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Summary
About the project

TRUEDEM is a 3-year multinational research project funded by the Horizon program of the European
Commission with several core objectives. TRUEDEM aims to design and implement a complex
research effort to collect comprehensive evidence on the perceptions of trust and judgments of
trustworthiness in a range of European states. The project will create a robust and comprehensive
knowledge base on long-term dynamics and predictors of trust in political institutions of
representative democracy (parties, executives, parliaments, judiciary etc.) inthe EU. TRUEDEM will
examine the role of new patterns of electoral behavior, impact of socioeconomic transformations, the
erosion of old and emergence of new political cleavages for the inclusiveness, representativity and
legitimacy in European democracies, and political trust. TRUEDEM will identify strategies to address
the demands and needs of citizens expressed via both electoral and non-electoral forms of political
participation as means to enhance active engagement and inclusion and thus booster inclusive and
responsive decision-making and governance in Europe. TRUEDEM will distinguish clusters of
values that can hinder or foster pro-democratic values and attitudes and thus contribute to the barriers
and opportunities to re-invigorating and enhancing representative democratic systems. Finally,
TRUEDEM will develop a comprehensive and transparent toolbox of policy interventions including
recommendations, toolkits and methodologies for enhancing trust in political institutions, boosting
transparency inclusiveness of representative systems. TRUEDEM is coordinated in Austria with
partners in Czech Republic, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia,
Sweden, and Ukraine. The three-year program runs from January 2023 to December 2025.

Annotation of the Deliverable (D8.2)

The deliverable D8.2 entitled “Qualitative Studies: Methodological Guidelines and Data” comprises
a qualitative dataset accompanied by methodological instructions and tools for its collection. It forms
part of Work Package 8 (WP8) and contains transcripts of focus group discussions (FGDs), elite
interviews, and consultations with civil society organizations (CSOs) conducted across twelve
European countries. These datasets are intended to support future analyses and serve as a resource for
examining trust dynamics and trustworthiness perceptions in diverse political and social contexts.

The document begins with a conceptual framework that underpins qualitative studies. It explores the
relational and situational nature of political trust and trustworthiness, drawing on established theories
of trust. The framework identifies key themes for investigation, including who trusts whom and for
what reasons, how context influences trust dynamics, and the underlying models of democracy
shaping evaluations of institutions and political actors. It also delves into the cues and information
sources used by individuals and groups to assess trustworthiness. This theoretical foundation guides
the structure and design of the qualitative studies, ensuring they align with the broader project aims.

Section two presents the first component of the qualitative studies — the focus group discussions with
citizens. This section details the organization and implementation of FGDs, which were conducted in
six European countries: Czech Republic, France, Greece, Italy, Poland, and Romania. A total of 21
FGDs were held, with each group consisting of 6-10 participants. These FGDs targeted diverse
demographic groups to capture a range of perspectives on political trust. Recruitment guidelines
emphasized inclusivity and diversity, balancing factors such as age, education, and political attitudes
while maintaining gender balance. The FGDs explored themes such as citizens’ satisfaction with
political systems, the qualities they associate with trustworthy leaders and institutions, and their
perceptions of governance in specific contexts, including crises. Moderation protocols ensured that
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discussions remained productive, with moderators trained to encourage participation, manage
conflicts, and document key insights effectively.

Section three presents the second component of qualitative studies represented by expert and elite
interviews with politicians and policymakers. These interviews sought to uncover the perspectives of
those directly involved in governance and policy implementation. Elite interviews with politicians
and policymakers were conducted in ten European countries: Austria, Czech Republic, France,
Greece, Italy, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, and Sweden. These interviews targeted 10-20
informants per country (161 interviews in total). The guidelines for these interviews included detailed
scripts to ensure consistency while allowing flexibility to address country-specific issues. The
interviews explored topics such as institutional trust-building, challenges in fostering citizen
engagement, and strategies for enhancing transparency and accountability in governance. This
component aimed to capture the institutional side of trust dynamics, offering insights into the
challenges and opportunities for fostering trust in democratic systems.

The third component involved consultations with leaders of CSOs, exploring their unique role as
intermediaries between citizens and political institutions. Consultations with CSOs were also
conducted in ten countries, following a structure similar to the elite interviews (159 consultations in
total). These consultations engaged leaders of CSOs to understand their roles in trust-building and
their interactions with both citizens and political institutions. The discussions explored how CSOs
contribute to enhancing transparency, inclusivity, and democratic accountability, as well as the
obstacles they encounter in fulfilling these roles. The methodological provisions ensured a thorough
understanding of the CSO perspective, emphasizing the importance of their role in bridging gaps
between citizens and political elites and in holding political institutions accountable.

Section 6 of the document describes the workplan for the qualitative studies, outlining the timeline
and steps involved in their implementation. It covers the key stages of the process, including the
translation of materials, recruitment of participants, data collection, quality checks, transcription, and
translation of transcripts into English. Section 7 focuses on qualitative data anonymization. It provides
guidelines for removing personally identifiable information to protect participants' privacy. The
section emphasizes the application of full anonymization, ensuring that data cannot be linked back to
any individual, even by researchers. It discusses the procedures for separating identifying details from
datasets, following GDPR and national data protection laws.

The annexes included in the document provide additional resources and tools used throughout the
qualitative studies. Annex 1 contains translations of the FGDs guide, ensuring that the methodology
was uniformly applied across all participating countries while accommodating linguisticand cultural
differences. Annex 2 includes translations of the recruitment questionnaire for focus groups, used to
identify and select participants in each national context. Annex 3 provides translations of the
interview guide for politicians, offering a standardized framework for conducting elite interviews in
multiple languages. Annex 4 features translations of the interview guide for CSOs, enabling
consistent yet culturally sensitive consultations with CSO leaders across countries. Finally, Annex 5
includes sample letters of invitation used for recruiting experts, ensuring clear and professional
communication with participants during the recruitment process.

Part Il of the document features the data represented by anonymized transcripts of all intreviews, with
the original interviews conducted in the respective national languages and translated into English for
cross-national analysis. The transcripts are organized by country and type of informant.
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INTRODUCTION: AIMS AND GOALS OF WP8

The main objective of the TRUEDEM work package 8 is to deliver new empirical evidence to verify
or refute the project’s research hypotheses concerning the specific context in which people make
decisions about trustworthiness, individual and institutional characteristics considered as the main
indicators of trustworthiness, and individual and country-level factors that influence trust-building.
This new empirical evidence also provides information on the specific factors and contexts in which
the perceptions of trustworthiness are being formed and trust-building occurs, including voting in
elections (WP2); socioeconomic changes (pandemic, digitalization of work, migration) (WP3);
growing political polarization (WP5); participation through social media (WP6); information
environments and media use (WP7); democratic innovations and other modes of citizens’
participation to enhance trust in the political system (WPs 9-10).

To fulfil this objective, TRUEDEM WZP8 consists of four components, each corresponding to a
specific study distinguished based on the data collection method on one hand and the target group on
the other. Component 1 deals with the design and implementation of an online quantitative survey of
citizens inanumber European countries'; component 2 concerns organization of a series focus groups
with citizens in 6 European countries; component 3 includes organization of a series of 10-20 expert
and elite qualitative interviews with politicians and policymakers in 10 European countries; finally,
component 4 deals with the organization of a series of 10-20 consultations with the civil society
organizations using the method of qualitative interview in 10 countries. For practical purposes, the
work within the WP in general and each sub-study has been split into the preparatory (or design)
stage (September 2023 to January 2024) and implementation stage (January/ February 2024 to June
2024). Data processing took place in July-November 2024, with the data analysis planned through
the end of the project.

The data research outputs in qualitative studies of WP8 comprise a set of anonymized transcripts of
qualitative interviews and focus groups. The transcripts first produced in the original language of the
interview have been further fully translated into English to enable cross-country comparative analysis
and collaboration. Anonymized English transcripts are available to the whole TRUEDEM
consortium, with all project teams encouraged to use this qualitative data in their analysis. Primary
empirical data collected in WP8 shall then inform the following project deliverables: D1.5 — Report
on long term developments in political trust in EU; D2.5 — Electoral participation and political trust:
policy implications; D3.5 — Consolidated report on the implications of socioeconomic
transformations for democratic attitudes, political participation and trust; D6.4 — Empowered by
social media? Social media and political trust; D7.3 — Role of media environment in forming trustin
the EU; D9.3 — Audience-targeted recommendations on promoting democratic innovations.

In addition, findings from the consultations with CSOs shall comprise the core empirical database to
validate the research hypothesis on strengthening partnership and enhancing CSO’s trust towards the
political system and institutions and to develop D10.2 — Policy-action plan for inclusion and trust-
building of civil society organizations (short-term, mid-term, long-term) on local, national, regional
and EU levels. Findings from the quantitative survey and focus groups with citizens shall provide
insights for the set of policy recommendations for trust-building oriented to citizens produced in
D10.1. Policy-action plan for inclusion and trust-building of citizens (short-term, mid-term, long-
term) on local, national, regional and EU levels. Finally, data from the elite interviews with politicians
and policymakers shall be employed to develop guidelines for policy-interventionsfor inclusionand
trust-building in different environments and societies (D10.3). The remaining sections of this
document discuss the thematic scope and methodological provisions for the organization of the
qualitative studies within WP8.

 Methodology and findings are presented in deliverable D8.1: https://www.truedem.eu/resources-and-deliverables
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1 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF THE STUDY?

The overall aim of this study is to extend and deepen the understanding of perceptions of
trustworthiness and trust-building through the exploration of conceptions of and expectations towards
good governance of citizens, political elites and civil society. One of the strengths of the TRUEDEM
project s its systematic approach to identifying trust relations among categories of political agents or
agencies with distinct expertise and experience, using a research design that builds on mixed methods
(see D1.1. Conclusive section). Therefore, the qualitative survey design shall seek to maximize the
comparability of the questions asked to the three major categories of selected agents. With this in
mind, the focus group discussion guide for ordinary citizens and the interview guides for politicians
and CSO leaders have been structured in accordance with a common framework, following the
principle of a ‘mirror survey’.

Based on the literature review, a number of overarching topics which are particularly relevant for
investigating the key objectives set out by TRUEDEM have been delignated. These topics were
divided in four sections, to be addressed consecutively in the qualitative studies design.

e Who trustswhom, for what, and how? This first section serves as a descriptive introduction.
Its aim is to examine trust as a social relationship and the criteriaon which trustworthiness is
based. It will provide significant insight into the conceptual typology of trust relations outlined
by the project.

e How does context enhance or inhibit trust mechanisms? The second section invites
interviewees to put political trust in perspective. More specifically, it aims to address the
effects of context on the mechanisms that lead to a positive assessment of trustworthiness and
how contextual factors (e.g. crisis) can result in variations in trust relations (e.g., from
skeptical to cynical mistrust).

e What are the underlying conceptions of democracy? The third section is more reflective,
delving into the core of trustworthiness by questioning the preferences of interviewees for
different institutional settings or processes and, more broadly, their views of political
representation. This section also provides a seamless entry point for discussing the key issue
of democratic innovations.

e What kind of information and cues do agents use in their diagnosis and evaluations? The
fourth section serves a more explanatory purpose. It aims to map out the elements used by the
interviewees to form their judgments of trust/trustworthiness. The interviewees are primarily
viewed here as experts in the realm of political trust, whereas the first three sections also invite
them to position themselves as actors in this domain.

Below, we further detail the concepts, dimensions, and underlying issues for each of these four
sections. It is argued that the comparative analysis of common topics across different categories of
agents is likely to bring significant scientific value.

WP8 Qualitative data collection aims to understand how actors make decisions on the political
system’s trustworthiness, their judgment formation mechanisms, as well as the individual and
collective factors influencing trust. Since trust is essentially relational and situational (\VVan der Meer,
Zmerli 2017), our qualitative researchis designed to study the (respective and mutual) perceptions of
the different actors in the trust relationship: citizens, political elites and the civil society
organizations. And since political trust is often contextual and specific, our research will investigate
the three dimensions contained in Hardin’s (2000) formula, “A trusts B to do X”. Political (mis)trust

2 Authors of this section: Prunelle Aymé, Laurie Beaudonnet, Céline Belot, Héléne Caune, and Frédéric Gonthier (GAU-FR and CNRS-FR).
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can be better understood by investigating the fabric of citizens’, political elites’ and CSOs'
conceptions of and expectations towards the political system and towards one another.

Among the limited number of studies that have jointly studied elite and ordinary conceptions of the
political system, most have evidenced substantial differences among agents. Recent research finds
that citizens’ have an idea of “the good politician” (Clarke et al. 2018), that values authenticity and
proximity (Valgardsson et al. 2021), which is quite different from the roles that highly
professionalized political actors actually perform - one of the explanations for the rise of anti-politics.

When it comes to views and evaluations of democracy, empirical studies show significant
differences between policymakers, political elites and citizens, as well as among citizens
themselves, some endorsing more procedural definitions of democracy while others valuing direct
democracy and/or social justice (Ceka, Magalhées 2016; Kotze, Garcia-Rivero 2017; Kriesi et al.
2016; Miller et al. 1997). Finally, civil society organizations may define themselves and operate as
intermediaries inthe trust relationship, endorsing roles as diverse as counterpowers, representatives,
interest groups. Thus, CSOs may help bridge the gap between citizens and political elites or do just
the opposite and act as democratic watchdogs casting light on the political systems’ lack of
trustworthiness.

It follows from the above that one approach to studying political (mis)trust is to examine the
intersections and disparities in citizens, CSOs and elites’ expectations and assessments of the political
system. More specifically, the qualitative studies have been designed to answer the following
interrelated research questions:

1. Who trusts whom, for what, and how?

First, we aim to investigate the relational nature of political trust by identifying the mechanisms
behind actors’ decision to trust one another. As shown in the literature, different agents have different
evaluations of different institutions and actors (parliament, government, administrations,
representatives, local and national governments...), and expect different things from political
institutions and actors (justice, performance, transparency, equity, integrity...). They might use
different criteria to evaluate the political system. Norris (2023) stresses that people might (mis)trust
the political system based on informed evaluations of its objective trustworthiness, or (dis)trust it
relying on cognitive and political biases (skeptical/cynical/credulous attitudes).

Consequently, interviews with ordinary citizens, political elitesand CSO representatives answer these
interrelated questions: Who trusts whom? When trust is granted, which actions and mandate does
it refer to? And what are the criteria and mechanisms involved in the fabric of trustworthiness?

2. How does context enhance or inhibit the production of political trust?

Second, we aim to understand how different contextual factors might influence the trust relationship
on the side of citizens, political elitesand CSOs. As Van der Meer and Zmerli (2017) argue, trust is
contextual and should be studied by accounting for institutional factors (political regime,
institutional arrangements), political context, information environments, etc., which might
constitute obstacles or incentives for agents to trust one another. One method to identify these
contextual factors is to focus, in our three types of interviews, on distinct policy domain that are
characterized by different institutional arrangements and have different political salience:

- policy domains that affect citizens’ lives more or less directly

- policy domains that involve the local, national or international level

- policy domains that concern crisis or more routine situations

- policy domains that relate to distributive policies or to security issues
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- policy domains that are more or less open to a variety of players (CSOs, experts, politicians,
citizens, counter-powers...)

These policy domains may well vary from one country to the other so as to better fit national contexts
and depending on their political salience, but they are expected to fulfil these criteria so that variations
can be explored in a way that allows for comparison. Relevant policy domains might be pandemic,
war in Ukraine, immigration, housing policies, etc. On one hand, ordinary citizens can be prompted
to express their views on the trustworthiness of political institutions/actors in these different domains.
On the other hand, these thematic focuses can serve as a selection criterion for interviews with
politicians and CSO leaders.

3. What are the underlying models of democracy behind actors’ evaluations and expectations
of the political system?

Agents’ trust judgements are closely tied to their expectations towards the political system. Agents
compare the way they perceive the system to work (who makes decisions, for whom, following what
processes?) with the way they consider it should work. These expectations may reflect, more deeply,
different conceptions of democracy, representations, and mandates, and the role that each actor
(citizens, elites, intermediary bodies, experts, etc.) should play in it. To what extent can the
mechanisms of political trust be linked to preferences for certain models of democracy (liberal,
populist, technocratic, etc.)? And what are the discrepancies (if any) between (different groups of)
ordinary citizens’, elites’, and CSOs leaders’ conceptions of democracy?

Likewise, focus groups and interviews seek to understand the links between political trust,
conceptions of democracy and democratic innovations. Who are the actors and groups demanding
democratic innovations? How do citizens, political elites and CSOs conceive participatory or
deliberative innovations and what roles do they expect to play in these?

4. What kind of information and cues do actors rely on to monitor and evaluate the political
system and one another?

Finally, our qualitative investigation aims to identify the types of information on which actors rely to
assess the political system and decide upon their levels of political support and political trust.
Democratic systems require a distribution of cognitive tasks, wherein agents delegate some or all
decision-making to others, thus departing from the ideal of a fully informed citizenry. Following
Rudolph (2017), political trust can be approached ‘as a heuristic’ allowing people to expedite their
political judgements by making the most of their limited resources and will to engage in effortful,
albeit accurate, thinking.

The trust heuristic has been found to play a key role when complex policy judgments are involved.
Hetherington (2005) claims that individuals who have confidence in the government are more likely
to endorse policies involving risk or support government actions in situations characterized by risk,
in comparison to individuals who lack trust in the government. This is because trustful citizens are
more prone to make material and/or ideological sacrifices involved by risky policy initiatives.

This also highlights the significance of understanding whether ordinary citizens and political actors
inform themselves about each other, how they acquire information, and how they process the
available information. Put differently, what sources of information do ordinary citizens, political
elitesand CSOs use to construct their trust evaluations? How do the media, opinion surveys, social
networks and other types of messages and cues inform their judgments?
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Figure 1. TRUEDEM qualitative studies research framework by target group

Political
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Public opinion and public support and their role for responsive decision-making and good
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Perceptions of trust across various political institutions

Qualities and characteristics of a trustworthy politician

Cooperation of citizens and politicians through democratic innovations

Cooperation of elected representatives and technocrats, eurocrats, experts in political governance
Media and social media as the mediators of political trust-building

Civil society as a platform to voice citizens’ needs and concerns

The role of civil society for trust-building in the political system, as intermediary between citizens
and elites

Perceptions of the political trust, performance and trustworthiness of politicians and institutions
Experience of CSQO’s participation in consultations and democratic innovations to strengthen
democracy

The use of media to promote cooperation between citizens and the civil society

The role of media and social media as sources of political information

Topical problems for citizens and adequacy of the existing policy responses to them

Assessment of the political system’s response to the challenges of immigration and the war in
Ukraine

Perceptions of the political trust, performance and trustworthiness of politicians and institutions
Perceptions of the existing political decision-making system and ways of its improvement
Citizens’ engagement in decision-making: prospects and obstacles

Trustworthiness of political leaders and intuitions: important qualities and characteristics
Voting in the 2024 EU Parliamentary elections; attitudes to the EU and future development
prospects
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2 FOCUS GROUPS WITH CITIZNES
2.1. INTRODUCTION

Study of public opinion becomes pivotal in an investigation of phenomena such as public support for
the political leaders and institutions, and public trust to them. The aim of the focus group interviews
(FGDs) in TRUEDEM is to complement the quantitative analysis of public perceptions of political
trust and trustworthiness of leaders and institutions by disclosing the qualitative aspects of the trust-
building mechanism and providing insights into how the individuals arrive at a specific decision about
trust, originating from a) their perception of existing problems and their (dis)satisfaction with the
work of the current political institutions; b) their ideas about an “ideal” political leader and qualities
associated with a trustworthy politician; c) any contextual factors, including preferred information
sources and ways of their assessment (i.e. critical thinking), that clarify the link between performance
of politicians/ institutions and citizens’ (mis)trust to them. In this context, the most essential question
of the FGDs in TRUEDEM is “why?”: citizens’ justification of the trust position (whether positive
or negative), reasoning of their judgement about the trustworthiness of the political leaders and
institutions in their country are the central research questions.

In addition to the primary qualitative data from FGDs to be employed as empirical evidence to
validate research hypotheses in a number of project reports, FGDs become instrumental to deliver a
number of project results and outputs, including:

= the critically revised theory of political trust — by deepening the understanding of citizens’
political trust as the perception of the trustworthiness of political institutions and mechanisms
of trustworthiness assessment.

= the comprehensive and transparent toolbox of democratic innovations including toolkits and
methodologies for enhancing trust in political institutions, boosting transparency,
representativeness and inclusiveness of representative systems featuring recommendations on
optimal effective modes of citizens’ engagement in decision-making.

= the policy briefs featuring short-, mid- and long-term policy interventions at the local,
national, regional and EU levels — by helping to identify the primary domains for public policy
to tackle political trust and public support.

= recommendations on the enhancement of awareness and engagement of citizens concerned
with the health of liberal democracies and trustworthiness of political leaders and institutions
in Europe.

= recommendationson the improvementin civic education and enhancement of knowledge on
trust, institutions, and democracy of students through utilization of new education resources.

2.2. METHODOLOGY AND OVERALL APPROACH

Focus-group discussions (FGDs) are groups of 6-10 people, recruited on the basis of similar
demographics, psychographics, buying attitudes, or behaviour, who engage in a discussion of a
particular topic, led by a trained moderator. FGDs belong to the qualitative data collection method,
enabling us to understand the qualitative characteristics of social processes and phenomena (such as
“why”” and “how”). Participants of FGDs are invited to share their opinion in free format which means
there are no pre-defined answer options. Participants are prompted to express their thoughts by a
series of open-ended questions asked by the moderator. Participants in an FGD can also be offered
graphical materials, video clips, short stories that serve as a discussion trigger. Choosing to do a FGD
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isnot a solutionto collect individual interviews more quickly, but rather are a technique to understand
how people produce judgments ininteractions. Moderation (questions and follow-up questions, visual
materials, paper materials) aims at producing interactions through open-ended questions and
incentives to participate.

2.3. PARTICIPANTS: CITIZENS

Each FGD in TRUEDEM is composed of no less than 6-10 participants to enable solid discussion
and interaction. FGDs with less than 6 participants were not accepted in TRUEDEM. All project
partners were recommended to recruit 9 to 12 people, accounting for the last-minute withdrawals. In
their composition, the FGDs are differentiated by the age, education, and settlement type of the
participants, which have proven to be significant predictors of political trust, political perceptions,
and attitudes as well as voting and other forms of political participation. Giventhat TRUEDEM does
not specifically study the political attitudes of the migrant population, and since some questions might
concern choices when voting in elections, all FGDs participants were required to be citizens of the
studied country. FGDs could be conducted in one city/ region or split between 2 or more territorial
units in every country. At the same time, since the number of FGDs in every studies country was
relatively small, there was no aim to examine differences in perceptions of citizens from East/ West/
North / South or other geographical divisions.

Political affiliation and attitudes (party preferences, position on the left-right political scale, interest
in politicsetc.) did not serve as a recruitment criterion to avoid a situation when only one side of the
political spectrum (or only politically active citizens) were present. Instead, the information on
political attitudes of volunteering participants was collected during the recruitment process and was
used to create balanced groups. Every group was mixed in terms of political interest and political
attitudes of the participants. In addition, each group respected the gender balance of the participants.
The following FGDs were conducted in TRUEDEM:

Group 1: young (18-29 years); tertiary education; urban/center

Group 2: middle-aged (30-50 years); secondary education; rural/peripheric

Group 3: senior (60 years and older); tertiary education; urban/center

Group 4: young (18-29 years); secondary education; urban but peripheric (suburbs)

Table 2.1. Focus Groups in TRUEDEM by country

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Total
Czech Republic (1) (1) @) - 3
France (1) (1) @) (1) 4
Greece (1) (1) @) (1) 4
Italy (1) (1) (1) (1) 4
Poland (1) (1) (@) - 3
Romania (1) (1) - (€5) 3
Total 6 6 5 4 21
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2.3.1. Recruitment of FGDs participants

All project partners were encouraged to recruit the participants themselves for the sake of data and
findings’ quality; though subcontracting of recruitment was also possible. Places such as campuses,
local services, associations, etc. were targeted for recruitment. Recruitment through online
advertisement was also employed. At the stage of recruitment, partners were required briefly present
the purpose of the research:

= We are looking for participants in a research project implemented by [University name] as a part
of the international research project “TRUEDEM: Trust in European Democracies” funded by the
Horizon program of the EU. The research focuses on citizens’ views on current political and
societal matters. We wish to gather people like you to discuss these issues [Please, give a printed
version of the short version of the TRUEDEM project information sheet to all approached
citizens]

= We are looking for people willing to participate in a collective discussion (focus-group
discussions) on these matters. The participation is voluntary and will be anonymous; your name
and other personal details will be stored safely by the research team and will not be published or
shared with anyone. The FGD session will be audio and video-recorded; this recording will be
used by our team for internal purposes only — mainly to create a transcript. The video will be
destroyed after the end of the project; the transcript will not include the names of the participants.

= A ...€(30to 50) voucher will be offered at the end of the discussion to compensate for your time
[Please, be aware that, according to the European Commission regulations, incentives for the
FGDs participants are not eligible expenses to be claimed from the direct costs of the
TRUEDEM grant; they can only be paid from the overheads category — 25% in every partner’s
budget. Only participants who stayed till the end of the FGD shall receive the incentive].

= If you are interested in participating, could you please fill out this quick questionnaire and give
us your contact information?

= The discussion will take place on [date and time], at [intended place of the FGD], and will last
approximately 2-2.5 hours [date and location of the FGD shall be announced only to those 8-
10 participants whom you are inviting to participate in the study and not all approached
volunteers].

At the stage of recruitemtn, the project partners were reminded of the necessity to maintain gender
balance in the FGDs (each FGD should ideally include 4 male and 4 female participants). Partners
were instructed that no familiarity among the participants was permittable (they should not be
family members, relatives, friends, neighbours or acquittances). To prevent this potential familiarity,
partners were requested tp avoid recruiting more than one participant at/from/through the same
organization (such as one faculty at a university or college; neighbourhood community; one NGO or
hobby club).

A short recruitment questionnaire was distributed (through social medias or any other ways) to
volunteers to collection information on their demographics, interest in politics, and political attitudes,
that will be used as recruitment criteria. If the respondent met the screener’s criteria and the group
composition’s requirement, he/she was asked to participate.

This short recruitment questionnaire was handed to potential participants and collected during the
recruitment process. In case of online advertisement, it was an online questionnaire (google form).
The information contained in the questionnaire had two purposes:
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= To help selecting the final participants in a way that matches the FGD group composition criteria
(gender balance, mix in terms of political interest and political attitudes)

= To use the data gathered in the analysis of the FGDs findings.

Short project information sheet was distributed at the recruitment stage among all approached
volunteers. Important information given participants at this stage:

= name of the project + partner (university) in your country

= broad topic (no need to be too specific at this stage)

= invitation for an FGD, format (group discussion), duration (2 hours)
= participation is voluntary and anonymous

= participation is retribution (voucher)

= no need to have knowledge on politics

= link to the recruitment questionnaire

Project partners were required to plan in advance as recruitment takes time. At least 2-3 weeks ahead
planning was required, and one team member was nominated in every team to oversee this process.
Both in person and online recruitment was employed. The recruitment strategy was further adapted
to each target group: if recruiting students, partners were advised to target campuses, ask colleagues,
social media; if recruiting young/unemployed/suburban, teams were encouraged to use social centres,
etc. It was recommended that the recruitment questionnaire should be used to establish 2 (or 3!) lists:
selected participants +supplementary list in case first ones were not available (9-12 people, to ensure
no less than 6-10 come). For every selected participant in terms of their demographic and socio-
political attitudes, there needed to be duplicates on the recruitment list. The aim of the recruitment
process was to maximize social homogeneity (as this facilitates communication) and political
heterogeneity (as this generates disagreement).

Recruited FGDs participants gave their contact information on a separate page in the recruitment
form so that the teams could contact them if they were selected for the FGD. As per the research
ethics regulations, contact information was stored in a separate file by the main researcher. All teams
were reminded that filled in recruitment questionnaire was considered sensitive data that ought to be
stored securely by the research team. This information under no circumstanced can be shared outside
the research team. Recruitment questionnaires of individuals who are not invited to attend the FGDs
were destroyed immediately after the respective FGD has been completed. Recruitment
questionnaires of the FGDs participants were stored securely (password protected folders) and shall
be destroyed after the end of the project.

The main researcher also gave his/her contact information in case participants had questions before
the FGD. Upon selecting the participants for an FGD, the teamd needed to make sure that every
participant received an e-version or a hard copy with the following information:

= Practical information (date, hour, where to meet)

= Reminder 2 days before the FG by mail, text, phone call or else.

= Text or a phone call the day before the FGD or in the morning on the day of FGD.

= |f you consider it helpful/ appropriate, the full project information sheet can be shared with the
selected participant prior to the FGD.

= The guide of the FGD was NOT to be shared with the participants.

13
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Table 2. FGDs Recruitment Questionnaire

RECRUITMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

TRUEDEM Trust in European Democracies Project
University of X
For participants in [country]

Age: .........
Gender: ..........

What is your current situation?

In general, are you interested in politics in general? Place yourself on a scale, 1 being "not at all
interested"”, 5 being "very interested™:
12345

On ascale of 1to 5, with 1 being "very left-wing" and 5 being "very right-wing", where would you
place yourself politically?
12345

Do you agree to be contacted to contribute to this research project by participatingin a 2 hour

collective discussion, under the supervision of [researchers’ name]?
Yes: No:

Contact information
Name: Surname:
e-mail: Phone number:

[Name and contact of researcher]
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Figure 2. Example of a brief version of the project information sheet distributed at the
recruitment stage

'o:\ TRUE LOGO OF TRUEDEM PARTNER IN THE
Trust in European Democracies COU NTRY
S

CALL FOR PARTICIPANTS FOR A STUDY WITH
RETRIBUTION

Your opinions on current political and social issues

We are looking for participantsin a study being carried out by researchers from the <ORGANIZATION
NAME HERE>, as part of a research team of an international project from twelve European countries. The
survey focuseson citizens' opinions on current political and social issues. We would like to bring citizens
together to discuss these issues.

Participation in the study includes a group discussion led by the research team. The discussion will take
place on <DATE> in a dedicated room on the <LOCATION>, <AT TIME>.

Participation is voluntary and will be anonymous. Participants will receive a <€XX> voucher at the end
of the discussion. A convivial moment will be offered at the end of the session.

For this study, we are looking for participants with a variety of backgrounds. You don't need to be
interested in politics or have any particular knowledge to take part. If you are interested, please fill in
this short questionnaire [link]. We will then get back to you to let you know if you are invited to take part
in the group discussion.

If you have any questionsabout the organization of the survey, please
contact

NAME OF TEAM LEADER IN COUNTRY
EMAIL OR PHONE NUMBER OF THE TEAM LEADER

e, This survey is part of the TRUEDEM project, funded

S Funded by ] by the European Commission's Horizon Europe

P9 the European Union  programme  (Grant  #01095237). For  more
information, see the following page.
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Figure 3. Example of a brief version of the project information sheet distributed at the
recruitment stage in France

www.lruedem.eu

UGA

Université
Grenoble Alpes

APPEL A PARTICIPANTES ET PARTICIPANTS POUR UNE
ENQUETE AVEC RETRIBUTION

Vos opinions sur des questions politiques et sociales actuelles

Nous recherchons des participantes et participants a une enguéte menée par des
chercheurs de I'Université Grenoble Alpes et du CNRS, au sein d'une équipe
de recherche issue de douze pays européens' Cette enquéte porte sur les
opinions des citoyennes et citoyens sur les questions politiques et scciales
actuelles. Nous souhaitons réunir des étudiantes et des étudiants pour échanger
Sur ces enjeux.

La participation a l'enquéte consiste en une discussion collective animée par
l'équipe de recherche. La discussion aura lieu le 20 décembre a la MSH Alpes
(Maison des Sciences de |'Homme, 1221 rue des universités - Domaine
universitaire, 38610 Giéres), de 16h30 a 19h30.

La participation est volontaire et sera rendue anonyme. Un bon d'achat d'un
montant de S0€ sera offert aux participantes et participants a l'issue de la
discussion. Un moment de convivialité sera proposé a la fin de la session.

Pour cette enquéte, nous recherchons des étudiantes et étudiants aux profils
variés. Il n'est pas nécessaire d'étre intéressé par la politique ou d'avoir des
connaissances particuliéeres pour participer. Si vous étes intéressé, merci de
remplir ce court gquestionnaire. Nous reviendrons ensuite vers vous pour vous
indiquer si vous étes invité a participer a la discussion collective.

Pour toute question
relative a l'organisation
de lenqguéte, vous
pouvez contacter

Céline Belot
celine.belot@umrpacte.fr

' Cette enquéte est menée au sein du projet TRUEDEM, financé par le programme Horizon
Europe de la Commission européenne (Grant #01095237). Pour plus d'informations,
consulter la page sulvante,
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2.4. FOCUS GROUP GUIDELINES
2.4.1. PLANNING FOR FGDs
a) Date and length

The planned FGDs duration was 2 hours (or 120 minutes). Additional time was reserved by partners
who wish to add sequences or extend discussions. Participants were invited to come 15 min in
advance. This was important as every participant needed to read the project information sheet and
sign the consent form before the FGD begins. If the discussion lasted more than 2h, teams were
encouraged to plan for a short break. In all cases, drinks were offered to participants. Small snacks
were offered when the FGD was taking place in the late afternoon around dinner time.

FGDs were organized at a time suitable for participants (for example, retired seniors were asked to
come during the day, but for most participants, an evening during the week was the best option).
When choosing a date, teams were recommended to consider national holidays, but also other
important national contexts (elections, other important events).

b) Place

FGDs were organized in places that were comfortable, as neutral as possible, and easily accessible.
They could be university rooms (not if the focus group was in the evening and the university was not
in the city center), but different kinds of rooms suited as long as they were reachable by public
transport. The rooms used were equipped with cameras and microphones. If not, arrangements were
made to bring these along, as both audio and video recording of an FGD was mandatory. The locations
were visited beforehand to check accessibility and other important aspects. The premises included
the relevant furniture (tables, chairs, etc.) and were spacious enough but not too large at the same
time.

2.4.2. TRANSCRIPTION, DATA STORAGE AND SUMMARIES

All FGDs were entirely transcribed in the national language. Automated transcription (for example,
Trint software) followed by proofreading by team memberswas used alongside with the full human
transcription. Transcriptions had to enable the identification of (anonymized) speakers, as well as
non-verbal elements (silences, laughs, etc.). Each FGD transcript was then translated into English.
Transcripts were produced in parallel with conducting the FGDs (February-April 2024) or afterwards
(May-October 2024). Guidelines for the anonimization are included in section 10 of this document.
For more information and guidelines on data storage and anonymization, please see the TRUEDEM
Data Management Plan V2.0 and Project Ethics Plan and Guidelines V2.0.

2.4.3. ORGANIZATION AND MATERIAL
a) Consent forms

Consent forms translated into the national language were distributed to participants (2 copies per
person) and signed just before the start of the discussion. The project did not ask for consent from
every volunteer—only those who were actually selected to participate inthe FGD. One team member
was in charge of collecting the forms. One copy of the consent form stayed with the participant; the
other one was collected by the project team. Consent forms were stored safely by the project team
and shall be destroyed after the end of the project.

Participants did not need to give their real names for participation in the FGD (and could write a
nickname or an invented name on their name tag). It was important, however, that the consent form
used the real name of the participantand could be retrieved in case of any ethical issues or conflicts.
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b) Audio and video recording

In each FGD, the team used both video and audio recording. Where possible, the project team planned
two microphones (to ensure all participants were well recorded) and a second camera. One team
member with the respective skills was nominated to be in charge of this equipment.

¢) Vouchers/incentives for participants [to be confirmed]

Participants were offered a voucher/gift card to compensate for their time. The amount was decided
in each country (appr. 30-50 euros), distributed at the end of the session, and a receipt was signed.
One team member in each team was in charge of it. Teams were reminded that incentives can only
be charged as overhead in the project and not as direct project costs.

d) Refreshments

During the session (or during the break), participants were offered refreshments (drinks and/or
snacks); local culture determined what was provided. The teams were also free to plan to offer drinks
or a meal after the session (depending on the budget).

e) Equipment to prepare for the day of the FGD

For the moderator:
- Large Post-it notes (ideally sticky)
- Post-its of a different color for flash cards (no blue ones)
- Felt pens (for Post-its)
- Magnetic whiteboard (or flipchart or white wall for post-its*) (*if you use a wall, make sure
the post-its stick to it)
- Thumbnails (with sequences’ main questions) and magnets
- One or two boards (2 paperboards or a black/white board)
- 1 camera to take pictures
- 1or 2 microphones (the second as a system of security)
- 1 or 2 video cameras (the second as a system of security)
- Make sure to have a spare SD card/ spare batteries/ accumulator, depending what your
camera uses
For participants:
- Pens
- 1 card with a storm flash
- A paper name plate
Documents to print and bring:
- Scenario
- Questions, images, actors and qualities printed on cardboards
- Checklist
- Questionnaires
- Printed information sheets and consent forms [make sure to adjust the size of the font that
those are well readable]
- Receipts for payment
- Incentives/ vouchers (in envelopes)
- List of participants (fill in pseudonym for each)
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Figure 3. Preparing the FGDs: equipment for moderation

For recording: To be printed for moderation:
e 1or2camera(s) (for back-up) e cardboards with main scenario questions
e 1 or 2 microphones(s) (for back-up) ¢ printed cards for quoted actors, institutions,
e batteries/SD cards qualities
e aphone or camera to take pictures e printed “flash cards”

printed “clock card”
scenario (in large characters for moderator, with

Other small material: .
expected timing)

sticky post-it notes of different colors
felt pens

magnets (or adhesive paste)

pens and paper for participants

a paper name (pseudonym) plate

Documents to bring:
e list of participants (fill in pseudonyms for each)
e information sheets

consent forms (2 copies each)

post-FGD questionnaire

Incentives/ vouchers in envelopes

Receipts for payments/ incentives

+ refreshments and snacks !

f) Organization of the room

Participants were positioned in an arc with the moderator and a blackboard/whiteboard on the last
side of the circle. Participants had (not just chairs). Camera was facing the participants. Moderators
were reminded to always be aware of where the camera is so they don’t stand in front of some
participants. Microphones in front of the circle (possibly closer to women) (see figure 4).

Figure 4. Organization of the room
| BOARD | for an FGD

Recommendations:
Table = participants in an arc (so that
they all see each other) with
moderator and
whiteboard/paperboard on the
Table . last side
= note-takers/observers on the
side and/or behind
= camera facing participants
(make sure all participants are
in the frame; do not stand in
. . . front of the camera)
= microphones in front of the
circle (closer to women)
= participants should have tables

Camera

Q Microphone

Table

19



o,:\ TRU E www. truvedem.eu

\\ l Trust in European Democracies
—
e

2.4.4. MODERATION GUIDELINES
a) Preparing the focus-groups: be ready to moderate

= Very important to know the scenario well. Unlike with expert and elite interviews, inan FGD
itis expected that the sequence of questions as listed in the guide is followed in all countries.

= Make sure not to be distracted by other topics raised by the participants and keep in mind the
key research question (understanding trust and trustworthiness)

= Firstimpression: very important - you need to create trust! You may have to speak to some of
them before the others come up, they may have questions. Be prepared about what you want
to tell and what you don’t want to tell before the start (opinions about politics and society -
not democracy and trust which could scared some). The two main messages: 1) We are very
interested in what you have to say - we don’t want to talk to experts, we want to talk with
normal citizens; 2) This is very important for us and for science: European project - people
are interviewed in 6 countries; we are conducting different types of groups with different
people.

b) The different persons in the room
At least 3 persons from the team must be in the room during the FGD:
1) moderator;

2) moderator back up (someone who can react when the main moderator missed anything; the
person should be introduced at the beginning as such and should be very well familiar with
the guide) + notetaker + a person responsible for consent forms and vouchers;

3) person responsible for audio/video + notetaker.
Make sure every team member knows their role and tasks.
¢) Introduction of the discussion (15min)

The session starts with a brief statement on the purpose of the exercise and signature of consent forms.
The moderator explains how the discussion will proceed (see introduction in the scenario guide).

d) The observer/note-taker’s role

The note-taker observes the discussion and takes note. He/she notes body language, emotions,
oppositions. He/she also takes photos of the board to document the evolution of the discussion. He/she
is in charge of distributing and collecting forms, vouchers, questionnaires.

e) The moderator’s role (there could be one or two moderators)
Moderation should be done by a country’s national.

The moderator asks the questions. Questions are as well written in advance on cardboard and when
asked, he/she puts them on the top of the board.

When participants react, the moderator writes the most important words on post-it and puts them on
the board. The moderator uses keywords and summarizes the statements in such a way that
participants can recognize each other’s point of view. It is also a way for the moderator of being active
while participants talk with each other, and of stepping aside.

This visualization ensures that participants can comment on their arguments again and express new
thoughts and visualize each other’s arguments. At the same time, the statements are recorded on the
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paperboard as belonging together and given an appropriate title. This can happen during the
discussion but is also possible afterwards. The visualization also makes it immediately clear whether
the moderator has underwood a contribution correctly: participants judge to what extent the written
summary adequately reflects the various, possibly controversial aspects of the discussion. In practice,
before moving to the next topic, the moderator repeats the various main statements that were
visualized and asks if anyone would like to add anything else. Participants who do not feel that their
statement is sufficiently represented will raise an objection at this point and repeat their point of view.

For participants to express dissension, which is not always easy, each participant has a card with a
storm flash on it, which he or she can wave when wanting to express dissension. It helps the moderator
to come back to that later in the discussion.

The moderator can as well add “actors” or “qualities” at some points when needed (if actors or
institutions that we want to explore are not mentioned by participants; for example, “the EU”,
“experts”, etc.) or qualities not mentioned for institutions or actors to be trusted.

Questions must be asked literally, and the order of the sequences should be respected. The moderator
should however listen to what is said carefully in order to get the conversation going and to make
participants complete their thoughts on important elements for the research project and introduce
actors which were not named.

Figure 5. Examples of “card” (to be adapted to each country, and printed on cards)

The European Union The government (Italy)

“Flash card” to express disagreement:
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Advice for moderation

> Reformulate:
- Use sticky notes to point to contradictions

- “soyou said that and then that, but on this question we did not agree. There was also a debate

2

on...
- “So what about this question we talked about earlier...?”
- “Yes so the advantages are...”

> 5 minutes before the break: “we will soon go to the next question, so I would like to make sure
we didn’t forget anything. We wrote that... Did we forget about something?”

> Let people talk, don’t cut them. Even if sometimes it seems that the discussion is not relevant,
they might get to it in a minute so we need to let them talk.

> Encourage people to speak up: there are often people in the group who don't express themselves
as much. When asking follow-up questions, the moderator should not hesitate to give priority to these
people.

> Critical moments: we need to let them talk; they will speak at the same time but those moments
are very important and are best noticed on film.

> Reassure
“There are no bad answers”
“I want to hear what you think”
- “as if you were with friends...”
> Try to add some humour where you can
> Allow silences (to a certain extent). They are useful.
> Point at contradictions
“I put a flash on this card”
- “Do you think we can put a flash on this one?”
- “is this the same as...”
- “I will put a flash on it”

- When contradiction is not expressed but appeared hidden, you can insist: sum up the
position and ask “do you all agree on this?”

> If participants don’t understand the question/ask more details
“the question is large so you choose how you understand it”
- “we can reformulate the question together if you want”
- “we can start here...”
> If participants wait for the moderator as he/she writes or talk to him/her

“Don’t wait for me, [ will catch up”
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“We can talk about it at the end, there will be a time for that”
> To change subjects
“I will let you finish, but after that we need to move to the next question”
f) At the end of the discussion

Thank everyone and ask if they have any questions. If they had questions for the team during the
discussion or the break, answer them now.

Distribute vouchers / money and collect signature of receipts. One team member is in charge and
control that all receipts have been handed over before leaving the room. This is extremely important
for financial reporting reasons.

Tasks for the team after the FGD:

= Ask any member of the team who was present to write notes on what happen: things said
during the pause, things that happen during the FGs and before/after which you think are
important to understand the interaction but might not appear when transcribing - it could be
as well some notes that produce a first analysis. Could help later on.

= Note what you did wrong or what you could do better in order to take that into account in your
next FGDs

= Make a scan copy of the consent forms and the vouchers acknowledgments. Make sure the
digital copies are stored in the secured location.

= Enter answers to the recruitment questionnaire and follow-up FGDs questionnaires into an
excel sheet.

= Copy the audio and video on a computer - on a desk with security - not on a drive, except if
it’s a drive from your university with high security.

2.5. FOCUS GROUP GUIDE PILOT

The pilot test of the guide of the focus group discussions (FGDs) aimed to evaluate its clarity,
structure, and effectiveness in facilitating discussions, as well as the logistical and methodological
preparations required for successful implementation. Below is a summary of the key findings based
on the pilot.

Objectives. The primary goal of the FGDs was to explore the collective dimensions of opinions and
perceptions, focusing on how individuals construct and express their views in interaction with others.
Emphasis was placed on studying phenomena such as polarization, politicization, political trust, and
collective representations.

Recruitment and Group Composition. Social homogeneity to facilitate communication and
political heterogeneity in order to stimulate disagreement were to be emphasized during the
recruitment. Homogeneous groups were to be achieved based on age, education, and location, while
maintaining gender balance. Recruitment followed predefined rules, resulting in 9 participants per
group, which ensured at least 7-8 active participants during discussions. Recruitment challenges
included the need for targeted outreach (e.g., campuses for students or social centers for suburban
participants) and multiple follow-ups via email and phone.
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Focus Group Structure and Moderation. The guide was structured into three thematic sequences:
(1) current concerns, (2) trust and trustworthiness of the political system, and (3) trust in the EU in
the context of elections. Each sequence allowed sufficient time for in-depth discussion. The scenario
required strict adherence to question order, but moderators were encouraged to listen carefully and
adapt to participants' reactions without deviating from the core objectives. Moderator used pre-
prepared visual aids (e.g., paperboards, post-it notes, flashcards) to enhance interaction and facilitate
participation.

Logistical Arrangements. Room was arranged in a semi-circle format to promote visibility and
interaction among participants. Backup equipment (cameras, microphones, batteries) proved essential
for ensuring seamless recording. Refreshments were provided, helping to create a relaxed atmosphere.
The pilot revealed that participants appreciated this gesture, which contributed to their engagement.

Methodological Insights. Participants responded well to open-ended questions, particularly when
examples from recent events were provided to contextualize abstract concepts. The use of visual tools,
such as post-it notes for summarizing key points, helped participants follow the discussion and
recognize differing viewpoints. This approach also encouraged quieter participants to contribute.
Moderators successfully employed reformulations to elicit deeper responses and maintain the
discussion's focus on trust-related themes.

Critical Moments and Conflict Management. Instances of disagreement were effectively managed
using tools like flashcards for participants to signal dissent. This method allowed moderators to
address conflicts constructively while keeping the discussion on track.

Pre-Test Adjustments. Some questions, particularly in the third sequence, required clarification or
rephrasing to ensure participants' understanding. Recruitment questionnaires were refined to
streamline participant selection and reduce dropout rates.

Organizational Improvements. A detailed checklist was indispensable for managing the various
logistical and material needs of the FGDs. Backup plans for equipment and materials were crucial.
The post-discussion phase included collecting consent forms, distributing vouchers, and securely
storing data. The team emphasized the importance of scanning and storing signed documents
promptly.

Moderation Techniques. The moderators should focus on maintaining a balance between active
listening and guiding discussions without dominating them. Specific attention should be given to
drawing out contributions from less vocal participants through direct yet gentle prompts.

The pilot test demonstrated that the focus group guide and guidelines were generally effective in
achieving their objectives. However, minor adjustments in the phrasing of questions and the logistical
preparation process are necessary to enhance efficiency and participant engagement. These insights
will be incorporated into subsequent FGDs to ensure consistent and high-quality data collection.
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2.6. FOCUS GROUP GUIDE
Focus groups scenario is be built in sequences (20 to 50 minutes each).

Main questions are marked with blue color. Main questions are mandatory and need to be asked as
they are, in the established sequence.

Supplementary questions are marked with black italic. Supplementary questions are variative: the
team can think of different supplementary questions or moderator can decide to ask an additional
supplementary question on the go, depending on the course of the discussion. In case your participants
are responding actively to the main question, you might not need any supplementary questions.
Essential: you certainly do not need to ask every supplementary question listed in this guide, as
otherwise the FGD will last well over the indicated 2 hours.

When preparing to the FGDs, feel free to decide on the format of the printed guide — you can list
additional supplementary questions to be on the safe side, you can increase space between lines to
add remarks etc., you can change the fonts and colors (as long as you can clearly differentiate the
main questions in the guide).

It is essential that the moderator uses the guide to remember the questions and their sequence: the
moderator should not be literally reading the questions to the participants.

The nature of the questions and the need for responsive reactions require that the moderator is a
Social/ Political Scientist — or at least well-informed about the national political system, current
problems, issues in the country.

INTRODUCTION [10 MIN]

Hello, my name is ...; [ am a researcher at ....

First of all, thank you very much for agreeing to take part in this project. We have invited you today
to take part in a collective discussion. Our aim with this discussion is to understand how citizens view
and discuss some important social and political issues.

We will be holding several group discussions of this type for our research in 6 countries (Czech
Republic, France, Greece, Italy, Poland, Romania). We've brought you together today because you
are [insert main characteristic, formulated broadly: young people under 30, retired people, people
living in suburban areas, students, etc] and we are interested in what (students, retired, etc.) think,
but of course you each have different backgrounds apart from that.

All your ideas are welcome, there is no right or wrong answer, and we encourage you to express
yourself freely, whether you agree or disagree with the other members of the group.

Before we begin, I'd like to briefly explain how the discussionwill proceed. The discussion will last
a total of around 2 hours.

As mentioned on the consent form, the discussion is anonymous, meaning that you can choose a
pseudonym for the duration of the discussion, and it is this pseudonym that will be used in the research
(if you don’t choose a pseudonym, we’ll anonymize the transcript ourselves).
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The audio and video recordings will only be used to transcribe the exchanges and for research
purposes. No link will be made between your identity, the chosen pseudonym, and the content of the
discussion; this information is kept separate from each other.

All precisions concerning how we’ll keep and use the recordings is explained in the consent form you
have to sign before we start the discussion. | leave you 2 mns to read and sign it. It is important as it
claims we will be bound in our use of the data we collect through our research by the European
regulation on personal data.

We'll try to keep the discussion as fluid as possible. We want to hear from you and hear your own
opinions, whatever they may be, and your personal experiences on the subjects we'll be discussing.
This means that | won't be taking part in the conversation, I'll just be asking you a few questions to
fuel your own exchanges, as well as writing your views on the board. We're not here to test you on
anything - there's no right or wrong answer to any question. Our interest is in finding out more about
what people think about the issues we'll be discussing in a few moments.

We hope to keep the discussion flowing, and for this reason we'll have a few rules to follow during
the exchanges.

Firstly, the ideas that come out of your conversationwill be written on these cards, which we'll then
post on this board for everyone to see and keep in mind.

Second, no contribution should last longer than thirty seconds, so that everyone has a chance to speak
and intervene. If anyone goes over the allotted time, I'll show you this sticker (time sticker), which
means you have to finish your sentence and stop. If you continue, however, | won't hesitate to
interrupt, and the other participants can too.

Thirdly, we'll ask you not to speak in small groups, but to speak with the whole group. Everything
you have to say is interesting, so please feel free to speak up.

Finally, if you want to disagree with, react to or ask a question about something another participant
has said, rather than interrupting, raise the flash card you've been given. I'll take notice of your flash
and write it on the board, so we’ll be able to come back to that afterwards.

Before we start, I'd like everyone to introduce themselves (giving the name they've chosen for the
discussion), including the members of the research team (say what their role is too).

We'll now get started.
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Sequence 1 [35-45 min]
Important problems and existing responses: satisfaction with the political system

1.1. What do you see as the most important problems and concerns we are facing at the
moment?

[Moderation advice: the idea is to make participants list a few important social and political
problems, but it should not take too long; the moderator should move on to question 1.2 after
5min, otherwise the list is potentially infinite]

1.2. Who is taking care of these issues? [And are they doing a good job? And why?]

If participants do not react, moderator can use actor cards, starting with the government [the
government; the parliament; local governments; citizens themselves; the EU; experts; NGOs;
agencies].

If the participants are sharing assessment of the work of various institutions, make sure they
are accompanied by a justification, i.e. why the participants think that the government is going
a good/ bad job.

1.3. Whom would you trust to take care of these issues? Why do you think they would
do it differently?

Moderator can use actor cards [the government; the parliament; local governments; citizens;
the EU; experts; NGOs ; agencies] and repeat the questions with other actors when not
quoted.

1.4. You have/ have not quoted immigration (and refugees) as one of the main concerns.
Immigrationis considered by some citizens and parties as one of the main problems we
are currently facing. Incumbent decision-makers are blamed for the situation. What do
you think about it?

Depending on the direction of the discussion, the moderator can ask supplementary questions:
Why do you think the government is doing a good/ bad job in managing the immigration issue
in our country? Should citizens be consulted the government makes any decision about
accepting immigrants? Should the EU policies be followed, or should every country be let to
decide by themselves only? Further supplementary questions can be formulated depending on
the country-specific migration situation and context.

1.5. Is there an initiative of the local or national government that you are really satisfied
with, which one and why?

This sequence is first intended to open the discussion without imposing a specific topic. Questions are designed
to start collecting data on (1) most important issues and problems for citizens and the country; (2) who trusts
whom, what for, and how. We then focus on one concern which might or not have been quoted by the
participants (Immigration). It is designed to explore (3) how context, especially crisis, might enhance or
inhibit trust. Finally, we ask participants to quote a policy domain which they are satisfied with, to explore
the links between political trust and outcome satisfaction/policy preferences. Observing interactions
(arguments, justifications) will also enable us to gather data on the (4) cues and type of information people
rely on to build and justify their trust. Introducing actors such as independent agencies might help to tackle
deresponsibilization, introducing citizens (if not already quoted) might introduce issues of direct democracy
or democratic innovations, etc.
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Sequence 2 [50 min]
Trust and trustworthiness of the political system and institutions

2.1. Here is a list of qualities people believe politicianswho represent us should possess.
If you had to choose three most important qualities, what would they be?

Are there other important qualities that you expect from a politicianthat are not in the
list?

Quality cards: skilled, qualified, efficient, honest, transparent, fair, respectful, close to
people, empathetic, listening, brave, hard-working.

2.2. Here is a schema on how things are decided in [our country], according to our
constitution.

(Schema drawn on cardboard with actors and arrows - other actors such as NGOs, agencies,
EU, are put on the board but not in the schema. Every team needs to draw the schema for
their country. The schema should not be too detailed not to confuse the participants but should
list all main political actors).

- What do you think about it?

Moderation advice: If trust doesn’t come up in the answers, ask a more specific
question on trust: Do you trust these institutions to decide on things in our
country? If not, why?

- And how do you think decisions should be made ideally (“by whom” and “why”)?
(change the schema according to their advice - then take a picture of the results)

Moderation advice: when a change is proposed, ask participants if they agree; when another
actor is mentioned (“we”, “the people”, etc.), ask what they mean by it; try to underline
potential conflictual claims/propositions to make other participants react.

Same as in 1.3, here we are primarily interested to find out if some political institutions are
perceived as more creditable and more trustworthy to make the decisions.

2.3. When looking for political information, who or which media do you trust? Why?

Further questions to facilitate the discussion: Do all sources can be equally trusted when they
present political news and information? How do you choose which media source to use? Do
you prefer one (one favourite) newspaper/ tv channel/ internet portal — or rather to compare
the political news and information from various sources?

OPTIONAL. 2.4. If a citizen assembly, gathering people from different backgrounds,
was to decide on important political matters, would you trust them? Would you want to
participate?

This question is quite specific compared to others. It shall not be asked if already mentioned
by participants. It can as well be skipped if time is running short (check if there has been
more than 90 minutes since the start; if yes — then don’t ask 2.4).

This second sequence is designed to gather data on citizens' conception of the role of political elites, their own
role in the political system and the nature of the representative link, to dig deeper into the relationship between
expectations, conceptions of democracy, and trust. We aim at understanding, more generally, what
conceptions of democracy lie behind citizens’ decision to trust or mistrust an institution/actor.
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The initial scheme should be very simple, presenting the main democratic institutions. The moderator
then guides participants by asking them to place, move or remove additional actors in the schema
(citizens, CSOs, EU, experts...). At each step, the person in charge of taking notes should take a
picture of the schema in order to keep atrace. This should be included inthe analysis of the transcript.
Please add a simple initial scheme for your country. See below example for France. Please, draft a
similar schema for your own country and send your schema to the Project Coordinator before the
EGDs begin.

Example for France:

PRESIDENT OF THE REPUBLIC
Chief of state

PRIME MINISTER
GOVERNEMENT

Decide on general state policy
Submit law projects

PARLIAMENT

—rmmrm

NATIONAL ASSEMBLY SENATE

Propaose, discuss and vote laws

= m e m

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

A

= mrrm

=M m

CITIZENS

Additional actors: “a citizen assembly gathering people from different backgrounds” ; “CSOs”, “trade unions”,
“"experts”, “the EU”, “the press”, “judges”...

b

The goal is to observe how they discuss and argue to collectively (re)build the scheme.
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Sequence 3 [25 min]

Trust in the EU in the context of the European elections

NB: When other elections are held at about the same time (Presidential elections in Slovakia, local or national
elections in Poland) we can adapt the three last questions so that they fit with the two types of elections.

3.1. As you may know, European elections are coming up soon in early June. Are you
planning to vote in the next European election?

Ask participants to write their answer on a paper which they give to the moderator, who puts
all answers on the board without saying who said what. Answers can be yes/no, or longer,
written in free form, no scale set up.

3.2. According to you, what are the reasons to vote or to abstain at these elections?

3.3. These last years, our lives have been affected by international crises such as the war
in Ukraine. In the following visual, the EU claims to take care of the crisis consequences
for the EU citizens. Do you trust the EU to do that?

If people say yes and seem to be knowledgeable on the EU, the moderator could ask them:
which EU bodies do you trust the most to handle this crisis?

Freedom,
Peace & Energy

Independence.

YOU ARE EUROPE.

Please, use the same visual in all countries. This image can be found and downloaded in all
EU languages at https://you-are-eu.europa.eu/index_fr

This sequence is intended to get participants to talk about trust, accountability, and policy feedback processes
at the European level (+/- at the National or local level in some national cases), given the electoral context.
It will help understand how trust and distrust are mobilized in an electoral context, and to explore:

- importance of election to handle current problems.

- choice to vote.

- importance of community, proximity to representative, re-allocation of power to independent agencies
or experts

30


https://you-are-eu.europa.eu/index_fr

o,:\ TRU E www. truvedem.eu

\\ l Trust in European Democracies
s
D

2.7. INFORMATION SHEET: FOCUS GROUPS

Research project: Trust in European Democracies (TRUEDEM)
Dear participant,
We would like to invite you to participate in the study mentioned above.

Your participation in this study is voluntary. You can refuse to participate atany time, withouthavingto give areason, oralso withdraw
your agreement to participate once the study has already started. There will be no negative consequences for you if you refuse to
participate or if you withdraw from this study early.

This kind of study is necessary to gain new, reliable academic research results. However, your written consent to participate in the
study is an indispensable prerequisite for us to conduct this study. Please take time to read the following information carefully, and do
not hesitate to ask questions.

Please only sign the declaration of consent

Ll if you have fully understood the type and procedure of the study,
= if you are willing to give your consent to participate, and
Ll if you are aware of your rights as a participant in this study.

1. What is the purpose of this study?

TRUEDEM is a multinational European research project thatinvestigates public trustin the institutions of local, national, and European
governance. The project studies how citizens evaluate their national government and parliament, the local city and village councils,
and individual political leaders. We are particularly interested to learn how citizens assess the work of politicians and institutions in
this country, and which information sources and media (whether printed, broadcasted or online) they use to learn about the status of
public affairs. Finally, we would like to know how the latest developments in this country and in Europe (such as the corona pandemic,
the war in Ukraine) have affected the work of political institutions and the life of the society.

2. Who is conducting this study?

TRUEDEM is funded by the Horizon Europe program of the European Commission and implemented by a consortium of 12 teams
coming from European universities and research organizations; the project is executed in 2023 to 2025 and field -work stage is
scheduled mainly for the first half of 2024. In this phase, we aim to collect information on the perceptions of trust and judgments of
trustworthiness in a range of European states. The opinions of both citizens, politicians, and the civil society are studied and compared
in this project.

The study is being organized by an international consortium of researchers from across Europe. In <COUNTRY NAME>, the project
team is from the <ORGANIZATION NAME>, led by <TEAM LEADER NAME>. The whole project is coordinated by the Institute
for Comparative Survey Research “Eurasia Barometer” (ICSR-EAB, https://www.truedem.eu/2) and led by two Principal Investigators
Prof. Christian Haerpfer and Prof, Pippa Norris (https://www.truedem.eu/1). More details about the project can be found at our website
www.truedem.eu.

3. What is the procedure of the study?

Today we invite you to participate in the TRUEDEM research project by joining a focus-group interview. A focus-group interview is
a group conversation of 8-10 individuals, dedicated to a certain topic. In the case you agree to participate, a member of our research
team will ask you and other participants a number of questions developed by the project team that inquire into your attitudes and
perceptions about the political institutions working in this country. All participants of the focus-group can respond to these questions,
and also comment on the points mentioned by others in the group. We expect this session to last for about 2 hours (with a break in
between). All participants can speak at any time, but it is essential that we do not interrupt each other and speak only after the previous
speaker has finished talking. Participants for the today’s focus-group were recruited randomly, and don’t know each other. Similar
focus groups are also conducted in other countries participating in the project.

Your participation in this study is voluntary, and you can stop atany time withouthavingto give areason. If you do agree to participate,
we would ask you to sign a form of consent to confirm that you do. At the beginning of the interview, you will be asked if yo u agree
to record the conversation on an audio and video tape. This procedure will only help us to better remember the conversation. You will
be free to reject this procedure, as well as to refuse to answer to some questions or to stop the interview at any time. You can also ask
that anything you say that you feel uncomfortable about is not recorded.

At the end, we will ask you to give us your contact details for the purposes of quality control by the Study Supervisor. These data will
be stored separately from the contents of the interview and kept at a secured location until the end of the project. After that, all personal
identifiers will be destroyed. Your personal data such as name or contact details will not be included into the analytical re port and will
never be published in public access.

Finally, apart from your valuable time, you will not incur any costs from participating in this study.
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4. What will happen to the information that you give us?

The audio and video record of the interview will be stored securely by the TRUEDEM project partner in <COUNTRY>. Only several
members of the <COUNTRY >team will have access to itand have been instructed not to share this data with anyone. The audio and
video records will be destroyed after the end of the project. The audio and video record will be used to prepare a transcript o f the focus
group interview which then will be anonymized. This procedure means that any your personal data (direct identifierssuch as name) or
any other details that you shared that might reveal your personality (indirect identifiers) are removed or replaced in the transcript.
Therefore, it will not be possible to draw any conclusions about the participants.

Anonymized transcripts of all focus group interviews from all studied countries will be used by the international TRUEDEM project
team to prepare the analytical reports. Data from focus group interview transcripts will be used in generalized format, but also the
particular citations -without giving the informant’s name or affiliation- will be included into the report. Instead, general characteristics
of the respondents will be listed (for example: “Male respondent, 35 years, tertiary education, manager, single from France”, “Female
respondent, 46 years, primary education, housewife, married from Czechia”’). Analytical reports will be submitted to the European
Commission and shared in public access at the project website. Under no circumstances will the names of research participants be
mentioned or revealed in the report.

All data collected in this focus group interview (and the TRUEDEM project in general) will be used only for research and scie ntific
purposes such as production of analytical reports, policy recommendations for the European Commission, scientific publications
(journal articles, books etc.). This data will not be used for unscientific publications in media, commercial purposes, or po litical
campaigns.

In case you change your mind and no longer wish for your data to be a part of this study, please, notify the member of our re search
team in <COUNTRY>about it (<NAME> at <EMAIL>). Any information associated with you will then be deleted and excluded from
the study and deleted (including the audio and video recording of the focus group, the anonymized transcript, and contact details) in
case we receive a corresponding request from you before July 15, 2024.

5. What are the benefits of participating in the study?

Project’s outcomes are expected both in scientific and policy domains. The project will facilitate development of a new theory of
political trust that will further inform policymaking and reforms in this country that concern citizens’ participation in politics and
performance of political institutions to boost the transparency, representativeness and inclusiveness of the political system. As a
research participant, in this study you have an opportunity to voice the demands and needs of citizens with respect to the more efficient
representation of their interests thus eventually contributing to the improvement of social development and good governance in this
country.

6. Risks and drawbacks
To the best of our knowledge, there is no particular risk associated with your participation in this project. However, itis possible that

certain questions may provoke reflections or revive memories of an unpleasant experience. If you feel uncomfortable d uring the
interview, you can simply decide not to take part in the discussion and even leave the room.

7. Compensation

To thank you for your participation and compensate you for your time, you will receive a gift voucher /a check worth — X euros — at
the end of the meeting (only to those who participate till the end).

8. Where the results of this study can be found?

All TRUEDEM project reports are published on the project’s website: www.truedem.eu, and already now you can access some of the
project publications and findings produced to date. Mostly the reports are published in English, however, summaries of the mo st
important results will be produced in all European languages and can be provided to you in <LANGUAGE>, upon request, by
December 2025. In the consent form you will be asked to tick a box if you wish to be provided with the project results report in your
language.

9. For further information

We do not want to do anything that will make people feel uncomfortable during the whole research process, therefore all questions,
comments or suggestions that might arise are very welcome. The coordinator of this study is also happy to answer any further questions
that you might have about the project. You are Kindly requested to address the following contact person:

[Name of country co-ordinator]

[address]

[phone number]

[email]

Thank you very much for your time and help!
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2.8. INFORMED CONSENT FORM: FOCUS GROUPS3

DECLARATION OF CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN THE STUDY

Name of the participant in block letters:

| agree to participate in the study conducted by the TRUEDEM “Trust in European Democracies”
research project.

The member of the research team, <NAME> provided me with clear and detailed information about
the objectives, significance and scope of the study, as well as about the requirements resulting from
my participation in the study.

In addition, I have read this information sheet for participants and the declaration of consent,
especially section 3 (regarding the anonymization of transcripts, data use and secure storage of my
personal data till be end of the project).

The member of the research team answered all my questions sufficiently and in a comprehensible
manner. | had enough time to decide whether | would like to participate in this study. At the moment,
I have no further questions.

I will follow the instructions that are necessary for conducting this study. However, I reserve the right
to end my voluntary participation at any time, without this being to my disadvantage. If | want to
withdraw from the study, | can do so at any time by contacting <NAME> either in writing or verbally.

At the same time, | agree that my data collected in this study are audio recorded and analyzed. I agree
that my data are permanently saved electronically in anonymized. Data that have not yet been
anonymized are stored in a form that is only accessible to the project team in <COUNTRY> and are
secured in accordance with current standards.

If I want my data to be deleted at a later time, | can arrange for it by contacting <name> at <email>
by email, and without having to give a reason.

| have read and understood the information for participants. In the explanatory meeting, | had the
opportunity to ask all the questions | was interested in. My questions were answered fully and in a
comprehensible manner.

3 See for more information: Guidelines 05/2020 on consent under Regulation 2016/679
(https:/edpb.europa.eu/sites/default/files/files/file1/edpb _guidelines 202005 consent en.pdf)

The same consent form shall be used without alterations by all TRUEDEM partners. As a rule, the informed consent form shall also be submitted as a part of your Ethics
Application. Compulsory elements of the consent: a) freely given (participants do not depend on the research team and do not feel under pressure to give consent); b)
specific (for this particular study, with the application of the specific method); c) informed (the participants shall be informed about the aims, goals of the study, the
procedure of the data collection, how the data will be used); d) listing all rights of the participant (voluntary participation, right to anonymity, right to withdraw at any time
from the participation; right to request withdraw of the given data after the end of the FGD, i.e. right to withdraw from the consent).
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| have received a copy of this information for participants and a copy of the declaration of consent.
The original remains with the study coordinator.

Please, tick the box:

1. 1 have read the TRUEDEM Project Information sheet (printed version or online).
I have had the opportunity to consider the information, ask questions and have had
these answered satisfactorily.

2. | agree to take part in the above study.

3. | understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw
at any time, without giving any reason.

4. | give permission that the focus group interview is audio- and video-recorded for
the research purposes. | understand that recordings will be stored securely by the
project team and will not be used in any way (other than to produce a transcript)
and will not be made publicly available.

5. lunderstandthatthe video and audio data will be stored on the password protected
university or personal computer(s) and will be destroyed after the end of the project

6. | give permission for the data (transcript) that emerges from this interview to be
used by all TRUEDEM researchers only in anonymized form, with my name,
affiliation, and any other personal details to be modified or removed from the

transcript.

7. | give permission to be quoted without using my real name in scientific reports or
academic publications produced within the TRUEDEM project.

8. | give permission for the anonymized transcript of thisinterview to be shared with
other researchers, upon their request, for research purposes only.

9. | understand that the anonymized transcript of interview will be used by the
TRUEDEM researchers to produce scientific reports and policy recommendations
that will be available in free public access.

10. I would like to receive a copy of project results in the language of this country by

email ( )
Name of the Research Date Signature
Participant
Name of the Researcher Date Signature
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2.9. POST-FGD QUESTIONNAIRE

www.lruedem.eu

Now that the sessionis over, we'd like you to answer this short questionnaire. It will help us to analyse the session that
has just taken place. You can sign it by indicating the pseudonym you have chosen for the discussion. If you give your
real name, we will make your answers anonymous, as we do with all your contributions.

Name (pseudonym) :

1. Do you planon voting in the new European election?
e Yes
e No

2. If so, which party do you plan to vote for?

3. Didyou vote in the last presidential elections in 2022?

e Yes
e No

4. Whichcandidate did you vote for in the first round of the last presidential elections?/Which party did you
vote for in the last parliamentary election [depending on the country’s electoral system]

5. How often do you engage in the following activities:

e atall elections
e sometimes
e never

Participating in a protest:
e ONnce ayear or more
e lessthan once a year
e never

Signing a petition:
e Once ayear or more
e less than once a year
e never

Participating in a local council or consultation:

e ONnce a year or more
e lessthan once a year
e never

Writing to a deputy:
e ONnce ayear or more
e lessthan once a year
e never

Talking politics on social media:
e once ayear or more
e less than once a year
e never

Talking politics with family and/or friends
e once ayear or more
e less than once a year
e never
Thank you very much for your participation!
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3 WORKPLAN

As a part of the set of Qualitative studies organized within TRUEDEM WPS8, there were 155
consultations with CSOs in a format of expert interviews; 155 interviews with politicians and
policymakers; 22 focus groups with citizens planned. They are distributed across the TRUEDEM
participating countries as presented in the table below. The number (155; 155; 22) refers to the total
amount of fully completed interviews/ consultations/ FGDs; pilot, interrupted and unfinished
interviews/ FGDs need to be replaced. FGDs where less than 6 participants in presence were
considered incomplete and were rescheduled. Likewise, FGDs which started with a greater number
of participants, but where 2, 3 or even more participants decided to leave before the end of the FGD
were rescheduled. To reduce the number of interrupted interviews/ FGDs, the project teams were
advised to carefully plan the recruitment stage when all potential respondents should be notified in
detail on the aims of the interview/ consultation, the scope of the project, duration of the meeting etc.
Project information sheet was sent in advance by email to allow the informants to study it, visit the
project website and learn more about the project theme. In case an incentive was offered to FGD
participants, it was provided only after the end of the FGD to ensure all participants stayed till the
very end.

Table 6.1. Planned Scope of the TRUEDEM qualitative research

Expert interviews with Consultations with FGDs with
policymakers and politicians CSO leaders citizens
Austria N=20 N=20 -
Czech Republic N=15 N=15 N=3
France N=10 N=10 N=4
Greece N=15 N=15 N=4
Italy N=15 N=15 N=4
Poland N=15 N=15 N=3
Romania N=15 N=15 N=4
Slovak Republic N=15 N=15 -
Slovenia N=20 N=20 -
Sweden N=15 N=15 -
Total N=155 N=155 N=22

Work on all qualitative studies within WP8 was coordinated by ICSR-AT (WP8 leader) and the
Qualitative Studies Sub-Group (chaired by GAU-FR). The research process was divided into two
stages: preparatory stage (October 1, 2023, to January 31, 2024), and implementation stage (February
01, 2024, to June 30, 2024). During the preparatory stage, in a series of 8 meetings of the Qualitative
Group with the participation of all project partners, interview guide and methodological guidelines
have been developed. The pilot of the new tools was conducted in Austria and France throughout
December 2023 and January 2024, with the final texts of guides being submitted to the project teams
for localization and translation on January 19, 2024. The specific sections of this document that
needed to be translated into the language(s) spoken in every studied country were the Interview
guides; the Project information sheets; the Informed consent forms.

In the implementation stage, training, recruitment, interviewing and transcription was organized by
all project partners as parallel processes. It was recommended that for both CSOs and political elites,
a list of relevant organizations/ positions/ informants was completed based on the content of this
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manual and organized in two columns: primary target organization/ informant for each category and
level, and a substitute organization/ informant in case the first one is not available. The list was
updated as interviewing proceeded, to avoid consulting informants from the same or very similar
organizations and to diversify the organizations in terms of their experience and the scope of the
information to be collected there. Apart from identifying the informants, it was recommended to
search for professional biographical information, what was the role and responsibility of the experts
to be interviewed.

Specifictechniques used to recruit the informants include desk research (search of online and printed
sources, including specialized literature, on the CSOs and political institutions operating in the
country) and snowballing (that is asking one of the informants to recommend one or several
colleagues for an interview). Snowballing became particularly helpful in a situation when the team
had no other contacts to the CSO/ political institution. Large organizations became difficult to
approach as they often had one general email/ phone number on the website, which was then
overwhelmed with inquiries, and the research team’s correspondence remained unnoticed. When
using snowballing to identify some of the informants, it became essential to reduce the bias. For
example, teams could ask the politician to recommend a colleague from another political party rather
than the same as he/she belongs to, or if a CSO leader said that they worked closely with the
government due to similar political views, the interviewer could ask them to recommend another CSO
that did not have such experience (or worked with the opposition). The overall aim was to diversify
the collected knowledge through involving different types of CSOs/ political institutions (different in
size, scope of work, political views etc.). Furthermore, for the TRUEDEM partners whose
organizations were located in regional centres, travelling to the capital to interview experts for
national/ EU/ international level of expertise was necessary. Specific communication means used for
recruitment can includes emails, phone calls, and personal visits.

All teams aimed to conduct the first interview before the end of February 2024. In case any part of
the work was delegated to another organisation, a public call for tenders needed to be announced in
January 2024; at least three offers were to be collected, with the best value for money offer being
identified by the team following the criteria established at their organization. The official period of
data collection was first annouced through April 30, 2024, but later had to be extended to July 30,
2024, due to extended period required for recruitment, experts busy schedule and the campaign for
the European Parliament election. During the period of data collection, all teams were contacted by
the project coordinator twice with a request for an update on the status of fieldwork and the number
of completed interviews. In case of any methodological, technical etc. issues that affected the quality
of the fieldwork or prevented it from timely completion, the team was required to contact the
coordinator immediately and inform about the problems that occurred.

Translations of the guides, consent formsand project information sheets as well as the list of expert/
informants were submitted to the Project Coordinator for review and approval. A pre-condition for
the fieldwork start was the receipt of an Ethics Approval certificate by every team in their country.
Copies of ethics certificates are included in the Project Ethics Plan.

Every FGD, consultationand interview were subject to a quality control check performed by another
team member. Average interview duration, the completeness of the answers, interviewers’ effort to
help the informant comprehend difficult questions and other parameters that directly or indirectly
point out the quality of the interviewing process and the quality of the collected information were
controlled. Quality control checks and monitoring were performed immediately after every interview;,
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interviewers who conduct 2 poor quality interviews were immediately replaced and/or sent into
additional training.

Table 6.2. Timeline of WP8 Qualitative Studies

www.lruedem.eu

Activities Deadline
Outline of the interview guide and methodological tools 31 Oct 2023
Feedback/ input from partners 15 Nov 2023
First draft of the interview guide and methodological tools 30 Nov 2023
Feedback/ input from partners 15 Dec 2023
Pre-final version of the interview guide and methodological tools 19 Dec 2023
Translation and pilot in Austria and France 31 Dec 2023
Finalization of all tools based on the pilot results 19 Jan 2024
Translation of the guide and other materials into all project languages 31 Jan 2024
Begin recruitment of CSOs leaders and politicians, policymakers 31 Jan 2024
Call for tenders, identifying sub-contractor(s) (if applicable) 31 Jan 2024
Data collection to start (partners or subcontractors) 29 Feb 2024
Update 1 from all teams to the coordinator 29 Mar 2024
Update 2 from all teams to the coordinator 30 Apr 2024
Data collection end (partners or subcontractors) 31 Jul 2024
Quality checks 31 Aug 2024
Pseudonymized transcripts in national languages are ready 30 Sept 2024
Pseudonymized transcripts in English are ready 30 Nov 2024
Finalization of D8.2 31 Dec 2024

In September-November 2024, in the final step of the implementation stage, completion of
anonymized transcripts in national language and in English was conducted. Transcripts ere mostly
produced automatically using specialized software (TRUEDEM Qualitative Group recommended
Trint (https://trint.com/); in some cases, transcripts were produced manually by the team or
subcontractors. In case of automated transcription, a proof-reading by the team members (preferably
by the interviewer) was required. English language translation was prepared immediately using the
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transcript. While originally production of only English languages summaries was planned, the project
team opted for the full translation of the transcripts as the original raw data provides more
opportunities for analysis (as compared to a brief summary). Transcripts and summaries were
prepared and submitted to the coordinator in anonymized format It was also recommended that the
transcription process was taking place in parallel to the data collection to spread the effort throughout
the whole period.

Contact details of all informants who participated in the study were collected by the national team. If
agreed with the expert, invitations to future project event, project newsletters and other project-related
materials shall be shared with these experts. Contact details of experts, including their name,
affiliation, and email (=personal data), are stored safely by every TRUEDEM national team. Experts’
names, contact information and affiliations are not included into the final transcripts or the
translations; experts’ names, contact information and affiliations are not to be listed in any project
report. Transcripts will be analysed in anonymized format only.

Table 4.3. Data and documentation in the WP8 qualitative interviews/ consultations
Documentation Language Access mode

Manual and methodological . . .
quidelines (this document) EN For internal use; included in D8.2
EN; DE; CZ; FR; GR; IT;

Interview guides and translations PL: RO: SK: SI: SE

Public; at the project website

Project information sheet and EN; DE; CZ; FR; GR; IT; Public: at the proiect websit
translations PL; RO; SK; SI; SE ublic, at the project website
Informed consent form and EN; DE; CZ; FR; GR; IT; For internal use: included in D8.2
translations PL; RO; SK; SI; SE ' '
Completed informed consent DE; CZ; FR; GR; IT; PL; Not for distribution; securely stored
forms RO; SK; SI; SE by the national teams till 2026

DE; CZ; FR; GR; IT; PL; Not for distribution; securely stored

Audio-records RO; SK; SI; SE by the national teams till 2026

i o Not for distribution; securely stored
RaCe e Gy 17l B 75 Pk 319 by the national teams till 2026
List of informants/ FGDs
participants with their names and
contact details

DE; CZ; FR; GR; IT; PL; Not for distribution; securely stored
RO; SK; SI; SE by the national teams till 2026

DE; CZ; FR; GR; IT; PL;

RO: SK: SI: SE For internal use

Anonymized transcripts

For internal use; available to
Anonymized English transcripts | EN external users (researchers) upon
request; included in D8.2

39



o,:\ TRU E www. truvedem.eu

\\ l Trust in European Democracies
—
e

4 QUALITATIVE DATA ANONIMIZATION
4.1. ANONYMIZATION GUIDELINES

Data anonymization refers to a procedure when any personal identifying characteristics in the data
are removed and the data subject can no longer be directly identified. The opposite to
pseudonymization, which presumes that some unique identifiers and a table of correspondences can
be used to match the data to the personal data of the informant (as a rule, accessible to the limited
number of people that is the members of the research team), anonymization refers to a procedure
when such identifying characterises inthe data are removed permanently, irreversibly. As a result of
full data anonymization, it is impossible, even for the researchers who carried out the project, to
associate a specific person with a data in the dataset. Given the high sensitivity of the qualitative data
which due its unstructured format often includes numerous personal details of one’s life and
professional experience, in TRUEDEM it is the full anonymization that shall be applied to the primary
collected qualitative data.

Anonymization aims to protect sensitive data, concerning people'sidentity, but also cultural practices,
political/religious opinions or social affiliations that is studied in TRUEDEM. Such data fall within
the scope of GDPR and the national personal data protection laws. At the same time, anonymized
data that no longer relate to identifiable persons, such as aggregate and statistical data, or data that
have otherwise been rendered anonymous so that the data subject cannot be re-identified, are not
personal data and are therefore outside the scope of data protection law*. Such data can, for example,
be shared with other scientists for research purposes. To comply with the GDPR provisions, it was
required that any information that could be used to identify the personality of the data subject were
to be stored separately from the data and was subject to technical and organisational safety measures
to ensure that the personal data were not attributed to an identified or identifiable natural person, in
accordance with Article 4 (5) of Regulation (EU) 2018/1725.

While anonymised data are no longer considered personal data, anonymisation processes are often
challenging, particularly when qualitative data — extensive interview transcripts containing a wide
range of personal data are concerned®.

While the data protection laws do not prescribe any particular techniques for anonymisation,
anonymization can be implemented with the application of several techniques®. The choice of the
procedure largely depends on the type of individual identifier — direct or indirect. Direct identifiers
(data/ information from which a person can be immediately directly identified) need to be removed
completely. Indirect identifiers refer to data/ information which can compromise data confidentiality
if linked to other data (for example, single mother of five children in a small village can be easily
identified, even if her name was removed from the dataset). Common anonymization techniques,
which were also followed in TRUEDEM, are summarized below.

Removal of direct identifiers. First, any direct identifiers (name, telephone number, email, social
security number etc.) were removed from the data completely. This concerned both the information
about the informant themselves and any references to the personal data of other persons whom the
information mentioned in the interview. Information that is essential for the analysis and
interpretation of qualitative data was included in a generalized format. For this, every participant of

4 https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/do cs/2021-2027/h orizon/qguidan ce/ethics-and-data-protection he en.pdf
5 bid.
6 https://hevs-ch.libguides.com/RDM/Anonymization-pseudon ymization
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the focus group was described through a set of social and demographic characteristics, including
gender, age group, education level, income group, urban/ rural settlement, occupation group [ For
example: male, 18-35 years, tertiary education, medium-high income group, urban, manager].
Similar to this, experts and representatives of elites can be described through a set of their professional
characteristic, including gender, age group, type of political body/ CSO, level of activity [for
example: female, 36-45 years, representative of an executive body at local level; male, 46-55 years,
representative of a democracy advocacy CSO at national level].

Generalization of data. In this case individual characteristics that are important for data analysis and
interpretation (for example, age, settlement name or geocodes) were not removed from the data and
instead substituted with more general information. For example, the exact age was replaced with the
age group (i.e. 18-25 years); the name of the settlement was replaced with the name of the district or
region; geographical coordinated were rounded to one or two digits after decimals. Generalization of
the data was sometimes achieved through a process of “k-anonymisation”, which involves ensuring
that each value relating to a data subject is shared by at least a minimum number (k) of others within
the data set. This allows to choose an appropriate size for the bands of information. This technique
involves reducing the granularity of data, so that only less precise data is disclosed”.

Top-encoding of outliers. Outstanding individual characteristics that are rare or constitute outliers
from a normal variable distribution in this particular region/ group of respondents/ type of data can
serve as indirect data identifiers and, if analysed together with other information, can also lead to a
breach of the anonymity of the data subject. Such outlying values were replaced with “Other” or
intervals (for example, age group “80 years and older”; household size “6 persons or more”; income
group “10 000 eur or more”). Top-encoding of outliers and generalization become most helpful in
social sciences research where attribution of data subjects to broader geographical regions or social-
demographic groups does not limit the possibility of data analysis.

Anonymization of qualitative data becomes a particularly challenging procedure. Qualitative data in
TRUEDEM isrepresented by texts of interviews where direct and indirect identifiers are not allocated
in a structured and predictable way (under several columns like in case of quantitative datasets) and
can be distributed throughout the whole transcript. To meet the anonymization criteria, interview
transcripts were carefully edited and proof-read by at least two team members. Names of people were
replaced with roles (colleague, friend etc.) or pronouns; names of organizations with general type of
functionality (i.e. university, political party; political institution); exact geographical locations with
regions.

Table 7.1. Data anonymization guidelines

TYPE OF ANONYMIZATION EXAMPLE
IDENTIFIER PROCESS
Direct identifier | Remove and replace | “My name is Pierre Durand...”
linked to | by pseudonym (same
respondent in whole transcript) - “My name is [Jacques Dupont]” — choose a

pseudonym which looks like the real name
sociologically (when the name is from foreign
origin, choose another name from the same foreign
origin/when the name says something on the social

Thttps://www.dataprotection.ie/sites/default/files/upload s/2019-06/190614%20Ano nymisation%20and%20Pseudonym isation.pdf
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TYPE OF ANONYMIZATION EXAMPLE
IDENTIFIER PROCESS
identity of the interview, choose a name which
gives the same type of hints).
Names of other | > if  mentioned | “In 2022, when President Macron launched this
people without personal | policy...”

connection: keep

> if  mentioned
because of a personal
connection
(colleague, friend...):
generalize

-> keep unchanged

“In 2022, when Pierre Durand, my supervisor,
launched this policy...”

- “In 2022, when [my supervisor] launched this
policy...”

Position in a
general institution

Keep if  general
enough to avoid
respondent’s

identification

“National/regional Parliament”
“City council”

“Government”

- keep

Specific  position,
but held by several
people

keep the position but
delete the identifier
(sector, dates, city...)

“I am the mayor of Grenoble”
- “I am the mayor of a large urban node”

“I am the MP for the constituency of Paris in the
Socialist Party”
- “Iam a MP in a center-left party”

“I was the ministry of health from 2017 to 2019~
- “I was the ministry of health” OR “I was
ministry in the 2010s”, depending on what
information seems more relevant to keep.

Unique position Generalize, for | “I work at the Interdepartmental Center for Citizen
example using WP 8 | Participation in the Ministry of Civil Service”
Qualitative Group | = “I am [a representative of an executive body at
respondents’ the national level] and 1 work on [citizen
categories participation]”
Name of | Generalize using WP | “I founded the association “I voted”
organization 8 Qualitative Group | 2 “I founded [the democracy advocating
(especially for | respondents’ association]”
CSOs) categories
“I am a member of the Movement of French
Enterprises”
- “I am a member of [an employer’s Union]”
“I work for the association “SOS racism”
- “I work for an NGO fighting against racism”
Political  parties, | Important to keep a | “I am a member of the Rassemblement National”

political affiliation

left-right

= “I am a member of [a radical-right party]”

42




A\

0"

TRUE

\\ l Trust in European Democracies
—
e

www.lruedem.eu

TYPE OF ANONYMIZATION EXAMPLE
IDENTIFIER PROCESS

position/affiliation (as

it is a variable for

political trust)

—> discuss the relevant

categories (left,

center-left, right, etc.)

within your team

Places Delete if not relevant, | If not relevant for the analysis:

or generalize what | “The mayor of Dijon at that time...”

might identify the | > “The mayor at that time”

respondent’s place of

birth,  living, or | If relevant for the analysis:

occupation “The mayor of Dijon at that time...”
—> “The mayor of a city [between 100 000 and 300
000 inhabitants] at that time”
“The mayor of Grenoble” in case it is identified as
the core of a big conurbation:
- “The mayor of [the agglomeration’s central
city]”

Names of | Generalize “Total / Exxon Mobil”

enterprises

-> “a large private company”

Numbers, dates

Generalize if might

“I am the mayor of a city of 357 000 inhabitants”

identify the | 2 “I am the mayor of a city [between 300 000 and
respondent 500 000 inhabitants]
“Our association was founded in 1898
- “Our association was founded [more than a
century ago|”
Names of specific | Keep unchanged “When the Citizen Convention on Climate change
projects, initiatives, was launched, I thought it was a good idea”
policies, in which -> keep unchanged
the respondent was
not personally
involved
Names of specific | Delete if just
projects, initiatives, | mentioned
policies inwhich the
respondent was | Generalize if | “When I was the coordinator of the Citizen

personally involved
(i.e launched it)

mentioned and used as
an example to
illustrate an opinion
related to political

Convention on Climate”
- “When I was the coordinator of [a national
democratic innovation]”
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TYPE OF
IDENTIFIER

ANONYMIZATION
PROCESS

EXAMPLE

trust or
trustworthiness

Title of publication
authored by the
respondent (article,
book...)

Generalize or delete

“I wrote an article in the French review of political
science in 2017...”
- “I wrote a piece”

Identification
cross-referencing
information

by

Delete or generalize
the information that
seems less relevant for
the analysis

-> discuss within your
team

A woman, from socialist party, former ministry of
Higher education and from Grenoble

- A woman, former ministry and from Grenoble
- OR a woman, former ministry, socialist

- OR a woman, former ministry of Higher
Education

Etc.

4.2. FURTHER PROVISIONS
The following codes for files naming have been used. For FGDs:

= FG1 _Young_Tertiary education_Urban_FR
= FG2_MiddleAged_Secondary education_Rural_FR
= FG3_Senior_Tertiary education_Urban_FR

= FG4_Young_Secondary education_Suburbs_FR

Table 10.2. Matrix for the political elite informants’ files names (change FR with the initials of

each country)

Cluster

Level of activity

Files’ name

Elected representatives of

legislative bodies

Local level

POL_REP_LEG_LOC1 W_FR
POL_REP_LEG_LOC2 M_FR

National level

POL_REP_LEG_NATL W_FR
POL_REP_LEG NAT2_M_FR

European level

POL_REP_LEG_EUR W _FR
POL_REP LEG EUR M_FR

Representatives of
executive bodies

Local level

POL_REP_EXC_LOC1 W_FR
POL_REP_EXC_LOC2 M_FR

National level

POL_REP_EXC_NAT1_W _FR
POL_REP_EXC_NAT2_M_FR

European level

POL_REP_EXC_EUR_W_FR
POL_REP_EXC_EUR_ M_FR

Civil Servants

Local level

POL_CIV_SER_LOC1_W _FR
POL_CIV_SER_LOC2_M _FR

National level

POL_CIV_SER_NATL W_FR
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Cluster

Level of activity Files’ name

POL_CIV_SER_NAT2_M_FR

European level

POL_CIV_SER_EURI_W FR
POL_CIV_SER_EUR2_M_FR

leaders

Political party officials/

Local level

POL_PAR_LEA LOC1 W_FR
POL_PAR_LEA LOC2 M_FR

National level

POL_PAR_LEA NAT1 W _FR
POL_PAR_LEA NAT2 M_FR

Table 10.3. Matrix for the CSOs informants’ files names

Cluster

Level of activity

Files’ name

Trade unions
(social partners)

National level

CSO_TU_NAT1_ W _FR
CSO_TU_NAT2_M_FR
CSO_TU_NAT3_W or M_FR

European level

CSO_TU EURL_W_FR
CSO_TU EUR2_M_FR

CSO_Grass_LOC1_W_FR

Local level CSO_Grass_LOC2_M_FR
Grass_root_ CSO _Grass LOC3 W or M_FR
organizations and CSO _Grass NAT1 W _FR
social movements National level CSO_Grass_NAT2_ M_FR
CSO_Grass_NAT3 W_FR
CSO_Grass_NAT4_M_FR
CSO_Demo_LOC1 W_FR
Local level CSO_Demo_LOC2_M_FR
CSO_Demo_LOC3_W or M_FR
Democracy CSO_Demo_NAT1 W_FR
advocacy National level
organizations CSO_Demo_NAT2_M_FR
CSO_Demo _NAT3 M orW_FR
European & CSO_Demo_EUR1 W_FR

international level

CSO_Demo_EUR2_M_FR
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Transcripts’ layout
CSO_TU_NAT1_W_FR

Date of the interview: 17/01/2024
Duration: 1h31min

Interviewer: Women researcher PhD —30’s
Place of the interview: respondent’s office

Respondent:

Gender: female

Age: 45-59 (Intervals - 18-29 ; 30-44 ; 45-59 ; 60 and more)

Position: member of an employer’s union at the national level, elected representative in the
Economic, Social and Environmental Council

Interviewer_ Once again, thank you very much for taking the time. So, as | was saying, we contacted
you as a member of the Economic, Social and Environmental Council (ESEC)® and a representative
of [an employer’s union at the national level], but also because of your previous political experience
[...]. So don't hesitate, I've got some fairly general questions, which you can answer as you see fit.

CSO_TU_NAT1 W_FR _Right. No, but it's true. It all adds up... | can see, even here, we were in a
working committee... It's sometimes very useful to be able to take advantage of these different
professional experiences.

Interviewer Right. That's it. Now, I'm familiar with the ESEC and the [employer’s union at the
national level], I will not ask you to tell me their whole history, but could you start by just telling me
in a few words what your mission is here, what your role is here?

CSO_TU_NAT1_W_FR_ Yes. So the Economic, Social and Environmental Council, I'm not going
to go into detail. As you know, it was recently reformed, and one of the consequences of that reform
is that it's now the place where the so-called organized civil society expresses itself, both the social
partners, for example representatives of employers'and employees' unions, and associations that are
active, whether NGOs or not, in the political field, | was going to say, but in any case on the major
issues that cross our society today. I'm one of these 175 people

(...) CSO_TU_NAT1 W_FR_ Having worked for some time in the ministries, and then having... |
think French people don't appreciate the quality of their organizations, and of their politicians. That's
the first point. Then... Political doubt comes from... the perception of a gap between the concerns of
citizens and public decisions.

8 The ESEC is France's third constitutional assembly, gathering representatives of employers, trade unions, and CSOs.
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ANNEX 1. TRANSLATIONS OF FGD GUIDE
CZECH
Scénat fokusnich skupin musi byt sestaven v sekvencich (20 az 50 minut kazda).

Hlavni otazky jsou ozna¢eny modrou barvou. Hlavni otizky jsou povinné a musi byt poloZzeny ve stanoveném poftadi.

Dopliujici otdzky jsou oznaceny cernou kurzivou. Dopliujici otazky jsou variabilni: tym mtize vymyslet rizné dopliujici
otazky nebo se moderator mize rozhodnout polozit dodatecnou dopliujici otazku v zavislosti na prubéhu diskuse. V
pfipadé, Ze vasi ucastnici aktivné odpovidaji na hlavni otazku, nemusite zadné dopliujici otazky potiebovat. Podstatné:
rozhodné nemusite polozit v§echny dopliujici otazky uvedené v této prirucce, protoze jinak bude FGD trvat mnohem
déle nez uvedené 2 hodiny.

Pii ptipravé na FGD se mizete rozhodnout, jakou podobu bude mit tiS§téna pfirucka — pro jistotu miizete uvést dalsi
dopliyjici otazky, mizete zveétsit prostor mezi fadky pro doplnéni poznamek apod., miizete zménit pismo a barvy (pokud
v pfirucce jasné odlisite hlavni otazky).

Je dilezité, aby moderator pouzival privodce k zapamatovani otazek a jejich potadi: moderator by nemél G¢astniktim
otazky doslova predcitat.

Povaha otazek a potieba pohotovych reakci vyzaduje, aby moderator byl sociologem/politologem, nebo alespor dobie
informovan o narodnim politickém systému, aktualnich problémech a otazkach v zemi.

UVOD [10 MIN]

Dobry den, jmenuji se ...; Jsem vyzkumnikem na Metropolitni univerzité Praha

Nejdiive vam velmi dékuji za souhlas s tcasti na tomto projektu. Dnes jsme vas pozvali k i€asti na spole¢né diskusi.
Nasim cilem v této diskusije pochopit, jak obcané vnimaji nékteré dilezité spolecenské a politické otazky a jak o nich
diskutuji.

V ramci naeho vyzkumu uspoiddame nékolik skupinovych diskusitohoto typu v $esti zemich (Ceska republika, Francie,
Recko, Italie, Polsko, Rumunsko). Pozvali jsme vas dnes proto, Ze jste [vioZte hlavni charakteristiku, formulovanou
obecné: mladi lidé do 30 let, diichodci, lidé Zijici v pFiméstskych oblastech, studenti atd] anés zajima, co si (studenti,
dichodci atd.) mysli, ale samoziejmé kromé toho ma kazdy z vas jiné zazemi.

Vsechny vase napady jsou vitany, neexistuje spravna nebo Spatna odpovéd’ a my vas vyzyvame, abyste se svobodné
vyjadrili, at’ uz s ostatnimi ¢leny skupiny souhlasite, nebo ne.

Nez za¢neme, rad bych stru¢né vysvétlil, jak bude diskuse probihat. Diskuse bude trvat celkem asi 2 hodiny.

Jak je uvedeno ve formulafi informovaného souhlasu, diskuse je anonymni, coz znamena, Ze si mizete po dobu diskuse
zvolit pseudonym, ktery bude pouzit ve vyzkumu (pokud si pseudonym nezvolite, anonymizujeme pfepis sami).

Zvukovéa obrazové zaznamy budou pouzity pouze k prepisu vymén nazort a pro ucely vyzkumu. Mezi vasi identitou,
zvolenym pseudonymem a obsahem diskuse nebude vytvofeno zadné spojeni; tyto informace jsou od sebe oddé¢leny.

Veskera uptesnéni tykajici se zptisobu uchovavani a pouziti nahravek jsou vysvétlena ve formulafi souhlasu, ktery musite
podepsat pted zahajenim diskuse. Nechavam vam 2 minuty na jeho ptecteni a podepsani. Je dilezity, protoze se v ném
uvadi, ze budeme pfi pouzivéni udaji, které shromazdime v rdmci naSeho vyzkumu, vazani Evropskym natizenim o
osobnich Udajich (GDPR).

Pokusime se udrzet diskusi co nejplynulejsi. Chceme od vas slySet vase vlastninazory, at uzjsou jakékoliv, a vase osobni
zkuSenosti s tématy, o kterych budeme diskutovat. To znamena, ze se nebudu ti¢astnit konverzace, budu vam pouze klast
nekolik otazek, které podniti vasi vlastni vymeénu nazort, a také psat vase nazory na tabuli. Nejsme tu proto, abychom
vas znéceho zkouseli —na zddnou otdzku neexistuje spravna nebo Spatnd odpoveéd’. Nasim zajmem je zjistit vice o tom,
co si lidé mysli o otdzkach, o kterych budeme za chvili diskutovat.
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Doufame, ze diskuse bude probihat plynule, a proto budeme mit nékolik pravidel, kterymi se budeme pii vyméné€ nazort
ridit.
Zaprvé, myslenky, které vzejdou z vasi konverzace, budou zapsany na téchto kartickach, které pak zvefejnime na této

nasténce, aby je vSichni vidéli a méli na paméti.

Za druhé, zadny prispévek by nemél trvat déle nez tficet sekund, aby mél kazdy moznost promluvit a zasdhnout. Pokud
nékdo prekro¢i vymezeny Cas, ukazu vam tuto nalepku (¢asovou nalepku), cozznamena, ze musite dokoncit svou vétua
prestat. Pokud vsak budete pokracovat, nebudu se zdrahat vas pterusit a ostatni ucastnici mohou také.

Zatteti vas pozadame, abyste nemluvili v malych skupinkach, ale abyste mluvili s celou skupinou. Vse, co chceetefici, je
zajimavé, proto se nevahejte vyjadrit.

A konecné, pokud chcete vyjadiit nesouhlas s né¢im, co fekl jiny ucastnik, reagovat na to nebo se na to zeptat, misto
abyste ho pferusili, zvednéte kartiCku s bleskem, kterou jste dostali. Vaseho blesku si v§imnu a zapi$u ho na tabuli,
abychom se k nému mohli pozd¢ji vratit.

Nezzacneme, chtél bych,aby se kazdyptedstavil (uvedl jméno, které sizvolil pro tutodiskusi), véetné ¢lentt vyzkumného
tymu (upiesnéte také, jaka je jejich role).

Nyni za¢neme.

Sekvence 1 [35-45 min]

Vyznamné problémy a existujici odpovédi: spokojenost s politickym systémem

1.1. Jaké jsou podle vas nejduleZitéjSi problémy a obavy, kterym v souc¢asné dobé ¢elime?

[Moderatorska rada: jde o to, aby ucastnici vyjmenovali nékolik diilezZitych spolecenskych a politickych
problémii, ale nemélo by to trvat prilis dlouho; moderator by mél po 5 minutach prejit k otazce 1.2, jinak je
seznam potencidlné nekonecny.]

1.2. Kdo se stara o tyto zaleZitosti? [A odvadi dobrou praci? A proc¢?]

Pokud ucastnici nereaguji, miize moderator pouzit karty aktérii, pocinaje viadou [viada; parlament; mistmi
samospravy, samotni obcéané; EU; odbornici; nevladni organizace; agentury].

Pokud ucastnici sdileji hodnoceni prace riiznych instituci, ujistéte se, Ze je doprovazi zdiivodnéni, tj. proc si
ucastnici mysli, ze viada odvadi dobrou/Spatnou praci.

1.3. Komu byste svérili péci o tyto zalezitosti? Pro¢ si myslite, Ze by to délal/i jinak?

Moderator miize pouzitkarty aktérii [vlada; parlament; mistisamospravy; obcané; EU; odbornici; neviadni
organizace; agentury] a zopakovat otazky s dalsimi aktéry, pokud nebyli zminéni.

1.4. Imigraci (a uprchliky) jste uvedli/neuvedli jako jeden z hlavnich problému. Imigrace je nékterymi
obcany a stranami povaZovana za jedenz hlavnich problémi, kterym v sou¢asnosti ¢elime. Ze situace jsou
obvifiovani stavajici odpovédni ¢initelé. Co si 0 tom myslite vy?

V zavislosti na sméru diskuse miize moderator klast dopliujici otazky: Proc¢ si myslite, ze vlada odvadi
dobrow/spatnou praci pri FeSeni otazky imigrace v nasi zemi? Meli by byt obcané dotazani, kdyz vlada prijima
Jjakékoli rozhodnuti o prijimaniimigranti? Méla by byt nasledovana politika EU, nebo by se méla kazda zemé
rozhodovat pouze sama? Dalsi doplnujici otazky Ize formulovat v zavislosti na migracni situaci a kontextu dané
zemé.

1.5. Existuje néjaka iniciativa lokalni, regionalni nebo narodni vlady, se kterou jste opravdu spokojeni,
ktera a proc?

Cilem této sekvenceje nejprve otevrit diskusi, aniz by bylo vauceno konkrémi téema. Otazky jsou navrzeny tak, aby se
zacaly shromazdovat udaje o (1) nejdilezitejSich otazkdach a problémech pro obcany a zemi; (2) kdo komu, proé a jak
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duvéiuje. Poté se zamerime na jednu obavu, kterou ucastnici mohli, ale nemuseli uvést (imigrace). Cilem je prozkoumat
(3),jak kontext, zejména krize, mitze ditvéruposilovat nebo naopak brzdit. Nakonec zadame ucastniky, aby uvedli oblast
politiky, se kterou jsou spokojeni, abychom prozkoumali souvislosti mezi politickou diivérou a spokojenosti s
vysledky/politickymi prioritami. Pozorovani interakci (argumenty, zditvodnéni) ndm také umozni shromdzdit daje o (4)
naznaku a typu informaci, na které se lidé spoléhaji pii budovani a zditvodiiovini své divvéry. Zavedeni aktérii, jako
jsou nezavislé agentury, by mohlo pomoci Fesit problém nejasné odpovédnosti, zarazeni obcanii (pokud jiz nebyli
zminéni) by mohlo zavést otdazky piimé demokracie nebo demokratickych inovaci atd.

Sekvence 2 [50 min]

Divéra a divéryhodnost politického systému a instituci

2.1.Zde je seznam vlastnosti, které by podle lidi méli mit politici, ktei'i nas zastupuji. Kdybyste méli vybrat

N 24

ti'i nejdilezitéjsi vlastnosti, které by to byly?
Existuji dalsi diilezité vlastnosti, které od politika ofekavate a které na seznamu nejsou?

Karty kvality: schopny, kvalifikovany, efektivni, cestny, transparentni, spravedlivy, respektujici, blizky lidem,
empaticky, naslouchajici, odvazny, pracovity.

2.2. Zde je schéma, jak se v Cesku rozhoduje podle nasi istavy.

(Schéma nakreslené na tabuli s aktéry a Sipkami - dalsi aktéri, jako jsou nevladni organizace, agentury, EU,
Jsou umisténi na tabuli, ale nejsou ve schématu. Kazdy tym musi nakreslit schéma pro svou zemi. Schéma by
nemélo byt prilis podrobné, aby ucastniky nemdtlo, ale mélo by uvadét vsechny hlavni politické aktéry).

- Co si 0 tom myslite?

Rada pro moderovani: Pokud se diivéra v odpovédich neobjevi, polozte konkrétnéjsi otazku tykajici se
duvery: Duvérujete témto institucim, Ze rozhoduji o vécech v nasi zemi? Pokud ne, pro¢?

- Ajakby sepodle vas mélo rozhodovatvidealnim pripadé (“kdo” a “pro¢”)? (zmérite schéma podle
jejich rady - pak si vyfotte obrdzek vysledkii)
Moderatorska rada: kdyz je navrhovana zména, zeptejte se ucastnikii, zda souhlasi; kdyz je zminén jiny aktér

my”, “lid” atd.), zeptejte se, co tim mysli; snazte se zdiiraznit potencialni konflikini tvrzeni/ndavrhy, aby ostatni
ucastnici reagovali.

Stejné jako v bode 1.3, i zde nas predevsim zajima, zda jsou nékteré politické instituce vnimany jako
diwveryhodnéjsi pro rozhodovani.

2.3., KdyZ hledate politické informace, komu nebo kterym médiim vérite? Proc?

Dalsiotazky pro usnadnéni diskuse: Lze véFit vSemzdrojiimstejné, kdyz prezentuji politické zpravy a informace?
Jaksivybirate, ktery medialni zdroj pouzit? Davate prednost jednomu (jednomu oblibenému) deniku/televiznimu
kanalu/internetovému portalu, nebo spise porovnavate politické zpravy a informace z riiznych zdrojii?

VOLITELNE. 2.4. Pokud by o diileZitych politickych zaleZitostech rozhodovalo shromazdéni ob&ani, v
némzZ by se sesli lidé z riznych prostiredi, duvérovali byste jim? Chtéli byste se ho ucastnit?
Tato otdzka je v porovnani s ostatimi pomérné specifickd. Nebude polozena, pokud ji uicasmici jiz zminili. Stejné tak ji
Ize vynechat, pokud se krati cas (zkontrolujte, zda od zacdtku uplynulo vice neZ 90 minut; pokud ano, pak se na 2.4
neptejte).
Cilemtéto druhé sekvence je shromazdit udaje o predstaviach obcanii o rolipolitickych elit, jejich vlastmiroliv politickem
systému a povaze reprezentace, aby bylo mozné hloubéji prozkoumat vztah mezi ocekavanimi, predstavami o demokracii
a ditvérou. Obecnéji se snazime pochopit, jaké predstavy o demokracii stoji za rozhodnutim obcani diivéfovat ¢i
nedivéiovat dané instituci/aktérovi.

Pocatecni schéma by mélo byt velmi jednoduché a predstavovat hlavni demokratické instituce. Moderator pak vucastiky
vede tim, Ze je pozada, aby do schématu umistili, presunuli nebo odstranili dalsi aktéry (obéany, organizace obcanské
spolecnosti, EU, odborniky...). V kazdém kroku by osoba povérend porizovanim poznamek méla schéma vyfotografovat,
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aby se zachovala jeho stopa. Ta by méla byt zahrnuta do analyzy zapisu.

I PREZIDENT REPUBLIKY

jmenuje

VLADA PARLAMENT CESKE REPUBLIKY
rozhoduje o obecném politickém sméfovani zemé kontroluje POSLANECKA ) .
navrhuje zékony SNEMOVNA SENAT

navrhuje, projednava a schvaluje zakony

volf

KRAJSKA SAMOSPRAVA

navrhuje zakony

voli

MiSTNi SAMOSPRAVA

volf

voli

| OBCANE

Dalsi aktéfi: “obcanské shromazdéni sdruzuyjici lidi z riznych prostfedi”, “organizace obc¢anské spolecnosti”, “odbory”,
“odbornici”, “EU”, “tisk”, “soudci” ....

Cilem je sledovat, jak ucastnici FG diskutuji a argumentuji, aby spolecné (znovu) vytvorili systém.

Sekvence 3 [25 min]
Duvéra v EU v kontextu voleb do Evropského parlamentu
Pokud priblizné ve stejnou dobu probihaji i dalsi volby, miizeme posledni tii otdazky upravit tak, aby odpovidaly

obéma typum voleb.

3.1. Jak moZna vite, zacatkem ¢ervna se bliZi volby do Evropského parlamentu. Planujete se zucastnit
pristich evropskych voleb?

Pozadejte ucasmiky, aby svou odpovéd’'napsalina papir, ktery daji moderdatorovi, ktery vSechny odpovédi napise
na tabuli, aniz by uvedl, kdo co rekl. Odpovédi mohou byt ano/ne nebo delsi, napsané volnou formou, bez
nastaveni Skaly.

3.2. Jaké jsou podle vas divody, proc¢ v téchto volbach volit nebo se zdrzet hlasovani?

3.3. V poslednich letech nase Zivoty ovliviiuji mezinarodni krize, naptiklad valka na Ukrajiné. V
nasledujicim vizualu EU tvrdi, Ze se postara o diisledky krize pro ob¢any EU. Vérite, Ze to EU udéla?

Pokudlidé reknouano azdase, ze sev otazkach EU orientuji, moderator by se jichmohl zeptat: Kterym organiim
EU nejvice divérujete, ze tuto krizi zvladnou?

50



o,:\ TRU E www. truvedem.eu

\\ l Trust in European Democracies
s
D

Svoboda, mir
aenergeticka

nezavislost.

TY JSI EVROPA.

Cilem této sekvence je primeét uicastniky k diskusi o ditvéie, odpovédnosti a procesech zpétné vazby v oblasti politiky na
evropské Urovni (+/- na ndarodni nebo mistni tirovni v nékterych vnitrostdaich p¥ipadech) vzhledem k volebnimu
kontextu. Pomiize pochopit, jak se duvéra a nedirvera mobilizuji ve volebnim kontextu, a prozkoumat:

- vyznam voleb pro reseni aktudlnich problémii.
- rozhodnuti jit k volbam.

- vyznam komunity, blizkost zastupitele, prerozdéleni moci nezavislym agenturam nebo odbornikiim.
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FRENCH
INTRODUCTION [10 MIN]

Bonjour, je suis ...

Toutd'abord, je vous remercie d'avoir accepté de participer a ce projet. Avant de commencer, j'aimerais vous expliquer
briévementcomment ladiscussionvase dérouler. Ladiscussion dureraau total environ 2 heures. Comme mentionné dans
le formulaire de consentement, la discussion est anonyme, c'est-a-dire que vous pouvez choisir un pseudonyme pour la
durée de la discussion, et c'est ce pseudonyme qui sera utilisé dans notre recherche (si vous ne choisissez pas de
pseudonyme, nous anonymiserons nous-mémes la transcription).

Les enregistrements audio et vidéo ne seront utilisés que pour la transcription des échanges et a des fins de recherche.
Aucun lien ne sera fait entre votre identité, le pseudonyme choisi et le contenude la discussion; ces informations sont
séparées les unes des autres. Toutes les précisions concernant la conservation et I'utilisation des enregistrements sont
expliquées dans le formulaire de consentement. Je vous laisse 2 minutes pour le lire et le signer.

Nous essaierons de rendre la discussion aussi fluide que possible. Nous voulons entendre vos opinions, quelles qu'elles
soient, et vos expériences personnelles sur les sujets que nous aborderons. Cela signifie que je ne prendraipas parta la
conversation, mais que je vous poserai quelques questions pour alimenter vos propres échanges et que j’écrirai vos points
de vue sur le tableau. Nous ne sommes pas la pour vous tester sur quoi que ce soit - il n'y a pas de bonne ou de mauvaise
réponse a une question. Ce qui nous intéresse, c'est d'en savoir plus sur ce que les gens pensent des questions dont nous
allons discuter dans quelques instants. Nous souhaitons que ladiscussion reste fluide, c'est pourquoi il y a quelques régles
a respecter pendant les échanges.

Tout d'abord, les idées formulées pendant votre conversation seront écrites sur ces cartes, que nous afficherons ensuite
sur ce tableau pour que tout le monde puisse les voir et les garder a I'esprit.

Deuxiémement, aucune intervention ne doit durer plus de trente secondes, afin que chacun aitla possibilité de s'exprimer
et d'intervenir. Si quelqu'un dépasse le temps imparti, je lui montrerai ce carton qui signifie qu'il doit terminer sa phrase
et s'arréter. Si vous continuez, je devrai vous interrompre et les autres participants pourront le faire aussi.

Troisiemement, nous vous demanderons de ne pas parler en petits groupes, mais de parler avec I'ensemble du groupe.
Tout ce que vous avez a dire est intéressant, alors n'hésitez pas a prendre la parole.

Enfin, si vous souhaitez exprimer votre désaccord, réagir ou poser une question sur les propos d'un autre participant,
plutot que de l'interrompre, levez la carte “éclair” qui vous a été remise. Je prendrainote de votre éclair et I'écrirai au
tableau, afin que nous puissions y revenir par la suite.

Avant de commencer, je propose que chacun se présente (endonnant le nom qu'il a choisi pour la discussion), y compris
les membres de I'équipe de recherche (en précisant également leur réle). Pour commencer, je vous propose aussi que
chacun nous dise une ou deux choses qu’il aime faire de son temps libre.

Nous allons maintenant commencer.

Séquence 1 [35-45 min]

Les problémes importants et les réponses existantes : satisfaction avec le systeme politique

1.1. Selon vous, quels sont les problémes les plus importants auxquels nous sommes confrontés
actuellement ?

[Conseil de modération : I'idée est d'amener les participants & énumérer quelques problémes sociaux et
politiques importants, mais cela ne doit pas prendre trop de temps ; le modérateur doit passer a la question 1.2
au bout de 5 minutes, sinon la liste est potentiellement infinie].

1.2. Qui s’occupe de ces problémes ? [Relance : font-ils du bon travail ? Pourquoi ?]
Si les participants ne réagissent pas, le modérateur peut utiliser des cartes d'acteurs, en commencant par le
gouvernement[le gouvernement; le parlement ; les gouvernements locaux ; les citoyens eux-mémes ; I'UE ; les
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experts ; les ONG ; les agences].

Silesparticipants partagent leur évaluation de différentes institutions, assurez-vous qu'ils I'accompagnentd'une
justification, c'est-a-dire qu'ils expliquent pourquoi ils pensent que le gouvernement fait du bon/mauvais travail,
par exemple.

1.3. A qui feriez-vous confiance pour s'occuper de ces problémes ? Pourquoi pensez-vous qu'ils agiraient
différemment ?

Le modérateur peut utiliser descartes d'acteurs [le gouvernement ; le parlement; les gouvernements locaux ;
les citoyenseux-mémes; I'UE ; lesexperts ; lesONG ; lesagences] et répéter laquestionavec les autres acteurs
si ils ne sont pas cités.

1.4. Vous avez/n’avez pas mentionné I’immigration parmi les principaux problémes. L’immigration est
considérée par certains citoyens et par certains partiscomme un des problémes principaux auxquels la
société faitface. Lesdécideurs politiques actuels sont souvent tenus responsables de la situation. Voila une
illustration de ce type d’affirmation. Qu’en pensez-vous ?

En fonctionde I'orientation de la discussion, le modérateur peut poser des questions supplémentaires : Pourguoi
pensez-vous que le gouvernement fait du bon/mauvais travail dans la gestionde la questionde I'immigration
dans notre pays ? Les citoyens devraient-ils étre consultés lorsque le gouvernement prend une décision
concernant I'accueil des personnes immigrées ? Faut-il suivre les politiques de I'UE ou laisser chaque pays
décider seul ? D'autres questions supplémentaires peuvent étre formulées en fonction de la situation et du
contexte migratoire propre a chaque pays.

1.5.Y a-t-il une initiative du gouvernement ou des collectivités locales dont vous étes vraiment satisfait,
laquelle et pourquoi ?

Cette séquence est d'abord destinée a ouvrir la discussion sans imposer un sujet spécifique. Les questions sont congues
pour commencer a collecter des donnéessur (1) les questions et les problémes les plus importants pour les citoyens et le
pays ; (2) qui fait confiance a qui, pour quoi et comment. Nous nous concentrons ensuite sur une préoccupation qui peut
avoir été citée ou non par les participants (I'immigration). Il s'agit d'explorer (3) comment le contexte, en particulier la
crise, peutrenforcer ou inhiber la confiance. Enfin, nous demandons aux participants de citer un domaine politique dont
ils sont satisfaits, afin d'explorer les liensentre la confiance politique et la satisfaction avec les politiques publiques/les
préférences politiques. L'observation des interactions (arguments, justifications) nous permettra également de r ecueillir
des donnéessur les (4) le type d'informations sur lesquels les gens s'appuient pour construire et justifier leur confiance.
L'introduction d'acteurs tels que des agences indépendantes permettra d’évoquer la déresponsabilisation, l'introduction
de citoyens (s'ils ne sont pas déja cités) pourrait introduire des questions de démocratie directe ou d'innovations
démocratiques, etc.

Séquence 2 [50 min]
Confiance et fiabilité du systéme et des institutions politiques
2.1. Voici une liste de qualités que certaines personnes attendent des élus. Y a-t-il d’autres qualités que
vous attendez d’un élu, qui ne sont pas dans la liste ?
Si vous deviez choisir les trois qualités les plus importantes, lesquelles seraient-elles ?

Cartes qualités : compétent, qualifié, efficace, honnéte, transparent, juste, respectueux, proche des gens,
empathique, a l’écoute, courageux, travailleur

2.2. Voiciun schéma qui décrit la maniére dont les décisions sont prises en France, selon la constitution.

(Schéma constitué a partir des cartonsavec des acteurset des fleches - d'autresacteurstels que les ONG, les
agences, I'UE, sont inscrits sur le tableau mais ne figurent pas dans le schéma. Le schéma ne doit pas étre trop
détaillé, mais il doit énumérer tous les principaux acteurs politiques).

- Qu’en pensez-vous ?

Conseil de modération : sila question de la confiance n’est pas mentionnée, posez des questions plus
précises sur la confiance : avez-vous confiance dans ces institutions pour prendre des décisions ?
Pourquoi ?
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- Etcommentpensez-vous que les décisions devraient étre prises idéalement (par qui ?) ? Pourquoi
? (changez le schéma en fonction des conseils des participants, et photographiez le résultat)

Conseil de modération : lorsqu'un changement est proposé, demandez aux participants s'ils sont d'accord ;
lorsqu'un autre acteur est mentionné ("nous", "le peuple", etc.), demandez-leur ce qu'ils entendent par la ;
essayez de souligner les revendications/propositions potentiellement conflictuelles pour faire réagir les autres
participants.

Comme au point 1.3, nous cherchons ici a déterminer si certaines institutions politiques sont pergues comme
plus fiables et plus dignes de confiance pour prendre les décisions.

2.3. A qui, ou a quels types de médias faites-vous confiance quand vous recherchez des informations
politiques ? Pourquoi ?

Pour faciliter la discussion : Toutes les sources sont-elles dignes de confiance lorsqu'elles présentent des
nouvelles et des informations politiques ? Comment choisissez-vous la source médiatique a utiliser ? Préférez-
vous un journal, une chaine de télévision ou un site Internet en particulier - ou préférez-vous comparer les
nouvelles et informations politiques provenant de différentes sources ?

OPTIONNEL. 2.4. Si une assemblée de citoyens, réunissant des personnes d'horizons différents, devait
décider de questions politiques importantes, leur feriez-vous confiance ? Souhaiteriez-vousy participer ?

Le schémainitial doitétre trés simple et présenter les principalesinstitutions démocratiques. Le modérateur guide ensuite
les participants en leur demandantde placer, déplacer ou supprimer des acteurs supplémentaires dans le schéma
(citoyens, OSC, UE, experts...). A chaque étape, la personne chargée de prendre des notes doit prendre une photo du
schéma afin d'en garder une trace. Celle-ci devra étre incluse dans I'analyse de la transcription. Veuillez ajouter un
schéma initial simple pour votre pays.

PRESIDENT OF THE REPUBLIC
Chief of state

PRIME MINISTER
GOVERNEMENT

Decide on general state policy
Submit law projects

PARLIAMENT

—Fmmem

NATIONAL ASSEMBLY SENATE

Propose, discuss and vote laws

—
N
>

=y M m|

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Fy

=rmem

=mem

CITIZENS
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Acteurs additionnels : “une assemblée citoyenne réunissant des personnes de différents milieux”, “les associations”, “les
syndicats”, “les experts”, “I’UE”, “la presse”, “les juges”...
L’objectif est d’observer comment les participants discutent et argumentent pour (re)construire le schéma.

Cette deuxiéme séquence vise a recueillir des données sur la conception qu'ont les citoyens du role des élites politiques,
de leur proprerdledans le systeme politique et de la nature du lien représentatif, afin d'approfondir la relation entre les
attentes, les conceptions de la démocratie et la confiance. Nous cherchons a comprendre, plus généralement, quelles
conceptions de la démocratie sous-tendent la décision des citoyens de faire confiance ou de se méfier d'une

institution/d'un acteur.

Séquence 3 [25 min]

La confiance dans I’UE dans le contexte des élections européennes

3.1. Comme vous le savez peut-étre, les prochaines élections européennes auront lieu en juin 2024.
Prévoyez-vous de voter a ces élections ?

Demander aux participants d’écrire leur réponse sur un papier et de le donner au modérateur, qui affiche les
réponses au tableau sans indiquer qui a répondu quoi.

3.2. Selon vous, quelles sont les bonnes raisons de voter ou de s’abstenir lors de ces élections ?

3.3. Ces dernieres années, nos vies ont été affectées par des crises internationales comme la guerre en
Ukraine. A travers cette affiche, I’UE affirme qu’elle protege les citoyens européens des conséquences de
ces crises. Avez-vous confiance dans I’UE pour s’occuper de ces crises ?

Si les participants répondent oui, et si ils semblent avoir des connaissances sur I'UE, le modérateur peut
demander “dans quelles institutions de I’UE avec vous le plus confiance pour gérer ces crises ?”

Liberté, paix
etindépendance

énergétique.

L’'EUROPE, C'EST TOI.

Cette séquence a pour but d'amener les participants a parler de la confiance et de la responsabilité au niveau européen,
compte tenu du contexte électoral. Elle permettrade comprendre comment la confiance et la méfiance sont mobilisées

dans un contexte électoral, et d'explorer :
- I'importance des élections pour traiter les problemes actuels
- lechoix de voter.

- [Uimpact des crises sur la perception de |’'UE
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GREEK
Oonydg XvvévtevEng Yo Opadeg Eotiaong

EIZATQT'H [10 AEIITA]

I'ela 6o, To dvopd pov givan ...; Eipat epevvitpra/tg oto [avemiotipio Ilehorovvicov.

Koatapyds, cog guyaplotd ToAD TOV GUUEEOVICATE VO, GUUUETACKETE O OUTO TO £PY0. LG KOAECOLE CNUEPD VO
GUUUETACYETE GE L GLALOYIKT GL{TNON. XTOY0G Hog pe avTn 1 GulfTnon ival vo KOTovocovpE TOG PAETOVY Kot
ov{NTOVV 01 TOATEG OPICUEVA GTUOVTIKA KOIWVOVIKA KOl TOATIKA {nTrpota.

B0 TPOYLOTOTONGOVUE UPKETES OHASIKEG GLLNTIGELS CLTOV TOV TUTTOV Yia TNV EpeVVa pog o€ 6 xdpeg (Togyia, Talia,
EM\Goa, Itaria, [Todwvia, Povpavia). Zog pépape £dd ofuepo eneldn lote [ 1oayete KOP10 Y 0pOoKTHPLOTIKO, OLOTOTWUEVO
e evpovnra: véol katw twv 30 etwv, ovovialiovyol, avOpwmor mov {OvV GE TEPIOTTIOKES TEPLOYES, POITNTES K.AT .| KO LLOG
EVOLAPEPEL TL GKEPTOVTOL (POITNTES, GLUVTAEIOVYOL, K.AT.), 0AAL GUGIKA 1)/0 Kobepio/Evag oag £xEl d1apopeTIKO VIO Babpo
eKTOG amd oTod.

OAec o1 18éec cog eival evmpOGOEKTEG, OgV VILAPYEL GOOTA N AAOOC amdvinomn Kol 6o evOoppOHVOVLE VO EKQPACTEITE
elevbepa, gite coppmveite gite dopwveite pe T GAAA LEA TG OUAOaG.

[pwv Eexwvnoovpe, o Beka va eEnynom pe ovvtopia tdg Bo mpoywpnoetn cvintnon. H cvlntnon Ba dapréoel
GLVOMKA TTepinov 2 MPEG.

Onog avapépetarotn poOpUa cuykatddeong, 1 culfTnon eival avdvupn, TPAYLO TOL GTHOIVELOTL UTOPEITE VoL EMAEEETE
£V YEVOMVULO Y10, T S1dpKELOL TN CLENTNONG KOl 0V TO TO WELdMVLLO Ba ypnotponmomBei ot Epevva (av dev emAésete
YELdMVLLLO, B0l AVEOVULLOTOCOVLE EUEIG TNV ATOLOYVITOPDVT|ON).

Ot nyoypagnoelg kot ot Prvteookonnoelg Ba yxpnoipomomBody udévo yia T HETAYpaPn TV cu{NTHCE®V Kol Yo
EPELVNTIKOVEC oKOTOVG. Agv Ba yivel ochvdeon HETOED TNG TOVTOTNTAG GOC, TOL EMIAEYHEVOL YELOSMVOUOL KOl TOL
TEPLEXOUEVOD TG culnTnong. Avtég ot TAnpoeopieg dtatnpodviat Egxmpiotd peta&v toug.

OAec 01 AeTOUEPELES GYETIKA LLE TOV TPOTO LE TOV OTLO10 Bl S1aTNP1|GOLLE Kot Ba Y pT1GLULOTOU|GOVLE TIG X OYP APTIOELS
e€nyovvtal 6to évtumo cuykordfeong mov Tpénel va vtoypdyete Tpv EEKIVIiGouLE T culfTnon. Tag aenvm 2 AETTd Yo
va 10 defdcete kot vroypayete. Eivor onpoviicd kabog avapépel 0Tt Ba deceuTODUE GTN XPNOT) TGOV SESOUEVEOV TOV
GUAAEYOLUE PECH TNG EPEVVAG LOG OO TOV EVPOTAIKO KOVOVIGUO Y10, TO. TPOCOTIKE SESOUEVAL.

®a TpoomadnoovLE VA S1aTNPNGOVLE TN GLEHTNOT 6GO TO dSVVATOV O PEVOTY]. BEAOVLE VO 0KOVGOVLE 0O GGG KoL VoL
OKOVGOVLLE T1G OIKEG OOG ATOWYELS, OTOLEG KO OV EIVAL OVTEG, KO TIG TPOCHOTIKEG OO EUTELPIES OYETIKA [LE TO BEUOTO TOV
Bo cu{ntoovpe. Autd onpaivel 0tL dev Ba coppetéyw oty kabavt cu{tnon Oa o KAve HOVOo PHEPIKEG EPOTNCELS
Y10 VO TPOQOSOTHOM TIG SIKEG GOG OVTOAAYEG ATOWE®DVY, KAOMDG KOl VO KATOY AWM TIG OTOYELS GOG OTOV Tivaka. Agv
elpaoTe €00 Yo va 60¢ EAEYEOVIE GE OTIONTMOTE - OV VIAPYEL CWOTN 1 AAB0G amdvInon o omotadnmote epmtnon. To
EVOLAPEPOV HaG etval va LaBovpEe TEPIGGOTEPQ Y10, TO TL GKEPTOVTAL 01 AvOp®moLyia To BEpato Tov o cuinTnoovue cg

Myo Aemtd.

EAniCoupe va dratnpricovpe T pomn g culitnong Kot yio to Adyo avtd Ba €(ovpe HEPIKOVS KOVOVES TTOV TPEMEL VO,
aKoAovBnoovpe KaTd T SLdpKELd TNG.

[Ipotov, ot 10éec TOV TPOKVITOLY OO TN GLVOIALN 6ag Ba YPaETOVY GE AVTEG TIG KAPTES, TIG 0TO1ES 0T GuVEYELD Bal
OVOPTIGOVLE GE QVTOV TOV TIVOKO Y10, VAL TIG S0VV Kol Vo TG £XETE OAOL KATA VOU.

Agbtepov, kopia mapéppoon dev Tpénel va S1pKEl TEPIGGHTEPO OO TPLAVTA SEVTEPOLETTAL, £TGL DOTE OAOL VOL EYOLV TV
evkaipio va piAncovv kot va mopépfovv. Edv kamotog vrepPei tov kabopiopévo ypovo, Ba cog dei&m avtd o
QVTOKOAANTO (AVTOKOAANTO YPOVOL), TPAYLA TOV CNUAIVEL OTL TPEMEL VO OAOKANPADGETE TNV TPOTOCT CGOG KOl VO
OTOpOTHOETE. AV cuveyioete, ®6TOG0, Oo Tpémel va cag dSlakOy®, OTmG eTionN HTopovy Kot 0t A0 CUUUETEYOVTEG.

Tpitov, Ba cag {ntioovue va unv AdTe og pkpEG OUAOES, aALG v uAdTe pe oAdKANnpn TV opdda. Ola dca Exete va
melte elvar evolapépovta, OTOTE TOPAKAAD VO |1 JICTACGETE VO LA CETE.
Téhog, edv BELeTE VO SLOQPOVIOETE, VO, AVTIOPACETE 1] VO KAVETE [ILOL EPMTIOT CYETIKA [LE KATL TOV £XEL TTEL EVOC AAAOG

GUUUETEX OV, avTi va TNV/ov dtakoyete, onkdote v Kapta flash mov cag £xet 00eil. Ba AdPm vrdyn 1o PAag Gog Kot
0o 10 Yphyo otov Tivaka, ordte Oa pTopEGOLLE VO ETOVELBOVLLE LETA OE QVTO.
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[Ipwv E&exivnoovpe, Ba MBeko 6lot va cvotnBolv (Sivovtag to Ovopo mov eméreav yuo T ovlntnon),
GUUTEPIAAUPAVOUEVOV TOV LEADV TNG EPEVVITIKNG OLAdAG (TTEITE TO10G Elval Kot 0 pOAOG TOVG).

Ba Egkvniioovpe TOPO.

A=0ONEX EPOTHMATON TIA OMAAEX EXTIAZHE

AxolovOio 1 [ Aemta] 35

INROVTIKG TPOPARATO KOL VTAPYOVGES OTAVTINGELS: TKOVOTOiN G 07T0 TO TOMTIKG cVoTN N

1.1. Iow Oswpeite 6TL Eivor TO GNUOVTIKOTEP TPOPANLOTO KA 0V GVYIES TOV avTIpETOTICOVNE €Ml
TOV TAPOVTOG;

[Zoufovin ovvroviouod: n 16éo ivor vo. KGVODUE TOVS GUUUETEXOVTES VA ATOPIGUNCODY UEPLKC. OHUOVTIKG
KOIVWVIKG, kol ToALTIKG. Tpoflniuara, alla oev Oa mpémel va wapel modd ypovo. O coviovietis Oo. mpémel va
Tpoywpnoel otny pwtnon 1.2 uetd awd 5 Aemrd, d10popetika n Aloto, eivor dvvntikd, areipn]

1.2. owg @povtilel o avtd 10 0épata; [Kar kavouv kar) dovierd; Kot yrotis]

Edv o1 oopuetéyovieg 0ev avidpovy, 0 GoVIOVIOTHS UTOPEL VO XPHOLLOTIOIOEL KAPTES OPOVIWYV, EEKIVAOVTOS 00
mv kvfépvnon [ty kofépvnon: to Kovofodiio: Tig TOTIKES KOPEPVRHOELS: TOVG [0100¢ TOVG Toites v EE-
eumeipoyvouoves MKO- aAlovg popeig].

Edv o1 ovuueteyovtes poipalovror vy alioloynon tov Epyov diapiopwv Geauikav opyavav, fefaiwbeir ot
OVVOOEDOVIOL OO AITIOAOYNOY, ONAOON YLATI 01 COUUETEXOVTES TLOTEDOVY OTL 1 KOPEPVHON KAVEL KOMY/KOKH
Jdovleid.

1.3. Iowv 00 epmotevdécactay Yo va @povticst avtd o {ntipote; Notivopilete 61100 TO £kavay
OLLPOPETIKA;

O oOVTOVIOTHG UTOPEL VO, YPHOIUOTOINOEL KOPTES Opadviwv [tnv kvfépvnon: 1o kKoivofovrios TiG TOmIKES
Kvfepvioeis: tovg id10vg tovg moites v EE- gumeipoyvouoves: MKO- aAlovg popeig] kou vo emavolafer tig
EPWTHNOELS UE GALOVES TTOPAYOVTES OTAV OEV AVOPEPOVTOL.

"Eyete/ dev éete ava@épertn peTovactevon (Kat 1ovg Tpdopuyes) og pia amd Tic kopieg avnovyiss. H
RETAVAGTEVGT Dempeitar amd 0PIoREVOVS TOATES KOl KOPPATO OS £va 06 TO KUPLo. pofiqpota mov
avTipetoniloope onpepa. Ov gv gvepyeio vaevOovor Myng ATOPAGEMY KATNYOPOUVTOL VLo TNV
Kotdotoot. Ty motedere YU avTod;

Avdldoyo ue v katevbovon e ovlhTnong, o oovioviotig uropel va Béoet ooumlnpwuotikss epwtioeig: ot
TIOTEVETE OTL N KOPEPVION KOVEL KOAN/KOKT O0OVAELG GTH OO0 EIPIOT] TOD UETAVATTEVTIKOD (HTHILATOS OTH Y DPO. LOG;
Tpérer va. {reitan  yvaoun twv moltmv, eav n kofépvion AGfer Ty Omoio. amdpacy GYeTIKa e THY ATodoxn
uetavaotwv, Ipérer vo axoiovbovvrar o1 wohitikés s EE  mpémet vo. apnvetar kabe ywpa va amopooilel uovny
g, Tlpoobetes ooUTINPOUOTIKES EPOTAOEIS UTOPODY VA OLaTOTWHODY avAA0Ya UE THY KATAOTO.0N KAl TO TACLOI0
THG UETAVATTEVTHS OVE, Y DPO.

1.5. Yrdpyer kdmorwo mpotofoviia tng Tomuknic 1 €0vikig kufépvnonc pe v omoio eiote TPOYROTHG,
IKOVOTTOU1EVOGS, TOL0 KO YLOTi;

Avtin axolovbiampoopileror yiavo ovoidel ty ovlitnon ywpic vo.emifaler Evo ovykerpiévo Oéua. Ot epwtioeis
EYOVV GYedLATTEL Y10, VA OpyioovY va ovIAEyovy dedouéva. ayetika e (1) ta mo enquavtikd {yrijuaro Ko
TPOPANUATOYIA TOVS TOAITES KALTH YWOPO. (2) TOL10G EUTIGTEVETOL TTOLOV, YIATTOL0 AOYO KAl TG . 2T GOVEYELD,
ETIKEVTPWVOUQOTE o€ pio, aviovyio wov Bo umopodoe 11 Oy1 va Exel avapeplel amd TOVS GOUUETEXOVTES
(Meravaotevon). Eyet oyediaotel yio. vo. diepeoviioet (3) midg T mAoio10, ELOIKA 1 KPIGH, UTOPEL va. EVIGYVGEL 1f
Va, UTTOOIGEL TV EUTIETOGUVY]. TEAOG, (NTOUE OO TOVS CUUUETEYOVIES VAL OVOPEPODY EVAY TOUED TOMTIKNG UE
T0V 0T0l0 €IVal IKOVOTOMUEVOL, Y10, VO OIEPEDVHEODY TOVS OETUOVS UETOLD TOMTIKNG EUTIOTOCOVIS KOl
IKOVOTOINGNG OTOTEAETUATWV/TOAITIKOV TpoTnoewy. H mapatipnon twv alinlemidpacewv (exiyeipnuara,
outioroynoeig) Oo pog emitpéyel exions va oviiééovpe dedouéva oyetika ue tis (4) evoeielg kai Tov Tomo TV
TARPOPOPIOY 6TIS 0moies facilovrar o1 avOpwmol yio. va 01KOJOUHGOVY KOl VA OIKALOAOYHGOVY TV
gumoToovvy tovs. H cioaywyn dpoviwv orwg eival o1 aveldptnror popeis umopel va fonbijeel otny
AVTIUET OGN TS OT0-VTEVOVVOTOINGHG, 1] E100YWYH TOMTDV (A OEV EYELON OvapepbeT) umopeELl va. e160ydyel
Snripata dueons ONUOKPaATIOS i ONUOKPATIK®DY KOIVOTOULOY K.AT.
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AxolovOio 2 [ Aemta] 50

Epmotooivn kot a£lomeTioo TO TOAMTIKOD GUGTI|O.TOS KoL TOV Osop@v

2.1. Ak0hov0¢gi £vacKaTAAOYOSIO10TTOV TOL 01 AVOpOTOLTIoTEVOVY OTLTTPENEL VO H10.0£TOVY 0L TOMTIKOL
OV POG EKTPOoc®TOUV. Edv énpeme vo emALEETE TPEIS TTO SN RAVTIKES 1OOTNTES, oG O TOV 0VTEG?

Yrapyovv driieg onpavTikég 1010TNTEG TOV TEPIREVETE OO £VAV TOMTIKO OV o€V TeprAapufavovtor ot
AMota;

Kaopreg moiotnrog: eetdixevuévol, Ipocoviovyol, OmoTEAECUOTIKOL, EIMKPIVELS, OLOPAVELS, dikaiol, oefaoTol,
KOVTA 0TODS aVOpOTOVS, EVEUVALGONTIKOTL, 0KODYOVTOG, YEVVAIOL, EPYATIKOL.

2.2. Ed® givon éva oypo Yoo T0 TOS amo@acilovrol Ta TPpaypRata [oTn yoOpa pocl, copemvae pe 10
oOvTaypd poc.

(Zynua oyediaouévo oe yoptovi pe nlomworovs kar Pérn - dllor mapayovies omwsg MKO, opyovieuoi, EE,
tomobetodvral otov wivaka, alAd oy oto aynua. Kabe opada mpémet va ayediaoel o aynua yia m ywpo. te. To
OYNUO OEV TPETEL VO EIVOL TOAD AETTOUEPES DOTE VAL UNYV TPOKOAEL GOYY VOGN GTOVS COUUETEYOVIES, OAAG TTPETEL VL
oamop1Buel 610vg TOVG KDPLOVS TOMTIKODS TOPAYOVTES).

- Tivmotevere ni' avTo;

Zovufovin emonteiog: EGv n eumiotocdvy 0ev EupoviieTol oTiG OTOVTHOELS, KAVTE ULO. TLO CVYKEKPLUEVH
EPWTNOTN CYETIKG LUE TNV EUTIOTOGOVI]:

- Epmoteveote avtovg TOVg 061006 Vo a0 po.6ilovy Y10 TO TPAYROATO. OTY] YOPO HOS; AV 0L
ywoti;

- Ko tadg vopilere 671 01 0o do€1g TPETEL VO AAPPAVOVTUL 10UVIKE (KOTTO TOLOV» KO «YLUTI»);

(alAdére 0 oYHuUO. GOUPVO UE TIC oVUPOVAES TOVS - ot ovVEXELa Tpafncte uio pwToypopio TV
OmOTEAEGUATOV)

2oufoviég ooVTOVIoUOD: OTOV TPOTEIVETOL IO OLAOYT, POTHOTE TOVS GUUUETEYOVIEG EAV GUUPLOVODV* OTOV
OVOPEPETOL EVOS GAOG OpwV («EUEISY, «O AAOC», KAT.), POTHGTE TL EVVOOVV UE ODTO" TPOOTOONTTE VO
VITOYPOUUIGETE TLOOVODS GUYKPOVEIOKODS 16YVPLOUODS / TPOTAGEIS VIO, VO, KAVETE GAAOVS GUUUETEYOVTES VO
oVTIOPATODY.

Onwg kot oto onueio 1.3, €00 pag evorapépel Tpwtiotws va udabovue av opLouévor molitikol Oeouoi Gewpovvion
710 KardMnlot kot wio allOmioTol Yia ™) YN TV AT0PACEDV.

2.3.0tav avalntdte TOMTIKEG TAN POQOPIES, TOLOV 1] TOL0. péco. epmoteveote; [oTi?

THepartépw epwthoeis yia ty dieviolvven e ovlhTnons: Mropodv dleg o1 Tnyég va eivar eicov adidomioteg otav
TapovaLaovy ToMTIKES E10N0EIS Ko TApopopies; Tlng ewiléyete moio Tnyn molopuéowy Go. xpHoLoToINoetE,
Tpotiuare pia (nio mpotiuntéa) epnuepioa/tNAEOTTIKO KOVAAL/OLOIKTOOKY TOAN — 1 UAIAOV VA GUYKPIVETE TIG
TOMTIKEG ELONOEIS KOl TANPOPOPIES OTO OLAPOPES TNYES,

ITPOAIPETIKH EPQTHXH. EGv po 60VELEVGT TOMTOV, TOV GUYKEVTPAOVELAVOPOTOVS 070 O10.( 0 PETIKG
v6Pfadpa, ETPOKEITO VO ATOPAGICEL Y10 SNUOVTIKA TOoMTIKG Oépata, 00 Tovg gumotevécactay; Oo
0£haTE VO COPPETACYETE;

Aot n EpOTHON EIVOL OPKETE, CUYKEKPLLEVT] OE GUYKPLON LE GAAES. AEV EpwTdTal eav Exel 0N avapeplel amd Tovg
ovuueteyovies. Mmopei emiong va wopaldeiplei eav o ypovog teleimver (eAEpEte av Exovy nepdoel TEPLEGOTEPD,
amo 90 Lemrra amo Ty Evapln, eav val - TOTE uny potHoete 2.4).
Avtij i oevtepn axorovBio Exel ayedI00TEL Y10 VO GOYKEVIPWOEL OEOOUEVA GYETIKG, LUE TV AVTIANWI TV TOATMDV YLO. TO POIO
TV TOMTIKOV EAIT, TOV OIKO TOVS POAO GTO TOMTIKO GOOTHUA KOL TH QOGN TOV OVTITPOGOTEVTIKOD GOVIEGUOD, VL. VO,
epevvioel fobotepo. oty ayeon ueTald TPOTOOKIDY, OVTIANWEWY VLG, TH ONUOKPOTIO Kol EumioToovVHS. Emidiwdn uog eivor
VO KOTAVONTOVULE, EDPOTEPQ, TOLES AVTIANWELS YIA T OHUOKPATIO fpioKovTal TGw amo THY ATOPACH TOV TOATHV VA
EUTIIGTEVTOVY 1] VO OVGTLGTHGOVY OTEVAVTL GE Evay Osoud/mapadyovra.

To apyixo oynuo mpemel va. eivor moAD amlo, Tapovolalovias Tovg KDpLovg onuokpatikods Beauods. Xty ovvéyela, o
ovVTOVIoTHS KOO0 ONYEL TOVS GOUUETEYOVTES (HTWVTOGS TOVS VO, TOTOOETHOOVV, VO, UETAKIVACODY I} VO. APOLPETOVY ETLTAEOV
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TOPAYOVTES OTO GYHULO. (TOLTES, OPYOVACELS THS KOIVWVIG TV Tolitwv, EE, sureipoyvaouoveg...). Xe kabe friua, to dropo
ov givar vTevBvVo yLo T Iy onueiweey Bo TpEmer va Tpafncel Uio pmToypapio ToV GYRUATOS Y10, VO. KPOTHOEL VO,
omotoTwpa. Avto mpénel va ooumepinelel otnv ovdivon g uetaypopns. Ipocbéate éva amAd apyiko ayédio yia tn xwpa
oog. Agite mapoxdw 10 mopadetyua yio.ty I oldia. lapaxalobus, cvvrdlTe £va mapouolo cyua 1o Ty Y(Opa. 6o Kal
oTEiATE T0 oyfua 6og atov 2vvrovieriy ‘Epyov mpiv Cekivijeovy o1 Quaddeg Eotiaong.

Kvpror Anpoxpatikoi Osopoi

[TPOEAPOX THX AHMOKPATIAX

Apynyog tov Kpdroog
A
E
> K
> T[TPQOYIIOYPOX A
KYBEPNHXH ?
Aropocilovy yia thv cOVOMKY KpOTIKN -
rolitikn

YrofaAlovv vouoaoyédia

BOYAH TON EAAHNQON
Tpoteivel, ov{nro. kou yneilel vouooyédio.

ZT1O0O>RMm

ZT1O0O>~R~AMm

TOIIIKH AYTOAIOIKHZH (Afuot,
Ieprpéperec)

EKAOI'H

IIOAITEZ
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Axoiov0io 3 [25 Aemrtd]
Epmotoovvn oty EE 6710 TAIG10 TOV EVPOTATKAOV EKAOYOV

3.1. Onoc icmg yvopilete, o1 evpomaikég ekhoyéic minoralovy cvvropa oTig apyés lovviov. Xkomevere va
YN QIGETE GTIC EMOPEVEG EVPOTATKEG EKAOYEC;

ZnTioTe 00 TOVG COUUETEY OVIES VO, YPAYWODY THY ATLAVTHOT TOVS O€ EVO, X OPTL TTOD OLVODY GTOV GOVTOVIGTH, O OT0IOG
padel 6keg g amovtioels otov wvoko ywpic vo Aégl moiog gime 1. O1 amavtioeis uTopel va. gival vor/oyi, i
TEPLOGOTEPO OVOAVTIKES, YPOUUEVES GE £Ac00epn Lopen, xwpis pdBuion Klinoxag

3.2. Kata ™ yvoun 6og, mo1ot £ivatl ot Adyor yio va yn@iocm 1 vo amdoym amd avTig TIG EKMYEC;

3.3. Ta terevtaia ypovia, 1 Con pog &xer ennpeootel amd oredveis kpioeis 6Tms 0 Térepog otnv Ovkpavio.
Y10 TaPpoKATO 0TIKO oY1 pd, 1 EE 1oyvpiletaiéti@povtileryio Tig cuvémeleg TG KPIoS Y10 TOVGTOAITES
¢ EE. Epmoteteste Tv EE va To kdvel 0vTo;

Edv o1 moliteg amavtiioovy «vary kai paivetor otl givor yvaoteg e EE, o ovvtoviatic Qo umopodoe vo tovg
pwthoel: woia opyova e EE gumiotedeote mepiaodtepo yio ) d10eipion avThS TS KPLong,

EAcuOBepia,
Eiprjvn &

Evepyelakn
AuTtovoupia.

EZY EIZAI H EYPQINH.

Avtip n alAniovyio arooKkomEl Vo KAVEL TOVS GOUUETEYOVTES VA UIAGOVY VIO, THV EUTIGTOGUVY, TH A0Y000GI0 KOl TIS
O10OIKAGIES AVATPOPOOOTIOHS TOLITIKIS GE EVPOTAIKO ETUITEDO (+/- 6€ £0VIKO 1] TOTIKO EMIMENO GE 0PIGUEVES EOVIKES
TEPITTWGELS), OEOOUEVOD TOV EKLOYIKOD TAouoiov. Oa fonbnoer atny KoTovonon tov TpOTOV LUE TOV OTOL0 1] EUTLTTOTOVH
KOl 1] OVOTLOTIO. KIVTOTTOLOOVTAL OE EVO, EKAOYIKO TAGLOIO KOL OTH OLEPEVVNOT].

Thne onuaoiog e EKL0YNG Y1 THY AVTIUETOTION TWV TPEYOVIWY TPOPINUCTOV.
Tne emiloyn yngoo.

. Tns onuooio g Ko1vOTHTOGS, EYYOTHTO. UE EKTPOCMTO, AVOKOTOVOUI] THS ECOVTLOG OE OVELUPTHTOVS 0PYOVITUOVS 1]
EUTEIPOYVDUOVES

60



o,:\ TRU E www. truvedem.eu

\\ l Trust in European Democracies
—
e

ITALIAN

Lo scenario dei focus group deve essere costruito in sequenze (da 20 a 50 minuti ciascuna).

Le domande principali sono contrassegnate dal colore blu. Le domande principali sono obbligatorie e devono essere
poste cosi come sono, nella sequenza stabilita.

Le domande supplementari sono contrassegnate dal corsivo nero. Le domande complementari sono variabili: il gruppo
puo pensare a diverse domande complementari o il moderatore puo decidere di porre una domanda complementare in
corso d'opera, a seconda dell'andamento della discussione. Se i partecipanti rispondono attivamente alla domanda
principale, potrebbero non essere necessarie domande supplementari. Essenziale: non € necessario porre tutte le domande
supplementari elencate in questa guida, altrimenti il FGD durera ben oltre le 2 ore indicate.

Durante la preparazione dei FGD, sentitevi liberi di decidere il formato della guida stampata: potete elencare domande
supplementari per essere sicuri, potete aumentare lo spazio tra le righe per aggiungere osservazioni ecc.

E essenzialeche il moderatoreutilizzi la guida per ricordare le domandee laloro sequenza: non deve leggere letteralmente
le domande ai partecipanti.

La natura delle domande e I'esigenza di reazioni rispondenti richiedono che il moderatore sia uno scienziato
sociale/politico - 0 almeno ben informato sul sistema politico nazionale, sui problemi attuali e sulle questioni del paese.

INTRODUZIONE [10 MIN]

Salve, mi chiamo ...; sono un ricercatore di .....

Innanzitutto, grazie per aver accettato di partecipare a questo progetto. Oggi vi abbiamo invitato a partecipare a una
discussione collettiva. Il nostro obiettivo con questa discussione € capire come i cittadini vedono e discutono alcune
importanti questioni sociali e politiche.

Per la nostraricercaterremo diverse discussioni di gruppo di questo tipo in 6 Paesi (Repubblica Ceca, Francia, Grecia,
Italia, Polonia, Romania). Vi abbiamo riuniti oggi perché siete [inserire la caratteristica principale, formulata in senso
lato: giovani sotto i 30 anni, pensionati, persone che vivono in aree periferiche, studenti, ecc] e ci interessa sapere cosa
pensano (studenti, pensionati, ecc.), ma naturalmente ognuno di voi ha un background diverso.

Tutte le vostre idee sono benvenute, non ¢'é una risposta giusta o sbagliata e vi incoraggiamo a esprimervi liberamente,
sia che siate d'accordo o meno con gli altri membri del gruppo.

Prima di iniziare, vorrei spiegare brevemente come si svolgerala discussione. La discussione durerain totale circa2 ore.

Come indicato nel modulodi consenso, la discussione & anonima, il che significa che potete scegliere uno pseudonimo
per la durata della discussione, e sara questo pseudonimo a essere utilizzato nella ricerca (se non scegliete uno
pseudonimo, saremo noi stessi a rendere anonima la trascrizione).

Le registrazioni audio e video saranno utilizzate solo per trascrivere gli scambi e per scopi di ricerca. Non verra fatto
alcun collegamento trala vostraidentita, lo pseudonimo sceltoe il contenuto della discussione; queste informazioni sono
tenute separate lI'una dall'altra.

Tutte le precisazioni su come conserveremo e utilizzeremo le registrazioni sono spiegate nel modulo di consenso che
dovete firmare prima di iniziare la discussione. Vi lascio 2 minuti per leggerlo e firmarlo. E importante perché dichiara
che saremo vincolati nell'uso dei dati raccolti attraverso la nostra ricerca dal regolamento europeo sui dati personali.

Cercheremo di mantenere ladiscussione il piu fluida possibile. Vogliamo sentire le vostre opinioni, qualunque esse siano,
e le vostre esperienze personali sugli argomenti che tratteremo. Cio significa che non prendero parte alla conversazione,
ma mi limitero a porvi alcune domande per alimentare i vostri scambi e a scrivere le vostre opinioni sulla lavagna. Non
siamo qui per metterviallaprova: non ¢'é una risposta giusta o shagliataa nessuna domanda. Il nostro interesse é scoprire
di piu su cio che le persone pensano sui temi che discuteremo tra poco.
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Speriamo di mantenere la discussione fluida e per questo motivo avremo alcune regole da seguire durante gli scambi.

In primo luogo, le idee emerse dalla vostra conversazione saranno scritte su questi cartoncini, che poi pubblicheremo su
questa lavagna perché tutti possano vederle e tenerle a mente.

In secondo luogo, nessun contributo deve durare piu di trenta secondi, in modo che tutti abbiano la possibilita di parlare
e intervenire. Se qualcuno superail tempo assegnato, gli mostrerd questo adesivo (adesivo del tempo), il che significache
deve finire la sua frase e fermarsi. Se invece continua, non esitero a interromperlo e lo potranno fare anche gli altri
partecipanti.

In terzo luogo, vi chiederemo di non parlare in piccoligruppi, ma di parlare con tutto il gruppo. Tutto cio che avete da
dire € interessante, quindi sentitevi liberi di parlare.

Infine, se volete dissentire, reagire o fare una domanda su qualcosa che un altro partecipante ha detto, invece di
interrompere, sollevate la flash card che vi € stata data. Prendero nota della vostra flash card e la scrivero sulla lavagna,
cosi potremo tornare a parlarne in seguito.

Prima di iniziare, vorrei che tutti si presentassero (dando il nome che hanno scelto per ladiscussione), compresi i membri
del gruppo di ricerca (dicendo anche qual ¢ il loro ruolo).

Ora iniziamo.

Sequenza 1 [35-45 min]
Problemi importanti e risposte esistenti: soddisfazione per il sistema politico

1.1.Qualisono,secondo lei, i problemie le preoccupazioni pitimportanti che stiamoaffrontando in questo
momento?

[Consigliodi moderazione: I'idea e quella di far elencare ai partecipanti alcuni importanti problemisociali e
politici, ma non deve durare troppo a lungo; il moderatore dovrebbe passare alla domanda 1.2 dopo 5 minuti,
altrimenti I'elenco é potenzialmente infinito].

1.2. Chi si occupa di questi problemi? [E stanno facendo un buon lavoro? E perché?].

Se i partecipanti non reagiscono, il moderatore puo usare le schede degli attori, a partire dal governo [il
governo; il parlamento; i governi locali; i cittadini stessi; I'UE; gli esperti; le ONG; le agenzie].

Se i partecipanti condividono le valutazioni sull'operato delle varie istituzioni, assicuratevi che siano
accompagnate da unagiustificazione, cioe dal motivo per cui i partecipanti pensano che il governo stiafacendo
un buon o cattivo lavoro.

1.3.Di chivi fidereste per occuparvi di questi problemi? Perché pensate che lo farebbero inmodo diverso?

Il moderatore puo utilizzare le schede attore [il governo; il parlamento; i governilocali; i cittadini; I'UE; gli
esperti; le ONG agenzie] e ripetere le domande con altri attori quando non sono citati.

1.4. Avete/non avete citato I'immigrazione (e i rifugiati) come una delle principali preoccupazioni.
L'immigrazione & considerata da alcuni cittadini e partiti come uno dei principali problemi che stiamo
affrontando. | decisori in carica vengono incolpati della situazione. Cosa ne pensate?

A seconda dell'orientamento della discussione, il moderatore puo porre domande supplementari: Perché
pensate cheil governo stiafacendo un buono cattivo lavoro nel gestire il problema dell'immigrazionenel nostro
Paese? | cittadini dovrebbero essere consultati quando il governo prende una decisione sull'accoglienza degli
immigrati? Si dovrebbero seguire le politiche dell'UE o ogni Paese dovrebbe essere lasciato libero di decidere
da solo? Altre domande supplementari possono essere formulate a seconda della situazione e del contesto
migratorio specifico del Paese.

1.5. C'e un'iniziativa del governo locale o nazionale di cui € veramente soddisfatto, quale e perché?
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Questa sequenza ha lo scopo di aprire la discussione senza imporre un argomento specifico. Le domande sono pensate
per iniziarea raccogliere dati su (1) questioni e problemi pit importanti per i cittadini e il Paese; (2) chi si fida di chi,
per cosa e come. Ci concentriamo poi su una preoccupazione che potrebbe essere stata citata o meno dai partecipanti
(Iimmigrazione). L'obiettivo e quellodi esplorare (3) come il contesto, in particolare la crisi, possa rafforzare o inibire
la fiducia. Infine, chiediamo ai partecipanti di citare un ambito politico di cui sono soddisfatti, per esplorare i legami tra
fiducia politica e soddisfazione dei risultati/preferenze politiche. L'osservazione delle interazioni (argomentazioni,
giustificazioni) ci consentira anche di raccogliere dati sulle (4) indicazioni e sul tipo di informazioni su cui le persone
fanno affidamento per costruire e giustificare la loro fiducia. L'introduzione di attori come le agenzie indipendenti
potrebbe aiutare ad affrontare la deresponsabilizzazione, I'introduzione di cittadini (se non gia citati) potrebbe
introdurre questioni di democrazia diretta o innovazioni democratiche, ecc.

Sequenza 2 [50 min]
Fiducia e affidabilita del sistema politico e delle istituzioni

2.1.Eccoun elencodiqualitacheipolitici che ci rappresentano dovrebberopossedere. Se dovesse scegliere
le tre qualita pit importanti, quali sarebbero?

Ci sono altre qualita importanti che vi aspettate da un politico e che non sono presenti nell'elenco?

Carte di qualita: competenti, qualificati, efficienti, onesti, trasparenti, corretti, rispettosi, vicini alle persone,
empatici, capaci di ascoltare, coraggiosi, laboriosi.

2.2. Ecco uno schema su come si decide in [nostro Paese], secondo la nostra Costituzione.

(Schema disegnato su cartoncino con attori e frecce - altri attori, come ONG, agenzie, UE, sono inseriti nel
cartellone ma non nello schema. Ogni squadra deve disegnare lo schema per il proprio Paese. Lo schemanon
deve essere troppo dettagliato per non confondere i partecipanti, ma deve elencare tutti i principali attori
politici).

- Cosa ne pensate?

Consiglio di moderazione: Se la fiducia non emerge dalle risposte, fate una domanda piu specifica
sulla fiducia: Ti fidi di queste istituzioni per decidere le cose nel nostro Paese? Se no, perché?

- E come pensate che le decisioni dovrebbero essere prese idealmente ("'da chi** e "perché’)?
(modificate lo schema in base ai loro consigli - poi fotografate i risultati)

Consigli di moderazione: quando viene proposto un cambiamento, chiedere ai partecipanti se sono d'accordo;
quando viene citato un altro attore ("noi", "il popolo", ecc.), chiedere cosa si intende con esso; cercare di
sottolineare le potenziali affermazioni/proposte conflittuali per far reagire gli altri partecipanti..

Come per il punto 1.3, anche in questo caso siamo interessati a scoprire se alcune istituzioni politiche sono
percepite come piu affidabili e credibili per prendere le decisioni.

2.3. Quando cerca informazioni politiche, di chi o quali media si fida? Perché?

Altre domande per facilitare la discussione: Tutte le fonti possono essere ugualmente affidabili quando
presentano notizie e informazioni politiche? Come scegliete quale fonte mediatica utilizzare? Preferite un solo
giornale/un canale televisivo/un portale internet o preferite confrontare le notizie e le informazioni politiche
provenienti da diverse fonti?

OPZIONALE. 2.4. Se un‘assemblea di cittadini, che riunisce persone di diversa provenienza, decidesse su
importanti questioni politiche, vi fidereste di loro? Vorreste partecipare?

Questa domanda e piuttosto specifica rispetto alle altre. Non deve essere posta se gia menzionata dai
partecipanti. Puo anche essere saltata se il tempo a disposizione € poco (controllare se sono passati pit di 90
minuti dall'inizio; se si, non chiedere il punto 2.4).

Questa secondasequenza é stata progettata per raccogliere dati sulla concezione che i cittadinihannodel ruolo delle
élite politiche, del proprio ruolo nel sistema politico e della natura del legame rappresentativo, per approfondire la
relazionetra aspettative, concezione dellademocrazia e fiducia. L'obiettivo & capire, piu in generale, quali concezioni
della democrazia sono alla base della decisione dei cittadini di fidarsi o meno di un'istituzione/attore.
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Lo schema iniziale dovrebbe essere molto semplice e presentare le principali istituzioni democratiche. Il moderatore
guida poi i partecipanti chiedendo loro di inserire, spostare o rimuovere altri attori nello schema (cittadini, OSC, UE,
esperti...). In ogni fase, la personaincaricata di prendere appunti dovrebbe scattare una foto dello schemaper tenerne
traccia. Questo dovrebbe essere incluso nell'analisi della trascrizione. Aggiungete un semplice schema iniziale per il
vostro Paese. Sivedail seguente esempio per la Francia. Si pregadi redigere uno schema simile peril proprio Paese e

di inviarlo al Coordinatore del progetto prima dell’inizio dei FGD.

Esempio per la Francia:

PRESIDENTE DELLA REPUBBLICA

Capo dello Stato
e
e | 1 OT
=y |
CONSIGLIO DEI MINISTRI o | —
........ R R AR A R SR R R §o|
Orienta la politica dello Stato 8 GRANDI ELETTORI
Propone nuove leggi =N
................................................. |
|
2 1 | )
21 | I
O ! I I
I
4 PARLAMENTO N\
o |
S |
CAMERA SENATO 3 I
‘ Propongono, discutono e votano le leggi k I
\_ et . J
l

3 Propongono nuove leggi su materie spec1ﬁche :

Eleggono

Eleggono

——

( Cittadini

)

Altri attori: "un'assemblea di cittadini che riunisce persone di diversa provenienza™; "le OSC", "sindacati", ""esperti",

"I'UE", "la stampa”, "giudici"...

L'obiettivo & osservare come discutono e argomentano per (ri)costruire collettivamente lo schema.
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Sequenza 3 [25 min]

La fiducia nell'UE nel contesto delle elezioni europee

NB: Quando si tengono altre elezioni pitio meno nello stesso periodo (elezioni presidenziali in Slovacchia, elezioni
locali 0 nazionali in Polonia), possiamo adattare le ultime tre domande in modo che si adattino ai due tipi di

elezioni.

3.1. Come forse sapete, le elezioni europee si terranno a breve, all'inizio di giugno. Avete intenzione di
votare alle prossime elezioni europee?

Chiedete ai partecipanti di scrivere la loro risposta su un foglio che consegneranno al moderatore, il quale
mettera tutte le risposte sulla lavagna senza dire chi ha detto cosa. Le risposte possono essere di tipo si/no o piu
lunghe, scritte in forma libera, senza alcuna scala di valutazione.

3.2. Secondo lei, quali sono le ragioni per votare o astenersi a queste elezioni?

3.3. Negli ultimi anni, le nostre vite sono state colpite da crisi internazionali come la guerrain Ucraina.
Nella visuale che segue, I'UE sostiene di occuparsi delle conseguenze dellacrisi per i cittadini dell*Unione.

Vi fidate che I'UE lo faccia?

Se le persone rispondono di si e sembrano essere informate sull'UE, il moderatore potrebbe chiedere loro: di
quali organi dell'UE vi fidate di piu per gestire questa crisi?

Freedom,
Peace & Energy

Independence.

YOU ARE EUROPE.

Si prega di utilizzare la stessa immagine in tutti i Paesi. Questa immagine puo essere trovata e scaricata in
tutte le lingue dell'UE all'indirizzo https://you-are-eu.europa.eu/index_fr.

Questa sequenza intende portare i partecipanti a parlare di fiducia, responsabilita e processi di feedback politico a
livello europeo (+/- a livellonazionale o locale inalcuni casi nazionali), dato il contesto elettorale. Aiutera a capire
come la fiducia e la sfiducia vengono mobilitate in un contesto elettorale e ad esplorare:

importanza delle elezioni per gestire i problemi attuali.

scelta di voto.

importanza della comunita, vicinanza al rappresentante, riassegnazione del potere ad agenzie o esperti
indipendenti
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WPROWADZENIE [10 MIN]

Witam, nazywam si¢ Kornelia Batko jestem pracownikiem naukowym Uniwersytetu Slaskiego w Katowicach.

Przede wszystkim bardzo dzigkuje¢ za wyrazenie zgody na udziat w tym projekcie. ZaprosiliSmy Was dzisiaj do wziecia
udziatu w zbiorowej dyskusji. Naszym celem jest zrozumienie, w jaki sposob obywatele postrzegajg i omawiajg niektore
wazne kwestie spoteczne i polityczne.

W ramach naszych badan przeprowadzimy kilka tego typu dyskusji grupowych w 6 krajach (Czechy, Francja, Grecja,
Wtochy, Polska, Rumunia). Zebraliémy was dzisiaj, poniewaz jestescie [wstaw gtdwna ceche, sformutowana ogdlnie:
mtodzi ludzie ponizej 30 roku zycia, emeryci, osoby mieszkajace na obszarach podmiejskich, studenci itp.] i jestesmy
zainteresowani tym, co my$la (studenci, emeryci itp.), ale oczywiscie kazdy z was ma inne pochodzenie.

Wszystkie pomysty sa mile widziane, nie ma dobrej lub ztej odpowiedzi i zachgcamy do swobodnego wyrazania siebie,
niezaleznie od tego, czy zgadzasz si¢ z innymi czlonkami grupy, czy nie.

Zanim zaczniemy, chcialbym krotko wyjasnié, jak bedzie przebiegac dyskusja. Dyskusja potrwa tacznie okoto 2 godzin.

Jak wspomniano w formularzu zgody, dyskusja jest anonimowa, co oznacza, ze mozesz wybrac pseudonim na czas
trwania dyskusjii to wtasnie ten pseudonim zostanie wykorzystany w badaniu (jesli nie wybierzesz pseudonimu, sami
zanonimizujemy transkrypcje).

Nagrania audio i wideo beda wykorzystywane wylacznie do transkrypcji rozmow i do celow badawczych. Nie bedzie
zadnego powigzaniamiedzy tozsamoscig uzytkownika, wybranym pseudonimem i trescig dyskusji; te informacje sg od
siebie oddzielone.

Wszystkie szczegodty dotyczace sposobu przechowywania i wykorzystywania nagran sg wyjasnione w formularzu zgody,
ktory nalezy podpisaé przed rozpoczgciem dyskusji. Zostawiam Wam 2 minuty na przeczytanie i podpisanie go. Jest to
wazne, poniewaz stwierdza, ze bedziemy zobowiazani do wykorzystywania danych, ktore zbieramy w ramach naszych
badan, zgodnie z europejskim rozporzadzeniem w sprawie danych osobowych.

Postaramy si¢, aby dyskusja byta jak najbardziej ptynna. Chcemy ustysze¢ wasze opinie i osobiste do§wiadczenia na
tematy, ktore bedziemy omawiac. Oznacza to, ze nie bede brataudziatu w rozmowie, a jedynie zadam ci kilka pytan, aby
zacheci¢ ci¢ do wymiany pogladdéw, a takze do zapisywania swoich opinii na tablicy. Nie jeste$my tu po to, by ci¢
testowac - nie ma dobrej ani ztej odpowiedzi na zadne pytanie. Naszym celem jest dowiedzie¢ si¢ wigcej o tym, co ludzie
mys$la o kwestiach, ktore za chwilg omowimy.

Mamy nadzieje, ze dyskusja bedzie ptynnai z tego powodu bedziemy mie¢ kilka zasad, ktorych nalezy przestrzegac w
jej czasie.
Po pierwsze, pomysty, ktore pojawia si¢ w rozmowie, zostang zapisane na tych kartach, ktore nastepnie przykleimy na

tej tablicy, aby wszyscy mogli je zobaczy¢ i mie¢ na uwadze.

Po drugie, zadna wypowiedznie powinna trwa¢ dtuzej niz trzydziesci sekund, aby kazdy miat szans¢ zabrac glos 1 si¢
wypowiedziec. Jesli ktos przekroczy wyznaczony czas, pokazg mu te naklejke (naklejke czasu), co oznacza, ze musi
dokonczy¢ zdanie i zakonczy¢ wypowiedz. Jesli jednak bedziesz kontynuowac, nie zawaham si¢ przerwac, a inni
uczestnicy tez moga.

Po trzecie, poprosimy Was, abyscie nie rozmawiali w matych grupach, ale w ramach calej grupy. Wszystko, co macie do
powiedzenia, jest interesujace, wiec nie krepujcie si¢ zabieraé glosu.
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Wreszcie, jesli chcesz sie nie zgodzi¢, zareagowac lub zadac pytanie na temat wypowiedzi innego uczestnika, zamiast
przerywac, podnie$ karte flash, ktorg otrzymates. Zwroce uwage na twoj flash i zapiszg go na tablicy, aby$smy mogli
pozniej do niego wrocic.

Zanim zaczniemy, chcialabym, aby wszyscy si¢ przedstawili (podajac imie, ktore wybrali do dyskusji), w tym cztonkow
zespolu badawczego (powiedz tez, jaka jest ich rola).

Teraz zaczynamy.

Sekwencja 1 [35-45 min]

Wazne problemy i istniejace odpowiedzi: zadowolenie z systemu politycznego

1.1. Jakie sq wedlug Ciebie najwazniejsze problemy i obawy, przed ktorymi obecnie stoimy?

[Porada moderatora: chodzi o to, aby uczestnicy wymienili kilka waznych problemow spotecznych i
politycznych, ale nie powinno to trwa¢é zbyt diugo, moderator powinien przejs¢ do pytania 1.2 po 5 minutach,
w przeciwnym razie lista moze by¢ nieskonczonaj.

1.2. Kto zajmuje si¢ tymi kwestiami? [Czy dobrze wykonuja swoja prace i dlaczego?]

Jesli uczesmicy nie reagujg, moderator moze uzyé¢ kart aktorow, zaczynajgc od rzqdu [rzqd; parlament;
samorzqdy,; sami obywatele; UE, eksperci; organizacje pozarzqdowe, agencje].

Jesliuczesmicydzielgsie oceng pracy roznych instytucji, upewnij sie, Ze towarzyszy imuzasadnienie, tj. dlaczego
uczestnicy uwazajq, ze rzqd wykonuje dobrq / zlg prace.

1.3. Komu powierzylbys zajecie si¢ tymi sprawami? Dlaczego uwazasz, ze zrobilyby to inaczej?

Moderator moze korzystaé z kart aktorow [rzqd; parlament; samorzqdy lokalne; obywatele; UE, eksperci;
organizacje pozarzqgdowe, agencje] i powtarza¢ pytania z innymi aktorami, gdy nie sq cytowani.

1.4. Wymienile$/nie wymienile§ imigracji (i uchodzcéw) jako jednego z gléwnych problemoéw. Imigracja
jest uwazana przez niektorych obywatelii partie za jeden z gldwnych problemow, przed ktérymi
obecnie stoimy. Obecni decydenci sa obwiniani za te¢ sytuacje. Co Ty o tym sadzisz?

W zaleznosci od kierunku dyskusji moderator moze zadac¢ dodatkowe pytania: Dlaczego uwazasz, ze rzqd
wykonuje dobrg/zlg robote w zarzqdzaniu kwestiq imigracji w naszym kraju? Czy nalezy konsultowac sig z
obywatelami, gdy rzqd podejmuje decyzje o przyjeciu imigrantow? Czy nalezy przestrzega¢ polityki UE, czy tez
kazdy kraj powinien mie¢ mozliwos¢ samodzielnego podejmowania decyzji? Dalsze pytania uzupemiajgce
mozna sformutowacé w zaleznosci od sytuacji i kontekstu migracyjnego w danym kraju.

1.5. Czy istnieje inicjatywa wladz lokalnych lub krajowych, z ktorej jestes naprawde zadowolony, ktora
z nichi dlaczego?

Ta sekwencja ma na celu otwarcie dyskusji bez narzucania konkretnego tematu. Pytania majg na celu
rozpoczecie zbierania danych na temat (1) najwazniejszych kwestiii problemow dla obywateli i kraju; (2) kto
komu ufa, wjakim celu i wjaki sposob. Nastegpnie skupiamy si¢ na jednym problemie, ktory mogt, ale nie musial
by¢ wymieniany przez uczestnikow (imigracja). Ma to na celu zbadanie (3), w jaki sposob kontekst, zwlaszcza
kryzys, moze zwiekszac lub hamowac zaufanie. Na koniec prosimy uczestnikow o podanie dziedziny polityki, z
ktorej sq zadowoleni, aby zbadac powigzania miedzy zaufaniem politycznym a satysfakcjqg z wynikow /
preferencjami politycznymi. Obserwacja interakcji (argumenty, uzasadnienia) umozliwi nam rowniez
gromadzenie danych na temat (4) wskazowek i rodzaju informacji, na ktorych ludzie polegajq, aby budowac i
uzasadniac swoje zaufanie. Wprowadzenie podmiotow, takich jak niezalezne agencje, moze pomoc w walce z
deresponsywizacjq, wprowadzenie obywateli (jesli nie sq jeszcze cytowani) moze wprowadzi¢ kwestie
demokracji bezposSredniej lub innowacji demokratycznych itp.
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Sekwencja 2 [50 min]

Zaufanie i wiarygodno$¢ systemu politycznego i instytucji

2.1. Oto lista cech, ktore zdaniem ludzi powinni posiada¢ reprezentujacy nas politycy. Gdyby$ mial
wybraé trzy najwazniejsze cechy, jakie by to byly?

Czy sg inne wazne cechy, ktorych oczekujesz od polityka, a ktérych nie ma na liscie?

Karty jakosci: wykwalifikowany, profesjonalny, wydajny, uczciwy, przejrzysty, sprawiedliwy, peten szacunku,
bliski ludziom, empatyczny, stuchajqcy, odwazny, pracowity.

2.2. Oto schemat tego, jak podejmowane sa decyzje w Polsce, zgodnie z naszq konstytucjq.

(Schemat narysowany na kartce z podmiotami i strzatkami - inne podmioty, takie jak organizacje pozarzgdowe,
agencje, UE, sq umieszczane na planszy, ale nie w schemacie. Kazdy zespot musi narysowac schemat dla
swojego kraju. Schemat nie powinien by¢ zbyt szczegolowy, aby nie zmyli¢ uczestikow, ale powinien zawiera¢
liste wszystkich gtownych aktorow politycznych.)

- Co o tym myslisz? Porada dotyczgca moderowania: Jesli zaufanie nie pojawia si¢ w odpowiedziach,
zadaj bardziej szczegolowe pytanie dotyczgce zaufania: Czy ufasz tym instytucjom, ze decyduja o
sprawach w naszym Kkraju? Jesli nie, to dlaczego?

- W jakisposob decyzje powinny by¢ podejmowane ("'przezkogo" i "dlaczego')? (zmieri schemat
zgodnie z ich radq - a nastgpnie zrob zdjecie wynikow).

Porada moderatora: gdy proponowanajest zmiana, zapytaj uczestnikow, czy sie zgadzajq, gdy wspomniany jest
inny aktor ("my", "ludzie" itp.), zapytaj, co przez to rozumiejq, sprobuj podkresli¢ potencjalne konfliktowe
roszczenia / propozycje, aby sktonié innych uczestnikow do reakcji.

Podobnie jak w punkcie 1.3, tutaj przede wszystkim chcemy dowiedziec sie, czy niektore instytucje polityczne sq
postrzegane jako bardziej wiarygodne i godne zaufania przy podejmowaniu decyzji.

2.3. Komu lub jakim mediom ufasz, szukajac informacji politycznych? Dlaczego?

Dalsze pytania utatwiajgce dyskusje: Czy wszystkim zrodtom mozna ufaé w rownym stopniu, gdy prezentujg
wiadomosci i informacje polityczne? Jak wybrac zrodto mediow, z ktorego chcesz korzystaé? Czy preferujesz
jedng (ulubiong) gazete/kanal telewizyjny/portal internetowy - czy raczej poréownujesz wiadomosci i informacje
polityczne z roznych zrodet?

OPCJONALNIE. 2.4. Gdyby zgromadzenie obywatelskie, skupiajace ludzi z réznych srodowisk, mialo
decydowa¢ o waznych sprawach politycznych, czy zaufalby$ im? Czy chcialby$§ w nim uczestniczy¢?

To pytaniejest doS¢ specyficzne w porownaniu z innymi. Nie bedzie zadawane, jesli zostatlo juz zadane przez
uczestnikow. Mozna je rowniez pomingc, jesli czas sie konczy (sprawdz, czy od rozpoczecia minglo wigcej niz,
90 minut; jesli tak - nie zadawaj pytania 2.4).
Ta druga sekwencja ma na celu zebranie danych na temat koncepcji obywateli dotyczqcych roli elit politycznych, ich
wlasnej roliw systemie politycznym i charakteru powigzania przedstawicielskiego, aby zaglebi¢ sie¢ w zwigzek miedzy
oczekiwaniami, koncepcjami demokracji i zaufaniem. Naszym celem jest zrozumienie, bardziej ogdlnie, jakie koncepcje
demokracji lezq u podstaw decyzji obywateli o zaufaniu lub braku zaufania do instytucji/dzialacza.

Poczgtkowy schemat powinien by¢ bardzo prosty i przedstawiac glowne instytucje demokratyczne. Nastegpnie moderator
prowadzi uczestnikow, proszqc ich o umieszczenie, przeniesienie lub usuniecie dodatkowych podmiotow ze schematu
(obywateli, organizacji spoleczenstwa obywatelskiego, UE, ekspertow...). Na kazdym etapie osoba odpowiedzialna za
sporzgdzanie notatek powinna zrobi¢ zdjecie schematu w celu zachowania sladu. Powinno to zosta¢ uwzglednione w

analizie transkrypciji.
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PREZYDENT POLSKI

PREMIER
RZAD

Decyduje o ogdlnej polityce parstwa
Skfada projekty ustaw

§ Y

2

PARLAMENT

A AN

SEIM SENAT

AHOSAM

proponuje, dyskutuje i glosuje prayjgcie lub odrzucenie ustaw |

A

AHOBAM

WHADZE LOKALNE-
SAMORZAD

A

:

OBYWATELE

Dodatkowe podmioty: "zgromadzenie obywatelskie skupiajace ludzi z roznych srodowisk" ; "CSO", "zwigzki

nonmn nn

zawodowe", ""eksperci", "UE", "prasa", "sedziowie"....

Celem jest obserwacja, w jaki sposob dyskutuja i argumentuja, aby wspolnie (ponownie) zbudowac system.

Sekwencja 3 [25 min]
Zaufanie do UE w konteks$cie wyborow europejskich

Uwaga: Jesli inne wybory odbywajq si¢ mniej wigcej w tym samym czasie (wybory prezydenckie na Stowacji, wybory
lokalne lub krajowe w Polsce), mozemy dostosowac trzy ostatnie pytania tak, aby pasowaty do dwoch rodzajow

wyborow.
3.1. Jak zapewne wiesz, na poczatku czerwca odbedg si¢ wybory europejskie. Czy planujesz glosowac¢ w
nastepnych wyborach europejskich?

Popros uczesmikow, aby zapisali swoje odpowiedzi na kartce papieru, ktorq przekazujg moderatorowi, ktory
umieszcza wszystkie odpowiedzi na tablicy, nie mowigc, kto co powiedzial. Odpowiedzi mogq by¢ tak/nie lub
diuzsze, zapisane w dowolnej formie, bez ustawionej skali.

3.2. Jakie sa wedlug Ciebie powody glosowania lub wstrzymania si¢ od glosu w tych wyborach?

3.3. W ostatnichlatach na nasze zZycie mialy wplywkryzysy miedzynarodowe, takie jak wojna na Ukrainie.
W ponizszej wizualizacji UE twierdzi, ze zajmie si¢ konsekwencjami kryzysudla obywateli UE. Czy ufasz,
ze UE to zrobi?

Jesli ludzie odpowiedzq twierdzqco i wydajg si¢ mie¢ wiedze na temat UE, moderator moze zapytac ich: ktorym
organom UE ufasz najbardziej, jesli chodzi o radzenie sobie z tym kryzysem?
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Wolnosé, pokdj
i niezaleznosé
energetyczna.

TY JESTES EUROPA.

Ta sekwencja ma na celu zachecenie uczestnikow do rozmowy o zaufaniu, odpowiedzialnosci i procesach informacji
zwrotnej na poziomie europejskim (+/- na poziomie krajowym lub lokalnym w niektorych przypadkach krajowych),
biorgc pod uwage kontekst wyborczy. Pomoze to zrozumieé, w jaki sposob zaufanie i nieufnos¢ sq mobilizowane w
kontekscie wyborczym oraz zbadac¢

- znaczenie wyborow dla rozwigzywania biezgcych problemow
- wybor glosowania.

- znaczenie spolecznosci, bliskosc przedstawiciela, ponowne przekazanie wladzy niezaleznym agencjom lub ekspertom.

70



o,:\ TRU E www. truvedem.eu

\\ l Trust in European Democracies
s
D

ROMANIAN
GHIDUL DISCUTIEI DE GRUP (FOCUS GRUP - FG)

Scenariul FG trebuie sa fie construit in secvente (20-50 de minute fiecare).

Intrebirile principale sunt marcate cu culoarea albastra. intrebarile principale sunt obligatorii si trebuie si fie adresate
asa cum sunt, in ordinea stabilita.

Intrebdrile suplimentare sunt marcate cu caractere italice negre. Intrebarile suplimentare sunt variate: echipa se poate
gandi la diferite intrebari suplimentare sau moderatorul poate decide sa adreseze o Intrebare suplimentara pe parcurs, in
functie de evolutiadiscutiei. In cazulin care participantii dvs. raispund activ la intrebarea principald, este posibil si nu
avetinevoie de intrebari suplimentare. Esential: nu trebuie sd puneti toate intrebarile suplimentare enumerate in acest
ghid, deoarece altfel discutia va dura mult peste cele 2 ore indicate.

Cand va pregititi pentru FG, puteti modifica formatul ghidului tiparit - puteti lista intrebari suplimentare, puteti mari
spatiul dintre rAnduri pentrua addauga observatii etc., puteti schimba fonturile si culorile (atata timp cat puteti diferentia
clar intrebarile principale din ghid).

Este esential ca moderatorul sé foloseasca ghidul pentru a retine intrebarile si succesiunea acestora, dar moderatorul nu
trebuie sa citeasca literalmente intrebarile participantilor.

Natura intrebarilor si necesitatea de a avea reactii de raspuns necesitd ca moderatorul sa fie un specialist in stiinte
sociale/politice - sau cel putin sa fie bine informat despre sistemul politic national, problemele curente, problemele din
tara.

INTRODUCERE [10 MIN]

Buna ziua, numele meu este ... si sunt cercetator la ... .

in primul rand, va multumesc pentru ci ati acceptat sa participati la acest proiect. V-am invitat astizi s luati partela o
discutie colectiva. Scopul nostru prin aceasta discutie este de a intelege modul in care cetatenii privesc si discuta unele
probleme sociale si politice importante.

Organizam mai multe discutii de grup de acest tip pentru cercetarea noastra in 6 tari (Cehia, Franta, Grecia, Italia, Polonia,
Romania). V-am adunat astdzi pentru ca sunteti [inserati caracteristica principald, formulatd in linii mari: tineri sub 30
de ani, pensionari, persoane care locuiesc in zone suburbane, studenti etc.] si suntem interesati de ceea ce gandesc
(studentii, pensionarii etc.), dar, desigur, fiecare dintre voi are si alte caracteristici decat cele mentionate.

Toate ideile dumneavoastra sunt binevenite, nu existd un raspuns corect sau gresit si va incurajam sa va exprimati liber,
indiferent daca sunteti de acord sau nu cu ceilalti membri ai grupului.

Inainte de a incepe, as dori sa explic pe scurt cum se va desfasura discutia. Discutia va dura in total aproximativ 2 ore.

Dupa cum se mentioneaza in formularul de consimtdmant, discutia este anonima, ceea ce inseamna ca va puteti alege un
pseudonim pe durata discutiei, iar acest pseudonim va fi utilizat in cadrul cercetarii (chiar daca nu alegeti un pseudonim,
noi vom anonimiza transcrierea).

Inregistrarile audio si video vor fi folosite doar pentru a transcrie schimburile si in scopuri de cercetare. Nu se va face
nicio legatura intre identitatea dvs., pseudonimul ales si continutul discutiei; aceste informatii sunt pastrate separat una
de cealalta.

Toate precizarile referitoare la modul in care vom pastra si utiliza inregistrarile sunt explicate in formularul de
consimtamantpe care trebuie sd 1l semnati Inainte de a incepe discutia. Va las 2 minute sa 1l cititi si sd il semnati. Este
important, deoarece in el se afirma cd vom fi obligati sa folosim datele pe care le colectam in cadrul cercetarii noastre in
conformitate cu regulamentul european privind datele cu caracter personal.
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Vom incerca sa lasam discutia sa decurgd normal. Dorim sa va ascultdm si sd va auzim opiniile, oricare ar fi ele, si
experientele personale pe marginea subiectelor pe care le vom discuta. Acest lucru inseamnd ca nu voi participa la
conversatie, ci doar va voi pune cateva intrebari pentru a va alimenta propriile schimburi de opinii, precum si pentru a va
scrie opiniile pe tabla. Nu suntem aici pentru a va testa cu privire la nimic - nu exista un raspuns corect sau gresit la nicio
Tntrebare. Interesul nostru este s aflaim mai multe despre ceea ce cred oamenii despre problemele pe care le vom discuta
n cateva momente.

Sperdam sa mentinem o discutie fluida si, din acest motiv, avem cateva reguli de urmat.

In primul rand,ideile care reies din conversatia voastra vor fiscrise pe aceste cartonase, pe care le vom pune apoi pe acest
panou pentru ca toata lumea sa le vada si sa le tina minte.

In al doilea rand, nicio interventie nu ar trebui sa dureze mai mult de treizeci de secunde, astfel incét toatd lumea si aiba
sansa de a vorbi si de a interveni. Daca cineva depaseste timpul alocat, va voi ardta acest carton ( cartonul de timp), ceea
ce inseamna ca trebuie sa va terminati fraza si sd va opriti. Daca totusi continuati, nu voi ezita sa va intrerup, iar ceilal ti
participanti pot face la fel.

In al treilea rand, v vom ruga sa nu vorbiti in grupuri mici, ci s vorbiti cu intregul grup. Tot ceea ce aveti de spus este
interesant, asa ca va rugdm sa va simtiti liberi sa vorbiti.

in cele din urma, daca doriti sa nu fiti de acord, sa reactionati sau sa puneti o intrebare cu privire la ceva ce a spus un alt
participant, in loc sa il intrerupeti, ridicati cartonasul pe care 1-ati primit. Voi lua nota de acest lucru, voi scrie pe tabla,
astfel Tncat vom putea reveni la dv. ulterior.

inainte de a incepe, as dori ca toati lumea si se prezinte (dandu-si numele ales pentru discutie), inclusiv membrii echipei
de cercetare (spuneti si care este rolul lor).

Acum vom incepe.

Secventa 1 [35-45 min]

Probleme importante si rispunsuri existente: satisfactia fata de sistemul politic

1.1. Care considerati ca sunt cele mai importante probleme si preocupari cu care ne confruntiam in acest
moment?

[Sfatul moderatorului: ideea este de a face participantii sa enumere cdteva probleme sociale i politice
importante, dar nu trebuie sa dureze prea mult; moderatorul trebuie sd treaca la intrebarea 1.2 dupa 5 minute,
altfel lista poate fi infinitd].

1.2. Cine se ocupa de aceste probleme? [Si fac o treaba buna? Si de ce?]

In cazul in care participantii nu reactioneaza, moderatorul poate folosi cartonage cu actori, incepand cu
guvernul [guvernul; parlamentul; guvernele locale; cetatenii insisi; UE; experti;, ONG-uri; agentii].

In cazul in care participantii impartasesc evaluari ale activitatii diferitelor institutii, asigurati-vd cd acestea
sunt insofite de o justificare, de exemplu, de ce cred participantii ca guvernul face o treabd bund sau proastd.

1.3. In cine ati avea incredere sa se ocupe de aceste probleme? De ce credeti ci ar proceda diferit?

Moderatorul poate folosi carduri de actor [guvernul; parlamentul; guvernele locale; cetdtenii; UE, expertii;
ONG-urile]. ; agentii] si sd repete intrebdrile cu alti actori atunci cind nu sunt citati.

1.4. Ati citat/nu ati citat imigratia (si refugiatii) ca fiind una dintre principalele preocupari. Imigratia este
considerata de unii cetitenisi partide ca fiind una dintre principalele probleme cu care ne confruntam in
prezent. Factorii de decizie in functie sunt invinuiti pentru aceasti situatie. Ce parere aveti despre
aceasta?

In functie de directia discutiei, moderatorul poate pune intrebdri suplimentare: De ce credeti cd guvernul face
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o treaba buna/ proastd in gestionarea problemei imigratiei in tara noastra? Ar trebui ca cetdtenii sa fie
consultati atunci cand guvernulia o decizie privind acceptarea imigrantilor? Ar trebui sa se urmeze politicile
UE sau ar trebui ca fiecare tard sd fie lasata sa decidd singurd? Alte intrebari suplimentare pot fi formulate in
functie de situatia si de contextul migratiei specifice fiecarei tari.

1.5. Exista o initiativa a guvernului local sau national de care sunteti cu adeviarat multumit, care si de ce?

Aceastd secventd este destinatd in primul rdand sd deschida discutia fird a impune un subiect specific. Intrebarile sunt
concepute pentru a incepe sa colecteze date despre (1) cele mai importante chestiuni si probleme pentru cetdteni si
pentrutard; (2) cine areincredere in cine, in ce si cum. Apoi ne concentram asupra unei singure preocupadri care ar fi
putut sau nu sd fie citatd de participanti (imigratia). Este conceput pentru a explora (3) modul Tn care contextul, in
special criza,ar puteasporisauinhibaincrederea. In cele dinurmd, le cerem participantilor sd citeze un domeniupolitic
de care sunt multumiti, pentru a explora legaturile dintre increderea politica si s atisfactia rezultatelor/preferintele
politice. Observarea interactiunilor (argumente, justificari) ne va permite, de asemenea, sa adundam date despre (4)
indiciile sitipul de informatiipe care se bazeazi oamenii pentru a-si construi sijustifica increderea. Introducerea unor
actori, cum ar fi agentiile independente, ar putea contribui la abordarea deresponsabilizarii, introducerea cetdatenilor
(daca nu sunt deja citati) ar putea introduce aspecte legate de democratia directi sau de inovatiile democratice etc.

Secventa 2 [50 min]

increderea si fiabilitatea sistemului si institutiilor politice

2.1.1ata o lista de calititi pe care oamenii cred ca ar trebui sa le aiba politicienii care ne reprezinta. Daca
ar trebui sa le alegeti pe cele mai importante trei, care ar fi acestea? Exista si alte calititiimportante pe
care le asteptati de la un politician si care nu se regasesc in lista?

Carduri de calitate: priceput, calificat, eficient, onest, transparent, corect, respectuos, apropiat de oameni,
empatic, ascultator, curajos, muncitor.

2.2. Iata o schemi a modului in care se iau decizii in Roménia, cf. Constitutiei.

(Schema desenatd pe carton cu actori gi sageti - alti actori, cum ar fi ONG-urile, agentiile, UE, sunt trecufi pe
tabla, dar nu si in schema. Fiecare echipad trebuie sa deseneze schema pentru tara sa. Schema nu trebuie sda fie
prea detaliatd pentru a nu-i deruta pe participanti, dar trebuie sa enumere toti actorii politici principali) .

- Ce parere aveti despre asta?

Staturide moderare: Daca increderea nu apare in raspunsuri, puneti o intrebare mai specificd despre
incredere: Avetiincredere in aceste institutii pentru a decide asupra lucrurilor din tara noastra?
Daca nu, de ce?

- Si cum credeti ca ar trebui luate deciziile in mod ideal ("'de catre cine' si ""de ce'")? (modificafi
schema conform sfaturilor lor - apoi faceti o poza)

Sfaturi de moderare: cand se propune o schimbare, intrebati participantii daca sunt de acord; cdnd se

mentioneaza un alt actor ("noi", "poporul” etc.), intrebati ce inteleg prin aceasta; incercati sa subliniati

eventualele afirmatii/propuneri conflictuale pentrua-i face pe ceilalti participantisa reactioneze. La fel ca la

punctul 1.3, aici ne intereseaza in primul rand sa aflam daca anumite institufii politice sunt percepute ca fiind
mai credibile si mai demne de incredere pentru a lua decizii.

2.3. Atunci cind cautati informatii politice, in cine sau in ce mass-media aveti incredere? De ce?

Intrebari suplimentare pentru a facilita discutia: Toate sursele pot fi la fel de credibile atunci cand prezintd stivi
si informatii politice? Cum alegeti ce sursd media sd folositi? Preferati un singur ziar/un singur canal TV/un
singur portal de internet (unul preferat) sau mai degrabd comparati stirile si informatiile politice din diferite
surse?

OPTIONAL. 2.4. Daca o adunare cetateneasci, care sa reuneasca oameni din medii diferite, ar trebui sa
decida asupra unor chestiuni politice importante, ati avea incredere in ea? Ati dori sa participati?

Aceasta intrebare este destul de specifica in comparatie cu altele. Ea nu va fi pusa daca a fost deja mentionata
de participanti. De asemenea, se poate sari peste ea dacd timpul este scurt (verificati dacd au trecut mai mult
de 90 de minute de la inceput; dacd da - atunci nu intrebati 2.4).
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Aceasta a doua secventad este conceputa pentru a aduna date despre conceptia cetatenilor cu privire la rolul elitelor
politice, propriul lor rolin sistemul politic si natura legaturii reprezentative, pentru a aprofunda relatia dintre asteptari,
conceptia despre democratie si incredere. Ne propunem sd intelegem, in general, ce conceptii despre democratie stau la
baza deciziei cetatenilor de a avea incredere sau neincredere intr-o institutie/actor.

Schema initiald ar trebui sa fie foarte simpla, prezentand principalele institutii democratice. Moderatorul 1i ghideaza
apoi pe participanti, cerandu-le sa plaseze, sa mute sau sa elimine actori suplimentari in schema (cetateni, OSC, UE,
experti...). La fiecare etapd, persoana insarcinatd cu luarea de notite ar trebui sa faca o fotografie a schemei. Aceastaar
trebui sa fie inclusd in analiza transcrierii.

PRESEDINTELE ROMANIEI
Seful statului

PRIM MINISTRU
GUVERN

Decide cu privire la politicile statului
Propune proiecte de lege

A PARLAMENT

L CAMERA DEPUTATILOR
E SENAT

G

Propune, discutd si voteaza legi

AUTORITATILE LOCALE

6o mrr >

o mrr >

CETATENII ROMANIEI
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Actori suplimentari: "o adunare cetdteneasca care reuneste persoane din medii diferite" ; "OSC-uri".", "sindicate",

experti”, "UE", "presa”, "judecatori"”...

Scopul este de a observa modul in care acestia discutd si argumenteazd pentru a (re)construi in mod colectiv schema .

Secventa 3 [25 min]

Tncrederea in UE in contextul alegerilor europene

In cazul in care alte alegeri au loc aproximativ in aceeasi perioada (alegeri prezidentiale in Slovacia, alegeri locale
sau nationale in Polonia), putem adapta ultimele trei intrebari incdt sa corespunda celor doua tipuri de alegeri.

3.1. Dupa cum probabil stiti, alegerile europene vor avea loc in curind, la inceputul lunii iunie. Aveti de
gand sa votati la urmétoarele alegeri europene?

Rugati participantii sa isi scrie raspunsul pe o hdrtie pe care o dau moderatorului, care pune toate raspunsurile
pe tabld fara sa spund cine a spus ce a spus. Raspunsurile pot fi de tip da/nu sau mai lungi, scrise in forma
libera, fara a se stabili un barem.

3.2. Care sunt, in opinia dumneavoastra, motivele pentru care ati votatsau v-ati abtinut la aceste alegeri?

3.3.In ultimii ani, viata noastra a fost afectati de crize internationale, cum ar fi razboiul din Ucraina. In
urmatoarea imagine, UE pretinde ci se ocupa de consecintele crizei pentru cetitenii UE. Aveti incredere

in UE pentru a face acest lucru?

In cazul in care oamenii spun da si par a fi bine informati despre UE, moderatorul ar putea sa-i intrebe: in ce
organisme ale UE aveti cea mai mare incredere pentru a gestiona aceasta criza?

Libertate, pace
siindependenta

energetica.

TU ESTI EUROPA.

Aceasta secventa este menita sa determine participantii sa vorbeasca despre incredere, responsabilitate si procesele de
feedback politic la nivel european (+/- la nivel national sau local in unele cazuri nationale), avand in vedere contextul
electoral. Aceasta va ajuta la intelegerea modului in care increderea si neincrederea sunt mobilizate intr-un context
electoral si la explorarea:

importanta alegerilor pentru a face fata problemelor actuale.

alegerea de a vota.

importanta comunitdtii, proximitatea fata de reprezentant, realocarea puterii cdtre agentii sau experti
independenti
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ANNEX 2. TRANSLATIONS OF RECRUITMENT QUESTIONNAIRE: FGDs
CZECH

> TRUE I11LF
\\ e // METROPOLITNi %:r

— UNIVERZITA PRAHA

POZVANI K UCASTI NA STUDII

VaSe nazory na aktualni politicka a spolecenska téemata

Hledame tucastniky studie, kterou provadeji védci z Metropolitni univerzity Praha v ramci
vyzkumného tymu mezinarodniho projektu z dvanécti evropskych zemi. Prlizkum je zaméfen na
nazory ob¢anid na aktualni politické a spoleCenské otazky. Radi bychom zapojili obfany do
spolecné diskuse o téchto otazkach.

Soucasti ucasti na studii je skupinova diskuse vedend vyzkumnym tymem. Diskuse se uskutecni
<DATUM> ve vyhrazené mistnosti na <MISTE>, <V CASE>.

Ucast je dobrovolna a bude anonymni. Na konci besedy budete pozvani ke spolecnému posezeni a
odménéni drobnou pozornosti.

Pro tuto studii hledame tcastniky s riznymi zkuSenostmi. Abyste se mohli zac¢astnit, nemusite se
zajimat o politiku ani mit zddné zvlastni znalosti. Pokud mate zajem, vypliite prosim tento kratky
dotaznik [odkaz]. Poté se vam ozveme a sd¢lime vam, zda budete pozvani k ucasti na skupinové
diskusi.

Mate-li jakékoli dotazy tykajici se organizace prizkumu,
obrat’te se prosim na vedouciho vyzkumného tymu, prof.
Ladislava Cabadu, e-mail: ladislav.cabada@mup.cz

Tento prizkum je soucasti projektu
TRUEDEM, ktery je financovan z programu
Evropske komise Horizon Europe (grant
#01095237). Dalsi informace naleznete na
Www.truedem.eu.
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NABOROVY DOTAZNIK - FOKUSNI SKUPINY

TRUEDEM: Trust in European Democracies (Duvéra v evropské demokracie)
Metropolitni univerzita Praha

Pro ucastniky z Ceské republiky

Vék: .........

Pohlavi: ..........

Jaka je vaSe soucasnd hlavni aktivita (studium, typ povoléni, rodi¢ovska dovolena, diichod apod.)?

Zajimate se obecné o politiku? Zatad’te se na stupnici, kde 1 znamena ,,viibec se nezajimam* a 5
,»velmi se zajimam*:

12345

Na stupnici od 1 do 5, kde 1 znamena ,,velmi levicovy“ a 5 ,,velmi pravicovy®, kam byste se
politicky zaradil/a?

12345

Souhlasite s tim, Ze budete osloveni, abyste ptispéli k tomuto vyzkumnému projektu ucasti na
dvouhodinové spole¢né diskusi pod vedenim [jméno vyzkumnika]?

Ano: Ne:

Kontaktni informace

jméno: piijmeni:
e-mail: telefonni ¢islo:

[jméno a kontakt na vyzkumnika]

77



o,:\ TRU E www. truvedem.eu

\\ l Trust in European Democracies
—
e

FRENCH

APPEL A PARTICIPANTES ET PARTICIPANTS POUR UNE ENQUETE AVEC
RETRIBUTION

Vos opinions sur des questions politiques et sociales actuelles

Nous recherchons des participantes et participants a une enquéte menée par des chercheurs de
I’Université Grenoble Alpes et du CNRS, au sein d’une équipe de recherche issue de onze pays
européens®. Cette enquéte porte sur les opinions des citoyennes et citoyens sur des questions sociales
et politiques actuelles. Nous souhaitons réunir des habitants et habitantes de (a compléter) pour
échanger sur ces enjeux.

La participation a 1’enquéte consiste en une discussion collective animée par 1’équipe de recherche.
La discussionaura lieu le (date) a (commune, sans préciser I’adresse exacte) de (heure) a (heure).

La participation est volontaire et sera rendue anonyme. Un bon d'achat d’un montant de 50€ sera
offert aux participantes et participants a 1’issue de la discussion. Un moment de convivialité sera
proposeé a la fin de la session.

Pour cette enquéte, nous recherchons des participants et participantes aux profils variés. Il n’est pas
nécessaire d’étre intéressé par la politique ou d’avoir des connaissances particuliéres pour
participer. Sivous étes intéressé, merci de remplirce court questionnaire. Nous reviendrons ensuite
vers vous pour vous indiquer si vous étes invité a participer a la discussion collective.

Pour toute question relative
a I’organisation  de
I’enquéte, vous pouvez
contacter

Céline Belot

celine.belot@umrpacte.fr

Age: .........

9 Cette enquéte est menée au sein du projet TRUEDEM, financé par le programme Horizon Europe de la Commission européenne (Grant #01095237). Pour plus
d'informations, consulter la page suivante.
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Genre: ..........

Quelle est votre situation professionnelle actuelle ? (a préciser selon le groupe cible - peut-étre
a diviser en 2 questions)

Sur une échellede 1 a 5, étes-vous intéressé par la politique ? (1 : pas du tout intéressé ; 5 : tres
intéressé)

12345

Politiquement, diriez-vous que vous vous situez...

Treés a gauche ; a gauche ; au centre ; a droite ; tres a droite ; ni a gauche ni a droite

Cordonnées
Nom : Prénom :
e-mail : Téléphone :
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GREEK
A\
“ +TRUE
Trust in European Demccracies
g
St 7 NANERIZTHMIO
MEAOMONNHIOY

HNPOXKAHXH XYMMETOXHX XE EPEYNA

Ot aroWeIS 60G Yla TPEYOVTO TOMTIKA Kol KOIVOVIKD (HTHUATA

Avalnrovpe ocoppetéyovieg o€ po peAétn mov dedyetar and epevvntéc tov Ilavemotnuiov
[TeAomovviioov, MG LEPOG LIOLG EPEVLVNTIKNG OLLASNG EVOG OEBVODS £pYOL LLE GUULETOYT] OTTO ODIEKN
EVPOTATKES YdpeG. H €peuva eMKEVIPOVETOL OTIC UMOYELS TOV TOMTAV GYETIKA PE TPEXOVTA
MOMTIKA Kol KOWwOViKe nmipota. Oo 0éhape va @Epovpe KOVIQ TOLG TOAITES Yoo Vo
ocv{ntmoovue avtd ta BEpaTa.

H ovppetoyn ot perétn nepihapfdvetl opadikn 6olitnon e ENKEPAANG TNV EPELVITIKN OLLADOL.
H ovlton o mpaypotomrombel otig <00 avakoivmOei apyotepa> ce €0wkn aibovca, oty
devbuvon <0a avakovmBel apyotepo >, <6mocKaL 1| Opa>.

H ovppetoyn etvor e@ehovri] kot Ba gival avovopn.

Mo avt ™ pekét, avalnrodpe cLUUETEXOVTES pE dpopeTikd vtoPabpo. Agv yperdletor va.
EVOLLPEPESTE YO TV TOALTIKY] 1] VO £YETE WOWITEPES YVOOELS Y10, VO, ovppetdoyete. Edv
EVOLOLPEPEDTE, CUUTANPAOCTE OVTO TO GOVIOUO EPOTNRATOLOYLO [6VVOEGHOG]. TN cLVEXEW, Oa
EMKOWVmVNoOVUE pall GG Yoo VO GOG EVIUEPDGOVUE €AV TpooKANOeite va Adfete pépog otV
opadikn cvlnnon.

Edv éyete omoleconmote epmTNCELS GYETIKA pe TN
SoPYAvVEOGoT TNG PELVAG, ETIKOVOVNGOTE LLE TOV
Kadnynm Zokpdt Koviopdo
sokratiskonio@gmail.com

Avt) M épevva amoterel pépog tov €pyov TRUEDEM,

Funded by ov ypnuarodoteitor and to mpodypappa Horizon Europe

. ™m¢ Evponaikis Emtpomig (Grant #01095237). Ta
the European Union TEPLOGOTEPEG TANPOQOPIES, avoTpeste otV aKOAOVON
ceMoa.
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EPQTHMATOAOI'TO XYMMETOXHX XE OMAAEX EXTIAXHX

Truedem: https://www.truedem.eu/

Havemoto Ilghomovviicov

IN'o ovppetéyovreg oty EALGOO

Ta kKowovika Kot roMTika (ntipote 0Tes to PAETOVY 01 TOAITES
Hida: .........

dolo: ..........

[Tota gtvar n Tp€yovca katdoTaoN GO,

levikd, evolapépeote yo v ToATKY yevikd; TomoBetnote Tov €010 cag o€ po KAMpoka, 1 givon
"kaBoLov evdlapépov", 5 etvat "moAD evdlapEpov":

12345

e o khipaka and 1o 1 émg 10 5, pe 10 1 va givatl «modd aplotepd» Kot 10 5 «moAd de&1o», mov Ba
TomoHETOVCATE TOV EAVTO GG TOMTIKA,

12345

YOUQOVEITE VO ETIKOWVOVICOLUE Hall GOG Y10 VO GUVEIGPEPETE GE OLLTO TO EPELVITIKO TPOYPOLLLLLOL
CLUUETEYOVTOG GE L0 GLALOYIKTY cL{TNoN 2 WPAOV, VIO TNV EMIPAEYT HoV;

Noau Oyu:

2rotyeio ETLKOIVOVIOG

Ovopa: Enibero:
e-mail: TnAépwvo:
[ ]
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ITALIAN
Scheda informativa del progetto da distribuire nella fase di reclutamento per i FG

% TRUE

Trust in European Democracies

INVITO A PARTECIPARE A UNO STUDIO
(con ricompensa)

Le vostre opinioni su questioni politiche e sociali attuali

Stiamo cercando partecipantia uno studio condotto da ricercatori dell’Universita di Salerno, come parte di
un progetto di ricerca internazionale che si sta svolgendo in dodici Paesi europei. L'indagine si concentra
sulle opinioni dei cittadini su questioni politiche e sociali attuali. Vorremmo riunire i cittadini per
discutere di questi temi.

La partecipazione allo studio prevede una discussione di gruppo condotta da esperti del nostro gruppo di
ricerca. La discussione si svolgera il giorno <DATA> in unasala dedicata presso Aletheia sas, via Torrione
97 - 84127 Salerno, <ALL'ORA>.

La partecipazione € volontaria e anonima. | partecipanti riceveranno un buono del valore di 50 euro al
termine della discussione. Al termine della sessione sara offerto un rinfresco.

Per questo studio cerchiamo partecipanti con diversi profili socioculturali. Non & necessario essere
interessati alla politica o0 avere conoscenze particolari per partecipare. Se siete interessati, compilate
questo breve questionario [eventuale link]. Vi contatteremo per comunicarvi se siete stati invitati a
partecipare alla discussione di gruppo.

In caso di domande sull'organizzazione dell'indagine, si prega di contattare
Prof. Domenico Maddaloni

dmaddaloni@unisa.it

prof. Felice Addeo

faddeo@unisa.it

Questa indagine fa parte del progetto TRUEDEM,
Funded by ] finanziato dal programma Horizon Europe della
the European Union  commissione europea (Sovvenzione #01095237).

Per ulteriori informazioni, consultare

https://www.pacte-grenoble.fr/fr/truedem

Questionario di reclutamento per i FG
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QUESTIONARIO DI RECLUTAMENTO

Progetto TRUEDEM sulla fiducia nelle democrazie europee
Universita di Salerno (Italia)
Per i partecipanti italiani

Eta: .........
Genere: ..........

Qual ¢ la sua attuale condizione professionale?

In generale, quanto é interessato alla politica? Si collochi su una scala: 1 & "per niente interessato”,
5 e "molto interessato™:
12345

Su una scalada 1l ab, dove 1é "molto di sinistra”e 5 "molto di destra", dove si collocherebbe
politicamente?
12345

Accetta di essere contattato per contribuire a questo progetto di ricerca partecipando a una
discussione collettiva di 2 ore, sotto la supervisione di [nome del ricercatore]?

Si: No:

Informazioni di contatto

Nome: Cognome:

e-mail: Numero di telefono:

[Nome e contatto del ricercatore]
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POLISH
> TRUE (7 4
\ / Trust in European Demccracies UNIWERSYTET SLASKI
LoD W KATOWICACH
S

ZAPROSZENIE DO UDZIALU W BADANIU Z NAGRODA

Twoje opinie na temat biezgcych kwestii politycznych i spolecznych

Poszukujemy uczestnikow badania przeprowadzanego przez naukowcéw z Uniwersytetu Slaskiego w
Katowicach, w ramach zespotu badawczego migdzynarodowego projektu z dwunastu krajow europejskich.
Badanie koncentruje si¢ na opiniach obywateli na temat biezacych kwestii politycznych i spolecznych.
Chcieliby$my zgromadzi¢ obywateli w celu omowienia tych kwestii.

Udziatl w badaniu obejmuje dyskusje grupowa prowadzong przez zespot badawczy. Dyskusja odbedzie si¢
w dniu <DATE> w dedykowanym pokoju w <LOCATION>, <AT TIME>.

Udziat jest dobrowolny i anonimowy. Po zakonczeniu dyskusji uczestnicy otrzymaja voucher o wartos$ci
200 z1. Na zakonczenie sesji przewidziany jest poczestunek.

Do tego badania poszukujemy uczestnikow z ré6znych §rodowisk. Nie musisz interesowa¢ sie polityka ani
posiada¢ Zadnej konkretnej wiedzy, aby wzia¢ udzial w badaniu. Jesli jestes zainteresowany, wypetnij
ten krotki kwestionariusz [link]. Nastepnie skontaktujemy si¢ z Toba, aby poinformowac Cig, czy zostate$
zaproszony do wzigcia udzialu w dyskusji grupowe;.

W przypadku pytan dotyczacych organizacji ankiety prosimy o
kontakt z liderem polskiego zespotu badawczego:

Dr AGNIESZKA TURSKA- KAWA, Prof. US

e-mail: agnieszka.turska-kawa@us.edu.pl

This survey is part of the TRUEDEM project, funded
Funded by _ by the European Commission's Horizon Europe
the European Union  programme  (Grant  #01095237). For  more
information, see the following page.
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KWESTIONARIUSZ REKRUTACYJNY
Projekt: TRUEDEM Trust in European Democracies (Zaufanie w europejskich demokracjach)
Uniwersytet Slaski w Katowicach

Dla uczestnikéw w Polsce

Wiek: .........
Ptec: ..........

Jaka jest Twoja obecna sytuacja?

Czy ogolnie interesujesz si¢ polityka? Umies¢ sie na skali, gdzie 1 oznacza "w ogdle si¢ nie interesuje", a 5
oznacza "bardzo si¢ interesuje":

12345

W skali od 1 do 5, gdzie 1 oznacza "bardzo lewicowy", a 5 "bardzo prawicowy", gdzie umiescitbys siebie
politycznie?

12345

Czy zgadzasz si¢, aby skontaktowano si¢ z Tobg w celu wniesienia wktadu w ten projekt badawczy poprzez
udziat w 2-godzinnej dyskusji zbiorowej pod nadzorem [nazwisko badacza]?

Tak: Nie:

Dane kontaktowe
Imie: Nazwisko:

e-mail: Numer telefonu:

[Nazwa i kontakt badacza]
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ROMANIAN
'o:\ TRUE LOGO-UL PARTENERULUI TRUEDEM
Trust in European Democracies DI N ROMANIA
S

APEL PENTRU PARTICIPANTI LA UN STUDIU

Opiniile dvs. cu privire la problemele politice si sociale actuale

Cautdm participanti la un studiu realizat de cercetatori de la Universitatea din Bucuresti, ca parte a unei
echipe de cercetare a unui proiect international din doudsprezece tari europene. Studiul se concentreaza pe
opiniile cetitenilor cu privire la problemele politice si sociale actuale. Am dori sd aducem cetatenii
impreuna pentru a discuta aceste probleme.

Participarea la studiu include o discutie de grup condusa de echipa de cercetare. Discutia va avea loc in
data de <DATA> intr-o sala situatd la <ADRESA>, la ora <ORA>.

Participarea este voluntara si va fi anonima. Participantii vor primi un voucher de <XXX lei> la sfarsitul
discutiei.

Pentru acest studiu, cautam participanti provenind din diverse medii. Nu este necesar sa fiti interesat de
politica sau sa aveti cunostinte speciale pentru a participa. Daca sunteti interesat, v rugadm sa completati
acest scurt chestionar [pagini separati]. Va vom contacta ulterior pentru a va anunta daca sunteti invitat
sa luati parte la discutia de grup.

Daca aveti intrebari legate de organizarea sondajului, va rugdm sa
contactati coordonatorul proiectului in Romania:

Conf. Univ. Dr. Claudiu Tufis

claudiu.tufis@unibuc.ro

0728942341

Acest studiu face parte din proiectul TRUEDEM,
Funded by finantat de programul Orizont Europa al Comisiel
the European Union  Eyropene (Grant #01095237). Pentru mai multe
informatii, consultati urmatoarea pagina.
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CHESTIONAR DE RECRUTARE

Proiectul TRUEDEM Trust in European Democracies
(Increderea in democratiile europene)
Universitatea din Bucuresti
Pentru participantii din Roméania
Varsta: .........

Sex: ..

Care este situatia dumneavoastrd ocupationala actuala?

In general, vi intereseazi politica? Unde vi plasati pe o scald de la 1, "deloc interesat", la 5, "foarte
interesat™?

1 2 3

4

5

Deloc interesat

Foarte interesat

Peoscaradelalla5, unde 1 inseamna "foarte de stinga" si 5 "foarte de dreapta", unde v-ati plasa

din punct de vedere politic?

1 2 3 4 5
Foarte Foarte
de stanga de dreapta

Sunteti de acord sa fiti contactat(d) pentru a contribui la acest proiect de cercetare prin participarea
la o discutie colectiva de 2 ore, sub supravegherea coordonatorului proiectului in Romania, Claudiu

Tufis?
Da: ......... Nu: .........

Date de contact pentru orice intrebari:
Conf. Univ. Dr. Claudiu Tufis

e-mail: claudiu.tufis@unibuc.ro
telefon: 0728942341
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