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Abstract: Disenchantment with politics and low electoral turnout does not mean young people
are not engaged with politics. However, our understanding of what being ‘politically engaged’
entails is somewhat challenged by the lack of consensus concerning the definition of this particular
concept. Furthermore, existing conceptualizations of political engagement and participation
(offline and online) often center on a limited set of political action items, failing to realize that
a person can be politically engaged but not participate in political actions. Despite attempts to
understand how young people themselves define politics, there are insufficient youth specific
explanations of what being politically engaged means. In the present study, focus groups including
young people (18–24 years) were conducted to examine understandings of political engagement.
Participants were also asked to group a set of items they considered most accurately assessed
this construct. Using the results, a conceptualization is proposed taking into account young
people’s definitions of political engagement; this suggests that young people consider political
engagement to have emotional and cognitive dimensions but also to be conceptually distinct from
political participation.
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1. Introduction

Political participation and political engagement are considered to be necessary conditions for
democracy to function effectively [1]. However, research into political engagement has received
increased attention across established democracies, not least because of what is considered to be
an ongoing disconnect between citizens and their states (e.g., [2–6]). Young people are frequently
singled out as a problematic group, displaying low levels of electoral turnout, a lack of trust in
democratic institutions and signs of skepticism and cynicism regarding politicians and political
parties [7]. While activities associated with traditional politics have declined, young people have also
found interest in political issues [8] and alternative forms of political participation [9].

Nevertheless, the conventional image that prevails is that young people are politically
‘disinterested’ or even ‘apathetic’ when compared with older generations [10]. In her paper about
differences in political participation between young and old people, Quintelier [11] identified three
reasons for these characterizations of youth and the perceived political participation gap between
younger and older people. Firstly, due to life cycle and generational effects; secondly, the attractiveness
of new forms of participation has caused younger people to divert from traditional forms of political
participation as practiced by older generations (such as voting); and thirdly, that there is a difference in
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the way young people embrace politically related conceptions compared to older people. Of these,
the third reason is the most relevant for the context of this paper given that it is important to highlight
that avoiding such definitional discrepancies is critical in social research. It is not sufficient in itself for
a researcher to offer a definition of the investigated topic but also for that definition to be used and
accepted by the surveyed population. Researchers should be careful that the acts that they consider
to represent political engagement are likewise considered as political engagement acts by a younger
audience. For example, Parry and colleagues [12] identified a huge discrepancy between the definitions
of politics espoused by older and younger people, a finding that has also been suggested in other
studies (e.g., [13,14]).

Some researchers have already identified how young people think about and engage in
politics—leading to the emergence of significant paradigm controversies concerning differences
between political ‘participation’ and ‘engagement’ (e.g., [15–18]). Following debates on young
people’s apparent lack of political engagement, there has been discussion concerning the validity
and reliability of the instruments used in such research. For instance, one position claims existing
measures used to assess young people’s engagement need refinement in order to capture the full
range of behaviors that being engaged entails (e.g., [2,6,8]). According to Albacete [2], properly
validated measures of youth political engagement are lacking. Consequently, wider research assessing
the youth political engagement construct may be susceptible to usage of inconsistent criteria that
lack statistical/psychometric validity. Such practices may result in biased statistical conclusions,
since the main outcome would be assessed improperly. Furthermore, answering questions concerning
young citizens’ political engagement requires coherence between the concept which implies a broader
repertoire of actions (than the existing standardized measures) that citizens can get involved in—and
its assessment. To address this, it is essential to develop an instrument to adequately assess the political
engagement construct among contemporary youth [19].

However, before developing such a scale, there are specific aspects that should be taken into
account to adequately assess political engagement among young people. Firstly, the instrument should
allow the assessment of the latent concept of political engagement, the broad number of forms it
can take, the different levels of intensity and difficulty those activities entail, and its dimensionality.
It should also take into account recent developments in the youth repertoire of political actions. Finally,
it should allow the equivalent assessment of political engagement in several countries and over time [2].
Given that evidence from the UK and Western Europe suggests that young people are not politically
apathetic but have their own views about political issues and engage in democratic politics through
a variety of modes of participation [20–22], their understandings have to be explored in order to
better understand the ways in which they engage in politics. Moreover, White and colleagues [23]
also argue that “without clear understanding of how young people conceptualize political interest
and engagement, it is difficult to know how they interpret such questions or the reasons for their
responses” (p. 1). The authors note that many young people are engaged in activities which may
illustrate political engagement to the researcher but which young people themselves do not consider to
be representing that construct—thus incurring a problem of under-reporting of political engagement
among young people.

The purposes of this paper are twofold. Firstly, to propose a specific definition of young people’s
political engagement—since before developing measures to evaluate such a concept, there is a need
to clarify its definition [24]. Also, the present paper aims to understand whether (and if so, how) the
definitions of political engagement and political participation emerging from this study of young
people differ from those found elsewhere in the literature. Previous studies have investigated what
political participation means to Spanish students [25], understandings of citizenship among Turkish
and Roma youth [26], young people’s perspectives on what politics means to them [27] and which
behaviors Swedish young people associate with political engagement [17]. However, there are no
studies conducted in Britain or Portugal that specifically consider young people’s conceptual definitions
of political engagement.



Societies 2018, 8, 17 3 of 17

The second aim is to provide qualitative insights into how young people perceive political
engagement. What does being ‘engaged’ in politics mean to them? Would they consider engagement
and participation in politics to be the same, or are they perceived differently? First, this paper provides
an overview of the existing conceptualizations of political engagement and political participation and
the distinctions between these two concepts. Second, the results from a series of four focus groups
with young people aged 18–24 years are presented and the findings offer an original contribution to
advance the assessment of young people’s political engagement.

2. Conceptual Definitions of Political Engagement and Political Participation

Any advance in understanding young people’s political engagement requires clarity on what
conceptual approach to use. However, the literature displays a lack of agreement on how best to define
political engagement and how to distinguish it from related concepts such as political participation [16].
For instance, while these concepts relate to different phenomena, the distinctiveness of each is left
wanting [1,28]. In order to gain a clear understanding of the key features of—and how to assess—young
people’s political engagement, it is important to critically examine the differences between political
engagement and political participation.

2.1. Political Participation

When Verba, Nie and Kim [29] defined political participation in The Civic Culture, they referred
to “legal acts by private citizens that are more or less directly aimed at influencing the selection
of governmental personnel and/or the actions that they take” (p. 1). A similar characterization
is offered by Parry, Moyser and Day [12] in their British study, while Brady [30] claimed political
participation should first-and-foremost be considered as manifested and observable actions or activities
in which people voluntarily participate. These definitions all relate to actions taken by citizens for
purposes of influencing governments. They are reflected in more recent conceptualizations [1,31] as
the “involvement of citizens (in the broader sense including public subjects like organizations, groups,
etc.) in political processes, decision making ceremonies, as well as citizens influence on the formation
of political systems and institutions, their operation, drafting political decision” ([31], p. 206).

Additionally, alternative typologies of political participation have been developed. Verba and
Nie [32] listed four types of participation, including voting, participating in campaign activity,
contacting public officials and participating in cooperative or communal activities. Using Verba and
Nie’s work, Teorell, Torcal and Montero [33] proposed a similar yet broader typology encompassing
five activities (electoral participation, consumer participation, party-based activity, protest activity
and contact activity). Such typologies are not without critics. Ekman and Amnå [16] contend they are
somewhat limited in that they fail to consider latent—or ‘pre-political’—political participation forms
such as being a member of charity organizations, or watching the news on television. They claim
pre-political behavior is crucial for understanding new forms of political behavior and of the prospects
for future political participation. Barrett and Zani [1] argue political participation can take many
different forms. In addition to conventional methods such as voting, non-conventional forms may
involve signing petitions, participating in political demonstrations, writing political blogs and daubing
political graffiti on buildings [2,16,34].

Recent political participation typologies tend to be broader in scope and definition. As young
people are increasingly abstaining from traditional forms of politics (e.g., electoral participation),
a gradual transformation of political participation modes appears to be taking place [35] and
authors distinguish between conventional/formal/traditional forms of political participation and
non-conventional/informal/alternative forms, as well as between latent and manifest forms of political
participation (e.g., [15,36]). Rather than indicating a steady withdrawal from political life, these new
participation modes reflect a new type of critical citizen [37] who still supports basic democratic values
but is skeptical of conventional systems of representation and mediation and prefers participation in
more horizontal and autonomous ways [38,39].
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2.2. Political Engagement

Although often synonymous with political participation, political engagement can be
distinguished from that concept in a number of ways. Carreras [40] differentiates between cognitive
and active political engagement. Here, cognitive political engagement refers to a citizen’s psychological
attachment to the political system, including whether they are politically interested, seek political
information, and identify with a particular political party. On the other hand, active political
engagement manifests itself in a higher probability of contacting politicians, attending political
party meetings, and participating in town public meetings. In their study of adolescents’ political
engagement attitudes, Eckstein, Noack and Gniewosz [41] emphasized an attitudinal dimension
including responses to items such as ‘somebody who complains about political parties should join a party to
change it’ and ‘we should participate more in politics to influence political decisions’ (p. 494).

Recently, McCartney and colleagues [42] have conceptualized political engagement as a specific
type of civic engagement, which they postulate as a means of participating in and seeking to influence
the life of, a community. Political engagement refers more explicitly to politically-oriented activities
that seek a direct impact on political issues, systems and structures. As an example, they contrast
“participating in a community recycling program” with “working to enact community laws regarding
recycling” ([42], p. 14). Both demonstrate civic engagement but only the latter indicates political
engagement. Another definition of political engagement was presented in the “European Processes
Influencing Democratic Ownership and Participation” (PIDOP) project. Here, Barrett [43] contended
that engagement could be considered as a precondition to participation and suggested that a state of
engagement encompasses behaviors but also includes a psychological dimension where individuals’
cognitions and emotions are also taken into account. Thus, assuming that political engagement
involves participatory behaviors which are directed towards the polity, someone may also have interest
in, pay attention to and have knowledge, opinions or feelings concerning political matters without
necessarily participating in any overt actions towards the polity. In other words, individuals may be
cognitively or emotionally engaged without necessarily being behaviorally engaged. For example,
cognitive engagement can be demonstrated via levels of political or civic knowledge, or levels of
attention to media sources such as newspapers, news on the Internet and the extent to which an
individual discusses politics or civic affairs with family or friends; emotional engagement may be
demonstrated by the intensity of feelings about political or civic matters.

Following Barrett’s [43] conceptualization of political engagement, Emler [44] proposed that
political engagement should be regarded as a developmental process, the central element of which is
some driver to pay attention to politics. In a discussion concerning the essence of being a political actor
in a multicultural society, Emler offered the view that the two prime candidates for the motivational
role of being politically engaged are interest in politics and a sense of civic duty and that these can
work either in combination or as alternatives. Attentiveness to what is happening in the political arena
or active information searching (as indicated by such activities as reading articles about politics in
newspapers, reading literature produced by political parties, listening to broadcasts specifically about
politics and discussing politics with others), in its turn underpins the extent to which individuals may
become politically informed. Political information—how much people know about politics—then
provides the basis on which opinions are formed or judgements are made. Opinions in their turn may
then become organized into more integrated, overarching structures. The author proposes that such
structures are in effect the bases for the more stable political identities and therefore for someone to
become a political actor.

Discussions of political participation and political engagement also take place in online
environments. Different terms are used such as ‘e-participation’ [45] or ‘digitally networked’
participation [46]—although most authors simply characterize these as online participation and
engagement (e.g., [47–49]). Typically, online definitions are adapted from offline definitions (e.g., [50]),
including searching for online political information, contacting politicians via the Internet [51],
or petitioning online [52]. However, some regard such online activity as lacking political substance
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and for instance, the term ‘slacktivism’ has been coined when referring to political participation and
engagement online. Christensen [53] succinctly defined slacktivism as the “political activities that
have no impact on real-life political outcomes but only serve to increase the feel-good factor of the
participants” (p. 1). Furthermore, slacktivism has also been used to denote politically ineffective online
actions, therefore having a negative connotation [54].

3. Towards a Conceptualization of Youth Political Engagement

This paper has identified and critically examined existing conceptualizations of (offline and
online) political dis/engagement and political non/participation and examined the extent to which
they overlap and differ. This serves as context for the construction of a scientific definition of young
people’s political engagement which we aim to achieve through the remainder of this paper. Since the
target population is youth and the political engagement conceptualizations identified in this critical
examination of the literature were drawn predominantly for the general adult population, there is
a need to develop a conceptual definition of political engagement that takes into account young
people’s perceptions of political engagement. Moreover, a ‘bottom-up’ youth-led approach was chosen,
because it involves young people defining their own approach to political engagement and gives them
some freedom regarding the ways in which they view this particular phenomenon [55]. Nevertheless,
Coles also suggests that research should be conducted that takes into account young people’s views if
the aim is a deeper involvement of young people with politics [56].

Following the point made in the Introduction and considering that young people and
adults perceive reality differently [57] and have different conceptions of what politics means [12],
it is important to systematically identify and understand the implications that a conceptual
misunderstanding might have for future research; of equal importance is to reach conclusions that are
as representative as possible of young people’s patterns of political engagement. The purpose is to
gain a deeper, more nuanced and valid understanding of young people’s political engagement than
currently exists—one which fully articulates the breadth and different dimensions of their political
engagement in the context of their current disillusionment with democratic politics [14,39,58].

4. Research Design

In this study, we explore youth perspectives on what it means to be politically engaged via three
key research questions:

• What are young people’s general perceptions of political engagement and how do these contrast
with their characterization of political participation, both in theory and in practice?

• Are young people’s definitions of political engagement different from existing definitions of
this concept?

• What behaviors and actions do young people regard as political engagement indicators?

The present sample includes young people living in Britain and Portugal. These countries were
selected for study because they represent two European democracies with similar and very low recent
levels of election turnout (Portugal, 55.8% in 2015; United Kingdom (UK), 68.7% in 2017 [59]) and both
display similar patterns of contemporary youth political engagement [60]1. Moreover, in a study on
political participation of young people in the European Union, Sloam [63] concluded that Portugal and
Britain were also two of the countries where young people’s turnout to vote is below the EU15 average
and have also very low levels of participation in politics in general. Using data from the European

1 There is no recent evidence of specific youth election turnout published in Portugal due to the data privacy legislation in
that country [61]. However, survey data from 2013 suggests that both Portugal and the UK have some of the lowest youth
election turnout rates when asked, “During the last 3 years, did you vote in any political election at the local, regional or national
level? If you were, at that time, not eligible to vote, please say so” [62].
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Social Survey (ESS) from 2000 to 2002, Albacete [2], found that the average levels of young people’s
institutional political participation is the same for both Portugal and Britain. Similarly, Fieldhouse,
Tranmer and Russell [64] reported that the ESS estimate percentages for the general election’s turnout
of both Portugal and the UK was respectively 75.9 and 73.2 (using data from 2002 to 2003) for the
overall population. Regarding young people between 18 and 24 years old, Fieldhouse and colleagues
estimated that the percentages were 47 for Portugal and 31.6 for the UK [64]. Moreover, it has been
reported that the patterns of engagement with and participation in politics are relatively similar across
West-European countries (e.g., [65]). Despite these similarities, some evident differences have been
noted regarding young people’s political engagement in both Portugal and Britain [60]. The present
analyses permit a nuanced understanding of whether there are particular differences in terms of how
young people from broadly similar European countries perceive political engagement, or whether their
understandings are similar. Moreover, it is important to highlight that although two different countries
were used in this research, there was no underlying intention to offer a comparison between each.
Instead, the rationale for conducting the research in these different countries was to demonstrate that
the data had value beyond one country case rather than being unique and particular to one specific
cultural context.

This is an exploratory rather than a hypothesis-driven study. Focus-group methodology was
chosen to investigate meanings, ideas, beliefs, and values, allowing deeper examination of youth
perceptions concerning political engagement (e.g., [66]). The groups were conducted both offline
in-person (Britain) and online (Portugal).

4.1. Participant Recruitment

Eighteen young people aged between 18 and 24 years participated in the study. Four focus groups
of mixed gender were conducted during October and November 2016, two with British-based young
people (N = 8) while the other two included Portuguese youth (N = 10)2. The sizes of the focus groups
ranged from three to five participants.

The research participants were recruited using a two-step process. For the British and Portuguese
focus groups, an email explaining the aims and purpose of the research was sent to university
colleagues and each were asked to help find people who met the sampling requirements (of being
British or Portuguese aged 18 to 24 years and that both genders should be evenly distributed across the
groups). Willing participants were then screened for eligibility and were asked to identify participants
to take part in the research. Requests for volunteers were also posted on social media (i.e., Facebook
and Twitter). This snowball sampling strategy [68], is commonly used across qualitative studies in the
field of political engagement and political participation (e.g., [69]) and in particular allows researchers
to increase the diversity of the participants [68]. This approach uses a set of initial participants
who nominate other participants who are eligible to participate from their social networks [70].
Furthermore, although age and an equal gender distribution were taken as characteristics that the
sample should meet, no other characteristics were required. Due to the exploratory nature of this paper,
other characteristics were not taken into account, since the objective was not to compare the different
participants’ answers according to their characteristics but to understand if a pattern concerning their
understanding of political engagement could be identified across youth.

2 For this study the authors were satisfied with 18 participants, given that after every focus group, the definitions of political
engagement given by young people were analyzed and reached the point where the second focus group conducted for
each country did not add much beyond the findings from the first focus group for each country (that is, that theoretical and
data saturation had been achieved). Moreover, as Carlsen and Glenton [67] have noted, focus groups should be the unit of
analysis in focus group studies, meaning that the sample size should refer to number of groups and not to the total number
of participants in a study. Additionally, it has been recommended that focus groups should range from two to five groups
per category of participants [67]. Since participants belonged to two different nationality categories (British and Portuguese)
and two focus groups for each of these categories was conducted, the present study met the methodological requirements
previously specified by Carlsen and Glenton.



Societies 2018, 8, 17 7 of 17

4.2. Materials and Procedure

Of the four focus groups conducted, two (British) were carried out in person and the remaining
two (Portuguese) were carried out online. All the four group interviews lasted approximately one
hour and were each facilitated by the first author. The offline focus groups were conducted on
university campus, given that all the participants were students from the same university. With the
participants’ permission, the group interviews were audio recorded and the researcher-moderator
also recorded notes to capture key themes and additional data such as body language and other
aspects of the discussions that would otherwise remain lost if relying solely on audio equipment.
Group interviews conducted online were synchronous and were conducted using the chat tool available
on Facebook. Due to the popularity, affordability, and ease of access of this particular online social
platform, researchers are increasingly utilizing this approach to conduct studies in a variety of different
areas of study (e.g., [71–75]). However, given the different nature of the focus groups conducted
(i.e., offline and online), a few considerations were taken into account before implementing them.
A study conducted by Brüggen and Willens [76] concluded that it was methodologically feasible to use
these different approaches within the same study and to do so with confidence. The authors critically
compared online focus groups and offline focus groups with respect to their depth, breadth, efficiency,
group dynamics, non-verbal impressions and respondent attitudes. Their findings demonstrated a high
degree of similarity between the online and offline focus groups in terms of each of the characteristics
analyzed. The experience gained from conducting online and offline focus groups in our study—and
further details on the differences and implications identified—are discussed later in this paper.

A single semi-structured discussion guide was developed to ensure consistency in the areas
of discussion addressed for each focus-group. This guide enabled the exploration of participants’
perceptions of political engagement as well as comparison of the responses between the groups.
The questions were theoretically-based and guided by the discussion outlined above concerning
conceptual comparisons of political engagement and political participation. Following procedures
suggested by Krueger and Casey [77], each group discussion began with a general question that
explored participants’ views on the importance for discussing the topic of young people’s political
engagement. This was followed by items designed to address the three research questions, including
their experiences of politics and what meanings they ascribed to politics. Following this, images shared
on Twitter were presented to evoke Brexit (since it was a topical issue at the time that the focus groups
were conducted) as well as notions of solidarity, which were designed to encourage participants
to think about political engagement in its wider sense and to discuss how they conceptualized
political engagement.

Each participant was then asked to write down three to five behaviors they perceived to be
political engagement and these were then discussed in the group. This was a completely open exercise
and no prompts were given to participants—they were allowed to offer any political engagement
items that they considered important. Following this, each participant was presented with a list of
100 items that are commonly used within the literature to assess the politically related constructs of
political engagement and political participation (such as political self-efficacy or civic engagement).
They were asked to select a total of 20 items that they considered to represent the most complete set
of activities and behaviors concerning young people’s political engagement. Through this process,
each participant developed a scale assessing the concept. Finally, the group collectively discussed their
choices and each participant was then asked to share their thoughts and opinions on the value and
appropriateness of the political engagement scales generated during the focus group.

4.3. Data Analysis

The British-based (in-person) focus groups were transcribed from audio, while the nature of
the online focus groups with the Portuguese youth was such that the transcripts were automatically
captured by the online social platform used for the discussions. All data in Portuguese were translated
to English. Interview transcripts were analyzed using thematic analysis following the approach of
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Corbin and Strauss [78]. The coding process encompassed three stages that allowed for the uncovering
of different dimensions of information and meaning at every stage of research.

The first step involved open-coding of the data to identify the properties and formation of
a number of emergent concepts. Each concept or category were treated as a ‘code’—an empirical
element with a specific value. The second stage used was ‘axial coding.’ After identifying a number of
codes, the associations between those codes were identified. The third step involved ‘selective coding’
that permitted confirmation of the existence of any emergent relationships from the first and second
stages by examining the categories created and data that were included and omitted. This process
of coding led to the formation of four key themes comprising: (i) the importance of the topic of
young people’s political engagement; (ii) attitudes and opinions toward voting (Brexit); (iii) political
engagement—actions and behaviors; and (iv) defining political engagement.

Commonalities and differences amongst participants’ views were noted concerning the role
of politics in young people’s lives, their general perceptions for engaging and participating in
politics and their motivations. Furthermore, in order to ensure the quality of this analytical process,
investigator and theoretical triangulation was taken into account [79]. Direct quotes were also used
to provide illustrations of the concepts, as voiced through the experiences and attitudes of the focus
group participants.

5. Results

Due to the aims of this paper (to propose a definition of young people’s political engagement
and to provide qualitative insights into how young people perceive political engagement), results are
organized according to only two of the key themes identified: (i) political engagement—actions and
behaviors, and (ii) defining political engagement. However, Table 1 includes all the four key themes and
respective sub-themes that emerged from the data.

Table 1. Key themes and sub-themes that emerged from the focus groups analysis.

Key Themes Sub-Themes

Importance of the topic of young
people’s political engagement

Politics is not a platform for young people to be involved;
Ambiguity on what political engagement means;
Difficult to find information about politics;
Young people’s political engagement happening online;
Poor citizenship education at schools;
Biased political news shared by the media;
Need to simplify/explain political jargon.

Voting: Attitudes and opinions
toward Brexit

Impact of voting for Brexit;
Wearing a badge as a platform to induce political discussions;
Posting and sharing political information on social networking sites.

Political engagement actions
and behaviors Voting as a poor indicator of political engagement.

Defining political engagement Engagement versus participation.

Theme 1. Political engagement—actions and behaviors.

Participants were asked to write three to five actions, behaviors, or ideas they consider as
demonstrating political engagement and then to share responses with the others in the focus group,
using their own words. Examples suggested by participants as illustrative of the concept resulted in two
distinct categories, political engagement and political participation. Examples of political engagement
included understanding politics and politicians, being involved in an organization, asking questions
about world events, choosing sources of media they relied upon, showing interest in political
news, sharing political opinions and attending political debates. In terms of political participation,
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actions included attending rallies, protesting (offline or online), fundraising and donating to parties,
signing petitions, being an activist, voting and artistic performance. Initially, some participants raised
voting as a political engagement item. However, after discussion, the general consensus was that
voting was not as good a political engagement indicator as they had initially thought. They claimed it
may be a purely expressive act without necessarily reflecting any knowledge about politics, or that
voters had read party manifestos:

“A lot of people vote without knowing what they are doing, the impact it could have” P6 (British).

“A lot of young people that I know voted but they did not know why they were voting for, some of
them voted because their parents told them to” P9 (Portuguese).

Participants’ opinions diverged when asked whether or not the wearing of safety pins and the
sharing of such actions via photos uploaded to social media (to express solidarity with non-UK
citizens resident in Britain in the context of the vote for Brexit) indicated political engagement.
Some participants stated that such young people could not be considered politically engaged
because they were merely following trends and shadowing the actions of others without necessarily
understanding the precise meaning of such actions. Other participants stated that such people could not
be considered politically engaged because such actions simply reflected social influence—they observed
other people posting a particular photo and wanted to do the same but that in doing so they were not
expressing any intention to challenge or change xenophobic behaviors. Some participants disagreed,
claiming that such actions signified an interest in and a following of, the news and current political
events. Similarly, others considered such people to be politically engaged, since wearing a safety
pin indicated awareness of what was happening in politics and of actively seeking to effect change,
even if this involved a relatively small act. However, focus group participants also acknowledged
that because such actions do not contribute to election outcomes, such displays are considered as of
little consequence by those in power. Nonetheless, participants also recognized that with the rise
of social media platforms, additional opportunities for political engagement are emerging and such
‘symbolic’ actions may represent a significant political action for those who perform them (such as
sharing a video with political content or adding a frame to one’s personal Facebook profile-image to
signify support for a particular cause).

Following this, all participants were asked to choose 20 items from an offered list of 100 items.
After collectively analyzing the items, participants then identified the most selected items (selected by
at least three participants). Table 2 summarizes the 16 most selected items that were chosen by at least
three participants in each of the four focus groups. These include understanding or holding political
or civic values, discussing politics with family and friends, and paying attention to political events.
On reflection while discussing these items, the key finding that emerged for these young citizens was
that the concepts of political participation and political engagement entailed different actions and
behaviors and were therefore considered by the participants to be different concepts. Furthermore,
there were no evident differences between the items or activities selected by British and Portuguese
young people.
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Table 2. Items selected by British and Portuguese young people.

Selected Items BR (%) PT (%)

Looking for political information 3 (37.5) 6 (60)
Sending an email to a political organization 3 (37.5) 3 (30)
Voted 5 (62.5) 8 (80)
Discussed politics with friends/family 4 (50) 7 (70)
Engage in strike activity 5 (62.5) 5 (50)
Joined a political organization 5 (62.5) 5 (50)
Actively campaigned for a political organization 3 (37.5) 5 (50)
Paying attention to what is going on in politics 3 (37.5) 5 (50)
When having doubts about political issues, I ask questions and get involved in
debates about politics 3 (37.5) 7 (70)

I usually watch political debates (e.g., television, Facebook, YouTube) 3 (37.5) 5 (50)
Use the means you have as a citizen to critically monitor the actions of your
political representatives 3 (37.5) 4 (40)

Membership of a political party 4 (50) 6 (60)
Take part in protests, demonstrations, marches 3 (37.5) 4 (40)
Membership of a political lobbying and campaigning organizations 3 (37.5) 3 (30)
Signing petitions 3 (37.5) 4 (40)
Understanding or holding political or civic values 3 (37.5) 8 (80)

BR: Britain; BR (%): Number or participants, from a total of 8, who selected a certain item, with the respective
percentage in parentheses; PT: Portugal; PT (%): Number of participants, from a total of 10, who selected a certain
item, with the respective percentage in parentheses.

Theme 2. Defining political engagement

When asked whether or not there is any distinction between political participation and political
engagement, participants concluded that: (i) if individuals are politically participating they are
normally considered as politically engaged but there were exceptions (such as voting without
being engaged); and (ii) higher levels of enthusiasm and engagement lead to more participation.
Other participants saw political participation as more conventional, electorally-oriented action as
opposed to more passive and symbolic engagement methods (e.g., listening to the news). Analysis of
all political engagement definitions offered by the young participants (using their own words,
see Table 3), demonstrated the most recurrent ideas across political engagement definitions: (i) looking
for information and being informed, (ii) being conscious, (iii) being involved, (iv) having an opinion,
(v) being interested in political issues, (vi) being proactive and (vii) standing for one’s beliefs:

“Because you can participate, by voting for example, without being engaged and then you vote
without being informed . . . because your parents told you to vote” P11 (Portuguese).

“If you are politically participating you are engaged but you can be engaged but not participate”
P6 (British).
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Table 3. Young people’s own definitions of political engagement.3

Focus Group Identification Participant Definition of Political Engagement

British young people
Focus group 1

1 Is choosing yourself to be politically active and not having your parents or anybody else influencing you and just actually making an effect and
doing your thing.

2 Do anything that you can do to make a change even if you feel alone or insecure, because you have the power to be informed
and engage yourself.

3 It is about looking for information and then deciding your opinion and sharing that with people and making discussions about political issues,
because we can talk about it, the thing is finding information and process that information and share it with our friends, colleagues.

4 It’s finding out information for yourself and doing it because you want to and not because thought you have to . . . discussing it and sharing it
and do your best to figure out things, gather all the information that you need for you to make decisions.

5 I think it is being pro-active, doing things your own, taking your own initiatives and going towards information, listening to debates, taking
your time and effort.

Focus group 2

6 Taking an active interest in political matters and topics but not necessarily acting on this interest.

7 Is when you show interest in any level of politics and political engagement has several levels in it and participation can be one of them.

8 Engagement shows your interest in politics without official form of acts. It can be passive and more personal than participation.

Portuguese young people

Focus group 3

9 Is being interested in what’s happening nowadays, being politically interested and that could be done in different ways but we should always
keep in mind that we should get out of our comfort zones.

10 It requires a compromise with what we stand for what we believe in. We don’t need necessarily to participate but to be conscious of what is
happening in politics.

11 Being politically engaged is being involved in politics and be clear about what we believe in and about our political opinions.

12 Involvement/interest/willingness to participate in constructive political debates, get out of your comfort zone and show your position about
political issues.

13 To be politically engaged we have to know the current political paradigm in which we find ourselves and be part of it through actions that
actually impact on it.

Focus group 4

14 Being politically engaged is expression your opinion about political questions, having interest and questions about politics and creating
debates about them.

15 All actions we do in our daily routine that affect politics could be considered as political engagement, from the small acts to the more relevant
ones, such as voting.

16 Is being proactive in politics, conscious and informed about political issues . . . We need to know how to intervene and how to have impact.

17 Is related to political, economic and social charisma with which a citizen can interact and learn from it. A politically engaged citizen should be
someone with knowledge, ideas and opinions could help improve or change the political reality.

18 Is related to the interest about political issues, standing for a position and a point of view and try to reach an agreement about diverse political
questions. Being politically engaged is being politically conscious.
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6. Discussion

Our study provided insights into how young people themselves (in different national contexts,
in Britain and Portugal) perceived political engagement, contributing towards a broader definition
of young people’s political engagement. There were no evident differences between young people
from Britain and Portugal with respect to their perceptions of political engagement. The items selected
and definitions created to illustrate political engagement were similar, regardless of participants’
country of origin. This poses the question whether this phenomenon of political engagement is
generalizable or not across all national youth cohorts. For example, in a study of what political
participation means to Spanish students, Sant [25] found that although young people were skeptical
of the value of conventional electorally-oriented politics, they were able to articulate distinctions
between such traditional forms of political participation and new alternative forms. In the present
study, young people distinguished between what political participation is and what they understand
it to be and how they contrast this with their understandings of political engagement.

All participants differentiated states of political engagement and political participation,
which leads to the open debate about how to conceptualize political engagement and political
participation (e.g., [16,18,34,46]). Is political engagement the same as political participation? In the
present study, the eighteen participants across the four focus groups naturally differentiated between a
state of engagement and participation and also suggested that political engagement seems to operate
at a number of different levels. This reflects Emler’s [44] notion that political engagement should be
regarded as a developmental process, where the attention paid to politics seems to be the starting
point. Furthermore, during the focus group discussions, the political engagement definitions offered
by the young participants incorporated the ideas of being involved in and having knowledge of and
opinions about politics. This confirms Barrett’s [43] findings that political engagement comprises
different psychological dimensions.

Across each of the four focus groups, participants acknowledged the value of Internet and social
media platforms as options to engage politically, although they did not distinguish between the reality
and veracity of online and offline actions such as sharing a video with political content on Facebook
or signing petitions. In their opinion, each indicated political engagement. Although this finding
fits with Christensen’s definition of slacktivism (that online political activities have no impact on
real-life political outcomes but instead serve only to increase the feel-good factor of the participants),
it also challenges the negative connotation of slacktivism offered within some of the literature
(e.g., [53,54,80,81]).

Previous studies have demonstrated young people associate politics with values and ideology,
with political engagement perceived to be taking a position, having values and fighting for them [17].
However, when describing what they themselves understood political engagement to be, participants
in our study evoked ideas such as looking for information and being informed, being conscious,
being involved, having one’s own opinions, showing interest in political issues, being proactive and
standing-up for one’s beliefs. Furthermore, participants did not refer to voting when discussing the
main political engagement indicators—similar to other studies [17,82]. Recent evidence suggests that
nowadays, young people prefer to engage with NGOs rather than with political parties because such
organizations allow them to support particular issues they care about while not having to align to
an entire package of political items [83]. This may explain why, in the present study, some of the items
commonly chosen by young people as indicators of political engagement were linked to the community
(e.g., promoting information and mobilization in the community to sustain political programs they
believed in).

Regarding the different online and offline approaches taken in the present study, there are
a number of implications that need to be highlighted. The use of both online and offline focus groups

3 The items are presented precisely as written by participants without any grammatical changes by the authors.
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enabled participants to provide deep reflections about the questions they were asked. The only
aspect where the present study might have lost something by adopting these different approaches
was that any non-verbal impressions were not observable in the online focus groups. However,
this was counterbalanced by the fact that online communication is more anonymous, which may have
facilitated respondents in being more honest in their views. The degree to which all aspects of the
research questions were addressed in both online and offline focus groups was very good. Despite the
different approaches, relevant data and similar findings were obtained in both settings. Concerning the
group dynamics, it was interesting to note that participants from the online focus groups tended to
interact more than was the case in the offline groups and they were particularly active in engaging in
conversation and debate with others in their particular online group.

Proposing a Definition of Young People’s Political Engagement

When analyzing young people’s definitions of political engagement (Table 3) the most recurrent
ideas were: looking for information and being informed, being conscious, being involved, having an
opinion, being interested in political issues, being proactive, and standing for one’s beliefs. The majority
of these ideas were also identified by Barrett [43] in his definition of political engagement, that involved
paying attention to and having knowledge, opinions or feelings concerning political matters.
We therefore propose an update of Barrett’s definition of political engagement to include some of the
notions emerging from our focus groups with young people.

To map such a definition of political engagement that takes into account young people’s realities
and conceptions, we propose that political engagement should be defined as having interest in,
paying attention to, having knowledge or opinions about, being conscious of, proactive about and constantly
informed about politics. This engagement can happen both online and offline, since young people
do not distinguish between these two realities. Furthermore, political engagement is understood
as a psychological process that includes a cognitive and an emotional dimension. The cognitive
dimension is defined as people’s investment and willingness to exert the necessary efforts for the
comprehension and mastering of complex ideas and of difficult skills related to political issues.
Examples of cognitive political engagement actions might include searching for political information
online, signing a petition online or offline, being interested in political agendas and watching political
debates. The emotional dimension of political engagement reflects both the positive and negative
reactions to politicians’ actions and instructions, other people’s opinions about politics, perceptions of
party belonging, and beliefs about the value of politics. Examples of emotional political engagement
may include posting/sharing one’s own political thoughts or comments on social media for others to
read, wearing or displaying a symbol or a sign representing support for a political cause, or holding
and/or displaying feelings about political or civic matters.

This proposed definition was developed by taking into account the existing literature in the field
of political engagement as well as the perceptions concerning political engagement held by young
people generated through empirical observations through our focus group study. Further investigation
is needed to explore whether or not this definition of political engagement may be extrapolated for
young people in general.

7. Conclusions

Although our study is the first to qualitatively investigate young people’s understandings of what
it means to be specifically politically engaged (in both the British and the Portuguese context), it is not
without limitations. Firstly, the exploratory nature of the research does not permit the drawing of any
definitive conclusions. Secondly, all data were self-report and subject to well-known biases (recall bias,
social desirability bias, etc.), and thirdly the participants were self-selected. However, the paper sought
to develop a proposed definition of youth political engagement that is rooted in young people’s own
perceptions of what it means to be engaged. Such an approach ultimately enables those in the field to
examine distinct conceptualizations systematically and consistently.
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In terms of the actions and behaviors chosen by young people to define political engagement
(Table 2) and the definitions they offered (Table 3), a common pattern emerged independently
of participant nationality. This pattern closely reflects the conceptions of political engagement
followed in both Barrett and also Emler [15,44]. As a consequence, close attention has been given
to their work throughout the present paper. Moreover, since the existing conceptualizations of
different politically-related constructs (including political participation and political engagement) have
usually been developed for entire all-age populations, this research contributes to the literature
by considering the behaviors that specifically young people understand as illustrating political
engagement. Young adult participants consider political engagement to be related to cognitive and
emotional dimensions and the concept of political participation related with a behavioral (active)
dimension. This strengthens the argument that when researching young people, political engagement
and political participation should be considered as discrete concepts and therefore operationalized as
independent concepts.
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