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I.1 European Elections 2014: 
Results, Analysis & Youth 
Engagement

The 2014 European elections, the first of its kind 
under the provisions of the Treaty of Lisbon, 
not only marked a fundamental transition in 
the format of the election process, but were 
also characterised by growing discontent over 
the response to the Eurozone crisis. Amidst 
growing voter apathy, the anticipated ‘surge in 
support for anti-establishment and Eurosceptic 
parties’ (Bertsou, 2014, p. 3) raised concerns 
as to whether the attempts made to tackle the 
‘democratic deficit’ would fail to reignite the 
success of the European project. Despite the 
novel changes present, including strengthening 
the scope and power of the European Parliament 
(Emmanouilidis & Stratulat, 2010), a significant 
increase in turnout failed to come to fruition. 
As a result, it has become crucial to understand 
the causes of consistently low turnout, and with 
specific respect to young people, how to foster 
greater levels of engagement in European 
politics. 

I.2 Treaty of Lisbon

As voter turnout in the EP elections has 
consistently declined, from 62 percent in 1979 
to 43 percent in 2009 (Mcdougall & Mody, 2014), 
it is no surprise that the EU is often perceived 
as suffering from a ‘democratic deficit’. The 
combination of citizens failing to understand 
how the elections work, coupled with the 
perception that European policymaking is 
far removed from their lives, has led to the 
assertion that the EP elections are ‘second-
order elections’ (Lauenroth & Piedrafita, 2014). 
In an effort to combat this, the Treaty of Lisbon 
introduced novel changes to the election 
process. The nomination of the leading 
candidates (the ‘Spitzenkandidaten‘) for the post 
of Commission President, alongside televised 
debates and Europe-wide campaigning 
(Bertsou, 2014), suggested the 2014 election 
would be different. Accompanying this, the 
introduction of the citizen’s initiative, and the 

enhanced powers granted to the European 
Parliament (Commission, 2013) gave voters a 
more defined perception of how they could 
‘make a significant impact on the direction of 
the European Union (EU) policy agenda’ (Hix, 
2013, p.1)  

However, despite the European Parliament 
stating that ‘this time it’s different’ (McDonnell 
2014), the 2014 results saw only a ‘stabilization 
and marginal rise in voter turnout at 
43.09%’(Bertsou, p. 4). Therefore, although for 
the first time since the 1979 election turnout rates 
did not decline, the surge of interest anticipated 
was far from a reality. The significance of this 
consistently low turnout has been widely 
debated. When compared to the low turnout 
in Congressional mid-term elections in the 
US (Bertsou, 2014), the EU elections appear to 
be much more representative. Alongside this, 
the Romanian National elections with 39.2% 
in 2008 and 41.7% in 2012, and the National 
elections in Switzerland attracting between 40-
50% of voters in the past 25 years, have received 
little criticism for their legitimacy (Ibid, 2014). As 
a result it has been argued that the criticisms 
leveled towards the EU are not related to 
turnout, but instead refer to its ‘structural and 
institutional complexities’ (Bertsou, p. 8). 

I.3 Democratic Deficit and the 
Commission Presidency

Confirmed at a European summit on 27 June 
(Goes, 2014), the candidacy of Jean-Claude 
Juncker for the post of Commission President 
has added to the complexity debate. One of 
the key changes under the Lisbon Treaty, the 
‘Spitzenkandidaten‘ process added a new 
element of democratic choice - representing 
a clear ‘reduction of the democratic deficit in 
the EU’ (Hix, 2013, p. 11). Having considerable 
constitutional significance, it has been argued 
the process created a direct relationship 
between the votes of EU citizens and the 
programme that the EU should pursue for 
the next five years (Whitman, 2014). However, 
Juncker’s bid for the Presidency has been both 
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met with opposition from both the UK and 
Hungary (Goes, 2014), and criticised on the 
grounds of legitimacy. While the Treaty clearly 
lends a legitimate claim for the candidate of 
the winning party to be nominated for the 
Presidency, it has been noted that low levels 
of participation, and the fact that certain voters 
could not cast their vote for a party aligned 
with Mr. Juncker, delegitimises the process. 
(Bertsou, 2014).  This argument is reinforced 
by the fact that ‘only one in eight voters in 
Europe voted for parties that are members of 
the European People’s Party (EPP) group’ (Ibid. 
p. 22). These controversies further highlight the 
need to assess the low levels of participation, 
and based on the figures for young people, 
particularly with regards to how to foster a 
greater level of engagement.

I .4 Youth Engagement   

The turnout of young people in EU elections 
has been characterised by falling rates. In 
2009, ‘almost three quarters (71%) of eligible 
voters aged 18-24 abstained from voting 
in the EP elections.’ (Bakowski, 2001, p. 2), 
representing the lowest rate of participation at 
29.1% (Bertsou, 2014). As a result it has become 
increasingly important to find new models 
of engagement, particularly as the Treaty of 
Lisbon explicitly gives a role to the European 
Union in fostering participation among young 
people (EACEA, 2013). However, despite the 
increasingly low rates of turnout, it has been 
noted that there is overwhelming evidence 
showing that young people are not apathetic 
(Sloam, 2014). While it has been suggested that 
a lack of participation can be based on rational 
choice, whereby absenteeism is caused by the 
perception that ‘their vote will not affect the 
outcomes’ (YFJ); a further analysis suggests that 
the rise in youth absenteeism is based on the 
changing nature of political participation, with 
political engagement shifting from electoral 
politics to cause orientated political action 
and networking (Norris, 2003). Accompanying 
this, new ways to increase youth participation 
in institutional politics, including e-voting and 
young people’s elections, need to be assessed 
(EACEA 2013). Understanding these new 

forms of political engagement has become 
paramount, particularly if the EU is to revitalize 
its legitimacy. 

I.5 Future Legislation and the 
Rise of anti-EU Parties

As the results of the election have a significant 
effect on the future direction of the EU, 
‘determining the policies pursued by the 
European Parliament in the governance of 
the single market’ (Hix, 2013, p. 2); the new 
political make-up needs to be analysed. The 
outcome showed an increase in the number of 
Eurosceptic and populist MEPs. Out of the 751 
seats in the Parliament, the Europe of Freedom 
and Direct Democracy group now hold 48, 
with another 52 held by non-affiliated parties 
(Afonso, 2014). With considerable gains made 
by the radical right in certain countries, with 
25% of the vote and first place in France gained 
by the Front National (FN) and 27.5% and first 
place in the UK for UKIP (McDonnell, 2014), 
it has become important to ‘investigate how 
the populist radical right currently operates 
in the EU’ (Morris, 2013, p. 5), and what this 
might mean for the next Parliament. However, 
this trend was not uniform across all member 
states, with the right-wing populist party in 
Austria winning fewer seats than expected, and 
the extreme right party in Hungary (Jobbik), 
receiving just under 14.7% of the vote (Wodak 
2014). Interestingly, in Italy, the extreme right 
lost more than 50 % of their seats, while in both 
Sweden and Greece, the opposition left-wing 
parties gained considerably (Ibid, 2014).

As a result this change in political dynamics 
has resulted in varying interpretations, with it 
being argued that ‘it is difficult to see how such 
different parties, ascribing to different values 
and different goals, could come together to 
form a coherent political group.’ (Bertsou, p. 
12). It has been suggested that the influence 
of populist parties is not expected to lead to 
transformation of the political system as such. 
Although their anti-establishment discourse 
and critique of the distant political elite and 
representative democracy may make them 
seem dangerous to the democratic political 
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system, in reality, their influence does not 
reach that far (Mudde, 2013; Dempsey, 2014; 
Gaffney, 2014; Taggart, 2004). Accompanying 
this, another disadvantage populist parties 
face in the European context is their isolation. 
The populist and far-right parties that gained 
unexpected numbers of seats in the EP are 
actually in isolation at both, the European, as 
well as national levels (Alfonso, 2014). Despite 
several attempts for international cooperation, 
the relationships between such parties proved 
short-lived and fragile at best (Vejvodova, 
2013). Moreover, as populist parties come 
from opposite ends of the left-right spectrum 
and as they adhere to different (and sometime 
irreconcilable) sets of values, their ideologies 
diverge starkly. As a result, the seemingly 
coherent category of populist parties is in fact 
very fragmented and heterogeneous (Taggart, 
2004).

I.6 Concluding Remarks

What has become clear is that the 2014 
elections have raised a considerable number 
of questions surrounding the future direction 
of the EU agenda, how the surge in support 
for populist parties will affect the future of 
policy recommendations, and perhaps most 
notably, how effective the new provisions 
have been in tacking the ‘democratic deficit’. 
Despite the controversies present surrounding 
the nomination of Jean-Claude Juncker, the 
‘Spitzenkandidaten‘ process has sparked a 
lively debate surrounding its impact ‘as a new 
element of democratic choice in the European 
institutional structure.’ (Bertsou, 2014, p. 26).  
Alongside this, it is yet to be seen how the new 
political make-up of the Parliament will affect 
the policy proposals and future direction of 
the EU. Therefore, more experience is needed 
to ascertain the full effect the Lisbon Treaty 
will have, however, as an initial analysis: ‘the 
strengthening of the European Parliament, the 
enhanced involvement of national parliaments 
and the introduction of more elements of 
direct democracy’. (Emmanouilidis & Stratulat, 
2010, p.4), set a promising precedent for the 
next election. 
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II.1 Voter Participation & Apathy 

In light of the research in our post-election 
analysis, a main focus of which was voter turnout, 
participation and apathy, this literature review 
would do well to further examine why young 
people don’t vote and if there are other more 
effective ways for them to become politically 
engaged. Abdullah (2014) showed that voter 
participation was not predicted by variables related 
to gender and income, but that lack of information 
was the predominant reason for abstaining from 
the vote. Furthermore, he found that having access 
to multiple forms of information increased political 
participation.

Access to information for agents 
is imperative to an effective 
democratic political system 
because citizens need to be 
sufficiently knowledgeable about 
current issues, the stance of their 
political parties and the options 
this gives them. 

Studies show that young people who make the 
effort to seek news, rather than being merely 
exposed to it in social situations, are in a better 
position to involve themselves in political 
participation and put more weight into their own 
democratic value (Pinkleton, 2012). Hubson’s 
(2007) research portrays how ignorance leads to 
mistrust, yet the youth of Europe today are the 
most qualified generation ever, ergo the need 
for other variables to be further examined in the 
current study is supported.

Factors such as income, age and educational 
levels are crucial on this issue (Frey & Stutzer, 
2002), as well as personal circumstances such as 
unemployment (Hubson, 2007). The relationship 
between unemployment and politics has been 
studied in the literature by several authors (Clark, 
1985; De-Witte, 1992; Griffin,1993; Rantakeisu 
et al., 1996; Furlong & Cartmel, 1997; Petersson 
et al., 1998; and Wallance & Kovatcheva, 1998). 
Unemployment becomes relevant as it is really 
harmful to young people‘s prospects in the future 
of their life, as it can determine in their social 

behaviour as an adult (e.g. Hammarström, 1996; 
Furlong & Cartmel, 1997; Wallance & Kovatcheva, 
1998). In the empirical study of Carle (2006), 
carried out in six northern countries states, the 
correlation between the time of unemployment 
and political participation is negative. The 
reluctance to participate increases with the 
time unemployed, and tends to lower the interest 
in politics, except for radical actions (occupying 
factories or participating in illegal strikes). Specifically 
in this study, those who were unemployed from 
six to twelve months at the time of the elections 
have the lowest rate of political participation and 
the least interest in politics. Therefore, the total 
time spent in unemployment has an impact on 
political attitudes.

Cammaerts et al. (2013) sought to tackle what was 
termed as “The myth of youth apathy”, working 
from the hypothesis that the interpretation of 
declining youth participation was not derivative of 
apathy but a plethora of factors, most specifically 
a “real and perceived inadequacy of the existing 
political offer” (Ibid, p.2). Their findings reiterate 
the willingness for youth to engage in political 
matters but not necessarily within the formally 
accepted means and current manifestation, due 
to their concerns and needs not being taken 
into consideration by politicians or being met by 
existing democratic institutions. According to 
their results, voting is approached from a dialectic, 
where it is considered to be both beneficial to 
democracy and troublesome. More specifically 
that it is something to be upheld theoretically 
but more emphasis should be placed on the 
testimony that low turnout is a show of frustration. 
Too often can we see low turnout being tackled at 
face value – a problem that is caused by apathy, 
laziness and selfish, individualized youth. This view 
serves to “grossly mischaracterize the immense 
political appetite of European youth” (Cammaerts 
et al., 2013: p. 18). It has been explicitly noted that 
“straightforward apathetic disengagement” (Harris 
et al., 2010, p. 3) is not the appropriate way to 
discuss the status quo of youth participation and 
needs to be better understood. This is not to say 
there is clearly a structural and social problem 
concerned with a lack of youth engagement 
that is well founded (Harris et al., 2010; Mycock 
& Tonge, 2012) but the analysis deserves to be 
deeper than (but not excluding) variables of apathy 
and lack of knowledge. This study will further 
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examine these findings through statistical analysis 
of questions designed to link together voting habit, 
measurements of distrust and political interest.

II.2 Civic Engagement

Because there has been a growing concern 
that the youth of Europe are disillusioned and/
or alienated (Henn, Weinstein, & Forrest, 2005), 
it will be essential to focus much of our research 
around faith and belief in the existing democratic 
system and other alternative ways of engaging in 
democracy (civil society) that have been shown to 
be popular with young people (Harris et al., 2010; 
Norris, 2003; Pattie, Seyd, & Whiteley, 2003). 

Young people are said to exercise 
their citizenship through means that 
are not considered explicitly political 
in the formal institutional sense 
(Mycock & Tonge, 2012), rather 
they are utilising new technologies 
and alternative political streams of 
expression in community groups 
and cultural lobbying.

(Loader, 2007)

Their vision for civic engagement and a new 
‘democratic engagement’ is still very strong – and 
young party members across European parties still 
exist in substantial numbers (Bruter & Harrison, 
2009).
Many pieces of research have brought up this 
issue of civic engagement and how a ‘non-vote’ 
in the EU election doesn’t necessarily equate to 
political apathy, so it will be interesting to look 
at correlations between whether young people 
voted or not and their engagement in formal 
political vehicles and/or civil society. This issue of 
voter turnout will also be interesting to compare 
with other values relating to democracy and it’s 
institutions regarding the other political variables 
that will be explored in the current study.

Interestingly, Carle (2006) also makes a distinction 
between formal political activities (party 
membership, voting etc.) and other forms of 
activism (signing a petition, wearing a badge for 

issue awareness, boycotts, legal demonstrations, 
illegal striking). These figures help to illustrate 
how voting is still the most popular form of 
political activity but that other forms are present 
in the demographic. Updates on these will be very 
useful, especially with the proliferation of online 
campaigning through websites such as Avaaz and 
38 degrees. Similar activities were also recognised 
by Harris et al (2010), including volunteering and 
consumer activism. Henn and his colleagues 
(2005) found support for the previous statement, 
specifically that the youth in the UK are more 
interested in participative and direct forms of 
action, adding weight to previous research on 
this issue (Norris, 2003; Pattie et al., 2003). Our 
research will hope to gain a wider perspective on 
these issues by looking at more countries across 
the EU, as well as being able to look at correlations 
between not voting, reasons for not voting and 
other political variables that will be operationalised. 

II.3 Trust in Institutions.

Due to the turnout in the past European Elections 
where the absenteeism of young people has been 
one of the biggest in history, concerns about 
attitudes of youth in all Europe have come to the 
stage, especially because of their disillusionment 
with politics and disengagement (Henn, Weinstein, 
& Forrest, 2005). As an example of this generalised 
opinion of youth culture, a mention to one of the 
slogans which Spanish “indignados” were singing 
on the streets in 2011:“Lo llaman democracia y no 
lo es”.  English: “It‘s called Democracy and it is not”. 
In fact, the European Parliament elected party 
“Podemos” was born in the wake of this social 
movement and collected of these impressions 
and thoughts. 

After European Elections May 2014, Eurobarometer 
81 (July 2014) reveals that, in general, the image 
of EU has slightly improved and more than four 
to ten Europeans think that their voices count in 
the EU. Nonetheless, there is a low level of trust in 
national and European institutions. More than 56% 
of young people do not trust in the EU, although 
the percentages for national government and 
parliament are higher, 68% and 65%, respectively. 
The average trust level remains unchanged at 
31%. This becomes a concern about the current 
situation, as a low rate in trust means high cynicism, 
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disillusionment with politics and as a result, the level 
of apathy and absenteeism increases gradually. 
Figures related to the turnout of the last European 
elections in May 2014 were 42.54%, the lowest 
level recorded since 1979.

The notion of trust goes beyond the affection or 
opinion to institutions, it is considered as a set of 
beliefs and expectations, especially in the sense 
of serving the general interest. Mishler and Roses 
(2001) define institutional trust as the expected 
utility of institutions performing satisfactorily. 
From an economical perspective, Putman (1993) 
states that social trust reduces transaction costs 
and hence increases economic growth. Trust can 
be divided between two dimensions, specific or 
diffuse trust. Specific trust is related directly to the 
performance of the government, whereas diffuse 
trust refers to society’s values towards the different 
agents in the system, political parties, integration 
of politicians and so on. This kind of trust is more 
difficult to increase, especially in the case of 
political scandals (Citrin, 1974; Citrin and Green, 
1986; Hetherington, 1998; Miller, 1974; Miller and 
Listhaug, 1990).

Research on political attitudes has focused a lot in 
trust (e. g. Citrin & Muste, 1999; Lipset & Schneiden, 
1987; Nye, Zelikow & King, 1997) and a discourse 
surrounding the lack of connection between 
politicians and the people, and a growing need 
for this chasm to be bridged, however, Russel 
and his colleagues (2002) have specifically noted 
that “connection between young people and the 
democratic state is more fragile than in the rest 
of the electorate’ (p. 11). Chisholm & Kovacheva 
(2002) recognised that since the 1990’s there has 
been growing disillusionment from young people 
with representative democracy, as well as an 
increased distance between them and decision-
making. They offer statistics that infer that only one 
in ten young people trust political parties, and two 
in ten trust their national parliament. This is offered 
up in parallel with their findings that only one in 
ten propose that political systems are worse than 
other forms of leadership (by experts, autocratic 
leader, army etc). 

These points were echoed by 
Henn and his colleagues (2005) 
and Abdullah (2014), who found 

that young people support 
the democratic process but 

are sceptical of the structural 
organisation, and of the politicians 
and their parties in their ability to 

engage with their concerns. 

This illuminates an interesting paradox that we are 
governed by a political ideology that is believed to 
be capable of the job, but in reality the systemic 
organisation and its actors fall short on delivery. 
Abdullah (2014) specifically states that this is an 
issue for politicians to take heed of and work on 
developing. By investigating attitudes towards this 
topic area, we can hope to elucidate the views of 
the European youth on these matters, with a view 
towards offering options for the improvement of 
the political landscape.

Regardless of this opinion, young people become 
sceptical and critical with the role of parties and their 
ability to engage with their necessities. Although 
young people support the system, they are 
disenchanted with the practical way of organising 
and structuring the political system. These results 
follow the same research line that Henn & Foard, 
2011 about young people, political participation and 
trust in Britain. They offer dramatic statistics, based 
on a sample of 1025 British 18 year olds, as only 8% 
of the sample recognises to have some or great trust 
in political parties against 57% who states no trust or 
little trust in political parties. Furthermore, the vast 
majority held a negative opinion about politicians, 
81% compared to only 17% who hold a positive one. 
More than half of them, 57%, think that elections are 
the best way to express people‘s opinions, but they 
also think the turnout does not change anything. 
Although 48% believe in the electoral process, 37% 
remain sceptical, which is highly significant. It will be 
useful for this current study to further examine this 
phenomenon with reference to other European 
countries.

Chisholm & Kovacheva (2002) states that young 
people tend to trust the European Parliament 
more than their national ones, with the exception 
of Norway. They make some distinctions between 
countries and their level of trust. For instance, 
France was one of the countries with higher levels 
of trust in the last twenty years, but nowadays 
trust has decreased by half. Norway and the 
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Netherlands still remain with high levels of trust 
and Finland, Germany, Greece and Portugal 
represent the lowest figures. In this context, trust 
has to be understood as the support or faith that 
individuals have for public institutions (Devos et 
al., 2005). The concept of institutions is extended 
to all institutions involved in civil societies, such as 
the educational system, judicial system, the media, 
police, political system, army, health care system 
and economic system. Not all institutions hold 
level of trust equally. In Western Europe, young 
people support more the court and police, and in 
post-communist countries, press is highly trusted 
as it was one of the first achievements (Chisholm 
& Kovacheva, 2002).

Dermony, Hanmer-Lloyd and Scullion (2012) 
notice in their research that this sector in society has 
a really cynical attitude towards political systems. 
In this study, 57% of the respondents show distrust 
for politicians, 71% agreed with “politicians lying to 
the media and public” and 67 % with “candidates 
are interested in votes not opinions”. This reflects 
their cynicism as respondents agree with “vot[ing] 
ma[king] a difference” and “voting gives people an 
effective way to influence what the government 
does” with 65% and 68%, respectively. The cynicism 
is a negative orientation towards governments, 
an expression of distrust. However, cynicism is 
not to be necessarily understood as being a bad 
condition. Paradoxically, expressing a high degree 
of distrust and cynicism is not synonymous with 
not voting or reduced participation in politics (De 
Vreese, 2005). When cynicism is combined with 
personal efficacy, it generates a positive force 
towards political participation. In conclusion, 
high distrust and cynicism can lead into two 
stances, depending on the personal efficacy: 
high political sophistication correlates with strong 
engagement, voting, political intention; and low 
political sophistication linked with alienation 
and voting apathy (Dermony, Hanmer-Lloyd & 
Scullion, 2012). The subsequent survey analysis will 
determine whether our results are in concordance 
with previous research.

Norris’ (2003) results about political participation, 
where there is a shift from traditional ways of 
voting into taking part in actions such as signing a 
petition and so on as described above. 

The study reveals a likelihood 

of lower participation of those 
who are unemployed and higher 
participation among those in 
education. In relation to the 
concept of trust, unemployed 
people tend to have lower levels of 
trust in economic institutions, but 
also in other institutions as well as 
the police or justice system.

(Hubson, 2006). 

This is corroborated in relation with left and right-
wing attitudes, where Carle (2006) states that 
although most participants in the study consider 
themselves as left-wing supporters, after a long 
period of unemployment, they turn-out into 
right-wing supporters. Moreover, indifference 
from both sides, left-right, increases with the 
time unemployed. This study will investigate 
unemployment as a dependent variable.

II.4 Populism

Since the media portrayed the results of the 
European elections 2014 as an earthquake and 
emphasized the rise of the far-right, a closer look 
into this result is essential. Although the success 
of Front National (National Front – NF) in France 
and first seat of the German neo-nazi party, the 
Nationaldemokratische Partei Deutschlands 
(National Democratic Party (of Germany) - NDP) 
in the European Parliament are unprecedented, 
there was not necessarily a wave of far-right 
extremism all over the EU. In the countries severely 
affected by the crisis and strict austerity measures, 
it was rather leftist parties scoring well (EP, 2014). 
Therefore, instead of focusing solely on the far-
right, this section will investigate what these parties 
from both sides of the left-right spectrum share: 
populism and how populism affects the political 
landscape in the EU.

It is quite difficult to distinguish what populism 
exactly is: whether it is an ideology, a political 
movement or a political style. While Mudde 
(2004) conceptualizes and defines populism as an 
ideology, it can also be “understood as a technique 
or style of political mobilization” (Grabow & 
Hartleb, 2013, p.17). Although populism as a term 
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and concept is well-debated, there are cleavages 
that all conceptualizations of populism share and 
build upon. Particularly, populism exploits the 
shortcomings of representative democracy, which 
is a certain degree of distance between the elected 
representatives and their electorate, the society. 
Populist parties emphasize ‘ordinary people’ that 
they allegedly care about, as opposed to ‘alienated 
political elite’ that they strongly criticize for leaving 
the ‘ordinary people’ behind (Grabow & Hartleb, 
2013; Heinish, 2003; D’Alema, n.d.; Oesch, 2008). 
Sometimes the criticism amounts to rejection of 
the political system (of representative democracy 
in the European context) as such, to which populist 
parties suggest simplistic alternatives of plebiscitary 
and direct democracy mechanisms (Heinish, 2003). 
Providing simple (or simplistic) solutions is one 
of the common features of populist discourse, 
alongside an important degree of flexibility in the 
ideological integrity for the sake of maximizing 
voters’ sympathies (Grabow & Hartleb, 2013; Heinish, 
2003). Put simply, populist parties seem to prefer 
quantity over quality. Speaking of integrity, populist 
discourse tends to be embedded with a certain 
ambivalence that resurfaces after a second read, 
such as a call for stronger law-and-order combined 
with a simultaneous critique of overly strong state 
institutions and their centralizing tendencies (Heinish, 
2003). Regarding their internal structure, populist 
parties tend to rely on “charismatic unscrupulous 
political entrepreneurs” (Grabow & Hartleb, 2013, p. 
36) and their internal functioning goes rather in top-
down logic. 

Interestingly enough, populism is not leftist or 
rightist per se (Heinish, 2003). Populist parties of 
both sides of the left/right spectrum share the same 
characteristics as described above when it comes to 
form and strategy. There is, however, a difference in 
terms of the content of the populist discourse. 

On the one hand, left-wing 
populism is inclusionary and 

emphasizes the socio-economic 
dimension of the distance 

between ‘ordinary people’ and 
the wealthy elite. On the other 
hand, right-wing populism is 
exclusionary and stresses the 

socio-cultural dimension of the 

divide between the ‘ordinary 
people’ (which in this context 
means local and/or natives) in 

opposition to ‘outsiders’.
(Heinish, 2003; Grabow & Hartleb, 2013; Oesch, 
2008; Rooduijn, de Lange & van der Brug, 2014)

 Against this background, we will focus in our survey 
on the tendencies of the European youth in the 
2014 European elections: whether they vote more 
towards right or left, and whether moderate or 
rather extreme.

In the European context then, the farther the 
extreme (be it right or left) the more Eurosceptic 
the populist party profiles (Hooghe, Marks & Wilson, 
2002). Populist parties from both extremes strongly 
reject globalization and/or Europeanization. Left 
extremists reject it for economic reasons, i.e. they 
wish to protect their market, economy and social 
system from outside influence, while right extremists 
do so for the protection of (national) identity, inciting 
fear from immigration (Grabow & Hartleb, 2013). 
Our survey will attempt to shed some light into how 
the preferences and concerns of young Europeans 
translated in the electoral results, relating those to 
the left-right tendencies.

There has been a debate whether populism is 
contagious or not. Mudde (2004) observed that 
mainstream parties tend to adapt their discourse as 
a result of the influence of populist parties, which he 
called ‘the populist Zeitgeist’. However, a more recent 
study of Rooduijn, de Lange & van der Brug (2014) 
showed that while mainstream parties do adapt their 
discourse, gearing it towards more populist style 
particularly on the issues of immigration, they do 
not adapt their political programmes. This proved 
to be very much the case in the 2014 European 
electoral campaign, when mainstream parties also 
played the nationalist and populist card. Although it 
was probably meant to draw some voters motivated 
to vote for extreme parties as a result of frustration 
from politics, it actually resulted in a loss of those 
moderate voters who would have had voted for their 
mainstream party normally but got discouraged by 
the new populist tweak (Dempsey, 2014). The survey 
will investigate into this perceived gap between 
society and political elite that populists exploit, and 
also will hopefully bring some insights into the issues 
of trust, disillusionment, apathy towards politicians, 
institutions, and the system as such.
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III.1 Project Main Objectives

This project intends to evaluate the 
relationship between voting behaviour 
and a number of variables, with a specific 
focus on sociodemographic factors, 
attitudes towards political participation, 
and information concerning politics and 
civic engagement. 

The project aims to give an insight into the 
possible influence of the factors mentioned 
previously on the turnout of the 2014 
European Parliament elections. Alongside 
this, a specific focus is on understanding the 
impact of socioeconomics variables, with 
particular reference to how educational 
level and employment status relate to 
voting behaviour, and whether the results 
are consistent with the previous literature 
present. In addition, this research intends 
to evaluate the role personal beliefs have 
in determining the behaviour of young 
people.  Trust in political institutions is a 
crucial aspect of young people’s beliefs 
and expectations and it is possible that the 
way in which young people perceive the EU 
institutions has an impact on their actions. 
The same could also be said of people’s 
perceptions of political systems, with their 
functioning also impacting on the electoral 
turnout, and having a direct impact on 
peoples’ expectations. Accompanying 
this, an important part of the research is 
focused on linking civic engagement with 
voting behaviour, in order to evaluate and 
analyse the hypothesis that while young 
people may have a lower involvment in 
traditional forms of political participation, 
they tend to be more engaged with other 
non-formal methods of political and 
social participation. This will also allow for 
the analysis of the hypothesis that young 
people are apathetic towards politics, both 
in the formal and non-formal means of 
participation. To finish, the probability of 
voting or not will be evaluated depending 

on the level of information present, as this 
is likely to have a significant influence on a 
respondents final actions. 

III.2 Intermediate Objectives

To achieve the aims explained previously, 
a series of secondary objectives have been 
established: 
•	 This research aims to create 

respondent’s profiles according to 
socioeconomic characteristics, with the 
intention of clarifying their impact on 
voting behaviour. 

•	 The study will also try to understand 
if the opinions that youth have about 
politics are favourable or unfavourable. 
These will be measured through trust 
in institutions and value for voting. 
Therefore, this research is intended to 
examine these factors by determining 
respondent’s values concerning voting. 

•	 A further purpose of this research is to 
create a taxonomy of people’s concerns, 
and to check mean differences between 
supporters of the different political 
tendencies. 

•	 The study will also evaluate the level of 
engagement with politics and society, 
whereby participants will be profiled 
according to their participation and 
predisposition towards being involved 
in different social and political activities. 

•	 It is also an objective to evaluate 
young peoples’ level of information 
concerning European institutions and 
affairs, alongside which forms of media 
are used for this. 

•	 Finally, a model will be built explaining 
the probability of voting, or not voting, 
depending on our key variables, 
including: sociodemographic factors, 
values on voting, trust in institutions, civic 
engagement, and levels of information 
regarding EU affairs.
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This study has been conducted using quantitative 
statistical analysis. The data has been collected 
through an online survey composed of 12 
questions. The questionnaire has been distributed 
in 5 European countries, taking place online during 
the second half of August 2014.  

IV.1 Questionnaire Description

The survey for this research1  was divided into 
3 sections: Sociodemographic information, 
political views, and civic engagement and 
information. The first section includes 5 questions 
designed to collect information allowing for the 
characterisation of the respondents according to 
their age, gender, nationality, and educational and 
economic status. 

The second section is composed of 4 questions 
concerning voting behaviour in the 2014 
European Parliament elections, and questions 
about attitudes towards politics. Respondents 
were asked whether they voted or not in the 
European elections, which political tendency they 
had favoured, who they voted for, how much they 
are interested in politics, and their level of trust in 
politics and political institutions.  

The third section is comprised of 3 questions and 
is focused on analysing civic engagement and 
information. Civic engagement measurements are 
intended to establish the level of a respondent’s 
participation in non-formal methods, by asking 
participants about their involvement with diverse 
forms of political actions. Accompanying this, 
information questions are aimed at evaluating 
knowledge about politics, and the main sources 
of information used.  

The questions present in the survey have 
been designed with reference to previous 
questionnaires aimed at similar conclusions, 
including: (Carle, 2000), (Hooghe, 2002) and 
(Oesch, 2008), (European Commission, 2009), 
and (European Commission, 2013).

IV.2 Sample Description

The survey had 518 respondents. From the 
population sample, 504 cases were valid. The 
criteria established to define valid cases is age, 
with therefore only young participants from 18 to 
35 years being included in the study. The survey 
has been distributed in 5 European countries: 
France, Germany, Hungary, Italy and the United 
Kingdom. As a result, the sample cannot be 
considered representative of the opinions of 
all young people in Europe, firstly, as not all the 
members of the European Union are included in 
this study, and secondly, as the participants were 
rewarded with charitable donations, it is therefore 
expected that respondents would be biased by 
their interest in giving back to the community. In 
addition, participants were part of a community 
of respondents of a third partner ensuring 
heterogeneity between the respondents. Finally, 
as the respondents were invited to participate in 
the survey, it is possible that a self-selection bias 
towards responding according to an interest in 
the topic of the research exists. 

IV.3 Analysis

The main part of the analysis of this research 
has been done through bivariate techniques 
(contingency tables) in order to measure the level 
of association between variables. The relationship 
between variables has been tested through Chi 
Squared. Furthermore, a multivariate statistical 
technique (principal component analysis) has 
been performed, reducing the number of variables 
of a set, and creating new, artificial variables that 
can be viewed as the combination of the original 
ones. In addition, non-parametric tests have been 
used to evaluate the equality of the means and 
to deal with non-normal distribution2. To finish, 
a statistical model has also been performed, 
through a binary logistic regression, using some 
of the variables included in the research to predict 
the dependent variable of voting behaviour.

1 Whole survey included in the appendix
2 Kruskal-Wallies, Whitney U and Kolmogorov-Smirnov
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In this section, the survey results are analysed 
in detail.  The analysis culminates with the 
presentation of a multiple regression model, 
which attempts to explain the probability of 
participating in the European Parliament elections 
according to a set of variables. However, the 
results cannot be extrapolated to the entire 
youth population of the European Union due 
to its limitations. This issue is addressed in the 
discussion section.

V.1 Describing the Sample

Of the respondents gained, more than one fifth 
of the total sample (26.8%) are between 18 and 
24 years old, 36.1% between 25 and 30, and 37.1% 
from 31 to 35. Regarding gender identity, a slight 
majority of respondents are female (51.8%).

Our sample is equally distributed according to 
education level. One fifth of the respondents 
completed secondary education, while 
17.9% have technical training; 26% hold an 
undergraduate degree and 26.8% hold a masters 
degree. Only 3% hold a PhD degree. These 
variants are important to exemplify, as education 
level is likely to be hugely influential on voting 
behaviour as a variable in our final model.

Regarding employment status, the majority of 
respondents were employed (57.5%), in contrast 
with 15.7% who were unemployed. The remainder 
of the participants were either self – employed 
(9.5%), or students (15.9%). It should be taken into 
consideration that only 26.8% of respondents 
were between 18 and 24 years old, which is the 
usual period of attendance at University.

Finally, regarding unemployed young people, it 
is worth noting that our figure is not too high. 
This fact has to be understood as four of the five 
countries in our analysis are below the EU18 and 
EU28 youth unemployment rate.3 

Figure 4: Percentage of Respondents 
by Employment Status

3 According to Eurostat, 2014 (http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_PUBLIC/3-31072014-BP/EN/3-31072014-BP-EN.
PDF) the Youth unemployment rate in May2014 was 11.7% for EU18. Only Italy is above the mean with 12.6%, with the rest as 
follows: France (10.4%), Hungary (8.1%), UK (6.3%) and Germany (5.2%). The Eurostat statistic for Youth Unemployment is from 
15-24 years old, with our sample ranging from 18 to 35.

Figure 1: Percentage of Respondents by Age Group

Figure 2: Percentage of Respondents 
by Gender Identity
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by Educational Level
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V.2 European Elections Turnout 
May 2014

Our data reveals that the majority of respondents, 
70.1%, voted in the last European Elections, 
against 29.9% who did not. The turnout ratio is 
high, and our sample does not show any voting 
apathy trend amongst young people.

Sociodemographic Factors

•			Age Groups. 
Our results show higher participation in the 
age group from 31 to 35 years old with 71.1% 
voting, and 28.9% not voting. They represent 
the highest percentage in voting, followed by 
70.9% of those between 25 and 30. However, 
the youngest age group holds a voting level 
of 57% when compared to 43% who did not 
vote. As expected from our hypothesis, this age 
group shows the highest absentee rate. Results 
are consistent with previous literature, since 
voting apathy is associated with earlier stages in 
life, as it has been pointed out in other studies4.

If the distance between voters and non-
voters regarding age groups is computed, the 
youngest groups present the lowest difference 
with only 14 percentage points (pp), followed 
by 25 to 30 who hold a difference of 41.8 pp 
and finally, with the oldest age group being the 

most differentiated with 42.2 pp of difference 
between voters and non-voters. Our data 
shows that the oldest group present the highest 
ratio in voting and lowest in non-voting.

•   Gender  

72.3% of males and 62.6% of females in our 
sample voted. According to previous studies5, 
females hold a higher abstention level than 
males, with this difference in voting behaviour 
between genders also being present in our 
data. As our data suggests, males have an 
approximately 10% higher voting rate than that 
of females. 

Figure 7: Voting Behaviour by Gender

4 Bouza, L., (2014). “Addressing Youth Absenteeism in European Elections”. International Institute for Democracy and Electoral 
Assistance. [online] available at http://www.youthforum.org/assets/2014/02/YFJ-LYV_StudyOnYouthAbsenteeism_WEB.pdf, 
[accessed 28 November 2014]
5 Bouza, Luis. League of Young Voters, 2014. Adressing youth Absteeism in European Elections. Pag 9.This report focused on 
results from Eurobarometer 2009.

Figure 5: Percentage of Respondents that vote 
in the European Parliament Elections

Figure 6: Voting Behaviour by Age Groups
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•   Educational Level  

Respondents who hold only a secondary school 
education represent the highest percentage 
in non- voting when compared to other 
educational levels, with 46.6% of them voting, 
and 53.4% not voting. There is only a difference 
of 6.8 percentage points between voters and 
not voters. This contrast is significant when 
compared to the highest educational group, 
with respondents who hold a PhD degree having 
a 93.3% turnout rate. Respondents holding a 
master’s degree had a turnout rate of 77.8%, 
with only 22.2% choosing not to vote. Alongside 
this, technicians and undergraduates present 
similar results, 70% and 67.9% respectively in 
voting, and 30% and 32.1% in non-voting. The 
following graph summarizes this information in 
a visual way.

•   Employment Status 

The last variable in this first part of the analysis 
is employment status. The interesting fact 
to be compared is the turnout between 
those employed and those unemployed. Our 
statistics show that approximately more than 
70% of employed young people participated 
in the last election. In terms of unemployed 
respondents, less than the half did not vote 
(38%). As shown in the approach taken by Carle 
(2006)6  concerning unemployment and youth 
apathy, a similar correlation can also been seen 
in our data. 

In the case of students, the percentage of 
voting is quite balanced, with 55% having voted 
against 45% who did not. 

Figure 8: Voting Behaviour by Educational Level

Figure 9: Voting Behaviour by Employment Status

6 Carle J, 2006. Note:  This is also mentioned in the literature review section
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V.3 Voting Orientation

It should also be mentioned how young voters 
are distributed between the spectrums of 
political ideology. In the ThinkYoung and the 
Martens Centre survey, 4.6% of the respondents 
sympathised with the far left, while 6.7% showed 
support for the far right. The percentage of 
moderate left voters was 17.5%, while moderate 
right voters was 10.7%. Centre voters were the 
vast majority, with 37.3% of the respondents 
voting for centre parties. Finally, 14.5% voted 
for the centre left, and 7.5% for the centre right.                                                           

In this particular question, respondents were 
asked which political ideology best describes 
the party they voted for, or would have voted 
for. Respondents who did not vote in the 2014 
elections were asked how they voted in previous 
European Elections. The purpose of this was to 
measure political tendency amongst the entire 
sample. However, taking into account only 
voters, the percentages are as follows: 

5.9% voted for far left, 18.3% for moderate left, 
17.1% for centre left, 15.6% for centre, 8% for the 
centre-right, 11.8 % for the moderate right and 
7.1% for far-right. 16.2% of the respondents that 
voted were not able to classify the political party 
they voted for according to our categories. The 
following graph shows this political tendency 
distribution.

 

 

V.4 Values and Opinions on 
Voting

In order to tie together opinions and values with 
taking part or not in elections, the respondents 
were asked about their level of agreement with 
several statements. Respondents were asked 
about their interest in politics or elections in 
general, with 57.7% of the total highlighting an 
interest in politics or elections, with 81.8% of them 
participating in previous elections. Of those who 
disagreed with the statement (33.3%), the balance 
between the percentage that voted and did not 
vote was fairly equal, with 45.2% voting and 54. 
8% not voting. 

When the respondents were asked for their view 
on the importance of the European Elections, 
68.8% viewed them as important, with 78.4% 
participating in them. Of the respondents that 
disagreed (19.2%), the number of voters and non-
voters in the 2014 elections was quite balanced 
with 47.4% who participated in the elections and 
52.6% who did not.  

For the statement: “Voting at the European 
elections has an impact on problems that 
concern you”, less than half of the respondents 
(41.5%) agreed, while 43.8% strongly disagreed. 
Interestingly, 57% of the respondents who 
disagreed voted in the elections, while 43% did 
not. However, the vast majority agreed with the 
statement “Voting is a citizens‘ duty” (76.6%), 
against 17.1% who disagreed. Unsurprisingly, 74.4% 
of the people who agreed voted, while 58.1% 
of those who disagreed did not vote. However, 
when asked if “voting is the right way to influence 
political decision-making” a lower majority (64.1%) 
agreed, of which 23.2% of them did not vote, and 
76.8% voted. 

When asked whether “Not voting is also a way to 
express one‘s political stance” both opinions were 
quit balanced, with 49.2% who agreed and 46.9% 
who did not. Of this, those who did not agree 
showed a high level of participation in the 2014 
election (81.6%) when compared to those who 
agreed with the statement (56.9%).

The view that an individual’s vote will not 
change anything is unsupported by four of 

Figure 10: Percentage of Voters
by Political Ideology
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ten respondents (39.1%), with almost half of the 
participants disagreeing with the statement (48.4%). 
In support of this, 75% of respondents voted in the 
2014 elections, while 60.9% of those who agreed 
also voted. 

In terms of party perception, almost 7 of ten agreed 
with the statement ‘parties and candidates do not 
sufficiently deal with problems that concern’ them 
(65.7%). However, and despite this, more than 
half did vote in the past elections. As a result, these 
figures raise the question of whether young people 
still believe in the democratic process, based on 
the participation levels in elections, and how they 
feel about current politicians and their capability to 
deal with youth issues. If only non-voters are taken 
into account, more than half of them agreed with 
this statement, against only two out of ten who 
disagreed.

Beliefs are balanced when respondents were asked 
to agree or disagree with the statement “There is 
no party or candidate that you would want to vote 
for”. From this, 47.2% agreed, and 56.7% voted in the 
elections. As a consequence, half of the respondents 
feel there is no party which suits their beliefs, yet still 
exercise their democratic right. The total number 
of people who disagreed with the statement was 
40.9%, and the vast majority of them (82.5%) voted 
in the elections as a consequent behaviour.

However, other questions reach more of a 
consensus, for example the statement that 

“Parties are more interested in people‘s votes 
than in their opinions”. Almost 8 in 10 agreed 
with this statement, while almost 7 of this 10 

voted in the elections.     

Figure 11: Level of Agreement with Value for Voting Statements
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V.5 Trust in Institutions

In order to bring this issue under discussion, we 
differentiated three levels in institutions: local, 
national and European. The similarities and 
differences between trust in institutions can 
be explained by the distance present between 
institutions and people. As a result, local 
institutions are viewed as more trustworthy than 
national ones. In our analysis, results between 
national and European trust in institutions are 
quite similar, yet both are lower than that at 
local level. This can be effectively demonstrated 
by the graph above. 

In this case, compared to other questions, the 
literature review in terms of trust in institutions 
holds perfectly with our results. The percentage 
of young people who show distrust in institutions 
is quite large at national and European level, as 
more than six out of ten showed distrust for 
both levels when compared to 25% of those 
who have trust in these institutions. As a result, 
the level of trust is significantly low. However, 
if we take into consideration trust at local level, 
the level of trust present is higher (37.3%).

Following on from this, the question of whether 
having trust in institutions has an impact on the 
likelihood of voting in elections needs to be 
analysed. When those who voted and those 
who did not vote is compared to the level 
of trust in institutions, the results are similar 
between the three different levels. For example, 
for those who have trust in institutions, the 
non-vote level is low, with 18.1% at local level, 
and 18.6% and 22.3% at national and European 
level. Nevertheless, amongst those who show 
distrust in institutions, the non-voting rate is 
higher, with 41.8% of the 49.8% at local level, 
and 37.4% and 35.5% at national and European 
level. Through these percentages, it can be 
seen that a certain kind of positive relationship 
exists between the trust that a person has in 
institutions and the fact this person participates 
in elections.

This insight raises a debate concerning whether 
young people are merely apathetic about 
politics, or whether they remain conscious 
about the current situation and as a result hold 
highly sceptical attitudes in order to show their 
dissatisfaction. 

V.6 Values and Political 
Ideology

With respect to people’s values, it is possible to 
affirm that there are some differences according 
to political ideology in the last elections. People 
express their political tendencies into three 
main values that summarize the original set 
of variables . The three resultant variables are 
Welfare State Support8, Humanistic Values9  
and National Protection Support10. These 
three variables are related with four different 
categories of political tendency (right, centre, 
left, and people who did not know how to 
position themselves in the last election).

7 All variables are standardized and their mean value is 0 and the variance 1.
8 We have named Welfare State Support (WSS) to a mix of these variables: Improvement in healthcare, economy, growth and 
recovery, increasing security, reducing unemployment and the improvement of education. 
9 We have named Humanistic Approach to the mix of the promotion of human rights, protection of the environment, further 
integration of the EU, and promotion of social justice.
10 We have named National Protection Support (NPS) to the mix of stronger national governance, less EU involvement, anti-euro 
currency, increased regulation of immigration and asylum and the likelihood to cast a tactical vote.

Table 1: Respondents trust in institutions 
by institutional level
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Regarding Welfare State Support it is not possible 
to advocate the idea that political tendency is 
related. Means are indeed different however it 
is not possible to prove with a statistical test. 
However, all the values are next to the mean 
value 011.

Taking into account the second variable, it 
is possible to affirm that the three political 
tendencies obtained different means and these 
differences are supported statistically. Human 
values are important for left wing voters (0.41 
over the mean) and people who have sympathy 
for them in the last elections, but not for right 
wing supporters (0.53 below the average). 
Centre voters show that they have an average 
interest in these values (values near 0). In the 
case of the respondents that did not know 
where they positioned themselves, values 
means are different from right and left wing 
tendencies, but not from centre ones. 

The third variable presents values that are 
statistically different between the three political 
tendencies. People that have expressed 
voting in favour of a right wing party in the 
European Elections value more intensively 
national autonomy (0.37 over the mean) and 
the protection of borders, as well as using their 
vote tactically. 

V.7 Civic Engagement

In our study, one of the issues to be addressed 
was the change in the level of civic engagement 
of young people. As several authors12 have 
identified a shift from formal politics to more 
informal politics, in our survey, the respondents 
were asked about their involvement in political 
actions, if they participated or have a willingness 
for potential participation, or whether they 
choose to avoid participation altogether. 

The following table represents the different 
percentages associated to these actions for our 
entire sample13. The majority of the actions have 
a statistical relationship with voting turnout, apart 
from not wearing a badge, donating to a cause or 
volunteering, which are independent of voting.

11 Variables obtained through principal component analysis have mean 0 and variance 1. 
12 Carle, J. (2006). “Political activity in the context of youth unemployment. Experiences from young people in six Northern 
European countries”. Young, 8(4): 16–39
13 The statistic of Chi-square has been used to compute the relationship with their voting behaviour in the past elections

Table 2: Standarized Values Means 
by Polical Tendency

Mean differences

People civic engagement

Table 3: Level of Civic Engagement
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More than half of ThinkYoung and the Martens 
Centre survey respondents have signed an online 
petition, and almost three out of ten who have 
not signed yet, express an interest in this kind of 
political activity. Moreover, online petition signing 
is more popular compared with the traditional 
petition signing; between the two civic behaviours 
there is a difference of 16.2 percentage points.

The percentages that attract more attention are 
66.3% of the respondents who express that 
they would never join a political party, against 
9.4% who already have. Alongside this, wearing 
a badge for issue awareness or in support of a 
political campaign on social media are surprisingly 
not supported by respondents. Donating to a 
specific cause is the second most popular action 
within the spectrum that has been included in the 
research, with more than half of the respondents 
having done so. However, this action holds no 
relationship with voting in the 2014 election. 
Although the percentage of young respondents 
who did volunteering services is remarkably low 
(23.4%), half of the sample expressed interest in 
doing so in the future. This result is quite similar to 
the respondents who showed an interest in joining 
an organisation such as an NGO.

Within the bracket of civic engagement we 
encompassed several different actions to 
provide data. 
The mean of the respondents who participated 
in any kind of action is 20%, against 31.68% who 
expressed a likelihood of never participating in 
such actions. If the number of participants who 
potentially could participate is added (35%), the 
degree of civic engagement is relatively low in 
our sample, as only half of them (roughly) have 
participated, or would participate, in actions related 
to democratic life. 

Is there any difference 
between voters and non-voters 
in relation to civic engagement?

One of the questions of relevance is whether 
voters and non-voters have a similar degree of 
civic engagement. Our aim is to identify whether 
abstention of non-voters leads to disaffection 
and political alienation or if on the contrary, non 
– voters continue to participate actively in society, 
despite feeling dissatisfied with politics. 

Non-voters hold extreme positions in not taking 
actions including supporting a campaign in social 
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media, taking part in a peaceful demonstration or 
joining a political party. The difference between 
voters and non-voters in these issues is high, 
from 20 to 15 percentage points, and represents 
the highest rates of difference. On the positive 
side, from people who have participated in these 
actions, the differences between these two groups 
are positive from voters who side in the actions 
including signing petitions (hard and online), 
taking part in demonstrations and supporting a 
political campaign through social media. From 
the analysis of these differences, it could be noted 
that people who voted are also more involved in 
civic engagement than non-voters, especially due 
to the fact that they participated more in peaceful 
demonstrations, joining organisations like NGOs 
and signing a petition for a specific cause. Taking 
into account all the actions, a comparative analysis 
could be undertaken by the different means. For 
this purpose, the mean of those who did the 
action, those who show a willingness to do the 
action and those who state they would never do 
the action have been computed for the whole 
sample. This has also been included for the voters 
and non-voters group.

Our results show a clear difference between voters 
and non-voters regarding their civic engagement. 
The non-voters‘ level of civic engagement is 
much lower than voters. Having taken part in 
fewer actions, their potential participation is lower 
than when compared to voters, and interestingly, 
they are a group that rejects to participate more 
frequently than that of voters.

However, in our sample, there is no statistical 
evidence between abstention and civic 
engagement. However, due to the pertinence of 
this issue, it should be further researched.

V.8 Information

One of the recurring justifications for addressing 
the issue of low voter participation of youth has 
been the lack of information present. In this 
section, respondents were asked about their 
own perception of the level of information 
they hold. In general terms, respondents feel 
confident with their level of information about 
European Union political issues. Only one 
in ten respondents felt very well informed in 
European political affairs, with one third who 
felt well informed, and half of the respondents 
recognising they are poorly informed, and 
just one in seven showing a complete lack of 
understanding about political issues concerning 
the European Union.  

Analysing this question in detail, of the 42.7% 
of the respondents claimed to be poorly 
informed about European elections, only 26.4% 
of them voted. Those who recognised having 
no knowledge concerning the elections were 
10%, of which 6.2% did not vote. However, 
those who considered themselves to be very 
well informed of the elections (10.7%) voted at 
a significantly higher rate (9.1%). This condition 
also holds for those who felt well informed 
(36.5%), as the majority of this percentage 
(30.7%) voted. 

When the question was changed to the role of 
the European Parliament, the responses were 
quite similar. Only 9.5% of young people felt 
very well informed, with 8% voting. A third of 
respondents perceived themselves to be well 
informed (32%), with the majority of this number 
having voted (26.3%). Half of the respondents 
recognised being poorly informed with a fifth 
of them failing to vote. Finally, of those who 
felt not informed at all (11%), half voted and the 
other half did not. 

With respect to the level of information 
concerning the work done by Members of the 
European Parliament, more than the half of the 
respondents felt poorly informed, and one in 
seven felt they were not informed at all. This 
is reflected in voting behaviour as two out of 
ten of those who were recognised as poorly 
informed did not vote in the elections. For those 
not informed at all, half of them did not vote. 
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Addressing the question to the national level, 
when respondents were asked about the level 
of information they have about the different 
political programmes of the candidates or 
parties in their respective countries, 11.8% felt not 
informed at all, while 41.2% felt poorly informed, 
leading to a figure of 6% in absenteeism for the 
first group, and 14% for the second group.

Finally, when compared to past elections 
the system in place to choose the European 
Commission president was changed (the 
Spitzenkandidaten), resulting in the addition 
of a question about the notice of this recent 
change. However, two out of ten recognised 
not having any knowledge about this change, 
while five out of ten felt that they were poorly 
informed on this development. Only 8.5% of 
the respondents considered themselves well 
informed about this change, and only 23.3% 
well informed. 

Concerning the channels of information, the 
majority of young people who participated in 
the study gained their information through the 
use of TV News and Online News (76.79 and 
64.29% respectively). Accompanying this, less 
than 10% used newspapers and school. 

V.9 MODEL
Model Rationale

In order to explain the factors that affect voting 
behaviour in European Elections from our 
sample of young people, a binary logic model 
was used. The aim of the model is to predict 
when an individual is not going to vote, and 
which are the relevant variables14 affecting 
abstention.
The variables included in the model fall within 
five categories that correspond to the issues 
addressed in this study:

•	 Socio-demographic variables. In this case, 
gender and education have been selected 
from other variables including age, country, 
and employment status. This is due to the 
fact that gender differences are crucial15, 
as other studies show females showing a 
higher abstention rate than males. Education 
is also vital as it is expected that highly 
educated people hold higher participation 
rates in elections. 

•	 The second variable group signifies opinions 
regarding voting behaviour and personal 
values. The significant factors within this 
group include four variables: interest in 
politics or elections in general, the belief 
that voting at the European elections 
has an impact on problems that concern 
voters, individuals who consider voting as a 
citizens‘ duty and the feeling that there is no 
party or candidate that voters would like to 
vote for. These have been named “Election 
Interest”, “Voting impact”, “Voting duty” and 
“No party/candidate vote”. 

As the model is designed to predict the 
probability of absenteeism, the first three 
variables are expected to be negative, and the 
last one positive16. 

To measure trust in institutions, the variable 
“Trust in European Institutions” has been 
included, which is expected to be negative. 

14 All the variables in our data, we have selected those statistical significant, in order to build a strong model with a strong 
explanatory ability.
15 In addition, gender and educational level were statistically significant among the rest of sociodemografic variables
16 If the betas‘ sign is negative, this means that it affect negatively to the final outcome, and on the contrary  if it is positive
17 These two variables have been selected for all the set related with civil engagement because they were statistically significant

Figure 13: Comparison levels of civic engagement
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A negative level of trust, or distrust, can be 
expected if absenteeism holds.

•	 As one of our questions includes a situation 
whereby even if the individual does not 
vote, he/she can still be engaged with other 
civic activities; variables have been included 
such as joining a political party or taking 
part in peaceful demonstrations17, as two 
representative ways to participate in society. 

•	 Finally, a variable regarding information 
level about European Elections has been 
included.

Logistic Regression Model
Explaining Logistic Regression

This model tries to tie together the different 
issues discussed previously in order to involve 
some further discussion and further research in 
these topics. In order to interpret the results, it 
must be said that NOT all the variables, which 
constitute the model, are relevant in predicting 
abstention. Regarding a 95% Confident level, the 
significant  variables are: Gender, Educational 
level, Interest in Elections, Voting Impact, 
Voting as duty, and No party or No candidate 
to vote for. 

The rest of the variables - trust in European 
Institutions, taking part in demonstrations, 
joining a political party and information about 
European Elections - are not statistically 
significant, which means that they have no 
power in predicting abstention, and as a result 
are not relevant in explaining if an individual 
voted or not in the last European Elections. 
However, this is interesting from other kinds 
of analyses. As civic engagement is one of the 
topics this study has focused on, an indicator to 
measure this has been designed.  

Interpretation of the Significant 
Variables

1. Gender: It is a dichotomy variable with 
reference level in Male. This variable holds a 
negative sign. Therefore, it can be interpreted 
that females hold a higher rate of absenteeism 

than males. According to a Eurobarometer 
conducted in 2009, the profile of absenteeism 
leads to a higher majority for females, which 
is also reinforced by our results.

2. Education level: One of our questions 
focussed on whether highly educated 
people were more or less likely to vote. Our 
hypothesis was individuals with a lower level 
of education were less likely to participate 
in the 2014 election. As this variables holds 
a negative sign, we can conclude that our 
hypothesis was true due to the fact that 
education level is negatively correlated with 
absenteeism. As education increases, the 
probability of not voting decreases.

3. Interest in politics or elections in general also 
holds a negative value, demonstrating a trend 
whereby an individual who does not vote is 
likely to be less interested in politics in general. 

4. Voting at the European elections has an 
impact on problems that concern you also 
holds a negative sign, alongside voting being a 
citizen‘s duty. These results are not surprising 
due to the fact that those who refuse to vote 
harbour these kinds of opinion.

5. There is no party or candidate that you 
would want to vote for is positive in relation 
to absenteeism. This variable raised the 
discussion of the lack of other alternatives in 
political parties, as young people, and people 
in general, tend to feel disenfranchised with 
actual political parties and do not vote based 
on a lack of better alternatives.

Summary

Our model represents all the different 
issues covered in the report. It is useful 

to explain how our data behaves 
in terms of voting with values and 

opinions with voting. 
The issues, which were not relevant 
in the models, were also analysed in 

order 
to create a complete overview 

of the 2014 elections. 
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This section will address the main significant 
results and issues left out in the previous 
analysis. Following the same structure, 
demographic characteristics will be addressed 
firstly, continuing with comments on 
Values, respondents‘ level of Trust, and Civic 
Engagement. 

VI.1 Sociodemografic Factors

In order to point out how important education 
is in terms of democratic participation and 
value-holding, it has been discussed in the 
literature (Norris, 2003) how literate people 
tend to have higher turnout than those less 
educated, in general terms. The results around 
this issue follow the line of previous research, 
as people with secondary education are the 
highest percentage of non-voters (46.6% of 
them) compared with 53.4% who did vote. 
There is only a difference of 6.8 percentage 
points between voters and not voters. If this 
fact is compared with the most highly educated 
group, the ones who hold a PhD degree, 93.3% 
of them voted. 

According to our findings, we can conclude 
that a positive relationship exists between the 
level of education an individual has and his/her 
level of participation in democratic life. This 
remarkable fact highlights the need for policy 
recommendations on behalf of educational 
policy in order to promote a culture of respectful 
citizenship in Europe, and to encourage young 
people to be more involved in politics and 
society. 

In terms of employment status, the percentage 
of unemployed people who have participated in 
European elections is just 10 percentage points 
lower. From our results the extent that being 
unemployed affects democratic behaviour and 
social values cannot be concretely deduced. 
However, this question needs to be addressed 
in further research due to the relevance of the 
topic. 
The last characteristic to mention in this 
section is that our data holds a relationship 
between age level and voting behaviour. As 
age increases turnout also increases. This 
could be fundamental for future investigations 

as absenteeism is delimited within the youth 
population group, which is also the same 
categorization used in the Eurobarometer of 
July 2014.

VI.2 Values

In general terms, our data shows a positive 
tendency regarding interest in politics and 
elections, a support in democracy as a 
political system and a widespread feeling 
of distrust towards politicians. Our results 
unveil the existence of a widespread belief in 
the importance of European Elections, and 
the importance of politics in general. Of the 
respondents, 68% supported the notion that 
voting is a citizen’s duty. These facts suggest 
that our respondents hold a high degree of 
civic consciousness and a high level of support 
for democracy. 

Nevertheless, there are some questions which 
are not positively supported, as it is the case for 
political allegiance. The question “There is no 
party or candidate that you would want to vote 
for” shows concerning results as almost half of 
the respondents agreed, with only 56.7% of them 
voting in the elections. Cammaerts et al. (2013) 
identified a problem with political choice. From 
our survey, “There is no party or candidate that 
you would want to vote for” is positive when 
related to absenteeism, reinforcing this problem. 
This issue demonstrates a lack of alternatives 
within the political framework. If young people 
feel disenchanted with actual political parties, 
they simply do not vote due to a lack of better 
alternatives. This behaviour suggests a possible 
explanation concerning why new political 
parties or populist parties have increased their 
turnout in the last elections when compared to 
previous ones (2009 and 2004). However, this 
option cannot be concretely ascertained as our 
data is not representative and the absenteeism 
level is relatively low when compared to the 
actual turnout rates across Europe.

Following on from this, it is interesting to note 
that other questions reach more of a consensus, 
for example: “Parties are more interested in 
people‘s votes than in their opinions”. The vast 
majority of our sample agreed (nearly 80%) and, 
significantly, they also voted in the elections. 
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Moreover, “political parties are more interested 
in peoples votes than in their opinions” is well 
supported with around 65% of the sample 
expressing that parties and candidates do not 
sufficiently deal with people’s problems. This 
again highlights the support levelled towards 
the democratic system alongside reinforcing 
the disenchantment with traditional political 
parties. Respondents show high levels of 
interest for politics yet are critical about 
traditional forms of politics; often holding the 
view that there is no alternative option.

Trying to search for answers about absenteeism, 
respondents who did not vote must be taken 
into account in this discussion. Based on our 
results, they do not express any interest in 
politics and elections. Thus, it suggests their 
absenteeism is not related with the fact of 
being disenchanted or disillusioned with 
politics, and therefore could merely represent 
a lack of interest in general. These opinions are 
strongly linked with the trust in institutions our 
respondents hold. 

VI.3 Trust

Although our sample does not represent a 
higher degree of absenteeism, the trust levels 
are quite low. However, this is not a worrying 
question as our results are in line with the ones 
present in the Eurobarometer Survey (July 2-14), 
in which 56% of young people recognised not 
to trust EU institutions, with 68% having no trust 
in national institutions, and the average level of 
trust at around 31%. Our results show 59.7% of 
respondents distrust the EU, 62.1% distrust their 
national institutions and 49.8% distrust their local 
ones. Our average level of trust is lower than that 
present in the Eurobarometer data, at 29.5%. 

There are differences in trust regarding the 
proximity, distance and location of the institutions. 
In general terms, local institutions are seen as more 
trustworthy than national or European institutions. 
This could be effectively explained by assessing the 
distance between the citizens from the institution in 
question. Another reference point is the professional 
scale of the politicians, as national and European 
leaders are generally more disconnected from the 
people‘s problems or concerns.

However, a remarkable fact is that despite the 
low trust in the institutions and the negative 
reputation of politicians, our respondents 
still participated in the 2014 elections. As a 
consequence, it can be concluded that in our 
sample these values and feelings do not have 
a significant effect on turnout. This could lead 
to further research due to the fact that previous 
literature has identified these facts as cause-
drivers of absenteeism. From our data, these 
explanations do not hold, with it therefore 
being interesting for further research projects to 
assess the impact of human values, behaviours 
and decisions. 

VI.4 Civic Engagement

Concerning civic engagement, it is apparent 
that the respondents of our survey could 
be characterized as alienated or apathetic 
with regards to their participation in politics, 
and especially when concerning informal 
activities. However, referring to traditional 
channels respondents admitted to having 
participated in politics when they voted in the 
EU 2014 Parliament elections. Contrary to the 
hypothesis that there is a shift from formal to 
informal political participation (Carle 2006), 
this research has found evidence that people 
who do not vote are also less engaged with 
society in other ways. It is also important to 
highlight that the people who had voted also 
took a higher interest in civil society activities 
than those who did not. To finish, young people 
who had participated seem to be unwilling to 
identify themselves with political parties, and 
reject the possibility of taking part in activities 
including wearing a badge for issue awareness 
or formally supporting a political party. 

The results of our survey do not concretely 
reinforce the idea that extreme right wing parties 
have higher support, despite the fact that more 
people voted in this way (7.10%) when compared 
to that of the extreme left (5.90%). However, it 
is clear that there is a shift from mainstream 
parties when compared to the previous two 
European elections (2004 and 2009); with it 
being possible to notice a decreasing trend in 
the total number of representatives of the main 
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coalition between the Socialists and Democrats 
(S&D) and the European People’s Party (EPP) 
(from 38.11% to 29.43% in the case of the EPP 
and from 27.19% to 25.43% in the case of the 
S&D (European Parliament 2014). 

Through the analysis of people’s “concerns”, 
and considering what type of party participants 
voted for, or hypothetically would have voted 
for, it is possible to confirm that depending 
on their priorities people favour parties from 
different tendencies. Interestingly, people who 
chose centre parties had a level of concern on 
the varying issues close to the mean values. 
This was also the same for people who did not 
know how to determine the orientation of the 
political party they had voted, or would like to 
have voted for. In line with previous research 
it is possible to affirm that depending on their 
beliefs, people give more importance to some 
values than others, with centre left voters 
placing more of an emphasis on values like 
universalism, benevolence, and self-direction. 
In contrast to this, centre right voters are more 
prone to engage with values such as security, 
power, achievement and tradition (Caprara, 
Schwartz et al. 2006). This can be partially 
extrapolated to the results of our analysis19 with 
voters aligning themselves to the right having 
shown an interest in national issues, and voters 
to the left on concerns related to human rights 
and justice. 

To finish, respondents who affirmed to have 
supported centre parties, and who have not 
been able to identify themselves among any 
political tendency, failed to place a specific 
interest in any of the three sets of values. These 
two groups of people show a similar trend, 
tending to present average values for the three 
categories. As a result, this suggests that these 
respondents are likely to be less extreme, as 
centre parties are located in a bipolar scale 
between the right and the left and share some 
common ideological features such as being 

moderate (Hazan 1997).
Regarding the level of information held by 
participants, it has become evident that 
individuals who are more informed are also more 
likely to vote in the elections (Palfrey and Poole 
1987). However, from the results of our survey 
it is not possible to determine concretely that 
people who have voted are very well informed 
about European affairs, although there is a 
clear trend showing that people who voted are 
generally better informed than people who did 
not. In light of this, there is an important factor 
which has not been included in the analysis 
that can partially influence this phenomenon, 
which is the amount of information that people 
are willing to “consume” depending on their 
ideology and their degree of partisanship 
(Larcinese 2009). This suggests that the 
relationship between electoral turnout and an 
individual’s level of information is also linked 
to their interest in politics. As a consequence 
respondents who showed a clear interest in 
politics tended to be more informed, with this 
level of information having a direct effect on 
voter turnout in the elections. 

To conclude, it is important to restate that it 
is not possible to generalise the results of this 
research, as they cannot be representative 
of the 2014 European parliament elections 
turnout. One of the reasons is that the sample 
size is relatively small. As we have used a 
self-selection sampling technique, this can 
present certain problems in relation with 
representativeness. Firstly, people interested 
in the topic respond more to the survey than 
those who are not interested (Groves, Presser 
et al. 2004), in addition these people normally 
present different attributes from those who are 
not interested in the subject of the study.

19 Political tendencies are grouped into right, centre and left.
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The preceding analysis has aimed to shed light 
on the participation of European youth in the 
2014 European elections, with a specific focus 
on the preferred forms of civic engagement, 
the demonstrable rise in support for populist 
parties, turnout rates, and the impact that 
renewed efforts to combat voter apathy have 
had on the ‘democratic deficit’ in Europe. 
Throughout the course of this analysis, we 
aimed to relate the findings of our results to 
previous literature and investigations in order to 
demonstrate the levels of trust held by young 
people in representative institutions, how levels 
of engagement are affected by gender, age, and 
educational levels, and to what extent young 
people perceive the EU as taking into account 
their concerns. 

The rise in support for populist and fringe 
parties has been a dominant characteristic of 
the 2014 elections, with the political make-up 
of the European parliament seeing an increase 
in the number of MEPs from these parties being 
elected. However, it is yet to be seen what 
affect this will have on the passing of policy, 
and how these various groups will interact once 
in office. Often classified as a form of protest 
vote in response to the economic crisis, it will 
be interesting to see how the Jean-Claude 
Juncker Presidency will respond to the rise in 
anti – EU sentiment, and whether this rise in 
support will be present in the 2019 European 
elections. 

From the findings, it has become clear that 
despite taking a significant interest in European 
politics, young people, in particular, feel largely 
underrepresented by policy-makers in the 
European Union. Accompanying this, trust 
in the European Union is lower that that of 
national institutions, reiterating the belief that 
young people feel disconnected from the work 
of European policy makers.  

However, despite this trend of feeling detached 
from European politics, it is evident that 
knowledge and information, with particular 
reference to the changes made to the 
election process, are a key step in tackling the 
‘democratic deficit’. Positive steps towards 
a genuinely “European” election have taken 
place in 2014 (Hix, 2013), with the contest for 

the Commission Presidency proving to be a 
crucial step in the right direction. With the novel 
introduction of the Spitzenkandidaten process, 
young Europeans who voted are likely to feel 
that they have played an important role in 
choosing the candidate for the most powerful 
position in the EU. With these developments in 
mind, the next step in tackling the ‘democratic 
deficit’ is to further exemplify these steps made 
in order to raise the level of awareness for 
young people, which in turn will have a positive 
effect on the engagement of young people 
in European democratic life. Alongside this, 
further reforms need to be made in order to 
improve the process in 2019, when President 
Juncker’s successor will be elected.
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IX.1 Survey

1. Age – Below 18/18/19/20/21/22/23/24/25/26/27/28/29/30/31/32/33/34/over 34

2. Gender Identity
 a. Male
 b. Female
 c. Other

3. Nationality - List of EU Countries / Other
 a. Italy
 b. France
 c. Germany
 d. United Kingdom
 e. Hungary
 f. Others

4. What is your level of Education?
Pick one
 a. Secondary education / high school
 b. Vocational / technical course
 c. Currently working towards an Undergraduate 
 d. Undergraduate degree
 e. Currently working towards Postgraduate degree
 f. Masters or Post-graduate degree
 g. Currently working towards PhD
 h. PhD
 i. None of the above

5. Employment Status.
Pick one
 a. Employed 
 b. Self-employed
 c. In Education
 d. Internship / traineeship / apprenticeship
 e. Unemployed

6.Did you vote in the 2014 European Parliament elections?
 a. Yes
 b. No

7.Do you agree or disagree with the following statements
Disagree / Agree / Don’t Know
 a. You are interested in politics or elections in general 
 b. European elections are important 
 c. Voting at the European elections has an impact on problems that concern you
 d. Voting is a citizens’ duty 
 e. Voting is the right way to influence political decision-making
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 f. Not voting is also a way express one’s political stance
 g. Your vote will not change anything
 h. Parties and candidates do not sufficiently deal with problems that concern you
 i. There is no party or candidate that you would want to vote for
 j. Parties are more interested in people’s votes, than their opinions 
 k. I have trust in politicians to represent me well at local level
 l. I have trust in politicians to represent me well at national level
 m. I have trust in politicians to represent me well at European level

8.Which of the following best describes the party you voted for (or would have voted for) 
in the European elections 2014? CHOOSE ONE
 a. Far Left
 b. Moderate Left
 c. Centre Left
 d. Centre
 e. Centre Right
 f. Moderate Right
 g. Far Right
 h. Don’t Know

9.How important were the following topics when you were considering (or would have 
considered) which representative/party to vote for?
Very Important / Quite Important / A little bit important / Not at all
 a. Promotion of human rights
 b. Protection of the environment
 c. Stronger national governance / Less EU involvement
 d. Further integration of the EU
 e. Improvement in healthcare
 f. Increasing security
 g. Economic growth/recovery
 h. Free-Market economy
 i. Anti-Euro currency
 j. Promotion of social justice
 k. Reducing unemployment
 l. Improvement of education
 m. Increased regulation of immigration and asylum
 n. I cast my vote as a tactical / protest vote

10. Please indicate how you have engaged with the following activities:
Scale:  I have done … / I might do … / I would never do…
 a. Signed a petition (hard copy)
 b. Signed an online petition
 c. Joined a political party
 d. Joined an organisation to raise awareness for an issue (eg. pressure group, NGO, 
Charity)
 e. Worn a badge for issue awareness
 f. Supported a political campaign on social media 
 g. Donated to a specific cause or charity
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 h. Volunteered (for an NGO or charity at home or abroad, etc.)
 i. Boycotted a product for political or ethical reasons
 j. Taken part in legal demonstrations or peaceful protesting
 k. Taken part in an illegal strike

11. How well do you feel informed about the following:
Very well / Well / Poorly / Not at all
 a. European elections
 b. Role of the European Parliament
 c. The work done by Members of the European Parliament
 d. Political programme of the candidates/parties in your country 
 e. Recent changes to the election of a European Commission president

12. How do you inform yourself on current affairs?
Choose THREE most regular
 a. TV news
 b. Online news
 c. Newspapers
 d. Social media
 e. Friends
 f. Family
 g. School
 h. Parties’ manifestos, campaigns and programmes
 i. Other (please specify)

IX.1 Model
Model Summary
 
Step Log likelihood Cox & Snell R Square Nagelkerke R Square

1 265.124 .293 .427

Estimation terminated at literation number 5 because parameter estimates changed by 
less than .001

Classification Table 

Observed Predicted

Did you vote in the 2014 
European Parliament elections?

Percenta-
ge Correct

yes no

217 22

Step 1 Did you vote in the 2014 European 
Parliament   elections   
 yes
      no

Overall Percentage

41 46
90.8
52.9
80.7
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Variables in the Equation 

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

Step 1     Gender (1) - .737 .317 5.397 1 .020 .479

                Education - .381 .138 7.622 1 .006 .683

                election interest (1) - 
1.063

.325 10.698 1 .001 .345

                voting impact (1) - 1.424 .382 13.879 1 .000 .241

                voting duty (1) - 1.157 .382 9.180 1 .002 .314

                no party candidate vote (1) 1.439 .343 17.570 1 .000 4.216

                politicians European .009 .424 .000 1 .983 1.009

                dummyq - .056 .365 .024 1 .877 .945

                dummyq .416 .628 .429 1 .508 1.516

                 constant 1.202 .862 1.943 1 .163 3.326

Variables entered on step 1: Gender, Education, election interest, voting impact, voting duty, 
no party candidate vote, politicians european, dummyq, dummyq
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