated the effort to provide information, as a necessary complement to media
coverage of the topic:

“[ The brochbheelJcasdodate countries in a more pewsade ive
participant, aged 25-34)

“The information i s t h(emadeypateipamegded 25-34)ar el y shows

“1t shows t hlyand positivegy Bedia eouetageas often negative story-telling because negative news
interestsp e o p | e (female jgafticipant, aged 25-34), “ | t[necessary to complement media], and even other
i ssues are discussed, | i ke t h(@aleparticpantadgedet®54)di ti ons i n th

The perception of the messages was more mixed. Even if participants associated positive values with the brochure
suchas*“ h u ma (femaleg participant, aged 25-34), they expressed doubt as to the credibility of the messages:

“Beautiful thoéyghinyt hbwmg kRase. Experience tell s(madat t
participant, aged 25-34)

‘o do not think it was as strict at the ti(maep&triganth and
aged 35-44),“ Tur keycoinsminated t o wrmaletparticipantvageld @534)or “ | wonder stil
Romania and Bulgaria bring to the EU, apart from poverty, unemployment, misery. | may be a disillusioned

realist, but | think that economically stronger countries will have t o pay the bi I(fémale f en
participant, aged 25-34)

The lack of credibility was mostly due to information perceived as missing from the brochure, while the material
was compared to a commercial:

[ nformative] vyes, Ibaftt | mikepartidgdant)aged 3541 andd'cWe iwsant t o ex
but wmaledarticipant, aged 35-44)

“1t seems, however, that the nega(mdleyparticipahtfaged P5534)0'fl ewnolua rdg
have taken it more seriously ifi t wer e written objectively, showing als
(female participant, aged 25-34)or “ Undeni ably [the brochure] would fit
as media literacy hours (in order to consider howone-si ded medi a ar g u m@emalegarticpant, wo r k ¢
aged 25-34)

“1t siosnehow t oo - iclbemer tuchalicanmgpt ekptaio in more detail, butitisa n n o y (femade”
participant, aged 35-44)

Participants identified a potentially wide target audience:

“[ The brochure is designed t o] convince EU ci t(fermakens of
participant, aged 25-34)

“1 think it is aimed at <citizens, which thapuposeofthesaEUi vel y
actually is...” (female participant, aged 25-34)

“IlI't targets] <citizens i n daden (Eemdicipanh aged 1824 consi derin

They expected the brochure to be available online (citing explicitly the EU website), in public buildings such as
libraries and government agencies.

In conclusion, views on the relevance and usefulness of the brochure were balanced. Some patrticipants found that
the brochure was “ pr et t yfemgl® pardicipant, aged 35-44), “ wo r k [ e @nhle participant, aged 35-44) and
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wasa“ good p gmalepateipant, aged 35-44). In particular, the brochure could be usedin “ soci al st u
c | a @nslé participant, aged 25-34). The rest of the participants were actually sceptical as to the use of a brochure
as an information channel:

| do not think very many people actually read this (male participant, aged 18-24)

The brochure as an information tool is a bit limited (male participant, aged 35-44)

Feedback on video clips

The first group was shown the Hidden Treasures clip and the celebrity ambassador clip with Ermonela Jaho. The
other group watched the expert clip with Jacques Rupnik and the celebrity ambassador clip with E. Jaho.

Video clip 1: “Hidden Treasures”

Participants liked the layout of the “Hidden Treasures” video clip
“The ad was Vv emae partieipaht, aged h3e24)
Even if they were sensitive to the message

“The video clip showed that the applicant countries are just like any other EU member states. But why would
they want to | oi rfmale partitigant,aged25-84) e okay?”

“Tehr e are stildl many countries out si de (feméle particpanttddedwh i ¢ h
25-34)

Countries are mor e(maleparticipant, aged2®34) we t hi nk”

However, once again they regretted overall the lack of information provided and, following, the insufficient impact of
the clip:

“1t raised more quest’(mlepartidcipard, aged 36-44y ave answer s
“Not trustworthy, but that’ @emaépartcipatdaged?i-34)si ng i s al way
“More meshauadebe i ncl ude@ndleparticipant) aged[3544) p] "~

They concluded on the need to draw the line between an informative purpose and the generation of positive
emotions, which might not be enough:

“There was no informati mag e s(mdlepartgipantecagesl P5e3d). posi t i ve i

Video clip 2: “Jacques Rupnik on Enlargement”

The video clip with Jacques Rupnik was very well received by participants, who appreciated the layout, the
interviewee, the content and the way the interviewee conveyed the message.

Participants liked the interview format with the expert

“Good Il ength, a pl danalaparticipgng aged8m44r al ki ng”

“A suitable | ength, and in my view convincing. Il ndi cat
which media always pick up on. And t hat n ¢fdmalapaftcipanhi ngs
aged 25-34)
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A presentation and a message supported by the format,
b ac k g r @emalaparticipant, aged 35-44) “ [ hi s ] age and the way he (fpmalesent e
participant, aged 25-34)

Participants reflected on the strong impression Rupnik had made on them, in terms of the messages they identified
and food for thought provided:

On the messages stricto sensu:
“Thiswasar eal |y good descripti on ¢rfale pahigipany, aged45-84p ul d j oin t h

“European history in relation to the Uni o(femaleWdrtcipants it
aged 25-34)

“Cohesi on an dmale pasticipard, aged 3544, t hat shoul d not be measured
(male participant, aged 45-54)

“Short, clear description of pos.i t(femade participanteaged 85-34)Re mi nd e
On the impact on participants:

“1 feel really good about this clip. Much nicerntgave | i s
me a lot to think about.” (female participant, aged 25-34)

‘o have a positivettheldi hgi afcéi phavit ngnawd@emareeparticipantn k i n
aged 25-34)

However, participants still emphasised the one-sided approach to the video clip, oversimplifying reality and in turn
weakening the credibility of the message:

“ E a s t wapeansbave really benefited from the EU. Wishful thinking: how have all those years of economic
chaos been ({fanalgpatidpeny &ed’'35-44)

“A slight disbelief, it does (eméalepsaricpant, aged2®H3) al | t hat si

“I[ The clip generated] positive mdfemalaparticipad ggeds2s5-34p et hawas e
informative, but a critical approach should remain...” (female participant, aged 35-44) and “ Al | the inf ol
provided is based onclear f act s, but alll t he negat i (femalefparticipast, agade c o n
35-44)

Video clip 3: “So similar, so different, so European” with Ermonela Jaho

Overall, participants proved sceptical about the video clip with Ermonela Jaho. The presentation and format did not
convince, although participants noted thatthe clipwas“ vi sual | vy el e (fanal¢ pardicipant, agedf25-3dg d "
mostly because of its length:

“Boring and conventional. And swee ip an atist, Tosslang.p’r(madee a g a
participant, aged 35-44)

Participants identified relatively easily the potential messages that this clip aimed to convey as:

“Al bania has something to offer to the EU andfemae bel c
participant, aged 25-34)

“Al bania has something to off er (malepartcipant,déd2%34)d it can

“Al bania briwgst Easgetamar , as wel |l as the EU(mderi ngs
participant, aged 35-44)

However, participants noted at the same time several limitations as to the actual messages perceived:
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“ wonder what the video ucslti panaytotneempd csu ltdo csoeolkl .atT ot hnz
coul d say t hemake paneipart, haged @5-34), “ | t |l acked a red (femaleg ead
participant, aged 25-34)

“Propaganda (haempartigipahtzaged 35°44)

“Soon they wiolrl mog ke(malepmitmipaht, aged 35-44)

Participants doubted the credibility of the clip in general, as a result of both the lack of the representativeness of the
celebrity ambassador interviewed and of the content of the interview:

“..But how nmamlybania | ive in those conditi on s(femalad h a
participant, aged 25-34)

“Agai n, there comes a powdered i mage..Opera si(ffertpler s he
participant, aged 25-34) and “ Al ways aen iwitlsl. W#h see a f i(nale partiopant,, a b
aged 35-44)

“1t was asipded (male partitipant, aged 35-44)

To improve the video clip, they suggested to add different informations and to reflect on EU membership from
different perspectives:

“1 would have |iked to hear more about the country’s
(female participant, aged 25-34)

“1f Al bania is doing so well , (maeeartcipahtyaged25-38)hey want t

“I wonder what an Albanian commoner would answer when asked to give money to Greece and to welcome
a few hundreds of (mndeparticipantdaged253#)ugees”

It was the least preferred of the three video clips.

Overall, peoples’ feelings on the video clips, seemed to be influenced by the format, the content of the clip and the
interviewees featured. Participants preferred the “Hidden Treasures” clip to the interview with E. Jaho. They also
preferred the interview with J. Rupnik to the interview with E. Jaho. In terms of Hidden Treasures, participants
recognised that this was a high quality video clip, but some perceived the clip to be more of an advertising type clip
with its slick production and lack of narrative. The clip concept works by alluding to a particular Member State and
then showing viewers that their preconceived ideas are actually prejudices and that the candidate countries are
actually more similar than we think, with similar cultural traditions.

“ do not thinkpad@eveiagagshivoul d hleé¢ (maledaiticipént, ageda26-84) “ob j e c t
more realistic narrative, whi ch shoul d c¢onsi(male partfcipapto si t i
aged35-44) Let ' s go with the camas& f orr eind(thae pamtisipacteaged abiB4).n s ”

Participants preferred the interview with J. Rupnik to the interview with E. Jaho. The main reasons given included
that the clips with J. Rupnik was more informative and provided a different point of view, which actually managed to
get participants to think more about what Europe means. As an individual speaker, J. Rupnik was also perceived to
be more credible than E. Jaho this appeared to relate to several aspects including his age, and the fact that he is
presented as an expert on the topic.

Overall, participants could not identify a clear target audience for all the clips, citing that they could be directed at EU
citizens in general or in particular to EU-sceptics in order to convince them of the EU membership added value, and
at candidate countries alike. More provocative voices saw a use of the clips for travel agents.

Feedback on other print materials (infographics and leaflet)

Infographics
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One group was shown the infographic on the EU’s position in the world, while the second group was shown the
infographic on fundamental rights. Both infographics were positively received — with the one on human rights proving
more consensual. Participants did not provide elaborate answers during the discussion of these materials, which
seemed to reflect their limited content.
On the first infographic, participants liked the presentation

“This type of pr(eaeearticigantiaged 3544) good”
and identified easily the key message — although they sometimes expressed it in a provocative manner:

“EU dominating p o s i(malepanticipam, ageth35-449 c on o my ”

“Show off, we have a [malg gadicipany aged3&-44)t han ot her s”

Even if they found the infographic informative, participants formulated reservations on its content and its credibility,
suggesting ways to improve it:

“Too positi veaepatvipanttaged 1824) "

“[1't] annoys me that the EU is identified asandimFnlarr e a
i s very mu ¢nale parti¢ipbre, aged26-34)
“The information provided is quite general but the

nfo

information is missing as] it does not say for instance what the consequences of the popul ati ol

(female participant, aged 25-34)

“Comparison with other countries. I do not think that

when | ooki ng a t(malelpaticipantfaged 35a4) hi c ”
Reflecting the criticisms on the content, participants were divided as to what was the target audience of the
infographic, some suggesting that it could be used as school material while others said it would only be accepted by
believers.

The second infographic on fundamental rights was more positively received. Its presentation, clarity and simplicity
were appreciated:

“Matters cl earl y p(fereate panticigact,, aged2584 hi cal | y”
“Si mp I(male pattigipant, aged 35-44)
“A picture i s galtvwhaayns (mampalgsifant dgédidmn54)

Participants identified a clear focus on Human Rights and equality, noting that the infographic

“.. tal k[ ed] i n a cr(fenthle pattigipantjaged26-84) equal i ty”

Only one participant expressedher”d oubt [ equal ity was] b e (female pargcpdnt, aged®5-i n

34)

Leaflet: ‘So similar, so different, so European’

Participants liked the presentation of the leaflet, the clarity of the information presentation and in particular of the map
included. With regards to content, they identified the objective of the leaflet as the provision of information on
candidate countries.

“1t tells which countr i es(maeparticpatnayed®snidd)es f or member shi
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They were not, however, fully convinced by the quality versus the quantity of information provided
“ Nt very profound, but yes | guess that the most important things can be found...” (male participant, aged 25-34)

“lt provides r el ev antties,iwhidh & donmattknow.nMayaeb avan ttoo muchu information...”
(female participant, aged 25-34).

In addition, participants had mixed views on the informative and interesting character of the leaflet:
“1t is quite interesti ng,s.ibnmiclaaur¢$redegbbrtadipasd, ageh3b-443 een anyt hi

Clear informati on, but the facts [ are] s(ferhake drtigigant,p a r t |
aged 25-34)

“1t containkbButi nif or mat nem* Nwer yi th edlopefaniyot s @f wlv i(tderhater mat i
participants, aged 25-34)

“Not [interesting], at |l east f or [(femalegartiajpant, agedi25-34ant t o t
Overall, and given pre-conceived negative representations,
“Oh no, | dhdtnenl Bngement wa s(femalepatitipantnaged 85e34)q ui ckl y”
“Whatater ri fying i dea t hatmalegadicipdnt)ageti3g4dt expand”
Participants criticised the one-sidedness of the leaflet, which jeopardised the credibility of the message:

“1t 1is a bad idea (maleparidipant, agad 3g-44gamd“dC |teha rn gys€'s , but again
t h e dmatepdrticipant, aged 18-24)

“No because it tends to sell (famalépanticpenmagad25-2dnd it i s not

“Wel |, these all|l tend to brainwash the people to acce
Serbia, etc. will | d¢fenale patiadpanE bgeds26-8dher or | ater”

To improve the content of the leaflet, they suggested to present a more balanced information, more facts about
enlargement, the concrete impact of enlargement for them, overall to rethink the relevance of the information
presented:

“A clear list of criteria that mus {malbpgartidipant bged3b-44d4 and r u

“Explaining why (honestly) at this time and i n (famale s e c
participant, aged 25-34)

“Pepbatelling also about how enl ar ge (malapgartiopant; agdd 45-54f ect t
“Factual i nformation such as wlinalk paytiopant,pgedg35#44) r ot her mem
“Mor e r el ev arnnmalepattitipamt, mged 18-@4) "

As for any other of the materials presented, participants could not clearly identify the target audience for the leaflet.

They thought of (interested) EU citizens in general but also of students (acknowledging how they could in turn

influence their relatives). They considered that the leaflet could be available on line, provided as a supplement to
newspapers or available in public buildings.
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3.2.4. Overall impressions

Overall, participants liked the materials’ presentation, how they were structured and how messages were supported
by images or graphical representations. The materials were considered to be of high quality.

In terms of the specific content, participants were more critical. Although they recognised that an effort had been
made to appeal to their feelings,

“T1t] reminded me of the time when the r @blaparticpans 45wi t h
54)

Participants proved critical as to the general tone of the information presented. They acknowledged that a more
positive coverage of EU affairs in general and of enlargement in particular was necessary to supplement traditional
media, too positive a perspective was also the main weakness of the materials:
“Europe involves quitaei i (hae ppitiodant, agecs354d4) ve | mage
“The negative media i mage has ma(femaleparticipamtr agesl25-3d)bout t he
“ITWhat | I ikpdthae 1 tabbcwsase dmaepdrtigipact,raged3be4) t hi ngs”

Even if the 1&C materials were informative, the one-sided approach proved to be at the expense of the credibility
and even of the higher-level communication objective:

The materials were interesting
“I'nteresting, I l earnt new t hi ng s(male@articipaatiaged §5-44)t her s wou

“I'nteresting because t her e (maleparticipant,aggd®85-4)y on within the

But
“Things were predgemtfaderwiatlH ,f aad ti(smaeharticigant,wged3544) o0 posi ti ve
“Far t omoeastuegda,r no i nformation about the e xrmaetpartcigantpr ob |
aged 35-44)
“You need to seek informatiormeihr dmi sagveareasle,ar c ffemaenc aelnl .

participant, aged 35-44)

It did not create systematically adverse reactions but, to some extent, it limited the impact of the materials
considered:

“I am surprised at how | i tt |andykethdwanuah isgdngang bnt alsadumprised t he s
at how many new potential member states the EU is considering. | am also a little surprised at my negative
attitude t owar dfemale padicipant, aged25-84¢ t s ”

“IT1t] did not anhboutthecountyes, b fit dicechange my perception of] the benefits of the EU
me mb e r gfdmiale Participant, aged 25-34)

To improve the materials, participants suggested to include more facts — covering both pros and cons, to discuss the
challenges and weaknesses as well as the benefits of EU enlargement — and to show more clearly the concrete
consequences of enlargement for EU member states:

“How is the EU going to deal with its c u(malepartcipgt agédl e ms ,
35-44)

“The EU should tell you how enl ar gement (male paticipant, bged t i t
25-34)
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“The EU should explain why expansion is so important.

their accessionwi | | hel p t he EUfemaleparticipastaged 85i34)uat i on”

3.3. Summary findings

The discussions held with Finnish participants suggest that people are generally interested to discuss the enlargement
issues, even if they would never think of looking for information themselves. It is interesting to note some participants’
feelings that many steps have already been taken with regards to enlargement of the EU without their understanding
of the process or without their really being aware of what has been going on. This was considered to be concerning
and confirms a latent desire for information on the topic.

Overall, participants engaged well with the materials presented with the exception of the infographics. They
acknowledged the topic of the focus group discussion and the materials circulated were interesting and to some extent
informative. They acknowledged their general lack of information on — and initially of interest for — enlargement but
they expressed rather critical opinions throughout the discussion, which can be reflective of their declared tendency
towards holding negative feelings on the EU.

When asked about preferences for the different materials shown, participants identified the Jacques Rupnik video
clip and the brochure as their favourite material. Some also noted that the Hidden Treasures video clip was
particularly nice and well produced, but not especially useful from an information point of view. Responses to the video
clips seemed to suggest that individuals first appreciated the clips positively or negatively and then went on to think
about information value as prompted by the moderator. With more consideration participants then questioned the
information value even if this had not been a critical element of their first appreciation of the clips.

The format and presentation of the different materials was always perceived as clear, easily accessible and
well structured. Hardly any suggestion for improvement of the presentation was made.

However, participants consistently expressed their doubts as to the credibility of the messages. They perceived
them as subjective and one-sided to sell the idea of enlargement and new Member States. At the same time, the
discussions held suggest that these people did understand the messages that the Commission was intending to
portray, which in itself can be considered as success. They emphasised that including considerations for potential
risks and challenges of EU enlargement would not have systematically weakened the argument but would rather have
strengthened the message the Commission wanted to put through. Aware of the influence of the media coverage they
were regularly exposed to, they acknowledged the added value of the Commission communicating on the
achievements of enlargement. However, they repeatedly suggested the addition of “real life experience” and of issues
that had a direct and concrete impact for them was a necessity.
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4. Annex 4: Focus Group Report: Netherlands

4.1. Overview

The Dutch online focus groups took place on 29 July and 6 August 2015. Each group lasted one hour and a half, and
involved a mixture of male and female participants, with 10 participants in each group. The full breakdown of
participants’ profiles is described in the tables below.

Dates 29.07.2015 | 06.08.2015
Times 17h-18h30
Number of participants 10 | 10

Profile of participants FG1

How old are you?
1824 2534 3544 4554 5564 65+

1 4 2 2 0 1
What is the highest education level you completed?
3

Secondary {Avels) or equivalent vocational edy Higher (university degree or equivalent)
7

What is your work background?
Currently Employed in| Employed in| Employed in| Employed in | Employed in

unemployed | private sector | NGO school/university government/publi¢ government/publi
sector at a local l§ sector at a nation

2 3 1 2 1 1
What is your view of the EU?

Positive Neutral Negative
6 2 2

Profile of participants FG2

How old are you?

1824 2534 3544 4554 5564 65+

3 1 2 4 0 0
What is the highest education level you completed?

Secondary {8vels) or equivalent vocational edy Higher (university degree or equivalent)
6 4
What is your work background?

Currently Employed in| Employed in| Employed in| Employed in | Employed in

unemployed | privatesector school/university government/publi¢ government/publi
sector at a local l§ sector at a nationi

4 3 2 0

What is your view of the EU?

Positive Neutral Negative

5 2 3

4.2. Results from the Dutch focus groups

The following sets out the main findings from both groups.
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4.2.1. Information and news habits

The discussion kicked off with participants reflecting on their use of different information and communication
channels. The purpose of this first step of the discussion was to warm up the participants and to define where they
were looking / would look for information, relevant when thinking about communication and information channels and
their effectiveness.

They listed the different sources of information they are exposed to / consult on a regular basis. Participants
mentioned television (RTL Nieuws / RTL4, NOS), radio, newspapers (e.g. Regionaal dagblad, Kranten, and the
internet. Most participants have access to information on their way to work, either through the radio or their mobile
phone.

When asked about where they look when they want to find something, most participants mentioned the internet and
search engines such as Nu.nl, Yahoo, Google and Vinden.nl. Most of them would use the same information sources
to look for information related to the EU. Only a few participants (three in the first focus group and none in the
second) knew the Europa website. None of the participants knew the Europe Direct information centres.

4.2.2. Awareness and perceptions on enlargement

Not all participants had the same level of knowledge of EU enlargement. While some participants were able to list the
Member States that recently joined the EU, many were not. They cited Poland, the “ Ea st e r, Bulgharia,o c ”
Romania, Croatia but also Macedonia, Albania, Serbia and Turkey (which a participant thought was “ h a | f in
0 u)t Only a few participants were (vaguely) aware of the criteria for EU membership or the process of joining the

EU. The participants’ perceptions on enlargement were diverse:

‘o think peace should first return i n gtaboat erdatgenmemst n t S i
a g a (feamale participant, aged 25-34)

“[ What | know about EU enl argement i s (mdeptriicipantpagedma ny
45-54)
“For me they are all wel come, mi gr at ii d@ndlémdicipenk agedt e d s
35-44)

Most participants that had some knowledge about EU enlargement acquired this knowledge via general information
channels such as newspapers and the television news. Some participants had learned about this in school or
university.

Diagram on the enlargement process

As a follow up, we circulated the diagram included in the DG Enlargement brochure to test whether it was a good
way of showing enlargement as a process.

The diagram was well received. Participants could easily understand the message. They assessed the information
presented as interesting and clear:

“The | ay o (male padicipant, agad 35-44)
“The i mages cl ari fy t hémalppadidparg, agedblB-24) oi ni ng t he EU”
However, some participants felt that the diagram did not answer all of their questions:

“What is the relationship between the European Commi s
the EU? Perhaps this coul d b e(femaleaarticigant,eaged 25184)an or gani s

“1t would be good to add an explanation of wh(male happ
participant, aged 35-44)

The discussion then moved on to the advantages and disadvantages of more countries joining the EU and of EU
membership:
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Advantages Disadvantages

Economical Economical
Promotion of trade and economic If some countries do not follow the rules,
interests other countries pay for this
Countries which do not have enough The more countries join, the more countries
workers can find workers more easily we need to help out when it goes wrong, like
Products will become cheaper because in Greece
of the absence of import duties within Destabilisation of the economy
the EU Economies become more similar, which is a

disadvantage for northern countries
More [foreign] people will come to work in the
(Geo)political Netherlands

Forming a strong power against Russia

and the US Political
More cooperation between different
countries It becomes more difficult to reach agreements

Being dependent on other members of the EU
Losing autonomy

The more countries join, the more instable the
EU becomes

Other

Different languages

There are sometimes rules/legislation that are
difficult to comply with for some countries
More crime

The countries that are a member of the EU
now sometimes already have problems
understanding and ac
culture. This will only become more difficult
when other, even more diverse countries join
the EU.

Participants noted that their understanding and perception about the advantages and disadvantages of EU
membership / enlargement are influenced by the media and conversations with their peers.

4.2.3. Feedback on EU enlargement communication materials

The rest of the discussion focused on the different communication materials that we circulated:

1. The DG Enlargement brochure ‘Enlargement of the European Union’: participants were asked to read
the Foreword, p.2, p.4 and p.7, before quickly scrolling through the whole document noticing the presentation
and titles;

2. Video clips: Two video clips were shown to each group. All participants viewed the celebrity ambassador
video clip with Ermonela Jaho. One group was shown the ‘Hidden Treasures’ movie and the other group was
shown the expert clip with Jacques Rupnik;

3. Infographics: it was planned to show two infographics in the focus groups: one on fundamental rights and
one on the global role of the EU. However, there was insufficient time to show both infographics. Therefore,
we tested the infographic on the global role of the EU in the first focus group and thereafter we tested the
infographic on fundamental rights in the second focus group;

4. Leaflet: “So similar, so different, so European”.
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DG Enlargement brochure

The “look and feel” of the brochure triggered positive reactions. In general, participants liked the presentation,
emphasising that it was simple, not too text-heavy and well-illustrated:

" Wh at I l' i ke the most is the clean | ayout and the wus
b r o c h (fenmale pafticipant, aged 45-54)

“[ The brochur e] gives a |l ot and clear informarewaln anc
supported (eyaldparécipane aged25-34)

“ think the brochure is designed well. The informati
complicated for the ‘' or @emaeparfcipant, agedd&24) t o under stand”

Regarding the content, participants thought that the brochure was informative and interesting, especially for persons
who do not know the EU very well. Especially the boxes with personal stories and the bubbles with facts about the
candidate countries received positive feedback:

“[ The brochure] describes in an objective way the cor
Union into a s t(maermaticipaotoaged t824)i on ”

“1 like the examples abautj oknsdn@eméleparitipdnbaged23-35es t h
“The facts in the bubbl es bet(fereademparticibant, aged 45t54) ar e i nter e
However, several participants were critical about the perceived subjectivity of the brochure, telling only one side of
the story. Many participants regretted that the brochure focused only on the advantages of EU enlargement, and did
not mention the related challenges. At the same time, other participants mentioned that they did not expect to find

negative information in brochures:

“[ The brochure i s] i nformative, but I have the impres
(male participant, aged 18-24)

“[ The brochure could be i mproved by] methaswealmpermagsas he d
part of a reasoning in which the aepaeparticipant, agedd8-24)st en
“ think it is a very good adverti si nffgmak pasticitaotraged. wi t F
45-54)

Participants also highlighted which information they felt could be added / was missing in the brochure, besides
information about the challenges of EU enlargement:

“ think it is a pity that the exampl es Uh Al$oyountresne f r
t hat have been members for a | ong time coul d(fegpdlev e ex
participant, aged 65+)

“ would Ilike to read that [the candidate countri es]

exampl es of this.. t h@emalerparticipaht,aged@a4d)e t r ust”

When asked who would be the target audience of the brochure, most participants mentioned the “ordinary” EU
citizen who would like to know more about the enlargement of the EU. Other participants thought the brochure was
for citizens and decision makers in the candidate countries.

This is reflected in where they would expect to find the brochure. Many participants mentioned public buildings such

as libraries, town halls and community centres. Some participants mentioned that the brochure should be available in
digital form on e.g. the website of the EU or the Dutch government.
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Some participants also suggested that the brochure could be used in schools for educational purposes. However,
one of the younger participants made clear that the brochure was not very attractive for young people.

“[ This brochure is] not (fenmale patticipant,ggedp18-84) 1 e i n any case

Feedback on video clips

The first group was shown the celebrity ambassador clip with Ermonela Jaho and the “Hidden Treasures” clip. The
other group watched the celebrity ambassador clip with Ermonela Jaho and the expert clip with Jacques Rupnik.

Video clip 1: “Hidden Treasures”

In general, participants enjoyed watching the “Hidden Treasures” clip:

“1 think [this vi de(femakelpartigipantvages 35m4)c e t o wat ch”

“1 would Ilike to spend mynalepariicipahtaaged 25-3) t hese countries
and they found that the length of the clip was good.
However, the message of the video clip was not clear to all participants:

‘o do not wunderstand why some countries had a questio
what i s t he(fepabeiparticipanteagee 28-24)

Most participants felt that the message of the video clip was that European countries were different, but united, and
that they belonged together despite these differences. Some participants thought that the video clip was too positive:

“[ The video clip] was t oo (fdmalgpanicipant, agedMa-$4) t oo r omant i ci

In general, participants thought that the video clip was not informative and regretted that it did not provide them with
clearer information about the candidate countries:

“The images were nice to see, bmale pattidipant, aged¥d-54) al most no
“[ The video clip could be i mp(feroalepalticifmyt,Jaged4b®b4)ng mor e i n
In terms of the target audience of the video clip, most participants understood that the video clip was intended for
citizens of the European Union, while some participants thought the video clip was intended specifically for people

from Western Europe.

Video clip 2: “Jacques Rupnik on Enlargement”

The participants were unanimously positive about this video clip. They all liked the interviewee, Jacques Rupnik:

“ would | ike to have a |l onger conversation with thi
(female participant, aged 45-54)

“ [ H eredibke because] he is a professor at one of the most prestigious universities in Europe. He knows
how t o br i ng(malé particpens agadglé-24)

The participants also appreciated the message the video clip brings across:
“We i ndeedr geetndt htaot fpoe ac e i s(femdlegarticipantpaged 65+)of t he EU”

“[ This video cl i p]malgpadicgpant, aged3b-44) essence”
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However, even though participants mentioned that the interviewee and the message of the video clip were credible,
they also outlined the lack of counterweight to the interviewee’s point of view:

“Onmean-s how, but a(femdleparticipasttaged $5°34)

“The video clip is good, but in my view some of the ¢
(male participant, aged 18-24)
“Perhaps [this video clip] could be e@femaenpdriécpantvagedh per
25-34)
“Maybe [this video clip] could be complemented with a
and what ar e h(mae partcipaat, aged 1824)s
Video clip 3: “So similar, so different, so European” with Ermonela Jaho
The clip with Ermonela Jaho evoked mixed reactions from the participants. One the one hand, participants were
surprised to see a side of Albania they were not aware of:
“Al bania shows that it is a modern count r(gale paiticigaat, i n t
aged 35-44)
“[ The video clip shows] that Al bani a (fesalespartcipantjagey t o f
65+)
“ think it was an interesting video cl (fepale participantr i es
aged 18-24)
On the other hand, participants had the impression that the information provided by the video clip was not complete.
They regretted the fact that the only person in the video clip was from the Albanian elite:
“She had opportumanii &rs daihtaitz en $ egfen@d pabidipant, dged45-54) hav e ”
“Not everybody is talent ed, (mak panicipap agepd5c4)j ust have to
This affected the credibility of the message of the video clip. Participants felt like the video clip did not show the ‘real’
Albania:
“1 think [this video c(malg@gdarticipant, aged45-5%54} | e ni cer than rea
“Well , this is not (wmaerpgticipaatpabed $8t2d)c f or Al bani a”
“I't’s a nice videog kbod o Memalelpaniticipatt aget 18i24)
In terms of the target audience, most participants thought that the video clip was intended for EU citizens, as
“advertisement” for Albania, to convince the EU citizens that it would be good if Albania joined the EU. However, they
did not think that the video clip achieves this objective, sometimes formulating extreme views:
“For the majority of the peopraepdrticipantsaged 25e84€)0 cl i p] wi |
“Most peopl e asdeerorisis, Imander avimether they would change their minds if you showed
them t his ki n@demaeparticipahteageddd-54)p s ”
When asked how the video clip could be improved, the participants suggested that it should not focus on just one
person, but show persons from all layers of the Albanian society. In addition, they would have liked to learn more
about different aspects of Albania, not only the cultural aspect.
“[ The video clip] was mor e ¢dmaleparticipant, agedas1) about her c
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“She should have given some attention to Al ba(maea’ s p
participant, aged 18-24)

“The video clip did not sufficiently (fgmaleeartigipant,iaged ge o f
65+)

“The background of t he(femaeuparticipant, aged®@®m34)ns uncl ear

“1t is a pity that [ the vi (femaleparicipgn}, agdd®®3) not show t he

Feedback on other print materials (infographics and leaflet)

Infographics

The first group was shown the infographic on the EU’s position in the world, while the second group was shown the
infographic on fundamental rights.

Overall, the topic of the first infographic proved rather abstract and more difficult for the participants to engage with.
Not all participants understood the message of the infographic:

“Pr omot i on (feméle particpant:dgéd 25-34)

“EU enl ainple padiciparit, aged 35-44)

“Trade and e x fmalepgartiapént, 182¢) E U”

“The economi c p female patticipard, faged 25-84) E U ”

“The growth and econo n{naleparticipasitpaged P5t3¢) of t he EU”

Regarding the layout of the infographic, some participants commented that the text was difficult to read. By contrast,
other participants appreciated the layout and thought the information was clearly presented.

“Fortunately the i mages wer(Eemaelpatipant/agesl 25e3p)posed t o t he
“The figures are presentede walli t tnblepaiicpant)ayedd8-2ddhey s ho
“1t woul d be clseiaz @ethdle participant,caged 26<84)t e r

Only some patrticipants commented on the content of the infographic. The opinions were mixed.

“[ The infographic] focuses on figures, l ess on emot
mat e r (femalespparticipant, aged 25-34)

“1t is interesting to s e dfemalk partidépant,aged?p-84) ed t o t he ot he

“A compar i mgwith what wonid fave happened to the EU countries if they had not been part of
t h e (Ba participant, aged 25-34)

Participants were not clear on whom the infographic was intended for. Some participants thought it was for EU
citizens, to show them the advantages of being part of the EU. Other participants thought it targeted non-EU
countries, in order to convince them to join the EU.

Their suggestions of where one could find this infographic were consequently also diverse. Participants mentioned
public buildings such as libraries, town halls and courts. It was also suggested that the infographic could be used in
schools, and should be available on the internet as well. Finally, a participant suggested that the infographic could be
distributed to businesses from the logistics sector (possibly because of the representation on the infographics of
ships and containers).
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On the second infographic, participants easily identified the message on fundamental rights. However, only one
participant was able to make the connection with the conditions for EU membership.

“Very good, every p défemalepartigphnt agedds-Mg equal ”

“[ The infographic is about the fact that] countries c
Countriesmust be tol erant an dferamle partigpant, agechl8-24ar e equal ”

“[ The i nfographic is about] equal rights irrespective
requirement in order to become a member of the EU and during their me mb e r ¢fédmiale garticipant, aged
18-24)

The participants appreciated the clarity of the infographics:
“Good, the informati on (femaleparteisaatraged @i8-24)n a cl ear way”
“I'nfographics are easy to umdendt &eondle gaiaipdnp agedsdb-s4y f r om
However, they were not convinced that it is useful to present information about fundamental rights this way.
“1t’s well d o n e ,-e \biud @emate pastibipant, laged 4564) s e | f
“Peopl e whoadies ovi i | really not (mbleparticpany aged2®3M) by t hi s |

“1I't made me Fneangbutif youpubliststhisioe d léaflet or something, you must act accordingly,
and just |l ook at the Net hean f&mdleparticpant, agedBy44X here it go

The participants were also not clear about the target audience for the infographic. Some participants thought that the
infographic was for all EU citizens, while others thought it was for citizens of countries willing to join the EU. One
participant thought the infographic was for Ministers,“ as a r €amalephrticipant, aged 35-44).

Their suggestions of where one could find this infographic were consequently also diverse. Again, participants
mentioned public buildings such as libraries and town halls. It was also suggested that the infographic could be used
in schools, and should be available on the internet as well. One participant suggested that this infographic should not
be distributed at all, because itis“a wa st e o(halemparticigant,’aged 25-34).

Leaflet: ‘So similar, so different, so European’

Participants were then presented with the leaflet ‘So similar, so different, so European’, which had been produced as
part of the awareness-raising campaign.

Overall, participants thought the information presented was interesting, although some patrticipants had difficulties
reading the smaller text:

“1t’s difficuldt to read [ ..] but I have seen (femhlat Sy
participant, aged 45-54)

“1t is definitely interesting, becaus ¢female¢padiapant agedb e s t
25-34)

“Some of the facts Wneale partikipam,dgedd5-34) nt er est i ng”
However, many participants did not like the layout of the leaflet:
“1f 1 received a |l eaflet 1| i ke t (iemalgparticipanpagédd5-44)o ok at i

“Some of the facts are indeed i nt e nmle participgnt,pged 25B4)t ap a
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In terms of target audience, some participants thought the leaflet aimed to convince EU citizens about the added
value the candidate countries would bring to the EU. They criticised the leaflet for only showing positive information
and leaving out the negative:

“[ The Il eaflet is for] EU citizens to think mdfenealeposit
participant, aged 65+)

“Mani pul ati on dnhale pdntieipam, @aged 35d4)i on”

“[ The | eafl et wants ftoa] tshleo wluy up ree pan(hme pgeicipaniy Hgedal3- t h e
54)

Their suggestions of where one could find this infographic were similar to their suggestions for the other infographic.

4.2.4. Overall impressions

Overall, the participants enjoyed participating in the focus group. They found the materials presented interesting and
liked the fact that they learned more about the EU through the discussions.

When asked about which materials were most effective, the first group almost unanimously mentioned the video clip
with Jacques Rupnik.

“Video clips make it easier to take in information. S
not read mu ¢fdmalapagiapant, aged 65+)

“The video clips [are monstl eeafrfne crhu cvhe ] mo rbee cjawste kyy ul ics
you stildl have to want t o (femalapghttiadpant ageds26-83dhd what i s wri

In the second group (which watched the “Hidden Treasures” video clip and the video clip with Ermonela Jaho), the
opinions were more divided. While some patrticipants preferred the video clips, others preferred the infographics or
the leaflets, mentioning that the video clips were not effective because they were not sufficiently informative.

“ |l i kdd etthenlded he first infographi @emaleparticipdnt, ajedds ' t | i
54)

“1 think the video clips [are more effective] -deghr qui
information would probably read the brochu r e(mdle participant, aged 18-24)

“1 don’t think the video clips we(femalecphrtcipant, aged d842¢4)h , I w
The participants’ opinions about the credibility of the materials were also divided. While some participants said the
materials were credible, other participants disagreed and said that none of the materials covered the negative

aspects or the challenges related to EU enlargement.

“1 trust the information, but it i ed Exerythingwas pictaradttoot he n
r o s(ferhale participant, aged 18-24)

“1 am a little sceptical, but {fémalepanidipant, agadt18-24h t hat i s
“1 trust the information, but | utéhalk padigpant, hged25-84h e nega
While most participants felt more informed at the end of the focus group, only a few of them said that their opinion
on EU enlargement had changed as a result of the materials discussed. Most participants said that their opinion

hadn’t changed.

“I My opinion] hasn’t changed, I still think it’s a p
(female participant, aged 25-34)

‘o am/ remain suspicious, my conf i den ¢mlepadicgpany bgededd-dy b e
54)
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“No [my opinion hasn’t changed], |
t hem i n (nale parti€parit, aged 18-24)

m sure they ar

4.3. Summary findings

Overall, participants engaged well with the materials presented. They acknowledged the topic of the focus group
discussion as very interesting and informative. In general, the information value of the different materials was a
key criterion in their appreciation of what they saw.

Participants in the Dutch focus groups tended to be more positive than negative and / or neutral about the EU.
Responses provided by participants with regards to advantages and disadvantages of enlargement are interesting in
that they highlight current concerns and suggest that these people currently see more disadvantages and challenges
than advantages. This is reflected in the underlying theme that cut across the discussion in both groups; the
desire to see the pros and cons of enlargement.

The brochure and the initial diagram of the enlargement process shown seem to stand out as the tools which were
particularly appreciated. The diagram may not be in the most attractive format, but the fact that it is clear is important
and means that it serves its intended purpose. The brochure was highly rated by participants in the Dutch focus
groups when it comes to the quality of finish, layout and presentation as well as clarity of information. Areas of dissent
related to the need for the possibility of more information on the challenges of enlargement.

When asked about preferences for the other different materials shown, opinions were mixed. The participants of the
first group preferred the video clip with Jacques Rupnik, while in the second focus group (which watched the “Hidden
Treasures” video clip and the video clip with Ermonela Jaho) some patrticipants preferred the video clips, and others
preferred the infographics or the leaflets. On the video clips more specifically the clip with Jacques Rupnik appears to
have been best received, in that although Hidden Treasures is appreciated as a well-made and attractive clip, it was
not considered to be very informative and there were question marks as to the purpose and intended audience of the
clip. Jacques Rupnik was credible and participants seemed to appreciate being brought back to the basics, including
core EU values and peace.

It is interesting to note that there was a call for a well-known Dutch politician and Commissioner to speak out about her
core values. This raises a question as to whether people prefer trusted voices from their country / established EU
Member States as opposed to those from candidate countries, but it is not possible to answer this question through
this research. Responses to the Jaho clip suggest many preconceived ideas about Albania which did not fit with the
presentation of an ‘elite’ individual. This clip seemed to work least well.

The format and presentation of the different materials was perceived as clear, easily accessible and well structured,
with the exception of the leaflet ‘So similar, so different, so European’. However, participants consistently expressed
their doubts as to the credibility of the messages. They perceived them as subjective and telling only one side of the
story to sell the idea of enlargement and new Member States. They emphasised that the messages could easily have
been made stronger if more space was had been given to the discussion of potential risks and challenges of EU
enlargement as well.

Finally, participants often had difficulties to identify the target audiences of the different materials. Consequently, they
often did not know that these information and communication materials existed and where to find them. It is
interesting to note that none of the participants had heard of Europe Direct and only three knew about Europa. This
highlights the need to push out information to target publics, who will otherwise not come across this information in
their usual information habits. Consistently participants mention libraries as places where they might expect to come
across this information and believe that the materials may have some information value. However, it is interesting to
note that when these participants search for information they do not turn to libraries rather the internet and other news
outlets including TV, papers and radio are key sources.
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