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Looking at political participation behavior of young adults in contemporary Europe, this paper provides the reader with a map of different terminologies and logics that are used to discuss youth political participation. The existing literature is examined through the lens of five guiding questions: what defines youth political participation? How does youth political participation differ from adult political participation? How do young adults develop political attitudes? How does youth political participation differ across Europe? What methods are being used to analyze youth political participation? For those researching youth political participation for the first time, this paper offers a useful overview of the topic. At the same time, it gives researchers who are already well-informed the opportunity to reflect on the current state of research in this field. Finally, this paper indicates where future research is needed.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Looking at the political participation behavior of young adults in contemporary Europe, one is faced with a contradiction. Representatives of the disengagement paradigm within the literature underpin their argument with empirical findings, such as young adults being the least likely to vote in national elections, the drop of youth membership in political parties, and generally low levels of political interest. On the other hand, the literature on an engagement paradigm of youth participation represents a more optimistic view as it is based on findings in the context of new forms of political participation, which are more appealing to and are used more frequently by young adults.

Both perspectives raise questions about the role of young adults in European democracies. The two mentioned positions represent the respective end points of a much more nuanced line of research on this topic. Research in this area can appear confusing, but overall it is clear that a comprehensive picture of both the degree and the modes of youth political participation is lacking. This paper tries to take a first step in the direction of addressing this problem. The goal is to provide the reader with a map of the different terminologies and logics that are used to discuss youth political participation. To attain this goal, this paper presents insights from the existing literature on the following guiding questions:

❖ What defines political participation?

❖ How does youth political participation differ from adult political participation?

❖ How do young adults develop political attitudes?

❖ How does youth political participation differ across Europe?

❖ What methods are being used to analyze youth political participation?

The first step is to provide a structured inventory. On the one hand, this paper will be helpful for those encountering this research area for the first time as it provides an overview of the previous research in the field of youth political participation in Europe. On the other, it offers well-informed researchers the opportunity to reflect on the current state of research in this field. In addition, this paper clearly points toward where further research is needed.

With this in mind, I develop three main arguments within this paper. First, although existing definitions of political participation are adequate to capture youth participation, the current literature is inconsistent in the inclusion of new modes of participation that are increasingly common among young adults. Second, there are both methodological and substantive problems within the existing literature, which emerge from young adults' different conceptions of politics as well as from their differing awareness to adults of what constitutes political participation. Third, and resulting from this, the current state of research in this area lacks larger cross-national studies that take into account an adequate conception of how the youth define political participation and that conduct comparative research on youth political participation behavior, which is necessary if we agree that young people hold the key for the future functioning of our political systems (Hooghe et al., 2004).

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. The next section gives an overview of the development of political participation research. In doing so, it includes a review of the definitions of political participation then and now and clarifies why it is important to be familiar with those definitions when looking at the political participation behavior of young adults. The following section deals with the (potential) differences between the political participation behavior of young adults and adults. Besides an overview of the ongoing debate on whether and, if so, what kind of differences there are, this chapter clearly indicates which role the question of measurement plays in this. The fourth section focuses on the political attitudes of young adults after reviewing political socialization research, for political socialization plays an important role in the formation of the political attitudes of young adults. After this, section 5 gives an overview of youth political participation across Europe. Section 6 then presents methods previously used in the context of youth political participation. As usual, the final section summarizes the previous sections and highlights which questions remain unanswered. It thereby tries to provide an answer to the question of youth political participation as it actually is and indicates where future research is needed.



2. THE DEVELOPMENT OF POLITICAL PARTICIPATION REPERTOIRES AND RESEARCH

Political Participation research has undergone significant developments over the course of the last few decades. Multiple disciplines have contributed to broadening our understanding of the field, but because of this multidisciplinary input it has become less clear what the underlying core assumptions and definitions are that make up the term Political Participation (PP). This section therefore sketches the development of the term and answers the core question of what defines political participation.

Signing a petition, joining a party, or casting a vote are the most commonly accepted actions deemed as PP. But that's about as far as agreements go. To answer the question of how PP can be defined, one has to go back a few decades. In 1973, Robert Dahl offered a first glimpse of what it might mean. In “Poliarchy: Participation and Opposition” he declares PP an essential part of modern democracies as it enables citizens to hold their governments accountable (Dahl, 1973). However, Dahl didn't explicitly define his concept of participation. His definition only implicitly covered actions within the given institutional framework of a nation, meaning that actions such as consumerism (Stolle et al., 2005) or just hitting a “like” button wouldn't be categorized as participation, even though they could be seen as holding governments accountable. His works nevertheless contain some fundamental elements of our modern conception of PP—namely accountability as well as the dichotomy of private citizens and professional politicians, which can also be found in the well acknowledged works of Verba and Nie (1972).

To these researchers, political participation is “those activities by private citizens that are more or less directly aimed at influencing the selection of governmental personnel and/or the actions they take” (Verba and Nie, 1972, p. 2). According to Verba and Nie, private citizens have the ability to participate in politics not just by casting votes or joining parties but through numerous other activities. Their suggested typology consists of voting, campaign activity, contacting public officials, and cooperative or communal activities.

This definition has paved the way for the analysis of actions such as protests, strikes, or petitions as activities that participate in politics through other means than elections (Verba and Nie, 1972, p. 47). Similar concepts have been presented by Parry et al. (1992) or Pattie et al. (2004), who, in contrast to Verba and Nie (1972), stress that political participation does not necessarily have to address governments but could also target other institutions or even organizations. PP can therefore affect the policymaking process as well as services provided by governments, such as education or health care (Pattie et al., 2004; Fox, 2014). Brady (1998) adds that, in order to qualify as PP, actions taken by private citizens must be observable, manifest, and voluntary, but he also focuses on interactions between citizens and political elites.

Parallel to developments in participation-research, authors such as Flanagan (2013), Norris (2002), Putnam (2001), Zukin et al. (2006), or Daskalopoulou (2018) have been working on the concept of civic engagement, which has several intersections with PP research. The concept of civic engagement has been used to analyze all kinds of citizen behavior, including activities and actions, which can but don't necessarily have to be political. Putnam's “bowling alone,” e.g., also includes going to a bowling alley as a vital indicator of engagement. The ever-growing repertoire of indicators has therefore led to accusations of conceptual stretching (Berger, 2009), meaning that the conception is too broad and therefore not suitable for researchers. Most authors' conceptions of PP from the first period of research have three aspects in common: Actions have to be taken by private citizens, not politicians; these actions have to be voluntary, meaning structural forces that require citizens to take certain actions wouldn't count as participation; and their actions need to target governments, institutions, organizations or NGOs. These three aspects are at the “hard core” (Lakatos and Musgrave, 1970) of almost every single contemporary definition of PP.

van Deth (2001) nicely summarizes the evolution of political participation repertoires between the 1940s and the 1990s by tracing the publication of landmark studies. In the 1940s and 1950s, PP was mainly restricted to voting and campaign activities. In the early 1960s, though, appeared the later so-called “conventional” modes of PP. At this time, “political participation was broadly understood as activities concerned with traditional conceptualizations of politics as campaigning by politicians and parties, and with well-accepted contacts between citizens and public officials” (van Deth, 2001, p. 5). During the 1970s, these conventional forms were expanded and “unconventional” forms, which were not in line with the societal norms of the 1970s, appeared. These unconventional forms included, among others, protest and rejection as well as new social movements, such as women's or pacifist movements (van Deth, 2001). Later, in the 1990s, the borderline between the political and non-political spheres of modern society disappeared as the political participation repertoire came to include “civil” activities such as volunteering and social engagement (van Deth, 2001). Nowadays, further forms of PP have emerged and challenge PP research. The new forms use non-political behavior to express political opinions, and what was once defined as unconventional or elite-challenging is now commonplace. Therefore, these forms can no longer be captured by a distinction between conventional and unconventional PP (Teorell et al., 2007). Furthermore, García-Albacete (2014) has found that citizens' political involvement has changed recently and argues that these changes characterize today's PP repertoire and have led to the distinction between institutionalized and non-institutionalized PP. First, “the agencies or structures through which citizens are mobilized and participate have (…) been transformed, with the spread of new social movements and advocacy networks” (García-Albacete, 2014, p. 15). Second, individualized patterns of participation are growing as ties to political and civic organizations become weaker (García-Albacete, 2014). The now widely used distinction between institutionalized and non-institutionalized PP capture forms of PP which happen within the institutional framework (e.g., voting or party membership) and those which happen outside of the institutional framework (e.g., protest or boycotting). This distinction between institutionalized and non-institutionalized PP is particularly important for any kind of research on youth participation, given the fact that young adults are disproportionately more likely to participate through non-institutionalized means.

Adapting to or being challenged by new forms of participation is a continuous process. One of the more recent developments in this regard is online participation. The debate about how and if online participation fits into existing concepts is ongoing and vibrant (Gibson and Cantijoch, 2013; Dayican, 2014; Halupka, 2014; Kristofferson et al., 2014). Authors such as Morozov (2009) declare it as an illusion of participation, whereas Rojas and Puig-i-Abril (2009) see it as “expressive participation” which constitutes a “subdimension” (Rojas and Puig-i-Abril, 2009, p. 907) of political participation. Because of this heated debate and the numerous ways of integrating online participation into existing forms of participation, Theocharis (2015) warns that the entire concept of PP could face a risk of overstretching.

In order to avoid this fate, van Deth (2014) has offered a distinct concept of PP, which should enable researchers to “recognize a mode of participation if [they] see one” (van Deth, 2014, p. 5). In order to “see one,” researchers should look for these characteristics of participation: it is an activity; it is voluntary and not ordered by a ruling class or required by law; it refers to people in their role as non-professionals or amateurs; and it concerns government, politics, or the state (van Deth, 2014). This description represents the minimum definition to which further variants are added, namely “two additional variants based on the target (politics/government/state or problems/community), and two based on circumstantial evidence (contextual and motivational)” (Theocharis and van Deth, 2018a, p. 81). This conceptual map results in five analytically unambiguous modes of political participation (Theocharis and van Deth, 2018a). Thus, the first form (minimal definition) focuses on the arena of participation rather than its outcomes, while the second and third forms deal with the targets of the activities rather than relying on the goals or intentions of the people. In the fourth form, the political nature of the activities is based on contextual evidence, and only at the very last stage (form five) are the intentions/aims of the participants considered in order to identify a form of political participation. The authors therefore illustrate that “the advantage of following these decision rules is not only that we can distinguish between political acts that fit into definitions with stricter or loser requirements, but also that we can systematically exclude those who do not meet the definitional requirements” (Theocharis and van Deth, 2018b). Based on this concept, online PP could be recognized as a form of PP. However, this example also reveals that PP cannot be defined in a simple way, which is also reflected in the existing literature. Instead, it raises the question of whether a definition such as the one by van Deth does permit the development of means for unifying the existing discussion. At the same time, such a broad and yet clearly defined definition offers the possibility of being able to classify forms newly emerging in the literature. In the course of ever-changing social situations and behaviors, this seems to be a key aspect of developing a definition of PP, which can be used over the long term.



3. DIFFERENCES BETWEEN YOUTH AND ADULT POLITICAL PARTICIPATION

The previous section has already shown that there is no need for a separate definition of youth political participation; instead, the various forms of political participation used by young adults is of central importance. Following this, the question arises as to what extent the PP behavior of young adults differs from that of other groups. A look at the previous research shows a perceived gap between young adult and adults. Many studies show the lowest scores in almost all areas of political participation for young adults and thus the image emerges that young people are not sufficiently engaged in politics. This perception is based upon trends such as voting in elections, where young adults have the lowest rates, and these rates continue to decrease just as the level of youth membership in political parties is decreasing (Kimberlee, 2002; Hooghe et al., 2004; Fieldhouse et al., 2007; Cross and Young, 2008). To capture young people's disengagement in politics, it can be said that “young people are less concerned with politics, less politically knowledgeable, do not participate in social or political activities, are more apathetic, and have low levels of political interest” (Quintelier, 2007, p. 165). Even if this representation seems clear, the disengagement of young adults in politics remains a contested issue in the literature. At this point, three central questions need to be clarified. First, is there a real difference between the political participation behavior of young adults and adults? Second, which factors lead to a different behavior between young and old? Third, does this really mean that young adults are politically disengaged?

The first, and to some authors most important, reason for differences between youth and adult political participation is lifecycle. Here, one can find a curvilinear effect of age, which means that participation rises from youth until middle age, then decreases with old age. Scholars have been researching this trend for decades (Jennings, 1979), and it must be clearly differentiated between lifecycle effects and generational effects. In the context of lifecycle effects, what matters is the increase or decrease of political participation resulting from different stages of life (Nie et al., 1974).

In this sense, political participation is nobody's priority as it competes against more pressing personal concerns, especially for young people (Highton and Wolfinger, 2001). As people have a finite amount of time, engagement with politics is more costly for those who have not yet sorted out their lives (ibid.). In addition to the fact that young adults gain more experience with the electoral and political process as they age, some specific steps of adulthood have proven to have an effect on political participation behavior. These include, among others, settling down, marriage (Stoker and Jennings, 1995), graduating and getting a job. Some authors state that these results relate purely to the influence on voting turnout and that the influence of lifecycle effects on other forms of political participation can only explain minor differences (Quintelier, 2007). However, not all researchers share this view. Research in the area of non-institutionalized participation shows that lifecycle effects are also relevant here. Specifically, they concern personal availability and refer to “the absence of personal constraints that may increase the costs and risks of movement participation, such as full-time employment, marriage, and family responsibilities” (McAdam, 1986, p. 70). The social movement research shows relevant influences on young adults, in the sense that the absence of these kinds of constraints facilitates their participation (Beyerlein and Hipp, 2006; Saunders et al., 2012; Earl et al., 2017).

The theory of generation effects is based on the assumption that pre-adult socialization exerts enduring effects on political socialization. In this sense, the adolescence of each individual is the period relevant for the development of political thinking. Building on this argument, some authors assume that as today's young adults are less active, they will never reach the level of political participation of the current elderly (Martikainen et al., 2005). One explanation for this is that young adults today are having more difficulty in reaching the milestones of adulthood (Arnett, 2014; Tagliabue et al., 2014) and that this results in an irreversible delay in political participation. Studies show that young adults retain these characteristics that distinguish them from previous generations and that this will lead to a replacement of the current electorate by a more passive generation of political participants (Quintelier, 2007).

Another reason for the perceived different behavior between the age groups derives from the varying definitions of the political or of political behavior. Every researcher needs to base his or her research on a clear definition. At the same time, this definition of the political or what is defined as political participation must also be used and accepted by the survey population. This is exactly where differences between young adults and adults emerge. Do young adults and adults view the same activities as political? Generally, studies show a difference between the definitions of researchers and survey participants. For example, Parry et al. (1992) found that only 18% of their survey participants interpreted a list of activities as political, which the researchers also defined as political. For this reason, some researchers call for a broader definition, which would lead to higher noted levels of political engagement (e.g., Roker et al., 1999). The definition question is also relevant when thinking of non-institutionalized forms of political participation. Young adults might not define their actions as political, even though they are actually political. Therefore, it is both about the individual's conception of politics/the political as well as their awareness of doing something political. Only a few studies focus on young adults' definition of the political, but they show that young adults use a narrower definition than both researchers and adults (e.g., Bynner and Ashford, 1994; Andolina et al., 2002). This results in young adults being less interested than adults in politics, because they do not view politics, in their narrow definition, as relevant to their lives (Andolina et al., 2002). In this sense, “the low political participation rate among youth is a by-product of their narrow conception of politics and their impression that politicians do not truly care about their needs” (Quintelier, 2007, p. 169). Hence, youth disengagement is a result of the organization of politics rather than of the youth's own lack of interest. For this reason, research is growing on how young adults define political participation and what they perceive as political participation (Henn et al., 2002, 2005; O'Toole, 2003; O'Toole et al., 2003a). They show that previous studies used a concept of participation that is too narrow and that, e.g., the topic of non-participation as an act of political action has so far not been sufficiently addressed (O'Toole, 2003).

Finally, a study by Quintelier (2007), which specifically examined the differences between the age groups, revealed that young adults and adults seem to be similar in their political attitudes, with the exception that young people have fewer opportunities to participate politically. Furthermore, they state that there are differences with regard to the engagement in specific forms of political participation as young adults tend to participate more in non-institutionalized forms. This leads to the conclusion that “it seems as if the problem of youth political participation is less a matter of whether they participate, and more a matter of where they participate” (Rainsford, 2017, p. 2).



4. POLITICAL ATTITUDES OF THE YOUTH

Just like the research on political participation, contributions to the field of political attitudes have also broadened our understanding of how political attitudes develop and how the political attitudes of young adults differ from those of adults. This section takes the different approaches to socialization and the debated inputs from other fields and focuses on development, maturation, and the stability of attitudes in order to answer how young adults develop political attitudes.

Hyman (1959, p. 25) thought of political socialization as an individual's “(…) learning of social patterns corresponding to his societal positions as mediated through various agencies of society.” Considering that it is one of the most commonly used definitions of political socialization, it is surprising that researchers had mostly analyzed family influence first and foremost and neglected various agencies of society. Furthermore, Sapiro (2004) points out that, in its early days, dedicated research on political socialization (Easton et al., 1969; Searing et al., 1973; Jennings and Niemi, 1974) mostly focused on shared party affiliations, participation in voluntary organizations, or the genuine political interest of children and their parents' possible influence on it. However, scholars have repeatedly faced the same methodological challenge, since young children do not possess many issue beliefs at all (Searing et al., 1973). This makes it hard to identify inferences valuable to political science. Hess and Torney-Purta (1967), on the other hand, claim that children are able to express political opinions and partisanship. This uncertainty caused researchers (Hanks, 1981; Percheron and Jennings, 1981; Nieuwbeerta and Wittebrood, 1995) to shift their focal point toward adolescents and young adults instead of children, because their issue beliefs could be accessed more easily due to the wider scope of methods available for gathering data. The driving force behind socialization research until now has been a biologically sound core assumption: The neurological structure, senso-motoric skills, as well as temperament, reactivity, semantic networks and behavior of infants and adolescents differs from adults (Kagan, 2003, p. 6–8). Dollard and Miller (1950) argue that this difference slowly deteriorates through learning because “human behavior is learned” (Dollard and Miller, 1950, p. 25).

In the “heyday” (Niemi and Hepburn, 2010, p. 10; van Deth et al., 2011, p. 48) of political socialization research the Columbia school (Berelson et al., 1954; Butler and Stokes, 1974) and Michigan School (Campbell et al., 1960; Easton et al., 1969) dominated the discourse. Both schools found that political affiliation and attitudes toward institutions and the authorities strongly correlate with whatever interests one's parents had and that these interests didn't change much over the span of a lifetime. Socialization research was equal to research on preference or opinion inheritance; almost all research focused exclusively on the United States and also suffered from selection biases as they mostly included white middle-class Americans. Niemi and Sobieszek (1977) note that this bias was compensated for mainly by Abramson (1977) and García (1973), who tried to answer why people of color feel less politically efficacious throughout multiple generations. Researchers posed interesting questions but couldn't identify any causal mechanisms. Clarke (1978) and Percheron and Jennings (1981) dissected differences between American and French families, concluding that “(…) the object of partisan socialization within the family is country specific” (Percheron and Jennings, 1981, p. 434), which remains true today.

However, political socialization is not only country specific; it also depends on the respective political context. This raises the question of generational dependency, i.e., if it makes a difference whether young adults themselves or their parents have been socialized in a specific political context. The various studies on this question reveal that political socialization is influenced by the broader context both during one's own political socialization (Grasso et al., 2019) and during the transmission from parents to children. In this way, researchers have shown that “if parents are politically engaged and frequently discuss politics with the child, transmission rates rise substantially, particularly on topics of general political significance and salience” (Jennings et al., 2009). Here, regular political events, as well as more episodic events, offer socialization opportunities for parents (Valentino and Sears, 1998).

Furthermore, Jennings (1984) demonstrated that socialization can also be observed through social class and not just the direct transmission from parents to their children. This made a multitude of arguments part of the socialization process. According to Niemi and Hepburn (1995), up until the 1990s research had been suffering from two flawed implicit assumptions: Political attitudes, opinions and assumptions of today remain mostly the same tomorrow, and early learning is more important than learning in later life. Instead, they argue that adolescents' attitudes do change, often substantially, and do not necessarily settle just because they turned 18 and/or moved out. Only emerging longitudinal studies (Hanks, 1981; Alwin and Krosnick, 1991; Smith, 1999) made such findings possible. Niemi and Hepburn (1995) therefore demanded a revitalization of political socialization theory and research that would abandon these flawed assumptions. As if they had heard the call, Nieuwbeerta and Wittebrood (1995) challenged one of the cornerstones of socialization research: the idea of fathers being dominant in the transmission of party preferences. They found that there was a gender specific difference in the transmissions of these preferences, challenging decades of previous research. Their Dutch case showed that daughters were more likely to share their mother's party preference and sons were more likely to share their father's. With the focus on women, this influence of a mother on her daughter was also confirmed 15 years later in a Canadian context (Gidengil et al., 2010). Family settings change over time and different kinds of settings—such as stay-at-home parents, patchwork or single parenting—grow in numbers, which could lead to individualization and growing issue heterogeneity (Du Bois-Reymond et al., 2001; Inglehart and Welzel, 2005). The realization that “(…) socialization nowadays clearly occurs under different circumstances” (van Deth et al., 2011, p. 148) has cast doubt on most previous findings regarding the influence of parents. Many of core assumptions of socialization theories could not be reproduced with more sophisticated methods (Sears, 1990; Jennings, 2007), and research therefore still suffers from significant blind spots. “The questions, methods, and assumptions have been changed by 40 years of scholarship, political experience including regime change into and out of democracy, and altered political sensibilities” (Sapiro, 2004, p. 19). Political socialization theory struggles to deliver on its promises:

“correlations between parents and their (mostly) biological children, with no way of separating the effects of the environment the parents provide from the effects of the genes they provide, and no way of separating the effects of the home environment from the effects of the environment outside the home. The evidence, in other words, is ambiguous.” (Harris, 2000, p. 626).

Thus, it cannot only be parents who exert influence. While most researchers still assume that family has some influence, they still do not know how much of an influence that is. Other places of socialization that receive a lot of attention are the school, peers, and the media (Blais and Carty, 1990). Research on the influence of school has existed for a long time, and from the beginning its results have been in the area of conflict between those who see an influence (Himmelweit and Swift, 1969; Palonsky, 1987) and those who do not (Hyman, 1959; Easton et al., 1969). A central problem here is the difficulty of isolating the school effect from other effects (Banks and Roker, 1994). For this reason, researchers especially in more recent studies, try to keep the framework conditions constant, e.g., by looking at samples that vary only in one characteristic, such as the type of school. This should facilitate the isolation of the influence of the various factors from each other. Examples for Finland (Koskimaa and Rapeli, 2015) and Belgium (Quintelier, 2015) show that school has an influence, without being the most central one. Instead, in addition to family influence, the influence of peers is in the foreground. It has even been shown that “peers, through discussion and diversity, are even more influential and successful in creating greater political participation” (Quintelier, 2015, p. 65) than the family. Nevertheless, the media are also assigned a relevant role here. While earlier studies dealt with the influence of different forms of media, such as television news or newspapers (Atkin and Gantz, 1978; Garramore and Atkin, 1986), researchers have only recently begun to assess the influence of social media on the process of political socialization. The argument in relation to social media would be that they are characterized by less distinct boundaries between non-political and political activities, thereby lowering the thresholds of political engagement (Ekström and Shehata, 2018). However, previous studies can only partially confirm this (ibid.). This research strand therefore requires supplementary studies.

In addition to studies on parental and other social as well as structural transmission, a branch of interdisciplinary research is steadily growing which focuses on the genetic inheritance of attitudes and norms (Martin et al., 1986; Bouchard et al., 1990; Bouchard and McGue, 2003; Alford et al., 2005; Bell et al., 2009; Hatemi et al., 2011; Kudrnac and Lyons, 2017). These studies look at the development of attitudes, norms and values amongst twins or parents and their offspring either in a setting of continuous exposure to the parent/sibling or in a setting with deliberate discontinuities in their biographies. Moreover, the results appear promising: “If father and mother both hold a highly intensive just-world belief, the probability that their child will also hold a strong belief in a just world is very high” (Schönpflug and Bilz, 2009, p. 229). It is important to stress that researchers also warn that most genetic association studies greatly overinterpret their findings (Benjamin et al., 2012).

Beside these studies, and in the context of a more interdisciplinary view of the topic, psychologists like to refer to attitudes as “a person's general evaluation of an object (where ‘object' is understood in a broad sense encompassing persons, events, products, policies, institutions and so on)” (O'Keefe, 2015, p. 13). However, social scientists struggle with this definition as it is far too broad to operate with. Batista Foguet and Saris (1997) would argue that the outcome of the aforementioned evaluation would have to be stable over time and that it would have to be consistent with previous evaluation in order to constitute an attitude. Researchers seem to agree on the fact that the backbone of an attitude is stability (Alwin and Krosnick, 1991; Wilson and Hodges, 1992; Zaller et al., 1992), even though critics argue that stability is not necessary for attitudes (Kahneman et al., 1999). But what happens to evaluation during maturation? Hooghe and Wilkenfeld (2008) argue that attitude development during maturation is not the same thing as changing an attitude: “Attitude development requires change in the quality of thinking, rather than merely change in thinking” (Hooghe and Wilkenfeld, 2008, p. 156). Previous authors had denied the existence of attitudes in young adults (Marsh, 1971; Searing et al., 1973).

Because of this maturation process, the attitudes of young adults differ from those of adults in many policy fields. But what attitudes are we talking about here? “Civic culture” by Almond and Verba (1963) is often (Galston, 2001; Sapiro, 2004; Dalton, 2008; Kam and Palmer, 2008; Quintelier and Hooghe, 2011; Hoskins et al., 2015) cited as encompassing a vital set of attitudes, including political interest and political trust, and, depending on the research design, researchers often measure civic culture by surveying interest and/or trust in politics. The stereotypical picture would be that young adults are less interested, more negative and that they don't trust political elites as such (Quintelier, 2007). As Rekker et al. (2015) has shown, multiple longitudinal studies reproduce the same result: Younger cohorts are less conservative on cultural issues but not on economic issues. Two specific fields of this are ethnocentrism and egalitarianism. Furlong and Cartmel (2012) confirmed these findings as well. Young adults also appear to be less materialistic (Rudig and Bennie, 1993). Alwin and Krosnick (1991) argue that the maturation process interfered with the core characteristic of attitude, namely stability. In their setting, the youngest group, whose members were aged between 18 and 25, was the least stable as far as their attitudes were concerned. Quintelier and Hooghe (2011), on the other hand, argue that attitudes among adolescents develop early and are likely to remain stable until adulthood. Eckstein et al. (2012) found common ground between both realms and argue that most young adults agree on aspects of good citizenship such as voting, helping others or taking part in organizations. But Henn et al. (2005) point toward a difference between attitude and action in the UK as young people are less likely to vote and less likely to even register for it in the first place. Eckstein et al. (2012) also mention a key issue of the entire field:

“(…) there is still a lack of studies explicitly investigating young people's orientations toward political behaviors over a longer period of time in order to depict development. Furthermore, longitudinal studies that did account for changes revealed no coherent pattern of results” (Eckstein et al., 2012, p. 491).

The scarce research shows that young people's attitudes appear to be somewhat different from those of adults. In particular, the relationship between development, maturation and the stability of one's attitudes seems to be one of the most researched topics, yet it offers only a few insights. Eckstein et al. (2012) can only be supported in their demand for more longitudinal studies in this field.



5. DIFFERENCES IN YOUTH POLITICAL PARTICIPATION ACROSS EUROPE

Having discussed the possible differences that exist between young adults and adults and the role that political socialization plays, the next step is to look at how young adults and their participation differ across Europe. This section aims to illustrate the diversity of participation of young adults, which has already been covered by existing research. Of course, this cannot be an exhaustive view of all existing studies. Instead, it offers a nuanced view into different regions of Europe and, together with the following section on methods, provides the basis for identifying the research gaps in this area. Generally, each of the EU-member states' polities offers distinct institutionalized ways of participating. In 26 of the 27 member states, citizens need to be at least 18 years old in order to be eligible to vote; Austria, with its active voting-age of 16, is the exception. Keeping in mind these structural differences, this overview will nevertheless look at both the institutionalized and non-institutionalized participation of young adults in different regions of Europe.

Research on Northern European countries has had a great impact on questions of association membership and its effects on political participation. Torpe (2003) indicates that, among Danish youth, membership in associations is becoming looser and that this membership don't necessarily influence the likelihood of political participation. Coe et al. (2016) took a different approach and directly surveyed 10 political activists aged between 17 and 19 in Northern Sweden. On the basis of this study, Coe et al. conceived the concept of “Youth Politics as Multiple Processes” (Coe et al., 2016, p. 6), which indicates that youth political participation is characterized by very distinct restrictions such as age limits, adults' disinterest in youth-demands, and state-centered definitions of politics. Nygard et al. (2016) focused on variables deriving from “resource models” to explain different forms of political participation amongst Finnish 9th graders and found higher rates for alternative forms of political participation among this age group, given the right socio-economic resources. Wass (2007) emphasizes this by pointing out that the concepts of family socialization alone lack explanatory power, a point which was already discussed in section 4.

Youth political Participation in Eastern European countries has so far mostly been analyzed comparatively and with a focus on the anticipated effects of previous communist regimes in those countries. Slomczynski and Shabad (1998) argued for the polish case that democratic principles can be successfully taught in school in order to avoid extreme left or right tendencies which could result from a lack of democratic experience. Roberts (2003) partly contradicts these findings, arguing that, amongst other actions, political participation amongst young adults is deeply connected to the social environment as well as structural effects. Research on 10 eastern European countries conducted by Letki (2004) has shown that, in many cases, political participation in eastern European, post-communist countries is very similar to established western democracies. Association membership and established institutions also increase the chances of political participation in post-communist countries. In addition to this, Ådnanes (2004) found that young Bulgarians with a high degree of formal education consider migrating partly because they perceive their ways of participation as restricted and are unsatisfied with their political system, thereby confirming the importance of an established institutional framework. Burean and Badescu (2014) show that similar triggers of participation can be seen at the core of the protest movements against the Romanian government in 2012, where thousands of students took to the streets to protest against their government.

Apart from these countries, some EU-Member states, namely Greece, Spain, and Portugal, have been severely hit by the financial crisis and have also been suffering from a high degree of youth unemployment (Tosun et al., 2019), which appears to go hand in hand with decreasing institutionalized and increasing non-institutionalized forms of political participation among young adults. As a result of this crisis and its severe effects on young adults, the research on southern European countries has, e.g., and beside other forms of political participation (Sloam, 2014), provided valuable insights into youth political participation online. Online participation is genuinely perceived as less costly and therefore more easily accessible even during times of crisis, which is when Pacheco and Plutzer (2008) expect decreasing levels of participation. Espinar-Ruiz and Gonzalez-Rio (2015) as well as Calenda and Meijer (2009) have shown through large-N surveys that there is a significant relation between multiple forms of political participation and time spent on the internet. Theocharis (2011) research on Greece partly contradicts these findings. He argues that while the online realm is more likely to cultivate a post materialist mindset, it is also the case that this mindset seems to go hand in hand with a genuine disinterest in political participation. In addition to research on online participation, the financial crisis has granted remarkable insights into the relation of neoliberal policies and informal youth political participation (Sotiris, 2010; Sakellaropoulos, 2012; Zamponi and Gonzalez, 2017). This also applies to extremist positions (Koronaiou et al., 2015), showing that neoliberal policies often serve as the initial spark of protest or extremism, even though they do not represent the actual underlying cause.

Much like the research on northern European cases, research in central and Western Europe has significantly contributed to our knowledge of similarities between European nations in the forms of participation and political attitudes. These comparative studies (Timmerman, 2009; Cammaerts et al., 2014) show similarities in the participation of Europe's adolescents. Cammaerts et al. (2014) found that insufficient participation in the United Kingdom, France, Spain, Austria, Finland, and Hungary is due to the existing structural nature of the political systems and its discourse as adolescents mainly feel excluded from it. Within her research on municipalities in the UK and the Netherlands, Timmerman (2009) found that neither country offers enough entry points for young adults to contribute or participate in debates or the democratic process in general. Hooghe and Stolle (2003) found that adolescents in Germany, France and the UK are less likely to vote or participate through institutionalized means than adults, though their willingness to participate through non-institutionalized means is proportionally higher. Hooghe et al. (2004) and Quintelier and Hooghe (2011) also find this to be true for the Belgian case.

Previous research thus reveals a wealth of different forms of participation among young adults in Europe. The studies focused on very different areas, from membership in associations or voting behavior to political activism, e.g., in the form of protest. Here, young adults are exposed to different contexts, as, e.g., the case of Eastern Europe with many post-communist countries shows. The results of the studies also show which new spaces young adults use for participation and that participating in “older” spaces or institutionalized forms of participation can be problematic for them.



6. PREVIOUSLY USED METHODS TO STUDY YOUTH POLITICAL PARTICIPATION

In this final step, the focus is on how and with which methods youth political participation has been investigated so far. In the past, some authors addressed one of the central questions—namely how young adults perceive and define politics and political participation—and developed tools for assessing youth definitions of politics. These consisted, e.g., of a three-year qualitative longitudinal study (Lister et al., 2003) and a quantitative survey (Vromen, 2003) of young adults and their perceptions of citizenship or of qualitative focus group studies that examined young adults' understanding of political engagement (Pontes et al., 2018). Researchers also tried to get closer to the “vocabulary” of young adults with regard to political participation (O'Toole, 2003; O'Toole et al., 2003a,b).

Furthermore, a number of recent research projects have analyzed youth political participation. They mostly used a cross-national comparative design combined with a mixed methods approach to emphasize different focal points. Within the YOUNEX (Youth unemployment and exclusion in Europe, Lorenzini and Giugni, 2012) project, e.g., researchers shed light on the consequences of long-term unemployment for youth political participation by both conducting in-depth interviews and original survey data. The EURYKA (Reinventing democracy in Europe: Youth doing politics in times of increasing inequalities, Kousis and Giugni, 2019) project, meanwhile, conducted both panel survey analysis and biographical analysis to investigate how inequalities are experienced by young adults and how these conditions can stimulate youth political participation. A third project worth mentioning here is EUYOUPART (Political Participation of Young People in Europe, Spannring et al., 2008), which was specifically concerned with the development of comparatively usable indicators that would facilitate the study of youth political participation. Here, three key points were identified that may limit the comparative usability of indicators. These limitations can stem from “failed or inaccurate translations of central terms used in a question, different opportunity structures in the countries that facilitate or hamper a form of activity or different political cultures that embed an activity in a different institutional context” (Ogris and Westphal, 2005). The importance of such an approach was also shown by later investigations using existing survey datasets. García-Albacete (2014), e.g., used data from the European Social Survey to show that indicators need to be tested for their usability both across countries and age groups.

When looking at the development of research on the political participation of young adults, the first thing that emerges is a clearly positive trend. Older studies mostly focused on establishing how adolescents are different from their adult counterparts in a descriptive manner. These studies therefore described youth participation behavior ex negativo in almost all designs. This begs the question of whether there is more to adolescents than just being non-adult. More recent studies have shown this to be the case and now hardly use this exclusive approach of comparison between young and old. Nevertheless, three points arise from this and the previous section that have so far received insufficient attention. First, recent studies do not always take into account our existing knowledge on the 'vocabulary' of young adults. At this point, it would also be worth discussing whether the existing knowledge is even sufficient or whether newer and updated studies are needed, since the possible fields of participation are constantly developing. Secondly, there is a lack of large cross-national studies that take several different contexts into account and thus explore how young adults resemble each other in their participation behavior or do not. Third, with few exceptions, the use of existing survey data sets not designed for young adults has so far paid insufficient attention to the suitability of the items used/developed for the study of young adult participation behavior.



7. CONCLUSION—WHAT IS YOUTH POLITICAL PARTICIPATION?

This review article pursued several goals, among which were to give an overview of the landscape of definitions of the term political participation and to work out the specific features of youth political participation. Furthermore, it aimed to shed light on the state of youth political participation in the European context and the methods previously used to investigate this, in order to be able to identify gaps in the literature and to suggest avenues for further research.

In the first step, it became clear that the decades-long debate on the definition of political participation has produced many small-scale definitions. The (few) broader definitions seem to be more helpful, even when considering that there is no independent definition of youth political participation. Although these recent definitions of political participation are adequate for capturing youth political participation, the current literature is inconsistent in the inclusion of new modes of participation that are increasingly common among younger generations. Resulting from this one major shortcoming is the fact that non-participation has not yet been problematized adequately. Although this issue was addressed a long time ago (O'Toole, 2003), it is still the case that research so far has paid little careful attention to this (Theocharis and van Deth, 2018b). This results in the danger of more frequent support of the disengagement thesis, which does not necessarily correspond to the actual participation situation of young adults.

In the second step, this paper sought to answer the question of how youth political participation differs from adult political participation. In general, it was shown that existing differences are interpreted differently by researchers (engagement vs. disengagement thesis). In addition, it also became apparent that the classic research design of comparing young and old, which was mainly used in older studies, is used less frequently in more recent studies. This is due to the existence of differences between what young adults define as “political” and what researchers define and interrogate as such. These definitions can differ not only between young adults and researchers, but also between young adults and adults. Inconsequently, problems can emerge from young adults' varying conceptions of politics and the “political” as well as from their differing awareness to adults of what constitutes a political act. Although some researchers tried to solve this problem by conducting research to get closer to the “vocabulary” used by young adults (O'Toole, 2003; O'Toole et al., 2003a,b), youth-specific explanations of what being politically engaged really means remain insufficient (Pontes et al., 2018). This results in a clear call for future research: It is necessary to develop further youth-specific explanations and definitions of what political participation means, which new studies should then employ accordingly. This aspect of youth-adequate definitions and measurements must also be considered when using existing datasets.

Another, third major shortcoming is the lack of larger cross-national studies that take into account a youth-adequate definition of political participation and conduct research on the political participation behavior of youths. This certainly results from the absence of a unified theoretical foundation for studying “European” youth political participation. This is unfortunate considering the enormous amount of data available, especially from the EU. In addition, implications for European policy research can only be made on the basis of cross-country consistent studies.

In conclusion, it can be said that the definition of youth political participation is currently nothing more than general political participation. However, the question remains regarding the use of forms of political participation by young adults. Hopefully, this article will trigger other researchers to spend more time on this topic and both to resolve the mismatch between the definition of political participation and the perception of young adults regarding what is “political” and to review existing and upcoming datasets so that they can scrutinize this concept.



AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

JW conceived and designed the article, wrote the manuscript, revised the manuscript, reread it, and finally approved the submitted version.



FUNDING

This article benefited from financial support by the project Change through Crisis? Solidarity and Desolidarization in Germany and Europe (Solikris; Federal Ministry of Education and Research of Germany), the Baden-Württemberg Ministry of Science, Research and Arts and Heidelberg University.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The author would like to thank the reviewers for their helpful suggestions and comments. The author gratefully acknowledges the comments from Jale Tosun and all other members of the project team in Heidelberg. Marcel Katzlinger deserves credit for his research assistance and comments on previous versions of the paper. Finally, the author thanks Laurence Crumbie for language editing.



REFERENCES

 Ådnanes, M. (2004). Exit and/or voice? Youth and post-communist citizenship in Bsulgaria. Political Psychol. 25, 795–815. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9221.2004.00398.x

 Abramson, P. R. (1977). The Political Socialization of Black Americans: A Critical Evaluation of Research on Efficacy and Trust. New York, NY: Free Press.

 Alford, J. R., Funk, C. L., and Hibbing, J. R. (2005). Are political orientations genetically transmitted? Am. Politic. Sci. Rev. 99, 153–167. doi: 10.1017/S0003055405051579

 Almond, G. A., and Verba, S. (1963). The Civic Culture. Political Attitudes and Democracy in Five Nations. New York, NY: Sage Publications. doi: 10.1515/9781400874569

 Alwin, D. F., and Krosnick, J. A. (1991). Aging, cohorts, and the stability of sociopolitical orientations over the life-span. Am. J. Sociol. 97, 169–195. doi: 10.1086/229744

 Andolina, M. W., Jenkins, K., Keeter, S., and Zukin, C. (2002). Searching for the meaning of youth civic engagement: notes from the field. App. Dev. Sci. 6,189–195. doi: 10.1207/S1532480XADS0604_5

 Arnett, J. J. (2014). Emerging Adulthood: The Winding Road from the Late Teens through the Twenties. New York, NY: Oxford University Press. doi: 10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199929382.001.0001

 Atkin, C. J., and Gantz, J. (1978). Television news and the child audience. Public Opin. Quart. 42,183–198. doi: 10.1086/268442

 Banks, M. H., and Roker, D. (1994). The political socialization of youth: exploring the influence of school experience. J. Adolesc.17, 3–15. doi: 10.1006/jado.1994.1002

 Batista Foguet, J. M., and Saris, W. E. (1997). Tests of stability in attitude research. Qual. Quant. 31, 269–285. doi: 10.1023/A:1004202531485

 Bell, E., Schermer, J. A., and Vernon, P. A. (2009). The origins of political attitudes and behaviors: an analysis using twins. Can. J. Political Sci. 42, 855–879. doi: 10.1017/S0008423909990060

 Benjamin, D. J., Cesarini, D., van der Loos, M. J. H. M., Dawes, C. T., Koellinger, P. D., Magnusson, P. K. E., et al. (2012). The genetic architecture of economic and political preferences. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A.109, 8026–8031. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1120666109

 Berelson, B. R., Lazarsfeld, P. E., and McPhee, W. N. (1954). Voting: A Study of Opinion Formation in a Presidential Campaign. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

 Berger, B. (2009). Political theory, political science and the end of civic engagement? Perspect. Politics 7, 335–350. doi: 10.1017/S153759270909080X

 Beyerlein, K., and Hipp, J. (2006). A two-stage model for a two-stage process: how biographical availability matters for social movement mobilization. Mobilization 11, 299–320. doi: 10.17813/maiq.11.3.8p1758741377684u

 Blais, A., and Carty, R. K. (1990). Does proportional representation foster voter turnout? Eur. J. Politic. Res. 18, 167–181. doi: 10.1111/j.1475-6765.1990.tb00227.x

 Bouchard, T. J., Lykken, D. T., McGue, M., Segal, N. L., and Tellegen, A. (1990). Sources of human psychological differences - the minnesota study of twins reared apart. Science 250, 223–228. doi: 10.1126/science.2218526

 Bouchard, T. J., and McGue, M. (2003). Genetic and environmental influences on human psychological differences. J. Neurobiol. 54, 4–45. doi: 10.1002/neu.10160

 Brady, H. E. (1998). “Political Participation,” in Measures of Political Attitudes, eds J. P. Robinson, P. R. Shaver, and L. S. Wrightsman (San Diego, CA: Academic Press), 737–801.

 Burean, T., and Badescu, G. (2014). Voices of discontent: student protest participation in romania. Communist Post-Communist Studies 47, 385–397. doi: 10.1016/j.postcomstud.2014.10.004

 Butler, D., and Stokes, D. E. (1974). Political Change in Britain: The Evolution of Electoral Choice. London, UK: Macmillan. doi: 10.1007/978-1-349-02048-5

 Bynner, J., and Ashford, S. (1994). Politics and participation: some antecedents of young people's attitudes to the political system and political activity. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 24, 223–236. doi: 10.1002/ejsp.2420240202

 Calenda, D., and Meijer, A. (2009). Young people, the internet and political participation findings of a web survey in Italy, Spain and the Netherlands. Inf. Commun. Soc. 12, 879–898. doi: 10.1080/13691180802158508

 Cammaerts, B., Bruter, M., Banaji, S., Harrison, S., and Anstead, N. (2014). The myth of youth apathy young europeans' critical attitudes toward democratic life. Am. Behav. Sci. 58, 645–664. doi: 10.1177/0002764213515992

 Campbell, A., Converse, P. E., Miller, W. E., and Stokes, D. E. (1960). The American Voter. New York, NY: John Wiley.

 Clarke, J. W. (1978). The political socialization of black americans: a critical evaluation of research on efficacy and trust. By Paul R. Abramson. Am. Politic. Sci. Rev. 78, 1046–1047. doi: 10.2307/1955148

 Coe, A. B., Wiklund, M., Uttjek, M., and Nygren, L. (2016). Youth politics as multiple processes: how teenagers construct political action in Sweden. J. Youth Stud. 19, 1321–1337. doi: 10.1080/13676261.2016.1166191

 Cross, W., and Young, L. (2008). Factors influencing the decision of the young politically engaged to join a political party. Party Politics 14, 345–369. doi: 10.1177/1354068807088126

 Dahl, R. A. (1973). Polyarchy: Participation and Opposition. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

 Dalton, R. (2008). Citizenship norms and the expansion of political participation. Politic. Stud. 56, 76–98. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9248.2007.00718.x

 Daskalopoulou, I. (2018). Civic participation and soft social capital: evidence from Greece. Eur. Politic. Sci. 17, 404–421. doi: 10.1057/s41304-017-0114-y

 Dayican, B. (2014). Online political activities as emerging forms of political participation: how do they fit in the conceptual map? Acta Politica 49, 342–346. doi: 10.1057/ap.2014.7

 Dollard, J., and Miller, N. E. (1950). Personality and Psychotherapy: An Analysis in Terms of Learning, Thinking, and Culture. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

 Du Bois-Reymond, M., Sünker, H., and Krüger, H. H. (2001). Childhood in Europe: Approaches–Trends–Findings: Peter Lang (Bern).

 Earl, J., Maher, T. V., and Elliott, T. (2017). Youth, activism, and social movements. Sociol. Compass 11:e12465. doi: 10.1111/soc4.12465

 Easton, D., Dennis, J., and Easton, S. (1969). Children in the Political System: Origins of Political Legitimacy. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

 Eckstein, K., Noack, P., and Gniewosz, B. (2012). Attitudes toward political engagement and willingness to participate in politics: trajectories throughout adolescence. J. Adolesc. 35, 485–495. doi: 10.1016/j.adolescence.2011.07.002

 Ekström, M., and Shehata, A. (2018). Social media, porous boundaries, and the development of online political engagement among young citizens. New Media Soc. 20, 740–759. doi: 10.1177/1461444816670325

 Espinar-Ruiz, E., and Gonzalez-Rio, M. J. (2015). Spanish young people's internet use and political practices. Convergencia 22, 13–38.

 Fieldhouse, E., Tranmer, M., and Russell, A. (2007). Something about young people or something about elections? Electoral participation of young people in Europe: evidence from a multilevel analysis of the european social survey. Eur. J. Politic. Res. 46, 797–822. doi: 10.1111/j.1475-6765.2007.00713.x

 Flanagan, C. A. (2013). Teenage Citizens: The Political Theories of the Young. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. doi: 10.4159/harvard.9780674067233

 Fox, S. (2014). Is it time to update the definition of political participation? Parliam. Aff. 67, 495–505. doi: 10.1093/pa/gss094

 Furlong, A., and Cartmel, F. (2012). Social change and political engagement among young people: generation and the 2009/2010 British election survey. Parliam. Aff. 65, 13–28. doi: 10.1093/pa/gsr045

 Galston, W. A. (2001). Political knowledge, political engagement, and civic education. Ann. Rev. Politic. Sci. 4, 217–234. doi: 10.1146/annurev.polisci.4.1.217

 García, F. C. (1973). Political Socialization of Chicano Children: A Comparative Study with Anglos in California Schools: Praeger. New York, NY: Praeger Publishers.

 García-Albacete, G. M. (2014). Young People's Political Participation in Western Europe: Continuity or Generational Change? Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. doi: 10.1057/9781137341310

 Garramore, G. M., and Atkin, C. K. (1986). Mass communication and political socialization: specifying the effects. Public Opin. Quart. 50, 76–86. doi: 10.1086/268960

 Gibson, R., and Cantijoch, M. (2013). Conceptualizing and measuring participation in the age of the internet: is online political engagement really different to offline? J. Politics 75, 701–716. doi: 10.1017/S0022381613000431

 Gidengil, E., O'Neill, B., and Young, L. (2010). Her mother's daughter? The influence of childhood socialization on women's political engagement. J. Women Politics Policy 31, 334–355. doi: 10.1080/1554477X.2010.533590

 Grasso, M. T., Farrall, S., Gray, E., Hay, C., and Jennings, W. (2019). Thatcher's children, blair's babies, political socialization and trickle-down value change: an age, period and cohort analysis. Br. J. Politic. Sci. 49, 17–36. doi: 10.1017/S0007123416000375

 Halupka, M. (2014). Clicktivism: a systematic heuristic. Policy Internet 6, 115–132. doi: 10.1002/1944-2866.POI355

 Hanks, M. (1981). Youth, voluntary-associations and political-socialization. Soc. Forces 60, 211–223. doi: 10.2307/2577941

 Harris, J. R. (2000). The outcome of parenting: what do we really know? J. Personal. 6, 625–637. doi: 10.1111/1467-6494.00110

 Hatemi, P. K., Gillespie, N. A., Eaves, L. J., Maher, B. S., Webb, B. T., Heath, A. C., et al. (2011). A genome-wide analysis of liberal and conservative political attitudes. J. Politics 73, 271–285. doi: 10.1017/S0022381610001015

 Henn, M., Weinstein, M., and Forrest, S. (2005). Uninterested youth? Young people's attitudes towards party politics in britain. Politic. Stud. 53, 556–578. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9248.2005.00544.x

 Henn, M., Weinstein, M., and Wring, D. (2002). A generation apart? Youth and political participation in britain. Br. J. Politics Int. Relations 4, 167–192. doi: 10.1111/1467-856X.t01-1-00001

 Hess, R. D., and Torney-Purta, J. (1967). The Development of Political Attitudes in Children. New Brunswick, NJ: Aldine Pub. Co.

 Highton, B., and Wolfinger, R. E. (2001). The first seven years of the political life cycle. Am. J. Politic. Sci. 45. 202–209. doi: 10.2307/2669367

 Himmelweit, H. T., and Swift, B. (1969). “A model for the understanding of the school as a socialization agent,” in Trends and Issues in Development Psychology, eds P. Mussen, J. Langar, and M. Covington (New York, NY: Rinehart and Winston) 154–181.

 Hooghe, M., and Stolle, D. (2003). Age matters: life-cycle and cohort differences in the socialisation effect of voluntary participation. Eur. Politic. Sci. 2, 49–56. doi: 10.1057/eps.2003.19

 Hooghe, M., Stolle, D., and Stouthuysen, P. (2004). Head start in politics the recruitment function of youth organizations of political parties in Belgium (Flanders). Party Politics 10, 193–212. doi: 10.1177/1354068804040503

 Hooghe, M., and Wilkenfeld, B. (2008). The stability of political attitudes and behaviors across adolescence and early adulthood: a comparison of survey data on adolescents and young adults in eight countries. J. Youth Adolesc. 37, 155–167. doi: 10.1007/s10964-007-9199-x

 Hoskins, B., Saisana, M., and Villalba, C. M. H. (2015). Civic competence of youth in europe: measuring cross national variation through the creation of a composite indicator. Soc. Indicat. Res. 123, 431–457. doi: 10.1007/s11205-014-0746-z

 Hyman, H. H. (1959). Political Socialization: A Study in the Psychology of Political Behavior. New York, NY: Free Press.

 Inglehart, R., and Welzel, C. (2005). Modernization, Cultural Change, and Democracy: The Human Development Sequence. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

 Jennings, M. K. (1979). Another look at the life cycle and political participation. Am. J. Politic. Sci. 23, 755–771. doi: 10.2307/2110805

 Jennings, M. K. (1984). The intergenerational transfer of political ideologies in 8 western nations. Eur. J. Politic. Res. 12, 261–276. doi: 10.1111/j.1475-6765.1984.tb00088.x

 Jennings, M. K. (2007). “Political socialization,” in The Oxford Handbook of Political Behavior, eds R. J. Dalton, and H.-D. Klingemann (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 29–44.

 Jennings, M. K., and Niemi, R. G. (1974). The Political Character of Adolescence: The Influence of Families and Schools. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

 Jennings, M. K., Stoker, L., and Bowers, J. (2009). Politics across generations: family transmission reexamined. J. Politics 71, 782–799. doi: 10.1017/S0022381609090719

 Kagan, J. (2003). Biology, context, and developmental inquiry. Ann. Rev. Psychol. 54, 1–23. doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.54.101601.145240

 Kahneman, D., Ritov, I., Schkade, D., Sherman, S. J., and Varian, H. R. (1999). “Economic preferences or attitude expressions?: an analysis of dollar responses to public issues,” in Elicitation of Preferences, eds B. Fischhoff and C. F. Manski (New York, NY: Springer), 203–42. doi: 10.1007/978-94-017-1406-8_8

 Kam, C. D., and Palmer, C. L. (2008). Reconsidering the effects of education on political participation. J. Politics 70, 612–631. doi: 10.1017/S0022381608080651

 Kimberlee, R. H. (2002). Why don't british young people vote at general elections? J. Youth Stud. 51, 85–98. doi: 10.1080/13676260120111788

 Koronaiou, A., Lagos, E., Sakellariou, A., Kymionis, S., and Chiotaki-Poulou, I. (2015). Golden dawn, austerity and young people: the rise of fascist extremism among young people in contemporary greek society. Sociol. Rev. 63, 231–249. doi: 10.1111/1467-954X.12270

 Koskimaa, V., and Rapeli, L. (2015). Political socialization and political interest: the role of school reassessed. J. Politic. Sci. Educ. 11, 141–156. doi: 10.1080/15512169.2015.1016033

 Kousis, M., and Giugni, M. (2019). Claiming and framing youth in the public domain during times of increasing inequalities. Am. Behav. Sci. 64, 567–573. doi: 10.1177/0002764219885423

 Kristofferson, K., White, K., and Peloza, J. (2014). The nature of slacktivism: how the social observability of an initial act of token support affects subsequent prosocial action. J. Consumer Res. 40, 1149–1166. doi: 10.1086/674137

 Kudrnac, A., and Lyons, P. (2017). Parental example as a motivation for turnout among youths. Politic. Stud. 65, 43–63. doi: 10.1177/0032321716644614

 Lakatos, I., and Musgrave, A. (1970). Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge. London: Cambridge University Press. doi: 10.1017/CBO9781139171434

 Letki, N. (2004). Socialization for participation? trust, membership, and democratization in east-central Europe. Politic. Res. Quarter. 57, 665–679. doi: 10.1177/106591290405700414

 Lister, R., Smith, N., Middleton, S. U. E., and Cox, L. (2003). Young people talk about citizenship: empirical perspectives on theoretical and political debates. Citizenship Stud. 7, 235–253. doi: 10.1080/1362102032000065991

 Lorenzini, J., and Giugni, M. (2012). Employment status, social capital, and political participation: a comparison of unemployed and employed youth in Geneva. Swiss Politic. Sci. Rev. 18, 332–351. doi: 10.1111/j.1662-6370.2012.02076.x

 Marsh, D. (1971). Political socialization: the implicit assumptions questioned. Br. J. Politic. Sci. 1, 453–465. doi: 10.1017/S0007123400009248

 Martikainen, P., Martikainen, T., and Wass, H. (2005). The effect of socioeconomic factors on voter turnout in finland: a register-based study of 2.9 million voters. Eur. J. Politic. Res. 44, 645–669. doi: 10.1111/j.1475-6765.2005.00242.x

 Martin, N. G., Eaves, L. J., Heath, A. C., Jardine, R., Feingold, L. M., and Eysenck, H. J. (1986). Transmission of social attitudes. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 83, 4364–4368. doi: 10.1073/pnas.83.12.4364

 McAdam, D. (1986). Recruitment to high-risk activism: the case of freedom summer. Am. J. Sociol. 92, 64–90. doi: 10.1086/228463

 Morozov, E. (2009). The Brave New World of slacktivism. Foreign policy. Available online at: https://tinyurl.com/y7tl6xqz. (accessed September 10, 2018).

 Nie, N. H., Verba, S., and Kim, J. (1974). Political participation and the life cycle. Compar. Politics 6, 319–340. doi: 10.2307/421518

 Niemi, R. G., and Hepburn, M. A. (1995). The rebirth of political socialization. Perspect. Politic. Sci. 24, 7–16. doi: 10.1080/10457097.1995.9941860

 Niemi, R. G., and Hepburn, M. A. (2010). The rebirth of political socialization. Perspect. Politic. Sci. 24, 7–16.

 Niemi, R. G., and Sobieszek, B. I. (1977). Political socialization. Ann. Rev. Sociol. 3, 209–233. doi: 10.1146/annurev.so.03.080177.001233

 Nieuwbeerta, P., and Wittebrood, K. (1995). Intergenerational transmission of political-party preference in the Netherlands. Soc. Sci. Res. 24, 243–261. doi: 10.1006/ssre.1995.1009

 Norris, P. (2002). Democratic Phoenix: Reinventing Political Activism. Cambridge University Press. doi: 10.1017/CBO9780511610073

 Nygard, M., Soderberg, P., and Nyman-Kurkiala, P. (2016). Patterns and drivers of political participation among ninth-graders: evidence from a finnish regional survey. Young 24, 118–138. doi: 10.1177/1103308815597618

 Ogris, G., and Westphal, S. (2005). Political Participation of Young People in Europe - Development of Indicators for Comparative Research in the European Union (Vienna: EUYOUPART).

 O'Keefe, D. J. (2015). Persuasion: Theory and Research. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.

 O'Toole, T. (2003). Engaging with young people's conceptions of the political. Children's Geogr. 1, 71–90. doi: 10.1080/14733280302179

 O'Toole, T., Lister, M., Marsh, D., Jones, S., and McDonagh, A. (2003a). Tuning out or left out? Participation and non-participation among young people. Contemp. Politics 9, 45–61. doi: 10.1080/1356977032000072477

 O'Toole, T., Marsh, D., and Jones, S. (2003b). Political literacy cuts both ways: the politics of non-participation among young people. Politic. Quart. 73, 349–360. doi: 10.1111/1467-923X.00544

 Pacheco, J. S., and Plutzer, E. (2008). Political participation and cumulative disadvantage: the impact of economic and social hardship on young citizens. J. Soc. Issues 64, 571–593. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00578.x

 Palonsky, S. B. (1987). Political socialization in elementary schools. Elementary School J. 87, 493–505. doi: 10.1086/461512

 Parry, G., Moyser, G., and Day, N. (1992). Political Participation and Democracy in Britain. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. doi: 10.1017/CBO9780511558726

 Pattie, C., Seyd, P., and Whiteley, P. (2004). Citizenship in Britain: Values, Participation and Democracy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. doi: 10.1017/CBO9780511490811

 Percheron, A., and Jennings, M. K. (1981). Political continuities in french families - a new perspective on an old controversy. Compar. Politics 13, 421–436. doi: 10.2307/421719

 Pontes, A., Henn, M., and Griffiths, M. D. (2018). Towards a conceptualization of young people's political engagement: a qualitative focus group study. Societies 8, 1–17. doi: 10.3390/soc8010017

 Putnam, R. D. (2001). Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community. New York, NY: Simon & Schuster. doi: 10.1145/358916.361990

 Quintelier, E. (2007). Differences in political participation between young and old people. Contemp. Politics 13, 165–180. doi: 10.1080/13569770701562658

 Quintelier, E. (2015). Engaging adolescents in politics: the longitudinal effect of political socialization agents. Youth Soc. 47, 51–69. doi: 10.1177/0044118X13507295

 Quintelier, E., and Hooghe, M. (2011). Television and political participation among adolescents: the impact of television viewing, entertainment and information preferences. Mass Commun. Soc. 14, 620–642. doi: 10.1080/15205436.2010.530383

 Rainsford, E. (2017). Exploring youth political activism in the united kingdom: what makes young people politically active in different organisations? Br. J. Politics Int. Relations 19, 790–806. doi: 10.1177/1369148117728666

 Rekker, R., Keijsers, L., Branje, S., and Meeus, W. (2015). Political attitudes in adolescence and emerging adulthood: developmental changes in mean level, polarization, rank-order stability, and correlates. J. Adolesc. 41, 136–147. doi: 10.1016/j.adolescence.2015.03.011

 Roberts, K. (2003). Change and continuity in youth transitions in eastern europe: lessons for western sociology. Sociol. Rev. 51, 484–505. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-954X.2003.00432.x

 Rojas, H., and Puig-i-Abril, E. (2009). Mobilizers mobilized: information, expression, mobilization and participation in the digital age. J. Comp. Med. Commun. 14, 902–927. doi: 10.1111/j.1083-6101.2009.01475.x

 Roker, D., Player, K., and Coleman, J. (1999). Young people's voluntary and campaigning activities as sources of political education. Oxford Rev. Educ. 25, 185–198. doi: 10.1080/030549899104206

 Rudig, W., and Bennie, L. G. (1993). Youth and the environment. Youth Policy 42, 6–21.

 Sakellaropoulos, S. (2012). On the causes and significance of the December 2008 social explosion in Greece. Sci. Soc. 76, 340–364. doi: 10.1521/siso.2012.76.3.340

 Sapiro, V. (2004). Not your parents' political socialization: introduction for a new generation. Ann. Rev. Politic. Sci. 7, 1–23. doi: 10.1146/annurev.polisci.7.012003.104840

 Saunders, C., Grasso, M., Olcese, C., Rainsford, E., and Rootes, C. (2012). Explaining differential protest participation: novices, returners, repeaters, and stalwarts. Mobilization. 17, 263–280. doi: 10.17813/maiq.17.3.bqm553573058t478

 Schönpflug, U., and Bilz, L. (2009). The Transmission Process: Mechanisms And Contexts. Cultural Transmission: Psychological, Developmental, Social, And Methodological Aspects. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

 Searing, D. D., Schwartz, J. J., and Lind, A. E. (1973). The Structuring principle - political socialization and belief systems. Am. Politic. Sci. Rev. 67, 415–432. doi: 10.2307/1958774

 Sears, D. O. (1990). “Whither Political Socialization Research? The Question of Persistence”, in Political Socialization, Citizenship Education, and Democracy, ed O. Ichilov (New York, NY: Teachers College Press, 69–97.

 Sloam, J. (2014). The outraged young': young Europeans, civic engagement and the new media in a time of crisis. Info. Commun. Soc.17, 217–231. doi: 10.1080/1369118X.2013.868019

 Slomczynski, K. M., and Shabad, G. (1998). Can support for democracy and the market be learned in school? A natural experiment in post-communist Poland. Politic. Psychol. 19, 749–779. doi: 10.1111/0162-895X.00130

 Smith, E. S. (1999). The effects of investments in the social capital of youth on political and civic behavior in young adulthood: a longitudinal analysis. Politic. Psychol. 20, 553–580. doi: 10.1111/0162-895X.00156

 Sotiris, P. (2010). Rebels with a cause: the December 2008 greek youth movement as the condensation of deeper social and political contradictions. Int. J. Urban Region. Res. 34, 203–209. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-2427.2010.00949.x

 Spannring, R., Ogris, G., and Gaiser, W. (2008). Youth and Political Participation in Europe. Results of the Comparative Study EUYOUPART. Opladen: Barbara Budrich. doi: 10.2307/j.ctvddzqzf

 Stoker, L., and Jennings, M. K. (1995). Life-cycle transitions and political participation: the case of marriage. Am. Politic. Sci. Rev. 89, 421–433. doi: 10.2307/2082435

 Stolle, D., Hooghe, M., and Micheletti, M. (2005). Politics in the supermarket: political consumerism as a form of political participation. Int. Politic. Sci. Rev. 26, 245–269. doi: 10.1177/0192512105053784

 Tagliabue, S., Lanz, M., and Beyers, W. (2014). The transition to adulthood around the mediterranean: contribution of the special issue. J. Adolesc. 37, 1405–1408. doi: 10.1016/j.adolescence.2014.09.001

 Teorell, J., Torcal, M., and Montero, J. R. (2007). “Political participation: mapping the terrain,: in Citizenship and Involvement in European Democracies: A Comparative Perspective, eds J. van Deth, J. Ramon Montero, and A. Westholm. (New York, NY: Routledge, 334–357.

 Theocharis, Y. (2011). Young people, political participation and online postmaterialism in Greece. New Media Soc. 13, 203–223. doi: 10.1177/1461444810370733

 Theocharis, Y. (2015). The conceptualization of digitally networked participation. Soc. Media Soc. 1–14. doi: 10.1177/2056305115610140

 Theocharis, Y., and van Deth, J. W. (2018a). Political Participation in a Changing World: Conceptual and Empirical Challenges in the Study of Citizen Engagement. New York, NY: Routledge. doi: 10.4324/9780203728673

 Theocharis, Y., and van Deth, J. W. (2018b). The continuous expansion of citizen participation: a new taxonomy. Eur. Politic. Sci. Rev. 10, 139–163. doi: 10.1017/S1755773916000230

 Timmerman, G. (2009). Youth policy and participation an analysis of pedagogical ideals in municipal youth policy in the Netherlands. Children Youth Serv. Rev. 31, 572–576. doi: 10.1016/j.childyouth.2008.10.015

 Torpe, L. (2003). Democracy and associations in denmark: changing relationships between individuals and associations? Nonprofit Voluntary Sector Quart. 32, 329–343. doi: 10.1177/0899764003254594

 Tosun, J., Hörisch, F., and Marques, P. (2019). Youth employment in Europe: coordination as a crucial dimension. Int. J. Soc. Welf. 28, 350–357. doi: 10.1111/ijsw.12403

 Valentino, N., and Sears, D. O. (1998). Event-driven political socialization and the preadult socialization of partisanship. Politic. Behav. 20,127–154. doi: 10.1023/A:1024880713245

 van Deth, J. W. (2001). Studying Political Participation: Towards a Theory of Everything? Paper presented at the Joint Sessions of Workshops of the European Consortium for Political Research. Grenoble: ECPR.

 van Deth, J. W. (2014). A conceptual map of political participation. Acta Politica 49, 349–367. doi: 10.1057/ap.2014.6

 van Deth, J. W., Abendschon, S., and Vollmar, M. (2011). Children and politics: an empirical reassessment of early political socialization. Politic. Psychol. 32, 147–173. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9221.2010.00798.x

 Verba, S., and Nie, N. H. (1972). Participation in America. Political Democracy and Social Equality. New York, NY: Harper and Row.

 Vromen, A. (2003). ‘People try to put us down …': participatory citizenship of ‘generation x'. Austr. J. Politic. Sci. 38, 79–99. doi: 10.1080/1036114032000056260

 Wass, H. (2007). Generations and socialization into electoral participation in Finland. Scandinavian Politic. Stud. 30, 1–19. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9477.2007.00170.x

 Wilson, D., and Hodges, S. (1992). “Attitudes as temporary constructions,” in The Construction of Social Judgments, eds L. L. Martin, and A. Tesser (Hillsdale, MI: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers, 37–66.

 Zaller, J. R., Chong, R, D., and Kuklinski, J. H. (1992). The Nature and Origins of Mass Opinion. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. doi: 10.1017/CBO9780511818691

 Zamponi, L., and Gonzalez, J. F. (2017). Dissenting youth: how student and youth struggles helped shape anti-austerity mobilisations in Southern Europe. Soc. Mov. Stud. 16, 64–81. doi: 10.1080/14742837.2016.1239194

 Zukin, C., Keeter, S., Andolina, M., Jenkins, K., and Carpini, M. X. D. (2006). A New Engagement? Political Participation, Civic Life, and the Changing American Citizen. Oxford: Oxford University Press. doi: 10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195183177.001.0001

Conflict of Interest: The author declares that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2020 Weiss. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.







OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		What Is Youth Political Participation? Literature Review on Youth Political Participation and Political Attitudes



		1. Introduction



		2. The Development of Political Participation Repertoires and Research



		3. Differences Between Youth and Adult Political Participation



		4. Political Attitudes of the Youth



		5. Differences in Youth Political Participation Across Europe



		6. Previously Used Methods to Study Youth Political Participation



		7. Conclusion—What is Youth Political Participation?



		Author Contributions



		Funding



		Acknowledgments



		References

















OPS/images/cover.jpg
’ frontiers
in Political Science

What Is Youth Political Participation?
Literature Review on Youth Political
Participation and Political Attitudes





OPS/images/logo.jpg
& frontiers
in Political Science





