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1 Introduction
1.1 Links to other project activities
This deliverable is the result of Activity 2.4 (“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 D.4.4 (“Mapping surveys and focus groups in Austria after EP elections”) and
D.4.5 (“Mapping surveys and focus groups in Estonia after 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). Milestone MS 2.2. (“Questionnaires for post-election mapping”) was
completed at the end of January 2020 (M 12).

1.2 Structure of the document
Section 2 set out the objectives, design and consolidated results of the mapping and interaction exercises conducted in Austria and Estonia after the European Parliament elections in
May 2019. They include:
▪

a post-election survey conducted in Austria and Estonia (section 2.1);

▪

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 2.3);

▪

a total of thirteen semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders to complement
and, in some instances, replace focus groups (section 2.3); and

▪

two online ‘crowdsourcing’ event with EMYs to validate the preliminary findings of our
mapping and interaction activities and obtain input from users on the design of the
proposed online tool (section 2.4).

Section 3 presents our findings and conclusions and consists of two parts:
▪

a review of the working assumptions set out in deliverable D.2.1. (section 3.1); and

▪

an overview of other key findings (section 3.2).

Detailed descriptions of the results by country, i.e. the survey results and focus groups discussions in Austria and Estonia, can be found in deliverables D.4.4 and D.4.5, respectively.

Deliverable D.2.3.
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2 Post-Election Mapping and Interaction Activities
2.1 Objectives of the post-election mapping exercises
The primary objectives of the post-election survey and focus groups were
▪

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;

▪

to obtain a better understanding of the ways European mobile youth (EMYs) 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);
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 han-

dling the information about European elections.

2.2 Post-Election survey
The post-election survey was conducted online using the Survey Monkey environment in between 10 February and 09 April 2020 to coincide, as closely as possible, with the beginning
of the Summer term at Austrian and Estonian universities (01 March and 27 January, respectively). The online survey was embedded into the EMY website and distributed through the
project’s online communication channels and via the EMY Community Group in order to
maximise participation. The following section will present the results from the post-election
survey. The percentages in this document have been rounded to the nearest whole number.
254 EMYs completed the survey, which is the total number of respondents.

2.2.1 Survey design
In accordance with the guidelines provided in deliverable D.2.1. pre-/post-election surveys
should comprise the following sections:
1. Demographic information (nationality, age and gender of the respondent; country/place of residence; activity, e.g. place and level of studies);
2. General questions regarding interest in democratic participation;
3. Specific questions regarding participation in European Parliament (and, if appropriate,
municipal) elections;

Deliverable D.2.3.

Page 8 of 109

© EMY Template

4. Questions regarding active democratic and community engagement (generally and in
the host country);
5. Questions regarding respondents’ relationships and interaction with key stakeholders;
6. Questions regarding respondents’ use of media and other communication channels
for a) information gathering and b) discourse and political discussion; and
7. Invitation to participate in project-related follow-on activities.
Sections may be added or omitted as required in the event. Each section should comprise
one or several questions of the following categories:
•

binary questions that relate to one or more of the working assumptions (see 3.3
above), and provide clear answers to either confirm or reject the hypothesis;

•

multiple choice questions to confirm or reject one or more working assumptions and
to elicit additional input (by way of open-text fields); and

•

open-ended questions to allow for additional input outside of the existing framework.

The phrasing of questions should be as neutral as possible and leading questions should be
avoided. Answers should be short and, if appropriate, “catchy” but sufficiently nuanced to reveal respondents’ underlying attitudes and motivations and test relevant hypotheses.
In any case, surveys should take no longer than 10 to 15 minutes to complete.
Each survey should produce a minimum of at least 50 responses (for each survey question).
In order to a) cover a sufficiently large sample of the target group and b) capture a meaningful range of opinions. Bearing in mind that not all respondents are likely to complete all questions, a larger sample (min. 100 responses) should be targeted. If necessary, the project
team may have to extend the duration of the survey and to intensify its outreach activities to
ensure that minimum samples sizes are met.
Inherently, online surveys afford little ex-ante control of size and composition of the survey
sample. The extent to which the sample is representative, in terms of key criteria, for the
overall population of the target group can only be assessed ex-post, during evaluation.

2.2.2 Survey implementation
The post-election survey investigates four main topics:
1. the voting experience and actual voting behaviour of the target group in the 2019 European Parliament elections, their reasons for voting and not voting and choices between home country and host country, where applicable;
2. general democratic engagement of the target group; knowledge of, and attitude towards EU and host-country politics;
3. information needs and preferences; media and communication channels, preferred
information sources and discussion fora; and
4. the potential role of stakeholders in intermediating engagement and participation.
The launch of the post-election 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 D.2.1 and the communication and dissemination
Deliverable D.2.3.
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strategy developed under WP5 (see D.5.1 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 D.4.1.
The launch of the survey was overshadowed by the onset of the Covid-19 pandemic. When
the survey went online, on 10 February, the global spread of the coronavirus was already
firmly in the news, prompting many prospective Erasmus+ students, in particular, to reconsider their plans for the semester. Italy declared a state of emergency on 31 January, the first
EU member state to do so. Lockdowns were announced in most EU member states in midMarch and intra-EU travel came to a virtual stand-still in March and April. In Austria, a nationwide curfew was in force from 16 March to 13 April. Estonia was placed in a ‘state of
emergency’ from 13 March to 01 May. Universities in Austria and Estonia were closed during
the lockdown and all coursework of the 2020 summer semester was carried out online. As a
result, the mobility of EMYs was severely restricted and many of them, especially Erasmus+
students, ended up cancelling their stay abroad. The EMY Consortium sought to compensate
for this inauspicious environment by keeping the survey open for nearly two months, a significantly longer time than we had envisaged initially. Despite these difficulties, the survey generated a satisfactory number of responses.

2.2.3 Survey response
A total of 442 qualifying respondents 1 (AT: 335, EE: 107) participated in the survey. At 54%
(AT) and 68% (EE), respectively, completion rates were lower than in the pre-election survey
(which had been unusually high). In total, 254 EMYs (35%) responded to the survey in its entirety. The lower completion rate, compared to the pre-election survey, may be attributed, in
part, to the length of the survey (53 instead of 38 questions) as well as a number of technical
and country-specific factors. The average time spent on responding to the survey’s 53 questions was 12-13 minutes, which was longer than for the (shorter) pre-election survey but still
well within the target of 10-15 minutes specified in deliverable D.2.1. (Figure 2).
Unlike in the pre-election survey, the number of responses per country were also different:
181 (71%) from Austria and 73 (29%) from Estonia. This difference between sample sizes
could be seen as being reflective, largely, of the respective population sizes: as of 01 January 2020, Austria had 757,420 registered residents from other EU member states (ca. 9% of
the resident population), including ca. 246,000 young persons between the ages of 15 and
34 years (2.8%) [Statistik Austria 2020a]. The number of EU residents in Estonia on 01 January 2020 was 20,883 (ca. 1.6% of the resident population), including 8,662 young persons
between the ages of 15 and 34 years (0.7%) [Statistics Estonia 2020b]. The size of the samples can be considered as balanced and providing a fair representation of relative population
sizes.

Qualifying respondents are respondents who met the EMY target group criteria, i.e. between 16 (EE:
18) and 29 years old, resident in Austria or Estonia, citizen of an EU member state other than the host
country’s.
1

Deliverable D.2.3.
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While the number of completed responses is somewhat lower than for the pre-election survey the size of the total sample is still well in line with the overall target of at least 100 respondents per survey and allows for a statistically significant analysis of the data for each
country and for making broader generalizations as well.
There was little overlap between the two surveys: 34 of the 254 participants (13%) had responded to the pre-election survey previously.

2.2.4 Survey respondents
23 of the 27 EU member states were represented in our survey (AT: 17, EE: 18). Due to the
departure of the United Kingdom from the EU, UK nationals were no longer eligible to participate. As in the pre-election survey, German and Italian nationals were the single largest
groups of respondents in both countries (43% and 17% of the total, respectively).
Figure 1. Respondents by nationality
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German nationals are the largest group representing ca. 26% of all EU residents in Austria
[Statistik Austria 2020 (1)]. Romanian, Hungarian and Croatian nationals are the next-largest
constituencies (16%, 11%, and 11%, respectively), followed by Italians (4%). This order is
mirrored in our sample except that Italy appears much more strongly represented (18%), at
the expense of Romania, Hungary and Croatia (5%, 2%, and 1%, respectively).
The Austrian sample more closely resembles the make-up of the international student population in Austria, which is plausible given that the large majority of respondents in Austria
(88%) were students (see Figure 2). EU nationals account for ca. 20% of the overall student
population and 71% of all international students in Austria. German nationals are the largest
group by far (53%), followed by Italy (16%), Croatia and Hungary (5% each) [Statistik Austria
Deliverable D.2.3.
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2020 (2)]. In our sample, the two largest groups were nearly perfectly represented, with 53%
(DE) and 18% (IT) of the total, respectively.
Finnish nationals account for the largest share, nearly 46% [Statistics Estonia 2020a], of the
resident EU population in Estonia, followed by Latvians (19%), Lithuanians (10-12%) and
Germans (9-14%). Italian nationals are estimated to account for only about 5% of the resident EU population in Estonia – they, as well as Germans, appear somewhat overrepresented in our sample (15% and 16%, respectively). The proportion of Finnish respondents, by
contrast, is markedly lower (10%).
In Estonia, international students (including non-EU nationals) in higher education accounted
for 5,528, out of a total of ca. 45,187 (12%). EU nationals account for ca. 29% of the overall
student population. By far the largest group of EU students in Estonia comes from neighbouring Finland (67%), followed by Latvians (8%), Germans and Italians (4% each) [Archimedes
2020]. The Finnish contingent in our sample does not approximate their overall share of the
EU student population in Estonia but is somewhat outweighed by the relatively more active
participation of German and Italian nationals. The next largest constituencies, Latvians and
Lithuanians, are adequately represented (8% and 4% of the sample, respectively).

2.2.4.1 Respondents by reason of stay
Of the 254 respondents who completed the survey 200 (79%) were students, 23 (9%) were
in professional training or employed, and 31 (13%) had come to the host country for other
reasons (Figure 2). Although students in higher education represented the largest single
group in both countries, the share of students was significantly higher in Austria (88%) than
in Estonia (52%). By contrast, the group of ‘working EMYs’ in Estonia (25%) was materially
larger than in Austria (3%).This is not entirely aligned with the overall population: in Austria,
EU students accounted for ca. 9% of all EU citizens resident in the country whereas in Estonia international students made up ca. one-third of the non-Estonian resident population.
Figure 2: Respondents by purpose of stay in host country
Q: Did you come to your host country ...
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(AT: n = 181; EE: n = 73)

The ‘other reasons’ given by respondents reveal a variety of motives: among the Austrian
group, ten respondents (6%) responded that they were of another nationality (German in
most cases, one Italian), but had been born in Austria and/or grown up there; one respondent (1%) noted the same for Estonia. Seven respondents in total, three from Austria (2%)
and four from Estonia (5%), had chosen to live permanently in the host country rather than
work or study. Five respondents, two in Austria (1%) and three in Estonia (4%), had moved
for family, relationship or other personal reasons. Finally, one Austrian (1%) and three Estonian respondents (4%) had moved for volunteering opportunities.

2.2.4.2 Respondents by age group
According to official statistics, ca. 246,000 young EU nationals between the ages of 15 and
34 years were resident in Austria as of 01 January 2020, accounting for ca. 2.8% of the total
population [Statistik Austria 2020a]. On the same date, Estonia reported 8,662 young EU nationals between the ages of 15 and 34 years, equivalent to 0.7% of the total resident population [Statistics Estonia 2020b].
Figure 3. Respondents by age group
Austria

Estonia
25 to 29 yrs:
52%

25 to 29 yrs:
27%

16 to 17 yrs:
1%

18 to 24 yrs:
72%

(n = 181)

18 to 24 yrs:
48%

(n = 73)

18-24 year-olds were the dominant age bracket in Austria (72%), whereas in Estonia the majority of respondents came from the 25-29 age bracket. This reflects, to a large extent, the
underlying differences in the make-up of the two samples: while the Austrian sample contains mostly students (88%), the Estonian sample comprises a much larger proportion of
working professionals (25%), who are likely to be marginally older, in particular if they have
completed their education and are moving to the country for a permanent job posting (see
Figure 8).
We note that in Austria, 16-17 year-old mobile students were included as they are eligible to
vote under the Austrian election law. Participation of this age group in our survey was limited,
however, despite deliberate efforts to include them as part of an expanded target group. Still,
the small number reached reflects the difficulties highlighted in earlier deliverables about
reaching this target group. This may be attributable to a variety of factors, such as 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.
Deliverable D.2.3.
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2.2.4.3 Respondents by gender
The composition of the survey samples by gender differs quite significantly between the two
countries. Across both samples, female respondents accounted for 59% of the total and male
respondents for 37%. 4% of respondents identified as ‘other’ or declined to disclose.
Figure 4. Respondents by gender
Austria

Estonia
Female 47%

Female 64%

Other 5%

Other 1%

Male 31%

(n = 181)

Male 52%

(n = 73)

In Austria, female outnumbered male respondents by a margin of nearly 2:1. By comparison,
male and female EU residents are evenly represented in the general population in Austria
(50% each). Among international students, female students are slightly more numerous in
Austria than male students (55% and 45%, respectively). In Estonia, our sample comprises
marginally more male than female respondents, which is not entirely in line with the overall
population of EU residents, which is, as in Austria, evenly distributed (50% each). Similar to
Austria, female students are more numerous than male students among the total student
population in higher education in Estonia, by a margin of 59% to 41%.

2.2.4.4 Respondents by place of residence
In Austria, EMYs were more dispersed across the country, although a significant majority
(74%) were still concentrated in Vienna, the capital, and Innsbruck. While the economy of
Austria is much less focused on the capital region than Estonia’s – it accounted for ca. 25%
of national GDP in 2018 – Vienna still accounts for 34% of EU citizens, and 57% of international students resident in Austria. Innsbruck, the fifth-largest city in Austria, is the country’s
second largest university town. It plays an outsized role as an educational centre due to its
geography and historical ties to neighbouring regions, notably South Tyrol (Italy) and Bavaria
(Germany) and hosts 16% of the total international student population in Austria. Figure 5 below shows the breakdown of mobile students by place of residence. This location in both
Austria and Estonia tends to coincide with place of study or place of work.
The majority of survey respondents resided in urban centres where academic institutions and
international employers tend to be concentrated. This aspect is especially prominent in Estonia, where 83% of respondents lived in the capital, Tallinn. Tallinn and its surroundings (Harju county) accounted for ca. 65% of national GDP as recently as 2018 and is home to two of
the three largest universities in the country. Tallinn and the second-largest city, Tartu, which
hosts the largest university in Estonia, together account for virtually all (97%) of the participants in the Estonian sample.
Deliverable D.2.3.
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In Austria, EMYs were more dispersed across the country, although a significant majority
(74%) were still concentrated in Vienna, the capital, and Innsbruck. While the economy of
Austria is much less focused on the capital region than Estonia’s – it accounted for ca. 25%
of national GDP in 2018 – Vienna still accounts for 34% of EU citizens, and 57% of international students resident in Austria. Innsbruck, the fifth-largest city in Austria, is the country’s
second largest university town. It plays an outsized role as an educational centre due to its
geography and historical ties to neighbouring regions, notably South Tyrol (Italy) and Bavaria
(Germany) and hosts 16% of the total international student population in Austria.
Figure 5: Respondents by place of residence
Austria
Linz 5%

Estonia
Graz 7%
Salzburg 3%

Tartu
14%

Innsbruck 30%
Other 11%

Other
3%

Tallinn
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Wien 44%

(n = 73)

(n = 181)

Participants were asked whether they were resident in Austria or Estonia at the time of the
2019 European Parliament elections. This was done to ascertain whether they were indeed
eligible, at the time of the vote, to choose between a home-country or host-country candidate
(Figure 6).
Figure 6: Place of residence at the time of the 2019 European Parliament elections
Q: Did you live in your host country during the 2019 European Parliament elections
(23-26 May 2019)?
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In both countries, the majority of the respondents were resident in their host country in May
2019 (AT: 61%, EE: 60%). A smaller group of 11% (AT: 12%, EE: 11%) lived in another EU
country at the time of the election. All together, 72% of respondents (AT: 73%, EE: 71%) had
the option in the 2019 European Parliament elections to either vote for a home-country or
host-country candidate. Approximately one in four respondents still lived in their come country (AT: 23%, EE: 29%) and a small group of respondents in Austria (4%) were resident outside of the EU at the time of the election and would therefore have voted by default for a
home-country candidate.

2.2.4.5 Respondents by place and institution of study
Responses were received from 30 establishments of tertiary education in Austria comprising
ca. 82% of the total student population and 86% of all international students (as of winter
semester 2019/20) [Statistik Austria 2020b]. In Estonia, the survey reached 6 institutions
covering ca ⚫% of the total student population and ⚫% of all international students.
Table 1. Higher education establishments in Austria and Estonia
Austria
Type of establishment

Estonia

Institutions represented

Type of establishment

Institutions represented

A. Academic
- Public universities

20

- Private universities

2

- Public universities

4

- Colleges

2

B. Vocational
─ Fachhochschulen

(Universities of Applied Sciences)

8

(Professional higher education
institutions)

The largest groups of respondents in Austria came from University of Innsbruck (26%) and
University of Vienna (12%); these two institutions host the largest contingents of international
students in Austria and account for ca. 47% of the international student population in the
country. This percentage of international students at Austrian tertiary-education establishments varies significantly according to the type and location of the institution: in our sample it
ranged from 17% (FH Healthcare Tyrol) to 78% (Modul University, Vienna).
The percentage of international students enrolled at the principal academic institutions in Estonia ranged from 9% (Estonia Academy of Arts) to 16% (Tallinn University of Technology)
[Archimedes 2020]. With its comparatively large population of international students Tallinn
University of Technology (TalTech) also contributed by far the largest group of respondents
to the survey (55%), followed by the University of Tallinn (26%). Students from Tartu University, the largest in Estonia in terms of total student numbers and international students, accounted for 12% of our sample. Together these three universities account for ca. [70-75%] of
all international students in Estonia and over 90% of Estonian respondents to this survey.
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Figure 7: Respondents by place of studies
Austria
Univ. Graz 3% TU Graz 3%
Other
universities
(Vienna) 8%

Estonia
Other
universities
(Austria) 15%

Tallinn Univ.
26%

University of
Tartu 12%

Fachhochschulen (FH)
9%

BoKu Wien 4%
WU Wien 4%

Eston. Acad. of
Arts 3%
Tartu Health
Care Coll. 2%
Other 2%

Other 2%

TU Wien 10%
Univ. Innsbruck
26%

Univ. Wien
12%

TalTech Tallinn
55%

Med. Univ.
Innsbruck 4%

(n = 159)

(n = 42)

The two samples were evenly balanced in terms of the level of studies represented. Even after excluding the (very small) group of secondary-level students, the Austrian sample still featured a somewhat larger group of undergraduate and Diploma students (56%) than the Estonian one (49%).
The composition of our samples appears well aligned with the respective population: in Austria, undergraduate students (Bachelor and Diploma degrees) made up ca. 58% of the international student population (48% and 11%, respectively), graduate students (Master degrees) ca. 24% and doctoral students ca 7%. In Estonia, undergraduate students accounted
for ca. 42% of total (domestic and international) enrolment, graduate students for 26% and
doctoral students for 5%.
Figure 8: Respondents by level of studies
Austria

Estonia

Graduate
(Master) 37%

Diplomstudium
(Law, Medicine)
10%

Graduate
(Master) 44%
Doctorate
(Ph.D.) 2%

Doctorate
(Ph.D.) 4%

Other 5%

Secondary
Education 3%

Undergraduate
(Bachelor) 49%

Undergraduate
(Bachelor) 46%

(n = 159)

(n = 42)

The slightly higher proportion of graduate and postgraduate students in Estonia (46%, vs.
41% in Austria) may also be seen as a contributing factor to the higher average age of Estonian survey participants (Figure 3).
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2.2.4.6 Respondents by duration of stay
The length of stay of respondents in our survey varied significantly. The largest segment of
our respondents had been in their host countries from 2019 onwards. We can infer that these
may be mostly students, because they are short-term residents. The second largest group
are those resident from 2018, and onwards in diminishing numbers.
Figure 9: Respondents by year of arrival in the host country
60%

50%
43%

40%
33%
30%

20%

21%
19%
15%

11%
10%
4%

7%

7%

12% 11%
8% 9%

0%

AT

EE

(AT: n = 181; EE: n = 70)

There is a distinct contrast between the structure of our samples in Austria and Estonia:
nearly one in three of the respondents in Austria (29%) were ‘long-term residents’, i.e. they
had been living in their host country for five years or more. In Estonia, only 15% of respondents met this criterion – moreover, the average length of their stay was significantly shorter
that their Austrian counterparts. At the opposite end of the scale, Estonian respondents accounted for a higher proportion than Austrian respondents of ‘recent arrivals’, i.e. EMYs who
had been resident in the country for 12 months or less (43%). While the Austrian sample appears ‘U-shaped’, with clusters on either end of the scale, the Estonian sample is clearly
weighted towards these ‘recent arrivals’.
This picture is largely mirrored by the corresponding question, asking how long respondents
expected to stay in their current host country. In Estonia, by far the single largest group
(38%) was planning for a stay not exceeding one year while 56% of respondents expected to
stay for up to four years. Not coincidentally, this percentage is identical to the share of students in our Estonian sample. The remaining 44% who are contemplating to stay for at least
five years, if not longer, comprises ‘working EMYs’ and others who appear to have settled in
the country.
More than half of the respondents in the Austrian sample (51%) envisage staying in the
country for at least five years. This group includes virtually all of the ‘long-term residents’ in
Figure 9 as well as another significant number of respondents (22%) who clearly appear intent to settle down in their host country. These findings will be taken into consideration in the
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evaluation of the survey and, in particular when trying to assess the question whether the
perspective of an extended stay in the host country has a direct, and demonstrable impact on
the willingness of EMYs to actively participate in the democratic process.
Figure 10: Respondents by expected length of stay in the host country
60%

50%

40%

38%
31%

30%
21%
20%

20%

10%

24%

17%
10%

7%

7%

7%

6%

9%
4%

0%

AT

EE

(AT: n = 181; EE: n = 70)

2.2.4.7 Language skills
Language skills are a key prerequisite for EMYs to participate in the social and political life of
their host country. Overall, respondents reported skills in 33 languages at varying levels of
proficiency (Figure 11). The percentage of respondents who are able to communicate in the
language of their host country (German and Estonian, respectively) differed significantly,
however: whereas nearly all respondents in Austria (93%) claimed some competency in the
German language, only one in three participants in the Estonian survey had some command
of Estonian (Figure 47).
Well over 50% of respondents in the Austrian sample are likely to be German native speakers (German nationals, German-speaking Italians from South Tyrol and Luxembourgers).
English is undoubtedly the ‘lingua franca’ among international students in both Austria and
Estonia. However, the majority of EMYs in Austria, unlike their counterparts in Estonia, will
be comfortable negotiating everyday life in the host-country language.
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Figure 11: Language skills
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2.2.4.8 Participation in the pre-election survey
34 respondents (AT: 25, EE: 9), equivalent to 13% of the total sample (AT: 14%, EE:12%),
had also participated in our pre-election survey. In the interest of continuity, it was considered desirable to ensure a certain degree of overlap between the two surveys. At the same
time, fluctuation among Erasmus+ students, in particular, as well as participants’ personal
availability and priorities, places inherent limits on the degree of overlap that can realistically
be achieved. Most of the ‘repeat’ participants belong to the core team of an emerging ‘EMY
Community’.

2.2.5 Democratic participation in the EU
2.2.5.1 Respondents’ experience of the 2019 European Parliament election
Although there was only limited overlap between our pre- and post-election survey samples
(see 2.2.4.8), the actual voting behaviour of post-election respondents turned out to be nearly perfectly aligned with the voting intentions expressed by the participants in our pre-election
survey. At the time, 78% of respondents in Austria and 67% of respondents in Estonia stated
that they were “very likely to vote” in the 2019 European Parliament elections (see deliverable D.2.2.). In the post-election survey, 76% of respondents in Austria and 60% in Estonia
(181 of 254 respondents, 71% of the total) said that they had indeed cast their vote in the
elections.
In total, 71% of the respondents in our post-election survey voted in the 2019 European election (AT: 76%, EE: 60%). These participation rates compare favourably with the averages for
the relevant age groups observed in the European Parliament’s own post-electoral survey,
which were 42% for the 16/18-24 year-olds and 47% for the 25-39 year-olds. They were also
significantly higher than the average for the general student demographic (51%) [Eurobarometer 2019, pg. 24]. This difference is attributable, most probably, to self-selection bias:
participants in our survey are, by implication, interested in this subject matter and therefore
also more inclined to vote. Moreover, it could also be considered as potential evidence of
EMYs being more aware of European affairs and the importance of participating actively in
the democratic process of the EU because of their own, first-hand experience of the tangible
benefits of EU citizenship, such as the freedom to travel, study and work abroad and the
availability of EU programmes, such as Erasmus+.
Figure 12: Participation in the 2019 European Parliament election
Q: Did you vote in the 2019 European Parliament election?
Austria

Estonia
No 40%

No 24%

Yes 60%

Yes 76%

(n = 181)
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In this survey, respondents were asked again, as in the pre-election survey, whether they
were aware of their right to choose between casting their vote for a home-country or hostcountry party/candidate. Somewhat surprisingly, the general level of awareness seemed to
have declined in both countries between the pre- and post-election surveys: in Austria, the
share of respondents who were informed of their voting right in the host country dropped
from 63% to 45% (-18%), in Estonia from 75% to 52% (-23%). We note that this could be a
function of sampling bearing in mind, in particular, that the post-election sample that responded to this question was significantly smaller than the pre-election one. The main finding
of the pre-election was confirmed, however: one in three respondents in both our pre- and
post-election surveys did not know about their right to vote for a host-country candidate in
European Parliament elections (Figure 13).
Without exception, survey respondents who did not know about their host-country voting
rights also did not vote in the election. Of this group, one third of respondents (32%) declared
that they had “no interest in politics in general” (24%) or in EU politics specifically (8%). Another third of this group (37%) stated that they had intended to vote for a home-country candidate but registering to vote (with the relevant home-country authorities) was either too
complicated (11%) or they missed the deadline (26%). Approximately one in four respondents in this group (24%) stated that they had not “known about the elections in time”.
Figure 13. Awareness of host-country voting rights
Q: Did you know that when you go to live in another EU country you have the choice in
European Parliament Elections to vote for a party / candidate from your home country
or your host country?

post-election

Yes

67%
48%
52%

EE

55%

AT

45%
31%

Total

pre-election

No

33%

Total

69%
25%

EE

75%
37%

AT

63%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

(n = 353, pre-election; n = 66, post election)

The vast majority of respondents who voted in the 2019 European Parliament election (90%)
cast their vote for a home country party or candidate. Only 19 of the 181 respondents who
voted in the election opted for a host-country candidate. The proportion of voters who opted
for a host-country candidate was nearly twice as high in Estonia as it was in Austria, which is
surprising given that the Austrian sample appeared to comprise a significantly higher number
of ‘long-term’ residents, i.e. EMYs who have been in the country, or who intended to stay, for
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at least five years (AT: 69%, EE: 51%) (see 2.2.4.6). The assumption that ‘long-term residents’ may be more likely to choose a host-country party/candidate was not borne out by the
results of this survey: in both countries, most ‘long term residents’ appeared to still vote for
home-country parties/candidates. The availability of e-voting, by contrast, could have been a
motivating factor for respondents in Estonia to vote for a host-country candidate (see 2.2.9).
Figure 14: Choice between home- and host-country parties/candidates
Q: In the 2019 European Parliament election, did you cast your vote ...
Austria

Estonia
... for a hostcountry party /
candidate
16%

... for a hostcountry party /
candidate
9%

... for a homecountry party /
candidate
91%

(n = 137)

... for a homecountry party /
candidate
84%

(n = 44)

The small number of respondents who voted for a host-country party/candidate (AT: 23,
EE: 7) gave very different reasons for their choice. In Austria, two out of three respondents in
this group (67%) declared that they were “more interested in the politics of [their] host country”; this answer was also given by two respondents in Estonia (29%). Not surprisingly, these
respondents were mostly ‘long-term residents’ who were familiar with the political landscape
of their host country.
The most frequent answer among respondents in Estonia (43%) was that they felt they could
“make a better/more effective contribution to EU politics by voting in [their] host country”. This
may need to be considered in the context of the Estonian parliamentary elections, which took
place in March 2019, shortly before the European Parliament elections, and which were accompanied by a vivid, sometimes very polarised, public debate about Estonian nationalism
and the role of the EU. One respondent, a ‘long-term resident’ in Estonia, specifically made
reference to these discussions and mentioned that she had decided to vote in Estonia deliberately to strengthen the democratic forces in the country.
It is noteworthy that respondents who voted in their host country also appeared more likely to
consider themselves “EU citizens first” (37%, compared to 21% for the entire survey sample;
(Figure 28).
For a small number of respondents voting for a host-country candidate appears to have been
a matter of necessity rather than preference: one respondent, a German passport-holder living in Austria, said that he had not been aware that he could have voted for a German party/candidate, too. In Estonia, by contrast, two respondents, both Slovak nationals, noted that
they would have wanted to vote for a home-country, i.e. Slovak, party/candidate but the process of registering with home-country authorities turned out too complicated.
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Figure 15: Motivation for voting for a host-country party/candidate
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As mentioned previously, the vast majority of respondents who voted in the 2019 European
Parliament elections did so for a home-country party/candidate. The most frequent explanation given by respondents in Austria was that they “always vote in elections in [their] home
country” (40%). The most popular answer in Estonia, by contrast, was that respondents felt
they could “make a better/more effective contribution to EU politics by voting in their home
country” (35%).
A small group of respondents (AT: 8%, EE: 5%) stated that they had intended to vote for a
host-country party/candidate but either found the process of registering to vote in their host
country too complicated or failed to gather sufficient information to make an informed choice.
Of these eight individuals, three were resident in other (undisclosed) EU member states, i.e.
neither Austria nor Estonia, at the time of the elections. The remaining five, however, were all
German nationals resident in Austria at the time of the elections; it appears that four of them
ultimately have ended up voting for German parties/candidates after having failed to register
to vote in Austria. At least three more respondents who gave “other” reasons for voting for a
home-country party/candidate (AT: 2, EE: 1) also reported that they had wanted to vote for a
host-country candidate initially but missed the deadline for registration.
The language barrier was clearly more of an obstacle in Estonia: 10% of respondents felt
that they could not follow the political discussion/electoral campaign and obviously felt that
this was a major determinant that prompted them to follow the campaign, and vote, in their
home country instead.
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As a mirror image of the previous questions (Figure 13 and Figure 15), a total of eighteen respondents (17%), mostly in Austria, answered that they voted for a home-country party/candidate because they had not even been aware of their right to vote for a host-country
party/candidate. Only a few respondents (AT: 3%, EE. 10%) expressly mentioned a lack of
interest in host-country politics as their principal reason for vot-ing for a home-country party/candidate.
Figure 16: Motivation for voting for a home-country party/candidate
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Of the 73 respondents to our post-election survey who did not vote in the European Parliament elections (29% of the total), more than half (55%; AT: 24, EE; 16) stated that they had
intended to cast a vote but failed for some reason to do so.
The most frequent explanation for failing to cast a vote was that the respondent “missed the
deadline for registration” (24%; AT: 11, EE; 7). In most cases this was a deadline set by the
respondent’s home country – 78% of this group (AT: 8 , EE: 6) had wanted to vote for a
home-country party/candidate. Another group (11%; AT: 5, EE: 3) wanted to vote “but it was
too complicated to get registered”. Again, most of these respondents – 88% of this group
(AT; 4, EE: 3) had intended to cast a vote for a home-country party/candidate.
It is interesting to note that non-voters’ declared (hypothetical) voting intentions appear to be
broadly in line with actual voters’ preferences. Of the 26 respondents (AT: 16, EE: 10) who
stated that they had wanted to vote but ultimately did not, either because they missed the
deadline or because they found the registration process too complicated, 21 (81%) said that
they had wanted to vote for home-country parties/candidates while five (19%) would have
voted for host-country parties/candidates. While that latter group is very small in absolute
terms (AT: 4, EE:1) it is, arguably, still significant in relative terms: first, it is almost twice as
high, in percentage terms, as the share of host-country voters in the overall sample (Figure
14); second, with only 19 respondents in this survey actually voting for a host-country candiDeliverable D.2.3.
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date, five additional voters would represent an increase of the total by 26%. We note, however, that the underlying sample is very small and that statements about voting intentions are
hypothetical and may have been made, possibly, against the background of feeling obliged
to proffer an explanation for not voting.
The second most frequent reason given for not voting was that the respondent “would have
voted if [he/she] had known about the elections in time” (19%; AT: 8 , EE: 6). This is remarkable for two reasons: first, this European Parliament election was supported by an unprecedented public relations campaign across member states, which succeeded in securing the
highest turnout in 20 years; second, our pre-election survey found that well over 90% of the
respondents in that survey were aware of the (then) forthcoming elections (deliverable
D.2.2., page 17). Ten of the fourteen respondents in this group were 18-24 year-olds who
may have been ‘first-time’ voters. Five of these 14 respondents lived in other (undisclosed)
EU member states, i.e. neither Austria nor Estonia, at the time of the elections.
Figure 17: Reasons for abstaining from voting
Q: Why did you not vote?
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In sum, more than half (54%) of the respondents who did not vote reported that they had intended to vote but were somehow thwarted, either by administrative hurdles or by a lack of
information, e.g. about election dates or registration deadlines. The credibility of that claim is
supported by several other data points in this survey:
•

60 out of the 73 respondents who did not vote in vote in the 2019 European Parliament elections (82%) stated later in the survey that they were “likely” or “highly likely”
to vote in the next European Parliament elections (Figure 18);
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•

53 of them do not support any statements about having “no interest in politics” or “not
believing that my vote makes any difference” (Figure 17);

•

42 of them follow the news “about EU and host country politics” (Figure 38).

About 26% (AT: 27%, EE: 24%) of the respondents who did not vote stated that they were
either not interested in (EU) politics (18%; AT: 18%, EE: 17%) or not interested in voting (8%;
AT: 9%, EE: 7%). Some respondents (in the “Other” category) expressed similar sentiments,
e.g. “I forgot” or “was too lazy to get informed” (AT: 3), or did “not feel represented by any
party or candidate” (AT and EE: 1 each). Overall, we estimate that around 30% of those who
abstained from voting are generally disinclined to participate due to a genuine lack of interest
in (EU) politics or to a sense of powerlessness.
A significant majority of respondents (95%; AT: 96%, EE: 92%) expressed a willingness to
vote in the next European Parliament elections (>50% probability) (Figure 18). Only a very
small group of respondents (AT; 7, EE: 6) openly cast doubt on whether they would participate next time. In the context of what we learnt from previous answers this number may
overstate actual voting intentions, however, in particular among respondents who did not
vote this time (Figure 17).
Figure 18: Respondents’ voting intentions for 2024
Q: Are you going to vote in the next European Parliament elections in 2024? (scale of 0%
– ‘not likely’ to 100% – ‘very likely’)
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Of the 181 respondents who voted in the 2019 European Parliament elections 24 (13%; AT:
22, EE: 2) reported problems when casting their vote (Figure 19). Of these, only 17 (9%; all
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in AT) lived in their host country at the time of the election and all of them encountered problems when casting their vote for a home-country party/candidate (Figure 20). Most of them
(11; 65%) were German nationals residing in Austria who were looking to vote for a German
party/candidate. They reported that it was “difficult to find adequate information (from their
home country) on how to cast a vote from abroad”. This indicates that most of the administrative issues reported by these respondents were attributable, most probably, to home-country
rather than host-country authorities.
Figure 19: Difficulties experienced when voting in the 2019 elections
Q: When casting your vote, did you experience any difficulties in the 2019 European
Parliament elections?
Austria

Estonia

No 84%

No 95%

Yes 5%

Yes 16%

(n = 137)

(n = 44)

Figure 20: Difficulties voting for a home-country candidate while in the host country
Q: If you experienced problems with casting your vote (in your host country, for a homecountry candidate) – what were they?
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Five respondents reported problems with casting their vote in their home country. Four of
them stated that they were “not familiar with the parties/candidates and their programmes
and found it difficult to follow the political discussion / campaign”, while one found that “it was
difficult to find adequate information on how to cast a vote”. We observed that four of the five
respondents belonged to the 18-24 age group, which could be seen as an indication that
these were first-time voters.
Of the small group of respondents who voted for host-country parties/candidates in Austria or
Estonia, none reported any problems. This finding is remarkable but should be treated with
caution because a) the sample size is very small and b) a number of respondents stated that
they had intended to vote in the host country but failed to do so, e.g. due to administrative
hurdles or because they did not know about the election in time (Figure 17).
The majority of our respondents (77%) followed the political campaigns that preceded the
2019 European Parliament elections (Figure 21). More than half of them (56%) were interested primarily in the campaigns run by parties in their home country, while approximately
one in five (22%) followed the campaign in their host country. 23% of the total sample said
they did not take notice of the campaigns at all.
Figure 21: Reach of electoral campaigns among the target group
Q: Did you follow the political parties' campaigns for the 2019 European Parliament
Elections?
Austria

Estonia
Yes, mostly
host-country
political parties
21%

Yes, mostly
host-country
political parties
22%

Yes, mostly
home-country
political parties
57%

(n = 181)

No
21%

Yes, mostly
home-country
political parties
52%

No
27%

(n = 73)

On average respondents who lived in the host country during the electoral campaign were
twice as likely not to have followed the campaign, either at home nor in their host country,
than respondents who were still living in their home country at that time of the elections (26%
vs. 13%). Not surprisingly, respondents who lived in their home country at the time of the
election (28%), without exception, followed their home-country campaigns. Of those respondents who were already in the host country (59%), the majority (59%) still preferred following their home-country campaigns while 41% took an interest in the host-country electoral
campaign.
Interestingly, the group of respondents who stated that they has mostly followed the hostcountry election campaigns (AT: 34, EE: 13) is rather larger than the number of respondents
who ultimately chose to cast their vote for a host-country party/candidate (AT: 12, EE: 7; see
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Figure 14). Of the respondents who followed the host-country campaign, slightly less than
half (47%) ended up voting for a home-country candidate, 30% for a host-country candidate
and 23% did not vote at all.
Figure 22: Effectiveness of electoral campaigns among the target group
Q: In their 2019 European Parliament election campaigns, did the political parties /
candidates address the topics that matter to you?
In your home country

Not sufficiently
58%

Not sufficiently
58%

Yes 42%

(n = 103)

Yes 42%

(n = 38)

In your host country

Not sufficiently
40%

Not sufficiently
47%

Yes 53%

(n = 40)

Yes 60%

(n = 15)

In the post-election survey, we also asked respondents if they felt that the electoral campaigns of (home- or host-country) political parties had addressed their interest and concerns.
This question yielded some remarkable responses: while respondents who followed the electoral campaign in their home country were, for the most part, dissatisfied with the political
parties’ campaigns, the majority of their peers who followed the campaign in the host country
felt that host-country parties were more successful in addressing the topics that they care
about.
Respondents were then asked which key topics the political parties had addressed, in their
view, during the electoral campaign (Figure 23). The topic areas listed in the survey were
based on the project team’s own analysis of the electoral programmes and publications issued by the respective political parties in Austria and Estonia during the campaign. Overall,
climate change and the environment emerged as the dominant issue by far, followed by education and youth policy, and migration policy. These three topics were consistently the most
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prominent in both countries, although migration seemed to have been rather more important
in Austria than in Estonia. Further down the list, respondents’ perceptions of the campaigns
in the two countries begin to diverge slightly more: in Austria, the future vision of the EU, and
the balance between integration and member-state sovereignty, seem to have drawn the
most attention, followed by social policy, and fundamental rights and the rule of law. In Estonia, too, social policy and the rule of law seem to have figured prominently in the campaign. It
appears that foreign and security policy and digitisation (‘Digital EU’) were significantly more
topical in Estonia than in Austria.
Figure 23: Electoral campaign topics and relevance for the target group
Q: The following topics were addressed in the political parties' campaigns for the 2019
European Parliament elections. Please indicate the three topics that you consider
most important.
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Further analysis of two sub-samples turned out quite instructive as well: as we have seen,
the group that had followed the campaign in their host country, i.e. Austria or Estonia,
seemed rather more satisfied with the political parties’ choice of topics, and their relevance to
their own concerns, than the group that had followed the campaign in their home country, either from inside the home country or from the host country The majority of our respondents
(77%) followed the political campaigns that preceded the 2019 European Parliament elections (Figure 21). More than half of them (56%) were interested primarily in the campaigns
run by parties in their home country while approximately one in five (22%) followed the campaign in their host country. 23% of the total sample said they did not take notice of the campaigns at all. (Figure 21). Remarkably, the one issue that host-country campaigns appear to
have addressed significantly more often, and by implication more successfully, was the future vision of the EU and member state sovereignty: 35% of the first group reported that this
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topic was addressed in the host-country campaigns (AT: 35%, EE: 33%), but only 16% (AT:
13%, EE: 26%) said the same for their home countries.
It is difficult to draw reliable inferences from these findings, especially since sample sizes are
relatively small. It appears, however, that debating the future of the EU, is considered important and relevant, at least for this particular audience. We note, too, that this does not
necessarily indicate any predisposition among respondents for or against more European integration. However, it does strongly suggest that there is demand among this target group for
an active public debate.
When asked in our post-election survey what should be done to encourage more engagement (Figure 25), nearly two in three respondents (64%) mentioned a need to “provide better
and more relevant information about the EU and why it matters to me in/has an impact on my
everyday life”. This response, together with the second most popular answer (“provide reallife evidence that my vote can make a difference in EU politics”; 54%), largely mirrors the
findings of the European Parliament’s own, much broader, post-election survey (Eurobarometer 2019). This points, once again, to a significant disconnect between voters and the EU. It
raises broader questions, especially about citizens’ understanding of the EU’s contribution to,
and relevance for their everyday life, and its model of governance and democratic representation. These concerns are, visibly, not specific to the EMY target group and go well beyond
the scope of this Project. Calls for more, and more concrete contextual information on these
topics have been a recurring theme throughout this Project, however.
Figure 24. Respondents’ views on EU democratic engagement
Q: What could be improved to encourage young EU citizens who live and study / work
in another EU member state to participate more frequently / actively in the political
life of their host country (through voting in local elections, and otherwise)?
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Deliverable D.2.3.

Page 32 of 109

© EMY Template

About 50% of respondents prioritised the availability of better tools and communication
channels to participate in EU politics (Figure 24). The group of respondents looking for “better official information about voting dates, registration procedures, and other formal requirements” in home and host countries is smaller (19% and 22%, respectively), although still significant. These datapoints seem to confirm our findings that EMYs are aware that a substantial amount of (official and other) information on democratic participation in EU politics in
general, and European Parliament elections in particular, is available, but this information is
still difficult to find as and when needed. On a related note, a significant number of respondents (34% and 28%, respectively) called for more attention from host-country political parties
and other stakeholders and for EMYs to be recognised as a distinct group within their constituencies.
This observation, which focused on European Parliament elections, is mirrored at the local
level by respondents’ answers to the question what they thought could be done to encourage
more frequent and active participation in host-country political life (Figure 24). 48% of respondents thought that policymakers should take more of an interest in the needs of EMYs in
their constituencies. In marked contrast to our findings regarding the European Parliament
elections, nearly half of respondents (49%) found information about voting dates, procedures
and formal requirements for municipal elections in their host country lacking.
Our survey indicates that EMYs look mostly to official sources for information on democratic
participation opportunities in the EU. EU institutions (53%), host- and home-country authorities (52% and 41%, respectively) and student or trade unions (47%) are the sources EMYs
seem to consider the most authoritative and trustworthy.
Figure 25. Respondents’ preferred information sources for EU democratic engagement
Q: Who could help you best with providing relevant information on European
Parliament elections and other opportunities of engaging at the EU level?
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(AT: n = 180; EE: n = 71; multiple answers)
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The period leading up to the 2019 European Parliament elections saw a flurry of activities to
raise awareness about the elections and encourage EU citizens to participate, often sponsored by the EU institutions. A number of online platforms were launched, some of the directed specifically at young voters. These efforts seem to have paid off collectively, as evidenced by a significantly higher participation rate, particularly of young people, in comparison
to the elections in 2014 [Eurobarometer 2019]. However, the visibility and impact of these
platforms with survey respondents appears to have been very limited.
In our survey, we mentioned thirteen relevant platforms, which we had identified as part of
our review under deliverable D.3.1. Platforms that were dedicated specifically to mobilising
young citizens for the elections were not well known among respondents (22%, at best) and
scored quite poorly in terms of perceived usefulness (2.6 to 3.5, on a scale of 0-5) (Figure
26). More established sites, such as the European Youth Parliament’s and the European
Parliament’s petition platform, were better known (up to 43%) but did not necessarily fare
better in terms of perceived usefulness (2.6 to 3.4, on a scale of 0-5).
Figure 26. Respondents’ awareness/assessment of youth- and election-related platforms
Q: Were you aware of these platforms? How useful were they to you (scale of 0 – ‘Don’t
know this platform’ to 5 – ‘Very useful’)
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Among the election-specific offerings, respondents seemed to prefer applications that allow
provide individual guidance and advice, e.g. euromat.info, a voting advice application. Another platform of this kind, Wahl-O-Mat, a German voting advice application, was mentioned
by participants in the “other” category, with comparatively favourable ratings. Among the
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more general offerings related to democratic participation, respondents were quite aware of
different online petition platforms and also tended to consider them fairly useful.
There appears to be a contradiction between the very limited visibility of these platforms and
the desire expressed by respondents to have “better/more relevant information about the EU
and why it matters to me” (Figure 24). When put into context, these findings are probably
less contradictory than they first appear. As discussed in more detail in other deliverables, in
particular D.3.1. and D.2.4., EMYs are often not aware that they are lacking important contextual information which, at the margin, prevents them from ‘asking the right questions’ and
searching for answers in the right places. Such ‘latent information needs’ include, for instance, essential information about the legal and institutional set-up of the EU, or about the
constitutional and political frameworks of the member state where they live (deliverable
D.2.4, section 5.2.1.).
Another key issue we have commented on elsewhere in more detail (deliverable D.2.4., section 6, in particular) is the choice of communication channels. Fundamental changes in the
use of (electronic) media, particularly by the young generation (16-29 years) that is the focus
of this Project, have created a fragmented environment, built predominantly around proprietary social media platforms and messenger services, where it becomes increasingly difficult
to reach individual users with generic, ‘broadcast’ messages. Our working assumption that
communication channels will have to be adapted to better reach young people appears to be
supported by the responses in this survey.
It is interesting to compare and contrast respondents’ apparent interest in petition platforms,
in particular (Figure 26) with their awareness and assessment of the European Citizens' Initiative (ECI), which has been available since 2012 as a democratic instrument to encourage
the direct participation of EU citizens in EU decision-making (Art. 11(4) TEU and Art. 24(1)
TFEU). In both countries, a majority of respondents (59%; AT: 61%, EE: 55%) were not familiar with the ECI at all while another 10% had doubts on whether its was effective. Only
31% of respondents (AT: 30%, EE: 34%) had a favourable opinion of the ECI.
Figure 27: Awareness of the European Citizens' Initiative
Q: Are you aware of the European Citizens' Initiative as an instrument for participating in
EU policymaking?
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2.2.6 Democratic and civic engagement in the host country
We asked respondents to share their view on whether they considered themselves EU citizens and how they ranked EU and home-country citizenship. Most respondents (36% of the
total) still felt more attached to their home-country citizenship (AT: 33%, EE: 44%). That said,
a surprisingly large number of respondents (49% of the total) either thought of themselves as
citizens of the EU and of their home country in equal measure (28%; AT: 29%, EE 26%) or
even put the EU first (21%). Only a small group of respondents (7% in each country) seemed
to feel that allegiance to the EU or their home country were mutually exclusive while another
group of similar size (AT: 9%, EE: 3%) did not recognise themselves as citizens of either.
Figure 28: Self-identification of mobile EU citizens
Q: In your own view, do you consider yourself a citizen of ...
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Fewer than one in three respondents (29% of the total) were involved in political, social or
civic activities in their host country. Respondents in Austria were twice as likely to be engaged (34%) as those in Estonia (16%). Given that 45% of the respondents had lived in their
host country for at least three years (AT: 49%, EE: 36%) and 25% for five years or more (AT:
29%, EE: 16%) (Figure 9) it would appear tempting to correlate the degree of local engagement with the length of stay. Surprisingly, however, this link is not supported by the numbers
in this survey: the proportion of respondents who are engaged increases only marginally
among ‘long-term residents’ (three years or more: 30%; five years or more: 31%).
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Figure 29: Respondents’ political, social or civic engagement in the host country
Q: Are you currently involved in any political, social or civic activity in your host
country?
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84%

No
66%
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34%

Yes
16%

(n = 181)

(n = 73)

The most popular ways for respondents to become engaged in their home country were to
join a local community group (43%; AT: 42%, EE: 50%) or another (local or national) public
interest group (24%; AT: 23%, EE: 33%). Slightly less than one-quarter of the respondents
(23%; AT: 21%, EE: 33%) were active in a local or national professional association, usually
a student union. Generally, respondents in Austria appeared slightly more inclined to engage
with formal organisations, including political parties, branches of international professional
associations or NGOs.
Figure 30: Respondents’ local engagement by type of organisation
Q: Which type of organisation organises this activity?
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Among the “other” organisations mentioned by respondents were the Red Cross, the Erasmus Student Network, national student unions (ÖH) and volunteer services.
Among those respondents who said that they were not engaged in any political or civic activity in the host country (Figure 29), the vast majority (69%) felt that their studies or work did
not leave them with enough time to be engaged (AT: 79%, EE: 50%). Slightly more than half
of the respondents (53%; AT: 51%, EE: 55%)2 felt that they had either not lived in the country
long enough to confidently participate in the debate (33%) or did not have enough of a grasp
of local issues to make a meaningful contribution (37%). The language barrier appeared to
be much more of an issue in Estonia than in Austria – understandably, since proficiency in
the host-country language was distinctly more widespread among EMYs in Austria. Well over
50% of respondents in the Austrian sample are likely to be German native speakers (German
nationals, German-speaking Italians from South Tyrol and Luxembourgers). English is undoubtedly the ‘lingua franca’ among international students in both Austria and Estonia. However, the majority of EMYs in Austria, unlike their counterparts in Estonia, will be comfortable negotiating everyday life in the host-country language (Figure 11). As seen previously (Figure 29), the length of stay was not considered by many as a material determinant of
whether or not they wanted to be engaged.
Figure 31: Reasons for not engaging in the host country
Q: Why are you not getting involved in political, social or civic activities in your host
country?
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Contrary to our findings at the EU level (Figure 13), significantly fewer respondents (56% of
the total) were aware of their right to vote in local elections in their host country. There was a
marked difference between the two samples: in Austria, nearly half of the respondents were
not informed while in Estonia it was less than one-third. There is no clear explanation from
our dataset for this discrepancy – this may justify further investigation, which would be outside of the scope of this Project.
Figure 32: Awareness of the right to vote in host-country local elections
Q: Did you know that you have the right to vote in local government (council/district
assembly) elections in your host country while you are living there?
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Approximately two in three respondents (AT: 70%, EE: 63%) said that they would, in principle, participate in local (usually municipal) elections in the host-country (Figure 33). We observe, however, that the number of respondents who are not ready to vote in local elections
in the host-country appears to be distinctly higher than the number of those who are reluctant, or not interested to vote in EU elections (Figure 18).
Figure 33: Readiness to vote in host-country local elections
Q: If there were local government (council / district assembly) elections in your host
country within the next six months, would you be prepared to vote?
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When asked about their reluctance to vote in local elections in the host-country respondents
in both countries cited a number of common concerns (Figure 34):
•

the most frequently mentioned issue, in absolute terms (48% of respondents across
both countries), was a concern about not having “lived in [the] host country long
enough to understand local politics”;

•

the second most frequent concern mentioned by respondents in both countries (34%)
was a view that it was not “right … to vote if I am not a citizen of that country”;

•

more than one in three respondents felt that they lacked the time and/or interest to
get involved in host-country politics (38%; AT:33%, EE: 48%).

Figure 34: Reasons not to vote in host-country local elections
Q: Why would you not vote in local elections in your host country?
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On other issues and obstacles responses in the two countries diverged very significantly:
•

not surprisingly, the language barrier was seen as much more of an issue in Estonia
than in Austria, where a much higher proportion of EMYs speaks the local language.
Well over 50% of respondents in the Austrian sample are likely to be German native
speakers (German nationals, German-speaking Italians from South Tyrol and Luxembourgers). English is undoubtedly the ‘lingua franca’ among international students in
both Austria and Estonia. However, the majority of EMYs in Austria, unlike their counterparts in Estonia, will be comfortable negotiating everyday life in the host-country
language (Figure 11).
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•

in Austria, by contrast, a significant group of respondents (60%) mentioned the registration procedure as a major hurdle to participating; this was not a concern for most
respondents in Estonia.

These responses indicate that about one in three respondents are indeed reluctant to participate in local elections in their host country. They either have genuine doubts about whether it
is legitimate for them to ‘interfere’ with the democratic process in another EU country or they
are not (sufficiently) interested in the politics of their host country to be prepared to dedicate
any time and effort to it. Both explanations are difficult to reconcile with the concept of EU citizenship, but it is the former that raises more fundamental questions. It seems to call into
question the underlying premise of granting EU citizens the right to vote outside of their
home country.
Respondents looked primarily to two main sources for information about elections and other
opportunities to engage in the host country: host-country national and local authorities (73%;
AT: 72%, EE: 74%), and student/trade unions and international mobility/student exchange
services (63%; AT: 69%, EE: 47%). The latter appear to fulfil similar roles in both countries,
with differences mainly due to the way these bodies are organised at the national and local
levels. In Austria, specifically, the student union (ÖH) is also considered a prime source of
information (65%) while in Estonia, international mobility and student exchange services appear to be more visible (42%).
Figure 35: Sources of information on local elections and other engagement
Q: Who could help you best with providing relevant information on local elections and
other opportunities of engaging in your host country?
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In Estonia, in particular, a considerable number of respondents (46%) would also expect
such information to be provided by EU institutions – this group is much smaller in Austria. A
smaller, but still significant group (29%; AT 25%, EE: 38%) stated that they would like to see
a dedicated webpage (portal) or app where this information can be found.
Respondents in both countries held very similar views on what could be done to motivate
EMYs to participate more actively in the political and civic life of their host country. Their
most important concern by far was to have some reassurance that their participation was indeed welcomed by the community. This could be seen as the logical corollary of the question
whether it was legitimate at all for foreign residents to get involved in their host community’s
affairs, which had been raised by many respondents earlier on (Figure 33). Three quarters of
all respondents in this survey appeared to share this view to some degree.
Figure 36: Respondents’ view on local engagement in the host country
Q: What could be improved to encourage young EU citizens who live and study / work
abroad to participate more frequently/actively in the political life of their host country
(through voting in local elections, and otherwise)?
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Nearly half of the respondents felt that the relevant host-country authorities should provide
better information on administrative procedures and formal requirements in order to make it
easier for EMYs to participate in local elections. This point echoes earlier findings about the
role of administrative (and language) barriers in discouraging mobile EU citizens from voting
their host country. Remarkably, respondents seemed more concerned with receiving adequate information about registration and voting procedures than with the procedures themDeliverable D.2.3.
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selves. That said, one in three respondents in Austria, and one in five in Estonia, still thought
that procedures could be improved.
Similarly, respondents again raised the point that host-country political parties did not appear
to take enough of an active interest in EMYs as a target group. This sentiment has been articulated already in the context of European Parliament elections (Figure 24), where it was
shared by approximately one-third of the respondents, but seems to be even stronger in the
local setting: almost half of the respondents, consistently across both countries, considered
this to be an issue to be addressed.
When it comes to finding information on opportunities for informal political, social and civic
engagement in the host country, as opposed to formal participation, e.g. in elections (Figure
35), respondents’ preferences differed somewhat between Austria and Estonia. The websites
of host-country (national) authorities appeared to be an important focal point in both countries (58%; AT: 56%, EE 61%). In Austria, however, as seen previously, student/trade unions
and other professional organisations play a much more prominent role than in Estonia (77%
vs. 40%). This may be explained by the very comprehensive network of such organisations
(Chambers of Labour and Commerce, trade unions, employers’ associations and works
councils), which is enshrined in the country’s ‘social partnership’ model. It is worth noting that
respondents seem to be much more interested in, and perhaps comfortable with, consulting
these organisations’ websites (67%) rather than contacting their offices or helpdesks (27%).
Dedicated websites and/or apps are also considered important (50%), in particular by respondents in Estonia (61%), as are social media groups (41%).
Figure 37: Information sources for host-country engagement
Q: Where, and how, would you like to find information on how to participate in the
political, social and civic life of your host country while you are here?
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2.2.7 Information sources and communication channels
The majority of respondents (83%; AT: 85%, EE: 79%) stated that they followed the news
and other public information about the EU and/or about their host country. There were significant differences between the two samples, however, in terms of preferences and priorities:
In Austria, nearly three quarters of the respondents said that they followed both EU and hostcountry news and information while only 7% were focused entirely on the EU. In Estonia, by
contrast, only about half of the respondents (48%) followed the news about both the EU and
the host-country while more than one-quarter (26%) stated that they were interested in EU
news and information only. In sum, nearly every second respondent in Estonia (47%) was
not following the news about their host country, in Austria only about one in five (22%).
Figure 38: Consumption of EU and host-country news and information
Q: Are you following news and other sources/channels of public information about
a) the EU and b) your host country?
Austria

Estonia
No
15%

No 21%

Yes, only about
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Yes, only about
the EU 26%

Yes, only about
the host
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Figure
39: Reasons for not following EU and/or host-country news
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By far the most frequent reason given by respondents for not following any EU and/or hostcountry news at all (Figure 39) was that they were too preoccupied with their studies or professional obligations (62% of the total; AT: 78%, EE: 33%). A second group, predominantly in
Estonia, said that they had “no interest in politics generally” (43%; AT: 37%, EE: 53%).
Online media outlets, such as portals and news media websites, were the most popular
sources in both countries. Social media featured prominently in both countries but respondents in Austria seemed to rely still more on traditional newsprint, which played much less of a
role in Estonia. This finding is related to respondents’ command of the host-country language: most of the respondents in Austria (93%) speak German (Figure 11) and are therefore able to read host-country newspapers and/or German newspapers, which are readily
available in Austria. In Estonia, the language barrier is more significant: with only one-third
(33%) of respondents claiming some proficiency in the host-country language reading domestic newspapers clearly are less of an option. This assumption was confirmed by a followon question to those respondents who said that they followed the EU news only (13%; AT:
7%; EE: 26%): in Estonia, 79% of this (comparatively large) group stated that they “don’t understand the host-country language well enough, which is an obstacle to follow local news
and media”; in Austria this explanation was given by only 46% (of a much smaller group).
Language may also play a role in explaining the difference in popularity of television, although cable and satellite TV in both countries provides ready access to a broad range of foreign-language channels. More important, in our view, is the fact that television now appears
to play only a very limited role overall in the media consumption of our target group.
Figure 40: News sources by type
Q: Do your news sources include ...
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In our pre-election survey (deliverable D.2.2.), and again in this survey (Figure 40) we found
that social media were the most intensively used communication channel as well as an important source of information. They were not, however, considered by the majority of respondents (75%) as an appropriate forum for discussing politics: only one in four respondents felt comfortable discussing politics on social media.
Figure 41: Social media as a forum for political discussion
Q: Do you discuss politics (at any level, from the EU to your local community) on social
media?
Austria

Estonia

No
74%
Yes 23%

Yes
26%
No 77%

(n = 181)

(n = 73)

Most respondents (71%; AT: 76%, EE: 59%) prefer discussing political matters in the traditional way, i.e. in face-to-face discussions, while 56% (AT: 59%, EE: 50%) stated that they
are not interested in discussing political mattes online. Although there is some overlap between the two responses (38% of respondents agreed with both statements), the latter is
phrased more broadly and serves as a counterfactual to not being “interested in discussing
politics at all”.
Approximately one quarter of respondents expressly said that they did not trust online communities enough to discuss political matters. This sentiment was also articulated by some respondents in the “Other” category, which drew a remarkably high number of very engaged,
often detailed and sometimes emotional comments:
“There is a lot of hate speech and rudeness on social media.”
“Online is a bad place for such discussions (always biased, never reasonable or friendly).”
“Most social media platform are either toxic or bubbles”
“I don´t want to get attacked and also I don´t want to risk showing radicals my identity.”
“I don’t want to deal with hate speech which is predominant online.”
“In online discussions, there is usually no proper fact checking. People pick the points that
corroborate their own opinion and ignore contradicting arguments/facts. And no-one holds
anyone accountable for their online statements, not only in anonymity, but in general.”
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“Facebook and Co. are money-generating machines through advertisement and commercial
activities, not platforms for social-political debate. We need a free public social media platform with open source code (where, by definition, any commerce activity is forbidden) that
empowers citizen initiative at local, national & global level, and encourages people to participate in the political debates and helps them become „political adults“. [ … ]”
Figure 42: Reasons for not discussing politics on social media
Q: Why do you not discuss politics on social media?
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In a follow-on question, the considerably smaller group of respondents who felt comfortable
discussing political matters online was asked which type of forum they preferred for doing so.
The overwhelming majority of respondents (92%; AT: 91%, EE: 94%) stated that they tend to
rely on informal discussion groups involving friends and colleagues. This seems to correspond to the preference of the other group (Figure 42) for personal, face-to-face interaction
and seems to be indicative of an underlying trend to share and discuss political views with
smaller groups of known and trusted persons. Public online discussions, whether they are
organised by student unions political organisations or NGOs, appear to play only a secondary role for most respondents.
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Figure 43: Preferred online communities for discussion politics
Q: What kinds of online communities do you choose when you want to discuss politics?
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2.2.8 Engagement of age group 16-17
In the preparation of this post-election survey the project team made a particular effort to
reach out to the target group of 16-17 years-olds in Austria, with limited success. We encountered a number of obstacles including, but not limited to, the relatively small size and
dispersed nature of this particular age group3, the limited degree of political awareness, particularly related to EU matters, and a reticence on the part of some school administrators to
support what was deemed as ‘political activity’.

2.2.9 Attitudes towards e-voting
We chose Estonia as a front-runner in promoting e-government services to gauge whether
online voting (e-voting) may be a tool to mobilise young EU citizens and increase their democratic engagement. On one hand, it appears that the low-threshold convenience of e-voting
did not necessarily change the behaviour of most respondents, most of whom still tended to
vote for home country parties/candidates (Figure 14) despite the significantly greater complications involved in casting an absentee ballot or proxy voting.

3

Official statistics by Statistik Austria do not specifically break out this particular age group but the
number of EU citizens in the age band of 15-17 years as of 01 January 2020 was ca. 17,000, equivalent to 6% of the total population.
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On the other had, six of the seven respondents who voted in Estonia (for a host-country candidate) (Figure 14), did so by way of e-voting. The one person who did not said that he/she
“wanted to go through the regular process”. When all other respondents in Austria and Estonia who voted by conventional ballot in 2019 were asked whether they would have used
e-voting if it had been available, the response was resoundingly positive with 82% of respondents (AT: 80%, EE: 89%) in favour (Figure 44).
Figure 44: Readiness among voters to vote online in European Parliament elections
Q: If the option to cast your vote online (e-voting) had been available in the 2019
European Parliament Elections, would you have used it?
Austria

Estonia

No 20%
No 11%

Yes 89%

Yes 80%

(n = 137)

(n = 37)

Respondents who were not in Estonia at the time of the 2019 European Parliament Elections
(i.e. they were either resident in another EU country or outside the EU) and who did not vote
(AT: 44, EE: 7), were asked a similar question (Figure 45). Again, 90% of respondents came
out in favour of e-voting.
Figure 45: Potential impact of the availability of online voting (e-voting)
Q: Would you have been more likely to vote in these European Parliament elections if
the option to cast your vote online (e-voting) had been available?
Austria

Estonia

No 14%
No 9%

Yes 91%

Yes 86%

(n = 44)
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Overall, the option of voting online (e-voting) proved highly popular with our target group: of
the total number of respondents who either voted by conventional ballot (n=181) or did not
vote at all (n = 66), 81% (AT: 83%, EE: 74%) stated that they would probably have voted
(online) if e-voting had been available (Figure 45).
Of the 22 respondents who were resident in Estonia at the time of the 2019 European Parliament Elections but did not vote, ten (45%) stated that they had not known about the option
of casting one’s vote online (e-voting). In response to a follow-on question, all ten then confirmed that they would have been more likely to vote in these EP Elections if they had known
about e-voting beforehand. The twelve respondents who were resident in Estonia at the time
of the 2019 European Parliament Elections and had known about the availability of online
voting (e-voting), but still decided not to vote, gave a variety of different reasons. Approximately half of them expressed a general disinterest in politics and voting. Others mentioned
a lack of assistance when using the system. One respondent cited concern about the technical reliability of the service as his/her main consideration.
We also asked those respondents who were not resident in Estonia at the time of the elections and who had expressed reservations about e-voting a follow-on question to better understand their concerns (Figure 46).
Figure 46: Concerns about voting online (e-voting)
Q: Why would you rather not use online voting (e-voting)?
100%
90%
80%

80%
70%
61%

60%
52%

48%

50%

40%

40%
30%

20%

20%

16%

10%

0%
I have concerns about the
technical reliability of the
service

I have concerns about the
security of my personal
data

I am concerned that my
vote may be compromised
by manipulation or fraud

Other (please specify)

AT

EE

(AT: n = 31; EE: n = 5; multiple answers)

Deliverable D.2.3.

Page 50 of 109

© EMY Template

2.2.10 Significant findings
2.2.10.1

Home-country bias

Results from the survey confirm that ‘home country bias’ is very strongly evidenced. Even for
‘long-term residents’ who had been living in their host country for five years or longer it
seemed more obvious to cast their ballot for a party or candidate of their home country than
to vote for a host-country party or candidate (Figure 14).
Moreover, there appeared to be a disconnect between respondents’ ‘European’ (EU) and national (home country) identity, on the one hand, and the relation with the host country, as ‘fellow Europeans’ on the other. Most respondents in this survey claimed to feel attached to
both the EU and to their home country (Figure 28). At the same time, many of them alluded
to what appeared to be a ‘mental barrier’ against taking up their rights as EU citizens in their
host country. The question of legitimacy for EU residents to ‘interfere’ with the democratic
process in their host country was raised frequently, even by respondents with strongly integrative, pro-European views (Figure 34).
These findings touch on a set of extremely complex questions, which go well beyond the
scope of this Project. It seems to be clear that EMYs attitudes towards their host country is
still shaped by a ‘home-country’/’host-country’ narrative rather than by a common ‘European’
identity. There appears to be a tendency among respondents, which may or may not be representative for the target group or the population at large, to view their relationship with the
host country through the prism of a ‘nation state’ mindset. Language, cultural, and sociopolitical differences are still very prominent in respondents’ minds, even among EMYs who
have become ‘long-term residents’ in their host country. These differences are, of course,
very real and loom large in everyday life - they determine, to a large extent, the experience of
EMYs in their host country, the degree to which they are able to strike a rapport with their
host-country environment, and, ultimately, whether they are able to integrate successfully to
the extent, perhaps, of considering to settle down.
Integration cuts both ways, of course, and is as much a function of the host country’s readiness to welcome and accommodate fellow EU citizens as it is of EMYs’ readiness to embrace the host country’s cultural and social distinctiveness. This balance has to be struck by
each member state and seems to result in a debate of ‘push vs. pull’ (deliverable D.2.4). It
appears, however, that EMYs in both countries observed, in this survey and in our focus
groups, that they were largely ignored by the political parties in their host country during election campaigns. This impression was confirmed by the policymakers we interviewed (section
2.4). EMYs also found that host-country authorities were, in most cases, not sensitive to their
particular needs and content with providing the bare minimum level of support, if anything.
Some of these administrative barriers may be lowered by further harmonizing rules and procedures in EU law (section 2.2.10.2). Ultimately, however, it is within the gift of the host
country alone to create an environment that emphasises European commonalities over national peculiarities and exceptionalism.

2.2.10.2

Administrative barriers

The survey indicates that a significant number of respondents encountered administrative
barriers, in particular in advance of the European Parliament elections. On one hand, a significant number of respondents – 19% of those who did not vote in the elections – said that
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they would have voted had they known about the upcoming elections in time. On the other
hand, as many as 35% of non-voters reported that they either found the process for registering on the electoral roll too complicated or that they failed to register in time (Figure 17). By
contrast, only few respondents articulated problems with actually casting their vote in the
election (Figure 19).
It appears that the task of removing administrative barriers that prevent EMYs, in particular,
from voting is incumbent upon both home-country and host-country authorities. This applies,
in particular, for those respondents who claimed that they did not know in time about the upcoming elections. The vast majority of respondents who reported that they failed to register
and therefore did not vote in the elections were ‘home-country’ voters (81%) who were
thwarted by the registration procedures and deadlines of their home-country. The remaining
group (19%) would have voted for a host-country candidate but failed to register on the hostcountry electoral roll.
These issues are also of relevance for the broader public debate. The legitimacy of democratic institutions, of the EU as well as of its individual member states, relies on the active
participation of citizens. If member states are not capable of effectively mobilising EU citizens
to participate in elections, it may be appropriate to ask whether this role should be transferred, at least in part, to EU institutions. The existing patchwork of 27 national frameworks
for regulating elections is not conducive to increasing turnout in European Parliament elections generally but is a major obstacle specifically for EMYs.

2.2.10.3

Information deficits

Information deficits are evident in participants’ responses throughout this survey. The most
salient example is the statement, by 14 respondents (6%) that they would have voted in the
European Parliament elections if they had known about the date in good time (Figure 17).
Similarly, many respondents did not know about their right to vote for a host-country candidate (Figure 13).
Alongside these obvious information deficits some responses hint at substantial ‘latent information deficits’ (deliverable D.2.4), i.e. information that is highly relevant for EMYs to a)
make use of their participatory rights and b) to do so in an informed manner. One example of
the former would be the level of basic knowledge of Austrian federalism and constitutional
law that is necessary for EMYs resident in Vienna to appreciate that they are eligible to vote
in the election for the city’s district assemblies but not for the city council. An example of the
latter would be information about the EU and its direct and indirect impact on citizens’ lives in
the member states. When respondents argue, as they did frequently in this survey and on
other occasions throughout this Project, that they would like to have more information about
the EU and more evidence of its impact on their everyday lives (Figure 24) this testifies to a
huge information deficit that has the potential to materially affect their ability to form an opinion and make informed political choices.

2.2.10.4

Communication deficits

Language barriers are the most basic, but still highly significant barrier for EMYs to
communicate in their host country. This becomes particularly obvious in the case of smaller
member states, such as Estonia, whose language is less frequently spoken thoughout
Europe. Austria serves as a useful contrast: despite being a relatively small country itself its
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national language, which it shares with its much larger neighbour, Germany, is one of the
most widely spoken languages in Europe. EMYs from other German-speaking countries or
regions or others with a certain level of proficiency in the country will find it relatively easy
therefore to interact with host-country authorities in the official language. EMYs in Estonia, by
contrast, who do not speak the Estonian language adequately, are often reliant on
communicating through a third language, such as English or Russian, which is susceptible to
problems if neither side of the conversation is a native speaker of that language. Throughout
the survey respondents in Estonia repeatedly refer to the language barrier as an issue, much
more so than respondents in Austria.
Figure 47: Host-country language skills
Q: Please indicate your language skills
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The survey underlines, in several places, that most communication both among EMYs and
between EMYs and their environment takes place online. Information is sourced primarily
from websites and social media while communication is exchanged through social media
(and messenger) platforms. Therefore, it is critical for EU institutions, public authorities and
other stakeholders to recognise the extent to which these channels dominate the
communication patterns of the EMY target group and to adapt their communication strategies
accordingly. Initiatives and campaigns that do not are likely to have only limited impact with
their intended audience (Figure 26).
Another observation from this survey is the degree to which the political discussion among
young EU citizens appears to have ‘gone private’. Many young people seem to have
withdrawn from the public debate due to the perceived toxicity of the discourse on social
media. Instead, there is a trend towards discussing these topics in small, trusted groups. For
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proponents of an ‘open society’ where a lively public debate is seen as the wellspring of
democratic opinion-forming and, ultimately, decision-making this should be a serious cause
for concern. Moreover, small groups, whether they are online or offline, could also be
vulnerable to ‘groupthink’, with the attendant risk of replicating and reinforcing the ‘filter
bubbles’ on social media which these participants sought to avoid in the first place.

2.3 Post-Election Focus Groups
2.3.1 Format and implementation
2.3.1.1 Overview
Four focus groups (FGs) were held in total, two in each of the two target countries, Austria
and Estonia. They were arranged in two cycles, one in late November / early December
2019, the other in late April 2020. The original objective was, in particular, to capture two different cohorts of Erasmus+ students (Winter term 2019/20 and Summer term 2020). Plans
for the second cycle (FGs II.2 and II.4) were affected materially by the onset of the Covid-19
pandemic and had to be revised accordingly: instead of holding these FG at the beginning of
the respective semesters in Austria and Estonia it was decided to postpone them until the initial upheaval caused by Covid-19-related lockdowns and other emergency measures had
subsided. Under these circumstances, FGs II.2 and II.4 were both held online using the
GoToMeeting videoconferencing platform.
In Austria, FG II.1 took place on 28 November 2019 at Europazentrum Wien and FG II.2 on
28 April 2020. FG II.1 and FG II.2 were moderated by Christine Leitner (CEPA) and
co-moderated by Mohammad Allagha of Politikos, the transcript was made by Melanie Lucic
(Politikos) (for the detailed country report see D.4.4). FG II.1. consisted of a combination of
EMYs and representatives of the youth organisations of mainstream Austrian political parties.
FG II.2. consisted of members of the core and extended target groups (see deliverable
D.2.1.), i.e. so-called “student EMYs” and “working EMYs”.
In Estonia, FG II.3 was held on 05 December 2019 at the e-Governance Academy in Tallinn
and FG II.4 on 23 April 2020. FG II.3 was co-moderated by Liia Hänni and Jelizaveta Krenjova-Cepilova (eGA). FG II.4 was co-moderated by Liia Hänni and Kristina Reinsalu (eGA).
The transcript for FG II.3 was produced by Jelizaveta Krenjova-Cepilova, a recording was
taken of FG II.4 (for the detailed country report see D.4.5). In analogy to the composition of
the Austrian FGs, FG II.3. consisted of a combination of EMYs and representatives of the
youth organisations of mainstream Estonian political parties and FG II.4. was made up of
“student EMYs” and “working EMYs”.

2.3.1.2 Composition of focus groups
The FGs were similar in both countries in terms of size, spread of nationalities and levels of
study. In total 33 students from 10 countries (Germany, Spain, Italy, Portugal, Netherlands,
Romania, France, Slovakia, UK and Ireland) 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
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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 predominantly of political science students.
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 1 describes the composition of the 4 FGs organised in the period after the European
Parliament elections in both countries.
Table 2. Composition of focus groups in Austria and Estonia
FG composi- Austria FG II.1
tion
28/11/2019

Austria FG II.2

Estonia FG II.3

Estonian FG II.4

28/04/2020

05/12/2019

23/04/2020

FG
Composition

6 registered participants, one moderator, one assistant,
one technical organizer

9 registered participants, 2 moderators
and 3 representatives from parties

2 moderators, a
technical organizer and 5 registered participants

13
Total
number
of
participants

6

12

5

Nationalities

Slovakia, UK, Ireland, Italy, Germany and Austria

Romania, Spain,
Germany and the
UK

Germany, Spain,
Italy, Austria, and
Portugal

Spain, France,
Slovakia and the
Netherlands

Gender

8 women, 5 men

2 women, 4 men

3 women, 9 men

2 women, 3 men

Study level

Working youth,
Erasmus students and doctorate students

Working youth,
Erasmus students
and doctorate students

Working youth,
Erasmus students
and doctorate students

Working youth,
Erasmus students
and doctorate students

From 1 year to over
5 years

From 1 year to over
5 years

From 1 year to
over 5 years

Most proficient in
home country language and German

Most proficient in
home country language

Most proficient in
home country language

Duration
stay

2 moderators, 10
registered participants and 3 representatives from
parties

of From 1 year to

Language
skills

Deliverable D.2.3.

over 5 years

Most proficient in
home country
language and
German

Page 55 of 109

© EMY Template

2.3.2 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 4.4. and D 4.5.
Statements from focus group participants provide additional insights into the issues that
EMYs view as the main obstacles to stronger democratic engagement. In addition to the recurring theme of the EU’s perceived complexity and remoteness, and the resultant lack of
appreciation for the EU’s role in everyday life, a number of issues were raised repeatedly by
participants in the course of focus group discussions.
Table 3. Overview of focus group discussions
Austria (FG II.1)

Estonia (FG II.3)

Theme 1: EU citizenship and participation in the 2019 European Parliament elections
a. EU citizenship and identity
EU citizenship is seen, primarily, as the freedom to move, work, study and live freely in any
member state of the European Union. European and national (home-country) identities
coexist and intersect to differing degrees.
For some participants, a European identity Some noted that experiences acquired
is more attractive in that it overcomes during their travels have strengthened their
national attributions and stereotypes.
European identity.
b. Participation in the 2019 European Parliament elections
Six participants lived in Austria during the
2019 EP elections and one of them voted
for an Austrian candidate. The others either
voted for a home-country candidate or did
not vote.
The participant, who had voted for an
Austrian candidate in the election, felt
strongly that EMYs should be more
committed and more proactive in gathering
information
about
exercising
their
democratic rights. This view was echoed by
the majority of policymakers.

Except for one participant, all EMYs were
resident in their home countries during the
2019 EP elections and voted for their homecountry candidates. Most expressed a
preference for voting for a home-country
candidate even if they had been abroad.
Policymakers mostly expressed skepticism
about addressing EMYs as a target group in
their campaigns and emphasised that it is
part of EU citizens’ responsibility to seek out
information about exercising their democratic rights.

Theme 2: (Continuous) Participation in EU and host-country political life
Participants and policymakers in both countries highlighted the distinction between EMYs
who are genuinely interested in politics and those who are not, and between EMYs who
intend to stay in their host country for a short time and those who become long-term
residents. They argued that these variables largely determine EMY’s degree of
engagement.
There were mixed responses when All EMY participants, with one exception,
participants were asked about their active said that they were not planning on or
involvement in social and democratic life in considering to stay in Estonia.
Austria.
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Theme 3: Information needs and preferred communications channels of the target group
Participants emphasised that they were
looking for information to be provided in a
concise and easy-to-understand format on
the channels they are using, predominantly
social media and messenger services.
Some also recommended more creative
formats, e.g. using multimedia.
It was noted repeatedly throughout that the
European Union's communication methods
were often ineffective and targeting the
wrong channels. Other participants argued,
by contrast, that it was the responsibility of
EMYs to look for information on important
issues such as elections, citizenship and
democratic participation.

Regarding communication channels, EMYs
confirmed the importance of social media
and
messenger
services
but
also
highlighted other information sources, such
as the mass media and, in particular,
targeted offerings for incoming students and
expat arrivals provided by stakeholders,
such as the government and universities.

Theme 4: Role of stakeholders
Participants generally agreed that the role
of stakeholders in promoting integration and
democratic participation was predicated, in
the first instance, upon EMY’s commitment
and expected length of stay. There was
agreement that student unions and
Erasmus contact offices are best positioned
to cater for student EMYs while the situation
was more difficult for working EMYs as they
are a more diverse group and more
dispersed.

Participants generally agreed that the role of
stakeholders in promoting integration and
democratic participation was predicated, in
the first instance, upon EMY’s commitment
and expected length of stay. There was
agreement that student unions and
Erasmus contact offices would be best
positioned to cater for student EMYs. At the
same time there was also a view that
student unions were perhaps not sufficiently
equipped and funded and the Erasmus
system should place more emphasis on
promoting host-country contacts and
integration.

Austria (FG II.2)

Estonia (FG II.4)

Theme 1: Participation in host-country political and social life and role of stakeholders
All
participants
were
interested
in
participating in the democratic election
process in Austria, especially about the
opportunity to vote in the upcoming
elections in Vienna in October 2020.

Only one participant has first-hand personal
experience with civic and/or political
engagement in Estonia. Some participants
explained the perceived lack of involvement
with a lack of information about relevant
events
and
opportunities.
Another
participant abandoned his plan to join a
civic or political group in Estonia when
realizing that he would not be staying long
enough for it to be meaningful.

There were information deficits, e.g. some
were not aware that EU citizens are allowed
to vote only for district councils but not for
the city council. Others were unclear about
the formal requirements to participate in the
election, the electoral process, or the Commenting on the role of formal
candidates and parties. The language institutions, such as university mobility
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barrier was also raised as an issue.
With two exceptions, none of the
participants had experience with civic and/or
political engagement. In most cases,
participants reasoned that they were not
staying in the host country long enough to
be fully involved. Two participants took part
in ESN or “buddy programmes” at
universities. Language was mentioned once
again as a barrier.

centres or Erasmus student networks, most
participants felt that these organisations
tend to focus mostly on social networking
and entertainment, not on democratic
participation or host-country integration.
Some participants pointed out, however,
that many students may not be interested in
host-country integration anyway.

Theme 2: EU citizenship rights and political engagement opportunities at the EU level
In the 2019 European Parliament elections,
only one participant voted for an Austrian
(host country) candidate. All others voted for
a candidate from their home country, as
they felt they could have a greater impact.
One participant was not aware of the option
of voting for an Austrian candidate. Not all
participants who were resident in Austria at
the time received an information letter from
the authorities in advance of the elections.

Except for one participant, all EMYs voted
for home-country candidates in the 2019
European Parliament elections. Of those
who voted, only one was resident outside of
their home country at that time. One
participant had not been aware of the option
to choose whether to vote for a homecountry or host-country candidate.

The possibility in Estonia to cast one’s vote
online (i-voting), was viewed positively by
Participants were generally in favour of most participants.
electing transnational parties to the
European Parliament. There was also a
generally positive view of Austria's decision
to lower the voting age in all elections to 16
years.
Theme 3: EMYs’ experience of the Covid-19 outbreak and member states’ measures
Some participants in this online meeting had All participants, except one, were still in
travelled back to their home countries while Estonia when the focus group was held.
some were still in Austria.
Participants were critical of the EU’s
Participants were critical of the EU’s handling of the crisis and missing
handling of the crisis and missing leadership. Member states were acting on
leadership. Member states were acting on their own, in uncoordinated ways.
their own, in uncoordinated ways.
Participants were also worried about the
Participants were also worried about the long-term impact of travel restriction on
long-term impact of travel restriction on intra-EU mobility. There was also hope that
intra-EU mobility. Some participants saw the the crisis could also become an opportunity
COVID 19 crisis as an important moment for for progress.
the EU to prove itself and thereby gain
momentum and a more positive perception.
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2.3.2.1 EU citizenship and identity
For most participants, EU citizenship is linked to the borderless freedom to move, work,
study and live across the European Union. For many of the participants, EU citizenship also
relates to their identity and offers an alternative and/or complementary perspective on their
national identity. Some participants preferred to identify as EU citizens, e.g. as a way of reconciling different parental heritage or of overcoming cultural prejudice in their home countries.
"I never felt Romanian, so European is a good description for me." (FG II.1, AT)
“Being Italian or not is a topic in South Italy where I come from. EU citizenship is a happy
way out of the discussion. It's an escape when you say you're European with an EU citizenship. It's a nice concept/possibility of overcoming difficulties in border areas, like an
additional identity.” (FG II.1., AT)
A number of participants emphasised the concept of the EU as a community inspired by a
shared set of values:
“We should think of the EU the same way we feel about our national countries. Not just
see the EU as the rational option or a bureaucratic machinery, but more as diversity, and
cooperation, and liberal democracy. To get more of this identity, Europe must be an identity… Before I started travelling a lot two years ago, I would've said I was more German.”
(FG II.3, EE)
Another, pragmatic view that was expressed repeatedly held that global challenges, exemplified by climate change, were not manageable for individual member states and could only be
addressed by Europe working together:
“I also feel like I am more European because those challenges like climate change or migration are only manageable if we work together. And second, I live in a border town
minutes away from Switzerland, Germany, so I never really felt that I am Austrian.” (FG
II.3, EE)
“I feel more European… I am still Italian. But I am here where I am today thanks to Europe. Even if the EU has lots of problems… Facing the geopolitical problems alone is not
a possibility. The only possibility is to work together.” (FG II.3, EE)
Other participants felt strongly that EU citizenship was always subsidiary to national identity:
“European citizenship is a supplement to national citizenship. It is not instead of.” (FG
II.1, AT)

2.3.2.2 EMYs as a target group
There is a clear lack of self-awareness among EMYs. For the most part, EMYs do not consciously identify as being part of a (pan-European) group of mobile EU citizens with distinct
civic rights, interests and needs.
“One of the biggest challenges when it comes to helping EMYs - which is a wide group
we are talking about - is that there are so many differences. Some are here for Erasmus,
some for longer. They have completely different needs when it comes to being engaged.
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For me [as a long-term EMY] the right to vote here is much more important than for
Erasmus students.” (FG II.1, AT)
“It feels so much more work to vote in your host country, and it’s not like EMY’s don’t vote
in their home country” (FG II.1, AT)
“I do not know why Europeans are not aware of the fact that they can vote in their host country. There is a lack of information and maybe because you don’t identify as Europeans as
much as you should.” (FG II.2, AT)EMYs are not usually part of stakeholders’ main target
groups when it comes to participating in the democratic and civic life of their host-country.
With few exceptions they are considered too small and transient a constituency to be recognised, and targeted, by political parties in their campaigns. Some of the young policymakers
put it very succinctly:
“EMYs are not a group we try to attract. EMYs are more in European [campaign] targeting not in Austrian. Austrian parties are more focused on Austrian citizens. We tried a little bit on Facebook and Instagram… it is creepy to get advertised [to] in English. We try
to communicate with EMYs on the European level.” (FG II.1, AT)
“All depends on what you expect the profit of the effort would be. So as long as you're
putting [in] resources, you expect a return, and if that's not coming, then that's a problem.” (FG II.3, EE)
“I do agree there is no market for these people. And in order to exploit that market, you
would need a lot of resources, and then we would still need people that are interested in
politics in the first place.” (FG II.3, EE)
“I feel like so many people are not even interested in EU elections even when it’s spoken
in Estonian – and you are in Estonia you have lived in Estonia for the entirety of your life.
So I consider that someone attracted to politics and policies that are not Estonian, I think
that is a high bar.” (FG II.3, EE)
“To communicate deadlines is probably the only way to target EMYs specifically. [Party]
Programmes etc. do not differ for Austrians and other EU citizens, but deadlines do.
Maybe a particular party programme which might be more interesting to EMYs. But we
did not do that.” (FG II.1, AT)
This approach was not universally shared by EMYs. In the words of one participant:
“It is not only about young people participating, but also for parties to look at them.”
(FG II.1, AT)

2.3.2.3 Cultural and language barriers
Language barriers add to the sense of not being invited to participate. This impression
seems to be widely held by EMYs and is even more prevalent in local elections:
“Political debate is all in German, that’s why I can’t follow.” (FG II.1, AT)
“My knowledge of Estonian politics is indirect, since I have to use another language to
understand what is going on…” (FG II.3, EE)
“Campaign is mainly in Estonian, so targets Estonian voters.” (FG II,3, EE)
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“I went to a panel discussion in the university to get to know the political culture here, but
it was in German.” (FG II.1, AT)
“One does not receive much information in class or lectures, there was only one teacher
who recommended some TV shows but they are only in German.” (FG II.1, AT)
“However, the language barrier is prohibitive. Because there are move diverse languages
in Estonia, it is harder to understand what is at stake. Therefore there is both a language
and an information issue.” (FG II.4, EE)
“It is even harder for local elections than for European elections, where there are European parties and you can follow their information in another language than Russian or
Estonian. For local elections it is even harder to understand what is at stake and stuff,
because of language and information issues… Last year there was a debate for national
elections in the English part of ‘Estonishing Events’. It would be nice to organize debates
in English in Tallinn and in Tartu where most of expats are.” (FG II.4, EE)
“For local elections, the language barrier will be very prohibitive. Responsibility-wise ESM
[Erasmus Students’ Network] should be involved If you go on Erasmus you have a big introduction with them so that should be used”. (FG II.2, EE)
Some participants pointed out the need to understand the host country’s cultural context and
acknowledged the difficulty, even for long-term residents, to achieve a degree of cultural integration that would make them comfortable about participating more actively in the political
discourse:
“In my experience [as a long-term EMY] there are some little things you do not fully understand if you were not raised here. Like sayings, references…” (FG II.1, AT)
There was also a recognition by some participants that the expected length of stay in the
host country was an important determinant for EMYs’ degree of engagement in their host
country:
“It may be helpful to differentiate between short-term and long-term EMY’s, in engaging
these groups and reaching them as they have different needs and goals.” (FG II.4, EE)
“If I knew I will stay here for 10+ years, then I would be more engaged. For now, I am a
student and I want to go back to my home country. That is why I don’t want to do that [be
more engaged in the host country].” (FG II.2, AT)
“I am not really involved and not interested in politics in Austria. There were elections for
European Parliament, but I had difficulties [in casting my vote]. I am only involved in politics in Spain, my country. I know I will leave [Austria]; I have been here [in Austria] for 1½
years – I was planning to stay for 2 years.” (FG II.2, AT)
“In the first months in Austria it was more like visiting the country and learning the history. After some time, things became more routine, so I tried to learn more about the country [and] put more time into this. With time passing, I stopped paying attention because of
a lack of time, [my] master thesis, etc.” (FG II.2, AT)
“I see it quite the same. I think it is difficult to get EMYs interested because sometimes
they think they can’t help anything in local life, because they come here only for one, two
or three years. But maybe the universities can do some activities to inform them about
their opportunities in community life and to help them make a decision.” (FG II.4, EE)
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2.3.2.4 Information about (host-country) democratic participation
Despite the apparent availability of significant amounts of information, including on EU and
member states’ official online platforms, EMY still report difficulties in receiving timely and
accurate information on host-country participation:
“There are two barriers to voting, when it’s happening and knowing who to vote for. I
found it difficult to know what’s happening, and those difficulties are not overcome.”
(FG II.4, EE)
“It is good to have people personally explain to you how it works, so events where you
can directly speak to organisers are helpful. (FG II.4, EE)
“I did not know I was allowed to vote until this document [from the Ministry of the Interior]
came.” (FG II.4, EE)
“There should be more to come for Vienna elections, ads, online information, voting reminders through Instagram. What I would see is something on the Internet like Instagram.
At EP elections it was not clear for me if I had to do something extra, easily accessible info was missing. Also, too much work, it’s like a hobby to be politically engaged. You can
get information from many sources but sometimes it is more helpful to give direct recommendations what to do.” (FG II.2, AT)
“I did not know [district] elections were coming up [in Vienna]. Because of the Corona crisis, it was getting in the back of the news. [I was] not aware that I can vote in a way, [and
would be] interested to hear about it. If I could and it’s easy, I would probably vote.”
(FG II.4, AT)
“There were municipal elections here in Estonia… I was not aware that I am allowed to
vote and then I realised I would have been allowed to vote, but I realised [too] late.”
(FG II.4, EE)
There were also a number of participants keen to emphasise citizens’ own responsibility to
search for information proactively in order to make use of their democratic rights. The “push
vs. pull” argument, which had some currency among policymakers in particular, was also
recognised by a number of EMYs themselves:
“[It is an] unpopular argument but everyone knows elections are coming, it's not rocket
science. Even as an EMY you can call the embassy and ask. You tell them your problem
and ask them what am I supposed to do - and they advise you.” (FG II.1, AT)
“There is not so much a lack of information, but it takes some time to find it. If you do
some online search, you will find sufficient information.” (FG II.4, EE)
“People have a responsibility, as a European citizen.” (FG II.1, AT)
EMYs would like information about democratic participation in the host country, at the EU
and at the local level, to be provided in a more proactive manner, e.g. as part of ‘freshers’
weeks’ or ‘starter packs’ for new Erasmus students arriving in their host country. There
should be an ongoing dialogue about EMYs’ democratic participation, both in the EU and in
the host country, not only once-off information campaigns around the time of elections:
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“I would suggest ESN [Erasmus Student Network] maybe publish something about this.
… If you go on Erasmus to Tallinn University you have introduction materials where information is provided. They might hand out a leaflet or something similar; that would be
helpful.” (FG II.4, EE)
“Sending general election information, e.g. registration procedures, deadlines, requirements, etc., by SMS directly to citizens' mobile phones, using Sweden as best practice
model.” (FG II.1, AT)
“Events like this [the EMY Focus Group Event] would help, but also [events] from student
unions, trade unions where they can meet people. Events which EMYs can attend in order to meet young people, kind of a chain [regular series of events] which could be done
by student unions.” (FG II.1, AT)
“If EMY gets an ID-card – and many international students do have this Estonian electronic ID-card), maybe it could be issued with short info with upcoming election dates and
information, etc. And [by] also having an ID-card you can activate your e-mail address
‘___@___.ee’. and then 3-5 month before elections you can also get info about that.” (FG
II.4, EE)

2.3.2.5 Role of stakeholders
As mentioned previously, host-country policymakers do not generally consider EMYs as part
of their constituencies (see 2.3.2.2 above). Other stakeholders, such as student unions, are
more conscious of EMYs as a group but frequently do not consider themselves as a conduit
for, or source of information on democratic participation, either in the EU or in the host country. As a result, there is a mis-match of expectations: student EMYs, for instance, largely
agree that student unions and Erasmus network offices should play a proactive role but they
do not see it happen in their actual experience:
“I think student unions are an important point of contact” (FG II.1, AT)
“I think student unions [are key stakeholders for EMYs]. It would be important to contact
ESN [Erasmus Student Network] and [tell them to] put a main focus on EMYs. The main
point of contact is the university.” (FG II.1, AT)
“Everybody talks about parties and social life but nobody talks about important stuff in the
introduction week for Erasmus students.” (FG II.4, EE)
“There is some help provided by such organizations. I was part of a club called ESN and
there we share information about like life is here…. but the level of political talk is almost
zero we don't we don't discuss that and if you do I think you face some backlash.” (FG
II.4., EE)
“These kinds of organizations help you a little, but I think the main thing that students get
from them is entertainment. They don’t really worry if they are getting introduced into the
Estonian society.” ((FG II.4., EE)
“I have the same feeling for ESN … It’s more social, just to meet new people… And
mostly international people I’ve met through there, not many Estonians.” (FG II.4., EE)
Other participants report about positive experiences with the Erasmus network, in particular,
and point out that EMYs may not take full advantage yet of some of the services on offer:
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“Once I arrived [in Vienna], I needed a working confirmation and needed to get in touch
with the local community. In Vienna I am also part of ESN. An international office helps
you with paperwork and gives you advice.” (FG II.2, AT)
“[I am] active in ESN of Uni Wien. For me it was a good beginning to meet people, especially international people. [it was a] good thing it was in English. It’s an organization you
can join in Austria without speaking German. There were activities for participation in
elections and I could have found information if I had been more interested. One has to
have it on their radar, I did not. It had no priority.” (FG II.2, AT)
There were different views as to which stakeholders would be best positioned, generally, to
help EMYs, in particular those who are not students, engage more actively in the host country.
“Local organisations should be more involved. These are places which are most frequently visited, and the closest thing for people which will provide people with information. In
some countries, this is where discussions will be instigated.” (FG II.4, EE)
Some participants wondered, specifically, how the EU could promote its objectives better and
become closer and more relatable for its citizens.
“There should be an institution which helps the EU promote its objectives. Local organisations won’t be motivated to promote the EU, and therefore the EU should put more effort into this. The EU should co-ordinate in order to promote its objectives better.”
(FG II.4, EE)

2.3.2.6 Communication channels
There was widespread criticism among participants about the EU’s lack of a strong, highly
visible media presence. Current efforts do not appear to reach their audience.
“Marketing of the EU is very weak. If the EU was a company, they would go bankrupt
quickly.” (FG II.1, AT)
“The EU should make steps forward to [reach out to] people. The EU is like a cold entity,
[a] big economical institution but political not very high [profile]. The EU must engage
more in political life of citizens, not only economical. They must implement some way of
communication and marketing in order to reach more people.” (FG II.4, AT)
In particular, many participants feel that EU and national institutions and policymakers are
failing to recognise the new communication patterns and channels young citizens use and
prefer, in particular social media.
“There needs to be some new way of communication, traditional [communication] methods don’t work. EMYs are not accessing them [traditional channels]. Politicians should do
more on social media or find new ways.” (FG II.1, AT)

2.3.2.7 Administrative barriers
Participants’ experiences of administrative processes were very different depending on
where they had lived and voted in the 2019 European Parliament elections as well as on
previous occasions. Only a few participants were able to share first-hand experiences in their
host-country:
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“I already received a letter of information about the registration process [for European
Parliament elections] in March from my district. I got it very close to the deadline and no
information was given in English.” (FG II.2, AT)
“I voted once for local [district] elections in the 5th district [of Vienna]. I got a proper letter
from officials otherwise I would not have voted. For me it was not difficult because the letter was in German, but if German were not my mother tongue, it could have been more
challenging. I will vote in the Vienna elections in October.” (FG II.2, AT)
Since most participants had cast their votes in their home countries or, when abroad, still for
home-country candidates, their views mostly reflected experiences with administrative issues
in other member states:
“And information [about registration] was not really provided in a good way. If you did not
search by yourself, and tried to find all the things you needed, no one will do it for you.
Even if you upload documents that you were abroad, they [the Italian authorities] would
not send you anything. So it was really difficult.” (FG II.3, EE)“I came back home for voting, but I know many people who could not come back. Because they would have had to
pay a 200 Euro ticket. It is a very big problem. It is very hard to voting in Italy, if you do
not have money.” (FG II.3, EE)
“The problem [in Italy] is that you can only vote at your hometown, and there is not the
possibility to change your voting to another place … it was impossible for me to come
back because the next day I had an exam.” (FG II.3, EE)
“Automatic voter registration should be helpful. We want to increase EMY participation,
so the Estonian government should send non-partisan information out 3 or 6 months before the elections”. (FG II.4, EE)

2.3.2.8 Online voting (e-voting) (Estonia)
Participants in the Estonian focus groups, in particular, were asked about their impression of
the country’s initiative to allow residents to cast their votes online (i-voting). Participants’
were predominantly very positive about the proposition, although some recognised that attitudes towards privacy and security may differ markedly between member states.
“Online voting is a quite a thing nowadays [for young people]. Unfortunately I think it is
harder to make older people believe in it, in terms or security and privacy… The situation
in Estonia is very different because people are quite confident, they’ve got trust in this
system, whereas in France and Germany it is not the case… due to concerns about vote
secrecy and privacy. But I am a strong advocate of it.” (FG II.4, EE)
“I personally would have absolutely made use of it. This time, I had to have a ballot sent
to my home address, I had to send it back. I mean it’s not that much effort, but I would
have definitely preferred voting over the internet. I do have to agree with my colleagues
here… There was a talk about doing internet voting on local scale… in the Netherlands…
but it was immediately shut down. The Dutch people are in no way ready for this kind of
thing. But personally I would have used it.” (FG II.4, EE)
“I’ve never had the experience of voting online. If I think about my country, I’m from the
south of Spain, and most of the people living close to me are rural. And I think that in my
country it is not possible yet, because most of the people do not have computers, most of
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the population is really old, so we don’t have enough people to vote by internet to get it.”
(FG II.4., EE)
Participants in the Austria focus groups were noticeably more cautious. Although there was a
general interest in e-voting some participants voiced concerns:
“e-voting can be hacked, the world is not prepared for it, there is a lack of security. Everything which is made by humans can be hacked by humans.” (FG II.4, AT)
“Going back to issues with participating in the EP elections: I couldn’t take part in applying to be a voter. Lots of people couldn’t cast their vote [referring to mobile EU citizens
who faced voting barriers], so many people would be happy if e-voting was possible.” (FG
II.4, AT)

2.3.2.9 Lowering the voting age to 16 years (Austria)
Participants in the Austrian focus groups, in particular, were asked about their impression of
the country’s decision to lower the voting age for all elections to 16 years. This step was
evaluated positively by most participants and seen as an opportunity to create responsibility
and more commitment among young voters at an early stage. Some participants remarked,
however, that good schooling and effective civic education are prerequisites.
“If we were to vote at 16, we’d need to increase political education at school” (FG II.1,
AT)
“It is a good thing. People are less interested in politics, young people are more engaged.
People who usually don’t have a voice [in elections, when] you give them a voice, they
use it. They are more motivated. I do not understand the discussion about voting with 16,
it rather needs to be discussed whether people [aged] 85+ should vote.” (FG II.2, AT)
“It is a nice thing to put some pressure on a 16-year-old. You can do this in a country with
great education, if you do that in Romania where people from the countryside are analphabetic, it would not work. Lots of people who are 16 don’t know how to write or read, so
that would not work there. But I like the approach.” (FG II.2, AT)

2.4 Stakeholder interviews
During the post-election period, three interviews with the political community and three interviews with key stakeholders were conducted by the project team in Austria. There were four
interviews with the political community and three interviews with key stakeholders conducted
by the project team in Estonia. A focus group with members of the political community, as
proposed originally, was replaced by the semi-structured open-ended interviews in line with
the recommendation in deliverable 2.1, which suggested that this format would be less confrontational and allow for a more detailed technical discussion where appropriate.
The objectives of the interviews with MEPs and other stakeholders were threefold:
1) To inform stakeholders about the project and to explain the profile of the target group, its
significance and heterogeneity;
2) To find out whether they consider mobile students/mobile youth as their constituency and
how important they were to them as a target group in the 2019 European Parliament
elections;
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3) To see whether they consider the current electoral and general representative systems
and procedures to be adequate for the needs of this particular target group and whether
they have any suggestions for improvement.

2.4.1 Format and implementation
2.4.1.1 Overview
Austria

Estonia

MEP (Group of the Greens / European Free MEP (Group of the Progressive Alliance of
Alliance (Greens / EFG) / Austria: Die Grü- Socialists and Democrats in the European
Parliament (S&D) / Estonia: Sotsiaaldemonen – Die Grüne Alternative) (12/11/2019)
kraatlik Erakond) (29/10/2019)
MEP (Renew Europe Group / Austria: MEP (Renew Europe Group / Estonia: Eesti
NEOS – Das Neue Österreich und Liberales Reformierakond) (29/11/2019)
Forum) (10/01/2020)
MEP (Group of the Progressive Alliance of MEP (Renew Europe Group / Estonia: Eesti
Socialists and Democrats (S&D) / Austria: Reformierakond) (09/12/2019)
SPÖ Sozialdemokratische Partei Österreichs) (19/02/2020)
Erasmus Student Network (ESN) Austria MEP (Identity and Democracy Group (ID) /
(05/02/2020)
Estonia: Eesti Konservatiivne Rahvaerakond) (23/01/2020)
Election Office of the City of Vienna Liaison Office in Estonia of the Directorate(20/02/2020)
General for Communication of the European
Parliament (23/10/2019)
Chamber of Labour (Arbeiterkammer Estonian
Ministry
of
the
Interior
Österreich, AK) (02/03/2020)
(05/05/2020; online)
Tallinn University International Club (ESN
TU IC) (06/05/2020; online)

2.4.2 Summary of discussions
This section will first summarise the interviews with political representatives, with a comparative analysis of Austrian and Estonian groups. It will then go on to summarise the Austrian
and Estonian interviews with other stakeholders.
During the interviews the following topics were discussed: the role of the project target group
(EMYs) in the 2019 European Parliament elections; barriers to participation; harmonisation of
national election procedures; transnational parties; electronic voting; social media and communication channels; the voting age; and youth engagement. Also, a number of other significant topics were mentioned during the interviews and are therefore briefly outlined in this
section, as appropriate.

2.4.2.1 Role of EMYs during the last European Parliament elections
While the Austrian MEPs believed that the project target group was very important, both Austrian and Estonian respondents highlighted how marginal the group was. In Estonia, one of
the interviewees acknowledged that he/she had never thought about this segment of voters
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before and did not have any preconception about its possible size. Most of the respondents
did not specifically address EMYs as a target group in their European Parliament election
campaigns. Only one Austrian MEP claimed that his/her campaign had targeted EMYs specifically and sought to develop strategies to best reach this constituency. Another MEP noted
that they had run a special campaign for young people and European citizens in general.
While virtually all MEPs confirmed that young voters figured prominently in their campaign
strategies most did no specifically single out the EMY target group.
The difficulty to reach out to this target group was mentioned repeatedly. Language was a
particular issue in Estonia where fewer EMYs speak the national language and language issues are considered politically sensitive already due to the presence of a large Russianspeaking population. In Austria, by contrast, the language barrier was deemed less of an issue because a much larger proportion of EMYs were either German native speakers or had
sufficient command of the language to follow the campaign.

2.4.2.2 Participation barriers and the lack of harmonization of national election
procedures
Respondents in both Austria and Estonia had different opinions about obstacles to voting
and the perceived lack of information. Most respondents agreed on the principle that it is the
responsibility of citizens, first and foremost, to obtain information on electoral registration,
voting and the electoral process. In their view, EU citizens have an obligation to actively look
for information about democratic processes, such as elections, and politicians have an obligation to provide straightforward information to citizens. Parties and politicians have the task
of providing information in such a way that it is understandable for each target group, but it is
not the responsibility of politicians to “take citizens by the hand and guide them to the ballot
box”.
Interviewees from both Austria and Estonia would ideally like to see a harmonised Europewide deadline for registration, and, especially in Estonia, harmonised national election procedures. During several interviews we had the opportunity to raise the awareness of MEPs
about the registration procedures for voting that the EU citizens have to face in Austria and
Estonia. Two of the interviewees in Estonia and at least one in Austria acknowledged that the
procedure in their country is not user-friendly and should be improved. One of the interviewees acknowledged that he/she had heard about the registration problems of EU citizens and
the fact that there is very little information about where to register and how to vote.

2.4.2.3 Transnational Parties and candidate lists
While the idea of transnational parties received support from two Austrian MEP’s, all Estonian interviewees strongly opposed the idea. According to them, candidates from small countries would not have any chance of winning and such lists are therefore not in the interests of
Estonia. Conversely, in Austria, some policymakers believed that transnational parties need
to be further developed and supported in order to strengthen the idea of a United Europe as
well as a "European identity" and to boost public representation. Austrian respondents tended to agree that the introduction of the Spitzenkandidaten model in European Parliament
elections, was a useful step for the EU institutions to become more proactive vis à vis the
member states.These very different viewpoints seem to reflect, to some degree,the relative
difference in size, economic power and political influence of the two project countries and
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could be seen as indicative of the potentially very difficult trade-offs involved in any attempt
to further harmonise the EU electoral legislation.

2.4.2.4 Social media and communication channels
Respondents from both countries agreed unanimously that social media is a very effective
channel for reaching the younger generations, in particular. Respondents also agreed that
establishing contact with the target group via social media channels is much easier, more
personal and more tangible. One Estonian MEP stressed the importance of the social media
channel for other age groups as well. Some policymakers felt that it was almost a “must” to
engage a popular person, e.g. an “influencer”,to capture the attention of young people and
ensure that their political messages are heard.
With one exception, all Austrian MEPs felt that the effectiveness of the EU's approach to
communication should be reviewed and adapted to current circumstances. The content as
well as the communication channels should be much more adapted to the needs of the different target groups.

2.4.2.5 e-Voting
Stakeholders’ views on e-voting were remarkably contrarian. In Austrian, all three MEPs we
interviewed had a fairly similar opinion on e-voting, i.e. they were very skeptical. All three
voiced grave concerns about unresolved security problems, electoral fraud and the potential
exploitation and manipulation of data. Two of the respondents felt that there are more important issues to be tackled than the implementation of e-voting systems, e.g. the introduction of simplified and harmonised registration and voting deadlines. One respondent added
that a harmonised European health system would be of much greater benefit and noted that
there is no legal basis for the introduction of e-voting most EU member states at present. For
the time being, they argued, problems with voting should be solved at the political level, as
the implementation by the administration would then be easy to achieve.
All but one Estonian MEP supported e-voting and its promotion at the EU level. They took a
different view from Austrian MEP’s and argued that this issue should be dealt with by the
member states at the national level as it cannot be forced from the outside, i.e. by the EU.
Furthermore, some interviewees stated that Estonia should probably take the initiative and
offer to share its experience with e-voting with other member states.

2.4.2.6 Voting age and youth engagement
The question of harmonizing the voting age to 16 years for all member states for EU elections was discussed in all interviews in Austria, and in three interviews in Estonia. There
were mixed views on this topic from both countries: Austrian MEPs seemed more broadly in
favour, Estonian MEPs more reticent.
All Austrian respondents who were asked felt that this decision should still remain (as is currently the case) in the competence of the member states and that, although harmonising the
voting age could bring many benefits, it would not be implemented by the EU legislators anytime soon since it was likely to be considered a relatively low priority. In Estonia, three interviewees stressed that even though Estonia had lowered its voting age to 16 years recently,
this step has not yet brought any significant changes in youth participation.
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All respondents believed that civic education regarding the EU, its institutions and activities
and their relevance for EU citizens should be included in the school curriculum. They agreed
that teachers should be given the necessary training and resources to make this subject accessible to pupils and students. These views echo a comment that was made by an EMY
participant in one of the focus groups: adequate (civic) education is a necessary precondition
for lowering the voting age.

2.4.2.7 Other topics
EU and National identities: both groups of MEP’s highlighted that these identities should
not be seen as conflicting with each other. In Austria particularly, it was highlighted thatyoung
citizens should be taught to understand and appreciate, through civic education, the unique
status and identity of the EU. One MEP added that freedom of movement and social rights
are a big part of European citizenship but that the concept still needed to be filled with more
life. Another interviewee noted that EMYs are a very important constituency, especially with
regard to the future of the EU, and that there is a need to work on local identity with EMYs to
better integrate them into the local democratic life of their respective host countries.
Mobility Programmes and the importance of mobility: interviewees agreed that the future
is likely to bring even more mobility and multiculturalism; mobile citizens who have travelled,
worked and lived in different countries should be able to make a particular contribution to the
social discourse and the formation of public opinion. Many respondents also thought that
mobility programmes are a good opportunity to give students an impression of the diversity of
cultures, social and political systems across the EU. Most interviewees agreed that more
funds should be allocated to mobility programmes, such as Erasmus+. One respondent
pointed out the importance of mobility programmes for all citizens and underlined the importance of EU youth organisations such as the "European Youth Forum", for the formation
of transnational networks that are essential for the development of a common European polity and identity.
On European Parliament elections in Austria and Estonia: In Austria, all MEPs we interviewed agreed that European Parliament elections and EU issues should be discussed with
citizens not only before the European Parliament elections but regularly and continuously. All
Austrian MEPs considered European Union issues to be very relevant for their parties and
pointed out that they regularly communicate with citizens on these issues, e.g. through social
media channels, etc. In the last EP elections in 2019, all parties made deliberate efforts to
reach the younger generation and EU citizens and mobilise them for the elections.
In Estonia, interviewees highlighted that there is hardly any connection between domestic
party politics and European Parliament elections. The latter are purely personal / individual
elections because of the specifics of the Estonian election system. Every candidate is running his/her campaign on their own.
On campaign issues: Both groups noted young people’s overriding concern for global issues, in particular climate change. As mentioned in our post-election survey results (Figure
23) these were main issues for the youth during the EP elections. One Estonian MEP believed that there was nothing special about climate change, arguing that it is simply an issue
which has been presented in an interesting way.
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On voting rights and the right to stand as a candidate: both groups of MEP’s said that
the current situation was not sufficiently harmonised, which provided barriers to voting and
standing as a candidate. This concern was particularly emphasised in the Estonian group.
One Austrian respondent put forward his ideal of a European citizenship, which should give
all EU citizens the right to vote in elections at all levels of government in the country where
they reside provided they are long-term residents and appropriate steps are taken to prevent
abuse, e.g. votes being cast more than once.

2.4.3 Interviews with other stakeholders in Austria
2.4.3.1 Erasmus Network Austria
The board representative of ESN Austria considered the exchange programmes and especially the Erasmus+ programme as a unique opportunity to gain experience in the EU host
country. The aim of these programmes must be to give students a hand and to show them
the host countries better - culturally, but also in terms of the different systems and possibilities that exist in each country. The big issue he saw is communication on the part of policy
makers - both in terms of the type of communication, the communication channels, the language and the presence of policy makers in reaching the target group of mobile European
youth. He also distinguished between short-term exchange students and long-term students
from abroad who want to graduate in Austria. With regard to voting, he believed that EMYs
would not use the opportunities and rights they are entitled to as long as they are not directly
confronted with the information and see an added value in it. While he believed that the primary role of ESN Austria is to facilitate social interaction and integration, he would be open
to moving more in the direction of informing EMYs about their opportunities and rights as
mobile EU citizens.

2.4.3.2 Election office of the City of Vienna
One of the activities that the City of Vienna promotes is the initiative "Werkstadt junges
Wien"4, which targets children between 3 and 19 years living in Vienna. The initiative is the
largest participation project with children and young people in Vienna's history and has involved over 22.000 young residents of the Austrian capital. The interviewee, a senior official,
believed that the increased involvement of EMYs in local elections is, to some degree, a party-political issue- Although the City of Vienna is trying to make information and content as
accessible as possible to all, City Hall itself has difficulties in reaching all target groups, especially young and mobile youth. With regard to barriers to participation in elections the respondent stressed that the challenges that residents, in particular non-citizens, have to go
through in order to cast their vote is often underestimated. With regard to communicating
with young people, in particular with European mobile youth, this target group is already being considered by the City of Vienna's communication team, but the official still sees a lot of
potential to better serve this target group.

4

https://werkstadt.junges.wien.gv.at/site/en/
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2.4.3.3 Chamber of Labour (Arbeiterkammer Österreich, AK)
In general, the project team’s interlocutors at the Chamber of Labour were aware of the target group, European mobile youth, and had shown great interest in reaching this group with
more targeted and relevant information. According to the Chamber of Labour, working EMYs
receive a "welcome letter" when they are recruited and registered by their employer in Austria, but this letter is very general and does not contain specific information (e.g. about democratic rights in Austria, relevant institutions and administrative procedure etc.). This is an area
that AK would be keen to improve upon and where recommendations from the project would
be very welcome. Apart from the internal structure and modus operandi of the organisation,
which relies primarily on the individual works council to interact with its constituents, AK also
does not want to differentiate between members who are EU citizens and others, on the understanding that all of its members should enjoy an equal level of support. The AK representative were, however, well aware of the specific legal status and democratic rights of EU
citizens and the difficulty they may encounter when trying to exercise these rights in Austria.
They also felt that mobile EU citizens were not yet taking full advantage of their right to participate in the “social partnership”, the institutional framework for workplace co-determination
in Austria, and expressed interest in applying the findings of this project to that specific field
of participation.

2.4.4 Estonian interviews other stakeholder interviews
2.4.4.1 Interview with the Liasion Office in Estonia of the European Parliament
Directorate-General for Communication
The spokesperson at the European Parliament Liason Office agreed that voting activity of EU
citizens in other EU countries had always been rather low, in general. The office in Estonia is
more focused on the domestic, Estonian-speaking community, i.e. information is distributed
in Estonian through social media. The spokesperson thought that primary-level, information
about the EU could be conveyed more effectively through specific topics (e.g. the environment) instead of distributing comparatively dry, factual information about the institutions. The
Office would be ready to support future events, such as meetings with EMYs and Estonian
youth (mixed groups), in cooperation with Estonian MEPs and the project team.

2.4.4.2 Tallinn University International Club
An interview with the Tallinn University International Club (ESN TU IC) was helpful in reaching our primary target group. ESN TU IC is tasked with ‘introducing Estonian culture and language, to learn about other languages and nations and also to meet new and exciting people’5. While not a political group, it provides practical everyday information for students and
helps with some bureaucratic measures. The interviewee believed that Erasmus students are
generally not very interested in being integrated as they usually stay in the host country for a
short period only. Long-term students are, at least, more motivated to learn the language.
The fact that many Estonian students are also involved in their activities definitely helps
EMYs to create closer relations and bonds with Estonia. This is evident in our post-election

5

Source: https://www.esindus.ee/en/ic/
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mapping activities and confirms the comments from EMY’s in focus groups about the need to
distinguish between short-term and long-term residence.

2.4.4.3 Estonian Ministry of the Interior
A programme called ‘Settle in Estonia’ has been developed by the Minister of the Interior, to
assist new arrivals including, but not limited to EU citizens, to successfully navigate their first
few months in the country. The basic module of this programme introduces, among other
things, the rights deriving from EU citizenship, including the right to vote. The 2019 European
Parliament elections were not treated as a separate topic in the programme, but the topic
may have been raised during coursework and discussions. According to the Ministry spokesperson, experience has shown that the issue of elections always deserves attention. It provides an overview of Estonian civil society and opportunities to actively participate in its activities. The Ministry also created the internet platform "Gateway for Volunteers"6, which offers
opportunities for volunteering and provides another, more informal way for EMYs to engage
with civil society in their host country. With support from the EU Social Fund, this platform
has also been developed in Russian and English.

2.5 Crowdsourcing events
Towards the end of the post-election period, the project team organised two crowdsourcing
events to test the preliminary results of mapping and interaction activities (WP 4) and obtain
input from prospective users on the concept and design of the online tool (WP 3).

2.5.1 EMY Connect crowdsourcing
2.5.1.1 Design and implementation
The first event held was ‘emyConnect – An Online Tool for Mobile Youth’. The objective of
this event was to validate the project team’s understanding of user requirements (deliverable
D.2.4.) and test the concept and design specifications of the online tool which has been developed under WP 3 of this project (deliverable D.3.3.).
This event was held online, as an interactive webinar, on 05 May 2020. Eight EMYs from five
different countries (UK, Romania, Spain, Germany and Austria) participated in this exercise.
The project team presented a summary of its analysis of user requirements, followed by a
preview of the emyConnect tool, using a combination of visualisations, mock-ups, scenarios
and use cases (Annex A). This was followed by an interactive live chat, in which the participants were invited to express their ideas and further specify their requirements. Finally, participants’ comments and suggestions were summarised to inform the further development of
the software. This discussion was moderated and structured jointly by AIT and CEPA.

6

To access the platform please click here.
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2.5.1.2 Summary of discussions
The discussion was structured so as to cover a number of key issues the project team felt
were critical for the design and implementation of the tool. They included, in particular:
▪

Design model: messenger-based (chatbot) vs. app-based (download);multi-platform
compatibility; distribution of the tool (centralised, stakeholder-supported, peer-topeer); topography of the tool (centralised vs. peer-to-peer), interaction model (“push”
messaging vs. Q&A); roles and authorisations of key stakeholders (hosting, content
provision, moderation) and users (active vs. passive)

▪

Sourcing of information: official vs. user-generated content; election-related vs. contextual information; moderation and quality control; integrity and neutrality of information; fact-checking; connection to existing stakeholder offerings

▪

Security and safety of use: protection against hacking and cyber-attacks; safeguards
against nefarious or extremist use, hi-jacking, political bias, and “hate speech”; protection of users’ personal data and privacy

Feedback was generally very positive –participants confirmed that there is demand for a dedicated tool to assist EMYs in finding the information they need to participate in European and
local elections, and in the political and civic life of their host-country more generally.
Most participants noted that the tool would not replace social media channels in everyday life
and communication when moving to a new country. There was general agreement that the
tool should not aim at replacing in-person contacts, e.g. with other EMYs and host-country
peers, but at complementing them. Participants agreed that the tool would have to offer a
unique value proposition and that the most compelling argument would likely be authority
and trust. The tool should facilitate direct contacts and exchanges between EMYs but, first
and foremost, it should provide access to authoritative, first-hand information from trustworthy sources, i.e. public authorities and other stakeholders. Most participants thought the tool
should focus on “political participation in terms of voting and activism” rather than social life.
There was consensus that the tool should provide reliable vetted information on how to be
democratically active – “a mix between democratic participation and basic [contextual] information” – in order to help EMYs when moving between countries.
Most participants agreed that the tool should not require downloading a completely new app.
Several participants felt that there was competition for storage and screen space on young
users’ mobile devices and many would be reluctant to download yet another app if it was not
frequently used. Accessing a chatbot through a social media app or messenger service was
seen as a convenient, low-threshold way of making the service available to potential users.
Some participants raised concerns about being flooded with automatic messages from the
bot. At least one participant said she would feel uncomfortable with a bot “floating around”
her messaging apps. There was general agreement that the circle of organisations which
would feed the tool with information and post “push messages” had to be limited.
The chat feature should help “bridge the gap” between people who are already knowledgeable and engaged and others who would like to become more so. Most participants agreed
that the tool should be positioned as a neutral hub for disseminating and exchanging factual
information about democratic participation but should not become a forum for political discussion. One participant suggested that “having a bot which would point you in all directions
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for all organisations would be helpful”. Many participants emphasised that strong safeguards
needed to be put in place to prevent the tool being hijacked by political interests and/or users
being drawn into confrontational arguments. One participant warned that “the bot should not
be a middleman brokering political discussions between people”. There was general agreement that the tool would have to be actively curated and dedicated resources would be
needed to moderate the exchange between users and provide fact-checking and quality assurance services. One participant pointed out that a “high level of scrutiny and elimination of
fake news is essential” to ensure that users have trust in using the bot.

2.5.2 EMY Fact-Checking and Validation of Results
2.5.2.1 Design and implementation
On 10 June 2020 the project team organised a second online event, ‘EMY Fact-Checking
and Validation of Results’. The objective of this discussion was to validate results from the
post-election survey and to test the preliminary conclusions drawn by the project team (deliverables D.4.4. and D.4.5.).
This event, again held online as an interactive webinar, provided a valuable opportunity to
speak to EMYs and discuss our conclusions with them. Firstly, the project was explained and
the mapping activities were described. Then the project team proceeded to present its working assumptions, as set out in deliverable D.2.1, and the preliminary conclusions drawn from
the pre- and post-election mapping and interaction activities . Quotes and statistics from the
survey were shown to the participants, and they were invited to comment on the project
team’s findings and whether they agreed or disagreed with its conclusions. Nine EMY’s from
six different countries (Romania, Slovakia, Germany, Spain, Austria and the UK) took part in
this event. The respondents were asked about political apathy, home country bias, information deficits, communication deficits, administrative barriers and stakeholder roles. The
discussion was led by a team of four moderators from AIT, CEPA, eGA and Politikos.

2.5.2.2 Summary of discussions
A presentation of the Consortium’s preliminary findings (Annex B) was used to structure the
discussion along six main themes, which reflect the working assumptions as set out in deliverable D.2.1.
Political apathy: respondents were asked if they agreed that political apathy had not been a
significant factor driving - or rather hindering –the participation of EMYs in the 2019 European Parliament elections. Respondents were not surprised by the results of our mapping and
interaction activities, although some emphasised the need to account for self-selection bias.
As one participant put it: “I am not surprised about the high turnout, the allegation of apathy
for young people is a myth”. There was a consensus view that EMYs, as a target group, are
much less likely to be politically apathetic than their less mobile counterparts. With regard to
the 2019 elections, one respondent noted that “the media played a big role in targeting and
integrating young people. This is why turnout was so good”. Some also highlighted that the
communication strategies of the EU institutions were better this time, and one respondent
noted that ”the ‘This Time I’m Voting’ campaign and the Greta Thunberg effect brought the
voice of young people into focus”.
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Home country bias: EMYs were confronted with evidence of home country bias, caused potentially by a variety of factors such as political pragmatism, administrative, cultural and language barriers. A number of pragmatic arguments were made, including the need to differentiate between short-term and long-term EMYs, with the former perhaps more prone to homecountry bias than the latter. One participant pointed out the need for EU citizens to consider
the balance of interests in the European Parliament and that in his/her words “the interests of
the Northern block of countries in the EU are not so good for the Southern block”. was made
about representation of their family. The same participant also pointed out that “people will
tend to vote for their own country candidate so [that] their family can be represented”.
Cultural and language barriers were confirmed by most respondents and the Estonian language barrier was discussed as an example of a barrier to participation and an explanation
for Estonian EMYs home country bias. This was true in both formal political participation and
in civic and social engagement. On this point, one participant noted that “cultural context is
essential, and knowledge about the situation in the host country is crucial in choosing where
to vote”.
Information deficits: participants confirmed the project team’s findings of information deficits at both the EU and local levels. It was noted that Estonia had been relatively more successful in communicating with EMYs about their voting rights. One participant thought that
the country’s strong focus on providing information online and digitising administrative processes was part of the explanation, as was the availability of most official information in at
least two foreign languages, English and Russian. Another participant was surprised, given
his/her own experience, that as many as 50% of survey respondents in Austria knew about
their right to vote in council elections: “We were not aware [of our right to vote in district elections in Austria] and we are not well approached. If we want to find something on the internet
it is very, very hard. Obviously there is information but it is not very well presented, it’s such a
hassle to get all of this information”.
Communication deficits: participants were not surprised to hear that the majority of respondents to the post-election survey did not know about the dedicated platforms and news
sources that had been created in advance of the 2019 European Parliament elections to inform and encourage young voters. One participant noted that “social media campaigns are a
big thing which the EU should consider in the future”. A comparison was drawn between the
focus countries, and some respondents concurred that it was easier to find information on official websites in Estonia than in Austrian. The respondents were also largely unsurprised
that political parties did not try to target EMY’s specifically. “You cannot really accuse anyone
of not targeting EMYs because the group is so incredibly small” was one response. Participants also pointed out that political parties’ interest in EMYs may depend on their general
positions vis à vis the EU, immigration and the social and political integration of foreign citizens. One respondent said “the Greens and new parties may want to target young people
but do not have the resources”.
Administrative barriers: the project team presented three main barriers that had been identified in its review: member state’s conditions for eligibility to vote and/or stand as a candidate; the implementation of the polling process in member states; and member states’ formal
requirements and procedures for voter registration. Harmonisation was advocated for, with
one respondent saying “harmonization of the voting age, due to my personal experiences in
the Brexit vote, would be welcome”. A central, Europe-wide database of voters was floated
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by one participant as an possible solution. Most respondents were in favour of e-voting in
principle, so long as concerns about the reliability and resilience of the process and the protection of citizens’ data and privacy are addressed. Participants noted, however, that the introduction of e-voting in Estonia had not produced a material increase in turnout. One participant commented on “i-voting and e-voting – people still don’t understand how it works, and it
still requires some work to do”.
Stakeholders’ role: participants were asked to comment on the project team’s finding that
most EMYs had expressed a preference for trade unions and student unions as main their
point of reference in the host country. Responses were quite different depending on participants’ individual circumstances, e.g. how long they had been living in the host country and
whether they had come to study or to work. Most participants noted that their first point of
contact with the administrative system should also be the place where relevant information is
made available and distributed. One respondent said “I think the point that would be the most
useful is when the students are doing Erasmus documentation about what rights they have
and when entering universities, maybe complete a course on what rights you have before
you go on Erasmus”.In Austria, the Chamber of Labour was highlighted as playing a significant role in encouraging Austrian ‘working EMYs’ to participate more actively in civic life. One
participant also noted that “it could be helpful to involve organisations that are transnational,
so people are already familiar with the organisation and they trust its credibility. All over Europe. This would grab engagement at a local and an EU level. You could benefit in either
way”.
Conclusions: To conclude the discussion, the respondents were asked about concrete suggestions for policy recommendations. Civic education, in general, and education about the
EU, in particular. For young EMYs (16-18 year-olds), in particular, one participant suggested
that “young people should have classes about the European Union. They should be taught
about European policy-making and schools should use platforms made for teachers that include all the materials the EU is providing”. Another participant opined that “the marketing of
the EU should become way more cool. Young people have a language they use with each
other, full of gifs and memes … It should speak the language of the internet”. Finally, a participant said that the recommendations should “trying to put face to the EU, more towards the
person rather than the party. Not so abstract, but should try to identify with so you can put a
face to it”.

Deliverable D.2.3.

Page 77 of 109

© EMY Template

3 Key Findings and Conclusions
3.1 Review of working assumptions
3.1.1 Political apathy
Our working assumption that young EU citizens, in general, and EMYs, in particular, could be
politically less interested and therefore more apathetic when it comes to participating in elections and other forms of democratic engagement has not been confirmed conclusively. Our
post-election survey sample even indicated above-average participation in the 2019 European Parliament elections: 71% of survey respondents cast their vote, a significantly higher
share than the comparable averages in the European Parliament’s own post-election survey
which had participation rates of 42-47% for the age group 16/18-39 and 51% for students. In
our survey, less than 10% of respondents explicitly said that they had no interest in politics
and/or in voting in the European Parliament elections. The majority of respondents in our
survey (77%) had followed the European Parliament election campaigns – mostly in their
home country (56%). These remarkably high rates of engagement could be taken as a possible indication that EMYs are more aware of and/or interested in EU matters due to their
own mobility experience.
We are mindful, however, that these findings are likely to be influenced, to a significant degree, by „self-selection bias“, which cannot be realistically quantified and adjusted for within
the scope of this project. In that context, the fact that 54% of survey respondents were still
looking for “real-life evidence that [their] vote can make a difference in EU politics” could be
seen as evidence of a lingering scepticism among EMYs about the effectiveness of democratic participation.

3.1.2 Home-country bias
Throughout the mapping and interaction activities the project team found strong evidence of
”home-country bias”. In our post-election survey, The vast majority of EMY voters (90%) opted for a home-country party/candidate. Only a very small group of respondents made use of
their right to vote for a host-country party/candidate. One-third of respondents in the postelection survey (33%) were not even aware that they had the right to vote for a host-country
party/candidate in European Parliament elections. Even among respondents who told us that
they had followed the electoral campaign in their host country a significant number (30%) ultimately voted for a home-country candidate. There was also no evidence that „long-term
residents“ (≥ 5 years) were significantly more likely to vote for host-country parties/candidates.
The apparent ignorance of respondents of the democratic participation rights conveyed by
EU citizenship and their reluctance to exercise these rights in their host country appeared
even more pronounced at the local level. 44% of respondents were not aware of their right to
vote in local (municipal) elections in their host country and 10-15% of respondents expressed
reservations about participating in host-country (local) elections stating either that they had
not lived in the country long enough to hold an informed opinion on host-country politics or,
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more generally, that they did not feel entitled to interfere in the political matters of another EU
member state.
Remarkably, though, most participants in our survey declared that they consider themselves
European to some degree and 53% even felt that their EU citizenship was at least as important to them as their home-country one (section 2.2.6 and Figure 28). This apparent contradiction seems to point to a two-dimensional understanding of the concept of EU citizenship
that involves the national, home country level on one hand and the supranational level, epitomised by the EU institutions and “Brussels”, on the other. This relationship is intermediated
primarily by the home country. It appears that other EU member states are not really included in this relationship – there seems to be no third dimension in this interpretation of EU citizenship that connects EMYs to their host country and inspires a sense of communality or belonging.

3.1.3 Information deficits
Throughout our mapping and interaction activities information deficits were a recurring
theme. Time and again surveys and focus groups indicated critical „latent“ information deficits, e.g. ignorance about host-country voting rights, a lack of understanding of the EU and its
direct relevance for people‘s lives, and a lack of knowledge of the host-country environment.
As mentioned before, we found that many EMYs still did not know about essential facts, such
as their right to vote for host-country candidates in the EP elections (33%) or to vote in hostcountry local elections (44%). We found that information deficits seem to remain a real hurdle
for the democratic participation of EMYs: in our post-election survey, a sizable group of respondents told us that they did not vote in the European Parliament elections because they
„had not known about the elections in time“ (section 2.2.5.1 and Figure 17). EMYs frequently
highlighted difficulties in finding information in their host country, in particular about their eligibility to vote (e.g. voting age, length of residence), the voter registration process, and balloting options and procedures. Given that 90% of our respondents still cast their votes in the
European Parliament elections for home-country candidates this criticism appears to apply at
least as much to the level of service provided by home-country to their expat citizens as does
to host-country authorities (see 3.2.5 below).
Two in three respondents in our post-election survey (64%) said that they wanted “better and
more relevant information about the EU and why it matters to me/has an impact on my everyday life”. The prevalence of this sentiment, in spite of the huge amounts of relevant information being produced and published continuously by the EU institutions and other stakeholders, and the information campaigns conducted before last year’s elections, was still a
surprise to the project team. Two related arguments were raised and discussed intensely in
this context:
▪

policymakers, in particular, regularly pointed out that there is a responsibility on the
part of EMYs to be more proactive about looking for information and exercising their
citizens’ rights. EMYs should not expect for stakeholders to come to them all the time
with information and motivation – they should be self-motivated. This “push vs. pull”
argument was shared by a significant number of EMYs, too (see 3.2.3 below); be-
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sides the information deficits that were mentioned explicitly by EMYs and stakeholders there are also significant “latent information deficits”.
▪

EMYs are often unaware that they may lack important contextual information, e.g.
about the EU or the host country, that would be critical for them to participate more effectively and make full use of their citizenship rights. Many respondents agreed that
this issue needed to be addressed as a matter of priority, ideally by dedicating more
time to civic education, especially in secondary schools but also in tertiary and continuous education, and by expanding and updating the relevant curricula.

3.1.4 Communication deficits
Communication deficits were found to exist at different levels. Language barriers, in particular, are still very much in evidence but there are material differences from country to country.
Whereas English is widely recognised as a “lingua franca” among young EU citizens its use
in official and stakeholder communications is still uneven. Stakeholders generally acknowledged that essential information should be provided in multilingual formats, but this principle
is still not always implemented. There is also some evidence pointing towards cultural integration issues, as illustrated by the persistent home-country bias among „long term residents“, and the widespread reluctance of host-country political parties and other key stakeholders to recognise EMYs as a relevant target constituency.
A key topic in all discussions was the perceived mismatch in communication channels. There
was strong evidence that stakeholders’ communication efforts that were tailored to young
and mobile EU citizens, even including dedicated campaigns, often hardly reach their intended audience. Although digital media played a prominent role in these campaigns it appears
that most of the effort did not succeed in penetrating the „filter bubbles“ of social media. Participants frequently cited two potential causes:
▪

participants frequently found communication from EU institutions and stakeholders
too static. In an environment where digital platform providers and commercial operators go to great lengths to anticipate users’ needs and expectations, many EMYs felt
that essential information about important matters such as citizenship rights and elections, should also be made available in an individualised, tailored and responsive
format. Respondents regularly acknowledged that the information they were missing
was available somewhere, e.g. on an official website, but not in a format that was
easily and intuitively accessible to them. These findings were reflected in the project
team’s decision to implement the proposed online tool in the form of a chatbot;

▪

linked to the above, penetrating social media “filter bubbles” and reaching users often
relies on a “viral” approach to communication based on sharing and propagating
small media items (“snippets”) that attract the attention of like-minded groups and
serve as anchors for subsequent exchanges and, over time, engagement. Participants frequently called for a more “internet-friendly” communication style based on
memes, snippets and other typical formats of online communication.
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3.1.5 Administrative barriers
Most EMYs confirmed that they continue to face administrative barriers when trying to exercise their democratic participation rights in another EU member state. More than half of the
post-election survey respondents who did not vote (15% of the total sample) reported that
they had intended to vote but were either not informed of the upcoming elections in time
(19%), failed to register because of complications with the registration process (11%) or
missed the deadline for registration (24%). Many respondents shared their first-hand experiences of administrative hurdles, which tended to centre on three aspects:
▪

member states’ criteria for residents’ eligibility to vote and/or stand as a candidate
(e.g. length of residence in the host-country; suspension/forfeiture of voting rights; criteria for registering as a candidate, e.g. deposits, declarations of support; list vs. individual candidacy);

▪

member states’ formal requirements and administrative procedures for voter registration (e.g. national practices and allocation of responsibilities for administering the
electoral role; registration deadlines; documentation required by way of proof of identity and/or proof of residence); and

▪

the implementation of the polling process in member states (e.g. voting dates, polling
stations, the availability of postal ballots, proxy voting or, in Estonia only, e-voting).

While there has been progress in respect of some of these issues, in particular regarding European Parliament elections, thanks to efforts by the EU institutions and member states to
harmonise national practices, national frameworks continue to differ in many respects and
the scope provided by EU primary law for further harmonisation is limited. Based on our findings further harmonisation of the administrative framework could go a long way towards lowering the threshold for citizens, in particular EMYs, to avail themselves of their rights under
Article 22 TFEU. Given that EMYs predominantly vote for home-country parties/candidates it
would appear that some of the responsibility for addressing these barriers resides with homecountry authorities. Host-country authorities could nevertheless play a significant role in supporting home-country authorities, e.g. with information and awareness-raising among EMYs.
In addition, a more proactive and inclusive approach by host-country policymakers and other
key stakeholders may, in due course, motivate more EMYs to consider voting for hostcountry candidates.
Finally, there is some evidence that e-voting could contribute to lowering the administrative
barriers (see 3.2.2 below).

3.2 Other key findings
3.2.1 Engagement of age group 16-17
Our mapping and interaction activities showed that it is very difficult to reach, let alone mobilise the age group of 16-17 year-old “first time voters”. For the most part these are not independently mobile EMYs, tend to have less awareness of their status than older peers and
more limited democratic education and civic maturity. At the same time, respondents – inDeliverable D.2.3.
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cluding both EMYs and policymakers – tended to agree that the extension of voting rights to
this age group could potentially be very valuable in raising awareness, fostering the political
discourse and promoting democratic engagement already at a young age.
There was widespread agreement that adequate civic education is critical for making this approach a success. Secondary education establishments would have to play a key role in this
process but our findings in Austria indicate that there is little awareness of this issue among
administrators and teachers. It should be noted, of course, that not all schools are confronted
with this particular issue in equal measure: the number of EMYs in secondary education in
Austria is small, in absolute terms, and fairly concentrated in a number of urban areas and
establishments. In Estonia, 16-17 year-olds were not entitled to vote in the 2019 European
Parliament elections and we have therefore not investigated the extended target group there.
This does not detract, in our view, from the urgency to review civic education curricula in
member states to ensure that young citizens are taught about EU citizenship and acquire a
basic level of familiarity with the EU, its institutions, activities and impact on their everyday
lives.

3.2.2 Attitudes towards e-voting
Throughout our surveys and focus groups EMYs consistently voiced strong interest in evoting. A majority feels that it could lower administrative hurdles, in particular, and help them
participate in elections more easily, especially while living abroad. There were some concerns, mostly related to manipulation or fraud, the technical reliability of the service, or personal data being compromised. Most participants felt, however, that these concerns could be
addressed and many cited Estonia as proof. A smaller, but still significant group was less optimistic and noted that the challenges of introducing e-voting in larger member states would
be on a different scale and, potentially, also amplify vulnerabilities. Some also recognised
that e-voting could attract and mobilise young voters but may be less acceptable to older
voters.

3.2.3 Information supply and demand
EMYs look to home- and host-country authorities and stakeholders for information and guidance on how to exercise their right to democratic participation. Host-country authorities and
stakeholders, by contrast, expect EMYs to be proactive and demonstrate a certain level of
civic commitment, e.g., by taking the initiative and looking for relevant information themselves. Expectations on both sides diverge, sometimes substantially. The issue is further
complicated by „latent information deficits”, e.g., about the EU and/or the host country, that
EMYs can, by definition, not address themselves.
The broader debate about “push vs. pull” is largely outside the scope of this project. Bearing
in mind, though, that it is in the common interest of the EU institutions and member states to
ensure the representativeness and legitimacy of European Parliament elections and that
both are committed to ensuring that citizens are free to enjoy their rights equally and without
hindrance in all member states a pragmatic approach would, in our view, focus on what
needs to be done to reach EMYs and strengthen their interest in democratic engagement. In
the first instance, this approach may place much of the burden with EU and member-state
authorities and stakeholders. If the impact of the pre-election campaign on the turnout of
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young voters in the 2019 European Parliament elections is any indication it may be valid to
argue that the potential gains far outweigh the cost.

3.2.4 EU citizenship as an abstract concept
As mentioned previously, our activities with EMYs revealed a curiously two-dimensional attitude towards the EU and EU citizenship (3.1.2 above). While respondents seem to be comfortable with the notions of home country citizenship and even, at a more abstract level, EU
citizenship, the latter does not appear to extend to the reality of living in another EU member
state. Most of the time, EMYs appear to view their experience of living in another EU member state through the prism of a fairly narrow home-/host-country perspective. This is brought
into sharp relief, for instance, when a significant group of EMYs question the legitimacy of
democratic participation in the host country (2.2.6 above). As of today, it seems that shared
EU citizenship does not (yet) engender a shared sense of belonging. To most participants,
home-country citizenship is a concrete experience, outlined by borders, enshrined in constitutional law, shaped by history, and imbued with collective imagery. EU citizenship conveys a
more abstract image, epitomised primarily by “Brussels” and the EU institutions. The hostcountry, and its population of “fellow EU citizens”, however, do not consciously form part of
what is thought of as „the EU“.
These findings, which are based on a limited sample of a small segment of the EU population, admittedly, may shed light on some of the more complicated aspects of EU citizenship.
As part of the original “four freedoms” of the European Single Market, mobility – the free
movement of persons – has acquired huge symbolic and practical significance. It is one aspect of European integration that is immediately relatable for the majority of EU citizens. The
apparent absence of a third dimension, connecting the citizens of individual EU member
states via a shared sense of belonging, demonstrates that mobility, on its own, should not be
seen as the „be-all and end-all“ of EU citizenship.

3.2.5 Home-host cooperation
Although EMYs tend to look primarily to EU institutions and host-country stakeholders to assist with information and guidance on democratic engagement at the EU level (Figure 25), it
has become quite clear that home-country authorities and stakeholders have a critical role to
play too. As we have seen, most EMYs still prefer to participate in EU decision-making via
their home-country electoral processes, voting for home-country representatives (3.1.2
above). Of the shortcomings that EMYs have encountered many are solely or mostly within
the ambit of home-country authorities and stakeholders. This is likely to remain the case for
the foreseeable future, even if more EMYs, in particular long-term residents, were to choose
the host-country option over time. Supporting EMYs is not a responsibility of the host-country
alone – close cooperation between home and host-country stakeholders is needed.
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Annex B: Presentation “Validation of Results”
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