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1 Introduction
1.1 Links to other project activities
This deliverable is the result of Activity 2.3 (“Analysis of the mapping and interaction results”)
under WP2, and draws on the preceding Activities 2.1 (“Elaboration of mapping and
interaction documentation”) and 2.2 (“Providing assistance to partners in Austria and
Estonia”). In line with Activity 2.2, assistance was provided to partners in Austria and Estonia
in producing deliverables D4.1 (“Identification of target groups and key stakeholders in each
use case country”, D4.2 (“Mapping surveys and focus groups in Austria before EP elections”)
and D4.3 (“Mapping surveys and focus groups in Estonia before EP elections”) to ensure
close coordination between these deliverables. All project partners took an active part in
finalising the questionnaires, with AIT, the Consortium leader, implementing the online
survey.
Milestone MS 2.1 (“Questionnaires for pre-election mapping”) was met as planned in the first
half of April 2019 (M3) (see also D2.1).
The following sections set out the objectives, design and comparative results of the mapping
exercises conducted in Austria and Estonia before the European Parliament elections in May
2019. They include:
1. A pre-election survey conducted in Austria and Estonia (section 2), and
2. A total of four focus groups organised in Austria and Estonia to clarify issues that
could not be addressed in depth in the survey (section 3).
Deliverables D4.2 and D4.3 provide a detailed description of the results by country, i.e. the
survey results and focus groups discussions in Austria and Estonia, respectively

1.2 Objectives of the pre-election mapping exercises (survey and
focus groups)
The primary objective of the pre-election survey and focus groups was to assess the interest
of the target group in, and their attitudes towards the 2019 European Parliament elections
and any barriers encountered in exercising their EU citizenship rights. A second objective
was to obtain a better understanding of the ways mobile youth obtain information about the
EU elections, how they handle it (for example, whether they discuss it with other students)
and to which extent they were interested, specifically, in the political discussions and election
campaigns in their host and home countries.
The survey and the focus groups were investigating three main topics:
1. General political activism and engagement of the target group; the meaning of being
politically active and interested in European politics (including knowledge about and
attitudes towards EU citizenship rights);
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2. The voting experience, interest in and attitudes towards European elections among
the target group, their reasons for voting and not voting, including administrative
barriers;
3. The use of communication channels and social networking media in getting and
handling the information about European elections.

2 Pre-Election Survey
2.1 Survey design and implementation
The overall survey design and questions were developed based on work undertaken under
D2.1. taking into account existing reports conducted before the European elections in May
2019 and other documents reflecting upon the voting practices of young European citizens.
One such document was the Public consultation on EU citizenship 2015: EU citizens’
opinions on our common values, rights and democratic participation (European Commission
2015). This report pointed out that only 22% of mobile citizens voted in an EU country other
than their home country in the 2015 EP elections. The report also identified a number of
administrative barriers for voting in the host country. Hence the survey included a substantial
number of questions asking about voters’ experience and motivation for voting or not voting.
Moreover, the European Youth Report 2015 and the 2013 Eurobarometer survey report
European Youth: Participation in Democratic Life (European Commission 2013) observed
that young people across the EU were reluctant to engage with government and formal
politics which had led to a significant decrease in the proportion of young people voting. Yet
before the 2019 elections there were indications that this time turnout might increase among
young European voters. The project activities under WP4 that were carried out in parallel
(Activity 4.1. “Identification of target groups and key stakeholders in each use case country”);
Activity 4.2. (“Undertaking awareness raising activities”); and Activity 4.3. (“Undertaking
mapping activities before EP elections”) as well as consultations with key project
stakeholders confirmed that young mobile students might be expected to display more
positive attitudes towards participation in the European elections 2019. Some of the survey
questions were designed specifically to either confirm or disprove that assumption and
generate relevant evidence to this end.
These and other reasons determined the design strategy of this pre-election survey by
focusing on how the European mobile students living in another EU member state feel about
participating in the European elections 2019, and, specifically, what they consider
opportunities and obstacles for doing so. The answers from the pre-election survey should
also inform the design of the post-election survey to better understand the reasons for voting
and non-voting on the part of mobile European students and thus to contribute to the
project’s main objective of ‘to identifying ways of fostering and supporting democratic
participation of mobile EU youth’. At the same time, the pre-election survey was intended to
be used not only as a ‘listening’ tool, but also as an instrument ‘to increase awareness about
opportunities and entry points to expand political and social participation of mobile youth’, as
the project’s second objective states. The survey questions also contribute to ‘specify and
develop methods and tools that support democratic participation of mobile EU youth’,
Deliverable D2.2
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according to a third objective. In other words, the pre-election survey served as an analytical
tool and an action-oriented awareness and consultation instrument.
SurveyMonkey, a validated and widely used tool for building and conducting online polls
worldwide, was used for the technical implementation. AIT implemented the survey in
programmatic terms, which beta version was tested in terms of performance the consortium
members. The survey was launched on 19 April 2019 and closed on 26 May 2019 in Austria
and on 27 May 2019 in Estonia, with the start of the European elections (see also D4.2 and
D4.3 for details). Figure 1 below shows the EMY webpage at that time, with the invitation for
European mobile students studying in Austria and Estonia to take the pre-election survey
prominently displayed.

Figure 1. Invitation on EMY webpage to take the pre-election survey

2.2 Survey response
A total of 379 mobile European students residing in Austria and Estonia responded to the
survey. Completion rates were quite high of 84% and 81% respectively – not a single
participant skipped the survey after having started it. The average time spent on responding
to the survey’s 38 questions was 5-6 minutes, which means that the questions were
formulated clearly and did not pose any difficulty in understanding them (Figure 2).

Deliverable D2.2
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Figure 2. Response to the pre-election survey

The number of responses coming from the two EMY use case countries was almost
identical: 191 from Austria and 188 from Estonia. This is a very satisfactory response: the
size of the sample allows for a statistically reliable analysis of the data for each country and
for making broader generalizations as well. Moreover, the equal number of respondents in
Austria and Estonia helps making useful inter-country comparisons.
The launch of the survey was accompanied by a communication campaign to target
European mobile students both at the country and university level based on the stakeholder
mapping methodology developed in D2.1 and the communication and dissemination strategy
developed under WP5 (see D5.1 for details). The EMY Consortium is very grateful to
national and European student unions and other key stakeholders for their valuable and
effective assistance in disseminating the survey. For details on stakeholder mapping and
support for dissemination in Austria and Estonia see also D4.1.
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2.3 Survey respondents
2.3.1 Respondents by country of origin
The survey results reveal the popularity among European students of studying aboard. This
applies, presumably, across most EU member states, not only in Austria and Estonia: the
survey sample comprises mobile students from as many as 26 EU member states (Figure 3).

Figure 3. Total number of respondents in the pre-election survey (by country of
residence/study)
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The percentage of mobile students from other EU countries in Austria and Estonia is shown
in Figures 4 and 5 below.

Figure 4. Percentage and number of survey respondents Austria (n= 191)

Figure 5. Percentage and number of survey respondents Estonia (n=188)
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2.3.2 Respondents by age
The age profiles of respondents in Austria and Estonia was nearly identical: almost 2 out of 3
were between 18 and 24 years of age (Figure 6).
We note that 16-17 year-old mobile students were part of the survey in Austria only since
they are eligible to vote under the Austrian election law. Participation of this age group in our
survey was very limited. This may be attributable to a variety of factors, such as the relatively
short lead time between the survey and the elections, the absence of countrywide
organizational structures, similar to the student unions, that would have facilitated
communication with this target group, a lack of awareness on the part of these individuals of
their right to vote in the host country and, potentially, a less developed interest in political
engagement. Further research will be conducted to investigate these aspects in more detail.

Figure 6. Distribution of respondents by age

2.3.3 Respondents by place of residence
Figures 7 and 8 below show the breakdown of mobile students by place of residence in
Austria and Estonia, which tends to coincide with the place of study.

Figure 7. Distribution of respondents by place of residence in Austria
Deliverable D2.2
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Figure 8. Distribution of respondents by place of residence in Estonia
As these figures demonstrate survey respondents live – and study – across the countries,
not just in the capital. This is especially evident in Austria, which is a larger country than
Estonia in terms of population size and places to study and therefore offers a wider diversity
of places where mobile students reside (at least in ten locations). In Estonia, meanwhile,
students are essentially concentrated in the country’s two main cities – Tallinn and Tartu.
This is a good indication that mobile students still primarily go to larger cities and major
universities.

2.3.4 Respondents by place and institution of study
While mobile students in Austria study at as many as 32 educational institutions, three of
them – University of Vienna, Vienna University of Technology and University of Innsbruck –
account for over half of the total number of survey respondents (Table 1). This result also
reflects, in part, the fact that dissemination efforts were concentrated in these places.
Table 1. Distribution of respondents by place of study in Austria
University of Vienna
Technical University Vienna
University of Innsbruck

34.57%
7.98%
10.11%

In Estonia, three main universities accommodate almost 80% of all the survey respondents
(Table 2).
Table 2. Distribution of respondents by place of study in Estonia
Tallinn University

21,62%

Tallinn University of Technology (TalTech)

25,95%

University of Tartu

31,89%

Deliverable D2.2
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2.3.5 Respondents by level of study
As Figure 9 below shows, the distribution of mobile students by level of study is similar in
both countries. In Estonia, half of them are enrolled in undergraduate programmes
(Bachelor's degree and secondary education) while the other half are studying at the postgraduate level (Master's, Doctoral and post-Doctoral degree programmes). In Austria, the
category undergraduate education also includes “Diplomstudium”, therefore the overall
percentage is somewhat higher compared to Estonia.

Figure 9. Distribution of respondents by level of study

2.3.6 Respondents by duration of stay
The age of respondent in our sample varies significantly between Austria and Estonia. In
total, there are four main groups of respondents who study in Austria and Estonia - (1) Those
who were staying for less than 1 year (arrived in 2019), (2) those who were staying for the
period of more than 1 year but less than 2 years (arrived in 2018), (3) those who were
staying for 2-3 years but less than 4 (arrived in 2016 and 2017) and (4) those who were
staying for 4, 5, 6 and more years (arrived in 2015, 2014, 2013, and earlier). In the combined
sample the four groups are nearly equally weighted with each contributing about one quarter
of the total (Figure 10).

Figure 10. Distribution of respondents by duration of stay (Austria and Estonia
combined)
Deliverable D2.2
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Broken down by country, however, the profiles of our sample by length of stay are
remarkably different: In Austria, nearly two thirds of respondents (65%) are staying in the
country for at least two years, whereas in Estonia the trend is the opposite – a clear majority
of respondents (64%) are staying for less than two years (Figure 10).

Figure 11. Distribution of respondents by duration of stay in Austria and Estonia

Different factors come into play to explain the divergence between the Austrian and Estonian
samples, including technical, demographic and cultural aspects. Among the technical factors,
a significant proportion of mobile students in Austria tend to be enrolled in undergraduate
programmes with a minimum study period of more than two years, e.g. in Medicine, Law and
the Arts, whereas the majority of undergraduate studies in Estonia tend to follow the Bologna
standard with a duration of two years. In terms of demographics, a large proportion of mobile
students in Austria are Germans or (German-speaking) Italians1 (see Fig. 2 above). Due to a
common language and other close cultural ties this group is more likely to consider settling in
the host country.

1

The University of Innsbruck, in particular, traditionally hosts a large population of students from the
largely German-speaking autonomous region of Trentino-Alto Adige / Südtirol in Northern Italy.
Deliverable D2.2
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2.4 Knowledge about European elections and the right to vote for
candidates in the host country
While most respondents in both countries were well aware about the forthcoming European
elections, the knowledge about their right to vote for host country candidates was visibly,
although not substantially, smaller. Respondents in Estonia demonstrated a somewhat better
knowledge on both accounts.

Figure 12. Respondents’ awareness of European Parliament elections and of their
right to vote for a host-country candidate

Most of the polled mobile students in Austria and Estonia did not know about their right to
stand as a candidate in their host country. Again, the level of such knowledge is higher in
Estonia compared with Austria (Figure 14).

Figure 13. Respondents’ awareness of their right to stand as a candidate in their host
country
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2.5 Discussing European elections with others
The majority of respondents in Austria and Estonia were interested in discussing the
European elections. 4 out of 5 reported that they had talked about it with others (85% in
Austria and 80% in Estonia).
In Austria, respondents discussed the elections with local and home-country friends and
colleagues in equal measure. The majority of respondents in Estonia, by contrast, were
significantly more likely to exchange opinions with friends and colleagues in their home
country. This difference might be attributed to the fact that many mobile students in Austria
are from Germany and therefore able to communicate without effort in the local language, i.e.
German (Figure 15).

Figure 14. Distribution of respondents discussing European elections by groups
Foreign students living in Estonia are less likely to be proficient in their host country’s
language. It appears also that English, usually considered as the preferred lingua franca
among European youth, was not effective in this case as a medium to bridge the language
barrier and liaise with local friends and fellow students.
It stands to reason that language is an essential barrier to achieving closer engagement of
mobile youth in public life and politics in the host country. This aspect is reflected also in the
next question: when asked if they were interested in participating in local events related to
the European elections (Figure 16) the response in Austria was more favourable, albeit only
marginally. There is, overall, a common trend to engage with host-country population on
European politics. Language still appears to be either a major barrier for closer engagement
or a facilitating factor.

Figure 15. Participation in events in host country to discuss European elections
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The key role of language is reflected again in respondents’ answers on how often they tune
in to local news media to learn more about the political landscape of their host country,
compared with their home country. In Austria, for example, almost 50% of respondents follow
the local news on a daily or weekly basis, whereas in Estonia only one in five (22%) is doing
so, while one in three respondents admit to never reading local news of the host country at
all (Figure 16).

2.6 Searching for election-related information in the media
Respondents in both countries follow European news regularly. More than half of the mobile
students in our sample followed European news at least daily or weekly, with respondents in
Austria showing a more intense, daily engagement (31% vs. 22% in Estonia) (Figure 12).

Figure 16. Frequency of following news about the EU

Respondents living in Estonia are more interested in the news coming from their home
country – almost half of them, i.e. 47% are doing that on a daily basis, compared with 36% in
Austria. Generally, in both countries two-thirds follow their home news on a daily or weekly
basis, which underscores a strong attachment to their home countries’ political agenda
(Figures 17 and 18).

Figure 17. Frequency of following political news (host country)
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Figure 18. Frequency of following political news (home country)
A common feature is that only about one-third of respondents in either country were
interested in learning about political parties’ electoral agendas and candidates in their host
country and searched for such information (Figure 17 and 19). 90% of respondents who did
search for this information found what they were looking for. This indicates that, if there is an
interest, finding local political information when living in another EU country was not a
problem.

Figure 19. Respondents who searched for host-country party programmes and
candidates

Typically, respondents who searched for this information found it on more than one media
channel (e.g., on average, one respondent named two media types). The most popular were
Austrian and Estonian news outlets and the webpages of local political parties: together they
accounted for 50% of all used media resources, followed by social media (24%) (Figure 20).
The role of Facebook as a source of political information differed significantly: in Estonia, it
was respondents’ preferred choice among social networking sites (compared with Instagram,
Twitter and YouTube) – as many as three of four mobile students (76%) used it for this
purpose. In Austria, Facebook was noticeably less popular, with just 57% using it. The
importance of the webpages of Estonian political parties was on par with news and social
media, but it was less important in Austria. Web pages of European institutions, universities
and student unions, as well as dedicated applications played a lesser role in informing mobile
students about the political landscape before European elections in their host country.

Deliverable D2.2
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Figure 20. Distribution of media where information was found about Austrian and
Estonian political parties2
Respondents in both countries were clearly more interested in staying informed about
preparations for the European elections in their home countries: two-thirds of them looked for
this information. Host-country political parties and candidates, by contrast, attracted
significantly less interest (Figure 21).

Figure 21. Respondents who searched for home-country party programmes and
candidates
Again, nine in ten respondents in Austria and Estonia who searched for relevant information
were able to find it. Responses from the two countries were very similar in this respect. It
appears fair to conclude that information about the European elections was widely available
to those who were looking for it. The news media was the most popular source of electionrelated information in Austria and Estonian alike (31% and 29%, respectively) (Figure 22).
The webpages of home countries’ political parties and social media was similar ranging
between 25 and 28%. Mobile students in Estonia relied on social media as a source of
political information about their home country even more than for the host-country. While
Facebook remained the leading source of information about domestic politics, vis-à-vis other
networking sites, its importance in Estonia was significantly lower (76% vs. 63%), while it
increased slightly in Austria, from 50 to 60%. As in the previous case, European institutions’
websites barely registered with respondents as a source of relevant information. It appears

2

Note multiple answers (per respondent)
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that the European Union’s communication strategy is not very effective in reaching the target
group.

Figure 22. Distribution of media type where information was found about political
parties in home countries3

2.7 Voting experience and readiness to vote
Between 85% (in Estonia) and 90% (in Austria) of respondents had already cast their vote in
a previous election. Only 36 to 37% had voted in the last European Parliament five years ago
(Figure 23).

Figure 23. Voting experience
Given a relatively young age of respondents, many of them were first-time voters in the 2019
European Parliament elections. Data from Austria show that the mobile students in this
country seem to be more experienced in voting in previous European Parliament elections in
particular, perhaps, due to the higher average age within the age group 18-24 which would
legally allow for voting five years ago. Another plausible explanation could be the cultural
factor, since almost half of the mobile students in Austria come from Germany where
electoral participation in 2014 tends to be substantially higher than the European average of

3

Note: multiple answers (per respondent)
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(48.1% vs. 42.6%).4 The second largest group in the Austrian sample came from Italy where
the voter turnout was even higher (57.2%)5. Further research would be necessary to test
these assumptions in more detail. Some of these issues will be addressed as part of the next
survey and focus group discussions. In this context, it is was important to learn that of all
respondents 78% in Austria and 67% in Estonia decided to answer the question about their
intention to vote in the 2019 European Parliament elections and all of them said they would
likely participate in the European elections (Figure 24).

Figure 24. Intention to vote in the 2019 European Parliament elections
A clear majority of respondents in both countries confirmed their intention to cast a vote in
the 2019 European Parliament elections (Figure 24). This positive response was markedly
more pronounced among respondents in Austria (78%, vs. 67% in Estonia). Further research
may be required to better understand the significance of this divergence and shed light on
possible causes.
We note that this result is likely to contain a material degree of self-selection bias, i.e.
respondents already demonstrate a certain level of interest in the elections by participating in
the survey and may therefore be expected to be more likely to vote as well. Nevertheless,
the high level of positive voting intent is consistent with, and corroborated by the historically
high turnout observed in this year’s elections (50.2% against 42.6% in 2014).6

2.8 Registration and readiness to vote for political parties in the
host country
It is very clear, however, that respondents’ readiness to vote was tied, predominantly, to their
home country, not to the host country at the time of the elections. The survey provides

4

https://election-results.eu/national-results/germany/2019-2024/.

5

https://election-results.eu/national-results/italy/2019-2024/.

6

https://election-results.eu/turnout/.
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evidence that respondents are still much less interested in following, or engaging in, the
political life of their host country, let alone ready to vote for host-country candidates in a
European election. A clear majority of respondents, both in Austria and Estonia, (85% and
86% respectively) did not register to vote in their host country (Figure 25). One in four
respondents expressed a readiness, in principle, to vote for host-country candidates. The
majority, however, still preferred to vote for candidates in their home country (Figure 26).

Figure 25. Number of respondents who registered to vote for host-country candidates

Figure 26. Respondents’ readiness to vote for a host-country candidate

2.9 Barriers to voting
Responses reveal that registration procedures were seen by respondents in both countries
as the single biggest obstacle to voting in the host country. This complaint was more frequent
in Austria where 40% of respondents considered this as a major preventing factor (Figure
27).
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Figure 27. Respondents’ perception of the main barriers to voting in the host country7
The second most important factor, again in both countries, was a perceived lack of relevant
information. This may appear somewhat contradictory to the result of section 2.6 above,
where most respondents seemed to indicate that they had been able to find all the
information they were looking for in respect of candidates for the European Parliament
elections in their host countries and their political programmes. Specific information related to
the national technicalities of voting in the host country appears to have been significantly
more difficult to obtain, however. It is possible, however, that most respondents had already
made up their mind to cast their vote in their home country and therefore did not actively, and
thoroughly search for information, e.g. about host-country registration procedures.
It is worth noting that 19% of the mobile students in Austria and 28% in Estonia saw the lack
of an option to vote from abroad (e.g. no postal or proxy voting) as an important barrier as
well. Further focus group deliberations could examine whether our target group would be
prepared to vote for candidates from other European countries even when they live in their
home countries.
In Estonia, language was mentioned as a significant obstacle (27%), almost on a par with
insufficient information (28%). For reasons already discussed (see section 2.3 above),
language was considered less of an issue by respondents in Austria.
A substantial number of responses also pointed to other barriers (such as lack of interest in
politics and personal apathy, the feeling of not making a difference, lack of time or energy to
get informed, complexity of the EU system and lack of the “right language” to communicate
the EU). The latter, as well as the barriers related to registration should be included in the
next survey and discussed in future focus groups.

2.10 Voting and communication technologies
At present, only Estonia offers the option for registered voters to cast their ballot via the
internet (e-voting). The survey clearly indicates that e-voting is, or would be, the preferred
choice of respondents in both countries (Figure 28). The principal reason given is that it is
fast (77% of respondents in Austria and 87% in Estonia) and easy to do (94% in Austria and

7

Note: multiple answers (per respondent)
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84% in Estonia). However, quite a substantial number of respondents (86% in Austria and
67% in Estonia) saw associated risks as well, such as the lack of trust in internet voting
technology.

Figure 28. Respondents’ attitude towards internet voting
Overall, the role of new digital technologies for greater political and electoral participation in
general and local engagement when living in other EU member states (or outside the EU)
should also be discussed in more detail in future focus groups and included in the postelection survey. There is a strong indication that mobile youth are heavy digital media users.
When asked about their ideal (preferred) communication channels for being informed about
and discussing the European elections, respondents in Estonia named social media as a
number one priority, followed by traditional news, whilst in Austria communication via social
media was ranked number two, with traditional media still being the number one choice
(Figure 29).

Figure 29. Respondents’ communication channel preferences8

8

Note: multiple answers (per respondent)
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Differences between traditional and new, digital communication channels should not be
overestimated, however. Oftentimes news and social media overlap and feed into one
another. More importantly, both are digital communication channels that young people rely
on in seeking information and communicating among themselves. Equally importantly, the
web pages of political parties were ranked relatively high. Digital voting apps and web
resources of their educational institutions are not widely considered as a communication
medium. The particularities of the use of social media and, especially, the interactivity and
attractiveness of the web pages of political parties should be included into the next survey
and discussed in the focus groups.

2.11 Interest in the EMY project
Respondents who answered the question whether they would like to stay further in touch
with the EMY Consortium (62% in Austria and 63% in Estonia) responded overwhelmingly
positively (Figure 30). The EMY consortium will seek to draw on this pool of interested
participants for its next survey, focus groups and general dissemination activities.

Figure 30. Respondents’ interest in following the EMY project
This favourable feedback is expected to createopportunities for further outreach in future
project activities and for creating a sustainable EMY community.

3 Pre-Election Focus Groups
3.1 Design and implementation
As described in sub-section 1.2, the main goal of the focus group (FG) discussions before
the European elections was to complement and deepen the understanding of the findings of
the pre-election survey. A pre-election focus group guide was developed under Activity 2.1
(see also D.2.1) to ensure a consistent common approach across all groups and both
countries. In line with the thematic focus of the survey questionnaire (see 1.2, pg. 9), the
guide contains three groups of questions that the FG participants should debate, namely:
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1. General political activism and engagement: What does it mean for a European mobile
student to be politically active and be interested in European politics? What does it
mean to be an EU citizen?
2. Voting experience, interest in and attitude towards the European elections: What is
the attitude towards European elections among mobile students and their voting
experience: reasons for voting and not voting both at home and when living in other
EU countries?
3. Getting and handling information about the European elections: Which
communication channels and social networking media do mobile students use to get
information about the European elections and to discuss among peers, with family,
teachers, etc.?
Based on the guiding documentation, two focus groups (FG) were organised before the 2019
European Parliament elections in Austria and Estonia, respectively. All FG discussions were
conducted in English.

In Austria, FG 1 was organised on 10 May 2019 and FG 2 on 23 May 2019. Both FGs took
place at the University of Vienna. FG 1 was moderated by Christine Leitner (CEPA) and
co-moderated by Hannah Zach and Mohammad Allagha of Politikos, the transcript was made
by Hannah Zach (Politikos). FG 2 was moderated by Christine Leitner (CEPA) and
co-moderated by Mohammad Allagha of Politikos. Melanie Lucic (Politikos) produced the
discussion transcript. In addition to the FGs, a specific outreach event with 16-18-year-olds
at secondary level was organized. Discussions focused on the interest in, and barriers to
voting in the European elections in Austria (for the detailed country report see D.4.2).
In Estonia, FG 1 was organised on 6 May 2019 at the University of Tartu and FG 2 on 20
May 2019 at Tallinn University. FG 1 was moderated by Kristina Reinsalu of eGA and comoderated by Liia Hänni and Jelizaveta Krenjova-Cepilova (eGA). FG 2 was moderated by
Jelizaveta Krenjova-Cepilova from eGA and co-moderated by Liia Hänni (eGA). The
transcripts for both FGs were produced by Jelizaveta Krenjova-Cepilova (for the detailed
country report see D.4.3).
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3.2 Summary of discussions
This sub-section summarises the discussions in the four FGs as reflected in the individual
transcripts and the country specific reports in D 4.2. and D 4.3.

3.2.1 Composition of focus groups
The FGs were similar in both countries in terms of size, spread of nationalities and levels of
study. In total 22 students from 12 countries attended the FGs. There was a broad mix of
nationalities represented in all groups (see Table 1). The composition of the FGs
corresponds in part with the survey results (cf. sub-section 2.3.1). In Austria, German
nationals were the biggest group of participants, as in the survey – which corresponds to the
total number of students from other EU countries in Austria in general – but none from Italy
(the second largest group in the survey and overall). In Estonia the situation was slightly
different (see Table 3): there were no participants from Finland, which boasts the biggest
group of survey respondents and mobile students in Estonia overall, while the second largest
group, Italian nationals, was represented. (For more details on the project target groups in
both countries see also D 4.1.) Regarding levels of study, the majority of participants were
graduate students. In terms of types of study, groups were mixed, with the exception of the
first FG in Estonia, which was composed of political science students only.
The main difference between the two countries was the fact that FG participants in Estonia,
in general, tended to stay for a short period rather than for longer term. In Austria, by
contrast, the majority of participants had been living in the country for more than one year
and some participants had lived in other EU member states before. In addition, the majority
of participants in Austria had good knowledge of the German language or could at least
follow it without major problems - whereas language was considered a major issue in
Estonia.
Table 3 describes the composition of the four FGs organised in the period before the
European elections in May 2019 in both countries.

Table 3. Composition of focus groups in Austria and Estonia
FG composition

Austria

Estonia

Total number of 13
participants

9

Nationalities

7 (CZ, DE, FI, NL, PL, RO, SE)

6 (BG, DE, ES, HR, IT, SK)

Gender

9 female / 4 male

4 female / 5 male

Study level

Undergraduate/graduate level

Undergraduate/graduate level

Duration of stay

Majority longer-term
than 1 year)

Language skills

Majority knowledge of German
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3.2.2 General political activism and engagement
Like most of the respondents to our survey, FG participants in both countries were aware of
their right to vote in the host country but not all of them were aware of their right to stand as a
candidate in European and local elections in their host country. Interestingly, discussions in
the outreach event with 16-18-year-olds in Austria, revealed that mobile students, and even
many of their teachers, were not aware of the fact that the voting age of 16 years applies to
citizens of other EU member states with residence in Austria as well.

While there was obvious interest in participation in the forthcoming European Parliament
elections, FG participants were questioning the relevance of these elections in general and
the impact of the European Parliament in EU policy-making in particular. Often European
politics were seen by FG participants as remote, with little visible impact on their daily lives.
National politics seemed to be more tangible and realistic. There appeared to be little
awareness of the degree to which EU policies shape and impact on national policies. Some
FG members (in Austria) suggested that transnational parties could be a more attractive and
meaningful option in future European elections. Other participants (mainly in Estonia)
highlighted the importance of civic engagement at all levels of governance.
The meaning of EU citizenship it is mainly perceived through practical issues while political
engagement was mentioned to a much lesser extent. Participants mainly referred to the right
of free movement, above all the opportunity to travel and study abroad without major
obstacles. Some referred to the associated benefits in terms of tuition fees, health care,
access to labour markets, etc. Some also mentioned the importance of shared values, such
as freedom, democracy and the rule of law, and a sense of belonging through a common
European identity.
Deliverable D2.2

Page 30 of 40

© EMY Consortium

Table 4 summarises issues raised in the FG discussions in relation to “Question 1: General
political activism and engagement: What does it mean for a European mobile student to be
politically active and be interested in European politics? What does it mean to be an EU
citizen?”

Table 4. Issues raised related to Question 1
Issues
Awareness
of/interest in EP
elections
Importance of EP
elections
Right to vote in the
host country

Austria
Most participants informed and
interested

Estonia
Most participants informed and
interested

Majority consider EP elections
important
Participants were aware, but
lack of information and clarity

Right to stand as
candidate in the
host country
Direct impact of EU
on daily life
Meaning of EU
citizenship

Not all aware

Concerns raised about influence
of EP in overall EU system
Participants were aware but
ambiguity and lack of
information on right to choose
between voting in home or host
country
Not all aware

Little knowledge and uncertainty

Little knowledge and uncertainty

Travelling and studying abroad;
shared values such as freedom,
democracy and a common
identity (particularly for those
who had lived in different
member states and no longer
relate to one nationality only)
Transnational parties as a
potentially attractive option for
mobile citizens

Travelling, studying abroad,
shared values such as freedom
and democracy

Other

Importance of political
engagement at all governance
levels

3.2.3. Voting experience and interest in and attitude towards the European elections
Very similar to the survey results, the FG discussions demonstrate that young mobile
students are politically mature citizens who are well aware of the European elections and
have previous voting experience in many cases. Yet their political experience is mostly
associated with the national politics of their home country rather than those of their country of
residence or of the EU at large. Participants generally expressed interest in democratic
engagement - particularly those who stayed longer in the host country and understood the
local language - but mostly they are still associated with their home countries. Many were
ready to vote for local candidates in their host countries. Attempts to do it, however, were
faced with a number of barriers, such as language and registration procedures, as well as
the lack of information and/or communication from the public bodies responsible for the
elections in both home and host countries.
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As in the survey, the lack of knowledge of the local language was mentioned as a major
obstacle for deeper participation and interest in local politics. The need to deal with
complicated administrative formalities in order to get voting documents and register for the
European elections was another barrier to voting at EU level. It was strongly voiced in the
FGs in Austria, both in relation to authorities in the home countries and in Austria. In Estonia,
a certain lack of communication from authorities was observed in relation to the procedure
for confirming registration, even though most participants confirmed having received
information and registration letters from the election authorities (which was not the case in
Austria). These issues will be revisited in our post-elections mapping exercise. Some good
practice examples from other EU countries were mentioned, e.g. Sweden, where all citizens
were informed about the elections via text messages on their mobile phones (FG Austria).
Participation was even more limited when students came for shorter visits (e.g. exchange
programmes). Those who had lived in the host country for a longer term expressed more
confidence to vote in their host country and felt they would have some impact to change
things they did not like, demonstrating that political engagement is about positive change.
Such confidence was not in evidence among those who stayed in the country for a shorter
time - as was the case for the majority of FG participants in Estonia (see Table 3 above).
Some participants questioned whether they were morally entitled to cast a vote in a country
where they expected to stay only for a short period.
Internet voting was considered by most participants as important for the future provided it is
safe and secure, confirming survey results.
FG participants also mentioned a number of policies and issues that were important for them
and should receive more attention from national and EU policymakers, e.g. climate change
and the environment, migration, education and youth policy, fake news, disinformation and
information literacy, dealing with “Big Tech” companies, food standards and health care.
Table 5 summarises the issues raised in the FG discussions in relation to “Question 2:
Interest in and attitude towards European elections: What is the attitude towards the
European elections among mobile students and their voting experience: reasons for voting
and not voting both at home and when living in other EU countries?”

Table 5. Issues raised related to Question 2
Issues

Austria

Interest
engagement
host country

in Majority yes (particularly when
in staying longer term) but little
information about EU elections
and procedures

Motivation to vote

Previous
experience

Generally yes, but often
administrative barriers
encountered in both host and
home country

Estonia
Lack of integration in local social
life was a matter of concern
(language barrier was one
reason but also short-term stay)
Generally, yes but mainly in
home country

voting Majority yes, but at national Majority yes, but at national
level
level
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Administrative
barriers

Majority encountered problems,
in particular lack of information
about
procedures
(e.g.
deadlines for registration to
vote, responsible authorities);
information available only in
German language

Ambiguity about registration
procedure: letter from election
authority
distributed
by
traditional (not e-)mail, in
Estonian language; English
translation was provided but
overlooked or poorly understood
(due to formatting/presentation
issues)

Language barriers

Language a barrier but not for
all participants, however, most
events related to European
elections only conducted in
German (e.g. even panels at
University)

Generally, language is a big
barrier, even though some
events related to European
elections were conducted in
English

Lack
of
information
on
administrative requirements for
(postal) voting in home country
(e.g. deadlines), particularly
when no longer registered in
home country (country of
previous residence)

Feeling of not having the moral
right to vote for Estonian
candidates if in the country for
only a short term

Other barriers

Fees charged
administrations
documents

Attitude
e-voting

by
for

Lack of language knowledge
makes
informed
choice
impossible

Lack of clarity on the right to
choose where to vote (home vs
host country)

regional
sending
Lack of information on deadlines
or very short notice of deadlines
(also in home country)

towards Will be the main future voting Would like to try, some tried in
channel
local elections
Is more convenient, particularly Speed and time-savings are a
also for mobile citizens
plus
Trust in and maturity of systems Concerns: security, secrecy,
is an issue for some, secrecy of conventional voting ensures
vote is not ensured
voting in a more conscious way
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Other issues

Faster decision making
More information about EU in
schools (make it mandatory
policy, education is about
explaining difficult things)

No opportunity to vote from
abroad in home/host country

More positive and factual
information and image of EU to
counter-balance
populist
agitation
Abolish differences in products
from same companies in food
quality in different member
states, equality in all EU
member states
Relevant policies Climate change, nutrition and Environment,
migration,
to be dealt with at production standards, health, education, youth policy, fake
EU level
dealing with tech companies
news,
disinformation
and
information literacy

3.2.4 Getting and handling information about the European elections
As mentioned in section 3.2.2, European affairs seem remote and complicated for most FG
participants in both countries. FG participants find it even more difficult to understand the
relevance of EU affairs in the national context as the general lack of knowledge about the
candidates and the difficulties mentioned by FG participants to find information on election
campaigns and local politics in the host countries suggest. In the view of the participants, this
is – apart from the fact that interest to engage is low when staying for a short time only mainly because of language barriers but also due to the fact that EU affairs are not explained
in an easy-to-understand way.
The specific needs of European young mobile citizens, in particular, do not seem to figure
prominently on the list of priorities of political parties or, indeed, of other key stakeholder
groups that would, in principle, be seen as their primary point of contact (see also D4.1). One
could argue that mobile citizens are simplv not on the radar screen.
When it comes to discussions about the European elections among peers, the picture was
mixed reflecting survey results in part. While many FG participants said they mainly discuss
– if at all – with friends at home or in international circles, some were quite involved,
particularly some participants in the FGs in Austria (German speaking participants and/or
those who had lived in Austria for a longer time or intended to stay) and the students of
political science in Estonia.
Social media play a predominant role in finding political information for all FG participants,
but TV and news media (such as the digital editions of major newspapers) also remain
important channels. This confirms the results of the pre-election survey.
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Furthermore, as survey respondents, FG participants think that student unions do not play an
important role to facilitate political and social engagement of mobile students in their host
country. In the view of the FG participants, student unions could play a more pro-active role.
Future mapping activities should address this issue further.
Table 6 summarises the issues raised in the FG discussions in relation to “Question 3:
Getting and handling information about the European elections: What communication
channels and social networking media do mobile students use to get information about the
European elections and to discuss among peers, with family, teachers, etc.?”

Table 6. Summary of issues raised related to Question 3
Issues

Austria

Estoniaa

Interest in political affairs Majority more involved in the
in host country
home country but some are
trying to follow (language
knowledge
plays
an
important role)

Majority more involved in the
home
country
(mainly
related to short-term stay),
several participants did not
know where to look for
information on Estonian
candidates and politics in
general

Traditional
media, Majority follows news from
websites
(EU,
home home country, but some
country, host country)
interest in webpages of
political parties in host
country

Majority follows news from
home country;

Estonian
public
broadcasting news portal
(EPR) was fairly well known
Many EU websites/services to participants (4 of 9) as
were not (well) known to FG well
as
“Postimees”
participants
newspaper,
which
is
published
in
different
languages
Very limited use of EU
websites

Social
other

media

sources, Used by most participants
for information but not so
much for discussions; blogs
and influencers were also
mentioned; Facebook, in
particular,
was
viewed
critically by some, Instagram
favoured

Most preferable channels
are Instagram, YouTube and
Facebook as well as online
news portals
Voting
calculator
(EUprofiler) used by one
participant

Voting calculators used by
some
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Discussions with peers, Yes, but not at university
others
(e.g. with teachers), but with
colleagues, friends, etc.
(mainly
in
international
circles or with friends at
home)

Majority did not discuss with
peers
except
Political
Science students, if so,
mostly
in
international
circles

Role of student unions

Mobile
students
have
representatives
in
the
student unions but unions
have low importance in
political
and
social
integration, language is a
huge barrier; also, short
term stay plays a role

Do not play an important
role, could however play a
more active role to inform
students from other EU
countries about elections in
host country

The overall picture obtained from the FG discussions is very similar to that from the preelection survey: there is a tangible interest in democratic engagement but mostly still
associated with the home countries. In many instances respondents were ready, in principle,
to vote for host-country candidates. Attempts to do so, however, were faced with barriers,
such as language and registration, as well as a lack of information and/or communication
from the public bodies responsible for the elections in both home and host countries. EU
affairs in general are difficult to grasp and there is little knowledge about the system and.
Respondents’ use of the wealth of information sources offered by EU institutions, notably the
Commission and Parliament, on multiple channels, including social media, is still very limited.
Interest in engaging in the host country’s political life appears to be strongly related to two
factors, i.e. language knowledge and duration of stay. These and the latter aspect in
particular will require further attention in the post-election mapping activities.
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4 Preliminary conclusions
As mentioned in Section 3 above, the principal results of our pre-election survey have been
widely confirmed by the focus groups we conducted in Austria and Estonia.
The preliminary findings of the pre-election mapping exercises undertaken in both countries
can be summarised as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Respondents were well aware of, and interested in the European Elections.
They were generally aware of their right to vote but much less aware about their right
to stand as a candidate in an EU host country.
The home-country bias is still prevalent among the target group.
The expected/ actual length of stay is a key variable for political and social
engagement of the target group in the host country.
Engagement in the host country is strongly affected by language barriers.
Administrative issues such as insufficient information about registration and voting
procedures in the host country - and in the home country for eligible voters living
abroad - constitute major barriers to participation in European Parliament elections.
So far, EU communication efforts largely failed to reach this particular target group.
Policy makers and key stakeholders do not seem to pay sufficient attention to this
target group’s needs.
Most young citizens are very interested in voting online but there are still lingering
doubts and a lack of trust in the reliability of e-voting systems.
Social and online media are important sources of information but not generally
considered as a preferred forum for (political) discussion with peers.

Overall, the results of this pre-election mapping exercise, although specific to this target
group and the two member states where it was conducted, reflect the European Parliament’s
post-electoral survey (European Parliament 2019). The 2019 European elections
demonstrate the highest degree of mobilisation of young voters (Figure 31).

Figure 31. Selected results of European Parliament post-election survey
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As the press release of the European Parliament concludes, “Survey results suggest that it
was Europe’s young and first time voters who drove turnout figures up: 42% of the 16/18-24
year old respondents say they had voted in the European elections, youth participation
therefore rising by 50%, compared to the youth turnout of only 28% in 2014. Equally strong
was the turnout increase in the age group of 25-39 years, rising by 12 points from 35% to
47%. The turnout of young and first time voters exceeds any turnout increases registered for
other age groups” (European Parliament 2019).
Among the young voters, students remained the most active group whose turnout reached
51% compared with 37% five years ago. Civic duty and a conviction that voting will
strengthen the EU were named the most compelling reasons for the increased voting
activism in virtually all EU countries; for example, 67% of voters in Estonia and 49% in
Austria indicated civic duty as the main motivation to cast their vote.
Voting in the 2019 elections was a way to express the importance of being an EU citizen in
the first place and caring about its future so as ‘their voice counts in the EU’. 9 This is
supported by the fact that the number of those whose belief to vote was motivated by their
duty as a citizen rose by 11% (from 41% to 52%) which was the same level of increase
among those who voted to show their support to the EU (a rise from 14% to 25%). And only
one in ten voted because of expressing support to the national government (this figure did
not change between the elections) pointing at the European agenda as the overwhelming
reason for voting. The number of those who decided to vote out of a desire to support
specific political party, presumably represented by their national candidates, remains the
same – 22%, which still can be considered as a substantial number of voters.
It seems that, at the moment, the main motivation to vote stemmed either from believing in
core European ideals and values (e.g., emphasising EU citizenship and identity) or from a
perceived civic duty to vote also rooted in the national identity and politics (e.g., expressing
support to national government), although, cumulatively, the former group significantly
outweighs the latter. Overall, there seemed to be little indication of interest in other EU
countries’ affairs (except among existing or potential long-term residents) – otherwise the
interest is focused either on the European Union at large or, alternatively, on home-country
politics.
On balance, EMY focus group participants perceived EU citizenship mainly through the prism
of its practical everyday benefits (such as traveling and studying abroad). Political
engagement and the opportunity to participate in the democratic process was mentioned to a
much lesser extent. Participants also questioned the impact of the European Parliament in
EU policy-making. European politics were often perceived as having little visible impact on
their daily lives and there appeared to be little awareness of the degree to which EU policies
shape and impact on national policies.
The European Parliament post-election survey does not address the question of how many
EU citizens could be motivated to vote for political representatives from other EU countries or
whether they are interested in other EU countries’ affairs. There is a mix of both motivating
and demotivating factors faced by those who live in other EU countries during European and
local (national) electoral campaigns. Some of them are believed to be part of experiencing

9

Press Release of the European Parliament, 12 July 2019.
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difficulty to identify with local politics (including awareness about it), of the country of their
residence, while others relate to administrative and regulative barriers rather than a lack of
readiness to vote when living in another European member state.
These preliminary conclusions represent a point of departure for the next phase of this
project. The EMY post-election mapping activities will further investigate the issues identified
so far and, to the extent possible, seek to obtain answers to some of the open questions
discussed herein.
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