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1 Executive Summary
This deliverable, which completes Activity A.2.4., is based on the methodological framework
provided by WP 2 (deliverable D.2.1.), the ‘state of the art’ analysis conducted as part of WP 3
(deliverable D.3.1.), the findings of the mapping and interaction activities carried out under
WP 4 (deliverables D.2.2. and D.2.3. (preliminary)), and feedback obtained from the participants of a dedicated Crowdsourcing workshop.
For the purposes of this document, we define ‘user requirements’ in a broad sense as a combination of information needs and communication preferences that are specific to our target
group. This document focuses on the information needs of European mobile youth (‘EMYs’)
that have been identified from the mapping and interaction activities, as described in more
detail in deliverables D.4.2, D.4.3, D.2.2, D.4.4, D.4.5, and D.2.3). While substantial amounts
of information are being made available by some stakeholders, in different formats, the scope,
depth and breadth of these offerings is very often not optimised to meet EMYs’ needs – even
though young people have long been a designated target audience for many technology-enabled initiatives realised at the EU-wide and national levels (a list of such initiatives is presented
in deliverable D.3.1). However, such information is not always provided in a format and/or via
channels that appeal to EMYs or address their specific needs and preferences.
In this deliverable, we concentrate on the parameters that need to be defined for the purposes
of informing the design and development of an initial prototype of the proposed online tool,
‘emyConnect’ (deliverable D.3.3.), which has the principal objective of encouraging participation of EMYs in formal democratic events, specifically European Parliament and municipal
elections. The combined findings of Activity A.2.4. and the ‘mapping and interaction’ activities
of WP 4 indicate that the proposed tool should concentrate on delivering factual information
from primary sources, preferably directly from the originating official authorities or from trusted
institutional stakeholders. This information can be subdivided into five categories: awarenessraising information; administrative information; political information; practical information; and
contextual information. These categories are intended as a framework to identify and structure
a set of key information items for the purposes of designing and supporting the proposed online
tool (Table 4).
EMYs are not a monolithic target group: they comprise a number of disparate sub-groups that
are differentiated, among other factors, by age, country of origin, level and place of study or
occupation, and duration of stay. We assume that, while the heterogeneous nature of the target
group has a direct impact on the design process for the online tool, it is equally important to
find commonalities in order to propose a tool that would be universally acceptable from the
communication channel and device perspective. These should be common to any EMY subgroup, whereas the content type may still differ in some respects.
Most of or initial discussions during our ‘mapping and interaction’ activities revolved around
known, fairly obvious information needs, i.e. information regarding the practicalities of registering and voting and the political choices on offer. Over time it has become increasingly apparent, however, that latent information needs, i.e. information deficits that EMYs are not
aware of, could also have a significant, perhaps underestimated impact on their ability to participate in the democratic process and/or the effectiveness of their participation. Addressing
these wider information deficits is, first and foremost, a question of civic education, which is
largely beyond the scope of this Project.
Deliverable D2.4
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Another recurring argument among EMYs and stakeholders revolved around who should be
held responsible for the apparent information and communication deficits (see sections 6.2
and 7.2), specifically whether perceived deficits were either due to a lack of interest, and effort,
on the part of young voters, or due to a failure of institutions and stakeholders to reach out to
this particular constituency in a way, and through channels, that are attractive, understandable,
and suit their communication patterns (‘push vs. pull’). Based on our mapping and interaction
results (summarised in deliverables D.2.2 and D.2.3), we propose a proactive, ‘soft push’ strategy, which aims at delivering a basic level of standardised information, proactively and to all
relevant target groups. At the same time, however, our findings support a case for member
states to place more emphasis on civic education, in general, and on education about the EU
and EU citizenship, in particular.
A review of our own ‘mapping and interaction’ activities and third-party research on online
media channels and their use by young adults indicates that members of our target group are
primarily social media users. The dominant device is the smartphone – which has a special
importance for EMYs due to their ‘mobile by default’ status. The tool should therefore be optimised for mobile use and access via smartphone. It should also provide a space for EMYs to
interact, and exchange information about opportunities for democratic participation in their host
country, but should not be conceived as a forum for substantive political discourse given that,
according to our findings, the majority of EMYs are reluctant to discuss political matters on
social media.
The design of the proposed tool should strike a balance between different sets of objectives,
including users’ channel preferences, ease of use, the effectiveness of the tool, its in-trusiveness, data protection and privacy concerns, resource intensity and scalability from the provider’s side and resource intensity for the user, i.e. demands on mobile device storage and
data transfer volumes. For a detailed understanding of how EMYs will interact with, and benefit
from the proposed online tool we have defined a number of ‘personas’ and ‘anti-personas’ in
order to help visualise different user scenarios of democratic participation. These personas
and anti-personas are representative of sub-sets of the target group and inspired by the backgrounds of EMYs who participated in our surveys or focus groups.
Based on current trends in digital media development, the tool should be designed primarily
for use on smartphones, using one or more popular messaging services, and be implemented
in the form of a chatbot that automatically and regularly connects to the information source and
transmits it to EMYs’ devices. The tool, ‘emyConnect’, should be capable of aggregating information from existing, trusted sources, in particular directly from public authorities and other
stakeholders, such as selected non-governmental organisations and neutral experts. Information should be presented in an interactive format and respond to specific questions in a way
that is simple and easy to understand. Moderation, vetting and quality control of the tool should
be placed in the hands of a designated ‘curator’. In a regular deployment, the role of ‘curator’
could be taken up, ideally, by a key stakeholder who may also contribute original content and/or
operate the platform.

Deliverable D2.4
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2 Introduction
This deliverable completes Activity A.2.4. It has three principal objectives:
•

Analyse the information needs of European mobile youths (EMYs) to facilitate democratic participation in their host country, in general, and participation in European Parliament and municipal elections, in particular;

•

Identify appropriate digital communication channels and instruments (applications,
platforms, websites) that assist EMYs to be adequately and timely informed about participation opportunities. Knowing which channels and instruments work better, specifically for EMYs, is paramount for the delivery of relevant information and the coordination of engagement activities; and

•

Based on the link between public information and democratic participation, on the one
hand, and being aware of the preferred use of digital communication technologies by
EMYs, on the other, define user requirements as an input for the technical design of
the proposed engagement tool, in general, and deliverable D.3.3 (“Specification of an
e-Participation Platform”), in particular.

The term ‘user requirements’ means in this context a set of conditions that explain EMYs’
information needs and preferred communication practices, as well as their uses of particular channels and tools. Such conditions do not include specific software and other technical requirements that are used to produce an engagement tool as a technology product,
which is the goal of D3.3.
There have been four main information sources used to achieve the above goals, namely:
a. Pre-election survey and focus group discussions;
b. Post-election survey and focus-group discussions;
c. Interviews with key stakeholders;
d. a Crowdsourcing event to discuss the proposed emyConnect tool and
e. General research on global trends in the use of media and communication channels.
The following documents were used in compiling this deliverable:
a. EMY Deliverables:
D.2.1 (“Guiding documentation for implementing mapping and interaction activities”);
D.2.2 (“Results of pre-election mapping and interaction activities in Austria & Estonia”);
D.2.3 (“Results of post-election mapping and interaction activities in Austria & Estonia”;
working draft);
D.3.1 (“Current state of the art and gap analysis”);
D.4.1 (“Identification of target beneficiaries and key stakeholders in Austria & Estonia”);
D.4.2 (“Pre-election mapping surveys and focus groups in Austria”);
Deliverable D2.4
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D.4.3 (“Pre-election mapping surveys and focus groups in Estonia”);
D.4.4 (“Post-election mapping surveys and focus groups in Austria”);
D.4.5 (“Post-election mapping surveys and focus groups in Estonia”);
b. Selected academic publications and reports (see “References”).
The analysis presented in the deliverable is structured into three parts: target group characteristics, information needs (content), and communication channels (delivery). We recognise that
the target group is fragmented and heterogeneous. As described, in general terms, in deliverable D.2.1., individual sub-segments of the target group may have different information needs
and communication habits. The objective of this analysis is to draw up a balanced set of requirements that addresses the needs and preferences of the target population as comprehensively, and inclusively, as possible.

3 Definition, approach and sources of user requirements
As mentioned above, we define ‘user requirements’ in a broad sense as certain information
needs and communication practices undertaken by EMYs, including the use of channels, tools
and also the way EMYs interact with digital communication technology in general, and specific
devices in particular. It explains how a user will interact with a system and what that user
expects from it in usability terms; for example, how a screen or human machine interface is
organized and functions by pressing specific buttons and switching between different screens
(Kraeling and Lindsley 2019).
We view such requirements as a set of conditions covering information as a public good, specific content that young Europeans have or might need, to be more democratically active when
living in other European countries, and a range of digital communication technologies that may
assist in meeting these information needs by informing the design and implementation of the
EMY engagement tool. The informational aspect of democratic participation has not only been
confirmed by our analysis, e.g. the pre- and post-European election surveys, but is also known
to be a key factor for legitimising democracy more generally, which is well documented in the
academic literature and other sources.
We place particular emphasis on digital communication technologies due to their potential for
expanding participation opportunities. Young people in particular, are native users of these
technologies and tend to engage more actively when they are able to use digital communication channels, an aspect that is well documented in relevant studies (see References). In the
context of this Project, user requirements are understood as the specific information and communications needs of EMYs that have to be addressed in order to enable, and encourage them
to be more engaged in the democratic process while living outside their home countries. These
needs reflect the special circumstances of EMYs including, for instance, a lack of knowledge
of the host country’s language or of its political and constitutional framework. As the Project’s
findings have attested so far, such needs are often not met. Moreover, both policy makers and
EMYs themselves are not even aware sometimes of the existing barriers on the way to more
engagement in more formal democratic processes, such as elections, and in more informal
day-to-day civic activities in their host country. That is, there are important social and behavioural aspects to user requirements in terms of how EMYs use technology. Specifically, we are
interested to know what type of information and content EMYs need in order to become more
Deliverable D2.4
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engaged in their host country and what media and what type of communication channels are
best suited to convey that information.
This document focuses on information needs of EMYs that have been identified from the mapping and interaction activities, as described in more detail in deliverables D.4.2, D.4.3, D.2.2,
D.4.4, D.4.5, and D.2.3). EMYs’ user needs and requirements – for the purpose of designing
an engagement tool – also include the importance of communication counterparts and audiences, i.e. the sources and owners of information content. It is assumed here that, apart from
the public media, stakeholders (deliverable D.4.1) are the main owners of information that
EMYs need or might need. While substantial amounts of information are being made available
by some stakeholders, in different formats, the scope, depth and breadth of these offerings is
very often not optimised to meet EMYs’ needs – even though young people have long been a
designated target audience for many technology-enabled initiatives realised at the EU-wide
and national levels (a list of such initiatives is presented in deliverable D.3.1). However, such
information is not always provided in a format that appeals to EMYs or addresses their specific
needs. In the 2019 EP elections, a deliberate effort was made, and large amounts of dedicated
information created, to target young European citizens and encourage them to vote. This effort
produced demonstrable results, as evidenced by the EP’s own post-election statistics (European Parliament 2019) and the surveys conducted as part of this Project. Lower-profile participatory activities, including municipal elections, generally tend to generate less public interest,
and there are therefore fewer dedicated tools supporting democratic engagement in the host
country setting.
The engagement tool that is specified in deliverable D.3.3, based on the requirements outlined
in this deliverable, should take into account the ability to channel the required information content to EMYs directly from stakeholders in an accessible and attractive format, and via the most
appropriate communication channels. Technically, the tool should be capable of being easily
scaled-up across Europe by similar stakeholders in other countries using the standard information template filled with other type of information content.

4 Target group
4.1 Target group characteristics
4.1.1 Age group
The principal target group for this Project are 18-29 year-olds. The upper boundary of this age
group is somewhat higher than is customary in most youth studies, where the upper age limit
is usually 24 or 25 years. The higher age boundary has been set in order to better capture
particular sections of the population, such as graduate students, young researchers and earlycareer professionals (see 4.1.3 below), who tend to be comparatively more mobile and are
more likely to settle permanently in their host country than other age groups.
A secondary target group in this Project are 16-18 year-olds. This group is covered primarily
in Austria, which is one of two EU member states – together with Malta – where this age group
is eligible to vote in elections at all levels, including European Parliament elections and national
elections. In Estonia, 16-18 year-olds are eligible to participate in municipal elections only. We
recognise that this sub-group is likely to be comparatively small as members of this age group
tend not to be very mobile yet. However, we believe that the experience of these first-time
Deliverable D2.4
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voters could be formative for their future disposition towards democratic participation and the
democratic process and will therefore seek to cover this sub-group as much as possible within
the remit of the Project.

4.1.2 Length of stay in the host country
One of our working assumptions is that the degree of motivation for a resident to participate in
the democratic life of his/her host country is, to a large extent, correlated to their expected
length of stay. Due to the time limits attached to most academic exchange programmes (three
to twelve months for Erasmus+) most students tend to be short-term residents in their host
country and we would therefore expect them, a priori, to be less interested and engaged in
host-country political life. Our mapping and interaction activities have discovered some evidence, albeit from a limited sample, that appears to corroborate this assumption (deliverable
D.2.3.).

4.1.3 Purpose of stay in the host country
The Project’s principal target group consists of mobile EU students in Austria and Estonia, i.e.
students from other EU countries who are resident in Austria and Estonia to pursue their academic studies. Students in higher education – including, in particular, participants of the Erasmus+ programme – are the largest segment of this target group. Much of their social and civic
activity takes place within the organisational setting of student unions, which renders this target
group relatively accessible. The principal target group covers all students in higher education,
such as Bachelor, Master and PhD degree students, other exchange students and post-doctoral researchers.
We are mindful, however, that the circumstances of students in higher education, such as their
motivation for travelling and staying abroad and the time limitation of their stay, are unique to
their situation. The Project should therefore seek to address an extended target group of mobile EU citizens who are not university students. The Project’s extended target group therefore
includes, in particular:
•

students who attend vocational and professional education;

•

employees on temporary workplace postings abroad; and

•

employees who are posted outside of their home country permanently.

We understand that these sub-groups are less numerous and more dispersed, and therefore
less readily accessible. Close cooperation with stakeholders, such as trade unions, trade associations and large employers, will be required to access this particular target group. Nevertheless, we consider it important to include these sub-groups as their presence in the host
country is less strictly time-limited than that of (undergraduate) exchange students, in particular, and their working environment tends to require a higher degree of interaction with the social, economic and, perhaps, political conditions of the host country.
As mentioned previously (see 4.1.1 above) secondary level students also form part of the extended target group since they are entitled to vote in all elections in Austria and in local elections in Estonia.

Deliverable D2.4
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4.2 Implications of target group characteristics
EMYs are not a monolithic target group: they comprise a number of disparate sub-groups that
are differentiated, among other factors, by age, country of origin, level and place of study or
occupation, and duration of stay. It is essential to take into account these differences, to the
greatest extent possible. This is because communication habits, the use of digital devices, and
general interest in democratic participation might differ significantly between 18-year-old and
29-year-old EMYs and, again, between this group and the 16-18 year-olds (see 6.1 below).
We assume that, while the heterogeneous nature of the target group has a direct impact on
the design process for the online tool, it is equally important to find commonalities in order to
propose a tool that would be universally acceptable from the communication channel and device perspective. These should be common to any EMY sub-group, whereas the content type
may still differ in some respects. Whereas the core content, for example about local elections
in Austria, will most likely not be substantially different for younger and more mature EMYs, it
might differ, e.g. in terms of detail, scope or emphasis.
We illustrate below how the characteristics discussed above, such as duration of stay, age and
purpose of stay, may affect the information needs of the target group. This is done by determining what is common to particular EMY sub-groups and what is specific to each. We note
that, in particular:
•

information needs are determined by length of stay and age group; whereas

•

communication habits and preferences depend on age group and purpose of stay.

The following tables set out, in a simplified way, our assumptions about these interrelations:
Table 1: Information needs by target group
Short stay (≤ 1 year)
16 – 18 years

18 – 29 years

Deliverable D2.4

Long stay (> 1 year)

Common: This group, which is likely to comprise mostly ‘firsttime voters’, is likely to require information about
a) the democratic process and voting, in general; and
b) the political landscape and the administrative requirements
and processes in the host country, in particular.
Specific: Unless there is a pos- Specific: Initial findings in Aussibility for the stay to be extria point towards relatively
tended, i.e. for attending unihigh participation rates among
versity or vocational training,
‘first-time voters’. It is unclear if
the group is less likely to be
this applies, too, for ‘first-time
motivated to fully engage in
voters’ who are not citizens but
the host–country democratic
expect to remain resident in
processes.
the host country, e.g. for tertiary education or employment.
Common: This group is likely to have some previous knowledge,
and perhaps experience, of the democratic process in their
home country. Their information needs relate, primarily, to the
political landscape and the administrative requirements and processes in the host country.
Page 13 of 76
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Specific: This sub-group comprises most exchange students, e.g. under the Erasmus+ programme.
Again, in the absence of a prospect for an extended stay this
group is less likely to be motivated to fully engage in the
host–country democratic process.
As a prerequisite to engagement, short-term residents are
more likely to require background information on the social, political and cultural, context of the host country.

Specific: This sub-group comprises of degree students, expatriate employees and other
long-term residents.
Long-term residents are more
likely to be familiar with the social, political and cultural, context of the host country and
therefore less reliant on contextual information.

Table 2: Communication channels by target group
Students and academics
16 – 18 years

Vocational and professional

Common direct channels:
Online: websites, mailing lists, social media, messengers
Offline: parents, youth organisations
Specific direct channels:
• Offline: fellow students,
teachers
Specific indirect channels
(key stakeholders): secondary
schools (formal Civic Education curriculum, ad-hoc interventions and workshops)

18 – 29 years

Specific direct channels:
• Offline: fellow trainees,
co-workers
Specific indirect channels
(key stakeholders): vocational
training staff, employers (HR
departments), representative
bodies (e.g. trade unions)

Common direct channels:
Online: websites, mailing lists, social media, messengers
Offline: parents, youth organisations
Specific direct channels:
• Offline: fellow students
Specific indirect channels
(key stakeholders): Erasmus+
contact points, student unions,
university services for foreign
students

Deliverable D2.4

Specific direct channels:
• Offline: co-workers
Specific indirect channels
(key stakeholders): employers
(HR departments), representative bodies (e.g. works councils, chamber of labour, trade
unions)
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The above examples demonstrate that the level of commonality and specificity depends to a
large degree on the stakeholder that generates and transmits particular information. Some
stakeholders would be more likely to generate information that is more homogenous, regardless of the EMY sub-group, while other stakeholders would have to differentiate their content
significantly. As the above examples demonstrate, generally, information (content) tends to be
more diverse and dependent on the EMY sub-group’s needs, whilst (online) communication
channels tend to be more common – typically, these are social media groups, websites, mailing
lists, and, increasingly, messenger platforms that are the same for any EMY group. Yet their
use of these channels may substantially vary and thus require to differentiate among the subgroups (for instance, younger EMYs may use messengers rather than websites, in contrast to
older EMYs).

4.3 ‘Personas’ and scenarios
For a detailed understanding of how EMYs will interact with, and benefit from the proposed
digital tool we have defined a number of ‘personas’ and ‘anti-personas’ in order to help visualise different user scenarios of democratic participation. The personas and anti-personas in this
Project are representative of sub-sets of the target group and inspired by the backgrounds of
EMYs who participated in our surveys or focus groups in order to guarantee that the information system represented by the tool is capturing all the necessary and relevant functionalities required by EMYs in order to raise awareness of, and increase active participation in,
formal democratic processes at the European and local level in their host country. An overview
of the profiles of ‘personas’ and ‘anti-personas’ is provided in Annexes A.1. and A.2., respectively. This exercise has been conducted in close cooperation between WPs 2 and 3.

4.3.1 Personas and Methodology
Personas and their narratives are a common tool in user-centred design of information and
communication systems. Personas are an abstraction of groups of real persons that share
common characteristics. Each persona is represented by means of a fictional individual. The
supposed benefits of personas are an improved communication about the target demographic
among the project team and an increased focus on the target users during the development
process (Miaskiewicz and Kozar 2011). In this Project, personas are developed in a multistage process, loosely based on (Faily and Flechais 2011):
1. Propose themes
From the existing Project deliverables that have relevance to user requirements, in particular the guiding principles and working assumptions (D.2.1.) and the (provisional) results
from mapping and interaction activities ( D.2.2, D.2.3, D.4.1, D.4.2, D.4.3, D.4.4 and D4.5),
we synthesise common themes. These themes are further explored in the design of the
EMY information tool.
2. Discuss persona characteristics
Based on the themes, characteristics of personas are proposed. Characteristics are derived from themes by examining the theme’s relation to online information seeking and
communication between participants. Characteristics can be activities, attitudes, aptitudes,
motivation or skills.
3. Construct persona narratives
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Based on the agreed upon persona characteristics, an illustrative story is drafted for each
persona. Manifestations of the persona characteristics are grouped to form separate, distinct, and rigid personas.
4. Create scenarios of use
Scenarios of use illustrate a realistic example of how a future system would be used to
carry out activities relevant to the design context (in this case, that is the online information
exchange of EMYs). Scenarios should be focused on the most important tasks of the usage
context. It stands to reason that scenarios of use should be linked to personas (Maguire
2001) – each scenario is therefore linked to at least one persona as defined in the previous
steps.
Personas, and their linked scenarios of use, are applied to ensure a focus on target users
throughout the rest of the design process. Based on these artefacts, a high-level system design
will be created, which in turn will serve as the basis for the more detailed technological design.
Further detail is provided in deliverable D.3.3.

4.3.2 Persona Characteristics
▪

Host-country integration:
-

▪

Information-seeking initiative:
-

▪

Actively search for information on political parties, e.g. using a search engine.
Aware of the web presence of home-/host-country political parties.
Unaware of the web presence of home-/host-country political parties.
Watching the local news to find out about current political topics.
Interested in (host-country) national and/or local politics.

Knowledge of participation opportunities:
-

▪

Want / do not want to connect with local communities online.
Already connected to a local community online.
Unable to find / connect with local communities online.
Staying for a long vs. short duration.
Hesitation / concerns about voting in host country.

Aware of the necessary procedures (registration / deadlines).
Proficient in the language of the host country.
Unable to find information on voting procedures.
Moving too fast from one member state to another to receive official information / notifications.
Lack of confirmation that voting registration was successful.

Information-sourcing from social media:
-

Use social media to connect with communities in home/host country.
Consume news about political topics through social media.
Draw inspiration for democratic engagement through social media.
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▪

Information quality:
-

▪

Discussions on social media:
-

▪

Tend to trust information from online communities.
Distrust information on social media in general.
Actively verify the information received on social media.
Follow political figures on social media.

Reluctant to engage in political discourse online.
Engage in political discussion online selectively, and only in trusted groups.
Actively, and vocally involved in political discussions online.

Democratic participation via online channels:
-

Put off by traditional processes, like ballot forms and polling stations, but intrigued by
e-voting.
Preference for e-voting as a modern and convenient option to vote, despite security
and secrecy concerns.
Wary of security and secrecy concerns, but recognises practical advantages of e-voting over presence voting and postal ballots.
Generally sceptical of e-voting and other electronic participation tools (petitions, citizens’ initiatives).

4.3.3 Scenarios
As mentioned previously, scenarios provide examples of how the proposed tool could be used
in a real-life situation to achieve its design objectives. For the purposes of this Project, we
formulate five scenarios that illustrate different aspects of the proposed tool’s envisaged functionality:
▪

Finding (standardised) factual information about democratic participation.

▪

Finding answers to individual questions about democratic participation.

▪

Finding other politically engaged EMYs to exchange information and views.

▪

Strengthening EMYs’ interest in continuous host-country engagement.

▪

Encouraging EMYs to participate actively in host-country politicial life, e.g. by standing as
a candidate.

A more detailed description of these scenarios is provided in Annex B. These scenarios are
not meant to be exhaustive and additional scenarios may be developed to support the further
development of the tool (see 5.3 below).

4.3.4 Use of ‘personas’ and scenarios
The above use cases form the basis for a diagrammatical description of use cases that will be
set out, and developed further, in deliverable D.3.3. Further analysis in that deliverable will
draw on these use cases to define user roles and workflows for the purposes of developing a
prototype of the digital tool.
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4.4 Role and relevance of key stakeholders
For the purpose of the Project, key stakeholders were identified under Activities A.4.1. and
A.2.2. and sub-divided into eight categories (see deliverables D.2.1. and D.3.1.). The role of
key stakeholders in relation to the online tool is two-fold: on the one hand, key stakeholders
are important sources of relevant information for EMYs; on the other, they act as essential
channels for indirect communication.
Public authorities that are responsible, e.g., for administering elections and for maintaining the
electoral register are the primary, and hence most authoritative, source of information for EMYs
concerning the electoral process, from registering on the electoral roll to actually casting a
vote, online or at the local polling station, or indeed for standing as a candidate. It would appear
logical, therefore, to try and access election-related and other information that is relevant for
EMYs directly from its official source.
Similarly, key stakeholders who act as the first point of contact for EMYs in the host country,
such as student unions, would appear to be ideally placed to provide the interface for connecting EMYs with that information.
As discussed previously (see 4.2), stakeholders should identify their main EMY target subgroups and describe which information content and transmission channels are common and
specific. This process should be carried out in a structured way, e.g. a standardised template
based on Table 4 below.

5 Information requirements
5.1 Input obtained from mapping and interaction activities
5.1.1 Pre- and post-election surveys
Although 95% of respondents in our pre-election survey, taken in April and May 2019, were
aware of the forthcoming European Parliament elections, findings from both surveys indicate
that many EMYs still lack basic, factual information about key features of European Union
citizenship, in general, and their democratic rights in the host country, in particular. For example:
▪

one in three respondents in both our pre- and post-election surveys did not know about his
or her right to vote for a host-country candidate in European Parliament elections (see
Figure 1 below);

▪

two out of three respondents in our pre-election survey did not know about their right to
stand as a candidate for the European Parliament in their host country; and

▪

nearly half of the respondents in our post-election survey were not aware that they were
entitled to vote in municipal elections in their host-country place of residence.
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Figure 1. Pre-/post-election survey: 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?
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(n = 353, pre-election; n = 66, post election)
Among respondents in our post-election survey who did not vote in the European Parliament
elections (28% of the total), the most frequent reason given was “I wanted to vote for a homecountry party/candidate but missed the deadline for registration” (5.9%), followed by “I would
have voted if I had known about the elections in time” (5.5%). Without attributing too much
weight to these relatively small samples they still seem to reflect a strong sense among some
respondents that their participation in the election was somehow thwarted by a lack of information, e.g. about election dates or registration deadlines.
Overall, youth participation in the 2019 European Parliament elections was significantly higher
than in 2014: across the (then) EU-28, turnout increased by 14% for the age group 16/18-24,
and by 12% for the age group 24-29 [Eurobarometer 2019]. In the run-up to the elections,
numerous projects initiated or supported by the EU institutions and/and member states – many
of them online – sought to mobilise the youth vote. It is difficult to assess how much these
projects actually contributed to the increased turnout. In our post-election survey, we asked
respondents whether they were aware of a number of relevant online platforms, which included
dedicated websites directed at young voters in the 2019 elections and a small number of more
established platforms dealing with democratic participation, such as the European Citizens’
Initiative, the petition portal of the European Parliament, and the European Youth Parliament
(Figure 2). We found that only between 7% and 22% of respondents had heard of the various
dedicated, election-related websites (first six entries on the left in Figure 2). On average, respondents who did know about, and did use these websites rated their usefulness between
2.6 and 3.1, i.e. between ‘mediocre’ and ‘average’.
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Figure 2. Post-election survey: Respondents’ awareness of youth- and election-related
online platforms and assessment of their usefulness
Q: Were you aware of these platforms? How useful were they to you (on a scale of 0–5)?
(0 – ‘Don’t know this platform; 5 – ‘Very useful’)
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When asked, also in our post-election survey, what should be done for better engagement,
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”
(Figure 4). This response, together with the second most popular answer (“provide real-life
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)
and 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.
About 50% of respondents prioritised the availability of better tools and communication channels to participate in EU politics. 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 they still significant. These
datapoints seem to confirm our findings that EMYs are aware that a substantial amount of
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(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) call 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 3): 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 every second respondent (49%) found information about voting dates, procedures
and formal requirements for municipal elections in their host country lacking.
Figure 3. Post-election survey: Respondents’ views on host-country 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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Our post-election 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.
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Figure 4. Post-election survey: Respondents’ preferred sources of information regarding democratic engagement in the EU
Q: Who could help you best with providing relevant information on EP Elections and
other opportunities of engaging at the EU level? Please indicate the three sources you
consider to be the most useful.
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5.1.2 Pre- and post-election focus groups
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, the following issues were raised repeatedly by participants in
the course of focus group discussions:
▪

There is a lack of self-awareness. 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. Most of the time, EMYs appear to view their experience through the prism
of a much narrower home-/host-country perspective:
“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.” (AT)

▪

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:
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“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.” (EE)
“I did not know I was allowed to vote until this document [from the Ministry of the Interior]
came.” (EE)
“A friend of mine missed the registration deadline [for European Parliament elections] in
Austria so he needed to register to vote in Germany.” (AT)
“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.” (AT)
“I didn’t know there were [district] elections [in Vienna] coming up’ and that I could vote. If
not too complicated, I would be interested to go and vote.” (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.” (EE)
▪

EMYs are not usually part of stakeholders’ main target groups when it comes to participation 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 (see section 7.2). Language barriers add to this sense of not
being invited to participate:
“I went to a panel discussion in the university to get to know the political culture here, but
it was in German.” (AT)
“Political debate is all in German, that’s why I can’t follow.” (AT)
“My knowledge of Estonian politics is indirect, since I have to use another language to
understand what is going on…” (EE)
“Campaign is mainly in Estonian, so targets Estonian voters.” (EE)
It is “harder for local elections because of the more diverse languages. Harder to understand what’s at stake”, as the “language barrier will be very prohibitive.” (EE)
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 in the host country (see section 7.2):
“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.” (AT)
“Everybody talks about parties and social life but nobody talks about important stuff in the
introduction week for Erasmus students.” (EE)

▪

EMYs would like information about democratic participation in the host country 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 in the host country, not only once-off information
campaigns around the time of elections:
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“The EU must implement some way of communication and marketing in order to reach
more people.” (AT)
“Marketing of the EU is very weak. If the EU was a company, they would go bankrupt
quickly.” (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.” (AT)
“Sending general election information, e.g. registration procedures, deadlines, requirements, etc., by SMS directly to citizens' mobile phones, using Sweden as best practice
model.” (AT)
“Around the elections there was plenty of information, since then it has dried up.” (EE)
“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.” (EE)
“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.” (EE)

5.2 General observations
5.2.1 Known vs. latent information needs
Whereas most of the discussions during our ‘mapping and interaction’ activities revolved
around known, fairly obvious information needs, i.e. information regarding the practicalities of
registering and voting and the political choices on offer, several participants discovered information deficits during this process that they had not been aware of previously. It has become
increasingly apparent, however, that latent information needs, i.e. information deficits that
EMYs are not aware of but which may have a significant impact on their ability to participate in
the democratic process in the host country and/or the effectiveness of their participation, could
play a significant, perhaps underestimated role in this context.
Generally, latent information needs relate to contextual, i.e. ‘background’ information. In the
case of European Parliament elections, this would comprise, for instance, information about
the concept of EU citizenship, and the way it translates into specific individual rights, such as
the right to vote at European and municipal elections, or the right to stand as a candidate in
these elections. Preliminary findings from our ‘mapping and interaction’ activities also indicate
latent information deficits among EMYs about the structure, responsibilities and work of the
European Parliament, its competencies and relationship with other EU institutions and member
states, and the legislative process.
In the case of municipal elections, such contextual information is likely to be even more complex and multi-faceted as it reflects the very diverse constitutional traditions and administrative
arrangements of the EU-27. A telling case in point is the forthcoming municipal election in the
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City of Vienna. Whereas most EMYs resident in Austria are aware, to some extent, of the
federal structure of the country, many of them were not aware of the particular status of the
City of Vienna, which is, at the same time, a municipality and a federal province (Land). Because the city council (Gemeinderat) of Vienna also doubles as the provincial legislature
(Landtag) the Austrian Constitutional Court decreed, in a landmark 2004 decision (VfGH
G 218/03-16 of 30 June 2004, VfSlg. 17264), that the right of EU citizens to vote in municipal
elections was to be applied at the level of Vienna’s (23) constituent districts (Bezirke), not to
the city as a whole. Hence, EU citizens resident in Vienna would be eligible to vote in municipal
elections only for the members of their respective district council (Bezirksversammlung), but
not the city council. This distinction, which many EMYs seemed to be unaware of, is, of course,
very significant for the level and scope of EMYs’ participation rights and should therefore be
communicated to them proactively.
Similar difficulties with contextual information are likely to exist at all levels – European, national and local. Addressing these wider information deficits is, first and foremost, a question
of civic education, which is largely beyond the scope of this Project, which focuses on developing a tool that communicates factual information about specific electoral events. We note,
however, that an expanded version of this tool could be used, in due course, to identify and
address such latent information deficits and serve as a channel to proactively disseminate
relevant background information.

5.2.2 Information “push vs. pull”
In the course of our mapping and interaction activities, respondents and stakeholders repeatedly raised the question of who should be held responsible for the apparent information and
communication deficits (see sections 6.2 and 7.2). In general terms, there was disagreement
whether perceived deficits were either due to a lack of interest, and effort, on the part of young
voters to do their own research, given the abundance of information that has been made available online by European and national institutions and other stakeholders, or due to a failure of
institutions and stakeholders to reach out to this particular constituency in a way, and through
channels, that are attractive, understandable, and suit their communication patterns.
This argument is often emotionally fraught but difficult to settle on a factual basis given the
wide range of diverging practices between, and even within, EU member states. From a pragmatic point of view, it could be said that ‘the customer is always right’, i.e. unless they feel that
their expectations – in terms of information and communication– are taken into account, young
voters will simply remain less engaged, and the democratic process will suffer as a result.
Based on our mapping and interaction results (summarised in deliverables D.2.2 and D.2.3),
this would imply a generally more proactive, ‘soft push’ strategy, which aims at delivering a
basic level of standardised information, proactively and to all relevant target groups, and at
linking EMYs and stakeholders directly to facilitate interaction, foster engagement and address
specific follow-on questions. At the same time, however, our findings support a case for member states to place more emphasis on civic education, in general, and on education about the
EU, its relevance and (individual and collective) benefits, and young people’s democratic responsibilities as EU citizens, in particular.
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5.3 Proposed approach and roadmap
We are mindful that the remit of this Project is limited, in terms of time, scope and geographic
coverage. The scope of this Project corresponds to Stage 1 of the proposed roadmap (Figure
5). In line with the sustainability strategy, which is being formulated under WP 5, we have
developed a roadmap that should a) further specify the objectives of this Project, in accordance
with the parameters of the Proposal and Grant Agreement, and b) provide a forward-looking
perspective how the community and tool created in the course of this Project could be applied,
and further enhanced, subsequently.
Figure 5. Proposed scope of EMY online tool

Table 3: Proposed development path (‘roadmap’)

Stage 1

Stage 2

Timeline

Scope

Geography

▪

▪

Formal democratic
participation covered by EU citizen
rights (EP and municipal elections)

▪

Austria and Estonia
(only)

▪

Prototype only

▪

(additionally) Other
formal participation
with particular relevance for the integration of EMYs
(student unions,
works councils,

▪

Additional EU member states (representative sample)

By 31 Jan 2021
(current Project)

▪

Sustainability strategy;

▪

Potential follow-on
project (tbd)
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participatory budgeting, etc.)

Stage 3

▪

Sustainability strategy;

▪

Potential follow-on
project (tbd)

▪

Deployment-ready
tool (standard content)

▪

(additionally) Other
formal and informal
democratic participation processes
that have particular
relevance for the integration of EMYs
(e.g. civil-society organisation citizens’
initiatives, etc.)

▪

Deployment-ready
tool (enhanced content)

▪

EU-27

The development of the initial prototype of the online tool will be carried out within the scope
of Stage 1. This deliverable will therefore concentrate on the parameters that need to be defined for the purposes of specifying that prototype (deliverable D.3.3.).

5.4 Essential content
5.4.1 Overview
As discussed above, the information to be provided to EMYs as part of Stage 1 concentrates
on encouraging participation in formal democratic events, specifically European Parliament
and municipal elections. It falls into five categories:
•

Awareness-raising information: basic information that informs, and educates young
EU citizens about the fact, and implications, of being ‘EMYs’. A lack of awareness
about, and only vague understanding of, the concept of EU citizenship has been in in
evidence time and again in our ‘mapping and interaction’ activities. The right to vote for
host-country candidates/parties, and the right to stand as a candidate in the host country, in particular, are still not widely known.

•

Administrative information: essential, actionable information to alert young EU citizens of elections in their host country, help them navigate the registration process, and
guide them through the available options for casting their ballot (at the polling station,
by postal ballot or via e-voting);

•

Political information: neutral, factual and unbiased information on the parties and
candidates who present themselves in the forthcoming elections. This information
should be largely limited to the essentials, i.e. links to the European Parliament’s and/or
national/local authorities’ relevant webpages and political parties’ own information
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resources, such as websites and social media groups, but refrain from actively triggering discussions of political content, which could prove divisive and detract from the
reach, and perceived usefulness of the tool (deliverable D.2.3). It should also include
information on any limitations on the rights of non-citizens to engage in political parties,
where applicable.
•

Practical information: supporting information to help young EU citizens comply with
administrative requirements and instructions, e.g. where to obtain a “proof of address”
document or where to locate a polling station. This is a potentially very broad category
that could be expanded over time. It may also, in due course, include a significant
amount of user-generated information and become a focal point for interaction between
EMYs.

•

Contextual information: That information may also include other information to assist
EMYs to orient themselves on the constitutional and governance arrangements and
the political system and landscape of their host country. It could be provided, for instance, by linking to other online sources and/or by facilitating participation in public
discussions and events in the host country that do not form part of the actual election
campaign. This latter information could, however, be sensitive and susceptible to bias
and would have to be carefully vetted to ensure neutrality. In addition, general information about the EU and its impact could be made available, again, by providing links
to existing, reliable external sources.

These five categories are intended as a framework to structure information needs for the purposes of designing the proposed online tool. They are neither exhaustive nor mutually exclusive – certain items listed in section 5.4.2 below may appear in more than one category.

5.4.2 Key information items
The following tables provide a summary of key items of information that should be made available through the proposed online tool. When applied in practice, it will be necessary to further
refine this framework and to differentiate between generic and specific (individual) information:
•

General information: information that is relevant, and applies uniformly for all target
group members in a particular host country;

•

Specific information: information that varies between target group members in a particular host country, e.g. as a function of
a. Age (e.g. 16–18 years, 18-29 years), as a determinant of eligibility to vote;
b. Lengths of stay, as a determinant of eligibility to register/vote in the host country;
c. Place of residence in the host country, as a determinant of the competent authority
for registration and polling purposes (electoral roll, polling station).

Table 4 below could, in due course, serve as the basis for a template to apply these generic
categories to specific instances.
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Table 4: Key information items
1. Awareness-raising information
EU citizenship
EMY ‘self-identification’

General information regarding the concept of EU citizenship and the relevance of Art. 18 TFEU and Title V of the
EU Charter of Fundamental Rights.
General information for young EU citizens living abroad to
reminding them about their civic rights, both in their home
and host countries, and of opportunities available to exercise them.

2. Administrative information
Election dates

Ex-ante information to EMY about relevant (European Parliament or municipal) election date(s) in their host country,
including (once available)
• deadlines for registration on the electoral roll;
• opening/closing dates for postal, proxy or e-voting, if applicable;
• dates and deadlines for in-person voting (polling stations, embassies).

Competent authorities

Names and contact details of competent public authorities,
including
• host-country authorities administering the electoral roll
and registration procedures (for resident EU non-citizens);
• host-country authorities responsible for issuing documents required for registration and/or voting;
• names and contact details of host-country authorities
handling complaints and appeals against decisions in
electoral matters; and, potentially
• home-country diplomatic representations (embassies,
consulates) administering the electoral roll, registration
procedures, and, where available, polling.

Eligibility

Conditions for eligibility as a voter, e.g.
• minimum age;
• minimum residence requirement in the host country;
• exclusion/disenfranchisement criteria.
Additional conditions for eligibility as a candidate, e.g.
• minimum age (if different from voting age);
• minimum residence requirement in the host country;
• legal exclusions from candidacy (e.g. for certain mayoral
offices);
• political party membership (if applicable).
Registration requirements as a voter, including
• requirement to register on the electoral roll (alt. notification of auto-enrolment);

Registration
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• registration procedures for resident EU non-citizens;
• documents required for registration (proof of identity/age, proof of address/residence, criminal record certificate);
• registration deadlines.
(Additional) registration requirements as a candidate, e.g.
• declarations of support (min. number, formal requirements);
• submission of a list of candidates (if applicable).
Voting procedures

Procedures for casting host-country ballots, e.g.
• availability of/procedures for postal ballot, proxy voting
or e-voting;
• location of polling stations;
• ID requirements (ID at polling station, witness statement
on postal ballot, digital ID for e-voting);
• voting deadlines (opening hours of polling stations, post
offices).
Procedures for casting home-country ballots, e.g.
• availability of/procedures for in-person voting, postal ballot, proxy voting or e-voting;
• location of polling stations (embassy, consulates) (if applicable);
• voting deadlines (opening hours of polling stations,
cut-off dates/times at post offices).

Legal redress

Information required to appeal decisions in electoral matters, e.g.
• names and contact details of competent authorities;
• legal remedies available against, e.g., rejection of registration, denial of vote or candidacy;
• deadlines for appealing decisions.

3. Political information
General

Information of host-country parties, candidates, and programmes (home-country information would also be relevant but is out of scope for the purposes of Stage 1)
Information on opportunities to engage, online and offline,
e.g. with other EMYs, key stakeholders, host-country nationals, and candidates

European Parliament
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• alignment of host-country political parties with pan-European political groups.
Municipal elections

General information about host-country :
• list of political parties and/or groups that participated in
the most recent elections (or are registered to participate
in the forthcoming elections);
• most recent election results and current councillors;
• alignment of host-country political parties with pan-European political groups.

4. Practical information
In-person voting

Information required for EMYs wishing to cast their (hostcountry) ballot in person, e.g.
• location of polling stations;
• location of polling stations;
• transportation options to/from polling station;
• arrangements/facilities for citizens with special needs (if
available);
• documents to be presented at polling station

Absentee ballot
(postal or proxy voting)

Information required for EMYs wishing to cast their (homecountry) ballot remotely, e.g.
• .cut-off dates for posting of postal ballots;
• opening times of post offices in the vicinity;

Support

Names and contact details of relevant stakeholders
providing advice and support to eligible non-citizens, in
general, and EMYs, in particular

5. Contextual (background) information
European Parliament
elections

General information about national arrangements in the
host country, e.g.:
• representation in the European Parliament (seats);
• European Parliament constituencies (single/multiple);
• electoral system (open/closed list, single transferable);
• thresholds for representation (if applicable);
• obligation to vote and penalties (if applicable).

Municipal elections

General information about host country arrangements for
local administration and democratic participation at the local level, e.g.:
• municipal constituencies;
• status, roles and competencies of municipal councils;
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• electoral system (proportional/majority; open/closed list,
single transferable, etc.);
• thresholds for representation (if applicable);
• obligation to vote and penalties (if applicable).
EU governance

General information, preferably by way of linking to existing information sources, about e.g.
• the structure, responsibilities and work of the EU and its
institutions;
• competencies of the EU and its institutions and their relationship with member states;
• the legislative process and EU citizens’ (direct and indirect) democratic engagement.

EU activities / relevance

General information about the activities of the EU and
their relevance to citizens’ daily lives, preferably by way of
linking to existing information sources (e.g. what-europedoes-for-me.eu)

5.5 Information sources
5.5.1 Primary vs. secondary sources
Preliminary results from our ‘mapping and interaction activities’ indicate that most EMYs prefer
to obtain factual information on democratic participation from primary sources, i.e. directly from
the relevant public authorities or trusted public institutions, including other stakeholders. They
tend to be wary of misinformation and reluctant to rely on secondary sources, including most
peer-to-peer communication. Our preliminary results also indicate that the majority of EMYs
are rather reluctant to discuss political matters online, e.g. on social media. Whereas they
predominantly source information online, and regularly exchange with their peers online and
off-line, much of the attendant discussion and interaction appears to still take place off-line
(deliverables D.2.2. and D.2.3).
The proposed tool should, therefore, concentrate on delivering factual information from primary
sources, preferably directly from the originating official authorities or from trusted institutional
stakeholders. It should also provide space for EMYs to interact, and exchange information
about opportunities for democratic participation in their host country, but should not be conceived as a forum for substantive political discourse.
One of the principal objectives of the proposed tool should be to ‘mobilise’ existing sources of
information that currently appear to be underutilised. The design of the tool could potentially,
add a certain level of “push” functionality to these offerings and thus increase their visibility,
and effectiveness, with the target group. In the context of European Parliament elections, potential ways of better integrating existing, high-quality resources, such as the European Union’s
“Your Europe” portal, and other EU and member-state platforms, should be explored. For municipal elections, the tool should draw as much as possible, on original content provided by the
respective electoral authorities and relevant stakeholders at the member-state level.
Potential stakeholders for participating in the prototyping pilot may include electoral offices,
international student offices of universities, national and international student unions, local
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government offices and other representative bodies, such as the (Austrian) Chamber of Labour. These stakeholders should provide a dedicated space on one of their webpages where
EMYs can obtain information about, and access to the online tool.
In order to enable authorities and stakeholders to further specify the precise type and scope
of information that should be compiled and provided for the online tool, we would envisage
preparing a standard template that captures common and specific information requirements
in a structured format, e.g. as set out in Table 4.

5.5.2 Quality control
Trust in the authenticity of the information and the integrity of the source is likely to be a key
prerequisite for the acceptance of the proposed tool by the target group (see section 7.1). It
will be critical, therefore, to apply strict quality control procedures to the information that is
published through, or promoted by the tool. In particular, we would propose to
•

draw a distinction between users’ ability to ask questions and share comments – which
should be open to all – and the ability to ‘post’ information – which should be served
for a limited number of trusted ‘editors’;

•

designate a ‘curator’ with the authority to vet, authorise and, if necessary, de-authorise
‘editors’;

•

restrict the ‘editor’ role to trusted parties, such as the respective electoral authorities
and relevant stakeholders, and the ‘curator’;

•

incorporate a formal quality control process, whereby new content ‘posted’ by ‘editors’
is reviewed and fact-checked, if necessary, before being published on the service.

At the prototype stage, the ‘curator’ would likely be a member of the consortium, in a later
deployment that role could also be assumed, e.g., by a stakeholder. We recognise that the
‘curator’s’ gatekeeping role is potentially sensitive, e.g. to political bias and care should be
taken, therefore, to ensure that it is administered in a neutral, and transparent manner.

5.5.3 Static vs. dynamic sourcing
Information required to provide content for the online tool could be provided in two ways:
•

Static sourcing: content is added manually, and centrally, by an editorial team – which
would also likely fulfil the ‘curator’ function; or

•

Dynamic sourcing: content is sourced directly from public authorities and other stakeholders (‘editors’), e.g. by way of (a static or dynamic) API (Application Programming
Interface).

Table 5 below summarises the principal advantages and challenges of each approach.
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Table 5: Advantages and disadvantages of static and dynamic sources
Advantages
Static sourcing

Dynamic sourcing

Disadvantages

▪

Simplicity: technically and
logistically easier to implement – does not rely on
external supply

▪

Limited scalability: requires dedicated resources for content creation and maintenance

▪

Flexibility: allows for tailoring information specifically
for target group’s needs

▪

Redundancy: requires duplication of already existing information

▪

Point of failure: potential
source of human error

▪

Technically and logistically
more complex – requires
close cooperation with
stakeholders

▪

Standardised data formats
and APIs required

▪

Does not fully eliminate
need for quality control
processes

▪

Potential vector for cybersecurity risks (on both
sides)

▪

Trust: guarantees authenticity of information from
trusted source

▪

Actuality: information is
updated automatically and
in real time

▪

Scalability: new sources of
information can be added
as they become available

The challenges for deploying dynamic sourcing broadly fall into two categories:
•

Technical challenges: these relate primarily to compatibility issues between the systems on which the original information is created and maintained and the proposed
online tool that makes this data available to EMYs (data formats, APIs). A second important consideration will be cybersecurity: public-authorities’, and institutional stakeholders’ systems are, in general, highly security-sensitive and therefore require high
standards of protection. The requirements on an external system to be permitted to
access these systems directly, if at all, may be very high.

•

Information quality and trust: these relate to the structures and processes required to
preserve the quality – i.e. accuracy, actuality and completeness –- and neutrality –- i.e.
impartiality and open-ness –- of information provided. When information is sourced dynamically, suppliers (‘editors’) of that information acquire a level of control over content.
To maintain users’ trust in the quality and neutrality of information supplied by the proposed tool, the flow of information should still be moderated by a neutral instance (the
‘curator’).

Static sourcing includes, for the avoidance of doubt, hyperlinks to external online resources.
Whereas these resources may indeed be updated continuously, the link itself is static and
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susceptible to breaking if the page address of the linked resource is modified. There are also
specific disadvantage of hyperlinks:
•

For users, following a hyperlink adds an additional step in their search for an answer
to their query. Feedback from our ‘mapping and interaction’ activities indicates that
EMYs are looking for immediacy, i.e. answers that are ‘one click away’.

•

Hyperlinks that point to a source that is outside of the tool’s approved circle of ‘editors’
could become a potential entry for doubtful, or at least unchecked, information the and
may weaken the level of trust that the proposed, rigorous content management and
quality control processes are meant to provide.

That said, we understand that hyperlinking is a useful way to make information readily accessible and reduce the resource commitment for content production and technical development.
In the early stages of the tool, in particular, hyperlinks, e.g. to very specific or supporting information, may be useful to speed up prototyping and testing.
For the purposes of creating the Stage 1 prototype, the decision on which approach should be
used will depend, most likely, on the preferences of the partner who supports the test deployment and, practically, on the time and resources available to implement the solution. In the
longer term, the benefits of dynamic sourcing are, in our view, likely to outweigh these disadvantages. Any solution ready for actual deployment should, in any case, be designed with a
built-in capability for dynamic sourcing.

6 Communication channels
6.1 Evidence from global trends in communication media
6.1.1 Changing media ecologies
EMYs are critical of the coverage of the European agenda by local news both in terms of
content and language that EMY can understand. Social media often, but not always, serves
as a source of such information. The contemporary media outlets are viewed as complex communication systems, as ‘environments’ where communications media, technology, technique,
and processes interact with ‘human feeling, thought, value, and behavior’ (Strate 2004). Media
ecologies possess implicit and informal technological specifications that determine what we
can see, say and do and what we cannot. Existing media systems constantly evolve and mutate, turning into hybrid ecologies. Media hybridization is ‘basic for understanding the appearance of new media that combine different devices, languages and functions’ (Strate 2004). For
example, over the past several years there has been a massive shift towards the dominance
of mobile technologies, which have changed the discourse form and content.
Any form of democratic participation needs a certain medium to be realized in practice: participation is frequently mediated. The changing media environments are also changing engagement practices. The news industry is an especially prominent media which prompts online
everyday talk on a massive and unprecedented scale. In the 20th century
“people mostly found out about public affairs through direct contact with media organizations, either via their broadcast channels, print products, or websites (and later mobile applications). In the 21st century, people increasingly arrive via what we might call
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“distributed” forms of discovery, where online news is found via platform products and
services like search engines and social media. In the United States, for example, the
proportion of Internet users who say they get news via social media has more than
doubled in just 4 years to 51% in 2017, with similar growth evident in many other countries… Search engines have been an important mechanism for information discovery
for more than a decade, and other intermediaries like mobile messaging apps and news
aggregators are becoming increasingly central to people’s media use.” (Kalogeropoulos et al. 2019).
This radical shift to a distributed media environment changes not only communication channels
and how citizens find information they are interested in, but also the ways they participate in
politics. There has been a rapid increase in popularity of closed (effectively private) groups on
messaging apps (e.g., Facebook, WhatsApp, Viber and other) (Newman et al. 2009).

6.1.2 Changing role of news
The relationship with online news has become more complex. For example, the 2019 Digital
News Report published by the Reuters Institute for concludes that:
While it has been known that the younger generations (up to 35 years of age) consume
news differently, the main concern is the consuming local news is becoming increasingly problematic… The worrying trend is the manipulative use of social media by politicians to target their supporters directly with the deliberately crafted messages that is
believed to undermine the mainstream media in its ability to fight lies and half-truths.
On the one hand, politicians are trying to avoid the scrutiny of the traditional mainstream media
– something that they find hard to control – and instead communicate with audiences directly
through social media, a process that they can control – that is, whom to target, how, and when.
On the other hand, interviews and debates with politicians on television, as a space and channel of democratic engagement, are watched by fewer and fewer people.
The findings of this Report are largely confirmed by the results of our mapping and interaction
activities. The Report’s authors argue that while ‘the number of people accessing news via
social media is now relatively stable in most countries’, there is a visible rise of smaller online
communities whose communication is facilitated by messaging applications and services (Figures 6 and 7).
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Figure 6. Comparison of social media and messaging

Source: Reuters Institute, Digital News Report (2019)

Figure 7. Use of messaging applications to access news

Source: Reuters Institute, Digital News Report (2019)

6.1.3 Importance of young audiences
Recent research provides compelling evidence that
“Younger audiences are different from older groups not just in what they do, but in their core
attitudes in terms… They still need and want news to connect their world to the world – and
fulfil an array of different social and personal needs – but they don’t necessarily see the traditional media as the best or only way to do that. News media is now competing for attention
with myriad other distractions, and there is a high level of ‘background’ or ‘indirect’ exposure
to news (through social media, other online conversations, documentaries and TV shows, etc.).
They don’t need to seek it out, news comes to them. Finally, much of what younger people
consider interesting, exciting and important is on the periphery of the news space (infotainment, lifestyle, cultural, grassroots, bloggers and vloggers). Broadcasters and newspapers are
struggling to reach or build relationships with under-35s. This is an age group that tends to
access the news via social media, aggregators and other non-traditional media.” (Galan, Osserman et al. 2019)
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In recognition of the changing communication habits and devices, a distinction is made between Generation Y (Gen Y) who are often called ‘millennials’ represented by those aged 25–
34 and Generation Z (Gen Z), those born after the mid-1990s aged 18–24 (Galan, Osserman
et al. 2019). The reason for this separation is that Gen Z are often thought of as ‘digital natives’
with no memories of the pre-internet age. Gen Y, on the other hand, grew up at the turn of the
millennium in a world without Facebook and YouTube.
The observation that the way young people consume news and communicate is changing,
rapidly and in different respects, needs to be taken into account when designing an EMYfocused engagement tool. This could involve, for example, new ways of making local-language
content more accessible. Automatic translation services could play a useful role in this process.

6.1.4 Role and use of social media platforms
Social media has become an alternative source of political information in general and news in
particular, especially for young people who use a plethora of different social platforms and
media to get information and engage with the news (including through news aggregators).
Each platform has its own role and relative merit. Combined with the traditional mainstream
media – digital editions in the first place – they create a news media ecosystem. Latest developments indicate that social media has an almost unrivalled relevance as it allows a less mediated experience. It also offers opportunities to control and curate your own unique news
experiences. It offers a range of views, from the professional to the layperson, and an ability
to engage directly with ‘the news’. Here, the news often comes integrated into the wider world
of entertainment / interests / personal life. This is where its convenience lies. However, in light
of discussions around well-being, privacy, disinformation (‘fake news’) and other concerns,
young people are reflecting on their use of social media and the role different platforms play:
•

Facebook has fallen out of favour and become an ‘organisational tool’;

•

Instagram has replaced it to an extent, and has become an increasingly popular source
of news (Kleis Nielsen, Fletcher et al. 2020);

•

— Twitter / Reddit have assumed a role of news aggregators and personal curators
(Galan, Osserman et al. 2019).

As indicated above, less time is spent with Facebook and more time with Instagram and
WhatsApp (Newman, Fletcher et al. 2019). In their 2019 Digital News Report, Reuters Institute
researchers have calculated indicators by subtracting the proportion that say they spent less
time from the proportion that say they spent more (Figure 8). For example,” almost half (46%)
of under 35s in the UK said they spent more time with Instagram in the last year but 14% said
they spent less. The net difference is +32%.”
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Figure 8. Changes in the use of social media networks (UK)

Source: Reuters Institute, Digital News Report (2019)

Figure 9 below shows the rising importance of Instagram for finding information, reading,
watching, sharing or discussing news.
Figure 9. Comparison of Instagram and Snapchat use

Source: Reuters Institute, Digital News Report (2019)

A total of 284 minutes (4.7 hours) are spent day by young people under 35 by on the following
media apps: social networking, web surfing, entertainment, communication, navigation / travel,
traditional news outlets and aggregators (when present on a user phone) (Galan, Osserman
et al. 2019). Out of this average time –
•

92 minutes (1.5 hours) – or one-third -- is spent on social media platforms (Instagram,
Facebook, Snapchat, WhatsApp, Twitter);

•

17 minutes on YouTube for entertainment purposes;

•

13 minutes on traditional media outlets (those that have dedicated apps) – this is less
than 5 %, which is slightly less that spent on listening to the Apple podcasts;

•

12 minutes on such news aggregators as Apple news and Reddit;
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•

129 minutes – on social media apps;

•

13 minutes on other traditional media; and

•

15 minutes on other news aggregators.

This data indicates that many young people are primarily social media users – they almost
never use the traditional media outlets. Interest in politics is not obvious or prominent, as it
comes as part of broader digital behaviours and habits that involve communication with friends
and in closed messaging groups. The dominant device is the smartphone – which has a special
importance for EMYs due to their ‘mobile by default’ status.

6.1.5 Exclusive role of smartphones
Young people are highly dependent on their mobile phones:
“Generations Z and Y spend a large part of their waking hours using smartphones. They use
them for communication, for media, for games, for dating – and for news. Across all markets,
our survey data reveal that the smartphone is the main device used for accessing news for the
vast majority of under 35s (69%). Another way of illustrating the primacy of smartphone news
for young people is to look at data on their first contact with news on a typical day. Nearly half
of Gen Z news users (45%) in our combined sample come into first contact with news in the
morning via the smartphone, with only 19% via TV and 5% via desktops/laptops. Similar trends
can be seen among Gen Y, who also first turn to their smartphone (39%) over TV (22%) or the
computer (8%). By sharp contrast, for over 35s television is still the most likely first contact
point with news (30%), with smartphone (19%) and radio (18%) some way behind.” (Newman,
Fletcher et al. 2019)
It appears evident that any strategy to engage EMYs via communication technology should
focus on the use of smartphones.

6.1.6 Rising importance of podcasts
Another recent trend of the changing media ecology has been a rise in interest to podcasts,
including for news consumption. Smartphones have become the main driver of the revival of
podcasts, most notably among young people, as new services, applications and technologies
have emerged. Podcasts are popular for listening to daily news, chats, interviews and investigations. This format of media is expected to grow further, especially for young audiences. Figures 10 to 12 below demonstrate the rise in popularity of podcasts among young people and
the key role of smartphones in this trend. Many media outlets and publishers start using podcasts to attract young audiences. That suggests that the popularity of podcasting should be
taken into consideration when creating engaging content for EMYs as well.
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Figure 10. Devices used to listen to podcasts (UK)

Source: Reuters Institute, Digital News Report (2019)

Figure 11. Popularity of podcasts among population groups (USA)

Source: Reuters Institute, Digital News Report (2019)

Figure 12. Popularity of podcasts among population groups (Sweden)

Source: Reuters Institute, Digital News Report (2019)
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6.1.7 Implications
Our review of third-party research indicates a secular trend towards social media and messengers at the expense of traditional media and static websites. Young users frequently switch
between different social media platforms and different preferences also exist between age
groups. It would appear rather futile therefore to choose a solution for the proposed EMY tool
that focuses on any one platform or set of platforms. Instead, the proposed solution should be
an open medium that can interact, with different platforms requiring little incremental adaptation.

6.2 Input from EMY mapping and interaction activities
6.2.1 Pre- and post-election surveys
Observations from the two surveys, pre- and post-election, demonstrate that EMYs’ use of
communication and media technologies, especially social media, are broadly in line with the
above-mentioned global trends. When asked about their preferred communication channels
for obtaining information about European elections, social media platforms were the first (in
Estonia) or second (in Austria) most popular choice, alongside traditional news media (see
Figures 13 to 16).
Figure 13. Pre-election survey: Respondents’ communication channel preferences
Q: What are your preferred communication channels / spaces to get information
about European elections and also discuss them? Please choose all that apply

(n=379; multiple answers)

In the same (pre-election) survey, respondents also seemed to confirm that they found the
information they were looking for on social media nearly as frequently as on the traditional
news media or on the websites of the campaigning political parties. (Figures 13 and 14).
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Figure 14. Pre-election survey: Preferred information sources and media used by mobile citizens to search for election-related information regarding their home country

Figure 15. Pre-election survey: Preferred information sources and media used by mobile citizens to search for election-related information regarding their host country
In AUSTRIA information was found on
(out of total 115 media types named by 53 respondents)

Host-country news
media, 31%

Other sources, 3%

Webpages of
universities and
student unions, 6%
Applications dedicated
to European elections,
8%

In ESTONIA information was found on
(out of total 102 media types named by 43 respondents)
Host-country news
media, 25%
Web pages of hostcountry political
parties / movements,
25%

Webpages of
universities and
student unions, 3%

Web pages of
European institutions,
8%

Web pages of hostcountry political
parties / movements,
20%

Other sources, 5%

Applications dedicated
to European elections,
4%
Social media, 24%
Social media, 24%

Web pages of
European institutions,
14%

There appears to be little difference between Austria and Estonia in the use of social networking sites and other communication media outlets or in the search patterns between respondents looking for information on their home or host country, respectively. This could be seen as
an indication of the consistency of users’ communication preferences, regardless of their place
of residence or electoral preferences. Social media is clearly a more important source of political information when compared with other, traditional websites, even if such websites were
dedicated specifically to the European elections (see Figure 2 in section 5.1). We note, however, that the traditional news media (printed and digital) still feature consistently in our surveys
as the single most popular source of (election-related) information.
In our post-election survey, we asked EMYs for their primary sources of news. Newspapers
(digital and print editions), media portals and other news websites are the principal information
channel for the majority of respondents (76% and 80%, respectively), followed by social media
(73%). Tellingly, television (25%) is no longer considered as an essential news source by a
majority of respondents.
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Figure 16. Post-election survey: Sources of news, by preference
Q: Do your news sources include ...
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(n=212; multiple answers)

At the same time, social media is not ranked high as a place for political debate. Only 25% of
respondents in our post-election survey discuss politics on social media (at any level, from the
EU to your local community). This finding corroborates statements from participants in several
of our focus groups and implies that social media play an important role in disseminating information but should not be overestimated as a channel for encouraging political discussion. The
above-mentioned third-party studies (6.1.4 above) also find that young people are less inclined
to use traditional social media websites, going instead to mobile applications designed for
smartphones (which tend be part of the same platform).

6.2.2 Pre- and post-election focus-group discussions
The focus group discussions provide important insights into more nuanced communication and
media behaviour compared with the survey answers. They have allowed us to collect evidence
from the respondents that point at the issues and/or problems related to the consumption of
available media content and formulate related needs and possible requirements that are important for designing an engagement tool:
•

Social media have emerged as the preferred communication channel for young people.
But user preferences change rapidly and often differ significantly by age group and/or
geography – this can be seen currently with Instagram and TikTok gaining ground at
the expense of other platforms, such as Facebook:
“There needs to be some new way of communication. Traditional methods don’t work.
EMYs are not accessing them. Politicians should do more on social media or find new
ways.” (AT)
[I obtain information] “through social media. My preferred channel is Instagram, also
Facebook but I have not seen that the elections are being discussed there.” (AT)
“I am following some candidates and people on Instagram who are sharing their EU
elections experiences and they are motivating others to vote.” (EE)
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“On Instagram there is a campaign called ‘going to vote proposal’ where one Instagrammer challenges another one to go to vote etc. The idea is good.” (EE)
“People are actually getting enough information, if you are interested, Facebook or Instagram will show you that.” (AT)
[My information sources are] “‘This Time I’m Voting’ and friends on Facebook. My feed
[on Facebook] is full of it. Not too much on Instagram.” (AT)
•

Running individual, platform-specific user groups may not be effective. Information
should be supplied proactively, i.e. “pushed” to users. Various approaches were mentioned and discussed, ranging from mailing lists and social media user groups to messenger services (chatbot) and dedicated mobile apps.
“I received emails from the student union here to go vote in their elections. You can
receive information in English from the e-mails but not from leaflets. Every Swedish EU
citizen even gets a message on the phone from the government to go vote in the European elections.” (AT)
“I never got a flyer from a party from an EU candidate but I receive ads on social media accounts
from EU election parties.” (AT)

•

Factual information is paramount, but may be supported by ‘infotainment’ campaigns,
in particular for younger users. Some respondents emphasise the need for continuity,
e.g. regular information updates, in addition to an ‘on demand’ service.
“If one doesn’t have an education about it [the EU], it is hard to understand it. That is probably
why people rather leave it then. That's why campaigns should be easy to understand and funny.”
(AT)
“Information should be funny and understandable. At the moment it is too hard. … Maybe by
using hashtags to go viral and using state-of-the-art communication.” (AT)
“I like the videos, they are funny! This is what is appealing!” (AT)
[The most reliable and effective way of receiving information, as a mobile citizen, would be] “a
weekly newsletter in English that would come by e-mail saying what happened last week.” (AT)

•

EMYs are wary of disinformation (’fake news’) on social media. They are not looking
for new sources but value authentic sources and fact checking. On its own, social media is often not considered reliable as a source of information and medium to facilitate
engagement.
“I barely trust social media. There is so much trustable [sic] information out there in
embassies, governments.” (EE)
“I don’t think Facebook helps. I watch Dutch national television or for further information
the websites of the parties.” (AT)
[To search for information on the European Parliament elections I used] “the official
website from the German government and the Austrian.” (AT)
“I don’t like reading news in social media. I prefer reading about political news from
newspapers…mostly on the internet.” (EE)
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•

EMYs differentiate between information gathering and political discussion. The former
is done online, the latter still largely offline. Users are cautious about discussing political
matters and views online.
“In situations like this, we cannot trust social media. It is just for entertainment.” (EE)
“[Political] Discussion is of interest, [but] usually takes place in an offline setting, online
channels are not used.” (AT)

7 Other input received
7.1 Crowdsourcing event
7.1.1 Objectives
Based on our findings set out in sections 4, 5 and 6 above the Consortium (WP3, supported
by WPs 2, 4 and 5) prepared a concept for a chatbot, ‘emyConnect’ (see deliverable D.3.3.).
This concept was presented during an online ‘crowdsourcing event’ on 05 May, 2020 to a
group of EMYs from Austria and Estonia (Annex C). The objective of the event was to invite
feedback on the design and functionality of the proposed emyConnect bot and, more generally,
to canvass ideas and suggestions how digital communication technology could help to increase EMYs’ participation in local and European social and political life. The main focus was
on identifying the barriers faced by EMYs in registering for elections, both European and local,
and on better understanding their specific needs in information and communication channels
associated with voter registration.
Information needs were discussed with an emphasis on what factual information is necessary
to enable participation, including but not limited to electoral participation, and information about
local social and political environment.
Communication channels were examined with the aim of enhancing mobility by a) connecting
EMYs with key stakeholders as a source for credible information, and b) connecting EMYs
among themselves to create a self-sustained community.

7.1.2 Discussion points
The main assumptions that were presented to participants for discussion were as follows:
•

information on democratic participation should be trustworthy;

•

oftentimes, information is available but not well structured and difficult to find and use;
this matters, in particular if young people prefer not to spend too much time searching;

•

EMYs are ‘outsiders’ to political life in their host country not specifically targeted by
political campaigns, even in European Parliament elections;

•

EMYs do not constitute a homogenous community with common interests;

•

there is a lack of interest on the part of privately-run, commercial technology platforms
(Facebook, Google/Alphabet, Apple, etc.) to address EMYs’ needs;
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•

language is a barrier, as most websites are only available in the national language and,
possibly, in English;

•

EMYs do not share the same information space: they are in different online groups that
may be covering the same content;

•

EMYs may spend time looking for answers to questions that have already been asked,
and answered, elsewhere.

Also, the following conditions were proposed for discussion of the tool’s functionality:
•

ability to answer questions, including FAQs, in real-time and upon demand, with the
answers becoming available for other EMYs to view;

•

ability to connect with key stakeholders, such as university international student and
exchange offices (e.g., Erasmus Student Network offices) as the first points of call;

•

ability to connect EMYs across several specific groups to share experiences;

•

ability to connect to different social media and messenger groups;

•

ability to filter topics of interest;

•

ability to discuss and comment issues of interest, questions and answers, by EMYs;

•

ability to connect to any new potential stakeholder who expresses an interest in working
with EMYs.

7.1.3 Summary of input from participants
The participants’ views and ideas are summarized below.

7.1.3.1 General issues
For EMYs arriving in a new host country, connections depend on, for example, Facebook algorithms, which are, from the user’s perspective, random; the question is, therefore, how to
overcome ”…this randomness, that who you connect and what you work with during your stay
in a new place is determined mainly by chance. Having a bot which points you in all directions
for all organisations is helpful.” A potential user, “would be interested, e.g., in finding out if
organisations that he has interacted with previously, e.g. in his home country, are active also
in his host country.” It is a “matter of continuity, sticking with a trusted organisation.”
If the tool takes the form of a chatbot, it should be “mainly the enabler [that realises] that you’re
interested in a certain topic and is able to connect you with others who have asked, and answered, the same questions”. Several participants expressed an interest in ensuring that EMYs
interact not only with the online tool but also with real people – “if the bot sends automatic
messages, will there be a possibility to talk to real people?”.
Direct interaction between users harbours other risks, e.g. of (political) discussions propagating wildly and into different directions. Who will moderate “behind the scenes to ensure the
chat is not exploding”?
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The tool primarily serves “those people who don’t do the research and whom we want to reach”
rather than reaching out to those “who do the research [e.g. on democratic participation] anyway”.

7.1.3.2 Specific usability issues
a. Political neutrality and impartial algorithms
There is a need to ensure that the tool “does not end up promoting partisan or biased opinions.
How to prevent hijacking by political interests – could become the system to promote their
angles/sources. It would help if the bot was pointing you towards links and (trusted) organisations. Using the bot as an anonymous distributor would not be the best way to go about it
because the information may be partisan. Users may prefer to be put in touch with people who
share their views and whom they consider trustworthy.”
To avoid the risk of making the tool advance certain political interests, restrictions could be
imposed on the organisations that provide content. It can be done by approval “by the moderating team to mitigate the risk of political confrontation or hijacking’ and thus ‘avoid party-political content”. However, it is “hard to know where to draw the line” given that the fake news and
misleading information is everywhere these days. As a result, some parties could be blacklisted from feeding the tool, while creating at the same time a “whitelist of reliable organisations”.
b. Availability and quality of information
For those who do not speak the host-country language well it is “difficult to find the information
needed, and while people at the University tried to help and the Facebook group was okay the
tool could be helpful in this case.”
The tool should have a comparative advantage over, for example, the information available on
Facebook and answer the questions “What is the unique selling point? Is it that it does not
contain ‘fake news’ because it relies on authoritative, trustworthy sources? I would not download the app if it has no unique selling point.”
It is important that the information can be trusted. When using the tool, ‘…what is the guarantee
that you will receive the correct information?’
When information is scattered across disparate resources, it would be “good to have all the
information delivered through one channel”. At the same time, one should know ‘who provides
the information, who decides what I see, and what the bot sends to me. Would it just be information provided to me and what information is it? If the information is important, like how to
participate, this is good, but what else would the bot send?’
It is important that information is supplied regularly, for example, ‘that you are getting (regular,
curated) messages once a week.’
c. Advantages, disadvantages and usability of a chatbot
A chatbot does not require a new communication channel as it “…uses a channel you’re already using. It’s …nothing more that you need to download”. The bot could be used to “create
a streamlined, service which collates information from the web”, with a focus “on political participation in terms of voting, activism [in the sense of ‘democratic engagement’]”.
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“Downloading [a smartphone app] may be a barrier if you can’t get the stakeholders to promote
it”, therefore it would be “easier probably to not download an app, but it would be less annoying
than having the bot always ‘floating around’ the messaging apps. I would prefer to download
an app rather than using it [the bot] on Telegram or WhatsApp.”
The bot should not be a “middleman brokering political discussions between people” as it would
not be able to support “a debate so that it does not turn into an argument”.
The bot should allow to “create an event and send invitations to the event to other people who
may not have known” about it. This “could help to get users engaged: they get information on
how to register, may help them feel like a local and an EU citizen”.
Not all bots are of good quality and can fail putting people in contact in an automated manner,
as “bots are more complicated to use than search engines it might actually be harder to find to
find exactly the information you want. Creating a community is better than relying on a bot for
specific information.”

7.1.3.3 Going beyond voting
The tool should “concentrate not so much on voting but should have lots of general information
about the EU and life in the host country, including but not limited to democratic participation”.
It is important to separate information concerning “student’s life and political life.”

7.1.4 Preliminary findings
•

The main objective of the emyConnect tool is to connect different communities to help
young people exercise their democratic rights when they take up residence in another
EU country.

•

Its main focus should be on election topics in Austria and in Estonia; it is necessary to
distinguish between the political and social dimensions.

•

While the tool can potentially (a) provide reliable vetted information to EMYs on how to
be democratically active and (b) give access to as wide as possible a network of other
like-minded young people, priority should be given to the first option.

•

Information should also include basic information – a ‘starter pack’ – about the host
country, specifically for newcomers, including on political life, but should be limited to
objective facts, explaining through questions and answers on how something works
and why.

•

While networking among EMYs can be useful, it will, on its own, not be sufficient to
address EMYs’ various needs and preferences and may even generate negative sideeffects, such as the potential for friction and (political) confrontation.

•

The provision of reliable factual information by the tool may include peer-to-peer networking in order to connect EMYs to other EMYs who already may know answers to
their questions due to their local experience (e.g. "get in touch with organisation X" or
"Person A is an expert on this issue"). This could include public authorities or other key
stakeholders, neutral experts and non-political interest groups that are interested in
specific issues relevant for EMYs.
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7.2 Evidence from stakeholder interviews
7.2.1 General observations and findings
Throughout the Project, Consortium members held a number of semi-structured, open-ended
interviews with representatives of different stakeholder groups. In particular, we sought input
from Austrian and Estonian MEPs, representatives of the Erasmus Students Network (ESN)
in both countries, electoral officials at the Austrian Ministry of the Interior, the City of Vienna
and the Estonian Ministry of the Interior, the Austrian Chamber of Labour, and other stakeholders. Further information on these interviews is provided in deliverables D.4.1, D.4.4. (Austria),
D.4.5. (Estonia) and D.2.3.

7.2.1.1 Status of EMYs as a target group in host-country politics
It was evident that, from a political efficacy perspective, EMYs are viewed in a utilitarian rather
than participatory way, considering their very limited impact on the voting outcome due to their
relatively low numbers. Some policymakers expressly acknowledged that the EMY community
is such a small, and transitory part of their constituencies that it does not, on its own, justify
dedicated policies or campaigns. Some even acknowledged that they had never thought about
EMYs as a group. EMYs do “not play any role, the numbers are marginal, no one is going to
spend resources on this. The electorate, where only 1% is registering to vote and probably
even less than that are going to vote, is very marginal. This is not rational to do this.” Hence
EMYs are not viewed as an “attractive target group, since the group is very small and marginal,
this is not cost-effective, they do not influence the results of the elections.”
“I do agree there is no market for these people. And [if there were] 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.”
Some policymakers argued that in order “to influence, for instance, the internal politics of
Greece by voting in the EP elections” one should “know the internal politics well enough”. It
might be easier for EMYs to participate in local elections, rather than European Parliament
elections, in their host country because this is “more natural for someone who is not living there
permanently [in the host-country] and can [still] be engaged in the local [social and civic] life”.
When responding to the question why EMYs on Erasmus programmes find it difficult to socially
integrate in their host country and what should be done to motivate them to engage more
actively, politically and socially, a telling answer from some stakeholders was that it was unrealistic for them “to expect to be involved in the political events in the host country in such a
short time frame… as most people probably don't get involved in politics in their own country,
so why should they do so during their Erasmus semester? However, it is a very good opportunity to give students an overview of how different systems work, how politics works elsewhere. If they gain this insight, a lot is already done for the future… . People who ‘do Erasmus’
or spend a semester abroad should be more interested in getting an insight into their host
country and to absorb this information and take it with them on their way”.
Overall, despite scepticism about EMYs’ role in the political process of their host countries,
there was a clear acknowledgment that “the problem is actually larger …– the problem is youth
participation in general.” It is “wider and deeper”.
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7.2.1.2 Administrative barriers
There was little argument that administrative requirements for participating in European Parliament and local elections, which differ considerably between member states, continue to act
as barriers, particularly for EMYs. One interviewee, for example, agreed about complex voter
registration procedures saying that ”…it was rather complicated to get registered for citizens
from other EU countries and … there is very little information about where to register and how
to vote.” Most interviewees also broadly agreed that it is incumbent upon public authorities to
inform citizens, and other legal residents, of the administrative arrangements for participating
in the vote in a comprehensive, timely, accessible and understandable manner.
Not surprisingly, views among policymakers about the need for further harmonisation of electoral laws at the European level differed along party lines. In addition to supporting calls for a
tightening of EU legislation some interviewees proposed even more integrative measures,
such as pan-European electoral rolls and social security numbers, and the extension of EU
citizens’ vote in the member states to all levels, including national and regional parliaments
and assemblies.
Others, by contrast, emphasised the need to respect the limitations of the EU Treaties and to
preserve the domain of electoral law as a member-state prerogative. The latter group also
tended to stress the individual responsibility of EMYs to be more proactive and familiarise
themselves with the rules and regulations of their host country.
Differences in member states’ electoral systems were mentioned as a barrier to EMYs standing
as a candidate in European Parliament elections in their host country. Estonian interviewees
pointed out that a high position on a party list may boost the electoral prospects of EMYs in
countries with a ‘closed list’ electoral system but in a country with an ‘open list’ system, such
as Estonia, the chances of EMYs to succeed – against domestic competitors – were seen as
minimal.

7.2.1.3 Specific information needs of EMYs
Many interviewees agreed that, although a large amount of information on the EU, in general,
and participation in EU democratic processes, in particular, is being made available, specifically to young people, it still does not appear to have sufficient impact with this target group.
As one interviewee put it: “The EU's task is to make it clearer and more explicit what effect
laws have on people's everyday lives… fundamental policies need to be redesigned and issues
need to be addressed in a much more inclusive and open manner. At European level there is
too little of this. However, many parties and member states do not want it and that is why it is
currently failing.”
Some stakeholders conceded that EMYs, with their specific information needs, are particularly
affected by this apparent disconnect. At the most basic level, EMYs should be made aware, or
reminded of their right to vote in the host country and of the option of casting their vote for a
host-country candidate. In he words of one policymaker: “We [my party] are very much in favour of sending out information via all district offices [in Vienna] to better reach the EMY target
group. There is already a lot of information available but much more needs to be done, especially for this target group. There should be an obligation to provide information about the right
to vote in schools and teaching institutions.” Other interviewees also thought that “the national
student unions, the international offices are very important and should take up this topic more
and should be promoted more”.
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The lack of information among EMYs about the political landscape of the host country was
named as one of the main reasons why voting for host-country candidates in European Parliament elections is rare. As mentioned previously (see section 7.2.1.1), there were diverging
opinions on whether it is appropriate, or effective, to encourage EMYs to elect a host-country
MEP.
The modest level of democratic engagement of EMYs in local (municipal) elections in their
host countries was attributed by interviewees to an overall lack of information among EMYs
about the civic culture, and political process in their host countries. Some stakeholders also
pointed out that EMYs’ motivation to be involved in politics at the local level is correlated closely
to the expected length of their stay: EMYs who are expecting to settle down or stay for an
extended period of time, e.g. to take up employment on an open-ended contract, are more
likely to be active than Erasmus students who stay for only six months.
Language was mentioned as a potential barrier in both instances. This was, on the one hand,
an indirect admission of the importance of tools helping to identify the right information sources;
on the other hand, it reaffirmed the view held by a number of policymakers and stakeholders
that it was part of EMYs’ own responsibilities, as EU citizens, to seek out information and
educate themselves about their civic rights.
There was a distinct lack of clarity about “how to best reach them [EMYs]”. Some policymakers
felt strongly that “what the communication strategy is like should be explained by our national
level”. Other policymakers argued that “we need to think much more European in everything
we do … an easy and helpful step would be Europe-wide campaigns to motivate different
target groups, especially European citizens, to participate in the discourse and vote”.

7.2.1.4 Information ‘push vs. pull’
Many stakeholders pointed out that there is an obligation for EMYs to collect information as
well as for host-country institutions to provide information (‘push and pull’): “The problem is not
explicitly on one side only.” On the one hand, “politics must communicate more target grouporiented and simple.” On the other hand, many interviewees felt that the information needed
by EMYs “was available somewhere” and “it is up to the person, in case he or she is interested,
… to find the needed information”. Mobile youth, if they wanted to be politically active at the
local level, should be “responsible for getting familiar with the local culture and politics.” Acknowledging the existing integration difficulties, some stakeholders thought that “a lot of things
depend on the person, how open the person is. Also, the culture, the size of the city etc, different features play a role”.

7.2.1.5 Importance of civic education
Several interviewees stressed that young citizens’ interest in the democratic process, in general, must be developed and schooled or they will not make proper use of their right to vote,
neither in their home country nor in their host country. Civic education in (secondary) schools
was mentioned by several stakeholders as a key factor to familiarise young people with their
democratic rights and civic responsibilities, in general, and with the EU and its institutions, its
relevance for, and impact on their daily lives, and their rights and obligations as EU citizens, in
particular.
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7.2.1.6 Communication channels
Most of the interviewed stakeholder representatives were not aware of any targeted strategy
how to reach EMYs, what the information and communication challenges are, and how to meet
them. None of the stakeholders we interviewed had a dedicated section or apps on their websites or on relevant social media pages, that would focus on meeting EMYs’ special information
and communication needs.
There was a strong consensus, in general, that social media is the most effective channel to
reach out to a young audience and to “explain topics in a way that makes them easier to understand and more accessible”. It is also seen as the best way to engage with, and obtain
feedback from them. Many issues that directly affect EMYs, e.g. administrative procedures,
are complex to understand, but when concentrating on “the essential - namely the topics - you
will find that it is much easier to address it, because it is no longer so complex and distant for
the listener”. The effectiveness of social media is also attributed, in part, to its use of multipliers
– popular persons (‘influencers’) could help disseminate information and raise awareness, e.g.
of relevant EU initiatives and achievements (“the removal of roaming charges”) and other topical issues. Social media is seen as ”the most accessible and the simplest way” of communicating with young people.

7.3 Deliverable D.3.1 (“Current State of the Art and Gaps”)
In this deliverable, we presented a review of e-participation platforms and tools for EU citizens,
in general, and young people aged 16 to 29, in particular. D.3.1. covered approximately 30
platforms, including some with a pan-European reach and others that were specific to the two
target countries of this Project, Austria and Estonia.
Considering the amount of information that is provided either by the European Commission or
via the web presences operated by non-profit organisations or non-governmental organisations, the review indicates that there is a need to better organise and structure information is
provided to EMYs to meet their specific needs.
Although websites dedicated to raising political awareness have a variety of links to various
social media environments, there are strong indications that interaction between EMYs takes
place primarily inside social media channels, mainly in closed, private group chats on messaging services and communication platforms like WhatsApp, Signal or Facebook. These groups
tend to be fairly small, separate and rarely connect among each other.
In this light, the aim of the suggested software tool is to help young mobile EU citizens meet
their information needs by accessing and redistributing curated, fact-checked information provided by qualified sources through a specially designed interface. This tool should help EMYs
to
•

participate more effectively in the democratic process, both at the EU and local level;

•

better integrate themselves in the local community in their host country; and

•

connect digitally with other, like-minded European mobile youth.
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8 Conclusions and recommendations
8.1 Conclusions
Based on the above analysis, the following conclusions can be drawn:

8.1.1 General findings
•

EMYs are generally not, or only vaguely, aware of their particular status, the concept
of ‘EU citizenship’ and their rights to democratic and civic participation in their host
country.

•

There are currently no dedicated tools (apps, etc.) that meet EMYs’ information needs.
Some stakeholders’ websites contain relevant information but do not succeed in effectively serving the EMY constituency.

•

A proactive approach (“push”) may be more effective to engage with EMYs, disseminate information, and encourage democratic and civic participation.

8.1.2 Information needs (content)
•

As a first step, information about administrative requirements and procedures, in particular eligibility, registration and voting procedures, should be improved.

•

Information (content) should be tailored to meet EMY’s needs, i.e. concentrate on issues that are specific to the situation of young EU residents.

•

Particular care should be taken to identify and address latent, as well as known, information needs.

•

Information should be presented in an interactive format and respond to specific questions in a way that is simple and easy to understand. Hyperlinking and long chains of
cross-references should be avoided whenever possible.

•

Information should be presented in an accessible and, wherever possible entertaining
way, e.g. by applying gamification and similar approaches.

•

To mitigate the issue of language barriers, content should be provided in English initially, but expanded subsequently. Integration of automatic translation tools may be
useful, at least temporarily, to provide basic multi-lingual capabilities.

•

The online information service provided by emyConnect should be supplemented with
a (moderated) space for users to comment and exchange.

•

Online activities aimed at EMYs should go hand in hand with a broader effort across
member states to strengthen civic education as an integral part of their secondaryschool curricula, in particular with respect to the EU and EU citizenship.

8.1.3 Communication channels
•

The use of mobile communication devices, in particular smartphones, should be prioritised.
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•

Channels should enable a proactive (“push”) approach. Specific social media channels,
e.g. messenger services, may be particularly suitable for specific types of content and
should be selected in line with EMYs’ preferences.

•

To reduce hurdles to adoption a chatbot that can be integrated with existing, popular
communication platforms appears preferable to a dedicated smartphone app.

•

High-quality information that is already available elsewhere, e.g. on stakeholders websites, should be ‘mobilised’, and integrated wherever possible.

8.2 Recommended design and functionality of the emyConnect tool
The main aim of the tool will be to provide different categories of EMYs with targeted and
regularly updated information about opportunities for democratic participation and civic engagement in their host country. As mentioned previously, the tool should be modular and scalable, with its first iteration focusing initially on European Parliament and host-country municipal
elections.
The design of the proposed tool will need to strike a balance between different sets of objectives, including users’ channel preferences, ease of use, the effectiveness of the tool, its intrusiveness, data protection and privacy concerns, resource intensity and scalability from the provider’s side and resource intensity for the user, i.e. demands on mobile device storage and
data transfer volumes. Based on current trends in digital media development, the tool should
be
•

designed primarily for use on smartphones, e.g. via one or more messaging services;

•

implemented, e.g., in the form of a chatbot that automatically and regularly connects to
the information source and transmits it to EMYs’ smartphones;

•

capable of aggregating information from existing, trusted sources, in particular directly
from public authorities and other stakeholders, such as selected non-governmental organisations and neutral experts, in addition to content created by the ‘curator’;

•

designed to allow for moderation, vetting and quality control by a designated ‘curator’;

•

able to organize and support regular exchanges (chats) among EMYs, with a view to
creating sustainable online communities.

First-hand, authoritative information for the emyConnect tool should be sourced directly from
key stakeholders, such as
a) European Union institutions (e.g. Your Europe) and competent national authorities;
b) international student offices of selected universities in Austria and Estonia;
c) national electoral commissions / offices;
d) selected local / municipal authorities.
A plan for the implementation of emyConnect should be developed, broadly in line with the
following sequence:
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1. Analyse selected (pilot) stakeholders’ websites, and other repositories of online information, with a view to sourcing information for emyConnect.
2. Develop a template for integrating standardised information that is (a) already available
on partnering stakeholders’ websites, or (b) not presented on the website but available
elsewhere and can be readily integrated.
3. Define the scope of information needs to be covered, focusing initially on essential
election-related information (see section 5.4.2). In due course, the scope should be
expanded to include other opportunities for democratic and civic engagement, and
other issues important for EMYs reflecting on key phases of their lifecycle (Figure 5).
4. Identify and approach key stakeholders with a view to cooperating on the development
and test deployment of a prototype.
5. Create a dedicated section on the EMY website and, in due course, on partnering
stakeholders’ websites, where EMYs can subscribe to the emyConnect tool.
6. Deploy the prototype for testing, at limited scale, with a selected group of EMYs in a
real-life scenario (e.g. municipal elections).
7. Evaluate test deployment, update and refine the prototype and its development
roadmap (to be presented at the concluding conference).
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ANNEX A.1 – Personas
Eliisabet
Eliisabet is a 21-year-old EMY from Pärnu in Estonia. She came to Vienna to study physics.
She is a short-term resident in Austria. She has been in Austria for four months now and
speaks English fluently but does not speak German. Eliisabet has met some people from Estonia through her courses. To coordinate social activities, she was introduced to a chat group
on WhatsApp. In this chat group, political topics are generally not discussed. She has heard
that some of her colleagues discuss current political topics in Austria, but she is not interested
in discussions about local politics. She does not follow local news. Eliisabet is not actively
looking for further contacts with other groups in Austria at this time. To stay in touch with her
family and friends at home, she uses telephone calls and multiple social media groups or chats.
They discuss local political topics and sometimes political issues regarding the EU. Thus, she
has been made aware of the upcoming European elections. However, she is unsure how to
participate in the EP elections while staying in Austria.

Torben
Torben is a 27-year-old EMY from Tampere in Finland. As part of his work for an international
company, he has relocated to Tallinn in Estonia. He has already been in Tallinn for three years
and intends to remain there for the foreseeable future. His first contact with others in Estonia
was through the company network. Torben has formed some social ties with some local communities, such as a sports club. Torben is actively interested in European politics, but is not
part of any communities (online or otherwise) that are specifically concerned with these topics.
Torben would be open to discuss local and European politics, but has not yet found a community which supports this. Through his interest in European politics, he is aware of the upcoming
European Parliament elections, as well as the corresponding procedures and deadlines. He
would like to vote for Estonian candidates and has looked up their online presence. However,
he is unsure about the participating parties, partially due to his lack of local discussion partners
in Estonia.

Anne
Anne is a 17-year-old EMY from Fulda in Germany. She moved to Vienna with her family,
when her father was offered a position there. She has been in Vienna for two months now and
expects to stay here for several years. She is an avid user of social media, which she sees as
means to stay in contact with her friends in Germany, as well as to quickly establish relationships with her new classmates in Vienna. The upcoming European Parliament elections were
addressed in one of her classes, which was meant to inform local students about the elections.
Anne is now unsure what this means for her as a European citizen. She is interested in both
local and European political discussions. However, since she has not been in Austria for very
long, she is not well aware of the local political parties or the resources required to form an
opinion about them.

Sofia
Sofia is a 28-year-old EMY who moved to Tartu, originally to study democracy and governance
at the local university for just one semester. However, she has now been there for more than
two years, as she has taken up a position as a research assistant. She sees herself as a
European citizen first and foremost. She has connected with multiple local communities and
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has become actively involved in discussions of local political issues. Sofia is also actively participating in political discussions online. However, since this is the first European election she
experiences as a guest in a foreign country, she is not aware of the required procedures, assuming that voting will work for her like it does for Estonian citizens.

Antonio
Antonio is a 29-year-old EMY who is currently living in Linz, writing his PhD thesis in the field
of Artificial Intelligence in collaboration with the Johannes Kepler University. He was born in
Valencia (Spain), but because his parents are diplomats he became used to travelling a lot
within Europe, from an early age. His father is from Spain and his mother originates from Norway. Antonio has three brothers and two sisters who live all over the European Union. One of
his brothers lives in the Netherlands, another one in France and his youngest brother moved
to Italy to study in Rome. One of his sisters is living as an apprentice in Denmark and the other
one is on Erasmus in Hungary. Because Antonio is family-orientated, he loves to visit his relatives regularly. Hence, he is constantly moving across the EU. Before Antonio started his PhD
in Linz, he decided to study international relations at a European business school. As part of
this international programme, he was placed at campuses in Munich, Geneva, Barcelona, and
Montreux during his bachelor. Due to his fascination for technology, in particular information
and communication technology, he became a self-taught programmer in his spare time, and
works remotely for tech companies to finance his lifestyle. He speaks German and Spanish
fluently. He has basic language skills in French. Because Antonio is constantly on the move,
he has little time to connect with local community in Linz. Therefore, he does not feel to have
the moral right to vote for an Austrian candidate or become a candidate himself there. Some
friends told him about messenger groups for local activities but Antonio wants receive information on specific topics only. He is tired of group discussions in which information is not
structured and he loses attention too easily.

Paula
Paula has been living in Graz, Austria, for three years. Her parents moved from Poland to
Austria when she was 17 years old, but moved to Switzerland again when she was 20, as her
father had been offered a job there. Paula also graduated from high school there. She is now
25 and decided to study psychology in Graz. She has worked in a hospital in Graz for about a
month. Paula loves new adventures, but only arrived in Graz recently, and does not know
many people there. She has an interest in sustainability issues, but no idea how to become
politically engaged with local communities. She speaks German and Polish. She stays in contact with her polish friends via social media. Paula is not a member of any political party but
wants to exchange her interests and ideas about Europe with others, both on national and
European level.
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ANNEX A.2 – Anti-Personas
These are personas that are used to better clarify system boundaries. Anti-personas are archetypes of demographics that will be explicitly outside the target audience of the EMY tool.

Pablo
Pablo is a 16-year-young EMY who reluctantly had to move with his single mother, from Portugal to Estonia. His father is a politician in the local government of Porto, often busy with
participating in political events. Pablo misses his friends in Portugal and is homesick a lot.
Pablo loves to play football. His dream, when he was younger, was to become a professional
football player. He tries to pursue this hobby in his new host country, but has had little success
when he tried to connect with others. His father wants him to study social science or politics
and governance at Tallinn University. However, Pablo is more interested in technology and
wants to study at Tallin Technical University after his international high school graduation in
Tallinn. His aim is to return to Portugal with solid engineering knowledge. Because his parents
often had fights about politics, he got tired of politics in general once he grew older. He has no
interest in expressing his political opinion nor exchanging with others about the topic or becoming a candidate himself.

Justin
Justin is a 24-year-old EMY who lives in Copenhagen, Denmark. He has a second residence
in Liechtenstein and a third in Monaco. He has a wealthy socio-economic background. His
family owns a banking institution in Liechtenstein. After graduating from school, Justin enjoyed
a “jet set” lifestyle, often being on the move abroad for multiple consecutive weeks. After pursuing this lifestyle for two years, Justin aimed to become more financially independent. Like
his parents, he started to work in the finance sector. He accepted a part-time job in Copenhagen, with the intent of also studying Arts there. He enjoys outdoor sports activities and often
spends his weekends travelling with friends from his youth, to visit foreign destinations. Justin
sticks to these social groups. While all of them are active on social media, it is primarily to
share their travel experiences. Neither Justin nor his friends are interested in politics in general.
Justin has no intention to stay in Denmark after completing his studies, and thus is not interested in local political developments either.

François
François is a 27-year-old from Brussels, Belgium. Currently, he lives in Klagenfurt, Austria,
with his family. With his 28-years-old wife, originally from Germany, he is raising two young
kids, who are five and three years old. Because they are both working full-time, and Francois`
wife is trying to finish her university degree, they have little ambitions in democratic engagement. They currently lack the resources to actively follow or participate in local political developments – either in Austria, or in their respective home countries.
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ANNEX B – Scenarios
Related to personas, scenarios are a narrative about how each persona interacts with the new
system to further their own goals (Gudjonsdottir 2015). While they may also be used to illustrate the current state of things, we will primarily use them as means to reach a common understanding of intended use cases between partners and work packages. Scenarios are intended to describe the use of the planned software system, and not so much describe it in
detail. Scenarios are also used to delineate the system boundaries.

Scenario 1: Eliisabet queries information from the chatbot
Eliisabet is talking to a colleague in front of the university. They are passing a poster about the
upcoming European Parliament election. Eliisabet remarks that she has only been made
aware of the election by talking to her family at home. She says that she is unsure about how
to participate in the election in Austria. Her colleague answers that she has recently started
using a social media-based bot service offered by a local student organisation. It informs her
about news regarding the upcoming elections and how to participate. At home, Eliisabet visits
the homepage of the student organisation. On this page, she finds some of the information
that she is looking for. However, she still has some remaining questions. To answer these, she
starts a conversation with the chatbot that her friend has told her about. Upon command, the
chatbot shows her a list of frequently asked question categories, which she navigates by selecting category that she considers most appropriate. This way, she browses the categories
and the questions therein until she has found the answers she is looking for. Afterwards, she
forgets about the chatbot. Once the election-day draws closer, the bot reminds her about the
upcoming deadlines for registration and voting. While Eliisabet is surprised that the bot is still
“there”, she is happy about the reminders.

Scenario 2: Paula finds a new politically engaged group
Paula was invited to the Erasmus Social Group by one member of the Erasmus Student Network (ESN) when she arrived in Graz. She is already part of one Telegram group for students
living on the same block, which she was added by one of her flatmates. One of the other
members of this group had previously added a chatbot that periodically provides the Group
with updates about democratic participation options on a European level. The bot also enables
participants to discuss political updates. During one particular update about the upcoming European parliament election, another group comments that they will have a local meeting for
discussion of parties and political issues. This piqued Paula’s interest, and she attends said
meeting. After some lively discussions, she has made new acquaintances. They invite her to
a private Facebook group (which also uses the chatbot and communicated the event originally). The group is used to discuss democratic participation in election events – Paula would
not have found this group without the additional networking provided by the chatbot.

Scenario 3: Sofia gets answers to some particular questions
Sofia hears about the chatbot from one of the students she supervises as part of her teaching
assistant job. They tell her that the university’s student association, which is responsible for
handling newly arriving Erasmus students, now hosts a chatbot that is meant to answer frequent questions about democratic participation in host countries, but also offers limited forms
of exchange with others online. As Sofia is always interested in democratic engagement and
exchanging of ideas, she decides to add the bot to a Facebook group that she runs with her
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likeminded friends – EMYs like her, for the most part. They find that the updates provided by
the bot, regarding the necessary formalities for voting (or even becoming a candidate) in their
host country to be helpful. Twice, when they are unsure about technicalities regarding participation, they comment on the corresponding news updates by the bot. On one occasion, another group answered their question. Their other question remained unanswered within the
EMY network, so Sofia contacts her local embassy directly. After having received a satisfactory
answer, she posts her new knowledge online via the chatbot, so that it may help others. Apart
from seeking answers from other participating groups, Sofia finds actual discussion via the
chatbot to be rather tedious and sticks to her own social media groups for political exchange.

Scenario 4: Anne becomes more confident about voting in her host country
Recently, Anne has noticed increasingly aggressive advertising by political parties when she
is online on one of her social media accounts. She feels some moral issues about voting in
Austria, due to the short duration of her stay so far. Too many questions arise for her, regarding
the local political scene, and she feels uncertain about the voting experience. To develop a
better understanding of the political life in Austria she follows local news social media web
presences but cannot find the information relevant to her for voting. She is looking at social
media for information about the registration process. After a while, she finds the social media
site of a local student organisation, which promotes a bot as a way to connect foreign students
and support them in receiving and exchanging information about election procedures. Anne
decides to try the bot and adds it to her contact list. After activating a chat with the bot, she
browses the FAQs, but finds nothing of interest that she could not find before, by browsing the
various portal sites. The next day, the bot becomes active by showing her a news item published by a stakeholder site connected to the bot. The news item concerns a local political
party’s candidate. The news itself is of average interest to Anne, but what follows is a discussion between multiple different groups about the meaning of this news item, conducted via the
chatbot. Anne is particularly intrigued by one group’s standpoint, and asks to join the group.
There, she finds a lot of opportunity to exchange with others privately, building her own confidence in her decisions about local politics, and finally empowering her to go vote for a local
party in the European parliament elections.

Scenario 5: Torben uses community knowledge to become a candidate
Torben likes the Estonian way of life and the culture, and he wants to settle there for a while.
He is interested in becoming more involved in local political activities. Since the geographic
proximity to his home country of Finland, local news from there is broadcast on television in
Finish. Torben was invited to dinner by friends from the local football club. During this occasion,
they talk about political issues and engagement in local political organisations. Torben argues
that it is difficult for foreigners to be politically active locally, even if they are well connected
and don’t have difficulties in finding local communities (such as was the case for Torben, himself). As EMYs are still a marginalised group, politically, they have a difficult time in finding the
appropriate information on participation. Torben, in particular, is interested in becoming a candidate himself in future elections. One of his friends, who is also an EMY from a different country, invites Torben to use the EMY bot, which has previously helped him get answers to questions about democratic participation in his host country. Torben adds the bot to his contacts in
Telegram, his preferred messenger platform. At home, he starts a conversation with the bot.
Upon activating, the bot offers Torben an array of interactions in the form of a button list. Torben chooses the option titled “Frequently Asked Questions”. Then, the bot provides him with
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a list of common topics to choose from. However, Torben does not find much specific information about participating as a candidate. In his conversation history with the bot, he scrolls
back up to find the bot’s main menu again. He selects another option, this time to ask a new
question of the community. This way, Torben creates a new topic on the EMY community
board, which he labels “Being a European candidate in Estonia as a host country”. In this topic,
he asks the community if someone has experience with becoming a candidate in a European
host country – Estonia in particular. After a few hours, someone replies that yes, they had
previously signed up to be a candidate in this manner. They provide Torben with a link to a
portal hosting multiple resources on the topic and provide him with a few pointers about best
practices and potential pitfalls.

Deliverable D2.4

Page 63 of 76

© EMY Consortium

ANNEX C – emyConnect Crowdsourcing presentation
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