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hand it makes students different from other 
youth groups and on the other hand it forms 
in them such kind of distinguishing feature as 
reciprocal help, a kind of “collectivism”. 

At the same time it should be taken into 
consideration that in the sphere of free time 
culture these two generations have preserved 
valuable attitudes towards family and friends, 
national and independent peculiarities, as well 
as traditions of spending leisure and holidays. 
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The article analyzes issues of political participation. The article discusses main stages and fea-

tures of formation of the concept of political participation in sociology and political science. Defini-
tion of political participation is offered based on the analysis of the interpretations available in pro-
fessional literature. Political participation is involvement of citizens (in the broader sense including 
public subjects like organizations, groups, etc.) in political processes, decision making ceremonies, 
as well as citizen influence on the formation of political systems and institutions, their operation, 
drafting political decision. Several classifications of political engagement are observed: convention-
al and unconventional; orthodox and unorthodox, offensive; latent and evident; individual and col-
lective; direct and indirect; acceptable active, acceptable passive, unacceptable active and unac-
ceptable passive, and so on. 

Based on logical operationalization, the toolkit for political participation types and index as-
sessment is analyzed. Proposal is made to implement a more comprehensive and sensitive chart. 
Some attractive results gained after employing a survey in the RA are presented. 
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Ideas about democracy have been chang-
ing and evolving. Yet, the core idea has re-
mained the same: participation of wider socie-
tal layers in the processes of governance and 
political decision making. 

The concept of Participatory Democracy 
has a central role in modern theories on de-
mocracy. The idea of participatory democracy 
was developed by modern political theorists 
Carol Pateman (author of the term “participa-
tory democracy” and the book “Participation 
and Democratic Theory”), Crawford Mac-
pherson, Joseph Zimmerman, Benjamin Bar-
ber and others (see Fuchs, 2011, p. 260). 

Participatory democracy supposes active 
involvement of citizens in discussions and 
decision making process in various areas of 
public and political life. In countries with par-
ticipatory democratic system citizens are po-
litically relevant; they are to be involved in 
the political system as active participants (see 
Almond & Verba, 1963, p. 4). 

The issue of engaging citizens in political 
processes was a matter of analyses even for 
ancient thinkers. In his work “Politics” Aris-
totle wrote: “… man is by nature a political 
animal; and the person who, by nature and not 
under consequences, lives beyond a state is 
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either morally infantile or a superman” (Aris-
totle, 1983, p. 378). 

Although the issues of behavior and par-
ticipation were among the interest areas of 
researchers during the centuries to follow, 
namely during the new and modern eras, the 
notion of political participation got its aca-
demic status only in the second half of the 
20th century. 

Some authors define three stages of evo-
lution of the term “political participation”: 1) 
study of individual aspects of political and 
civic participation until the mid-nineteenth 
century; 2) study of participation issue in the 
context of state governance and participation 
in elections within political sociology and po-
litical science (19-20th centuries); 3) use of 
the idea “political participation” as an inde-
pendent academic category in concepts of 
modern political science (second half of the 
20th century) (see Pfetser, 2013, p. 105). 

The success of sociological research tar-
geting assessment of political participation 
indices is largely conditioned by the level of 
development and logical analyses of notions 
reflecting the phenomena under consideration.  

However, as M. Kholmskaya notes, in 
modern professional literature there is no 
unique and universally accepted definition of 
the notion “political participation.”  

American political scientists Gabriel Al-
mond and Sidney Verba define political par-
ticipation as a citizen activity aiming to im-
pact directly or indirectly public administra-
tors and their activities (see Almond & Verba, 
1992, p. 123). Political participation is per-
ceived as a tool through which a citizen influ-
ences the authorities, formation of institutions 
and their activities (Pfetser, 2013, p. 104). 

G. Almond and S. Verba highlight that 
political participation is “first of all instru-
mental activeness through which citizens try 
to influence the government for it to act to 
their wish” (Vasilik, 2000, p. 213). 

Thus, political participation is in-
volvement of citizens (in the broader sense 
including public subjects like organizations, 
groups, etc.) in political processes, decision 
making ceremonies, as well as citizen influ-
ence on the formation of political systems 
and institutions, their operation, drafting 
political decision. 

Forms and methods of political participa-
tion vary. Among them are participation in 
elections; active support for a candidate; par-
ticipation in demonstrations and protests; or-
ganization of the latter; membership in politi-
cal parties; submitting proposals, and so on. 

Several classifications of the term “polit-
ical participation” can be found in profession-
al literature. 

American scientist A. Marsh identifies 
three main types of political participation: or-
thodox, unorthodox and political offense. By 
the orthodox form of political participation he 
understands legal activities providing stable 
functioning of the political system (engage-
ment in voting, sanctioned demonstrations 
and protests, actions of lobby and interest 
groups). Unorthodox participation is an unau-
thorized action (strike, boycott, civic disobe-
dience) or that of protest against the political 
system. And political offence (crime), accord-
ing to Marsh, denotes political activities in-
volving violence (unauthorized demonstra-
tions, seizure of buildings, damage to proper-
ty, hostage taking, unrest, civil war, etc.) (see 
Vasilik, 2000, p. 214).  
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Somewhat similar classification is of-
fered also by another American analyst W. 
Millbright. He singles out conventional and 
unconventional forms of political participa-
tion. Conventional political participation is 
legal functioning regulated by law (involve-
ment in elections and parties, interaction with 
officials, etc.). And unconventional political 
participation entails illegal actions denounced 
by major public (involvement in unsanctioned 
demonstrations, unrest, violence, terrorism, 
etc.). W. Millbright also differentiates be-
tween active and passive types of political 
participation based on involvement intensity, 
also between acceptable and unacceptable 
forms based on the type of involvement. 
Thus, Millbright identifies four groups of po-
litical participation: acceptable active; ac-
ceptable passive; unacceptable active, unac-
ceptable passive (see Vasilik, 2000, pp. 214-
215). 

In their article “Political Participation 
and Civic Engagement: Towards a New Ty-
pology”, Joakim Ekman and Eric Amna offer 
to differentiate between latent (not evident or 
highlighted) and evident, individual and col-
lective, legal and illegal forms of political 
participation (see Ekman & Amna, 2012, pp. 
283-300). Taking account of the considered 
specter of definitions of political participation 
and forms of that participation, it is vital to 
work out some scale allowing to note various 
manifestations and levels of participation for 
all the above mentioned types of political par-
ticipation and activeness. From this perspec-
tive the classification of participation and ac-
tiveness offered by Russian political theorist 
A.V. Melnik, is worth mentioning. He pro-
poses the following types of forms and levels 
of participation: 

1. Formed reaction towards the actions 
of the political system, institutions 
and/or their representatives; 

2. Engagement in actions related to rep-
resentational powers (electoral behav-
ior); 

3. Participation in political parties and 
non-governmental organizations; 

4. Exercise of functions in institutions 
within the political system or acting 
against it; 

5. Direct involvement in political actions 
(demonstrations, elections, petitions); 

6. Active, leading activity in political 
movements directed against the exist-
ing political system and seeking to 
achieve radical changes (see Melnik, 
1999, p. 345).  

This chart can be completed under the 
criteria set for similar charts and concerning 
accuracy, comprehensiveness, relevant sensi-
tivity, exactness and reliability (see Gorshkov 
& Sheregi, 1990, pp. 52-55). 

The following should as well be set as a 
precondition of integration into political and 
public processes: a) citizen awareness about 
and interest in these processes and realities; b) 
certain assessment of, attitude towards and 
approach to these processes. 

Radical or non-conventional manifesta-
tions (participation in unauthorized, demon-
strations, pickets, insurgencies, etc.) of politi-
cal and citizen engagement should also be in-
volved in this mode of classification. Finally, 
this chart should include to some extent moti-
vated and acknowledged inertness, apathy or 
inactivity of citizens, often referred to as 
''immobile'' form of political engagement. So 
this diagram will comprise ten characterizing 
features of citizen and political participation: 
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1. Interest in and awareness about political 
processes; 

2. Assessment of, attitude towards and ap-
proach to these processes; 

3. Formed reaction towards the actions of 
the political system, institutions and/or 
their representatives; 

4. Engagement in actions related to rep-
resentational powers (electoral beha-
vior); 

5. Participation in political parties and 
non-governmental organizations; 

6. Exercise of functions in institutions 
within the political system or acting 
against it; 

7. Direct involvement in political actions 
(demonstrations, elections, petitions, 
etc.); 

8. Active, leading activity in political mo-
vements and organizations; 

9. Demonstrations of radical or non-con-
ventional political engagement; 

10. Acknowledged inertness, immobile par-
ticipation and abstsenteizm.  

The large-scale survey held by Scientific 
Research Center “Caucasus” in 2010 imple-

menting this set of tools has revealed rather 
interesting outcomes. 

According to the data obtained, women 
are less (45,5%) interested in political goings-
on than men (54,9%). On the whole women 
are less aware of political realities than men. 
Finally, women are less involved in non-
conventional political engagement forms 
(4,2%) than men (8,2%). (see Hovhannisyan, 
Zakaryan & Osipov 2011: 8, 56) 

A major part of the respondents demon-
strated significantly passive (33,7%), some-
times inert, apathetic and immobile (16,5%) 
positioning towards  social-political events. 
Women not interested in social-political 
events comprise 17,5% and men – 15,3%. In-
ertness is more observed among the young: 
19,8% among people of 18-30; 17,8% among 
31-45 age limit. (see Hovhannisyan, Zakaryan 
& Osipov, 2011, p. 10). 

Another major and fundamental index of 
political and civic activeness is participation 
in elections of various government levels. 
Survey results prove that the participation in-
dex is increasing among the public depending 
on the significance and importance of the 
elections. See Diagram 1. 

 
Diagram 1. Respondents' engagement in elections for different levels. 

 

 
From comparative analysis of research 

held by various research centers (see Poghos-
yan, 2006, p. 152; Hovhannisyan, Zakaryan & 
Osipov, 2011, p. 14) it becomes clear that 
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since 1995 there is an obvious increase in the 
citizen participation in political and social 
processes. If only 2,9% of the questioned in 
1995-96 said they belonged to some political 
party, that number has definitely grown reach-
ing 10,7% in 2011. However, the number of 
members of non-governmental organizations 
has remained almost the same – 5% and 5,2% 
respecttively (see Poghosyan, 2006, p. 152; 
Hovhannisyan, Zakaryan & Osipov, 2011, p. 
14). 

Besides structural operationalization of 
the concept political participation in its differ-
ent manifestations, it is also important to 
make its factorial analysis; to reveal the role 
and impact of such factors as the subject's 
gender, age, level of education, profession, 
marital status and social conditions, place of 
residence (rural or urban), membership in or 
support for some political organization, stere-
otypes of public opinion. In order to compre-
hend and interpret modern political processes 
it is desirable also to expose and analyze the 
motivation of involvement in politics because 
most profound information about any phe-
nomenon lies in its determination, in this case 
in the motivation. 
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