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Abstract 
  

ISSUES OF ACTIVE CITIZENSHIP IN A MODERN DEMOCRACY: 

THE EXAMPLE OF AUSTRIA 

 

By Helena Scheithauer 

May 2016 

 

 

The issue of active citizenship and the enhancement of democratic processes are 
on the political agenda of many countries these days. This Master Thesis addresses 
the research question of which issues of active citizenship are present in Austria. It 
aims to explore the topic at hand and add to the knowledge base on this important 
issue. Firstly, a literature review introduces the underlying concepts and theories. 
Secondly, the mixed methods and explorative approach are described, including 
how the secondary data contained in 500 already transcribed interviews that were 
conducted with Austrian citizens as part of a larger project about citizen wellbeing in 
2011 by Ponocny et al. (2014) is quantified. Thirdly, the data is analyzed, visualized, 
and evaluated by using the computer programs F4 Analyse, SPSS, and Excel. 
Fourthly, the results are described and discussed. Fifthly, the research findings are 
compared to Gifford’s (2011) general barriers to activeness and a Spanish focus 
group study that was conducted in 2011 as well (Ganuza and Espin, n.d.). Sixthly, 
limitations and challenges of the research are described. Lastly, the conclusion and 
outlook part summarize the thesis and its findings, which explore the fact that none 
of the available demographic factors have a significant influence on activeness; the 
main reason why people are not more active is that they do not know or cannot think 
of something they could change; dishonesty, egoism, and corruption amongst 
politicians are amongst the main reasons for being dissatisfied with current politics, 
which coincides with the number one wish for national political improvement being 
more honest and/or trustworthy politicians; and that the more dissatisfied people are 
with the current national political situation, the less active they tend to be. 
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1 Introduction 
The topic of this thesis is of vital importance. Assessing people's contributions to 
community and political engagement is a 'hot' topic of our time and on the political 
agenda of many countries these days. Many countries concern themselves with 
research into citizen wellbeing and the measurement thereof. Having made a 
breakthrough with the so-called Stiglitz Report (Stiglitz, Sen & Fitoussi, 2009), these 
examples include the European Commission's “Beyond GDP” (European 
Commission, 2012), the OECD publication “How's life” (OECD, 2016) and several 
national programs initiated by the governments of countries all around the world 
(Ponocny et al., 2014).  

However, all politics and policies are made by people, for people. In the case of 
governments, the policies are formulated for their states and citizens. This is why 
active citizenship is important – firstly, to ensure that the policies are sanctioned by 
the citizens, so that they feel they live in a democratic system and have their voices 
heard. Secondly, so that people are willing to adhere to the policies that are being 
implemented and enforced. And thirdly, to ensure legitimacy of the policy makers’ 
actions.  

This thesis seeks to answer the research question of “which issues of active 
citizenship are present in Austria”. Furthermore, this research also seeks to identify 
and highlight the links to other related topics that influence the subject under study. 
These include the notions and concepts of “social cohesion”, “civil society”, 
“empowerment”, “participative democracy”, “community”, “community development”, 
“citizenship education”, and “political disaffection”. In doing so, it will be drawing on a 
wide array of professional fields, including political science, sociology, community 
development, sustainable development with a focus on social sustainability, and 
social psychology.  

It analyses and evaluates 496 qualitative interviews that have been conducted on 
Austrian citizens in cities as well as in the countryside, discusses the results, and 
links it to some of the existing literature, hereby adding valuable information to the 
existing knowledge on this important issue. However, these interviews were 
conducted as part of a much larger research project, funded by the “Jubiläumsfonds 
der Österreichischen Nationalbank”, Project Number 14399, which concerns itself 
with the well-being and happiness of Austrian citizens (Ponocny et al., 2014). These 
interviews contain questions that gathered data to research the issues this thesis 
concerns itself with, including questions about what the 'system' (politics, people's 
cities) could do to improve the citizen's quality of life, as well as questions on what 
the interviewees think they themselves could do to improve things, and what they 
think who could do what to make things better. The data contained in the interviews 
is quantified using the computer program F4Analyse and categories that are based 
on Gifford’s (2011) article about general psychological barriers to action. However, 
while some categories were inductively pre-set, they were allowed to deductively 
develop throughout the process of the quantification. The final categories firstly 
count the ways in which people are active, reasons given for not being (more) 
active, ways and circumstances in and under which people would be willing to 
contribute (more). Secondly, reasons for satisfaction and dissatisfaction with the 
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current national and local political circumstances are recorded and quantified, as 
well as the wishes citizens have for national and local improvement.  

However, the data that is being thusly derived is then analyzed and visualized using 
the computer programs SPSS and Excel, and the results are discussed and linked 
and contrasted to Gifford’s (2011) general psychological barriers to activeness and 
the focus group study conducted in 2011 in Spain by Ganuza and Espin (n.d.) about 
citizen’s perceptions of politics. 
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2 Literature Review 

2.1 Concepts and Theories involved in this Thesis  

This literature review will explore the concepts and theories involved.  

In starting this chapter, it is essential to point out the global context: The natural 
environment, as well as many societies, has been stressed by an accumulation of 
unsustainable habits. The economic growth of the last two centuries has led to 
resource depletion and serious crises in the social realm, and the old approaches to 
solving these problems have proven themselves to be inadequate in the face of 
today's problems. If the negative trends are to be reversed, our approaches to 
development have to be changed methodologically as well as philosophically. 
Sustainable development is a buzzword of our time, and a defining idea of today's 
society (Strange and Bayley, 2008). As stated in the famous Brundtland Report - 
“humanity has the ability to make development sustainable – to ensure that it meets 
the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to 
meet their own needs” (Brundtland, 1987, p. 8). “Sustainable development is about 
integration: developing in a way that benefits the widest possible range of sectors, 
across borders and even between generations. In other words, our decisions should 
take into consideration potential impact on society, the environment and the 
economy, while keeping in mind that: our actions will have impacts elsewhere and 
our actions will have an impact on the future” (Strange and Bayley, 2008, p. 24).  

Sustainable development makes visible several shifts in how people view the world 
– and therefore how governments are expected to formulate policies supporting this 
particular view on the world. At the center of this is the insight that any action's 
social, economic, and environmental aspects are interconnected (Strange and 
Bayley, 2008) – the core of sustainable development is the inter-linkage of its three 
pillars: society (people), environment (habitats), and economy. Societies and 
economies take place in the natural environment, and “...the long-term stability and 
success of societies rely on a healthy and productive population. A society (or 
communities within a larger society) that faces unrest, poverty and disease will not 
develop in the long term: social well-being and economic well-being feed off each 
other, and the whole game depends on a healthy biosphere in which to exist” 
(Strange and Bayley. 2008, p. 27). The rise of sustainable development highlights 
how people and their governments have altered how they perceive their 
responsibilities, activities, and roles, embedded in an interlinked model of human 
development (Strange and Bayley, 2008). Strange and Bailey (2008) therefore 
argue that applying the concepts of sustainable development is proper management 
of all our resources that plans ahead and takes into account what really matters 
from the beginning, instead of overlooking conflict potentials. They also point out 
that sustainable development is always done by people, for people. 

This brings us to the pillar of sustainability that is vital to this topic: 

 



	

	 17 

2.1.1 Social Sustainability 

Vallance et al. (2011) perceive social sustainability as the branch of sustainable 
development that revolves around issues concerning the social dimensions and its 
implications. They argue for a threefold schema of social sustainability, made up of 
'development sustainability' which is concerned with equity, justice, social capital, 
and addressing other basic needs; 'bridge sustainability' that addresses changes in 
people's behavior in order to reach bio-physical environmental goals; and 
'maintenance sustainability' referring to what can be sustained (or preserved) of 
certain socio-cultural aspects in a changing world – and the factors and 
circumstances that contributes as to whether people resist or actively embrace 
changes. The world is ever changing, and modern-day politics is faced with 
negotiating challenges to the status-quo, rattling at the very foundations of politics. 

The most important foundation of modern-day politics in the Western countries is: 

 

2.1.2 Democracy 

Modern-day democracies are representative democracies. This is a rather puzzling 
concept, as it implies that you are present (through the representative you have 
chosen through voting to speak in your place) while you are actually not (Pitkin, 
2004). However, the focus of this thesis is on active citizenship – which brings us to 
looking more closely into participatory democracy. According to Guttmann (1993), 
participative politics aids in increasing people's interest in politics and their 
understanding of policies.  

However, historically, citizens being involved in politics and showing initiative in this 
field has been an integral part of the ancient Greeks’ idea of political community 
(‘polis’). However, in modern times this only became important with the rise of liberal 
political thought. The idea of community involvement and active citizenship being 
the foundation of democratic society arose again in the 1980’s in many societies of 
the Western world. In Great Britain, for example, the idea re-surfaced in relation to 
urban renewal politics and subsequently distended to many other policy sectors 
along with reforms to local governments and the New Labour fraction’s rise to 
power. A decade later, the participation of citizens became even more closely 
connected to the issues of representative democracy and the reformation needs of 
the government (Eriksson, 2012). Presently, many countries’ policy agendas 
prominently feature this topic, including the European Union. However, the 
European Union’s efforts have been rather modest so far, are advertised weakly, 
and the results have been quite ambiguous (see for example Magnette 2003, pp. 
149–50; Marinetto 2003, p. 111; Brannan et al. 2006, pp. 993, 1001, 1003). 

Democratic politics is an integral part of Western societies. It is enabled by them and 
takes place inside and through them. Hence, the next important notions to explore 
are: 
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2.1.3 Civil Society and Civic Engagement 

Civil society is made up of three sectors (the private, the public, and the civic) 
working together to solve problems and to improve social capital, good governance, 
political and civil rights (Edwards, 2004). It is the entirety of those sector’s 
institutions, “in which citizens can inform themselves, deliberate and address public 
problems” (Levine, 2007, p. 21). Or, in other words, it is generally perceived as the 
sphere in which individuals come together voluntarily and freely, and where issues 
are discussed and where they work together in order to influence and shape the 
society in which they live. It is the realm that is occupied by non-profit and non-
governmental organizations, the public media (including public broadcasting 
services), and public activities, including public protest (Kenny, 2006). 

However, it has been argued that the related notion of civic engagement has three 
themes: Political engagement, political voice and community participation. These 
themes overlap, and the intersections go much further than participation solely in 
electoral cycles (Levine, 2007). It can be defined as “any action that legitimately 
influences public matters in ways that benefit the underlying political structure” 
(Levine, 2007, pp. 7, 8). By ‘public matters’, he means the commons, describing 
them as ‘all goods and resources that are not privately owned’ and referring to how 
goods are distributed in society, as well as the entirety of laws and norms 
discouraging or prohibiting certain behavior (Levine, 2007, p. 13). 

In bringing together the two concepts, it can be argued that while the definitions of 
‘civil society’ vary, most theorists concerning themselves with this topic agree on the 
existence of an institutional core that consists of a variety of voluntary associations, 
outside the spheres of state and economy (Flybjerg, 1998). Such associations cover 
the entire spectrum of topics people concern themselves with. These include 
political parties, occupational associations, independent media, organizations of 
gender, race, and sexuality, groups of concerned citizens, grass-roots initiatives, 
cultural associations, churches, and sports clubs (Habermas, 1992). Such 
associations have been argued to have a central role in democracy, as they have 
the ability to redefine and maintain the borders between the state and civil society. 
Thereby, not only do they expand social equality and liberty, but they also serve to 
democratize and restructure state institutions (Keane, 1988). 

The notions of civil society and civic engagement have been explored, and they are 
vitally important for the concept this thesis centers on:   

 

2.1.4 Active Citizenship 

2.1.4.1 Definition 

In starting this chapter, it is essential to firstly understand the concept of citizenship 
as such. Turner (1997) defines citizenship as being a formal legal identity that the 
individual person inherits through a collection of legal rights and obligations, 
controlling access to the scarce political, economic, and cultural resources of 
society. 
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Citizenship can be perceived to be made up of, or be divided into civil citizenship, 
political citizenship, and social citizenship. ”Civil citizenship refers to the rights 
necessary to protect individual liberty (e.g., freedom of speech, justice, the freedom 
to conclude valid contracts); political citizenship is associated with participation in 
the democratic exercise of political power, either as a member of a political 
community (e.g., a voter) or as an individual elected by the members of such a 
community (e.g., a politician); and social citizenship embodies the claim that citizens 
ought to have access to those resources that allow them to live a civilized existence 
in accordance with the standards prevailing in society” (Marshall, 1992 [1950]; cited 
by Glover, 2004, p. 65). 

However, as with so many other concepts, ‘active citizenship’ does not only have 
one definition, it means different things to different people: For example, Brannan et 
al. (2006) argue that the concept of active citizenship holds that citizenship is not 
solely comprised of passive membership of a political entity, but that being active is 
an essential of being a citizen. Active citizenship is about being willing to contribute 
to social action as well as to political debate, to be willing to get involved. While 
involvement in local clubs and societies is seen as valuable, they argue that the 
involvement must speak of public-mindedness and have a purpose beyond that of a 
small group of people. They state that it is active citizenship if someone volunteers 
in public service provision or by acting as a governor deciding on a public policy or 
service; either as users of such a programme or service, or as general members of 
society (Brannan et al., 2006). 

However, there are broader definitions and perceptions of active citizenship as well, 
as shown by Glover (2004), who argues that there are three dimensions of active 
citizenship: ethical citizenship, integrative citizenship, and educative citizenship. 
Ethical citizenship understands active participation in a collective strive towards the 
public good as an essential feature of citizenship. The personal sacrifices that are 
made aid some public benefit and are hence ultimately also enjoyed by the person 
who sacrifices. Integrative citizenship needs engagement in a wide sphere of 
participation that can go beyond formal political practices and institutions. The 
concept involves the belief that every individual plays an assortment of roles, and 
that this form of citizenship enables the individual to integrate their various roles, 
and to immerse themselves into the community, hence causing them to have a 
greater appreciation of the collective. In addition, this stance holds that one needs 
an understanding of the personal interests of members of the wider community as 
well if they are to truly act as members of the public, and hence, the democratic 
activity that is associated with citizenship aids such an understanding as well. 
However, educative citizenship (Dagger, 1997) refers to the process that develops a 
moral, practical, and intellectual sense of self in individuals when they practice their 
citizenship.  

“Active participation promises to expose individuals to a variety of views and beliefs 
and deepen their sense of interconnectedness with their fellow community 
members, including people unknown to them. By fostering a sense of being part of 
the community, citizen participation works to overcome individualism and self-
interest. Moreover, it develops important capacities by exposing citizens to the 
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connection between their private interests and the public interest” (Glover, 2004, p. 
67). 

Kenny (2006), a community development practitioner, argues that contemporary 
constructions of citizenship can be understood by differentiating passive from active 
citizenship. The former refers to the rights and duties given to the citizens from 
‘above’ (the state), and is hence based on notions of social justice. While this is an 
integral part of citizenship, it is not enough by itself. “To ensure full citizenship, 
people must be empowered to participate in the continual process of shaping their 
society, their communities, and their identities” (Kenny, 2006, p. 24). Active 
citizenship, from a community development point of view, is based on the idea of 
empowering communities to identify their own issues and problems and to enable 
them control their own futures. This is a central aspect of community development 
(ibid).  

Having explored some of the definitions and meanings of active citizenship, we will 
come back to community development a little bit later. Now we will firstly look at 
links between active citizenship and some other important concepts: 

 

2.1.5 Active citizenship, Civicness, and Participative Politics 

Some authors, such as Eriksson (2012) argue that active citizenship is an integral 
part of participative politics. He states that participative politics is a new and 
commonly recognizable political theme framing new policy strategies, characterized 
by vibrant partnerships between government, businesses, and citizens, with active 
citizenship as the foundation of democracy. He argues that “Participative politics can 
be considered as consisting of three main themes which, although having their own 
histories, have come together in recent decades. The first comprises the idea of 
active and participative citizenship as the precondition of a functional democracy (for 
example, Pateman 1970; Barber 1984); the second, of civic society as the natural 
environment of active participation and the site for communal self-organization 
(Foley and Martin 2000; Baiocchi 2005); and the third, the notion of ‘citizen’ as a 
source of the assessment data concerning democracy’s functioning and as a co-
producer of some public services (Alford 2002; Bovaird 2007; Martin 2008)”. 
(Eriksson, 2012, pp. 686, 687). 

Participative politics is the natural political environment of active citizens, where they 
also act through civic communities and social networks. Citizens’ personal initiative 
capabilities are enhanced by increasing the individual responsibilities the citizens 
already hold by being members of civil society. Active citizenship is strengthened 
through citizens being involved in civic activities. This also furthers commonality – 
both of which are perceived as fundamentals of a democratic social system. In 
addition, civic activity serves to foster trust between people and aids in training them 
to be moral and responsible (Eriksson, 2012). Participation not only has this 
instrumental value, but it is also an essential form of social agency insofar as 
‘empowering’ individuals and groups of people (Fischer 2006). According to Bole 
and Gordon (2009), civic engagement also engenders notions of interdependence 
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and global citizenship. They argue that “through civic engagement, individuals — as 
citizens of their communities, their nations, and the world — are empowered as 
agents of positive social change for a more democratic world” (Bole and Gordon, 
2009, p. 276). 

However, many of the concepts central to this thesis, such as active citizenship, 
social capital, respect, and civility enforce the importance of the civic. It is a concept 
that calls people to go beyond a mere assertion of their rights – it asks them to 
embrace wider personal and community responsibilities. While somehow jarring the 
values of self-determination and individual choice that are so central to most 
Western societies and while it can somehow take on the ring of nostalgia, the civic is 
in fact a practical tool and even a key to tackling the problems the world is facing 
today. The concept of the civic and its importance has received wide-spread support 
from politicians and experts, and is one of the subjects in debates about how to 
tackle a variety of economic as well as social issues, and it is widely assumed that 
government policies contribute to the revival of the civic.  

This is also set within a context in which the state governments have struggled to 
convince the public that they are effectively meeting the new challenges arising from 
globalization. In many countries, this has led to the public lacking confidence in 
democratic politics. This has been coupled with a feeling of loss of self-efficacy and 
a lost of trust in public institutions. In addition, the traditional style of state 
intervention (top-down and bureaucratic) struggles to still feel appropriate and 
legitimate in today’s world. Hence, it is debated that in many countries government 
has been replaced with governance: a new way by which partnerships formed by 
citizens, non-governmental organizations, state and private institutions aim to tackle 
problems in a new way. Therefore, if the state wishes to keep its capacity to act, it 
seems that it will have to have to establish new relationships with the civic realm, as 
both are intruding on their respective worlds (Brannan et al., 2006). Pierre and 
Peters (2000) argue that governance is about the state finding new ways to steer 
society. Additionally, they perceive governance to arise through the increase in 
bottom-up decision making and through the growth of complex networks. 

However, Great Britain is a good example to showcase the ascent of political 
interest in civicness. In the middle of the first decade of the new millennium, the UK 
perceived the civic as a comprehensive solution to a variety of challenges: By 
providing sanctions and by being a means of social cohesion and control, the civic 
was seen as a solution to crime; by bettering access to healthcare and by affecting 
individual’s behavior, it was seen as a solution to health problems. The challenges 
of education were seen to be tackled by the civic’s ability to encourage the 
engagement of children and parents alike; the opportunities provided by networks to 
access opportunities were perceived as the solution to employment issues; and the 
challenges to democracy were seen to be negotiated by the civic’s ability to improve 
the government’s responsiveness alongside an increase in turnout and citizens’ 
engagement (Brannan et al., 2006). 

As mentioned above, on the level of the European Union and many of its member 
states, the interest in civil society and its potential to deepen and further democratic 
culture is growing (Murray et al., 2009). The European Commission’s adoption of the 
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2001 White Paper on European Governance characterized by committing to 
improve engagement with citizens (Murray, 2008), which also showed the 
Commission’s focus on participation and civil society, aiming at promoting 
openness, accountability, and participation in governance (European Commission 
2001, cited by Eriksson, 2012). This was also shown in the document that was 
published a year later, laying out the principles for dialogue and consultation with 
civil society groups (European Commission 2002, cited by Eriksson, 2012), and in 
2004, the Constitutional Treaty highlights participatory democracy as being 
important in retaining open dialogues with civil society (Eriksson, 2012). Three years 
later the EC 2007 – 2013 Citizens for Europe Programme was also loaded with 
promotions of participation, active civil society, and active citizenship (Murray, 
2008).  

The European Union takes active citizenship and the related topics very seriously: 
“Active citizenship is the glue that keeps society together. Democracy doesn’t 
function properly without it, because effective democracy is more than just placing a 
mark on a voting slip. The European Economic and Social Committee’s mission is 
rooted in the principle of participative democracy, operating in addition to 
representative democracy, on the basis of a continuous dialogue between civil 
society and decision-makers. By definition, participative democracy requires people 
to get involved, to play an active role ... in their workplace, perhaps, or by taking part 
in a political organization or supporting a good cause. The area of activity does not 
matter. It is the commitment to the welfare of society that counts” (European Union, 
2012, p. 4). 

The EU’s European Economic and Social Committee (EESC) “encourages active 
citizenship through ongoing contact, consultation and exchange with a vast range of 
interests and organizations at all levels, together known as organized civil society. 
As a result, ordinary people are empowered, particularly when they choose to 
organize and express their views together. Participatory democracy broadens the 
public debate on European integration and on specific policies, and encourages 
more people to be active in community life. The EESC is the institutional channel 
that enables citizens and their organizations to make their voices heard and have an 
active say in EU policy-making” (European Union, 2012, p. 4). This enhances 
transparency and democratic legitimacy, and brings the EU closer to its citizens. 

However, the “Council Regulation (EU) No 390/2014 of 14 April 2014 establishing 
the ‘Europe for Citizens’ program for the period 2014-2020” is the regulation that is 
in effect at the present time. It aims to be a contribution to a) awareness raising 
regarding common history and values, as well as remembrance, b) people’s 
understanding of the EU and its history and diversity, and c) fostering European 
citizenship and enhanced participation conditions. Participation is hoped to be 
encouraged at the EU level through teaching people about the policy making-
process and through the promotion of intercultural and societal engagement and 
volunteering at the EU level (European Union, 1995-2016). 

The ‘Europe for Citizens Point Austria’ in Vienna is the contact point of this EU 
program at the national Austrian level, informing cities, municipalities, clubs and 
associations, research institutions, labor unions, memorial sites, and archives as 
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well as interested citizens about its details (Bundeskanzleramt Österreich Abteilung 
II/10: Europäische und internationale Kulturpolitik, n.d.). 

In addition, there is the ‘Austrian strategic group on participation’, which was 
founded by ÖGUT (Österreichische Gesellschaft für Umwelt und Technik) in 2002 
on the initiative of the Austrian Ministry of Environment.  It is an interdisciplinary 
taskforce with 25 members from a variety of professional fields, the public 
administration, NGO’s, and consultants and is concerned with the benefits, limits, 
and obstacles or and to participation, as well as contexts and quality criteria of 
participation processes. The group organizes workshops and conferences at regular 
intervals, as well as meetings with key target groups. A manual for public 
participation was published in 2005 and has been available in English since 2007, 
and “Worksheets on Participation" are published with the content of the group’s 
discussions, which can be used to aid practical activity. All information and 
resources are available for free on the website www.partizipation.at. 

However, this strategic group strives to  

- “give the notion of "Participation" clearer contours, develop it further 
and make it more widely known, 

- promote awareness of participation in the public eye and among 
decision-makers in politics, the administration and business, 

- work out participation strategies for policies relevant to the environment 
and sustainability, 

- contribute to sustainable development by promoting participation, 
- promote participation at communal, regional and national level, 
- make concrete “how to” guides available to people with practical 

interests” (ÖGUT, n.d.). 
This sort of promotion of engagement and public participation is believed to harvest 
numerous benefits (Brannan et al., 2006). Four sets of arguments can be made 
here: firstly, the instrumentalist – individuals can improve interest through 
participation; secondly, communitarian – participation leads to negotiated collective 
public interest; thirdly, educative – participation enables people to develop an 
understanding of policy issues; and fourthly, expressive – participation makes the 
individual’s political identity possible (Burton, 2003). There are intrinsic and 
instrumental benefits. While the first refers to those conveyed by the process of 
participation itself, the latter influences the outcome. Advocates of participation have 
their focus on the intrinsic benefits, which include the individual’s feelings of self-
esteem and inclusion (Burton et al., 2004), the generation of innovative ideas 
(Dibben and Bartlett, 2001), and the development of capacity and knowledge 
(Barnes, 1999). 

This realignment of citizenship perceives participation as a vital component of 
practicing one’s citizenship instead of it being just a nice addition to it (Brannan et 
al., 2006, p. 995).  

However, Brannan et al. (2006) argue that citizenship, participation, and community 
are all general notions of the civic. These concepts are powerful and entail strong 
symbolics, enabling them to mobilize support for them across the political spectrum. 
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They state that “generating civicness is perceived as a panacea for numerous 
previously intractable social, economic and political problems: social exclusion, 
community cohesion, crime, democratic deficit, political apathy and disillusionment, 
and unresponsive and underperforming public services. Evoking such concepts 
legitimizes policies and programmes while devolving responsibility to citizens, 
thereby reducing costs and ensuring ownership which is central to success—or 
perceived success” (Brannan et al., 2006, p. 1005). However, they do go on to state 
that they are convinced of the importance of civicness and also point out the 
importance of social science to aid citizens and governments alike in understanding 
and implementing agendas revolving around civicness. The rediscovery of the civic 
focuses attention on respect and civility. It calls for tolerance and understanding, 
enabling people to live side-by-side, comfortably and without fear. It also entails an 
understanding of ‘civil’ society members also being members of the political 
community. Membership entails rights as well as responsibilities, and hence, the 
rights and responsibilities of citizenship (Brannan et al., 2006, p. 996). 

This brings us to the topic of: 

 

2.1.6 Citizenship Education 

Many authors and theorists, such as Bole and Gordon (2009, p. 273) argue for the 
importance of educating citizens about their rights and duties, also in order to foster 
active citizenship and to promote a renewed definition of it on the global, national, 
and local level. They argue that “in a time of profound national challenge and 
change, it is important to promote a new definition of active citizenship locally, 
nationally and globally. As the effects of economic, political and social globalization 
continue to underscore interdependence, the imperative of fostering democratic 
minds among a citizenry is evermore important” (Bole and Gordon, 2009, p. 273). 
The authors are critical that schools and public institutions in the US are not 
teaching people how to be active citizens, able and encouraged to criticize the 
status quo – all of which they perceive to be essential if the challenges of social 
cohesion, truly active representative democracy, and democratic cooperation are to 
be met successfully. Hence, they call for educational reformation as well as 
initiatives in citizenship education (ibid). 

This call is also echoed by other authors, such as Farahani (2014), who argues that 
governments need to establish institutional education frameworks and efficient 
education systems which teach citizenship information and values – both a national 
level and in a way which also specializes in global citizenship. He points out that 
globalization has given rise to a variety of challenges to citizenship, such as 
population growth and the migration and displacement of people on a very large 
scale, many of whom are citizens in more than one country. Furthermore, the 
challenges of climate change require a new and open concept of global citizenship 
that goes beyond local considerations. In addition, many of today’s global crises, 
such as war and terrorism, are caused by the lack of understanding between 
differing cultures – another important issue that can be aided by global citizenship 
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education. It should foster individual alongside national and global identity in people, 
enabling them to participate actively in tackling global issues (ibid). 

Hence, general citizenship education should educate people to embrace these 
important characteristics: 

“PARTICIPATION: be an active member of a social group and his or her own 
society, especially in global issues 

ENGAGEMENT: further participation i.e. taking the effort to influence the group’s 
strategies and policies 

ADVOCACY: supporting a certain idea through reasoning  

RESEARCH: the ability to find different sources and needed information  

EVALUATION: the ability for value judgment and evaluating the relative advantages 
of different facilities  

EMPATHY: viewing an issue from other peoples’ point of view  

CONCILIATION: analysis and settling disagreements and oppositions  

LEADERSHIP: the ability to manage the group, participate and cooperate in 
activities that group members have agreed upon  

REPRESENTATION: the ability to talk and act on behalf of others  

RESPONSIBILITY: thinking before acting and accepting the consequences of 
action” (Farahani, 2014, p. 937). 

 

2.1.6.1 Citizenship Education in Austria 

The Austrian General Ordinance on the Cross-curricular Educational Principle of 
Citizenship Education (Grundsatzerlass Politische Bildung) originates from the year 
1978, and was updated by the Ministry of Education in 2015. All teachers are 
encouraged to include citizenship teachings into their teachings, regardless of their 
subjects. 

The most important goals of citizenship education are: 

- Its contribution to the stability of human rights and democracy, as well 
as their development. 

- Empowering people to understand social structures, power 
relationships, and how to further them, how to evaluate the underlying 
values and interests, and to change them if they wish. 

- Enables democratic participation on all levels, as well as enabling 
individuals to be active as individuals as well as a part of a group, and 
society.  
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- Encouraging individuals’ interest	 in social issues and ability to 
participate in order to champion the rights of oneself as well as that of 
others. 

- Explores fundamental political questions such as questions of 
sustainability, legitimacy of political power, etc. 

- Teaches people about differing political concepts and how to critically 
engage with their own as well as other people’s political beliefs. 

- Democratic principles and values build the base. Hence, it also 
specifically aims at overcoming racism/anti-Semitism/xenophobia, 
prejudice and stereotyping, as well as sexism and homophobia. 

- Highlights Austria’s role in regards to Europe and the rest of the world; 
teaches understanding of global relationships and the problems 
humanity faces. 

- Shows that if humanity is to survive, peace, justice, and fair resource 
distribution are essential. Highlights that people need to understand 
this as a personal obligation, as well as the necessity of a communal 
global effort. 

However, the general ordinance is hoped to promote interest in politics as well as 
willingness for active participation. Schools should exercise and teach democratic 
participation to teach their pupils about the right to participate and that everyone can 
make a difference through their actions (Haupt and Turek, n.d.). 

Having established the importance of citizenship education, we now look at the next 
related topic: 

 

2.1.7 Active Citizenship and Community 

The notion of active citizenship is laden with ideas of citizenship, community and 
empowerment. It conjures up the presumed intrinsic benefit of the process of 
participation in itself being good, and that it should be valued as such. However, 
active citizenship is not only about increasing public participation (Brannan et al., 
2006), but rather “it demands participation with a purpose. That purpose is to 
engage people in making their communities better places for themselves and for 
those around them“ (Stoker, 2004, p. 2). It seeks to improve outcomes by enabling 
people to input their own ideas into the planning and delivery of public services and 
to get them involved into their own communities (Brannan et al., 2006). 

One beautiful example of how active citizenship and community relate is the 
following story: In New York City, in the Bronx, a community garden was founded in 
the 1990’s. Locals started it by clearing up a neighboring vacant lot. Over time, they 
organized themselves to bring in soil, plant food and flowers. They put up a fence 
and set rules for access to the garden. As time passed, the garden not only grew 
flowers and vegetables, but also democracy. It became a center for community 
mobilization, a place where people were learning about their rights and abilities and 
possibilities of participating in city politics. This community garden enabled the locals 
to become so organized that they not only succeeded in claiming more services 
from the city, but also in organizing protests against police brutality. Furthermore, 
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the community garden members managed to register voters and taught people 
about the importance of civic participation (Staeheli, 2008). 

Community is generally perceived as the place where people in their function as 
political subjects are nurtured and where social capital develops (which many 
authors see as being vital to democracy by authors such as Putnam (2000)). Many 
activists hold that community fosters and grows democracy like flowers in such a 
community garden, and many see community as the place where conflicts are 
minimized or resolved (Staeheli, 2008). 

Viewed from a different angle, however, it can be argued that community and 
citizenship have a symbiotic relationship: citizenship is not only a political concept, 
but rather, it also reflects economic, social, and cultural relationships. Through 
participation in governing, a feeling of commonality and political communities might 
develop into various different forms and expressions that go far beyond the political 
realm – and hence it could be argued that citizenship can also be the cause of 
community. However, no matter which direction of causality one might argue, no 
matter if citizenship causes community or vice-versa, the interactions between the 
two are critical elements of their relationship (ibid).  

As stated before in this work, active citizenship is on the policy agendas of many 
governments these days. This has strong links to the concept of community, as 
these ambitions entail „a vision of strong, active, and empowered communities—
increasingly capable of doing things for themselves, defining the problems they face 
and then tackling them together“ (Blunkett, 2003, p. 1, cited in Brannan et al., 2006).  

However, the importance of community in regards to active citizenship entailing 
political participation and civic engagement has been argued for in this chapter, 
alongside the important role and pressing need for citizenship education. Fostering 
these requires cultural exchange, practical experiences, and community 
development activities alongside classroom experiences (Bole and Gordon, 2009). 

Hence, the following chapter is concerned with the theories and practices of: 

 

2.1.8 Community Development 

Many authors, for example Bracht and Tsouros (1990), link community participation 
to citizen action and argue that citizen support is vital to ensure lasting sustainability. 
Some other authors even take it as far as arguing that 'community' is not just an 
adjective or noun, but also a verb describing the process by which people participate 
in society (Checkoway, 1995). Campbell and Jovchelovitch (2000) also argue for the 
importance of community for participation: Participation not only entails the 
individual's social awareness, but also a public sphere that is able to incorporate the 
requirements of projects that were negotiated in a democratic way. In addition, they 
argue that the main components of community are enacted through the process of 
participation.  
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In order to understand the linkages between participation and community, the three 
dimensions of community as theorized by Campbell and Jovchelovitch (2000) are 
very helpful: “When speaking of community we refer to a group of people who 1) 
share an identity which the community is able to articulate; 2) share a set of social 
representations which organises the worldviews of community members and guides 
their interpretation of reality and their everyday practices; 3) share the conditions 
and constraints of access to power, both in terms of material resources and 
symbolic recognition. Participation, as the enactment of these dimensions, is the 
process whereby community is actualised, negotiated and eventually transformed” 
(Campbell and Jovchelovitch, 2000, p. 260).  

However, while definitions of ‘community’ vary, practitioners of community 
development perceive it to be centered around a group of people that have 
something in common – a shared goal, bond, or some form of common identity, 
such as living in the same geographic location (Kenny, 2006). 

However, 'community engagement' and 'participation' are concepts that are at the 
heart of community development theory and practice – community development 
seeks to maximize participation. This process warrants the active involvement of all 
individuals in the activities and processes of the community, as well as maximizing 
awareness and empowerment (Ife, 2006). Community participation is perceived as 
an active process, incorporating varying forms of citizen action, aiming at solving the 
community’s problems (Bracht and Tsouros, 1990). 

Active citizenship is involved in the theories and practices of community 
development in a variety of ways, such as these: Firstly, communities wish to be in 
control of their own agendas, wishing to determine their problems, needs, and goals 
themselves. Secondly, communities will claim resources where it is necessary. The 
activism that is usually present in community development settings entails striving 
for more social justice, and hence, redistribution of wealth (often by way of, for 
example, improved hospital and social services, more income support for the poor, 
and higher progressive taxes). Thirdly, people in community development settings 
are likely to engage in political protest (where necessary; for example by voicing 
their opinions, giving voices to those who have no alternative outlets, and for 
strategic reasons such as gaining political leverage). Fourthly, the act of mobilization 
that is so central to community development also entails the development of the 
mutuality and solidarity that substantiate active citizenship. And fifthly, community 
development aims at collective organizing, in which the sharing of knowledge and 
experience are central pillars. This, in turn, fosters the development of skills that are 
vital to active citizenship, such as democratic decision making, listening to others 
and respecting them, as well as informed discussion (Kenny, 2006). 

However, community development is not a notion that has one single definition, it 
means different things to different people. For example, it has “historically referred to 
the actions of institutions in relation to citizens, whether conceived as interest 
groups or as persons living within some geographic space” (Labonte, 1998, p. 94). It 
has been defined as “(1) a group of people (2) in a community (3) reaching a 
decision (4) to initiate a social action process (i.e., a planned intervention) (5) to 
change (6) their economic, social, cultural, or environmental situation” (Christenson 
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and Robinson, 1980, p. 12), and it has been described as a form of community 
intervention whose philosophy is ‘process over product’ (Pedlar, 1996).  Community 
development is aimed at empowering, skilling, and informing people to take control 
of their own futures (Ife, 2006). The process of community development makes 
communities strong and enables them to adapt to change (Kenny, 2006). It can be 
defined as the process that enables and fosters human communities; it serves the 
needs of the members of the community, and it establishes new ways of organizing 
the community’s social life. It aids in finding new processes, structures, and 
resources, hence helping the community to identify and tackle their own needs, 
problems, and issues. In addition, utilizing community development strategies also 
has the side-effect of people challenging the status quo – it shows that it is possible 
to do things differently, and that ordinary people do indeed possess the power to 
make up their own minds and to affect change (Kenny, 2006) – both of which are 
inherently important for the issue of active citizenship. 

Community development aims at empowering ordinary people, and this 
“empowerment aims to increase the power of the disadvantaged” (Ife, 2006). Ife 
(2006, p. 17) states that its efforts are directed at strengthening civil society, a part 
of which is building social capital – the ‘glue’ holding society together. It constitutes 
individuals and their relationships, helping each other due to an underlying sense of 
community, social obligation, and social solidarity. 

 

2.1.8.1 Community Development and Social Capital 

Social capital is just as important to a succeeding society and economy as the 
human, financial, and physical capital. It needs people who are capable of 
developing programmes and projects with each other with relatively low effort and in 
a way that bridges economic and social distances. In order to do so, people have to 
find ways to familiarize themselves with each other, and to develop loyalty, trust, 
and mutual commitment. Hence, social capital exists in particular relationships, 
enabling it to function more effectively while mutually benefitting all those who are 
involved (Brannan et al., 2006). Or, in other words, social capital refers to certain 
types of social relationships – to those that benefit social development and social 
trust, and which are based on mutuality and sharing, on trust, and on cooperative 
effort (Kenny, 2006). Putnam (1993) “defines social capital as the community 
cohesion resulting from four features of community: (i) the existence of a dense 
range of local community organizations and networks; (ii) high levels of civic 
engagement or participation in these community networks; (iii) a strong and positive 
local identity and a sense of solidarity and equality with other community members; 
and (iv) generalized norms of trust and reciprocal help and support between 
community members, whether or not they are personally known to one another” 
(Putnam, 1993, n.p., as cited in Campbell and Jovchelovitch, 2000, pp. 257, 258).  

There is a distinction between ‘bonding’ and ‘bridging’ social capital. The former is 
essential for people’s feelings of support and belonging and their sense of personal 
identity. It is characterized by its dense, multi-functional ties and its strong trust 
(which is, however, only localized). The latter refers to the social capital that 
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‘bridges’ the divide between the immediate network of trusted people (family and 
friends) and the wider community. Therefore, it is important for personal 
development as well as for that of the community (Woolcock & Narayan, 2001). This 
form of social capital can be used to bridge demographic distances and ethnic 
divides, to bring in resources and information from outside the immediate 
community, and to bridge some structural holes between networks (Darcy et al., 
2014). 

However, at present, social capital and social cohesion are being threatened by the 
powerful changing forces of globalization: Volunteering is under threat from the 
increasingly work-centered modes of living that are based on flexible employment. 
The economic changes caused by migration are a threat to social capital, as well as 
people’s increasing reliance on multimedia contents for entertainment (Brannan et 
al., 2006). Hence, developing and furthering social capital is of vital importance. 

According to Kenny (2006), some argue that community organizations are the most 
important sites where the civic engagement that is necessary for the development of 
social capital happens. This is because citizen participation is perceived as the 
‘engine’ of community organizations. They impress cooperation skills as well as a 
shared sense of responsibility for collective efforts upon their members. In addition, 
the open communication, trust, and feelings of reciprocity needed for a feeling of 
communal responsibility and the willingness to find new and consolidated ways to 
resolve political and social issues are facilitated through the voluntary and 
egalitarian structures of most community organizations. 

One such form of community organizations are the community sports organizations, 
which are an example of the variety of community organizations that play an 
important role in the development of social capital: 

 

2.1.8.2 Community and building Social Capital through Club involvement 

Research has shown that social capital also develops through involvement in 
community sports organizations. The social capital that is generated this way has a 
variety of benefits (which include fostering the development of self-confidence in 
individuals, and a widening of their social contacts) (Uslaner, 1999), it serves to 
strengthen the community (Dyreson, 2001) and furthers mutuality, cooperation, and 
trust in the community (Arai & Pedlar, 2003). 

Darcy et al. (2014) studied the social impact and the social capital development of 
Surf Life Saving Australia (SLSA), an Australian sporting and volunteer organization 
that provides sporting opportunities as well as rescue and safety services on 
Australian beaches. Their findings underpin and highlight the social capital 
development potential community sport organizations hold. They have found that at 
first, members of the organization bond with one another within the club, providing 
the very important sense of belonging and mutual support. As the strength of the 
bonding continues to increase, it provides a strong base for the bridging social 
capital that subsequently develops, encompassing the “local, regional and national 
stakeholder communities that are associated with the organization. Further, social 
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capital develops in both the collective and individual, with leveraging of individual 
skills contributing to human capital development, which is closely connected to and 
inseparable from social capital” (Darcy et al., 2014, p. 395). These skills and values 
have been identified as a form of human capital. Members of the organization have 
subsequently used it to build social capital in their workplaces and their other social 
contexts, stating that “the respondents explained that the bonding social capital 
developed in SLSA clubs provided a foundation for the development of links with 
community organizations and described bridging social capital in terms of networks 
providing intellectual, material and technical resources. Members used human 
capital (skills, training and knowledge) developed through life saving activities in the 
wider community particularly in work places, to assist in emergency situations, to 
gain employment, at home and in leadership roles” (Darcy et al., 2014, p. 402). In 
addition, Darcy et al. (2014) found that the development of mutual social values as 
well as citizenship values was also connected to the development of the bonding 
social capital in the SLSA. This organization has social and citizenship values at its 
core. Hence, it is no surprise that it injects many of them into its members. These 
values include commitment and personal reliability, helping one another and 
responsibility, as well as the importance of giving back to the community. 

 

While the SLSA might be rather unique in the way of being both a sporting and 
volunteer organization, many of the observations can surely be translated to other 
community sporting or volunteer organizations as well. In the data analysis part of 
this thesis that we will come to at a later point, the overwhelming majority of those 
who are active are active in or through a sports club, and many others are members 
of voluntary emergency or fire services and other voluntary social activities, and 
these are important realms of social cohesion in Austria. 

 

2.1.9 Summary of Community Development and Active Citizenship 

However, Campbell and Jovchelovitch (2000) also point out the importance of 
understanding and integrating local knowledge and its systems into any community 
development effort. Traditionally, local knowledge has often been disregarded as 
'ignorance' in favor of the 'knows what's best' of the developmental agents. They 
highlight the fact that there are different types of expertise and knowledge, and the 
need for establishing processes that are dialogues between them – which allows for 
joint action of different agents holding varying knowledge. Another concept that 
should be briefly mentioned at this point is that of power, which is inseparably 
intertwined with participation. As Arendt (1958) has pointed out, 'power' in this 
context refers to the ability of producing an effect, constructing a reality, and of 
instituting a meaning. Whenever a community (and thereby the individuals that the 
community is made up of) develops ways of learning about itself and others, it 
institutes itself as a community, and thereby also actualizes the power it has – to 
actively participate in shaping a way of life for itself. 
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Having pondered the issue of active citizenship and its links to other important 
concepts, such as participative democracy, citizen engagement, community, 
community development, social capital, and how citizens actualize their power to 
affect change, it must now also be stated that there are barriers to active citizenship 
– reasons why people are not more actively involved in the on-goings of their 
communities and societies. As has been stated above, active citizenship is lived 
through a variety of actions in different realms of society. Voting and influencing the 
politics of their communities and nations in other ways is one very important 
possibility for people to be active citizens. Hence, the next chapter seeks to explore 
the phenomenon of political disaffection, as it influences people’s activeness in 
regards to political involvement. 

 

2.1.10 Political Disaffection 

Ganuza and Espin (n.d.) researched the phenomenon of political disaffection in 
Spain in 2011. Their work will also be utilized to evaluate the data analysis later in 
this thesis.  

They state that “when ordinary people are asked how they feel about politics, 
negative terms such as dissatisfaction, disenchantment, indifference, apathy, 
distress or unrest are brought to the conversation and frame the rest of arguments 
and complaints” (Ganuza and Espin, n.d., p. 1).  

They argue that disaffection presents a paradox for western democracies, as 
democracy always needs public support (ibid). Hence, as democracy is always 
steered by the preferences of citizens, disaffection holds the risk of people that are 
alienated from politics supporting populist or charismatic political programs (Offe, 
2006). This brings up the question of how and to which degree disaffection affects 
political institutions (Ganuza and Espin, n.d.). As long as people protest and seek to 
defend their own interests, there will be political watchers that can pressurize 
political institutions into paying attention to their demands and who can demand 
explanations for any government action, working as a sort of guarantee for 
democratic ground. If no one is watching, politicians might have less motivation to 
shape their politics according to the citizen’s wishes (Offe, 2006). 

However, what is disaffection? It has been described as a part of political 
disenchantment, which is argued to be made up of three parts: dissatisfaction (the 
feeling that the system violates my interests or disadvantages me), illegitimacy (non-
acceptance of the justifications and reasons underlying the political order), and 
disaffection – when someone is outside of the political community, and holds 
feelings of distance, boredom, and hostility towards it (Offe, 2006, p. 25). 

Two approaches to disaffection have been distinguished by Colin Hay (2007): On 
one hand, those focusing on the demand side, such as on individual opinions and 
attitudes, while on the other hand those focusing on the supply side, such as on 
public opportunities and structural processes. 
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For those arguing from this ‘demand side’ of political disaffection, the main 
explanation would have to do with the way institutions work (for example, people 
tend to be more disaffected in times of economic fail). From this line of argument, 
three conclusions can be drawn: firstly, disaffection does not necessarily lead to a 
collision with the system; secondly, legitimacy should be differentiated from 
discontent; and thirdly, it is possible that someone is deeply politically disaffected, 
while still whole-heartedly believing in democracy (Montero and Torcal, 2006, cited 
in Ganuza and Espin, n.d., p. 4). 

However, western cultures are dominated by individualism. As politics is essentially 
collective action and choice, it is impossible that it finds the best answers to 
everyone’s demands. Hence, disaffection in western societies can also be argued to 
be the result of a cultural drift. In order to address these demand-side issues, 
participation in social organizations and policies addressing the educative-cultural 
realm are needed, facilitating citizens gaining an understanding of the political 
processes (Stoker, 2006). 

However, instead of perceiving disaffection as a dangerous threat to the current 
representative democracy, some other authors argue that disaffection could rather 
be seen as a critical position against the present political system that aims to 
improve it (Ganuza and Espin, n.d.). 

Ganuza and Espin (n.d.) argue for the importance of seeing the public side of 
disaffection too, how it emerges and is perpetuated in public contexts and social 
interactions. In their research, utilizing a qualitative research strategy based on 
focus groups, they explored these issues and how people make sense of politics. 
Their findings include that disaffection is a realm full of meaning and content and 
debate about reforming institutions and policies, and not just an empty space of 
separation from politics, and that citizens develop their political ideas through 
interaction with other social actors.  

 

2.2 Literature informing the Evaluation of the Interviews  

2.2.1 Camino and Zeldin (2002) 

While inclusive participation is vital to the functioning of civil society, opportunities 
for young people to engage themselves remain limited. This is mainly due to the 
segregation of youth from adults, the public’s negative feelings and beliefs about 
adolescents, and both negative and overly romantic stereotypes about what 
adolescents are capable of.  

On the one hand, they are perceived as sources of trouble or worry (Camino and 
Zeldin, 2002), and a strongly perceived difference in moral and ethical values 
(Bostram, 2000), which overlooks their potential.  

On the other hand, denying age differences carries with it the risk of perceiving 
adolescents as no different to adults, leading to a “one size fits all” approach that 
hinders approaches and policies to target youth effectively. In addition, age 
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restrictions by law are another barrier to (more) youth engagement, both through 
minimum age laws for voting, as well as limiting decision-making power of youth by 
reserving service on boards of directors of nonprofit organizations to those over the 
age of 18 (Camino and Zeldin, 2002). 

Zaff et al. (2008) argue that adolescents’ and young adults’ civic engagement is 
impacted on positively by being in a consistent civic context. They argue that this 
civic context constitutes young people’s social interactions with their peers, their 
parent’s modeling civic behaviors, as well as cultural factors (including practices that 
are specific to their ethnicity). Furthermore, their research has shown that if such a 
positive civic context persists, youth who grew up in it show higher levels of civic 
activeness as adults. Adolescents are able to and do have positive effects on their 
communities, they engage in pro-social activities, and they volunteer in political and 
community organizations. Additionally, Zaff et al. (2008) point out that activities that 
are not inherently seen as a form of civic engagement, such as arts or sports clubs, 
are indeed microcosms of public life and as such provide the opportunities and 
social capital necessary for building the social skills that are vital for later civic 
engagement. Therefore, efforts promoting positive citizenship should start by 
providing adolescents with opportunities to participate through volunteering or 
community service. However, they also point at the importance of ensuring that any 
programmes are matched to cultural values as well as to young people’s values and 
goals. 

This research highlights the importance of civic values and how they inter-relate, as 
has been described in the literature review above. It has also alerted the author of 
this thesis to the importance of young people’s engagement and barriers to it. While 
this thesis shows that age has no significant effect on activeness in the sample 
population of the study conducted by Ponocny et al. (2014), this article influenced 
the development of the categories that were used for quantifying the data contained 
in the interviews, and the questions that were later derived to evaluate it (see 
chapters 4.2, 4.4).  

 

2.2.2 Bekkers (2005) 

Bekkers (2005) researched how political values, personality characteristics, and 
social conditions can hold predictive value for civic engagement. He states that data 
from the Family Survey of the Dutch Population 2000 showed the following 
characteristics of active citizens: “more human and social capital available to them, 
they are more interested in politics, have more post materialistic value orientations, 
prefer leftist or Christian political parties, are less conscientious persons, and show 
more empathic concern with other people” (Bekkers, 2005) p. 439). He furthermore 
states that his research has shown that a higher level of education is the single most 
important resource that promotes active citizenship, and that a lack of human capital 
has been identified as a barrier to civic engagement (ibid). 

While the Dutch study’s focus and sample size  (n = 1,587) was very different from 
the one conducted by Ponocny et al. (2014) and will hence not be used for a direct 
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comparison, it alerted the author of this thesis to factors that affect active citizenship 
and hence largely impacted on the development of the categories that were used for 
quantifying the data contained in the interviews, as well as the formulation of 
questions to analyze it (see chapters 4.2, 4.4). 

 

2.2.3 Gifford (2011) 

Robert Gifford's (2011) article “The dragons of inaction - psychological barriers that 
limit climate change mitigation and adaptation” provided the basis for the analysis of 
the interviews. In deriving categories to quantify the data contained in the 500 
interviews, the seven psychological barriers to active behavior (the 'dragons’ of 
inaction) that Gifford identifies were used as the initial framework. These 
psychological effects that are hindering people's behavior to be more sustainable 
and active in the matters of their society and state were used as a starting point in 
approaching the analysis of the interviews. The applicability of deriving categories 
from this article for answering the part of the research question at hand of which 
barriers to active citizenship there are and how they are linked to one another is 
seen to be justified due to the fact that Gifford himself drew on numerous authors 
from a variety of professional fields in order to put forward these ideas. While the 
research question has widened over the course of this research process to 
encompass all aspects of active citizenship, the initial research question was only 
concerned with barriers to citizenship. Hence, the framework provided by this paper 
was a great starting point for answering it, and all additional analysis of the 
interviews has developed out of these ideas. They were the basis for the analysis, 
and then the framework kept growing to encompass more and more other aspects 
of active citizenship. 

However, Gifford's (2011) 'dragons of inaction' are psychological barriers to active 
behavior – in the case of his article, the 'active behavior' is viewed in regards to 
climate change mitigation and adaption; in the case of this thesis, it is viewed in the 
light of active citizenship, which is about people actively engaging in matters of their 
society and state. The topics are seen to be very closely linked also due to these 
two additional facts: society takes place in the framework of a state, which in turn is 
a human-made framework that takes place in the natural environment and is thereby 
affected by climate change. In addition, the challenges revolving around 
environmental health and climate change are being posed to modern societies and 
how they are being dealt with and influenced by citizen's behaviors is also part of 
the content of this thesis. 

According to Gifford (2011), inaction can be seen to be happening in three broad 
phases: firstly, genuine ignorance (not knowing about the problem). Secondly, if 
awareness is present, there are numerous psychological processes that can hinder 
action that is being taken from being an effective one. And thirdly, there are three 
problems when action is being taken: insufficiency due to the behavior fading away; 
the action not being enough to actually affect any change; or the action could even 
be counterproductive. 
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However, Gifford identifies 29 'Dragons' and arranged them into seven categories. 
They are general psychological barriers that are argued to be the underlying 
reasons for why people are inactive instead of taking it upon themselves to affect 
change in the world that surrounds them. The categories are 'limited cognition', 
'ideologies', 'comparisons with others', 'sunk costs', 'discredence', 'perceived risk', 
and 'limited behavior'. These general psychological barriers are argued to each have 
a number of specific manifestations:  

 

Figure 2-1  “Psychological Barriers to Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation” (Gifford, 2011, p. 
292). 

The first barrier is 'limited cognition' – the realization that people are and act much 
less rationally than one could wish for – it is also seen to include the issue of the 
'ancient brain': while our brain is certainly capable of dealing with the challenges of 
our time, it has essentially stopped developing before agriculture was even 
developed, and hence, dealing with slow, distant issues such as climate change 
does not come easily to us.  

However, 'ignorance' can be seen to hinder active behavior by firstly not knowing 
that there is a problem, and secondly, by not knowing what to do about it when we 
learn that there is indeed a problem present. In many cases, people simply do not 
know about issues that affect them, and those that they could affect changes for, or 
which they impact on passively. Hence, they are unlikely to try and take action. 
Furthermore, quite often when people are indeed aware of a problem (for example 
climate change), they might still lack knowledge on what causes it and how big it 
really is, which causes them to be unsure of the specific actions that would need to 
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be taken, how to enact actions that they are aware of, and the relative beneficial 
impacts of various other actions. 

The next manifestation of 'ignorance' is 'environmental numbness': people are 
usually paying attention to their physical surroundings only selectively, due to it 
being composed of more elements than anyone could completely monitor at any 
given moment. Hence, aspects that cause us no or only mild immediate personal 
difficulties (such as climate change) tend to be ignored - which can therefore be 
argued to impact on issues such as the perception of citizens regarding matters of 
the society and the state, and which therefore likely influences how actively they live 
the rights and duties of their citizenship. Also, the second form of environmental 
numbness, taking place at the other extreme of the stimulus spectrum, can hence 
be seen to impact on the topic of this thesis: when viewers (or citizens) are 
constantly getting the same message communicated over and over again, attention 
to the issue starts to fade and numbness starts to increase – hindering behavior that 
would aid in bettering the problematic situation. 'Uncertainty', whether it is perceived 
or real, tends to cause people to act in a way that favors their self-interest. The issue 
of climate change, for example, brings with it the problem of scientists not being able 
to be one hundred percent certain in some regards (all models must ethically and 
scientifically allow for a margin of error), which is then often used as a justification 
for inaction.  

However, 'judgmental discounting' refers to the phenomenon of undervaluing of 
future or distant risk. Citizens of many countries believe the environmental 
conditions in other countries to be much worse than in their own, for example. If 
conditions and risks are perceived to be worse later or somewhere else then here 
and now, it might hinder people from attempting to act actively in the present and 
locally – also because this provides a rationale for absolving oneself of 
responsibility. 

While optimism is generally a positive thing, the manifestation of ignorance that is 
called 'optimism bias' certainly is not. It refers to people being over-optimistic. When 
it comes to having a heart attack, for example, they usually believe themselves to 
have a lesser risk of suffering from one than others, and the same is true for 
environmental risks (Gifford, 2011, p. 293). It could be argued that this might cause 
people to be inactive out of a feeling that 'things are not that bad and still better than 
somewhere else'.  

However, 'perceived behavioral control and self-efficacy' is a barrier that is of vital 
importance when it comes to barriers to active citizenship and is best explained in 
the example of climate change: as it is a global problem, it causes many individuals 
to think that they as individuals cannot influence it or affect real change (Gifford, 
2011). As Olson (1965) called it – it is a collective action problem. Often, individuals 
do not act because they feel that their actions will lack a real impact (which can be 
seen as a lack of self-efficacy; Ajzen, 2002), or that they cannot exert much 
behavioral control over the outcome anyways. Fatalism is another pessimistic 
concept that is closely related to lacking perceived behavioral control and self-
efficacy. It describes the feeling that nothing can be done about a problem, neither 
by individual, nor by collective action (Gifford, 2011).  
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The second of the seven 'dragons of inaction' pools four manifestations of 
'ideologies' together, under the assumption that some belief systems influence most 
aspects of a person's life in some way. In this category we have 'worldviews', where 
Gifford (2011) argues that the prevailing belief in free-enterprise capitalism and the 
associated belief in freedom of use of common goods hinders behaviors that could 
aid in mitigating behaviors and leads to an over-use of natural resources. This sort 
of worldview might also affect active citizenship, for example by people caring more 
about the economic side of things than about social cohesion.  

The next manifestation is called 'suprahuman powers' – the fact that due to believing 
in some sort of a deity, some people will not act actively, out of the belief that either 
Mother Nature will not forsake them (in regards to not acting to counter the causes 
and effects of climate change), or that the deity will do whatever it wishes anyways. 
There is a possibility that this influences the topic of this thesis as well. It is possible 
that some people believe that things are good 'just the way they are' due to the 
belief that everything runs according to God's plan. However, while 'technosalvation' 
(the belief that mechanical and technological innovation will solve the problems 
associated with climate change) is not seen to have the potential to be a barrier to 
active citizenship, 'system justification' does very likely play a large role in this 
matter: this notion describes the phenomenon of people tending to defend and 
justify the societal status quo, especially when they themselves live a comfortable 
lifestyle, resulting in an unwillingness to 'rock the boat' themselves - plus not wanting 
others to change the way things are either. However, in regards to climate change, it 
has been shown that if mitigation practices are perceived to be a part of the current 
system, system justifiers do start to act actively (Feygina, Jost, & Goldsmith). It is 
believed that the same holds true for the issue of barriers to active citizenship.  

The third barrier ‘dragon’ has the face of 'comparisons with other people' and takes 
the forms of 'social comparison' where people constantly compare their own actions 
to how those around them act, in order to derive norms about what the 'proper' way 
of acting is; which ties into the 'social norms and networks': the way people act 
according to those norms they derive from comparing their own actions to those of 
the people surrounding them, and how this is influenced by the networks they are a 
part of (for example their neighborhoods, their workplace, etc.). However, 'perceived 
inequity' – the stance of “why should I change my behavior if the others do not?” is 
an often-heard reason for inaction. This is made even worse by the fact that some 
people are additionally afraid of becoming the 'victims' of free-riders – those people 
who do not contribute much themselves but benefit from the system. This is 
applicable to the topic this thesis concerns itself with – the author assumes that 
'perceived inequity' might be a barrier to active citizenship (Gifford, 2011). 

Gifford (2011) argues that the fourth barrier is 'sunk costs' – people invest money, 
time, and behavioral patterns in order to pursue their goals, and a constant change 
of allegiances and behaviors would bring undesired disorder to their lives. These 
investments can be 'financial investments' – once you have invested money in 
something, you are less likely to part with it again. A good example is a car – when it 
is bought, insurances, taxes, services, etc. are being paid, so it is unlikely that one 
would let it stand in the driveway in order to use public transport. It is questionable 
whether this has an influence on barriers to active citizenship.  
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'Behavioral momentum', however, is seen to have a large influence: it describes 
habits that are constantly perpetuated by people continuing to behave in a certain 
way. Habits are usually hard to change and likely to attempt to block change, and 
even when attitudes are being changed, behaviors might not.  

This issue is further influenced by 'conflicting values, goals, and aspirations': every 
person has their own values and goals, and they are not necessarily compatible with 
one another – both in regards to one person's values and goals as well as those of 
different people with one another. In addition, people that are trying to “get ahead” of 
others might threaten the achievement of a common goal. 

However, the fifth barrier is 'discredence' – when the views of someone else are 
seen in a negative light, it is unlikely that directions will be taken from this other 
person. This can take the forms of lacking trust in the other, believing that what the 
other person has to offer is inadequate, or complete denial of the credence and truth 
of the beliefs of the other and resistance to following the advice of that other person.  

It can manifest as 'mistrust' – trust is vital for functioning relationships and for 
changing behaviors. When there is no trust, resistance is likely to follow. Trust is 
important between citizens and governments and their officials to know that the 
other one is honest, effective and equitable in what they are doing and the change 
that they are proposing, and that the information given is true and non-exaggerated. 
As even Gifford explicitly mentions the relationship between citizens and 
government officials, this point is seen to be of vital importance in answering the 
research question of this thesis. The next manifestation is 'perceived program 
inadequacy': many programs aimed at increasing sustainable or eco-friendly 
behavior are voluntary and not backed by sanctions, resulting in many deciding that 
the program is not good enough to justify their participation. However, 'denial' of a 
problem is easily caused by the aforementioned manifestation of psychological 
barriers such as uncertainty, sunk costs, and mistrust. This can vary from denying 
that a problem exists to denying that the individual's own behavior has any sort of 
effect on it. 'Reactance' refers to the issue that there is much evidence that a lot of 
people distrust the messages that they receive from government officials (and 
scientists), and that some people react strongly against policies that seem to 
threaten their freedom, which is partly due to lack of trust in the policy-makers.  

'Perceived risk' is the sixth barrier that Gifford identified. It refers to the six kinds of 
risks that people perceive as likely when they change any sort of behavior: There is 
the 'functional risk' of whether it will work, the 'physical risk' of possible injuries (in 
the case of this thesis for example the risk of getting physically harmed when 
stepping in where someone else is getting bullied), the 'financial risk' of capital 
outlays (which is seen to not be applicable to evaluating the interviews), the 'social 
risk' of being judged by those around us (a risk that is taken into account in 
analyzing the interviews) and the closely related 'psychological risk' of suffering 
damage to one's self-confidence and self-esteem by being judged for certain actions 
(which is also applicable to the topic of this thesis), and finally, the 'temporal risk', 
which is argued to be nearly universal (and therefore also important for this thesis) 
and which describes the risk that a new course of actions fails to succeed, and 
hence the time that has been spent planning and adopting it will be wasted.  
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The seventh and last barrier is 'limited behavior', which has two major forms of 
manifestation: when talking about greenhouse gas emission reducing behavior, 
Gifford (2011) states that a number of people take at least minimal action, with some 
being much more active than others, but nearly everyone could do more – a fact that 
most people in studies even agree with. The evaluation of the interviews takes this 
into account in regards to active citizenship. However, 'tokenism' refers to the 
phenomenon that people tend to the choose low-cost actions, even if they are less 
effective than those who would demand more of the person acting, and hence it is 
'tokenism' – people do act at this point, but they choose some action, one that suits 
them, which might not be an effective one. The second manifestation is also 
applicable to this thesis: 'the rebound effect', meaning that people that do start to act 
actively in some way might cause adverse effects by doing so. A good example for 
this is buying a more fuel-efficient car, but then driving it more often. This 
phenomenon is also known as the “Jevons paradox” (Jevons, 1865) and the 
“Khazzoom–Brookes postulate” (Brookes, 1990; Khazzoom, 1980).  

How these psychological barriers have been utilized and developed to provide a 
framework for the analysis of the interviews is described in the methodology section 
later on. 

 

2.2.4 Ganuza and Espin (n.d.) 

However, additionally, as mentioned before, the study by Ganuza and Espin (n.d.) is 
being used to evaluate the interviews. It was conducted in Spain in 2011, the same 
year as the study containing the interviews that are evaluated in this thesis. While 
the focus of the Spanish study was on disaffection and not on quality of life, it is 
being used to contrast the findings on issues surrounding inaction, political apathy, 
social cohesion and social capital to the ones present in the Austrian study.  
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3 Methodology  
This chapter focuses firstly on the sampling and data of the study that the interviews 
resulted from, and secondly, on the methodology of the data analysis conducted for 
this thesis. 

 

3.1 Data – the Interviews 

The backbone of this thesis are the 496 interviews that were conducted by Ponocny 
et al. (2014) as part of their methodological pilot study on living conditions, quality of 
life and subjective well-being in regions. The content of these explorative interviews 
are highly appropriate for answering the research question of this thesis. The 
interviews were conducted in a manner that sought to elicit spontaneous responses 
from the participants to prevent responses prompted by the interviewer or the 
questions. People spoke freely about the topics that affect them, and hence, all 
responses in relation to active citizenship can be argued to be the honest opinions 
of those who participated in this study. 

 

3.1.1 Sampling and Study Population  

The sampling by Ponocny et al. (2014) was done through a 2-stage cluster sampling 
design. The first step chose municipalities, the second selected participants from 
these communities. A total of 500 interviews were conducted in 10 different 
locations throughout Austria, 50 at each place. The locations were chosen through 
theoretical (variation of key properties as listed below) as well as convenience 
sampling (convenience for the interviewers; especially travel costs). In order to 
choose a heterogeneous and broad set of locations, they were selected by Ponocny 
et al. (2014) according to this set of criteria: geographical location, topography, 
settlement, population density, population development, commuters, residents – 
origin/citizenship, tourism, aging, economics, infrastructure – traffic and other 
aspects. The interviews were then conducted in the chosen communities, 
comprising of three large cities (locations 3, 9, and 10), two smaller towns (locations 
1 and 8), as well as five more rural spots (locations 2, 4, 5, 6, and 7). This choice is 
not claimed to be representative for Austria.  

However, the participants were addressed randomly by utilizing address lists from 
Avarto, telephone books, or the local communities in the instances where Ponocny 
et al. (2014) were allowed to conduct the study in the name of the local 
administration. Additionally, some participants were recruited by word of mouth. 

The overall number of interviews that were available to be analyzed in this thesis 
was 496, as four transcripts from one of the rural places were missing. 

3.1.2 Interview Guidelines  

Ponocny et al. (2014) decided that the following aspects should be contained in the 
interview guidelines: 
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- “A biographical narrative   
- Evaluations of current and present life circumstances, formulation of 

subjective consequences 
- Continuing mood and thoughts   
- Actual situation: important areas, sources of SWB and resilience, 

influences on current mood,  burdens   
- Social comparisons and comparisons to previous life phases   
- Comparisons between expectations/life goals and the life actually 

achieved   
- Subjective concepts of happiness and satisfaction   
- Taking over responsibility   
- Expected future   
- Meaning in life   
- Options for change“ (Ponocny et al., 2014, p. 13). 

The complete guideline of the interviews and the questions that were asked are to 
be found in Appendix A. The following questions have the capability to provoke 
statements that refer to active citizenship and the issues discussed in this thesis: 

16) Was müsste sich in Ihrer Umgebung oder Ihren Lebensbedingungen ändern, um 
sich wohler zu fühlen?  

- What would need to change in your environment or your living 
conditions in order to improve your life? 

-  Wie könnte die Gemeinde und Politiker in Österreich darauf Einfluss 
nehmen?  

- How could the municipality and Austria’s politicians influence this?  
17) Was können Sie Sinnvolles dazu beitragen um die Umgebung/Region zu 
verbessern?  

- What could you contribute in order to better your environment/region? 
However, upon the commencement of reading through the interviews it became 
clear that relevant content related to the topic of this thesis is often mentioned in the 
context of one or more of the other questions as well. Hence, the entirety of the 
content of all interviews was read and analyzed. 

 

3.2 Validity Threats  

Three validity threats can be identified: the empirical data, the format of the 
interviews, and the chosen methodology. However, while the interviews are not 
claimed to be representative for Austria, care was taken to ensure heterogeneity in 
choosing the study locations. In addition, it can be argued that the conclusions 
drawn from the data are valid due to the large sample size. 

The issue of the interview format is a double-edged sword: on the one hand, 
participants might not have mentioned things that are relevant to active citizenship, 
as there was no question aimed at eliciting such content. On the other hand, exactly 
this can be argued to be positive as well – as participants were not explicitly asked 
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for information on this topic but generally about things that matter to them, any 
mention of relevant content can be argued to be of actual meaning to them. 
However, people can forget to mention things or overall try to present themselves 
differently from who they really are, and that is indeed a threat to validity. 

The chosen methodology certainly holds the potential to be a threat to validity. It is 
possible that there are better ways and methods of eliciting and analyzing the data 
contained in the interviews in order to answer the research question at hand. 
However, this thesis is aimed at exploring the issues surrounding active citizenship 
in Austria as they present themselves in the evaluation of the interviews. While the 
inferences from the participants’ responses are compared to the literature as well, 
this is only a secondary objective of this work. 

 

3.3 Quantification of the Data  

This thesis is based on the 496 transcriptions of the interviews conducted as part of 
the study conducted by Ponocny et al. (2014). The interviews contain a quantitative 
part (which collected demographic data) as well as qualitative questions that people 
answered by talking freely. An explorative approach is taken in answering the 
research question. The data has been quantified into statistical data by deriving 
categories, recording which variables are present or not present in each answer in 
each interview, which is a binary approach. This process was also guided by an 
article written by Mayring (2000) about qualitative content analysis. The content 
analysis has been approached through the mixture of inductive and deductive 
coding, following the principles of grounded theory: some categories have been set 
up beforehand, but they were allowed to continue developing until the end according 
to the relevant content found in the interviews.  

 

3.3.1 Pre-set Categories  

Below are the categories that provided the initial framework for the quantification 
and evaluation of the interviews, including information about how they developed 
further during the process of quantification. They have been adapted to fit the 
context of active citizenship from the article written by Gifford (2011) that identifies 
and describes the seven 'dragons of inaction' - general psychological barriers that 
are argued to be the underlying reasons for why people are inactive. It has been 
described in the literature review, where it is also argued why which barriers are 
seen to be applicable for the evaluation of the interviews. The names of the 
categories below have been adopted from this article. However, only the categories 
which turned out to capture relevant content are listed below, those that ended up 
being irrelevant were omitted from this chapter and are added to this thesis as 
Appendix B.  

However, as the initial focus of this thesis was centered around barriers to active 
citizenship, the pre-set categories focused on this topic. As the topic widened to 
include all issues around active citizenship, these categories formed the basis of the 
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I do not contribute (more) because… category that counts barriers to more active 
engagement. The final categories used in F4 Analyse for the quantification of the 
data are discussed further on in the data analysis part (see chapter 4.4). 

The relevant pre-set categories adapted from Gifford (2011) are: 

'Limited Cognition'  

‘Problem’: not perceiving that there is a problem; not knowing what to do about it 
when learning that there is a problem. This barrier is included in the final category of 
I do not contribute (more) because I am satisfied with the current situation. 

‘Ignorant of/ignorance about’: Unsure of the specific actions that would need to be 
taken to counteract the problem; how to enact actions that they are aware of. This 
barrier is included in the final categories of I do not contribute (more) because I don’t 
know what I could change/cannot think of anything I could contribute and I do not 
contribute (more) because I do not think I can contribute much/anything. 

'Uncertainty' (perceived or real): Used as a justification for inaction? This barrier is 
included in the final category of I do not contribute (more) because I don’t know what 
I could change/cannot think of anything I could contribute. 

'Perceived behavioral control and self-efficacy': Does the interviewee feel that they 
as an individual cannot influence anything or affect real change? That their actions 
will lack a real impact (a lack of self-efficacy)? That they cannot exert much 
behavioral control over the outcome anyways? Is fatalism present (nothing can be 
done about a problem, neither by individual, nor by collective action)? This barrier is 
included in the final categories of I do not contribute (more) because I am only one, 
and you cannot change anything alone and I do not contribute (more) because I 
cannot change anything anyways. 

‘Ideologies’  

Belief systems influence most aspects of a person's life in some way. 

'System justification': Defending or justifying the societal status quo? Justifying the 
societal status quo? Does not want things to change? Does not want others to 
change things? This barrier is included in the final category of I do not contribute 
(more) because I am satisfied with the current situation. 

'Sunk costs'  

'(Lack of) place attachment': feels some sort of attachment to the place they live? 
Feels as a citizen of Austria (with rights and duties)? Would act more actively if 
attachment to place was stronger? This barrier is included in the final category of I 
do not contribute (more) because I do not actively live here/I am not from here. 

'Discredence'  
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‘Government and its officials’: Perceived as honest and trustworthy? Perceived as 
not honest and trustworthy? Perceived as effective/ineffective in what they are 
doing?  Perceived as equitable/inequitable in what they are doing? Feel that 
information given is truthful/untrue and/or not exaggerated/exaggerated? This 
category was the starting point for what became the dissatisfied with local politics, 
due to… and the dissatisfied with national politics, due to… final categories. 
Additionally, this barrier is included in the final categories of I do not contribute 
(more) because:  

- I do not feel drawn to any particular political party  
- I am disillusioned with politics 
- Politicians do what they want anyways 
- I do not understand political things, it is confusing 
- I am politically apathetic (‘politikverdrossen’) 
- Voting does not change anything anyways 
- No interest in politics. 

 

'Perceived risk'  

The kinds of risk that people perceive as likely when they change any sort of 
behavior. 

‘Social risk': Afraid of/asking themselves whether those around them will or do 
judge them? Does that hinder them in acting actively?   

'Psychological risk': Afraid of/asking themselves whether their self-confidence or 
self-esteem might suffer through being judged for certain actions? Does that hinder 
them from acting actively. This barrier is included in the final categories of I do not 
contribute (more) because it would be too much for me (psychologically/emotionally 
overwhelming), it is not my place to get involved in politics/give my opinion on it, I do 
not contribute (more) because of being criticized for what I already do contribute, 
and I do not contribute (more) active because I am afraid of being expected to 
contribute regularly if I contribute when it suits me. 

'Limited behavior'  

A number of people usually take at least minimal action, with some being much 
more active than others, but nearly everyone could do more – a fact that most 
people in studies even agree with.  

'Tokenism': People do act, but they chose some action, one that suits them, which 
might not be an effective one. This barrier is included in the final category of I do not 
contribute (more) as I already do contribute (much) through my job. 
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3.3.2 Quantification of Data in F4 Analyse 

As stated above, the quantification of the data contained in the 496 interviews was 
started under the impression that only the responses to two of the interview 
questions would contain relevant content, and the initial research focus was limited 
to barriers to active citizenship. Soon it became clear that relevant content is to be 
found throughout the course of the interviews, and as the analysis progressed, the 
focus of the research question widened to encompass all issues related to active 
citizenship. Another initial assumption was that eventually saturation would be 
reached and the categories would continue to develop. However, saturation was 
never reached and the categories developed until the very end. 

A computer program, F4 Analyse, was used to quantify the qualitative data 
contained in the interviews. The interviews were read one by one in their entirety, 
and every time something was mentioned in regards to active citizenship or politics, 
it was noted: If someone for example mentioned that they are happy with their local 
political situation because the mayor is from their preferred political party, they were 
counted in the category of satisfied with local political situation under the because 
the mayor is from my preferred political party sub-category. So that was one count 
for this sub-category. If the same person for example mentioned that they are a 
member of a sports club, then they were counted as member of a club – sportsclub 
subcategory of the I do/did contribute to the community/state by… category, so that 
is one hit for the sportsclub sub-category. If there is mention of having been a 
member of a volunteer emergency service in their youth, they are counted in the I 
do/did contribute to the community/state by - member of volunteer emergency 
service sub-category. However, the same person could also state that they think 
they wish they could contribute more but cannot due to time constraints, they are 
counted in the I do not contribute (more) because… category, in the sub-category of 
time constraints. Hence, it is possible that one person is counted multiple times, in 
various categories, and even multiple times in the same category. Never more than 
once in the same sub-category, however – if someone plays tennis as well as 
football, for example, they are counted once in the sub-category of member of 
sportsclub. However, due to the way the relevant content was counted, someone 
can be counted as being active while also naming a reason for not contributing more 
at the same time, or be counted as being satisfied and dissatisfied with 
local/national politics at the same time. As the analysis counted what was said, how 
often, and by whom, this is not a problem – instead of painting a black-and-white 
picture of active/non-active and satisfied/not satisfied, it enables a colorful, 
fascinating, explorative look at the multi-faceted topic of active citizenship.  

However, a summarized version of the categories used in F4 Analyse is to be found 
in the Data Analysis section, and the unabridged version in Appendix C. 

 

3.3.3 Criteria for Counting Content as Relevant 

Content was only counted where it was clear what the interviewee referred to and 
wished to state. Often, the way the interviewer posed the (follow-up) question 
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caused the response to be unclear in regards to which of the things stated earlier it 
referred to. A good example is when respondents answered the question of what 
would need to change in their environment in order to increase their well-being with 
something along the lines of “at the moment, it’s all good” (for example Interview 
G35). This was not counted as firstly, the question was asked in a very general way 
(which it was not always; often, it was clear that it refers to: i.e. the political 
situation), and secondly, the response is very non-descript.  

Another example of content that was not counted is when respondents did not 
actually say ‘yes’ or ‘no’ or something more elaborate, but only voiced something 
like “mhm” instead. For example in Interview G 48, the participant answers the very 
clearly asked question of whether he/she feels that he/she could contribute 
something to better their environment, he/she answers with “mhm”. The person 
transcribing the interview added “negating noise” (“verneinender Laut”) in brackets 
behind it. However, as this is the subjective impression of the transcriber, it was not 
counted. 

Likewise, content was only counted if it had general validity. For example, someone 
stating that he/she thinks that there are too many migrants was only counted if it 
was clearly related to what they like/dislike about politics. Instances where people 
were for example saying something along the lines of that their neighbors are too 
loud ‘like migrants, of which we have too many anyways, tend to be’ were not 
counted, as those are subjective statements about individuals in their personal lives. 
Similarly, things that only have a localized and personal context like participants 
stating that they dislike their municipality because they do not have enough bus 
stops were not counted, as they do not relate to the broader context. For the same 
reason, people wishing for more employment opportunities or economic revival in 
their regions were not counted either. 

However, the category of I do/did contribute to the community/state, by… counted 
both those respondents that are currently active in some way and those who have 
contributed in the past, as it seeks to count what people are indeed willing to 
contribute, and hence the difference between past and present is unimportant. 
Similarly, no distinction is being made between those who are a member of a club 
and those who help out at a club, or those who organize or volunteer at a charitable 
event – what counts is that the way they are active is through a club or a charitable 
event.  

However, the sub-categories of no (specific) reasons given in the active citizenship 
and politics categories count those who, for example in the satisfied with current 
local political situation category state that it is just good the way it is, as well as 
those who initially state something to the same end but then go on to say this and 
that, but where it is not clear whether the things they say are directly the cause of 
why they are satisfied with the current situation. 
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4 Data Analysis and Evaluation 
After the data contained in the interviews was quantified, the computer programs 
SPSS and Excel were used to analyze and evaluate it. 

 

4.1 Data Trimming 

As stated earlier in this thesis, of the 500 interviews conducted as part of the study 
by Ponocny et al. (2014), 496 were available for analysis in this thesis. However, 
three other transcription files are empty after the description of the setting, and one 
interview is marked as “broke off” by the transcriber, hence the data contained in it is 
incomplete. Therefore, these four interviews were omitted from the beginning. 
Additionally, it was decided to omit any interview with incomplete demographic 
information before starting the data analysis part in the computer program SPSS. 
This method, known as data trimming, is employed in order to enhance the 
representativeness of the results of the data analysis. It refers to the practice of 
eliminating missing values (for example outliers) (Keselman et al., 2002). Usually, it 
is used in cases of datasets that have a maximum of 10% missing data (Ghosh and 
Vogt, 2012). Put into other words, if there is less than 10% of the data missing, it is 
allowed to trim it out for scientific purposes, which in this case means omitting the 
interviews that have incomplete demographic data. It ensures that there is no 
accidental bias – as it is unknown whether the missing data is relevant or an outlier, 
it is safer to trim it away. This also means that it serves the additional purpose of 
strengthening any relationships that might be found in correlations. 

39 Interviews were found to have demographic data missing, and were hence 
omitted from the following data analysis and evaluation. Hence, the total interviews 
left out amounted to 43, representing 8.7% of the overall data and leaving a new 
total of 453 Interviews. Therefore, employing data trimming was a justifiable method 
for enhancing the representativeness of the findings of this thesis. 

One other thing should be noted in regards to the data: the “highest education 
achieved” category that was used to analyze the data, contained the demographic 
data of some people that were coded with “3.5”, meaning that they have an 
education from a vocational school with middle entrance qualification as well as 
being a master craftsman. As SPSS is unable to process data in this format, and as 
the higher education is the master craftsman, the coding was changed to “5”. 
However, this does not have any impact on the following data analysis and 
evaluation. 

 

4.2 Code System used in F4 Analyse 

The following is the code system that was used in F4 Analyse in order to quantify 
the data contained in the interviews. This is a collapsed version, the complete code 
system is attached in Appendix B. The letter and number combination in brackets 
(“e.g. R 43”) refer to the identification numbers of the interviews of participants who 
are an example for having mentioned something relevant. 
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The categories were divided into two topics for ease of use, ‘active citizenship’ and 
‘politics’.  

‘Active citizenship’ collected data through four categories:  

1) I could imagine/would be willing to contribute if… counted those participants 
who stated circumstances under which they would be willing to contribute 
(more), such as being directly asked for help (e.g. WM44) or if they were 
invited to (communal) meetings to voice their opinion (e.g. M27). 

2) I could imagine/would be willing to contribute by/through… counted the ways 
in which people could imagine or would be willing to contribute (more). This 
ranged from helping members of the community on a voluntary basis (e.g. 
WG19) or helping in a developing country (e.g. WD13) to political 
activism/becoming a politician themselves (e.g. R19) and doing more for the 
environment (e.g. F36). 

3) I do not contribute (more), because… counted reasons people mentioned for 
why they were inactive or that keep them from contributing more. This 
includes statements such as “I am too lazy/it is not worth giving up free time 
for” (e.g. WD 29), “too busy with my personal life” (e.g. R17), “I do not think I 
can contribute much/anything” (e.g. WG37), “I am too honest to go into 
politics” (e.g. M3), “it would be too much for me (psychologically/emotionally 
overwhelming)” (e.g. WG1), “time constraints” (e.g. A39), and “I am politically 
apathetic (“politikverdrossen”)” (e.g. KS2). 

4) I do/did contribute to the community/state, by… counted the ways in which 
participants were or are active. This takes many forms and includes 
organizing/volunteering at charitable events/projects (e.g. WM4), informing 
others about other cultures/helping disband stereotypes and fears/making 
contact with others (e.g. R26), volunteering at emergency medical or fire 
services (e.g. SB9, G27), looking after the environment (KS13), paying taxes 
(e.g. SB5), and being a club member/helping at a club/community 
organization (e.g. SD19). 

‘Politics’ was divided into ‘national politics’ and ‘local politics’. Each had the three sub-
categories of citizens’ wishes for improvement, satisfied with current political situation, 
and dissatisfied with current political situation. 

‘National politics’ 

1) Citizens’ wishes for improvement included respondents stating that they 
wish to see an improvement for example in regards to more open-
mindedness/tolerance for others/less xenophobia (e.g. WD01), more 
charismatic/courageous politicians (with strong stances/backbone) (e.g. 
SB7), a reformation of the law system/better integration of state law with 
national law (e.g. SD12), improved environmental protection/more 
sustainable thinking (e.g. WD29), asking citizens’ opinion's more often 
/giving more chances to contribute directly (e.g. A36), less corruption 
(e.g. A41), more direct democracy (e.g. WD25), better integration of 
migrants (e.g. WD14), furthering social cohesion and sense of 
community (e.g. WD01). 
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2) Dissatisfied with the current national political situation, due to/with… includes 
respondent’s statements such as that social cohesion is being 
undermined/egoism is being supported (e.g. M41), not enough efforts to 
protect the environment (e.g. WD29), not feeling addressed by current 
politics/can't identify with politicians (e.g. WD07), politicians are egoistic and 
only look out for themselves (e.g. R3), unjust social system (e.g. M27), 
middle class is endangered/social gap is widening (e.g. M3), and dishonesty 
of politicians/politics (e.g. WG23). 

3) Satisfied with the current national political situation, due to… counts the 
reason people give for being satisfied with the current national political 
situation. These include: helping those foreigners/asylum seekers/refugees 
that need help (e.g. WG4), good standard of environmental protection (e.g. 
WD25), democracy (e.g. R1), good social/health system (e.g. M3), and 
safety and security of the country (e.g. WD25). 
 

‘Local politics’ 

1) Citizens’ wishes for improvement included improved environmental 
protection/sustainability thinking (e.g. WS15), more open-mindedness (e.g. 
SB6), better social cohesion/sense of community; activities to further these 
(e.g. SD14), and asking citizens opinion's more often/giving them more 
chances to contribute directly (e.g. G40). 

2) Dissatisfied with the current local political situation, due to… counted 
reasons such as that foreigners/asylum seekers/refugees/migrants are not 
well-integrated (e.g. WM36), politicians just do whatever they want (e.g. 
R32), and environmental problems are not being tackled (e.g. G 27). 

3) Satisfied with the current local political situation, due to for example the 
multicultural setting/open-mindedness (e.g. WG6), the safety and security 
(e.g. WD29), local politics does a lot for the environment (e.g. KS15), it's 
possible to talk to Mayor/Municipality directly and citizens are asked their 
opinions/are heard when making suggestions (e.g. WS16, KS21). 
 
 

4.3 Characterization of the Sample Population 

The sample population of those 453 interviews that were actually evaluated for this 
thesis is characterized as follows. The demographic characteristics of age, gender, 
and education are compared to those of the wider Austrian population from the 
same year the study was conducted (2011). 
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Age groups: 

 

Figure 4-1 “Demographics of wider Austrian population from Statistik Austria, 2015a, compared to the 
sample”. 

A higher percentage of young people participated in the study as compared to the 
general population, and a lower percentage of older people participated. 

 

Gender ratio: 

 

Figure 4-2 “Demographics of wider Austrian population from Statistik Austria, 2015b, compared to the 
sample”. 

More women than men participated in the study. This is also a higher percentage 
than the gender difference in the general population amounts to. 
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Education: 

 

Figure 4-3 “Demographics of wider Austrian population from Statistik Austria, 2015c, compared to the 
sample”. 

The participants of the study are significantly better educated than the wider 
Austrian population. 

Vocational school with higher entrance qualification includes University entrance 
exam; Tertiary education includes Kollegs. 

 

4.4 Analysis of the Data  

The computer programs SPSS and Excel have been used to analyze and visualize 
the data. A number of questions have been formulated and answered by the data 
analysis, creating an interesting picture of the issue of active citizenship in Austria. 

“Activeness” has been defined as having been counted in the I do/ did contribute to 
the community/state by… category. In other words, if the question is “who was 
counted as being active”, the answer is “those who have been counted in the I do/ 
did contribute to the community/state by… category”. 

All the findings of this section will be discussed in-depth in chapter 5. 
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4.4.1 In which Ways are People Active? 

People have stated that they are active through and by: 

 

Figure 4-4 “I do/ did contribute to the community/state by…”. 

 

This figure shows that being a member of a club is how most participants are active. 
However, looking after the environment, being politically active, helping others 
voluntarily, and speaking to politicians and governing bodies directly are also some 
of the ways in which people contribute to their communities and the state. 
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People have stated that they contribute by being a member of or helping out at the 
following local clubs and associations: 

 

Figure 4-5 “I do/ did contribute to the community/state by…” “being a club member/helping at a 
club/community organization”. 

Sports clubs were counted most often as the clubs participants are active in, 
followed by cultural clubs and associations, as well as church organizations and 
associations. 

Explanation of what the categories include:  

- Being a club member/helping at a club/community organization 
includes “church” as well, as the place where people are active is in 
their local chapters. 

- I am a member of a club: church choir (“Kirchenchor”) has been 
counted as a cultural club, as it is more about the music than the fact 
that it takes place within the framework of a church.  

- Member of emergency medical services counts Red Cross, mountain 
rescue, etc. 

- Volunteering at social institutions includes senior residencies, ‘Essen 
auf Rädern’, etc. 

- Organizing/contributing to local social/cultural events includes 
‘Gesprächsabende’, Mother-and-child-get-togethers, Ecoregion, 
community events, self-help groups, etc.   

- Looking after the environment includes actions such as recycling trash, 
using cars as little as possible, saving energy, etc. 

- Church organizations/associations includes parish, parish council, 
parish youth group (‘Pfarre’, ‘Pfarrgemeinderat’, and ‘Jungschar’). 

- Local traditional associations included rifle club, comrades’ association, 
local country youth association, local female farmers’ association 
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(‘Schützenverein’, Kameradschaftsbund, Landjugend, 
‘Ortsbäuerinnen’). 

- Cultural clubs/associations include local music groups, theatre groups, 
carnival clubs, etc. 

- Being politically active (politician, political activism) includes school 
head boy. 
 

4.4.2 What are the Characteristics of People who are Active? 

This has been answered with a Correlation performed in SPSS. Explanation of 
correlation: 0 = no correlation, 0.1-0.3 = weak, 0.4-0.6 = medium, 0.7-0.9 strong, 1 = 
perfect correlation (Mathbits.com, 2016). 

As mentioned earlier, being active is defined as having been counted in the category 
I do/did contribute to the community/state, by…. 

Hence, the correlations that are significant are: 

Sex: Gender is significantly correlated at a 0.01 level to activeness. However, it is 
only a very small correlation between gender and activeness. This means that 
males are more active than females, but not much more (phi= -0.164, p<0.001, and 
Cramer’s V = 0.253). 

See also 4.4.4 where the difference in activeness between sexes is explored in 
more detail. 

However, this is the only certain, direct correlation. Only sex has a direct effect on 
activeness. The ones below have an indirect effect on activeness only.  

Location: There is a correlation, but it is very weak (phi=0.143, p=0.002). It means 
that as people progress from city to rural, their activeness also increases - rural 
people tend to be slightly more active than city people. 

Age group: There is a strong correlation (phi=0.687, p<0.001) of age group to 
marital status, meaning that as people grow older, they more often tend to be 
married. 

Marital status and sex: Very small correlation (phi=0.138, p=0.003) between marital 
status and sex is present - more often, women tend to be married. 

Marital status and education: Slight negative correlation (phi= -0.137, p=0.004) 
between marital status and education is present - people who are not married tend 
to have a lower level of education. 

Education and location: There is a medium negative correlation (phi= -0.436, 
p<0.001) between education and location - if you live in the city, you tend to be more 
educated. 
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Location and marital status: There is a positive correlation (phi =0.126, p=0.007) 
between location and marital status – married people tend to live in the city, single 
people tend to live in the rural areas. 

Education and age: There is a slight negative correlation (phi= -0.139, p=0.003) 
between education and age – people who are older tend to be more educated.  

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

phi = Pearson’s phi coefficient 
p-value: 2 Tailed 
 

Figure 4-6 “Activeness – Demographic Data Correlation”. 

This figure also characterizes the sample population further as it shows how the five 
categories demographic data (sex, age group, marital status, education, location) 
correlate with one another. 

 

4.4.3 Is there a Significant Difference between Educations in Regards to 
Activeness? 

The significance level for Pearson’s Chi-Square is set to 5% as usual. Cramer’s V is 
used for describing the strength of association. 

The SPSS Crosstabulation between activeness and education has shown that less 
educated people tend to be less active, but the difference is insignificant, so in 
reality, it makes no difference (Cramer’s V = 0.130, p=0.996)  

  Activeness Sex Age group Marital status Education Location 
Activeness phi 1 -.164** ,003 ,029 -,069 .143** 

p-value   ,000 ,950 ,532 ,143 ,002 

Sex phi -.164** 1 ,081 .138** -,029 -,021 

p-value ,000   ,085 ,003 ,540 ,654 

Age group phi ,003 ,081 1 .687** -.139** ,082 

p-value ,950 ,085   ,000 ,003 ,082 

Marital status phi ,029 .138** .687** 1 -.137** .126** 

p-value ,532 ,003 ,000   ,004 ,007 

Education phi -,069 -,029 -.139** -.137** 1 -.437** 

p-value ,143 ,540 ,003 ,004   ,000 

Location phi .143** -,021 ,082 .126** -.437** 1 

p-value ,002 ,654 ,082 ,007 ,000   
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Figure 4-7 „Activeness – Education Crosstabulation Histogram“. 

 

4.4.4 Is there a Significant Difference in Activeness between Men and 
Women? 

The SPSS Crosstabulation between activeness and sex has shown that men tend to 
be significantly more active then women (Cramer’s V = 0.253, p=0.002). 

 

Figure 4-8 „Activeness – Sex Crosstabulation Histogram“. 
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4.4.5 Is there a Significant Difference between City, Town, and Rural? Where 
are People more/less Active? 

The SPSS Crosstabulation between activeness and location has shown that people 
who tend to be more rural tend to be less active, but the difference is insignificant, 
so in reality, it makes no difference (Cramer’s V = 0.188, p=0.075). 

 

Figure 4-9 „Activeness – Location Crosstabulation Histogram“. 
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4.4.6 Which Age Group is most Active? Which Age Group is least Active? 

The SPSS Crosstabulation between activeness and location has shown that 
younger people tend to be more active, but the difference is insignificant, so in 
reality, it makes no difference (Cramer’s V = 0.131, p=0.982).  

 

Figure 4-10 „Activeness – Age Group Crosstabulation Histogram“. 



	

	 60 

4.4.7 What are the Reasons People give for not being (more) Active? 

People have stated that they are not (more) active because:  

 

Figure 4-11 “I do not contribute (more) because…”. 

This visualization of the data clearly shows that the reason people have most often 
named for not being (more) active is that they do not know what they could change 
and/or that they cannot think of anything they could change. Other reasons that 
were named often are time constraints, perceiving that they cannot contribute much 
or anything at all, the feeling that they are only one and individuals cannot affect 
change, and thinking that they cannot change anything anyway. 

The category others pools those answers that have had only been stated by one 
person, and includes the following statements: 
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- Too busy with my personal life 
- I do not socialize enough for people to accept my efforts of contribution 
- I am not healthy enough/do not have the strength 
- I do not leave my home anymore (too old) 
- I am disillusioned by politics 
- Afraid of being expected to contribute regularly if I contribute when it 

suits me 
- Too hard to deal with bureaucracy 
- I already have to deal with politicians at work 
- I do not want (more) responsibility 
- Being criticized for what I already do contribute 
- I do not understand political things, it is confusing 
- I do not want to complain 

 

The category of no (specific) reason given also includes the counts of those 
instances where it is clear that they do not contribute, but their answer of why is not 
clear. 

 

4.4.8 Which Reasons do People give for being Satisfied or Dissatisfied with 
the Current Local Political Situation? 

Reasons given for being satisfied with the current local political situation: 

 

Figure 4-12 “Reasons for being satisfied with the current local political situation”. 

Most of the participants that are satisfied with the current local political situation 
have given no reason or no specific reason of why they feel this way. However, 
many other people are satisfied because the think that their municipality or the 
mayor is doing a good job or that they are trying hard. Some also pointed out the 
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safety and security, and some others also named being able to talk to their mayor or 
municipality directly as the reason for being satisfied with their local political 
situation. 

 

Reasons given for being dissatisfied with the current local political situation: 

 

Figure 4-13 “Reasons for being dissatisfied with the current local political situation”. 

This figure shows that not many respondents have said that they are dissatisfied 
with their current local political situation. Of those who did, however, most stated 
that they do not like that migrants are not well integrated. Other issues that were 
named relatively often are the perception that there are too many migrants, that 
political parties fight and that their rivalries slow down processes, as well as 
corruption and the phenomenon of if you know the ‘right’ people, you can get or do 
anything you want. 

The term ‘migrant(s)’ is employed for ease of reading the chart and includes 
migrants as well as asylum seekers, refugees, and foreigners. 
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4.4.9 Which Reasons do People give for being Satisfied or Dissatisfied with 
the Current National Political Situation? 

 

Reasons given for being satisfied with the current national political situation: 

 

Figure 4-14 “Reasons for being satisfied with current national political situation”. 

 

Out of those participants that stated that they are satisfied with the current national 
political situation, the majority did not mention a (specific) reason as to why. 
However, many others stated that it is due to Austria’s good social and health 
system. 

The term ‘migrant(s)’ is employed for ease of reading the chart and includes 
migrants as well as asylum seekers, refugees, and foreigners. 
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Reasons given for being dissatisfied with the current national political situation: 

 

Figure 4-15 “Reasons for being dissatisfied with current national political situation”. 

 

The reasons people have named for being dissatisfied with the current national 
political situation are headed by politicians and politics being dishonest, the issue of 
public money being spent in ways the participant does not agree with or perceives 
as wrong, and corruption. 

The term ‘migrant(s)’ is employed for ease of reading the chart and includes 
migrants as well as asylum seekers, refugees, and foreigners. 

The category others pools those answers that have only been stated by one or two 
people, and includes the following statements: 
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- Not enough efforts to protect the environment 
- Politicians represent the citizens badly 
- Wages are too low 
- No (specific) reason 
- Austria is 'too social' 
- Social cohesion is being undermined/egoism is being supported 
- Citizens are not being heard 
- Education system is bad 
- Education system is being neglected 
- Politicians are opportune and change their mind as it suits them 
- Politicians have too much power 

 

4.4.10 What are the Characteristics of People who are Satisfied with the 
Current National/Local Political Situation? 

National: There is a slight negative correlation between location and satisfaction with 
the current national political situation (phi= -0.093, p=0.049) - those who live in less 
rural areas are more satisfied with the national political situation. 

  Satisfied national 
Satisfied 
national 

phi 1 
p-value    

Sex phi -,018 
p-value  ,697 

Age group phi -,032 
p-value  ,500 

Marital status phi ,028 
p-value  ,553 

Education phi ,009 
p-value  ,855 

Location phi -.093* 
p-value  ,049 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
phi = Pearson’s phi coefficient 
p-value: 2 Tailed 

Figure 4-16 “Demographic Data – Satisfied with National Politics Correlation”. 

Local: There is a slight correlation between age group and satisfaction with the 
current local political situation (phi= 0.103, p=0.028) - older people are more 
satisfied with the current local national political situation. 

Additionally, there is a slight negative correlation between education and satisfaction 
with the current local political situation (phi= - 0.136, p= 0.004) - those who are less 
educated are more satisfied with the current local political situation. 
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  Satisfied local 
Sex phi ,019 

p-value  ,681 
Age 
group 

phi .103* 
p-value  ,028 

Marital 
status 

phi ,022 
p-value  ,642 

Education phi -.136** 
p-value  ,004 

Location phi ,048 
p-value  ,313 

Satisfied 
local 

phi 1 
p-value    

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
phi = Pearson’s phi coefficient 
p-value: 2 Tailed 
 
Figure 4-17 “Demographic Data – Satisfied with Local Politics Correlation”. 

 

4.4.11 What are the Characteristics of People who are Dissatisfied with the 
National/Local Political Situation? 

National: There is a slight correlation between age group and dissatisfaction with the 
current national political situation (phi= 0.143, p= 0.002) - older people are more 
dissatisfied with the current national political situation. 

Additionally, there is a slight negative correlation between education and 
dissatisfaction with the current national political situation (phi= - 0.115, p= 0.014) - 
those who are less educated are more dissatisfied with the current national political 
situation.  
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  Dissatisfied national 
Sex phi -,025 

p-value  ,593 
Age group phi .143** 

p-value  ,002 
Marital status phi ,089 

p-value  ,057 
Education phi -.115* 

p-value  ,014 
Location phi ,069 

p-value  ,141 
Dissatisfied national phi 1 

p-value    
 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
phi = Pearson’s phi coefficient 
p-value: 2 Tailed 

Figure 4-18 “Demographic Data – Dissatisfied with National Politics Correlation”. 

Local: There is a slight negative correlation between sex and dissatisfaction with the 
current local political situation (phi= - 0.120, p= 0.011) - men tend to be less 
dissatisfied with the current local political situation. 

  Dissatisfied  local 
Sex phi -.120* 

p-value  ,011 
Age group phi ,006 

p-value  ,897 
Marital status phi ,013 

p-value  ,778 
Education phi ,041 

p-value  ,382 
Location phi -,002 

p-value  ,962 
Dissatisfied local phi 1 

p-value    
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
phi = Pearson’s phi coefficient 
p-value: 2 Tailed  
Figure 4-19  “Demographic Data – Dissatisfied with Local Politics Correlation”. 
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4.4.12 Does Satisfaction with National/Local Politics Correlate with being 
Active?  

People who are less satisfied with the current national political situation tend to be 
less active, but the difference is insignificant, so in reality, it makes no difference 
(Cramer’s V = 0.102, p= 0.998). 

 

Figure 4-20 “Activeness – Satisfaction with National Politics Crosstabulation Histogram“. 

The more dissatisfied people are with the current national political situation, the less 
active they are (Cramer’s V = 0.218, p<0.001). 

This is very significant and therefore makes a significant difference in real life! 
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Figure 4-21 “Activeness – Dissatisfaction with National Politics Crosstabulation Histogram“. 

The less satisfied people are with the national political situation, the less active they 
are, but the difference is insignificant, so in reality, it makes no difference (Cramer’s 
V = 0.130, p= 0.904). 

 

Figure 4-22 “Activeness – Satisfaction with Local Politics Crosstabulation Histogram“. 

The less satisfied people are with the current local political situation, the less active 
they are, but the difference is insignificant, so in reality, it makes no difference 
(Cramer’s V = 0.100, p= 0.993). 
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Figure 4-23 “Activeness – Dissatisfaction with Local Politics Crosstabulation Histogram“. 

 

4.4.13 In which Ways would People be willing to Contribute (more)? 

People would be willing to contribute (more) by:  

 

Figure 4-24 “I could imagine/would be willing to contribute by…”. 
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This figure visualizes that out of the people who stated ways in which they could 
imagine contributing (more), most would be willing to do so through political activism 
or becoming a politician themselves, and by doing more for the environment. 

The term ‘events’ is employed for ease of reading the chart and includes projects as 
well. 

Explanation of what the categories include:  

- Doing more for the environment includes practices such as recycling, 
responsibly disposing of trash, using the car less, using public transport 
more, energy/resource saving measures, etc. 

- Helping out at a local social institution includes Senior Residency and 
helping people with depression. 
 

 

4.4.14 Under which Circumstances would People be willing to Contribute 
(more)? 

People stated they would be willing to contribute more under the following 
circumstances: 

 

Figure 4-25 “I could imagine/would be willing to contribute if…”. 

Not many participants stated circumstances under which they would be willing to 
contribute more. However, two people stated that they would be willing to contribute 
or to help someone if they were directly asked to do so.  
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4.4.15 What are the Wishes for Improvement Regarding the Local/National 
Political Situation? 

Citizens’ wishes for improvement on the national level: 

 

Figure 4-26 “Citizens’ wishes for improvement on the national level”. 

As visualized by this figure, most respondents who wished for improvement on the 
national level wish for more honest and trustworthy politicians. Many others deemed 
a reformation of the social and/or health system necessary, and many also hope to 
see more cooperation and less arguing between opposing political parties. 

The term ‘migrant(s)’ is employed for ease of reading the chart and includes 
migrants as well as asylum seekers, refugees, and foreigners. 

The category others pools those answers that have only been stated by one or two 
people, and includes the following statements: 
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- Less bureaucracy 
- Politicians should more often be from the 'normal' population 
- Politicians should support immigration more openly 
- Austria should stand up for itself more in regards to the EU 
- More help for poor countries 
- Unemployment 
- Youth unemployment 
- Conditions for animals in large-scale livestock farming should be 

improved 
- Education should be more important than the economy 
- Fewer taxes 
- Less spending of public money 
- The economic system should be more active 
- Improved conditions for the middle class/more efforts to save it 
- Better regulation/reform of maternity leave 

 

Citizens’ wishes for improvement on the local level: 

 

Figure 4-27 “Citizens’ wishes for improvement on the local level”. 

The overwhelming majority of those who have wishes for local level improvements 
wish for an improved sense of community and furthering of social cohesion and 
social capital. Many others also wish for a better integration of migrants.  

The term ‘migrant(s)’ is employed for ease of reading the chart and includes 
migrants as well as asylum seekers, refugees, and foreigners. 

Explanation of what the categories include:  

- Municipality should participate in projects includes projects such as the 
"Gemeindebund" and the Aktion Gesunde Gemeinde. 
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4.4.16 What are the Characteristics of Those who have Local/National Wishes 
for Improvement? 

National: There is a slight positive correlation between having wishes for 
improvement on the national level and education (phi=0.120, p=0.010) - those who 
are more educated tend to have more wishes. 

Additionally, there is a slight negative correlation between having wishes for 
improvement on the national level and location (phi= -0.120, p=0.010) - those who 
live in less rural areas have more wishes for improvement on the national level. 

Also, a slight negative correlation between having wishes for improvement on the 
national level and gender is present (phi= -0.097, p=0.039) - women tend to have 
more wishes for improvement on the national level. 

  National wishes 
Age group phi ,023 

p-value  ,621 
Marital status phi ,009 

p-value  ,851 
Education phi .121** 

p-value  ,010 
Location phi -.120* 

p-value  ,010 
Sex phi -.097* 

p-value  ,039 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
phi = Pearson’s phi coefficient 
p-value: 2 Tailed 

Figure 4-28  “Demographic Data – Citizens’ Wishes for National Improvement Correlation”. 

 

Local: 

No significant correlation between any demographic characteristics and local wishes 
for improvement. 
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  Local wishes 
Age group phi -,064 

p-value  ,174 
Marital status phi -,002 

p-value  ,966 
Education phi ,061 

p-value  ,197 
Location phi -,023 

p-value  ,631 
Sex phi -,019 

p-value  ,689 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

phi = Pearson’s phi coefficient 
 p-value : 2 Tailed 

   

Figure 4-29 “Demographic Data – Citizens’ Wishes for Local Improvement Correlation”. 
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5 Results and Discussion 
This chapter summarizes and discusses the results of the data analysis. 

The data analysis has shown that neither education nor location, or age has a 
significant impact in the level of activeness of Austrian citizens. 

However, on the one hand, the question targeted at characterizing those citizens 
who are active as well as the one asking whether there is a significant difference in 
activeness between men and women have shown that men are more active than 
women. 

On the other hand, it should be noted that many households in Austria care for 
elderly or disabled family members who cannot live by themselves (anymore) and 
need help in their daily lives and/or who are dying. The female percentage of the 
population who care for such relatives is much higher than that of males (Österle 
and Hammer, 2004). This is certainly a very valuable contribution to society, but as it 
was not a focus of the study conducted by Ponocny et al. (2014), it has not been 
included in this data analysis. However, this begs the question of whether it might 
not actually be the other way around – that in reality, women are more active than 
men. While this is not to be answered with the data at hand, it would certainly be an 
interesting topic to be included in future research. 

The data analysis has shown that the overwhelming majority of those participants 
who are active are members of a club or help out at one (140 counts). 33 people 
stated they are active through looking after the environment, 21 that they are 
politically active, 19 that they help members of their community voluntarily, and 18 
that they talk to the Mayor or another politician directly. This shows the importance 
of community clubs, as well as the range of social and political engagement. 

 
The question targeted at answering which reasons people give for not being (more) 
active shows these as the top five:  

Category Times counted 
Do not know what/cannot think of anything I could change 33 
Time constraints 19 
I do not think I can contribute much/anything 16 
I am only one, and you cannot change anything alone 13 
Only politicians can affect change 13 
I do not think I can change anything 11 
Figure 5-1 “Main reasons for not contributing (more)”. 

These reasons for inactivity relate to barriers to action as described by Gifford 
(2011). They have been discussed in the literature review and details on how they 
relate to Gifford’s barriers can be found in the following section, which will compare 
the findings of this data analysis to the literature. 

However, the section linking politics and active citizenship listed the reasons why 
people were satisfied or dissatisfied with their current local political situation.  
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The ones most often mentioned for satisfaction are: 

Category Times counted 
Municipality/Mayor is doing a good job/they are really trying 19 
Safety and security 9 
It is possible to talk to Mayor/Municipality directly 7 
Multicultural setting/open-mindedness 4 
Local politics does a lot for the environment 4 
Figure 5-2 “Main reasons for satisfaction with current local political situation”. 

 

The ones most often mentioned for dissatisfaction are: 

Category Times counted 
Migrants are not well-integrated 6 
Too many migrants 4 
Political parties fighting/rivalries slowing processes down 4 
If you know 'the right' people, you can do/get anything you want 4 
Corruption 4 
Figure 5-3 “Main reasons for dissatisfaction with current local political situation”. 

These categories were included in the data analysis as they had the potential to 
show barriers to active citizenship on the lowest political level – in people’s 
municipalities and communities. 

However, the question of “which reasons do people give for being satisfied or 
dissatisfied with the national political situation?” only returned one reason for 
satisfaction mentioned more than 3 times: Good social /health system, but several 
for why people are dissatisfied. 

The five most mentioned reasons for dissatisfaction with the national political 
situation are: 

Category Times 
counted 

Dishonesty of politicians/politics 16 
Money is spent wrongly/in ways I do not agree with 15 
Corruption 13 
Law system has too many loopholes/is unjust 9 
Politicians are egoistic/only look out for themselves 8 
Politicians earn too much/their pensions are too high 8 
Figure 5-4 “Main reasons for dissatisfaction with current national political situation”. 

Dishonesty, egoism, and corruption are certainly factors that have the potential to 
influence the issue of active citizenship. As discussed in the literature review, trust is 
a vital element of social capital and social cohesion. A lack of trust has the potential 
to erode the ‘glue’ that holds society together, and it might prevent people from 
being more active. 
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This relationship has indeed been proven by the question of whether satisfaction 
with national/local politics correlates with being active: It showed that the more 
dissatisfied people are with the current national political situation, the less active 
they are. Pearson’s Chi Squared value is (p<0.05;p = 0.001), so this is a very 
significant correlation. 

“What are the characteristics of people who are satisfied with the current 
national/local political situation?” has returned the following results: Those who live 
in less rural areas are more satisfied with the national political situation, older people 
are more satisfied with the current local political situation, and those who are less 
educated are more satisfied with the current local political situation. However, as all 
these correlations are weak, they are unlikely to have a substantial influence in 
reality. 

The same holds true for the results of the question regarding the characteristics of 
people who are dissatisfied with the national/local political situation: Older people, 
and those who are less educated are more dissatisfied with the current national 
political situation. 

However the data analysis also showed ways in which people could imagine or 
would be willing to contribute (more). The most counted ones were: 

Category Times 
counted 

Political activism/becoming a politician myself 9 
Doing more for the environment 7 
Some sort of social engagement/volunteering 5 
Making suggestions to politics 5 
Joining a club/organization 5 
Initiating/helping local social/cultural events 4 
Initiating events to further sense of community/social cohesion 4 
Volunteering at a local social institution 4 
Figure 5-5 “Main ways in which people would be willing to contribute (more)”. 

This shows that people’s willingness for engagement is nearly evenly distributed 
across the political, ecological, and social sphere. 

The last section of the data analysis concerned itself with the citizens’ wishes for 
improvement. 

The characterization of those having wishes for national or local improvement are 
again only weak correlations, therefore not being majorly important. It has been 
shown that: on the national level, those who are more educated tend to have more 
wishes and that those who are less rural have more wishes for improvement on the 
national level, as well as that women tend to have more wishes for improvement on 
the national level. No significant correlations between any demographic 
characteristics and local wishes for improvement have been found. 
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The most named wishes for national improvement are: 

Category Times 
counted 

More honesty/ trustworthy politicians 16 
Reformation of the social system/health system 15 
Parties should cooperate more; argue less 10 
Reformation of education system 9 
More charismatic/courageous politicians 8 
Figure 5-6 “Main wishes for national improvement”. 

Interestingly, more open-mindedness/tolerance; less xenophobia is a wish stated by 
6 people, and furthering social cohesion/sense of community by 4, showing the 
importance social cohesion and community hold in the eyes of the participants.  

This is also mirrored in the wishes for local improvement: 

Category Times 
counted 

Furthering social cohesion/sense of community 19 
Better integration of migrants 10 
Figure 5-7 “Main wishes for local improvement”. 

All other categories have 4 or fewer hits. 

Hence, the outcome of the data analysis paints an interesting picture, showing that 
social capital, social cohesion, community, social and political engagement are 
important values for the Austrian population. 

This is mirrored in what people state in the ways people talk about these notions: 

Category Times 
counted 

Importance of community/sense of community/social 
capital/standing together/helping one another 

26 

Mention of some of these concepts as a part of the meaning of 
life 

14 

Importance of (more) inclusiveness and/or tolerance of others 12 
It is important to contribute to society 10 
Worried about/weighted down by social unfairness 7 
It is important to me that others are alright too 7 
Figure 5-8 “Importance of social capital, social cohesion, community, social and political engagement”. 

However, 5 times people have mentioned any of the above specifically in regards to 
active citizenship, stating things like “politics should not be so regulatory, but rather 
be steering, right? People should be encouraged to do something, to build 
something, they themselves, to develop the country. Because it has to be the people 
who do it, it cannot be done by three politicians. Only ten thousand people can do it. 
If everyone contributes a little bit to improve the life quality in our country and our 
environment, it can be done. But it cannot be done any other way” (Freely translated 
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by the author from Interview R41: “Und Politik sollte heute, ob das eine Gemeinde 
ist oder am Land ist, sollte nicht (räuspert) bestimmend (.) sein sondern sollte eher 
lenkend sein, nicht? Man sollte die Menschen dazu animieren, was zu 
unternehmen, was zu machen, was aufzubauen, selber (.) das Land zu entwickeln. 
Das müssen ja die Menschen, das können nicht drei Politiker machen. Das können 
nur (.) zehntausende Leute machen. Wenn jeder seinen kleinen Beitrag leistet, um 
um unser Land und unsere Umgebung lebens(.)würdiger zu machen, dann dann 
schafft mans. Anders nicht”). 

This data analysis has shown that there is no easy characterization of who is active 
and who is not active. Hence, it is not possible to showcase the characteristics of 
one person that is active versus those of another who is not active. Activeness is not 
easily defined, and the way activeness presented in respondents can possibly be 
perceived as some sort of a scale: On one end are those who engage themselves in 
a variety of civic activities and often still believe that what they do is ‘nothing’, and on 
the other end of the scale are those who state that they do not care or that they just 
wish to be left alone. However, there are a multitude of facets in between as well, 
including people who are active in some ways, but also state that they are not more 
active due to for example time constraints, or those who are active by for example 
looking after the environment, but do not want to become active in any other way. 
Here are some examples for such respondents: 

One respondent states that he/she does not think that they have contributed much 
to his/her community/region. However, this person has been a member of the 
volunteer fire fighters all their life, has worked with local youth in this regard, is a 
member of a local cultural club, and volunteers at local social and cultural events 
whenever he/she is asked – a good example for someone at the ‘very active’ end of 
the spectrum (KS 15). 

Another participant states that they used to be a member of the scouts, and have 
been very active with the local volunteer fire fighters, but cannot be very active in 
this regard anymore, due to time constraints. However, the same respondent is an 
active member of a local social/cultural club that seeks to strengthen the local 
community in every way. He/she also states that social values and social cohesion 
are very important to him/her (WM 15). 

Coming towards the other end of the spectrum, people like for example this one 
become more prevalent: this person is active in some ways and thinks that of course 
he/she could be more active in regards to social engagement, but states that they 
are too lazy to do so (WD 29).  

Then there are people who state that they are not (more) active because they do not 
feel well-informed enough (SD 13), or that they are politically apathetic (for example 
KG 14, SB 18).  

However, the extreme end of those who are not active at all includes people who 
state that they do not wish to ‘meddle with things’ as they just want to be left alone 
(R 40) or that they just want to be left alone (F 23).  
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While this chapter has summarized and discussed the findings of the data analysis, 
the following chapter seeks to relate them to the theory and literature introduced in 
the literature review. 
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6 Relation to Theory and Literature 
This chapter relates the findings of the data analysis to the theories and literature 
discussed in the literature review. However, this thesis is not about testing a 
hypothesis. It is about exploring the issue of active citizenship in Austria, hoping to 
contribute to the body of knowledge on this topic. Therefore, the findings of the data 
analysis are not being compared and contrasted to every single concept discussed 
in the literature review, but rather, only to the works of three people: firstly, to 
Gifford’s (2011) “dragons of inaction” – the general psychological barriers that can 
prevent people from taking action, which have provided the basis for the 
development of the categories for the analysis of the interviews. Secondly, the 
findings will be related to the Spanish study conducted by Ganuza and Espin in 
2011 as it also provides an interesting comparison between citizen’s perceptions in 
two different modern democracies. 

 

6.1 Relation to Gifford’s (2011) psychological barriers 

As discussed in the methodology section, Gifford’s (2011) article was the basis for 
the analysis of the interviews. It has been stated that ultimately, only a few proved to 
be applicable. Here is their comparison to the outcome of the data analysis. 

The numbers in brackets indicate the place where the barrier is to be found on the 
list of reasons why people do not contribute (more): 

‘Ignorant of/ignorance about’: Unsure of the specific actions that would need to be 
taken to counteract the problem; how to enact actions that they are aware of. This 
barrier is included in the final categories of I do not contribute (more) because I do 
not think I can contribute much/anything, which was counted 16 times (3rd), and I do 
not contribute (more) because I do not know what I could change/cannot think of 
anything I could contribute, which was counted 33 times (1st). 

‘Problem’: not perceiving that there is a problem; not knowing what to do about it 
when learning that there is a problem. This barrier is included in the final category of 
I do not contribute (more) because I do not know what I could change/cannot think 
of anything I could contribute, which was counted 33 times (1st). 

'Uncertainty' (perceived or real): Used as a justification for inaction? This barrier is 
included in the final category of I do not contribute (more) because I do not know 
what I could change/cannot think of anything I could contribute, which was counted 
33 (1st).This shows that ‘ignorance’, ‘problem’ and ‘uncertainty’ are indeed barriers 
to active behavior in the context of this topic. This is showcased by the multitude of 
respondents who have stated that they do not know what they could change and 
that they cannot think of anything they could contribute as reasons for why they are 
not (more) active. 

'Perceived behavioral control and self-efficacy': Does the interviewee feel that they 
as individuals cannot influence anything or affect real change? That their actions will 
lack a real impact (a lack of self-efficacy)? That they cannot exert much behavioral 
control over the outcome anyways? This barrier is included in the final categories of 
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I do not contribute (more) because I am only one, and you cannot change anything 
alone, which was counted 13 times (4th), and I do not contribute (more) because I 
cannot change anything anyways, which was counted in place 14. This shows that 
the feeling of I am only one, and you cannot change anything alone is also a strong 
driver for people to refrain from action. 

'System justification': Defending or justifying the societal status quo? This barrier is 
included in the final category of I do not contribute (more) because I am satisfied 
with the current situation, which was counted 9 times (8th). 

'(Lack of) place attachment': feels some sort of attachment to the place they live? 
Feels like a citizen of Austria (with rights and duties)? Would act more actively if 
attachment to place was stronger? This barrier is included in the final category of I 
do not contribute (more) because I do not actively live here/I am not from here, 
which was counted 3 times (21st). 

‘Government and its officials’: Perceived as honest and trustworthy? Perceived as 
not honest and trustworthy? Perceived as effective/ineffective in what they are 
doin? Perceived as equitable/inequitable in what they are doing? Feel that 
information given is truthful/untrue and/or not exaggerated/exaggerated? This 
category was the starting point for what became the dissatisfied with local politics, 
due to… and the dissatisfied with national politics, due to… final categories. 
Additionally, this barrier is included in the final categories of I do not contribute 
(more) because:  

Category Times counted (place) 
No interest in politics 6 (10th) 
Voting does not change anything anyways 5 (11th) 
Politicians do what they want anyways 3 
I do not feel drawn to any particular political party 2 
I am disillusioned by politics 1 
I do not understand political things, they are confusing 1 
Figure 6-1”Categories ‘government and its officials’”. 

'Tokenism': People do act, but they choose some action, one that suits them, which 
might not be an effective one. This barrier is included in the final category of I do not 
contribute (more) as I already do contribute (much) through my job, which was 
counted 3 times. 

‘Social risk': Afraid of/asking themselves whether those around them will or do 
judge them? Does that hinder them in acting actively? 'Psychological risk': Afraid 
of/asking themselves whether their self-confidence or self-esteem might suffer 
through being judged for certain actions? Does that hinder them in acting actively? 
This barrier is included in the final categories of I do not contribute (more) because it 
would be too much for me (psychologically/emotionally overwhelming), which was 
counted 4 times, it is not my place to get involved in politics/give my opinion on it 
with the same count of statements, I do not contribute (more) because of being 
criticized for what I already do contribute, which was counted once, and I do not 
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contribute (more) actively because I am afraid of being expected to contribute 
regularly if I contribute when it suits me, which was also counted once. 

 

This section has shown how many and which barriers to active behavior are 
applicable to the topic at hand and have been mentioned by interviewees. 

However, the next chapter will compare the results of the data analysis to the 2011 
Spanish study conducted by Ganuza and Espin. 

 

6.2 Relation to the study by Ganuza and Espin (n.d.) 

6.2.1 Similarities 

The comparison to the study findings of Ganuza and Espin (n.d.) serves the dual 
purpose of a comparison with the literature as well as with the study findings of a 
related topic in another western democracy in the same year. They conducted 
qualitative research about the perceptions of citizens regarding politics, political 
process, and disaffection, and how they make sense of these issues. It was based 
on focus groups that had no direct moderation, with a variety of different 
demographic, political, and social profiles and attempted to reflect representative 
criteria.  

However, in summarizing their findings, Ganuzin and Espin (n.d.) argue that 
participants seemed to share the feeling of living in a democracy, but of it just not 
working properly and of them not really having a voice to give input.  

They state that their participants also shared a diffused feeling that society is morally 
deteriorating, which is seen as the underlying cause for the political deterioration, 
and disaffection is perceived to be selfish. 

While this cannot be directly compared to the Austrian study, as there were no 
questions targeted at such a content, and while there was no feeling that the 
Austrians have a strong sense of society deteriorating, it can be argued that some of 
the wishes of getting people to care and take action was also felt while reading 
through the interviews. A good example of this is yet again Interview R41: “Because 
it has to be the people who do it, it cannot be done by three politicians. Only ten 
thousand people can do it. If everyone contributes a little bit to improve the life 
quality in our country and our environment, it can be done. But it cannot be done 
any other way” (“Man sollte die Menschen dazu animieren, was zu unternehmen, 
was zu machen, was aufzubauen, selber (.) das Land zu entwickeln. Das müssen ja 
die Menschen, das können nicht drei Politiker machen. Das können nur (.) 
zehntausende Leute machen. Wenn jeder seinen kleinen Beitrag leistet, um um 
unser Land und unsere Umgebung lebens(.)würdiger zu machen, dann dann schafft 
mans. Anders nicht”). 
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Ganuzin and Espin (n.d.) pose that ‘personalization’ is a problem – politics is 
perceived as what is liked or disliked about politicians, about the people who enact 
the politics. An example from the Austrian study could hint at the fact that this is true 
in Austria as well: One respondent states “forget politics, they only do whatever they 
want anyways” (“Also von der Politik her, geh, das kannst du vergessen. Weil die 
tun eh, was sie wollen”, Interview A2). 

The Spanish study showed that people feel the channels between the political 
system and the citizens are clogged, and that they feel badly represented. 

The Austrian study shows that some Austrian citizens also feel cheated or 
patronized by politicians, and state that they don’t feel addressed by the current 
politics, as well as that they cannot identify with politicians (see Table “Dissatisfied 
with national political situation, due to…”). Statements regarding this include “they 
say the power emanates from the people, but what do we have? We are just the 
idiots” (“Die Macht geht vom Volk aus heißt es, was haben wir denn da? Die Trottel 
sind nur wir”, Interview KS6), or “we did vote for our politicians, but they represent 
us really badly, no matter their color (party)” (“Wir haben wohl unsere Politiker 
gewählt, aber die vertreten uns ganz schlecht, wurscht welche Farbe, Interview 
SB1). 

Furthermore, Ganuzin and Espin (n.d.) use the term ‘institutional disaffection’, to 
refer to people’s feeling that the representative institutions do not listen to them. 
Some of the Spanish respondents also stated that they feel that ‘“politicians do not 
take into account the people” and “representatives just follow their interests and they 
just do whatever they want”’ (Ganuza and Espin, n.d., p. 14). Austrian citizens have 
similar perceptions of these issues: One participant states “they do what they 
themselves want” (“Die machen das, was sie selber wollen”, Interview F32), another 
one states more elaborately that “and I cannot even influence it, by saying dear 
father state, you cannot do that. My voice (vote) does not matter up there, they keep 
on going as badly as before. It does not work” (“Und ich hab nicht einmal einen 
Einfluss darauf, dass ich sage, lieber Vater Staat aber so geht es nicht. Mit der 
Stimme aber dann, ist ja wurscht da oben, die wirtschaften ja weiter, gleich schlecht 
weiter. Funktioniert ja nich”, Interview G 44).  

This last Austrian quote also relates well to the feeling of distance between people 
and their political representatives, as present in the Spanish case (Ganuza and 
Espin, n.d.) 

Another issue that came up in the Spanish study was were participants discussed 
the weakness and passivity of citizens, blaming them for their lack of protest. One 
elderly man is quoted as saying “There should be much more protest right now...” 
(Ganuza and Espin, n.d., p. 15). While it is not just the same, some such underlying 
feelings could also be detected in the Austrian interviews. One person for example 
states “the people should be on the street (protesting), because they (the politicians) 
are really mucking us around” (“eigentlich müss- müssten die Leute, also das Volk, 
müsste auf die Straße gehen, weil sie uns wirklich verarschen”, Interview WM 38). 
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However, another topic that can be related to the Austrian data is what Genuza and 
Espin (n.d., p. 16) call “the public enemy” – the trust towards politicians and political 
parties is severely damaged in Spain. The attributes that are disliked are listed by 
them as follows: 

(a) ‘They lack qualification and training’ – an issue also brought up by 
Austrian respondents. 

(b) ‘Opulence and waste (salaries are too high, too many cars, etc.)’ – same 
as in Austria: for example, 8 people were counted in the sub-category of 
politicians earn too much/their pensions are too high. 

(c) ‘Corruption and favoritism (stealing public money, nepotism)’ – the data 
analysis of the Austrian case counted 13 people as disliking the 
corruption on the national level, 5 that stated that politicians take money 
out of the citizens’ pockets, and 2 that believe that the ‘little guy’ is being 
exploited. 

(d) ‘Politicians lacking leadership and charisma’ – the category citizens’ 
wishes for improvement – national counted 8 people wishing for more 
charismatic/courageous politicians (with strong stances/backbone). 

(e) ‘Far away from what the citizens demand and need’ – which is also 
present in the Austrian population, see above. 

(f) ‘Politicians are egoistic and only look out for themselves’ – again, this 
has already been discussed above. However, 8 Austrian participants 
were counted as thinking that politicians are egoistic and only look out 
for themselves.  
 

6.2.2 Differences 

However, there were also many issues that Ganuza and Espin (n.d.) observed in 
Spain that do not come up in the Austrian interviews. While this is quite clear, even 
just through the different thrusts of the studies, some differences are interesting and 
will now be explored: 

The main difference perceived between Spain and Austria in this case is that in 
Spain, participants seemed to agree on their doubt regarding the civic competencies 
and skills of people. There seemed to be a unified perception that ordinary people 
lack the competencies, education and information to intervene in the political 
process or make political decisions by themselves, and that they are unable to work 
together towards the common good, as well as that particular interests will prevent 
mutual political agreement. People feel disempowered and assume that it is due to a 
lack of education, information, and civil skills (Ganuza and Espin, n.d.).  

This is very different in Austria. The author of this thesis was pleasantly surprised 
with the aura of benevolence towards others that saturated most interviews, and the 
apparent social cohesion and capital, the wide range of engagement and depth of 
thought in the majority of participants, as well as the large willingness and potential 
to develop all of these further. Here are some examples from the data analysis to 
support this subjective feeling with facts: 
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- 2 people stated that they are dissatisfied with the current national 
political situation, because migrants are treated badly, and one whose 
reason was that social cohesion is being undermined and egoism is 
being supported. 

- 3 people stated that their reason for being satisfied with the current 
national political situation is that those migrants who need help receive 
it. 

- 4 people were each counted in the category of being satisfied with their 
current local political situation because of the multicultural 
setting/open-mindedness and because local politics does a lot for the 
environment. 

- By far the strongest wish for local improvement was better social 
cohesion/sense of community and activities to further these (19 
counts), 10 people wished for better integration of migrants, 3 for more 
open-mindedness, and 2 for improved environmental 
protection/sustainability thinking. 

- In the category of citizens’ wishes for national improvement, 6 
participants wished for more open-mindedness/tolerance for 
others/less xenophobia, the same amount of people would wish for 
politicians asking citizens opinions more often /giving them more 
chances to contribute directly; 4 respondents wish that migrants should 
be treated better/more should be done for them, the same amount of 
people that wish for better integration of migrants, again 4 people wish 
for a furthering social cohesion and sense of community, and 2 each 
wish for more direct democracy and improved environmental 
protection/more sustainable thinking. 

- From those who did or do contribute to the community/state, 140 
respondents are members of a club or help at one, 33 state that they 
look after the environment, 21 are politically active, 19 help members 
of the community on a voluntary basis, 16 actually stated that they 
contribute by treating others respectfully and being nice to them, 15 
organize/contribute to local social/cultural events, a total of 19 people 
are volunteering at emergency medical or fire services, 8 state that 
they contribute by being open-minded, approaching others with an 
open mind, and the list goes on and on. 

- A total of 81 mentions regarding the importance of community/ a sense 
of community/social capital/standing together/helping one 
another/importance of giving back to society/inclusiveness and 
tolerance have been counted. Out of these, 14 participants specifically 
mentioned at least one of the above as what they perceive to be the 
meaning of life, 12 respondents pointed out the importance of 
inclusiveness and tolerance, 10 statements of the importance of 
contributing to society were counted, 7 instances of people being 
weighed down by or worried about social unfairness, 7 mention the 
importance of others being alright too. 

While all these numbers might not seem so high compared to the 453 interviews 
that were analyzed, it needs to be remembered that the interviews did not have 
questions that were specifically targeted at these topics. All those counted stated 



	

	 89 

their opinions in a free interview, and many things were just mentioned on the side, 
somewhere in mid-sentence – and for that, this is a surprising turnout of social 
mindedness and activeness. 

The following choice of statements from the interviews have been chosen to 
showcase and highlight this: 

- “As I said, people should act together and not against each other” 
(“Nein wie gesagt, man sollte miteinander und nicht gegeneinander”, 
Interview M2).  

- “I put so much value on family, community, municipality – I used to be 
a member of the volunteer fire fighters, I was chairman of the local 
music association, I was on the local council for over 20 years” (“ich 
lege so viel Wert auf Familie, auf Gemeinschaft, auf Gemeinde, auf - 
war ich auch (.) bei der Feuerwehr, ich war Musikobmann, ich war über 
20 Jahre in der Gemeinde”, Interview SD1). 

- “It would enhance my well-being if I could see that people in society 
looked out for each other” (“Mein Wohlbefinden würde sich verbessern, 
wenn ich gesellschaftlich sehe, dass sagen wirs mal auch einfach 
menschlich gut aufeinander geachtet wird”, Interview WG20). 

- “And to live together. This togetherness. I am a together-with-each-
other person, not an against-each-other person“ (“Und miteinander 
leben. Des Miteinand. I bin a Miteinander-Mensch, und ka 
Gegeneinander-mensch”, Interview WM1”). 

- “The most important thing I want to pass on to my children is a positive 
and benevolent basic attitude towards everyone” (“Also das Wichtigste, 
was ich meinen Kindern mitgeben möchte ist eigentlich so (.) eine 
positive (.) wohlwollende Grundhaltung jedem gegenüber”, Interview 
WM43). 

- “Justice and being there for others is important to me now, I might not 
have contemplated social things much in the past, but now I think 
differently” (“Gerechtigkeit und (..) also für andere Leute da zu sein das 
finde ich jetztschon wichtig im Leben also früher habe ich mir vielleicht 
nicht so viele Gedanken über das Soziale gemacht jetzt denke ich da 
anders darüber”, Interview R9). 

- “Because everyone has to contribute, otherwise nothing works” (“Ja 
weil trotzdem jeder seinen Beitrag leisten muss, sonst funktioniert gar 
nichts”, Interview SB9). 

- “I think that giving is much better than receiving, receiving has such a 
negative aftertaste, because you get so much back anyways” (“Ja, ja, 
also ich finde - ich finde sowieso (.) das Geben ist viel schöner als wie 
Nehmen, Nehmen hat so einen negativen Beigeschmack (.) weil man 
kriegt ja trotzdem so viel zurück und viel mehr noch, nicht?”, Interview 
SD1). 

- “Other goals? Certainly also to contribute a little bit, for a better world” 
(“Und, sonst noch für Ziele? Sicherlich auch ein bisschen meinen 
kleinen Beitrag leisten zu können für eine bessere Welt, ja.”, Interview 
WD09). 
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- “It is important (to me) that the people around me are satisfied, that 
they are well, because then I am well too” (“wichtig ist schon mal dass 
in meinem Umfeld die Menschen zufrieden sind dass es denen gut 
geht dann geht es nämlich mir auch gut”, Interview R26). 

- “You just feel better, I think nothing else can make a person as happy 
as when you do something nice for someone who is unwell. I believe 
that this is most fulfilling” (“man fühlt sich eben besser, wenn man was, 
ich glaub nichts kann einen Menschen so glücklich machen, wie wenn 
man für jemanden anderen, für jemand anderen dem es nicht gut geht, 
etwas Gutes zu tun. Ich glaub, dass es selber einen am meisten 
erfüllt.” Interview WG1). 

- “It is also important to me that people are comfortable, somehow I like 
that. Like, not only am I comfortable, but I am happy about everyone 
that feels comfortable in their own skin” (“aber mir ist auch wichtig, 
dass die Menschen sich wohlfühlen, ja also irgendwie habe ich das 
schon gern. So, dass nicht nur dass ich mich wohlfühle, sondern ich 
freu mich über jeden, der irgendwie sich in seiner Haut wohlfühlt. Ja.”, 
Interview WS7). 

- (it is important to me) “To develop good opportunities for integration (of 
migrants), because I perceive it as an enrichment that people from 
other parts of the world wish to settle here” (“Eine eine be- gute, gute 
Möglichkeiten zu schaffen, für Integration, weil ich es eine 
Bereicherung find, dass Menschen aus anderen Teilen der Welt sich 
hier ansiedeln wollen.”, Interview WD14). 

- “Even more active, yes, I have an opinion, but that does not 
necessarily mean that I do anything about it, to change it. And that is 
still a difference. I have a clear opinion and I do make my cross like a 
good person (to vote), but that is not enough. You would have to 
actually become more active in citizens’ initiatives etc., and see that 
you maybe go protest at the right place, at the right time, if that is really 
necessary” (“Noch aktiver, ja, ich hab eine Meinung, aber das ist noch, 
das heißt ja noch nicht, dass ich was tue dafür, dass es wirklich anders 
wird. Das ist noch ein Unterschied. Ich hab ganz klar eine Meinung und 
ich mach auch brav mein Kreuzchen, aber das tuts halt noch nicht. 
Man muss tatsächlich dann auch in Bürgerinitiativen etc. aktiver 
werden und schauen, [dass man dass man] … vielleicht einmal 
protestieren geht an der richtigen Stelle zur richtigen Zeit wenns 
wirklich notwendig ist”, WG21). 

- “As I said, I am a member of the music group, the youth choir, I am a 
vestryman in our (location), I do not only rant about politics but I also 
contribute a little bit” (“wie gesagt bin bei Musi, bin beim Jugendchor, 
bin auch selber Gemeindevertreter(in) bei uns (location), also ich 
schimpf nicht nur übern die Politik sondern ich trag auch ein bissl was 
dazu bei”, Interview M36). 

- “You do not have to become a politician to affect a positive change, it 
could also be through various associations, you can also engage 
yourself socially, for example” (“man muss ja nicht in die Politik gehen 
um was zum Positiven zu verändern sondern es können jetzt auch 
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verschiedene Vereine sein man kann sich auch so auch sozial 
engagieren zum Beispiel”, Interview R10). 

- “I think that it is not contemporary way anymore to just blame politics” 
…”and this civil courage and these organizations and associations, of 
which there are enough in Austria anyways, they should mobilize 
themselves and should champion for (stand up for) certain things” (“ich 
find das ist kein zeitgemäßes Mittel mehr oder keine zeitgemäße 
Methode oder Herangehensweise mehr, der Politik die Verantwortung 
in die Schuhe zu schieben.” … “also diese äh Zivilcourage und auch 
diese, diese Organisationen und Vereine, die es in Österreich eh 
genügend gibt, ähm, dass die einfach mobil machen und sich für 
gewisse Dinge einsetzen”, Interview WD24). 

- “If people were not so self-centered, much could be done. There are 
enough people who are willing to contribute to the community, and 
without community, there is no living together” (“Wenn die Menschen 
nicht so selbsteigen wären, (.) wäre sehr Vieles zu bewegen. Es gibt 
genug Leute, die sind bereit ff-für die Gemeinschaft etwas zu tun, und 
ohne Gemeinschaft gibts kein Zusammenleben”, Interview F26). 

- “I think that makes sense and this gives my life meaning, that I just try 
to help everyone, that I make sure that everything is alright and that I 
am there a little bit for everyone. And when all the others do this a little 
bit as well, it makes being together nice, and that makes sense in my 
eyes” (“das macht Sinn finde ich und das gibt mein Leben auch Sinn, 
dass ich probier einfach, dass ich einfach allen helfen kann, dass ich 
schaue, dass alles passt und dass ich für alle ein bisschen da bin und 
wenn das die anderen auch alle ein bisschen so tun (oft) ist es ein 
schönes Zusammensein und das macht Sinn finde ich”, Interview 
KS21). 

- “The meaning of life in my eyes is that you pass on love to other 
people and to make sure that they are well too and not only me” (“der 
Sinn des Lebens ist das man das man das man für mich ist es halt so 
das man Liebe weiter gibt den anderen Menschen uns so schauen das 
den anderen auch gut geht nicht nur einem selber”, Interview M49). 

- “I think that what can be achieved in microcosm might also affect the 
bigger (picture). I also like the saying that it is better to ignite a small 
light instead of ranting and doing nothing, because I think that 
brightens (things) too. This is also my life’s tenet, that whatever I can 
change in microcosm is ok, and 10 times better than to (just) rant about 
the big world” (“ich denke mir wa- was man im Kleinen bewirken kann, 
ja, geht vielleicht ins Größere und (.) mir gefällt auch der Spruch 
besser Kleines Licht anzünden als schimpfen und nichts tun, weil ich 
mir denke, das erhellt auch und das ist auch ein bisschen mein 
Lebensgrundsatz, dass ich sage, was ich im Kleinen verändern kann, 
das passt schon und das ist 10 Mal besser als wenn ich über die große 
(.) Welt schimpfe”, Interview SD10). 

- “It would be a nice goal, or maybe I should say, meaning, if you can 
say that maybe you made a small difference in the world, right?” (“Es 
wäre ein schönes Ziel, oder wie soll ich sagen, Sinn, wenn man sagt 
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man hat vielleicht einen kleinen Unterschied gemacht auf dieser Welt, 
ja? Wenn man das sagen kann.”, Interview WD09). 
 

This frequency of instances showing how important social values are to the study 
population is positively surprising. As has been discussed in the literature review, 
social capital and social cohesion are essential for active citizenship. Acknowledging 
this potential and furthering it in the future could contribute to facilitate more active 
citizenship in Austria. 
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7 Limitations and Challenges 
While care was taken to ensure heterogeneity, the population sample of the study 
by Ponocny et al. (2014) is not representative for Austria, and hence, the findings of 
this research cannot be generalized for the entire country. In addition, the study had 
a focus on the well-being of the Austrian population, and there were no interview 
questions specifically targeted at active citizenship. Hence, it is possible that people 
would have said different things if they would have been specifically asked. 

The data analysis and evaluation have therefore also been much more superficial 
than what would have been possible with a set of interviews that asked specifically 
about the topic at hand. Similarly, it was not possible to directly compare the 
research findings to the literature that was used to inform about the underlying 
principles and theories as much as it would be customary for such a paper. 

However, whether a response was perceived to be relevant to this research or not 
was not only determined by the content of the interview questions, but also by how 
the interviewer asked the questions, and what part of a given question the 
respondent referred his answer to. Additionally, the author was faced with a 
multitude of challenges caused by the ways people spoke, their localized dialects 
and foreign accents, and by the overall way people speak in a free interview – which 
is often not clear and to the point, but meandering and full of undercurrents of 
meaning. The entire process of quantifying the data was challenged by these 
issues. Subsequently, there was a lot of inevitable subjectivity in deciding which 
content is relevant and which is not, deciding the degree to which the meaning of a 
statement is clear, etc.  

Another issue that could be pointed out is that the interviews were conducted in 
2011, five years before this thesis was written. Much has happened in this time, in 
politics as well as in society, and it could hence be argued that people might 
perceive and communicate some things differently in the present time. However, as 
with all other of the above challenges, the author does not perceive them to be very 
problematic, as this thesis never intended to produce representative results – rather, 
it has achieved its aim of exploring the issue of active citizenship in a modern 
democracy, showcasing many of its facets. 
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8 Conclusion and Outlook 
This thesis has explored the issue of active citizenship in Austria. In its literature 
review, the concepts and theories involved in this work have been introduced, 
discussed, and linked with each other. Active citizenship has been looked at from a 
variety of different angles and contexts, and through the thoughts and ideas of 
numerous academics and practitioners from a wide array of professional and 
academic fields. The process of quantifying the data contained in the interviews has 
been thoroughly described, and the resulting data analysis and evaluation have 
shown that none of the available demographic factors have a significant bearing on 
whether someone is active or not. Additionally the top reason for not being (more) 
active has been identified as people not knowing what they could change. 
Dishonesty, egoism, and corruption amongst politicians have been named amongst 
the main reasons for being dissatisfied with the current local political situation, and 
these are certainly factors that have the potential to influence the issue of active 
citizenship, which coincides with the number one wish for national political 
improvement being more honest and/or trustworthy politicians. 

Additionally, it has been clearly shown that the more dissatisfied people are with the 
current national political situation, the less active they are. 

However, these results have been related to Gifford’s (2011) psychological barriers 
to active behavior, as well as to the Spanish study by Ganuza and Espin (n.d.). This 
showed that while there are some similarities as well as differences between the two 
study populations, the greatest distinction between Spain and Austria is the level 
and amount of (perceived) social cohesion, social capital, engagement, activity, and 
general benevolence towards others, which is much larger in Austria. 

This might also be an interesting topic for further research: whether the outcomes 
differ when people are directly asked about these issues, and how the results of this 
thesis relate to the larger population. Additionally, it could be researched how this 
strongly perceived potential for social and political development can be furthered 
and harnessed to tackle future challenges. 

However, the most visible barrier to active citizenship this thesis has discovered is 
respondents not knowing what they could contribute or change. This issue could 
likely be improved through a renewed thrust in citizenship education, using 
knowledge and education to not only inform citizens, but also to embed active 
engagement deeply into people’s minds and behaviors (as discussed in chapter 
2.1.6). In addition, the importance of the local level in regards to active citizenship 
has been shown throughout this thesis. By far the most prevalent wish for local 
improvement is improved social cohesion and sense of community, as well as more 
activities to further these. This calls for action at the local level, for local 
governments to become active, and for the national government to support such 
endeavors. The importance of community development for active citizenship has 
been discussed earlier (see chapter 2.1.8), and it is likely that its theories and 
practices could and should be employed more frequently. As has been discussed, 
social cohesion and social capital are the backbone of society, enabling it to face 
present and future challenges. The high level of social values and benevolence 
towards others that has been shown to be present in the study population might not 
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be representative for all of Austria, but it does give reason to hope that overall, the 
Austrian society has the potential to maintain and further this level of social 
cohesion. Civic engagement and active citizenship need to be promoted and 
enabled further, and barriers to it need to be overcome, so that as many people as 
possible are active in some way. 

However, the following quote is a beautiful way to conclude this strand of thought, 
and this thesis: After all, active citizenship is what makes society, says Ms. Walker 
Shaw in the EU’s (2012) publication “Active citizenship. For a better European 
Society”. She states that “We need people who are models of active citizenship in 
order to have the kind of society we want to live in, and to encourage others. But 
people can be active citizens at different levels – they don’t all have to lead 
campaigns. We should not have too rigid an idea of what active citizenship is. A 
smile can make a big difference to someone’s day! However small the gesture, it is 
also positive for the person who makes it. Although dreadful things happen in the 
world, most people are good, and harnessing that goodness is going to become 
increasingly important” (European Union, 2012, p. 4, quoting Kathleen Walker 
Shaw). 
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Appendices 
Appendix A: Interview Guidelines  
The German part is the original from Ponocny et al. (2014), the English translation (in italics) 
was done by the author of this thesis 

Thema der Befragung sind die die Lebensbedingungen oder die Umstände, mit denen Sie 
leben, und inwiefern diese sich auf Ihre Befindlichkeit auswirken. Ich möchte Sie nochmals 
darauf hinweisen, dass Sie uns nichts erzählen müssen, was Sie nicht möchten. Es gibt 
auch keine richtigen oder falschen Antworten, wir sind daran interessiert, wie Sie persönlich 
die Dinge wahrnehmen. Alle Antworten werden selbstverständlich vertraulich behandelt. 

The topic of these interviews is living circumstances, how you live, and how this impacts 
on how you feel. You don’t have to tell us anything you don’t want to say. There are no 
right or wrong answers, we are interested in your personal perception of things. All 
answers will of course be treated confidentially. 

Ich möchte Sie bitten, mir zu erzählen, wie Ihr Leben verlaufen ist. Am besten beginnen Sie, 
mit ihrer Kindheit, und erzählen dann nach und nach, was sich so zugetragen hat, bis heute. 
Sie können sich dafür ruhig Zeit nehmen, wobei ich Sie bitten würde, mir die guten und 
schlechten Zeiten in Ihrem Leben zu beschreiben.   

I would like to ask you to tell me how your life has been so far. It’s best if you start with 
your childhood and then tell me what happened since, piece by piece, until today. Take 
your time for this part and I would ask you to please describe the good and bad times of 
your life to me. 

1. Beeinflussen Sie gewisse Erlebnisse noch immer?  

Are you still influenced by certain events? 

2. Bitte erzählen Sie mir, was Ihnen besonders wichtig in Ihrem Leben in Bezug auf Ihr 
Wohlbefinden ist.  

Please tell me what is important to you in regards to your wellbeing. 

 Woraus beziehen Sie Kraft?  
What gives you energy? 

3. Worauf legen Sie in Ihrem Leben keinen Wert mehr, was Ihnen früher wichtig war? 
Worauf legen Sie jetzt mehr wert, was Ihnen früher unwichtig war?  

What are things in your life that are less important at the present as they used to be? 

What are things on your life that are more important at the present as they used to 
be?  

4. Gibt es Gefühle oder Gedanken, die Sie schon Ihr Leben lang begleiten, bzw. immer 
wieder kommen? Können Sie diese bitte beschreiben? [thoughts accompanying life]  

Are there feelings or thoughts that have accompanied you your entire life or that 
resurface times and again? Could you please describe them?  

5. Was beeinflusst derzeit Ihre Stimmung? [current influences on mood]  

What are the current influences on your mood? 

 Gibt es dafür einen speziellen Auslöser, oder entspricht dies Ihrer Grundstimmung?  
Is that due to a certain incident, or is that your current mood? 

6. Welche Ziele haben Sie schon erreicht und welche Wünsche sind noch unerfüllt? 
Was tun Sie um diese zu erreichen?  
Which targets have you already reached in life, and which wishes are still unfulfilled? 
Which actions to you take in order to fulfil them?  

7. Haben Sie das Gefühl, dass man Ihnen ausreichend Anerkennung entgegenbringt?  
Do you feel that you receive sufficient acknowledgement?  

8. Was gibt Ihrem Leben einen Sinn? Was empfinden Sie als den Sinn Ihres Lebens?  
What gives meaning to your life? What do you think is the meaning of life?  
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9. Wie fühlen Sie sich wenn Sie sich mit anderen Personen vergleichen?  
How do you feel when you compare yourself to others  

 Mit wem vergleichen Sie sich und warum? [compare with whom, and why?]  

10. Mit welchen Belastungen und Herausforderungen werden Sie konfrontiert? Wie 
gehen Sie mit diesen um?  
Which burdens and challenges are you confronted by? How do you deal with them? 

11. Gibt es Einschränkungen in Ihrem Leben?  
Are you facing any restrictions in your life? 

12. Übernehmen Sie Verantwortung für andere Menschen? In welcher Form und wie 
wirkt sich das auf Sie aus?  
Do you take responsibility for other people? How does that affect you?  

13. Könnten Sie mir erzählen, inwieweit für Sie Zufriedenheit mit Geld und Besitz 
zusammenhängt?  
Can you tell me how you perceive the relationship between satisfaction, money, and 
possession  

14. Welchen Ratschlag würden Sie Ihrem Kind bzw. einem guten Freund geben – wie 
und wo das Glück zu finden ist?  
Which recommendations would you give to your child or a good friend about where 
and how to find happiness? 

15. Inwiefern hängt Ihr Wohlbefinden mit dem Ort zusammen in dem Sie leben?  
Does the location where you live influence your well-being?  

16. Was müsste sich in Ihrer Umgebung oder Ihren Lebensbedingungen ändern, um 
sich wohler zu fühlen? 
What would need to change in your environment or your living conditions in order to 
improve your life? 

 Wie könnte die Gemeinde und Politiker in Österreich darauf Einfluss nehmen?  
How could the municipality and Austria’s politicians influence this?  

17. Was können Sie Sinnvolles dazu beitragen um die Umgebung/Region zu 
verbessern?  
What could you contribute in order to better your environment/region? 

 Schlussfrage  
Final question 

 Gibt es Dinge, die Ihr Wohlbefinden beeinflussen, die noch nicht angesprochen 
wurden?  
Are there any additional issues related to your well-being that have not been 
addressed yet? 
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Appendix B: List of initially set up categories as inspired by Gifford (2011). 
 
'Limited Cognition' 
 
“Problem” refers to citizens being inactive: 
- not perceiving that there is a problem 
- not knowing what to do about it when learning that there is a problem 
 
Ignorant of/ignorance about: 
- unsure of the specific actions that would need to be taken to counteract the problem  
- how to enact actions that they are aware of 
- the relative beneficial impacts of different actions 
 
'Environmental numbness' 
- perceived numbness due to constantly repeated messages? (for example that citizens 
should be more active) 
- does this hinder behavior that could better the situation? 
 
'Uncertainty' (perceived or real) 
-  used as a justification for inaction? ('not sure what to do, so I better not do anything') 
 
'Judgmental discounting'  
- undervaluing of future or distant problems? ('there will never be a problem caused due to 
inaction/a certain action', 'this happens in the capital, not here') 
- absolving oneself of responsibility?  (it is all 'far away' and has 'nothing to do with me') 
 
'Optimism bias' 
- inactive due to a feeling that 'things are not that bad and still better than somewhere else'? 
 
'Perceived behavioral control and self-efficacy'  
Does the interviewee feel that 
- they as individuals can not influence it or affect real change?  
- their actions will lack a real impact (a lack of self-efficacy)? 
- they can not exert much behavioral control over the outcome anyways? 
- is fatalism present? (nothing can be done about a problem, neither by individual, nor by 
collective action) 
 
‘Ideologies’ 
Belief systems influence most aspects of a person's life in some way 
'Worldviews' 
for example people who care more about the economic side of things than about social 
cohesion 
- can a certain worldview be detected? (for example interviewee mentions God, or argues 
that doing good is bad for business, etc.) 
 
'Suprahuman powers'  
- believe in a deity that will not forsake them 
- believe that a deity will do whatever it wishes anyways ('everything runs according to God's 
plan') 
 
'System justification'  
- defending the societal status quo? 
- justifying the societal status quo? 
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- does not want things to change? 
- does not want others to change things? 
 
'Comparisons with other people' 
'Social comparisons' and 'social norms and networks' 
- conscious comparison of other people's behavior with own behavior? 
- perception that own behavior is in line with the general behavioral norm? 
 
'Perceived inequity'  
“Why should I change my behavior if the others do not?” 
- named as reason for inaction? 
- afraid of becoming a 'victim' to free-riders? 
 
'Sunk costs'  
'Behavioral momentum' 
Habits that keep being perpetuated by people continuing to behave in a certain way 
- mention of influence of habits? 
- mention of having attempted to block change? 
- mention of instances where attitudes have changed but behaviors have not? 
- mention of personal value and goal etc. conflict?  
- mention of inter-personal value and goal etc. Conflict?  
 
'(Lack of) place attachment' 
- feels some sort of attachment to the place they live? 
- feels as a citizen of Austria (with rights and duties)? 
- act actively because they feel attachment to a certain place? 
- would act more actively if attachment to place was stronger? 
 
'Discredence'' 
When the views of someone else are seen in a negative light, it is unlikely that directions will 
be taken from this other person (or a government as an entity, or a government official).  
When this is the case, whom does the interviewee refer to, and does the interviewee 
mention 
- a lack of trust in the other? 
- believing that what the other has to offer is inadequate? 
- complete denial of the credence and truth of the beliefs of the other? 
- resistance to following the advice of that other? 
Government and its officials: 
- perceived as honest and trustworthy? 
- perceived as not honest and not trustworthy? 
- perceived as effective in what they are doing? 
- perceived as ineffective in what they are doing? 
- perceived as equitable in what they are doing? 
- perceived as inequitable in what they are doing? 
- Feel that information given is truthful and/or not exaggerated? Which one of the two? 
- Feel that information given is untrue and/ or exaggerated? Which one of the two? 
 
'Perceived program inadequacy'  
- No engagement/participation if program is perceived as inadequate? (‘program/community 
initiative/policy etc. is not good enough to justify my participation’) 
- which one? 
 
'Perceived risk'  
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The six kinds of risk that people perceive as likely when they change any sort of behavior, 
Does the interviewee make any mention of one of these following risks when changing their 
behavior 
- afraid of/asking themselves whether it will work? ('functional risk') 
Does that hinder them in acting actively? 
- afraid of/asking themselves whether possible injuries might occur ('physical risks', for 
example the risk to get physically harmed when stepping in where someone else is getting 
bullied) 
Does that hinder them in acting actively? 
- afraid of/asking themselves whether those around them will or do judge them? ('social risk') 
Does that hinder them in acting actively? 
- afraid of- or are asking themselves whether their self-confidence or self-esteem might 
suffer through being judged for certain actions? ('psychological risk') 
Does that hinder them in acting actively? 
- afraid of/asking themselves whether it might be a waste of time? ('time risk') 
Does that hinder them in acting actively? 
 
'Limited behavior' 
A number of people usually take at least minimal action, with some being much more active 
than others, but nearly everyone could do more – a fact that most people in studies even 
agree with. 
'Tokenism'  
People do act, but they chose some action, one that suits them, which might not be an 
effective one 
- interviewee aware of ever having acted like this? 
If yes, how? 
- mention of “I know I should do more, but at least I do (this or that)”? 
 
'The rebound effect' 
People that do start to act actively in some way might cause adverse effects by doing so 
- mention of an action where the interviewee has acted, but has caused detrimental effects 
to the cause they tried to further. 
If yes, which one?  
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Appendix C: Code system used in F4 Analyse 
 
Active Citizenship 
 
I could imagine/would be willing to contribute if 

- A political party would take me in and give me the chance to rise in 
their ranks 

- I had more money 
- Asked directly for help/to contribute 
- Invited to (communal) meeting to voice opinion 
- I can identify with it 
- If I was paid for it (to be a politician) 
- I had more time 

 
I could imagine/would be willing to contribute by/through 

- Helping members of the community on a voluntary basis 
- Being even nicer to others 
- Initiating/helping with local social/cultural events/projects 
- Some sort of social engagement/volunteering 
- Talking to a politician directly 
- Initiating events/projects that further a sense of community/social 

cohesion 
- Helping in a developing country 
- Political activism/becoming a politician myself 
- Doing more for the environment  
- Helping out with local social/cultural projects 
- Volunteering at a local social institution  
- Making suggestions to politics 
- Signing petitions  
- Helping someone if directly asked for help  
- Donating money to charity 
- Joining a club/organization 

 
I do not contribute (more), because  

- I'm too lazy/it's not worth giving up free time for 
- Too busy with my personal life 
- I don't socialize enough for people to accept my efforts of contribution 
- I'm not healthy enough/don't have the strength 
- I don't leave my home anymore (too old) 
- I don't feel drawn to any particular political party 
- I am disillusioned by politics 
- Afraid of being expected to contribute regularly if I contribute when it 

suits me 
- Too hard to deal with bureaucracy 
- I don't feel well-informed enough 
- I already have to do with politicians at work 
- I don't think I can contribute much/anything 
- I am too honest to go into politics 
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- It would be too much for me (psychologically/emotionally 
overwhelming) 

- Politicians do what they want anyways 
- I don't think I can change anything 
- I don't want (more) responsibility 
- Being criticized for what I already do contribute 
- I am only one, and you can't change anything alone 
- I don’t know what I could change/can't think of anything I could 

contribute 
- I don't understand political things, it's confusing 
- You can't change your environment, just yourself/everyone tries to do 

their best by themselves 
- I don't want to complain 
- I am not from here/don’t actively live here 
- Voting doesn’t change anything anyways 
- No interest in politics 
- It’s not my place to get involved in politics/give my opinion on it 
- Only politicians can affect change 
- It’s up to the politicians to affect change 
- No reason given 
- I do not contribute additionally, as I already contribute much through 

my job 
- I have already contributed enough 
- I am satisfied with the current situation 
- Age -> I’m too young /old to affect change 
- Time constraints 
- I am politically apathetic (“politikverdrossen”) 
- I cannot change anything anyways 
- Unwillingness to contribute/just want to be left alone/I don't care 

 
I do/did contribute to the community/state, by 

- Adopting children 
- Helping members of the community on a voluntary basis 
- Organizing/volunteering at charitable events/projects 
- Informing others about other cultures/helping disband stereotypes + 

fears/making contact with others 
- Member of volunteer fire brigade 
- Member of emergency medical services 
- Volunteering at local social institutions 
- Organizing/contributing to local social/cultural events 
- Being open-minded, approaching others with an open mind 
- Helping out at school/Kindergarten events /Parents’ association 
- Making suggestions to politics 
- Speaking up if I don’t like something/voicing my opinion 
- Talking to the Mayor/Municipality/politician directly 
- No specifics given 
- Voting 
- Looking after the environment 
- Being nice to those around me/treating others respectfully 
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- Through my job 
- Paying taxes 
- Donating to charity 
- Being politically active (politician, political activism) 
- Being a club member/helping at a club/community organization 
-   -> Hobby associations 
-      -Scouts 
-      - Stamp collection club 
-      - Ocean club 

                       -> University organizations/clubs 
                       -> Youth club 

-   -> Women's club 
-   -> Senior citizens’ association 
-  -> Tourism association 
-  -> Local Library 
-  -> NGO 
-  -> Trade union 
- -> Church organizations/associations 
-  -> Political Party 
- -> Local traditional groups (Schützenverein, Kameradschaftsbund, 

Landjugend, Ortsbäuerinnen) 
- -> Cultural clubs/communities (local music group, theatre group, 

carnival club, etc.) 
- -> Sports Clubs 

 
Politics 
 National politics 
   Citizens’ wishes for improvement 

- Less bureaucracy 
- Politicians should more often be from the 'normal' population 
- More open-mindedness/tolerance for others/less xenophobia 
- -> Politicians should support immigration more openly 
- Austria should stand up for itself more in regards to the EU 
- More charismatic/courageous politicians (with strong 

stances/backbone) 
- Reformation of law system/better integration of state law with national 

law 
- More help for poor countries 
- Unemployment 
-       -> Youth unemployment 
- Wage raise for collective agreements  
- Conditions for animals in large-scale livestock farming should be 

improved 
- Education should be more important than the economy 
- Less taxes 
- No more foreigners/asylum seekers/refugees/migrants should be taken 

in 
- Less state debt 
- -> Less spending of public money 
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- More honesty/politicians being more trustworthy and keeping their 
promises 

- Foreigners/asylum seekers/refugees/migrants should be treated 
better/more should be done for them 

- Reformation of political system 
- -> More direct democracy 
- Reformation of education system 
- Better integration of foreigners/asylum seekers/refugees/migrants 
- Foreigners/refugees/asylum seekers/migrants should get deported 

when they become criminal 
- Foreigners/refugees/ asylum seekers/migrants should get less money 
- The economic system should be more active 
- Improved environmental protection/more sustainability thinking 
- Better funding for education system 
- Improved conditions for the middle class/more efforts to save it 
- Furthering social cohesion and sense of community 
- Reformation of the social system/health system 
- ->More funding for families/single parents  
- -> Better regulation/reform of maternity leave 
- More accountability 
- More transparency 
- Asking citizens’ opinion's more often /giving more chances to 

contribute directly 
- Less corruption  
- More cooperation between opposing parties/politicians should argue 

less 
 
   Dissatisfied with the current national political situation, due to/with 

- Not enough efforts to protect the environment 
- Not feeling addressed by current politics/can't identify with politicians 
- -> Politicians represent the citizens badly 
- Politicians using and perpetuating propaganda/scary visions to 

influence citizens 
- Citizens are being patronized 
- Unemployment 
- EU-related issues 
- Wages are too low 
- No (specific) reason 
- There are too many ministers, delegates, and other politicians 
- Austria is overly bureaucratic 
- Politicians are egoistic and only look out for themselves 
- Unjust social system 
- -> Austria is “too social” 
- Politicians make money out of the citizens’ pockets 
- -> The "little guy" is being exploited 
- Social cohesion is being undermined/egoism is being supported 
- Feeling cheated by politicians 
- Citizens are not being heard 
- Education system is bad 
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- Foreigners/asylum seekers/refugees/migrants are treated badly 
- Foreigners/asylum seekers/refugees/migrants are not well enough 

integrated 
- Politicians are too much influenced by the economy 
- Foreigners/asylum seekers get too much money/take advantage of our 

social system 
- Too many foreigners/asylum seekers/refugees/migrants 
- Lethargic economic system 
- Education system is being neglected 
- State Debt 
- Law system has too many loopholes/is unjust/discriminates against the 

“small guy” 
- Politicians are opportune and change their mind as it suits them 
- Politicians only do what they want anyways 
- Politicians earn too much/their pensions are too high 
- Politicians are backstabbing and sabotaging each other 
- Problem of women having to work to make ends meet 
- Middle class is endangered/social gap is widening 
- Dishonesty of Politicians/Politics 
- -> Politicians not keeping promises 
- -> Missing credibility 
- Politicians are always against it, just because 
- Politicians have too much power 
- Corruption 

 
   Satisfied with the current national political situation, due to 

- Helping those foreigners/asylum seekers/refugees that need help 
- Good standard of environmental protection 
- Safety and security of the country 
- Democracy 
- Good social /health system 
- Peace/no war 
- Austria is a free country 
- No (specific) reasons given 
- Politics/politicians are doing a good job 

 
Local politics 
   Citizens’ wishes for improvement: 

- Improved environmental protection/sustainability thinking 
- Better integration of foreigners/asylum seekers/refugees/migrants 
- Municipality should participate in projects 
- Politics thinking and planning further ahead 
- More open-mindedness 
- Same rules for everyone/more social justice 
- Better social cohesion/sense of community; activities to further these 
- Less spending of public money 
- Asking citizens opinions more often /giving them more chances to 

contribute directly 
- Less corruption 
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- More cooperation between opposing parties 
 
 
   Dissatisfied with the current local political situation, due to 

- Too many foreigners/asylum seekers/refugees/migrants 
- Political apathy of local politicians 
- Don't like Mayor 
- Political parties fighting/not working together/rivalries/slowing each 

other down 
- Dishonesty of politicians 
- If you know 'the right' people, you can do whatever you want/get 

anything you want 
- Environmental problems are not being tackled 
- Banning beggars 
- People in position of power that have no idea about the subject make 

the decisions 
- Politicians do what they want anyways 
- Money is being spent in ways I disagree with 
- No (specific) reasons given 
- Mayor has too much power 
- -> Mayor has too much power 
- Corruption 

 
   Satisfied with the current local political situation, due to 

- Multicultural setting/open-mindedness 
- Safety and security 
- Good transparency 
- Local politics does a lot for the environment 
- Mayor is from my preferred political party 
- No (specific) reasons given 
- It's possible to talk to Mayor/Municipality directly 
- Citizens are asked their opinions/are heard when making suggestions 
- Municipality/Mayor is doing a good job/they are really trying 

 


