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Introduction

The quality of democratic governance has declined globally (Lithrmann and
Lindberg 2019). Unlike the democratic collapses of the past, the latest wave of
autocratization is gradual instead of abrupt (Bermeo 2016). Countries experi-
encing autocratization have moved from liberal or electoral democracies to
electoral autocracies (Lithrmann et al. 2018), stable types of regimes with char-
acteristics of both democracies and autocracies (Levitsky and Way 2002),
which have proliferated since the early 2000s (Levitsky and Way 2020). In au-
tocratizing countries, democratic institutions have become a facade, conceal-
ing entrenched power in the formal institutions, ensuring that while elections
are held, power transfer has become unlikely (Levitsky and Ziblatt 2018). This
wave of autocratization has severely hit the countries of Central and Eastern
Europe. Following the Great Recession of 2008-2009, Hungary and Serbia, as
well as Poland and Turkey, were among the five countries that experienced the
sharpest decline in Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem)’s Liberal Democracy In-
dex (Wiebrecht et al. 2023).

The democratic malaise in stable democracies has been developing through
growing citizens’ disillusionment with electoral politics, decreasing political
participation and interest, declining trust in institutions and overall disengage-
ment (Mansbridge 2020; Merkel 2014; Norris 1999; Rahman and Russon Gil-
man 2019; Scharpf 1999). In the process of autocratization in Central and
Eastern Europe, the political competition becomes distorted (Hauser 2019;
Helms 2021; Ili¢ 2022; Lastro and Bieber 2021), and other forms of informal
political participation, such as protests, gain ground, which signal dissatisfac-
tion with the regime or its policies (Borbath and Gessler 2020; Brancati 2016;
Ekiert and Kubik 2017). This shrinking of the democratic space for political
opposition, civil society and other social and political actors intensified par-
ticularly during the COVID-19 pandemic from 2020 to 2022 (Bethke and Wolff
2020; Edgell et al. 2021; Fiket, Pudar Drasko and Ili¢ 2023).

Political participation has been one of the most central topics of contempo-
rary research on political processes, and the research findings show different ways
in which it has changed in the last decades. While conventional participation,
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Figure 4.1 Mean SEE V-Dem Participatory Democracy Index 1989-2022, unweighted.

such as voting, has declined, unconventional forms, such as protests, have prolif-
erated, and new modes of participatory innovations have been taking ground
(Dalton 2008; Grasso 2016; Norris 2002; Van Deth 2014).! However, we are still
determining what happened to participation in Southeast Europe (SEE) between
the Great Recession and the COVID-19 pandemic. Looking at the V-Dem Par-
ticipatory Democracy Index from the end of the Cold War to 2022, for the 11
countries of the region, the average unweighted score rose until 2009 and has
declined since then (Figure 4.1). However, how much do we know about this
process? This chapter surveys the literature about broadly understood participa-
tion in broadly conceived SEE to address this question. How has the research
agenda on political participation changed during this period, and what have we
learned from it about participatory practices?

For our analysis, we employ a scoping review of academic literature on po-
litical participation published from 2010 to 2022 in the SEE region (Albania,
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Hungary, Kosovo, Montenegro,
North Macedonia, Romania, Serbia and Slovenia).? Even though SEE has dif-
ferent geographic and political definitions, we opted for a broader scope that
would include neighboring countries, more often associated with Cen-
tral Europe.

Our review identified several gaps in knowledge production and problem-
atic silo effects in article publishing, limiting their scope and visibility. Based
on these insights, we argue for studying participation outcomes more, using
more complex methodologies, especially causal inference and comparative
designs.

Among the main findings is that the scientific output regarding political
participation has increased in this period, particularly articles focusing on un-
conventional and innovative modes of participation and those studying youth
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participation. We relate these developments to the much-featured topic of dis-
engagement from conventional institutions of participation, which could have
deep roots in the influence of informal institutions and networks in the region.
We also elaborate on a question from the literature about how much participa-
tion contributes to democratization, especially how participatory innovations
fall along these lines.

In the following sections, we will first describe the method of our scoping
review, the search strategy, the parameters of inclusion and exclusion of arti-
cles and the coding procedure. In the second part, we deal with the meta-find-
ings about producing academic knowledge on participation. We examine the
temporal and geographic variations of article publishing, the patterns of au-
thor affiliations, methods used in the articles, frequencies of different modes of
participation investigated, and the types of populations under study. In the
third part of the chapter, we review the main findings from the literature. We
do this by dividing the literature based on two criteria: antecedents and out-
come on one side and by mode of participation (conventional, unconventional
and innovative). We also explore the subtopics that emerge in these six catego-
ries. We close the chapter by discussing the main findings and proposals for
new research.

Methods

This chapter explores and describes key trends in the recent academic literature
on political participation in SEE. Following Fink (2005: 3), we conducted a
literature review as a form of a systematic, explicit and reproducible method
for identifying, evaluating and synthesizing the existing body of completed and
recorded works produced by researchers, scholars and practitioners. We opted
for a scoping review after considering different types of systematic literature
reviews (Booth et al. 2016). A scoping review was well suited for exploring the
literature of a broad topic, aiming to map the existing body of work and pro-
vide a descriptive summary covering a wide range of study designs (Pham et al.
2014). In contrast to systematic reviews, a scoping review does not attempt a
quality assessment of the evidence but instead offers a snapshot of a topic
(Arksey and O’Malley 2005). We aim to describe the patterns of knowledge
production, highlight significant findings and organize this extensive body of
knowledge into coherent categories. Compared to a typical scoping review,
ours uses scientometric data to make meaningful insights and trace the struc-
tural relationships and changing foci of scientific knowledge (Sooryamoor-
thy 2021).

Search Strategy

We employed a keyword search in the Core Collection of the Web of Science
(WoS) to identify pertinent articles for this review. While no single indexing
database can provide an exhaustive list of relevant material, and all have
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different biases, we chose the WoS database due to its wide use in research
syntheses, comparatively extensive coverage and relative absence of non-journal
sources (Denyer and Tranfield 2009; Jano 2022; Lutz, Hoffmann and Meckel
2014; Martin-Martin et al. 2018; Mongeon and Paul-Hus 2016).

We applied the following keywords to the studies’ titles, abstracts, and key-
words: (political participation OR citizen participation OR civic participation
OR political engagement OR citizen engagement OR civic engagement OR
democratic innovation OR deliberation) AND (Southeast Europe OR Balkans
OR Albania OR Bosnia OR Bulgaria OR Croatia OR Hungary OR Kosovo
OR Macedonia OR Montenegro OR Romania OR Serbia OR Slovenia). The
former eight keywords aimed to reflect the range of terms used to examine
various forms of political participation. At the same time, the latter 12 focused
the search on the region of interest.

To further refine our search, we included only (1) peer-reviewed articles (2)
published in English (3) between 2010 and 2022. We formulated these addi-
tional inclusion criteria to focus our search on mainstream academic knowl-
edge that had undergone the established peer-review process and to broader
accessibility to a global research audience, as English is more universally un-
derstood and accessible compared to multiple local languages used in the re-
gion. We took 2010 as the starting year for our review, as it is commonly taken
as the start of autocratization in the region following the global recession (Agh
2022; Bochsler and Juon 2020). This narrowed our search to 368 entries. Both
authors then independently screened all articles, excluding those deemed irrel-
evant, meaning those that only briefly mentioned political participation as
contextual background, did not refer to the target countries or focused on
broader, nonpolitical forms of prosocial behaviors, such as helping strangers.
The authors initially disagreed on 19 articles but resolved the discrepancies
through discussion. This process ultimately led to the inclusion of 149 articles
for analysis.

Coding Procedure

To provide a concise overview of the selected research, we developed coding
categories in line with the study objective. We began by recording each article’s
title, abstract, publishing journal, year of publication and authors’ names and
affiliations. We further determined whether the article employed a single-
country or comparative perspective and identified which target countries were
included in the analysis.

Next, we assessed the form(s) of political participation analyzed in the arti-
cle. We understand political participation as any form of citizen engagement
that aims to influence the authorities’ decisions or policies. While there is no
universally accepted classification of political participation (e.g., Ekman and
Amna 2012), following Kaim (2021), we maintained the division between the
conventional and unconventional modes of participation. Still, we also intro-
duced a third mode of innovative participation. While voting is considered a
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cornerstone of conventional participation, protests are the most typical uncon-
ventional mode. Besides voting, conventional participation encompasses all
forms of citizens’ political activities that engage institutions of representative
democracy, such as attending political meetings, donating to and participating
in political parties and participating in formal policy- and decision-making
processes. On the other hand, unconventional participation includes various
legal and illegal extra-institutional political activities, including civic activism
or any politically driven consumption (boycotts and buycotts). Still, there is no
agreement in the literature on which forms of participation fall neatly into one
of the two categories. Some forms, such as petitions, we understand as conven-
tional or unconventional depending on the context of the article.

The third mode is innovative participation, which, following Geissel (2013:
10), includes “procedures consciously and purposefully introduced to mend
current democratic malaises and improve the quality of democracy” in a coun-
try. As long as these procedures are introduced as novel in a country and aim-
ing at improving participation, we call it innovation, irrespective of whether it
has already been tried in some other country. Innovative participation, there-
fore, encompasses modes of political participation devised to address the crisis
of representative democracy and empower citizens to take a more active role in
political life. Examples include deliberative institutions, participatory budget-
ing and other participatory consultations and decision-making forms.

Finally, we sought to explore the diverse approaches to studying political
participation. To do this, we examined how political participation was posi-
tioned within each study, i.e., whether the focus was on determinants, charac-
teristics or consequences of participation. We also coded the research methods
and the populations to which the analyzed participation pertained. We re-
corded the most notable findings of each study as reported by the authors in
the abstract or concluding section.

Main Findings

Production of Academic Knowledge

Between 2010 and 2022, academic knowledge production on political partici-
pation in SEE has gradually increased. On average, 11.5 articles were published
yearly, around one monthly article. The early half of this period saw relatively
modest numbers, with the annual publications remaining in single digits and
dropping to a low of just four articles in 2010 and 2013. However, subsequent
years, particularly from 2020 to 2022, experienced a more pronounced increase,
peaking at 24 published papers in 2022 (Figure 4.2). This increasing trend
might signal growing academic interest, possibly spurred by declining regional
political participation.

A total of 326 authors contributed to these articles. Most (178, 55%) had
affiliations with institutions within SEE, while 148, or 45%, had affiliations
outside the region. Within the region, authors affiliated with Romania (58
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Figure 4.2 The number of articles about participation in SEE per year.

authors), Serbia (33), Croatia (24) and Hungary (24) were the most repre-
sented. In contrast, Bosnia and Herzegovina (9 authors), Albania (6), North
Macedonia (4), Kosovo (2) and particularly Bulgaria (1) had notably fewer
contributors. No authors were affiliated with institutions from Montenegro.
While there is an observable correlation between a country’s population size
and the number of contributing authors’ affiliations, the disparity between
Bulgaria and Serbia, with their similar population sizes, is intriguing.> Other
factors, such as differing research priorities, might be at play.

Turning our attention beyond SEE, 29 authors had affiliations with the
United Kingdom and 29 with US institutions. Germany and Italy were repre-
sented by 12 authors each. The remaining affiliations were spread across 22
other countries, highlighting the global academic interest in SEE’s political
participation and a clear dominance of the UK and US academic institutions
in shaping the knowledge about the region.

We were also interested in patterns of cooperation in producing the articles.
Most articles were written by multiple authors (94 or 63%), while a minority
(55 or 37%) were single-authored. Of the articles with multiple affiliations, 49
were by authors affiliated with academic institutions within the region, 23 were
affiliated with institutions out of the region, and 22 involved authors from the
region and the outside. However, a striking picture emerges regarding articles
authored by persons with affiliations in different countries. While cooperation
of authors affiliated with institutions from different countries from outside the
region is common and found in 16 articles, only 3 articles involved authors af-
filiated with institutions from more than one country in the region. This points
to a pattern in the production of knowledge where researchers from within the
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region only partially benefit from the insights and contextual knowledge made
by their peers across the border.

We additionally analyzed the cooperation of authors within or between
countries in the region and outside of the region. We found a significant effect
on where the articles can be published and how visible these results can be.
Articles from authors from outside the region are published in higher-ranking
journals than those with affiliations from the region only. However, this effect
is absent in the articles where authors with affiliations from the region and be-
yond the region cooperate. These articles are published in journals whose rank-
ings are not significantly different from the highest-ranking ones.*

Geographical Focus

In the analyzed articles, 114 focused on political participation within a single
country, while 35 undertook a multicountry approach. Consistent with the
trend in authors’ affiliations, Romania was the most frequently researched
country, featuring in 38 articles’; it was followed by Serbia (28 articles), Hun-
gary (25), Croatia (23), Bosnia and Herzegovina (22) and Slovenia (19). Inter-
estingly, while Bulgaria had a sparse representation of authors’ affiliations, it
was the subject of 13 articles. On the other hand, Montenegro was the least
studied, appearing in just five pieces (Table 4.1).

This distribution holds a similar pattern for single-country studies: Roma-
nia (30), Serbia (18) and Bosnia and Herzegovina (14) together account for
almost half of these articles. When looking at studies that included multiple
countries, Croatia and Hungary were the most commonly included countries
in 12 articles in this subset. Serbia and Slovenia appeared in ten articles, while
Montenegro and Albania were featured the least, each appearing in only four.

Table 4.1 The geographic focus of the articles about political participation
in SEE 2010-2022

Geographic Focus Articles Total

Single Country  Multiple Countries

Romania 30 8 38
Serbia 18 10 28
Hungary 13 12 25
Croatia 11 12 23
Bosnia and Herzegovina 14 8 22
Slovenia 9 10 19
Bulgaria 5 8 13
Kosovo 7 5 12
North Macedonia 3 6 9
Albania 3 4 7
Montenegro 1 4 5
Total 114 87 201
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Modes of Political Participation

We found a very balanced ratio of conventional (67 studies or 41%) and uncon-
ventional (64 studies or 39%) modes of political participation researched. In-
novative modes garnered considerably less attention, represented in only 33
studies (20%). Although numerous studies examined multiple political activi-
ties, these typically fell within the same mode of participation. A mere 15 of
the 149 studies spanned across different modes.

The most prevalent forms of conventional political participation studied
were electoral actions, such as voting in elections and referenda, and partisan
activities encompassing party membership, donations and attending rallies.
Additionally, several studies examined citizens’ interactions with politicians,
predominantly at the local level, highlighting involvement in working groups
and similar bodies in policymaking processes. Protests and broader civic activ-
ism took center stage in the literature for unconventional modes. When it came
to innovative modes of participation, there was a distinct focus on deliberative
mechanisms like citizens’ assemblies, participatory budgeting and similar
forms of deliberative decision-making. Also noteworthy was the exploration
of online innovations designed to enhance citizen participation in political
consultations and decision-making processes.

Our analysis suggested another notable trend: the latter seven years of our
sample period saw a tripling in articles focusing on unconventional (from 15 to
49) and innovative (from 8 to 25) modes of participation. While the attention
to conventional involvement did increase, the growth — from 26 to 41 studies —
was less pronounced. This evolving trend might reflect the growing academic
interest in unconventional participation mechanisms, which the literature sug-
gested have proliferated recently. In contrast to countries such as Slovenia,
where only one in ten articles dealt with unconventional participation, this was
the case with more than half of the articles about Serbia, Kosovo, Montenegro
and Bosnia and Herzegovina, which points to a possible connection to the
crises of representation that has occurred in these countries lately.

Methods Used

We also found a balance of methodologies used in the analyzed articles. Quan-
titative research methods accounted for 47% (n = 70) of the examined articles,
while qualitative methods comprised 44% (n = 66). The remaining studies were
either based on mixed methods, constituting 5% (n = 7) or lacked empirical
examination or a specified research method at 4% (n = 6). Surveys emerged as
the predominant research method, featured in 63 studies. They were succeeded
by in-depth interviews, participant observations and document analyses, repre-
sented in 28, 19 and 19 studies, respectively.

Survey studies predominantly probed the determinants of conventional and
unconventional participation forms. Many of these studies employed large-N da-
tasets, such as those derived from the European Social Survey (for instance, see
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Backovi¢ and Petrovi¢ 2021; Nistor, Tirhas and Ilut 2011; Pesié, BireSev and Tri-
funovic¢ 2021). Others utilized original instruments (e.g., Kostadinova and Kmetty
2019; Oana 2019; O’Brochta 2022). In contrast, employing qualitative methodol-
ogies was noted for altering prevailing perceptions of the region’s ostensibly pas-
sive citizens. This change was attributed to the in-depth examinations that
unveiled modes of participation commonly overlooked in survey analyses (e.g.,
Pickering 2022). Intriguingly, among the nations sampled, only Serbia (with 18
qualitative studies against 9 quantitative ones) and Bosnia and Herzegovina (12
vs. 8) had a higher representation of qualitative research over quantitative.

Populations Under Study

In examining the populations in our sample, we identified five primary target
groups: the general population (represented in 45% of the articles), the youth
(25%), active citizens (16%), women and vulnerable groups (6%) and elites
(3%). Another 5% (or seven articles) focused on various other groups. Studies
scrutinizing political participation within the general population proved the
most varied in terms of research methods, countries of focus and modes of
participation explored.

One-fourth of the studies delved into the participation habits of varying
youth demographics, reflecting prevalent concerns about diminishing youth
participation. This encompassed adolescents (e.g., Srbijanko, Avramovska and
Maleska 2012; Milosevi¢-Pordevié¢ and Zezelj 2017), university students (Bu-
rean and Badescu 2014; Marciniak et al. 2022) and young adults (Feischmidt
2020; Lep and Zupandi¢ 2022). Notably, there was a discernible uptrend in
studying youth participation; only 6 articles were published in the initial six
years of our sample, in contrast to 31 in the subsequent seven years. Also,
Albania, Kosovo and Montenegro are the only countries where more than half
of all articles deal with youth.

Active citizens, including protesters and activists, were predominantly ex-
amined in Serbia and Bosnia and Herzegovina, each being the focus of seven
studies. This emphasis is attributable to significant political events and move-
ments in these countries that attracted the attention of scholars. Examples in-
clude the 2014 unrest in Bosnia (e.g., Lai 2016; Murtagh 2016) and the legacy
of anti-war and anti-regime protests during Serbia’s authoritarian era in the
1990s (e.g., Fridman 2011; Nikolayenko 2013).

Sparse attention was given to other distinct groups. This category featured
a modest number of studies on women’s political participation, primarily con-
cerning anti-war activism (e.g., Bili¢ 2011; Chao 2020; Dimitrova 2017), and a
few delving into the political participation of ethnic minorities (Baclija and
Hacek 2012; Savié-Bojani¢ 2022). Finally, we found only five studies that inves-
tigated politicians, civil servants and experts (e.g., Mohmand and Mihajlovic
2014; Oross, Matyass and Gherghina 2021); this is a reminder that the supply
side of political participation, alongside interactions between citizens and de-
cision-makers, remains a comparatively uncharted domain.
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Factors Influencing Political Participation

Most studies explored factors that promote or inhibit political participation
(n =119, 80%). These articles predominantly focused on how individual char-
acteristics influence political involvement. Such features encompass sociode-
mographic traits, psychological attributes, political attitudes, perceptions,
norms and values. Other articles investigated contextual determinants. The
factors that influence political participation are organized following the ex-
plained classification into conventional, unconventional and innovative modes
of participation.

Antecedents of Conventional Participation

Most articles dealing with conventional participation investigated electoral
and non-electoral formal modes of participation, either nationally or locally.
Others dealt with phenomena such as disengagement and the entrenched infor-
mal practices that inhibit participation. The remaining articles investigated
participation in the context of post-conflict societies or dealt with the partici-
pation of minorities.

A large portion of the articles were dedicated to studying voter behavior.
Deimel et al. (2022) found that political knowledge and trust in political insti-
tutions explained variations in adolescents’ electoral participation. The effect
of political knowledge was partly mediated by trust, which was negatively as-
sociated with political knowledge in Bulgaria and Croatia. Robert, Oross and
Szabo (2020) delved into the relationship between employment status and po-
litical participation in Hungary. Their results indicated that the unemployed
were less likely to vote. At the same time, however, precarious employment did
not influence electoral participation, and individuals with more autonomy in
their jobs showed increased involvement in electoral and other forms of con-
ventional political participation. Anci¢, Baketa and Kovaci¢ (2019) concluded
after analyzing class membership in Croatia that it did not directly affect voter
turnout. Still, it was mediated through political efficacy and interest in politics,
as higher-class members showed greater interest in politics and better assessed
their understanding of politics. Gheorghitd (2015) studied the leader effects,
the added value brought by leaders to the electoral performance of their par-
ties, among Romanian voters, and found a significant influence of political
knowledge and party identification on the leader effects. Considering the effect
of political messaging on participation in Croatia during the electoral cam-
paign, Babac and Podobnik (2018) found that political messages with positive
emotions and a two-way and tolerant communication of political actors in-
creased citizen engagement.

The post-conflict context frequently emerged in the literature, especially in
Bosnia and Herzegovina. Alacevich and Zejcirovic (2020) found that Bosnian
municipalities that experienced more violence against civilians had lower voter
turnout. Another study (Hadzic and Tavits 2019) used experimental design
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and showed the interaction between the post-conflict setting and individual
attributes. Priming participants to past violence in this study increased voting
intent among men but had the reverse effect in women. Glaurdi¢ and Less-
chaeve (2022) studied the effects of voters’ communities’ exposure to war vio-
lence in Croatia, showing that populations more exposed to war violence
rewarded war veterans in elections but that in areas whose populations avoided
destruction, they were penalized.

Most research on non-electoral participation focused on youth participa-
tion, especially the individual-level factors. In a comparative study, Angi,
Badescu and Constantinescu (2022) determined that volunteering positively
affected youth political participation. Lenzi et al. (2012) came to a similar
conclusion regarding family affluence, democratic school climate and per-
ceived neighborhood social capital in Romania. A study by Marciniak et al.
(2022) compared student civic engagement during the COVID-19 pandemic.
The study found no country-specific differences when examining students
from Croatia, Lithuania and Poland. Instead, a recurring pattern emerged.
Students’ psychological well-being predicted civic engagement across the
three nations, exemplified by factors like positive relations with others, per-
sonal growth and autonomy. The role of formal education was found to be
more ambiguous. Persson et al. (2016) studied the effects of education on
participation in Slovenia and three other countries out of the region. They
found that an additional year of schooling had no detectable effect on po-
litical knowledge, democratic values or political participation. Similarly,
Oana (2019) found that students’ behavior in Hungary and Romania did
not significantly differ from that of nonstudents, starkly contrasting with
the college-effects model that argues that enrolling in higher education in-
fluences sociopolitical attitudes. They concluded that previously observed
effects of student status on political participation and sociopolitical atti-
tudes more generally might have been confounded with age or family
background.

Other studies focused on contextual determinants of political participation.
Botri¢ (2022) found that in Croatia, the size of a settlement shapes both the
perceived participatory repertoires available to the youth and the kind of polit-
ical activities toward which they gravitate. Specifically, she observed that
smaller settlements foster participation in political organizations among the
youth. Conversely, larger settlements see youth more inclined toward uncon-
ventional endeavors, such as protests. Others looked at the potential for civil
society engagement. Pospieszna and Vrablikova (2022) found high mobilizing
potential for culturally liberal issues in five postcommunist countries and a
weak link between culturally conservative mobilizing potential and civil soci-
ety engagement. Analyzing civil society assistance in Kosovo, Fagan (2011)
found that receiving a European Union (EU) grant triggered a degree of net-
work formation and, in some instances, engaged civil society organizations in
knowledge formation and policy engagement, working with communities
around identifying development priorities.
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Several studies examined the supply side of political participation and the
role of institutional designs. The study by Vodo and Stathopoulou (2015) com-
pared the constitutions of Serbia and Albania regarding the space they provide
for citizens to exercise their rights to initiate protests and referenda. The study
concluded that while the two countries have distinct constitutional and histor-
ical trajectories, there was a common outcome: the space provided by the con-
stitutions for participation is largely utilized by the opposition parties rather
than ordinary citizens. Studying the broader region of Eastern Europe, Gresk-
ovits (2015) concluded that pure neoliberal capitalist regimes are more likely to
undermine popular political participation than those that balance marketiza-
tion with social protections.

In contrast to the national level, the difference in non-electoral engagement
at the local level was also considered in some articles. For example, Kopri¢ and
Klari¢ (2015) found that citizens’ initiatives, referenda and consultative meet-
ings are not frequently used participatory mechanisms in Croatia. Citizens are
more interested in the central than the local government in a highly centralized
system. Several studies from Romania dealt with the problem of participation
at the local level. Haruta and Radu (2010) found that politically elected offi-
cials in Romania control decision-making at the local level. Cretu et al. (2022)
found significant differences in active citizen participation related to the size of
the commune, with smaller communes seeing more engagement. Radu (2019)
examined the low level of citizens’ participation in the decision-making pro-
cess’s local consultation and deliberation stages and found that the chances to
be included in final decisions were higher if they were voiced during Local
Council meetings. Dutu and Diaconu (2017) found that satisfaction can be
both an enhancer and an inhibitor of participation and that the highest level
of satisfaction can inhibit the consultation process.

Several other studies also dealt with disengagement and barriers to partici-
pation from the citizens’ perspective. Pascaru and Butiu (2010) explained these
barriers as ranging from citizens’ indifference to the fear inculcated during the
communist regime in Romania. Srbijanko, Avramovska and Maleska’s (2012)
findings concur with the former, identifying signs of high apathy, early resigna-
tion and detachment from the community among Macedonian youth. Neaga
(2014) pointed to patriarchal constraints that profoundly affect the capacity of
women representatives in Romania to promote gender interests. Tworzecki and
Semetko (2012) explored the information environment, particularly how en-
gagement with varied news outlets in the new democracies of Hungary, Czechia
and Poland might foster or deter political involvement. They found a positive
effect of exposure to broadsheet newspapers and news magazines on political
participation. The Serbian case was studied thoroughly, including the causes
and consequences of disengagement. Mati¢ (2012) looked at the perceptions of
the opportunities offered by the structure of the political system to participate
in democratization processes in Serbia. She found that the public perceives
democracy as a desirable aim, while on the other hand, citizens are highly dis-
satisfled with the performance of the political elite. Pesi¢, BireSev and
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Trifunovié (2021) researched structural inequalities and found that Serbian cit-
izens exhibit one of the highest levels of internal political inefficacy but that
this sense does not correspond to the levels of political participation. Answer-
ing a similar puzzle, Greenberg (2010) pointed out that nonparticipation
should be centered as a useful critical lens in democracy scholarship, as non-
participation in conventional politics can be understood not as an absence but
as a presence of moral, political and cultural engagements. Addressing the
common perception of widespread political passivity, Petrovi¢ and Stanojevié
(2020) found that Serbian citizens are more inclined to pursue unconventional
or newer forms of political activism, such as ethical and political consumption
and petition signing, than conventional modes of political participation.

The influence of informal institutions, primarily through clientelism and
patronage, has also been examined, especially the links between informal and
formal participation. Mohmand and Mihajlovic (2014) argued that citizen
participation in the Western Balkans was not weakly institutionalized but
rather informally institutionalized. Lantos and Kende (2015) pointed to the
political socialization perspective in Hungary. The informal socialization
agents, such as family and peer influences, played an important role in political
socialization, while the influence of formal agents, such as school, was miss-
ing. On the institutional level, the informality was seen as an obstacle to dem-
ocratic reforms in the region. Lyon (2015) argued that the advocates of
decentralization in North Macedonia have failed to sufficiently appreciate the
extent to which the pervasiveness of patronage-based politics and overdomi-
nance of political parties, which lack internal democracy, undermine the re-
form’s potential benefits. lancu and Soare (2016) analyzed the postsocialist
party organizational adaptation of the Bulgarian and Romanian socialist par-
ties. They found that informal reward structures explain the high variation in
the patterns of party organization. Drishti, Kopliku and Imami (2022) ex-
plored the employment pathways under conditions of political clientelism.
They found that entry-level jobs in Albania are used as an incentive for vote
buying and political engagement of graduate students. Yet, the authors also
found that this political engagement negatively affects life satisfaction and mi-
gration intentions.

Antecedents of Unconventional Participation

The factors affecting unconventional participation were primarily investigated
regarding protests and civic activism, the embeddedness of individuals in wider
social structures, the role of the post-conflict environment, and ethno-nation-
alist mobilization. The research topics of importance were also the exposure to
news and social media and the political engagement of youth, as opposed to
the general population.

Participation in protests and civic activism was explored in several articles
through the embeddedness of individuals in broader structures. Dergi¢ et al.
(2022) considered the role of families and communities of belonging, which
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affected the engagement of Croatian activists. Iguman, Mijatovi¢ and Nikoli¢
(2022) analyzed a local initiative in Belgrade and found that even though it was
politically potent, it did not have a strong foothold in the community and thus
received only passive support. Susanszky, Kopper and Toth (2016) studied the
participants of demonstrations against and pro-government in Hungary and
found that mobilization for the two demonstrations was radically different.
The main difference, according to them, was in the nature of the embedded-
ness of participants in civil organizations and their media consumption habits.
Rone and Junes (2021) studied the protest behavior of Bulgarian migrants in
the EU. They determined a more complex scale of forms of protest organiza-
tion and participation in which Bulgarian migrants participated, facilitated by
social media and the freedom of movement within the EU.

Some authors pointed to the long-term legacies in the region that can help
explain participation patterns. Rammelt (2015) compared regions in Romania
that were parts of the Austro-Hungary and Ottoman Empire and found evi-
dence of these historical legacies’ impact on protest behavior in Romania.
Cveticanin, Popovikj and Jovanovic (2019) explored the culture of informality
in the countries of the Western Balkans and identified perceptions of the level
of informality, lack of trust in institutions and readiness to justify informality
as the strongest predictors of informal practices.

Several articles dealt with protest mobilization and activism in the post-con-
flict context. Among the works dealing with protests in Bosnia and Herzego-
vina, Lai (2016) argued that they resembled the movements calling for social
justice in the post-2008 crisis in Europe and, in that sense, had to be framed
differently. Mujkié (2015) also analyzed the protests in Bosnia and Herzego-
vina and argued that citizen participation undermined the dominant ethno-
nationalist ideological hegemony. Further, Pickering’s (2022) study provided
an illustrative example of the significance of societal norms and political per-
spectives on participation. This research highlighted that Bosnian citizens are
driven by aiding those in need and addressing everyday problems to engage in
unconventional participatory activities that span protests, boycotts and strikes.
However, the same study revealed another dynamic where a minority of citi-
zens with conservative values exhibited more robust mobilization than those
who emphasized socioeconomic concerns. As opposed to protests in Bosnia
and Herzegovina, protest behavior in postwar Kosovo remained significantly
shaped by perceived ethnic grievances, and perceived ethnic discrimination was
strongly associated with individual protest participation, according to Kel-
mendi and Skendaj (2022).

Ethno-nationalism as a prevailing framework for mobilization was exam-
ined regarding the general population and specific actors, such as women or
youth. Analyzing activism in post-conflict societies, Bili¢ (2011) found Serbian
and Croatian women activists could not evade the ethno-nationalist con-
straints of their surroundings, while Chao (2020) studied women’s activism in
Kosovo at the intersection of gender and nationhood. In a different setting,
Feischmidt (2020) found that new forms of nationalism play a major role in the
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radical right turn among the youth in Hungary. Feischmidt argued that this
new form of nationalism is driven by a general sense of disempowerment and
claims for collective dignity, framed in a hierarchical and mythical discourse
about the nation.

Beyond the protests in post-conflict societies, the focus was also on protest
framing and interactions within and between protests. Fairclough and
Maidroane (2020) and Cmeciu and Coman (2016) highlighted how different
framing strategies contributed to collective activation in ecological protests in
Romania. Other authors looked at the interactions within and beyond social
movements. Margarit and Rammelt (2020) attributed the lack of interaction
between protests and trade unions in Romania to their incompatible mobiliza-
tion frames. In the case of cooperation between different civic protests in Bos-
nia and Herzegovina, the pragmatic symbiosis between them was created based
on the interests of separate groups but ultimately could not reconcile their
views (Repovac-Niksic et al. 2022).

Another focus on explaining protest and activist behavior was exposure to
news and social media. A study set in Romania (Corbu et al. 2020) found that
exposure to positively and negatively charged partisan news had a greater po-
tential to motivate citizens to support the government online than exposure to
disinformation and satire. Still, the effect was moderated by government ap-
proval. Further, Parent (2018) found that media coverage of refugees was an
important motivating factor for first-time migration activists in Hungary, Ser-
bia, North Macedonia and Greece. Burean and Badescu (2014) found that
time spent online had a negative effect on the protest engagement of students
in Romania, while gender, distrust in institutions and family income also influ-
enced protest behavior. However, a later study by Mercea, Burean and Pro-
teasa (2020) investigated the degree to which political information shared on
public Facebook event pages during the Romanian #rezist protests influenced
the participation of students and found that students are more likely to par-
take in demonstrations if they followed a page. Considering the widely docu-
mented extreme polarization of media landscapes in the region, the lack of
media professionalism and growing anti-press hostility (e.g., Camaj 2023;
Markov and Pordevi¢ 2023; Markov and Min 2021, 2022; Polyak 2019; Sto-
jarova 2021; Trifonova Price 2019), it came as a surprise that our sample did
not include more studies reflecting on the impact of political information sys-
tems and audience-media relations on political participation.

The political engagement of youth, through activism or protests, was par-
ticularly interesting to the researchers. Petrovi¢ and Stanojevi¢ (2019) studied
Serbian youth engagement from the perspective of value and instrumental mo-
tivations. They found that the motivation tends to vary between the different
types of organizations, professional and grassroots. Engagement in professional
organizations was more often instrumental and value-driven in grassroots or-
ganizations. Social capital had a positive and significant influence on the civic
engagement of Croatian youth (Gvozdanovi¢ 2016), and youth protest engage-
ment was positively linked to the pro-democratic and diversity-embracing
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attitudes of students in Romania (Burean 2019). Regarding obstacles to the
protest mobilization of youth, Susanszky (2020) dealt with the perception of
risk in participating in demonstrations among university students in Hungary
and found that almost half of students saw their participation in demonstra-
tions as risky. Finally, Garic-Humphrey (2020) found generational differences
among protesters in Bosnia and Herzegovina important when it came to opin-
ions on the use of violence for creating political changes, reliance on existing
political structures or creating new ones and whether power should be distrib-
uted horizontally or hierarchically.

Antecedents of Innovative Modes of Participation

A smaller portion of the articles dealt with factors that explain innovative par-
ticipatory practices. This included participation in citizen assemblies, intra-
party deliberation or participation in new policy areas, such as the environmental
governance of urban planning.

What makes deliberation happen, and what makes it successful? Oross,
Matyass and Gherghina (2021) explain why the Budapest Climate Assembly
was organized and pointed to the local city government’s commitment to de-
liberative decision-making tools. The commitment, in turn, was determined by
a combination of election pledges, ideological matching, pursuit of economic
interests and the desire to achieve environmental sustainability at the local
level. Deliberative processes are increasingly used in engaging citizens in new
policy areas. Sarlos and Fekete (2018) emphasized the need for the government
to adapt communication strategies to engage disengaged citizens toward nu-
clear issues in Hungary. Peric and Miljus (2021) explored the role of modera-
tors in the public deliberation procedure for regenerating military brownfields
in Serbia. Intraparty deliberation was studied as a feature of new left-wing or
progressive parties in Hungary in Romania (Oross and Tap 2021; Stoiciu and
Gherghina 2021). Informal institutions and informal participatory activities
are argued to have hindered participatory governance in Slovenia and Roma-
nia (Bergmans et al. 2015; Van Assche et al. 2011). Regarding participatory
urban planning, some of the authors argued that there was a lack of democra-
tization of planning or the overall state of democratic development in Hun-
gary and Serbia (Bajmocy 2021; Perié¢ 2020). On the other hand, in a study of
Bucharest, Nae et al. (2019) pointed not to the lack of democracy in planning
as much as to high engagement but the equally high fragmentation of civic
initiatives.

Outcomes of Political Participation

A smaller portion of the articles (32 or 21%) examined the consequences of
political participation. Like the articles that dealt with the antecedents, these
articles also ranged from the changes in individual opinions or values follow-
ing the participation to the effects at the more aggregated levels of analysis.
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Outcomes of Conventional Participation

Most articles dealt with the effects of participation in electoral and policymak-
ing processes. Electoral participation positively affected political interest in
Romania (Gherghina and Bankov 2021) and increased motivation to pay taxes
in Hungary (Dobos and Takacs-Gyorgy 2020). In a rare historical empirical
study, Kouba (2021) determined that the introduction of compulsory voting in
Austria-Hungary, despite boosting voter turnout, did not increase the support
for parties representing the working classes. Two studies from Slovenia and
Bulgaria concluded that including a broader scope of actors in the policymak-
ing process improved the performances of local government (Nahtigal and
Brezovsek 2011; Petrova 2011).

Some articles analyzed participation at a macro level. Greskovits (2015)
pointed out that mass citizen participation before the 2009 crisis did not con-
tribute to the subsequent resilience of democracies. Gora and de Wilde (2022)
argued that liberal democratic backsliding in the region and declining partici-
pation are, in reality, separate processes.

Outcomes of Unconventional Participation

Studies of unconventional participation primarily focused on qualitative inves-
tigations of different forms, characteristics and effects of activism using con-
text-rich approaches and qualitative methods. These studies included the
formation of counterpublics in Serbia and Bulgaria (Dawson 2018), informal
interactions in Romania (Nistor, Tirhas and Ilut 2011), everyday political talk
in Bulgaria (Bakardjieva 2012), digital storytelling in Slovenia (Marshall, Stae-
heli and Celebiti¢ 2020) and digital activism in Croatia (Car 2014). Further, the
studies examining the 2014 protests and plenum movement in Bosnia and Her-
zegovina (Agarin 2021; Murtagh 2016) highlighted the importance of studying
the long-term effects of unconventional political participation. They found
that the protest movement did not aim to enter formal politics and produce
immediate political change. Instead, it strove to affect the political culture and
civic consciousness in the long run, empowering citizens to recognize that they
can influence political processes in their countries.

Outcomes of Innovative Modes of Participation

Studies also dealt with the effects of innovative participation, such as delibera-
tive mini-publics. A comparative study set in Bulgaria and Australia found that
intergroup contact through deliberative polling might increase support for pol-
icies benefiting minorities and improve intergroup relations (Kim, Fishkin and
Luskin 2018). These findings are only partially consistent with those from Ser-
bian studies examining citizens’ assemblies, organized not by decision-makers
but by academic actors and marked by the absence of policymakers. As a re-
sult, participating in a citizens’ assembly led to increased political knowledge,
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sophistication and willingness to engage in local decision-making (Jankovi¢
2022). Still, it did not increase institutional trust and further decreased partic-
ipants’ satisfaction with local democracy (Fiket, Ili¢ and Pudar Drasko 2022).

Besides participation in deliberative mini-publics, articles investigated vari-
ous other participatory mechanisms. A study from Albania (Dauti 2015) ana-
lyzed a top-down approach devised to promote participation at a local level.
The study found that participating in a meeting with local decision-makers led
to greater political knowledge, trust in institutions and satisfaction with the
system. Milosavljevi¢ et al. (2020) analyzed participatory budgeting projects in
Serbia and concluded that some political will for their implementation existed.
The authors concluded that more effort is needed to promote this mechanism
and ensure its sustainability. In Romania, Boc (2019) assessed participatory
budgeting in Cluj-Napoca more favorably, emphasizing how these projects in-
fluenced the local administration’s openness to more inclusive and collabora-
tive forms of governance. Finally, some studies explored the effects of involving
vulnerable groups in innovative practices. Vuksanovi¢-Macura and Miscevicé
(2021) found that the involvement of a marginalized Roma community in con-
sultations surrounding land-use plans for informal settlements helped build
consensus among stakeholders in Serbia.

Conclusion

This chapter reviewed the academic literature published between the Great Re-
cession and the COVID-19 pandemic. Our goal was to shed light on the nature
and scope of research evidence concerning participation in SEE. To do that,
we answered two main questions: if and how the research agenda of political
participation has changed, and what can we learn about participatory practices
in this period from the literature?

To the first question, regarding academic knowledge production, the analy-
sis showed that, between 2010 and 2022, the scientific output on political par-
ticipation in SEE steadily increased. We argue that this trend might suggest
growing academic interest in political participation as an aspect of the declin-
ing or stagnating quality of democracy in most of the region. This view was
further corroborated by another trend of an increasing number of articles fo-
cusing on unconventional and innovative modes of participation in contrast to
conventional forms. We interpret it as reflecting the academic interest in the
undergoing shift from conventional to alternative participatory mechanisms in
the real world.

Concerning knowledge production, we found a strong positive correlation
between a country’s population size and the number of contributing authors’
affiliations. Nevertheless, there was also a striking disparity between Serbia and
Bulgaria and a complete absence of affiliations from Montenegro. These are
some of the gaps in knowledge production we identified. More effort should be
put into engaging the authors from these countries to get the research program
of political participation underway. Another pattern we established is the
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minimal cross/country cooperation of authors within the region. There simply
is not sufficient interaction and exchange of perspectives, and we argued that
this silo effect is hurting the visibility of the research output of regional au-
thors. However, the authors from the region also publish articles with those
from outside the region. We found this very useful for the visibility of research,
as such cooperation led to articles being published in journals with higher impact.

Regarding the topics and methods of research, the vast majority of the ar-
ticles, four out of five, explored the antecedents of political participation,
which means that the research on the participation outcomes is still relatively
unexplored. We found balanced methodological approaches, with quantitative
and qualitative methods almost equally used. However, very few articles used
more complex research designs, which would, for example, include mixed
methods. These two elements of research design, studying participation out-
comes and using more complex methodologies, seem lacking in the current
state of the art.

Even though most articles dealt with the general population, approximately
one-fourth of all studies delved into the participation habits of varying youth
demographics. This may reflect a prevalent concern about diminishing youth
participation in the region. A discernible uptrend in studying youth participa-
tion developed parallel with the democratic backsliding in the region. In addi-
tion, we found very few studies dealing with interactions between citizens and
representatives or decision-makers, even though this issue could be considered
central to the current challenges to democracies in the region.

Some countries stood out by the frequency of specific topics, for example,
Bosnia and Herzegovina with protests, Serbia with disengagement, Romania
with voting behavior, Albania with youth or Slovenia with conventional partic-
ipation. However, overall, we did not identify any of the main topics of actors
as absent from a country or a group of countries. However, we have identified
very few comparative designs, which seems like an approach that might yield
interesting results.

What did the literature tell us about participatory practices in SEE? The
findings about the antecedents of voting behavior mostly do not stand out
from the expected in the general literature. However, non-electoral participa-
tion has particular dynamics in the region. Political participation has a low
supply side, so disengagement and barriers to participation are widespread.
Active participation features prominently only at the very local level. The roots
of this disengagement from conventional participation could be in the perse-
vering influence of informal institutions and networks, which, to some authors,
seem more influential than formal ones. The embeddedness of individuals in
broader societal structures is well described as a determinant of participation
in protests and activisms, where risks and commitment are higher than in vot-
ing behavior. Some authors pointed to the long-term legacies in the region that
can help explain these participation patterns. However, the authors also argue
that nonparticipation should not be observed as an absence but as a different
form of institutionalization of political participation.
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Regarding the outcomes of political participation, some studies point in the
direction of improvement of the performances of institutions. However, other
authors question how much participation contributes to democratization.
These points might initially seem contradictory, but they might be understood
in connection with the hybrid nature of political regimes where democratic
institutions are maintained, while at the same time, power is centralized in the
executive branch, and it is not willingly shared with the citizens. Participatory
innovations fall along these same lines. They are primarily connected to a wish
of progressive political actors to reinvigorate democracy, but otherwise, they
exhibit mixed effects in an environment not supportive of participation.

In addition to the informality, a significant part of the participation puzzle
can also be found in the complex effects of the legacies of violence. Citizen
participation is still challenged and undermined by the competing eth-
no-nationalist ideological mobilization patterns. This is not a major topic in
the body of literature we reviewed, but it is an unavoidable part of the explana-
tion in the background.

Based on this scoping review, we could identify several possible directions
for future research.

* For one, even though we made inferences about the connection between
participation and the state of democracy, we still do not have sufficient evi-
dence about the nature of relations between democratic backsliding in the
region and declining participation.

* Second, even though studies deal with the longer-term effects of conven-
tional participation and short-term outcomes of unconventional and inno-
vative, we need to understand how the latter two modes of participation
develop over more extended periods. We should study the long-term effects
of protests, citizen engagement and participatory innovations, such as citi-
zen assemblies or participatory planning. We particularly need to under-
stand the question of the sustainability of these newer or more impermanent
institutions.

* Very few of the studies dealt with the interactions of different actors or
modes of participation. On the one hand, we do not know enough about
how, for example, protest and voting participation interact, even though
they are some of the most ubiquitous forms of political participation. How-
ever, we also found few studies dealing with interactions between citizens
and elected representatives.

* The link between information environments and political participation,
particularly how different media repertoires associate with participation, is
ripe for comparative analysis of the region. In addition, how digital media
promotes both the supply and demand side of participation is similarly
under-researched.

* At the individual level, we should better understand generational differ-
ences and older adult political participation. A common assumption is that
young people tend to be disengaged from formal politics; many studies thus



78  Vujo Ilic and Cedomir Markov

investigated youth participation, particularly in unconventional forms.
Conversely, no study focused on older adults and considered generational
differences in mechanisms driving participation. This is very unusual, con-
sidering all countries we analyzed are rapidly aging, and the proportion of
the older generation is increasing.

* Special attention should be given to the spillover and backfire effects of
democratic innovations. Innovative interventions sometimes fail to achieve
desired outcomes, arguably more so in less democratic environments. How
can these backfire effects be countered? Can innovative institutions moti-
vate nonparticipants to engage?

* Finally, informal institutions and dark participation could explain the partic-
ipation outcomes and disengagement from conventional institutions. Their
toll on political participation should be researched, but it should be done
through a lens of the culture of informality entrenched throughout the region.

Notes

1 For more on conceptualizations of political participation and criticisms of tradi-
tional participatory models, see Chapter 3 in this volume. For a discussion on how
participation connects active citizenship, social movements and democratic innova-
tions, see Chapter 2.

2 We acknowledge the ongoing conflict about the status of Kosovo. When discussing
the political participation in Kosovo, we do not take a position regarding its status.

3 We performed a Pearson correlation coefficient and found a significant strong pos-
itive correlation between the number of article country affiliations and 2020 coun-
try population, 7(9) = .86, p = .001. Population data source: UN Population Division
Data Portal.

4 We conducted a one-way ANOVA between subjects to compare the effect of differ-
ent patterns of authorships on Web of Science JCI (Journal Citation Indicator)
scores of the articles in conditions in which the author or authors are only affiliated
with the regional institutions, only affiliated with the institutions outside of the re-
gion or if the authors of the article are affiliated with both. We found a significant
effect of authorship patterns on journal ratings at the p < .05 level for the three
groups, F (2,146) = 4.74, p = .01. Tukey’s post-hoc test showed that the mean JCI
score for the articles with only regional affiliations (M = .66, SD = .70) was signifi-
cantly different than the JCI score for the articles with affiliations from outside the
region (M =1, SD = .55). However, the articles that involved both regional and af-
filiations from outside the region (M = .93, SD = .56) did not significantly differ
from the other two groups.

5 Here, too, the results of a Pearson correlation coefficient gave a significant strong
positive correlation between the number of times a country appeared as a topic of
an article and country’s 2020 population, r (9) = .82, p = .002. Population data
source: UN Population Division Data Portal.

Reference List

Agarin, T. (2021). “Nonelectoral Participation in Deeply Divided Societies: Transform-
ing Consociations from the Ground Up?” Nationalities Papers-The Journal of Na-
tionalism and Ethnicity Vol. 49, No. 2: 344-360. DOI: 10.1017/nps.2020.1


http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/nps.2020.1

Political Participation in Southeast Europe 79

Agh, A. (2022). “The Third Wave of Autocratization in East—Central Europe.” Journal
of Comparative Politics Vol. 15, No. 2: 72-87. DOI: 10.13140/RG.2.2.17170.38081
Alacevich, C., and D. Zejcirovic. (2020). “Does Violence against Civilians Depress
Voter Turnout? Evidence from Bosnia and Herzegovina.” Journal of Comparative

Economics Vol. 48, No. 4: 841-865. DOI: 10.1016/j.jce.2020.04.006

Anctié, B., N. Baketa, and M. Kovaci¢. (2019). “Exploration of Class and Political Be-
havior in Croatia.” International Journal of Sociology Vol. 49, No. 4: 264-281. DOI:
10.1080/00207659.2019.1634826

Angi, D., G. Badescu, and S. Constantinescu. (2022). “Democratic Effects of Youth
Civic Engagement: Romania in a Comparative Perspective.” Civil Szemle Vol. 19, No.
3: 251-270.

Arksey, H., and L. O’Malley. (2005). “Scoping Studies: Towards a Methodological
Framework.” International Journal of Social Research Methodology Vol. 8§, No. 1:
19-32. DOI: 10.1080/1364557032000119616

Babac, M. B., and V. Podobnik. (2018). “What Social Media Activities Reveal About
Election Results? The Use of Facebook during the 2015 General Election Campaign
in Croatia.” Information Technology & People Vol. 31, No. 2: 327-347. DOI: 10.1108/
ITP-08-2016-0200

Backovié, V., and I. Petrovié. (2021). “Ethical Consumption in Serbia: Analysing its
Prevalence and Distinctiveness.” Sociologija Vol. 63, No. 2: 381-399. DOI: 10.2298/
SOC2102381B

Baclija, 1., and M. Hacek. (2012). “Minority Political Participation at the Local Level:
the Roma.” International Journal on Minority and Group Rights Vol. 19, No. 1: 53-68.
DOI: 10.1163/157181112X620537

Bajmocy, Z. (2021). “Participation in Urban Planning and the Post-Socialist Legacy.
Revisiting Maier’s Hypothesis through the Case of Hungary.” Deturope-The Central
European Journal of Regional Development and Tourism Vol. 13, No. 1: 4-23.

Bakardjieva, M. (2012). “Mundane Citizenship: New Media and Civil Society in Bul-
garia.” Europe-Asia Studies Vol. 64, No. 8: 1356-1374. DOI: 10.1080/09668136.
2012.712247

Bergmans, A., G. Sundqvist, D. Kos, and P. Simmons. (2015). “The Participatory Turn
in Radioactive Waste Management: Deliberation and the Social-Technical Divide.”
Journal of Risk ResearchVol. 18, No. 3:347-363. DOI: 10.1080/13669877.2014.971335

Bermeo, N. (2016). “On Democratic Backsliding.” Journal of Democracy Vol. 27, No. 1:
5-19. DOI: 10.1353/j0d.2016.0012

Bethke, F. and J. Wolff. (2020). “COVID-19 and Shrinking Civic Spaces: Patterns and
Consequences.” Zeitschrift fiir Friedens- und Konfliktforschung Vol. 9: 363-374. DOI:
10.1007/s42597-020-00038-w

Bili¢, B. (2011). “In a Crevice between Gender and Nation: Croatian and Serbian
Women in 1990s Anti-War Activism.” Slovo Vol. 23, No. 2: 95-113.

Boc, E. (2019). “The Development of Participatory Budgeting Processes in Cluj-Na-
poca.” Transylvanian Review of Administrative Sciences Vol. 58E: 38-51. DOI:
10.24193/tras.58E.3

Bochsler, D., and A. Juon. (2020). “Authoritarian Footprints in Central and Eastern
Europe.” East European Politics Vol. 36, No. 2: 167-187. DOI: 10.1080/21599165.
2019.1698420

Booth, A., D. Papaioannou, and A. Sutton. (2016). Systematic Approaches to a Suc-
cessful Literature Review. London: Sage.


http://dx.doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.17170.38081
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jce.2020.04.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00207659.2019.1634826
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1364557032000119616
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/ITP-08-2016-0200
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/ITP-08-2016-0200
http://dx.doi.org/10.2298/SOC2102381B
http://dx.doi.org/10.2298/SOC2102381B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/157181112X620537
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09668136.2012.712247
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09668136.2012.712247
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2014.971335
http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/jod.2016.0012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s42597-020-00038-w
http://dx.doi.org/10.24193/tras.58E.3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21599165.2019.1698420
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21599165.2019.1698420

80  Vujo Ilic and Cedomir Markov

Borbath, E., and T. Gessler. (2020). “Different Worlds of Contention? Protest in North-
western, Southern and Eastern Europe.” European Journal of Political Research Vol.
59, No. 4: 910-935. DOI: 10.1111/1475-6765.12379

Botrié, V. (2022). “Urban-Rural Differences in Youth Engagement in Croatia.” Re-
gional Science Policy and Practice Vol. 2022: 1-18. DOI: 10.1111/rsp3.12585

Brancati, D. (2016). Democracy Protests. Origins, Features, and Significance. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Burean, T. (2019). “Democrats on the Streets. Drivers of Student Protest Participation
in Romania.” Partecipazione e Conflitto Vol. 12, No. 1: 22-42. DOI: 10.1285/
120356609v12i1p22

Burean, T., and G. Badescu. (2014). “Voices of Discontent: Student Protest Participa-
tion in Romania.” Communist and Post-Communist Studies Vol. 47, No. 3—4: 385—
397. DOI: 10.1016/j.postcomstud.2014.10.004

Camaj, L. (2023). “Producing Anti-Regime Protest News in a Polarized and Clientelis-
tic Media System: A Frame Building Approach.” Journalism Vol. 24, No. 5: 1034—
1061. DOI: 10.1177/14648849211036616

Car, V. (2014). “Digital Activism Digital Media and Civic Engagement in Croatia.”
Southeastern Europe Vol. 38, No. 2-3: 213-231. DOI: 10.1163/18763332-03802002

Chao, 1. M. (2020). “Women’s Activism in the Civil Resistance Movement in Kosovo
(1989-1997): Characteristics, Development, Encounters.” Nationalities Papers — The
Journal of Nationalism and Ethnicity Vol. 48, No. 5: 843-860. DOI: 10.1017/
nps.2019.73

Cmeciu, C., and C. Coman. (2016). “Digital Civic Activism in Romania: Framing An-
ti-Chevron Online Protest Community Faces.” Comunicar Vol. 24, No. 47: 19-28.
DOI: 10.3916/C47-2016-02

Corbu, N., A. Bargdoanu, R. Buturoiu, and O. Stefdnitd. (2020). “Does Fake News
Lead to More Engaging Effects on Social Media? Evidence from Romania.” Commu-
nications-European Journal of Communication Research Vol. 45, No. S1: 694-717.
DOT: 10.1515/commun-2019-0152

Cretu, D., R. A. Tova, O. R. Cretu, and E. Lascir. (2022). “Analysis of Correlation be-
tween the Level of Rural Communities Development and the Degree of Stakeholders
Involvement. Case Study, Calarasi County, Romania.” Scientific Papers-Series Man-
agement Economic Engineering in Agriculture and Rural Development Vol. 22, No. 1:
129-140.

CvetiCanin, P., M. Popovikj, and M. Jovanovié. (2019). “Informality in the Western
Balkans: A Culture, a Contextual Rational Choice, or Both?” Southeast European
and Black Sea Studies Vol. 19, No. 4: 585-604. DOI: 10.1080/14683857.2019.1692427

Dalton, R. J. (2008). “Citizenship Norms and the Expansion of Political Participation.”
Political Studies Vol. 56, No. 1: 76-98. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9248.2007.00718

Dauti, M. (2015). “Outcomes of Participatory Decision Making: Evidence from Alba-
nia.” East European Politics and Societies Vol. 29, No. 1: 226-247. DOI: 10.1177/
0888325414536260

Dawson, J. (2018). “Everyday Democracy: an Ethnographic Methodology for the Eval-
uation of (De-) Democratisation.” East European Politics Vol. 34, No. 3: 297-316.
DOI: 10.1080/21599165.2018.1482213

Deimel, D., K. Hahn-Laudenberg, J. F. Ziemes, and H. J. Abs. (2022). “Civic Education
and Social Interactions at School as Drivers of Intended Electoral Participation:
Similarities and Differences in Four European School Systems.” Education Citizen-
ship and Social Justice Vol. 2022: 1-21. DOI: 10.1177/17461979221114549


http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12379
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/rsp3.12585
http://dx.doi.org/10.1285/i20356609v12i1p22
http://dx.doi.org/10.1285/i20356609v12i1p22
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.postcomstud.2014.10.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/14648849211036616
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/18763332-03802002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/nps.2019.73
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/nps.2019.73
http://dx.doi.org/10.3916/C47-2016-02
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/commun-2019-0152
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14683857.2019.1692427
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2007.00718
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0888325414536260
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0888325414536260
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21599165.2018.1482213
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/17461979221114549

Political Participation in Southeast Europe 81

Denyer, D., and D. Tranfield. (2009). “Producing a Systematic Review.” In D. A. Bu-
chanan, and A. Bryman, eds. The Sage Handbook of Organizational Research Meth-
ods. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications: 671-689.

Dergi¢, V., 1. Ddhnke, N. Nartova, A. Shilova, R. Matos, and A. Carneiro. (2022).
“When Visibility Becomes Political: Visibility and Stigmatisation of Young People.”
Journal of Youth Studies Vol.26,No.3:351-367.DOI:10.1080/13676261.2021.2022109

Dimitrova, S. (2017). “Not Quiet on the Front and Not Quiet in the Rear: of Social
Anger during the First World War (The Bulgarian Case).” Bulgarian Historical Re-
view-Revue Bulgare d Histoire Vol. 2017, No. 3-4: 101-148.

Dobos, P, and K. Takacs-Gyorgy. (2020). “The Impact of the Relationship between the
State, State Institutions and Tax Payers on Willingness to Pay Tax.” Serbian Journal
of Management Vol. 15, No. 1: 69-80. DOI: 10.5937/sjm15-21750

Drishti, E., B. Kopliku, and D. Imami. (2022). “Active Political Engagement, Political
Patronage and Local Labour Markets — The Example of Shkoder.” International
Journal of Manpower Vol. 2022. DOI: 10.1108/IJM-06-2021-0362

Dutu, A., and M. Diaconu. (2017). “Community Participation for an Open Public
Administration: Empirical Measurements and Conceptual Framework Design.” Co-
gent Business & Management Vol. 4, No. 1: 1287980. DOI: 10.1080/23311975.2017.
1287980

Edgell, A. B., J. Lachapelle, A. Lithrmann, and S. F. Maerz. (2021). “Pandemic Back-
sliding: Violations of Democratic Standards during Covid-19.” Social Science &
Medicine Vol. 285, No. 114244: 1-10. DOI: 10.1016/j.socscimed.2021.114244

Ekiert, G., and J. Kubik. (2017). “The Study of Protest Politics in Eastern Europe in the
Search of Theory.” In A. Fagan, and P. Kopecky, eds. The Routledge Handbook of East
European Politics. Abingdon: Routledge: 197-209. DOI: 10.4324/9781315687681-15

Ekman, J., and E. Amna. (2012). “Political Participation and Civic Engagement: To-
wards a New Typology.” Human Affairs Vol. 22: 283-300. DOI: 10.2478/s13374-
012-0024-1

Fagan, A. (2011). “Eu Assistance for Civil Society in Kosovo: a Step Too Far for De-
mocracy Promotion?” Democratization Vol. 18, No. 3: 707-730. DOI: 10.1080/
13510347.2011.563119

Fairclough, I., and 1. D. Madroane. (2020). “An Argumentative Approach to Framing
Framing, Deliberation and Action in an Environmental Conflict.” Co-Herencia Vol.
17, No. 32: 119-158. DOI: 10.17230/co-herencia.17.32.5

Feischmidt, M. (2020). “The Nationalist Turn in Youth Culture: Far-Right Political
Sympathies and the Frames of National Belonging among Hungarian Youth.” Inter-
sections-East European Journal of Society and Politics Vol. 6, No. 4: 156-175. DOI:
10.17356/ieejsp.v6i4.662

Fiket, I., V. Ili¢, and G. Pudar Drasko, (2022). “Failed Expectations: Can Deliberative
Innovations Produce Democratic Effects in Hybrid Regimes?” Philosophy and Socie-
ty-Filozofija i Drustvo Vol. 33, No. 1: 50-71. DOTI: 10.2298/FID2201050F

Fiket, 1., G. Pudar Drasko, and V. Ilié. (2023). “The Pandemic in Illiberal Democracies:
Challenges and Opportunities for Social Movements in Serbia.” Southeast European
and Black Sea Studies Vol. 2023: 1-22. DOI: 10.1080/14683857.2023.2170720

Fink, A. (2005) Conducting Research Literature Reviews: From the Internet to Paper.
London: Sage.

Fridman, O. (2011). “It Was Like Fighting a War With Our Own People’: Anti-War
Activism in Serbia During the 1990s.” Nationalities Papers-The Journal of National-
ism and Ethnicity Vol. 39, No. 4: 507-522. DOI: 10.1080/00905992.2011.579953


http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13676261.2021.2022109
http://dx.doi.org/10.5937/sjm15-21750
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJM-06-2021-0362
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2017.1287980
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2017.1287980
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2021.114244
http://dx.doi.org/10.4324/9781315687681-15
http://dx.doi.org/10.2478/s13374-012-0024-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.2478/s13374-012-0024-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2011.563119
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2011.563119
http://dx.doi.org/10.17230/co-herencia.17.32.5
http://dx.doi.org/10.17356/ieejsp.v6i4.662
http://dx.doi.org/10.2298/FID2201050F
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14683857.2023.2170720
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00905992.2011.579953

82 Vujo Ilic and Cedomir Markov

Garic-Humphrey, N. (2020). “Negotiating True Politics: Intergenerational Dynamics
during Social Uprising in Sarajevo, Bosnia-Herzegovina.” Polar-Political and Legal
Anthropology Review Vol. 43, No. 1: 69-86. DOI: 10.1111/plar.12343

Geissel, B. (2013). “Introduction: On the Evaluation of Participatory Innovations — A
Preliminary Framework.” In B. Geissel, and M. Joas, eds. Participatory Democratic
Innovations in Europe: Improving the Quality of Democracy. Opladen: Barbara
Budrich Publishers: 8-32. DOI: 10.2307/j.ctvdfOgdc.4

Gheorghitd, A. (2015). “Voter Characteristics and Leader Effects in a Post-Communist
Context: the Case of the 2012 Legislative Elections in Romania.” Romanian Journal
of Political Science Vol. 15, No. 1: 48-75.

Gherghina, S., and P. Bankov. (2021). “Who Follows the Referendum Campaign? The
Effect of Political Interest and Media Use in Bulgaria.” Problems of Post-Com-
munism Vol. 68, No. 4: 292-302. DOI: 10.1080/10758216.2020.1760722

Glaurdié, J., and C. Lesschaeve. (2022). “Warrior Candidates: Do Voters Value Combat
Experience in Postwar Elections?” Political Research Quarterly Vol. 75, No. 4: 950—
965. DOI: 10.1177/10659129211040524

Gora, A., and P. de Wilde. (2022). “The Essence of Democratic Backsliding in the Eu-
ropean Union: Deliberation and Rule of Law.” Journal of European Public Policy
Vol. 29, No. 3: 342-362. DOI: 10.1080/13501763.2020.1855465

Grasso, M. T. (2016). Generations, Political Participation and Social Change in Western
Europe. London: Routledge.

Greenberg, J. (2010). “There’s Nothing Anyone Can Do About It: Participation, Apa-
thy, and Successful Democratic Transition in Postsocialist Serbia.” Slavic Review Vol.
69, No. 1: 41-64. DOI: 10.1017/S0037677900016697

Greskovits, B. (2015). “The Hollowing and Backsliding of Democracy in East Central
Europe.” Global Policy Vol. 6, No. S1: 28-37. DOI: 10.1111/1758-5899.12225

Gvozdanovié, A. (2016). “Determinants of Young People’s Readiness for Elite-Chal-
lenging Activities in Croatia.” East European Politics Vol. 32, No. 1: 28-45. DOI:
10.1080/21599165.2015.1128415

Hadzic, D., and M. Tavits. (2019). “The Gendered Effects of Violence on Political En-
gagement.” Journal of Politics Vol. 81, No. 2: 676-680. DOI: 10.1086/701764

Haruta, C., and B. Radu. (2010). “Citizen Participation in the Decision Making Process
at Local and County Levels in the Romanian Public Institutions.” Transylvanian Re-
view of Administrative Sciences Vol. 2010, No. 31E: 76-92.

Hauser, M. (2019). Electoral Strategies Under Authoritarianism: Evidence from the For-
mer Soviet Union. London: Lexington Books.

Helms, L. (2021). “The Nature of Political Opposition in Contemporary Electoral De-
mocracies and Autocracies”. European Political Science Vol. 20, No. 4: 557-569.
DOI: 10.1057/s41304-021-00323-z

Iancu, A., and S. Soare. (2016). “Political Activism: Post-Communist Challenges and
Opportunities in East Central Europe.” Partecipazione e Conflitto Vol. 9, No. 1: 152—
180. DOTI: 10.1285/i120356609v9i1p152

Iguman, S., N. Mijatovi¢, and S. Nikolié. (2022). “Keep Up the Good Work, Za Nas
Kej! Citizens’ Passive Support to the Local Activist Group.” Philosophy and
Society-Filozofija i Drustvo Vol. 33, No. 1: 120-142. DOI: 10.2298/FID22011201

Ili¢, V. (2022). “Parliamentary and Election Boycotts in Hybrid Regimes: Evidence
from Southeastern Europe.” Serbian Political Thought Vol. 78, No. 4: 197-217. DOI:
10.22182/spm.7842022.11


http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/plar.12343
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvdf0gdc.4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2020.1760722
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/10659129211040524
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2020.1855465
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0037677900016697
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1758-5899.12225
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21599165.2015.1128415
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/701764
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/s41304-021-00323-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1285/i20356609v9i1p152
http://dx.doi.org/10.2298/FID2201120I
http://dx.doi.org/10.22182/spm.7842022.11

Political Participation in Southeast Europe 83

Jankovié, 1. (2022). “Deliberative Democracy — Theory and Practice: The Case of the
Belgrade Citizens’ Assembly.” Philosophy and Society-Filozofija i Drustvo Vol. 33,
No. 1: 26-49. DOI: 10.2298/F1D2201026J

Jano, D. (2022). “Mapping Balkan—-Southeast European studies.” Southeast European
and Black Sea Studies Vol. 2022: 1-17. DOI: 10.1080/14683857.2022.2153400

Kaim, M. (2021). “Rethinking Modes of Political Participation: The Conventional,
Unconventional, and Alternative.” Democratic Theory Vol. 8, No. 1: 50-70. DOLI:
10.3167/dt.2021.080104

Kelmendi, P, and E. Skendaj. (2022). “Protests in Postwar Societies: Grievances and
Contentious Collective Action in Kosovo.” Nationalities Papers-The Journal of Na-
tionalism and Ethnicity Vol. 2022: 1-21. DOI: 10.1017/nps.2022.7

Kim, N, J. S. Fishkin, and R. C. Luskin. (2018). “Intergroup Contact in Deliberative
Contexts: Evidence from Deliberative Polls.” Journal of Communication Vol. 68, No.
6: 1029-1051. DOI: 10.1093/joc/jqy056

Koprié, 1., and M. Klari€. (2015). “New Developments in Local Democracy in Croa-
tia.” Croatian and Comparative Public Administration Vol. 15, No. 2: 389-414.

Kostadinova, T., and Z. Kmetty. (2019). “Corruption and Political Participation in
Hungary: Testing Models of Civic Engagement.” East European Politics and Socie-
ties Vol. 33, No. 3: 555-578. DOI: 10.1177/0888325418800556

Kouba, K. (2021). “Where Is the Class Bias Attenuation? The Consequences of Adopt-
ing Compulsory Voting in Austria-Hungary in 1907.” European Political Science Re-
view Vol. 13, No. 2: 151-167. DOI: 10.1017/S1755773921000011

Lai, D. (2016). “Transitional Justice and its Discontents: Socioeconomic Justice in Bos-
nia and Herzegovina and the Limits of International Intervention.” Journal of Inter-
ventionand StatebuildingVol.10,No.3:361-381.DOI:10.1080/17502977.2016.1199478

Lantos, N. A., and A. Kende. (2015). “From the Same Starting Points to Moderate
versus Radical Solutions. Hungarian Case Study on the Political Socialization of
Young Lmp and Jobbik Party Political Activists.” Intersections-East European Jour-
nal of Society and Politics Vol. 1, No. 3: 59-80. DOI: 10.17356/ieejsp.v1i3.98

Lastro, C., and F. Bieber. (2021). “The Performance of Opposition Parties in Competi-
tive Authoritarian Regimes: Three Case Studies from the Western Balkans.” Euro-
pean Political Science Vol. 20, No. 4: 617-629. DOI: 10.1057/s41304-021-00326-w

Lenzi, M., A. Vieno, D. D. Perkins, M. Santinello, F. J. Elgar, A. Morgan, and S. Maz-
zardis. (2012). “Family Affluence, School and Neighborhood Contexts and Adoles-
cents’ Civic Engagement: A Cross-National Study.” American Journal of Community
Psychology Vol. 50, No. 1-2: 197-210. DOI: 10.1007/s10464-012-9489-7

Lep, Z., and M. Zupanci¢. (2022). “Civic Identity in Emerging Adulthood Validation
of the Civic Identity Status Scale.” European Journal of Psychological Assessment
Vol. 39, No. 2: 114-123. DOI: 10.1027/1015-5759/a000696

Levitsky, S., and L. A. Way. (2002). “Elections without Democracy: The Rise of Com-
petitive Authoritarianism.” Journal of Democracy Vol. 13, No. 2: 51-65. DOLI:
10.1353/j0d.2002.0026

Levitsky, S., and L. A. Way. (2020). “The New Competitive Authoritarianism.” Journal
of Democracy Vol. 31, No. 1: 51-65. DOI: 10.1353/jod.2020.0004

Levitsky, S., and D. Ziblatt. (2018). How Democracies Die. New York: Crown Publishing.

Lihrmann, A., and S. I. Lindberg. (2019). “A Third Wave of Autocratization Is Here:
What Is New About It?” Democratization Vol. 26, No. 7: 1095-1113. DOI:
10.1080/13510347.2019.1582029


http://dx.doi.org/10.2298/FID2201026J
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14683857.2022.2153400
http://dx.doi.org/10.3167/dt.2021.080104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/nps.2022.7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/joc/jqy056
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0888325418800556
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1755773921000011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17502977.2016.1199478
http://dx.doi.org/10.17356/ieejsp.v1i3.98
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/s41304-021-00326-w
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10464-012-9489-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000696
http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/jod.2002.0026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/jod.2020.0004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2019.1582029

84  Vujo Ilic and Cedomir Markov

Lihrmann, A., M. Tannenberg, and S. I. Lindberg. (2018). “Regimes of the World
(RoW): Opening New Avenues for the Comparative Study of Political Regimes.” Pol-
itics and Governance Vol. 6, No. 1: 60-77. DOI: 10.17645/pag.v6il.1214

Lutz, C., C. P. Hoffmann, and M. Meckel. (2014). “Beyond just politics: A systematic
literature review of online participation.” First Monday Vol. 19, No. 7: 1-36 DOI:
10.5210/fm.v19i7.5260

Lyon, A. (2015). “Political Decentralization and the Strengthening of Consensual, Par-
ticipatory Local Democracy in the Republic of Macedonia.” Democratization Vol.
22, No. 1: 157-178. DOI: 10.1080/13510347.2013.834331

Mansbridge, J. (2020). “The Evolution of Political Representation in Liberal Democra-
cies: Concepts and Practices.” In R. Rohrschneider, and J. J. A. Thomassen, eds. The
Oxford Handbook of Political Representation in Liberal Democracies. Oxford: Oxford
University Press: 17-54. DOI: 10.1093/0xfordhb/9780198825081.013.1

Marciniak, M., S. Jaskulska, S. Gasparovic, B. Janianaite, J. Horbacauskiene, and
R. G. Tkali¢. (2022). “The Psychological Well-Being and Civic Engagement of Pol-
ish, Croatian and Lithuanian Academic Students during Covid-19 Outbreak.” Inter-
national Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health Vol. 19, No. 18: 1-17.
DOT: 10.3390/ijerph191811202

Margarit, D., and H. Rammelt. (2020). “The Revitalization of Social and Civic Partic-
ipation in Eastern Europe? Industrial Conflict and Popular Protests in Romania.”
Intersections-East European Journal of Society and Politics Vol. 6, No. 4: 94-110.
DOI: 10.17356/ieejsp.v6i4.701

Markov, C., and A. Pordevié. (2023). “Becoming a Target: Journalists’ Perspectives on
Anti-Press Discourse and Experiences with Hate Speech.” Journalism Practice Vol.
2023: 1-18. DOI: 10.1080/17512786.2023.2215738

Markov, C., and Y. Min. (2021). “Understanding the Public’s Animosity Toward News
Media: Cynicism and Distrust as Related But Distinct Negative Media Perceptions.”
Journalism and Mass Communication Quarterly Vol. 99, No. 4: 1099-1125. DOLI:
10.1177/10776990211061764

Markov, C., and Y. Min. (2022). “Unpacking Public Animosity Toward Professional
Journalism: A Qualitative Analysis of the Differences Between Media Distrust and
Cynicism.” Journalism Vol. 2022: 1-19. DOI: 10.1177/14648849221122064

Marshall, D. I, L. A. Staeheli, and V. Celebiié. (2020). “Why Are ‘We’ Called “Them’?:
Storytelling and the Contested Terrain of Post-Conflict Public Formation.” Environ-
ment and Planning D-Society & Space Vol. 38, No. 2: 306-324. DOI: 10.1177/
0263775819852124

Martin-Martin, A., E. Orduna-Malea, M. Thelwall, and E. D. Lopez-Cozar. (2018).
“Google Scholar, Web of Science, and Scopus: A Systematic Comparison of Cita-
tions in 252 Subject Categories.” Journal of Informetrics Vol. 12, No. 4: 1160-1177.
DOI: 10.1016/j.j01.2018.09.002

Matié, J. (2012). “(Too) High Expectations of Democracy in Serbia? Interpretation of
Empirical Research Results.” Southeastern Europe Vol. 36, No. 3: 304-327. DOLI:
10.1163/18763332-03603002

Mercea, D., T. Burean, and V. Proteasa. (2020). “Student Participation and Public
Facebook Communication: Exploring the Demand and Supply of Political Informa-
tion in the Romanian #Rezist Demonstrations.” International Journal of Communi-
cation Vol. 2020, No. 14: 4136-4159.

Merkel, W. (2014), “Is There a Crisis of Democracy?” Democratic Theory Vol. 1, No. 2:
11-25. DOT: 10.3167/dt.2014.010202


http://dx.doi.org/10.17645/pag.v6i1.1214
http://dx.doi.org/10.5210/fm.v19i7.5260
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2013.834331
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780198825081.013.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph191811202
http://dx.doi.org/10.17356/ieejsp.v6i4.701
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2023.2215738
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/10776990211061764
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/14648849221122064
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0263775819852124
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0263775819852124
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.joi.2018.09.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/18763332-03603002
http://dx.doi.org/10.3167/dt.2014.010202

Political Participation in Southeast Europe 85

Milosavljevi¢, M., Z. Spasenié, S. Benkovi¢, and V. Dmitrovié. (2020). “Participatory
Budgeting in Serbia: Lessons Learnt from Pilot Projects.” Lex Localis-Journal of Lo-
cal Self-Government Vol. 18, No. 4: 999-1021. DOI: 10.4335/18.3.999-1021(2020)

Milosevié-Pordevié, J. S., and 1. L. Zezelj. (2017). “Civic Activism Online: Making
Young People Dormant or More Active in Real Life?” Computers in Human Behavior
Vol. 70: 113-118. DOT: 10.1016/j.chb.2016.12.070

Mohmand, S. K., and S. M. Mihajlovic. (2014). “Connecting Citizens to the State: In-
formal Local Governance Institutions in the Western Balkans.” IDS Bulletin-Insti-
tute of Development Studies Vol. 45, No. 5: 81-91. DOI: 10.1111/1759-5436.12106

Mongeon, P, and A. Paul-Hus. (2016). “The Journal Coverage of Web of Science and
Scopus: A Comparative Analysis.” Scientometrics Vol. 106, No 1: 213-228. DOI:
10.1007/s11192-015-1765-5

Mujkié, A. (2015). “In Search of a Democratic Counter-Power in Bosnia-Herzego-
vina.” Southeast European and Black Sea Studies Vol. 15, No. 4: 623-638. DOI:
10.1080/14683857.2015.1126094

Murtagh, C. (2016). “Civic Mobilization in Divided Societies and the Perils of Politi-
cal Engagement: Bosnia and Herzegovina’s Protest and Plenum Movement.” Na-
tionalism and Ethnic Politics Vol. 22, No. 2: 149-171. DOI: 10.1080/13537113.2016.
1169060

Nae, M., L. Dumitrache, B. Suditu, and E. Matei. (2019). “Housing Activism Initiatives
and Land-Use Conflicts: Pathways for Participatory Planning and Urban Sustaina-
ble Development in Bucharest City, Romania.” Sustainability Vol. 11, No. 22: 1-26.
DOTI: 10.3390/sul1226211

Nahtigal, L., and M. Brezovsek. (2011). “Territorial and Participatory Aspects of the
Development of Local Democracy in Slovenia.” Politologicky Casopis-Czech Journal
of Political Science Vol. 2011, No. 2: 182-202.

Neaga, D. E. (2014). “A Top-Down Image of Women’s Political Participation.” Euro-
pean Journal of Science and Theology Vol. 10, No. 4: 49-58.

Nikolayenko, O. (2013). “Origins of the Movement’s Strategy: The Case of the Serbian
Youth Movement Otpor.” International Political Science Review Vol. 34, No. 2: 140—
158. DOI: 10.1177/0192512112458129

Nistor, L., C. Tirhag, and P. Ilut. (2011). “Linkages between Informal and Formal So-
cial Capital and Their Relations with Forms of Trust. A Focus on Romania.” Tran-
sylvanian Review of Administrative Sciences Vol. 2011, No. 34E: 155-174.

Norris, P. (1999). Critical Citizens. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

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

O’Brochta, W. (2022). “Ethnic Representational Priorities and Political Engagement in
Deeply Divided Societies.” Nations and Nationalism Vol. 28, No. 3: 777-787. DOLI:
10.1111/nana.12820

Oana, I. E. (2019). “Party and Protest Political Participation among Students in West-
ern and Central-Eastern Europe.” Partecipazione e Conflitto Vol. 12, No. 1: 71-111.
DOI: 10.1285/i20356609v12i1p71

Oross, D., E. Matyass, and S. Gherghina. (2021). “Sustainability and Politics: Explain-
ing the Emergence of the 2020 Budapest Climate Assembly.” Sustainability Vol. 13,
No. 11: 1-13. DOI: 10.3390/su13116100

Oross, D., and A. Szabd. (2020). “Digitalization and Gender Differences in Political
Participation among Hungarian University Students.” Intersections-East European
Journal of Society and Politics Vol. 6, No. 4: 11-33. DOI: 10.17356/ieejsp.v6i4.650


http://dx.doi.org/10.4335/18.3.999-1021%282020%29
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.12.070
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1759-5436.12106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11192-015-1765-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14683857.2015.1126094
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13537113.2016.1169060
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13537113.2016.1169060
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su11226211
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0192512112458129
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/nana.12820
http://dx.doi.org/10.1285/i20356609v12i1p71
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su13116100
http://dx.doi.org/10.17356/ieejsp.v6i4.650

86  Vujo Ilic and Cedomir Markov

Oross, D., and P. Tap. (2021). “Moving Online: Political Parties and the Internal Use of
Digital Tools in Hungary.” European Societies Vol. 25, No. 2: 346-370. DOI:
10.1080/14616696.2021.1943485

Parent, N. (2018). “Four Voices of Refugee Solidarity along the Balkan Route: an Ex-
ploratory Pilot Study on Motivations for Mobilisation.” Migration Letters Vol. 15,
No. 3: 423-436.

Pascaru, M., and Butiu, C. A. (2010). “Psycho-Sociological Barriers to Citizen Partici-
pation in Local Governance. The Case of Some Rural Communities in Romania.”
Local Government Studies Vol. 36,No0.4:493-509.DOI:10.1080/03003930.2010.494102

Peri¢, A. (2020). “Public Engagement under Authoritarian Entrepreneurialism: The
Belgrade Waterfront Project.” Urban Research & Practice Vol. 13, No. 2: 213-227.
DOTI: 10.1080/17535069.2019.1670469

Peric, A., and M. Miljus. (2021). “The Regeneration of Military Brownfields in Serbia:
Moving Towards Deliberative Planning Practice?” Land Use Policy Vol. 102, No.
March 2021: 1-9. DOI: 10.1016/j.1andusepol.2020.105222

Persson, M., K. O. Lindgren, and S. Oskarsson. (2016). “How Does Education Affect
Adolescents’ Political Development?” Economics of Education Review Vol. 53, No.
August 2016: 182-193. DOI: 10.1016/j.econedurev.2016.03.015

Pesic, J., A. Biresev, and T. P. Trifunovié. (2021). “Political Disaffection and Disengage-
ment in Serbia.” Sociologija Vol. 63, No. 2: 355-380. DOI: 10.2298/SOC2102355P

Petrova, T. (2011). “Citizen Participation in Local Governance in Eastern Europe: Re-
discovering a Strength of Civil Society in the Post-Socialist World?” Europe-Asia
Studies Vol. 63, No. 5: 757-787. DOI: 10.1080/09668136.2011.576020

Petrovié, J., and D. Stanojevié. (2019). “Between Cv Builder and Genuine Activist: the
Many Faces of Youth Civic Engagementin Serbia.” Sociologija Vol. 61, No. 2: 259—
276. DOI: 10.2298/SOC1902259P

Petrovié, J., and D. Stanojevié. (2020). “Political Activism in Serbia.” Sudosteuropa Vol.
68, No. 3: 365-385. DOI: 10.1515/s0oeu-2020-0027

Pham, M. T., A. Rajié, J. D. Greig, J. M. Sargeant, A. Papadopoulos, and S. A. McE-
wen. (2014). “A Scoping Review of Scoping Reviews: Advancing the Approach and
Enhancing the Consistency.” Research Synthesis Methods Vol. 5, No. 4: 371-385.
DOI: 10.1002/jrsm.1123

Pickering, P. M. (2022). “Civic Engagement and its Disparate Goals in Bosnia-Herze-
govina.” East European Politics and Societies Vol. 36, No. 4: 1400-1421. DOLI:
10.1177/08883254221081043

Polyak, G. (2019). “Media in Hungary: Three Pillars of an Illiberal Democracy.” In:
E. Potoniska, and C. Beckett, eds. Public Service Broadcasting and Media Systems in
Troubled European Democracies. Cham: Palgrave Macmillan: 279-303. DOI:
10.1007/978-3-030-02710-0_13

Pospieszna, P., and K. Vrablikova. (2022). “Cultural Liberal and Conservative Mobiliz-
ing Potential and Political Participation in Post-Communist Countries.” East Euro-
pean Politicsand Societies Vol. 36,No.4:1422-1448.DOI:10.1177/08883254221083996

Radu, B. (2019). “The Impact of Transparency on the Citizen Participation in Deci-
sion-Making at the Municipal Level in Romania.” Central European Public Adminis-
tration Review Vol. 17, No. 1: 111-130. DOI: 10.17573/cepar.2019.1.06

Rahman, K. S., and H. Russon Gilman. (2019). “Democracy in Crisis.” In Civic Power:
Rebuilding American Democracy in an Era of Crisis. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press: 1-44. DOI: 10.1017/9781108380744


http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2021.1943485
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03003930.2010.494102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17535069.2019.1670469
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2020.105222
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2016.03.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.2298/SOC2102355P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09668136.2011.576020
http://dx.doi.org/10.2298/SOC1902259P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/soeu-2020-0027
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.1123
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/08883254221081043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-02710-0_13
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/08883254221083996
http://dx.doi.org/10.17573/cepar.2019.1.06
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/9781108380744

Political Participation in Southeast Europe 87

Rammelt, H. (2015). “Shadows of the Past: Common Effects of Communism or Differ-
ent Pre-Communist Legacies? An Analysis of Discrepancies in Social Mobilization
throughout Romanian Regions.” Erdkunde Vol. 69, No. 2: 151-160. DOI: 10.3112/
erdkunde.2015.02.05

Repovac-Niksié, V., J. Hasanovié, E. Adilovi¢, and D. Kapidzié. (2022). “The Social
Movement for Truth and Justice - Pragmatic Alliance-Building with Political Parties
in Bosnia and Herzegovina.” Philosophy and Society-Filozofija i Drustvo Vol. 33, No.
1: 143-161. DOI: 10.2298/FID2201143R

Rone, J., and T. Junes. (2021). “Voice after Exit? Bulgarian Civic Activists between Pro-
test and Emigration.” East European Politics and Societies Vol. 35, No. 1: 226-246.
DOI: 10.1177/0888325420902246

Sarlos, G., and M. Fekete. (2018). “Surpassing the Era of Disengaged Acceptance: the
Future of Public Discourse on Nuclear Energy.” Central European Journal of Com-
munication Vol. 11, No. 1: 71-86. DOI: 10.19195/1899-5101.11.1(20).5

Savié-Bojani¢, M. (2022). “Why Small Ethnic Minorities Participate in Politics: Com-
paring Jews and Poles in Bosnia and Herzegovina.” European Societies Vol. 25, No.
2:281-303. DOI: 10.1080/14616696.2022.2030488

Scharpf, F. W. (1999). Governing in Europe: Effective and Democratic? Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Sooryamoorthy, R. (2021). Scientometrics for the Humanities and Social Sciences. Lon-
don and New York: Routledge.

Srbijanko, J. K., N. K. Avramovska, and T. Maleska. (2012). “Predicting Youth Apathy
and Exclusion: Macedonian High-School Students and Their Relations to Their
Communities.” Sociologija Vol. 54, No. 2: 333-350. DOI: 10.2298/SOC1202333K

Stoiciu, V., and S. Gherghina. (2021). “Intra-Party Deliberation, Under-Represented
Groups, and Candidate Selection: the Case of Demos in Romania.” Political Studies
Review Vol. 19, No. 2: 179-185. DOI: 10.1177/1478929920939818

Stojarova, V. (2021). “Media in the Western Balkans: Who Controls the Past Controls
the Future.” In D. Kapidzi¢, and V. Stojarova, eds. llliberal Politics in Southeast Eu-
rope. London: Routledge: 156-176. DOI: 10.4324/9781003208327-9

Susanszky, P. (2020). “Demobilization Processes: Perceived Risks of Protest Participa-
tion among Hungarian Students.” Intersections- East European Journal of Society and
Politics Vol. 6, No. 4: 63-92. DOI: 10.17356/ieejsp.v6i4.664

Susanszky, P, A. Kopper, and G. Toth. (2016). “Pro-Government Demonstrations in
Hungary - Citizens’ Autonomy and the Role of the Media.” East European Politics
Vol. 32, No. 1: 63-80. DOT: 10.1080/21599165.2015.1128900

Trifonova Price, L. (2019). “Media Corruption and Issues of Journalistic and Institu-
tional Integrity in Post-Communist Countries: The Case of Bulgaria.” Communist
and Post—Communist Studies Vol. 52, No. 1: 71-79. DOI: 10.1016/j.postcomstud.
2019.02.005

Tworzecki, H., and H. A. Semetko. (2012). “Media Use and Political Engagement in
Three New Democracies: Malaise versus Mobilization in the Czech Republic, Hun-
gary, and Poland.” International Journal of Press-Politics Vol. 17, No. 4: 407-432.
DOI: 10.1177/1940161212452450

Van Assche, K., R. Beunen, J. Jacobs, and P. Teampau. (2011). “Crossing Trails in the
Marshes: Rigidity and Flexibility in the Governance of the Danube Delta.” Journal
of Environmental Planning and Management Vol. 54, No. 8: 997-1018. DOI:
10.1080/09640568.2010.547687


http://dx.doi.org/10.3112/erdkunde.2015.02.05
http://dx.doi.org/10.3112/erdkunde.2015.02.05
http://dx.doi.org/10.2298/FID2201143R
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0888325420902246
http://dx.doi.org/10.19195/1899-5101.11.1%2820%29.5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2022.2030488
http://dx.doi.org/10.2298/SOC1202333K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1478929920939818
http://dx.doi.org/10.4324/9781003208327%969
http://dx.doi.org/10.17356/ieejsp.v6i4.664
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21599165.2015.1128900
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.postcomstud.2019.02.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.postcomstud.2019.02.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1940161212452450
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2010.547687

88  Vujo Ilic and Cedomir Markov

Van Deth, J. W. (2014). “A Conceptual Map of Political Participation.” Acta Politica
Vol. 49, No. 3: 349-367. DOI: 10.1057/ap.2014.6

Vodo, T., and E. Stathopoulou. (2015). “A Comparative Perspective on the Balkan
Constitutions and the Space Provided for the Citizens.” Journal of Comparative Poli-
tics Vol. 8, No. 1: 20-33.

Vuksanovié-Macura, Z., and 1. Miscevié. (2021). “Excluded Communities and Partici-
patory Land-Use Planning: Experience from Informal Roma Settlements in Serbia.”
Environment and Urbanization Vol. 33, No.2:456-477.D0I:10.1177/09562478211024095

Wiebrecht, F., Y. Sato, M. Nord, M. Lundstedt, F. Angiolillo, and S. I. Lindberg.
(2023). “State of the World 2022: Defiance in the Face of Autocratization.” Democ-
ratization Vol. 30. No. 5: 769-793. DOI: 10.1080/13510347.2023.2199452


http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/ap.2014.6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/09562478211024095
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2023.2199452

