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DELIBERATION AS A FACTOR OF RADICALIZATION
OF YOUTH POLITICAL BEHAVIOUR

It order to identify the causes of radical politicehaviour of young
people it is needed to clarify how it relates towgy belonging of a young
person. It becomes possible if to study politioghdwiour in its connection
with those values, ideological beliefs, attitudelsiolh are common to the
group of one’s belonging. On the basis of theoabtianalysis it is
determined that communication in the group, or emtlleliberation
(M. Steenbergen), is one of the main socio-psyajiotd factors that affects
youth political behaviour. It is concluded that &féect of deliberation is so
strong due being composed of both interpersonalgsses of exchanging
thoughts and arguments, and internal processexflettion based on these
arguments. It is found that in those groups wheveng people come
together around some similar vision of politicaduss, the phenomenon of
group thinking resulting in polarization and amigktion of cognitive errors
occurs. It is concluded that after deliberation agidike-minded others,
young people became more confident about their viamd deliberation
fuelled greater radicalism of thoughts and behaviou
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Introduction. There are many different meanings of radicalization
existing in modern scientific literature. Most dfose distinctions can be
represented through socio-psychological differeotdselieves, feelings,
and behaviour. No doubt, it is radicalization ofhaeour that is of the
greatest interest and practical concern as weathdisalization of youth po-
litical behaviour is quite an evident thing at et

C. Sunstein, P. M. Fernbach, C. McCauley, P. Mnfalo,
P. W. Linville, J. S. Fishkin, Y. O. Vasylchuk, R. Gurr, M. Afanasiev,
and other scientists have already studied somelipaties of this problem
and numerous specific features of its revealing,shili many new underly-
ing reasons occur almost every day, and what's mdhey are manifested
in nearly all the spheres of life.

Perfectionism, emotional lability, and irritabilitgre particular fea-
tures to describe a random young person. Younglee¢epd to create idols
and follow them as well. Sometimes they are ndteskienough to resolve
some acute issues, so that they may act quiteyrudetven radically. Be-
sides, different groups are the places, wheréalimportant issues are dis-
cussed and deliberated. Such group deliberation detgrmine the way of
one’s behaviour, including the political one. Sattthere is an evident need
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tostudythe factor of deliberation and its influerceradicalization of youth
political behaviour.

In this paper we araimed atstudying and analyzing how delibera-
tion in the group of young people effects radiatiian of their political
behaviour.

Youth is a large social group. According to E. Ohelev, nowadays
the number of those young people, who actively feahithemselves
through their belonging to some special straturpexple focused on indi-
vidualism, postmodern values including the emphasifiuman rights and
freedom while declining respect towards authoriied Government insti-
tutions, is constantly increasing [1, p. 102]. Battyoung people quite often
tend to make their decisions on the basis of teemgthey-belong-to influ-
ence as they communicate and deliberate all thessacy questions there
as well. Moreover, the quality of decisions carekpected to depend on the
quality of group deliberation preceding decisionking.

According to M. Steenbergedgliberationcan be defined as com-
munication based on the merits of arguments, sadhe sophistication of
justifications and the generalizability of some womjant principles
[2, p. 23].

Recently, broader definitions of deliberation haween launched
forward in the literature. Alongwith rational argemation, J. Mansbridge
notes, that these definitions include other forrhsammunication such as
rhetoric and narratives [3, p. 72]. Despite theseetbpments, the idea of
reasoning among group members remains in the cotbeoconcept of
group deliberation. Moreover, R. E. Goodin claintisat deliberation in-
volves both intersubjective processes of exchangimggments and internal
processes of reflection based on these argumenps $4].

One of the most basic features of deliberationifiehe inclusion of
different points of view during the process of emebing arguments. And
what's more — the availability of different and setimes even conflicting
viewpoints is often treated as a necessary comditio deliberation. But
what is happening in the group of like-minded yopegple as the grouping
process often runs on the basis of common idetisidats, believes values,
etc.? However, the terfienclave deliberation”has been increasingly used
to refer to discussion among like-minded people.

C. Sunstein addresses the problem of “group thgikwhich may
arise when like-minded people discuss among themselt may lead to
group polarization and an amplification of cogretigrrors. Group polariza-
tion occurs when deliberation in a group of likeaded participants rein-
forces the attitudes and opinions prevailing in treup at the outset
[5, p. 183].
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It seems quite obvious, that group thinking cawo affect people’s
factual beliefs and their behaviour eventually.

C. Sunstein also points out that large-scale miseptions, ofin-
formational cascadesiay come up in enclave deliberation because people
just follow the cues provided by others in the alogeof some contrary evi-
dence [6, p. 80-95, 140-143].

Two different mechanisms contributing to polarieativhen opin-
ions in a group are biased at the outsethave himntified.They are (1)
social comparison and (2) persuasive arguments.fif$temechanism re-
veals through one’s tendency to behave in ordebtain social acceptance
from the group and its members. When someone ig @ager to be ac-
cepted, this person needs to process the informatiohow other people
act, and adjust his (her) behaviour accordinglyp[7,142].This means, that
individuals may behave in different ways in ordebt accepted and appre-
ciated favorably by the group members adjustingr ttheughts and behav-
iour in accordance with the views and ways of b@hay which seem to
dominate in the group. Social comparison may ala&enpeople emphasize
their difference from others to the valued directi@, p. 1142]. So that
people may act in a different way, which is mor&r&xe in comparison to
the way at the outsets.

The mechanism of persuasive arguments in a nlitsaglan idea
that people are convinced by the arguments domigati the group. Con-
sequently, if those arguments are biased in orectitin, there is a high
probability of a further shift to this direction.éording to
H. MercierandH. Landemoregonfirmation biasas a phenomenon means
that people are inclined to seekinformation conifiigntheir prior beliefs
and to disregard information against them [8, d.]23ctually, motivated
reasoning refers to a variety of cognitive and @ffe mechanisms which
lead individuals to arrive at the conclusions thent to arrive at [9]. When
like-minded people are gathered in one group thdividual biases in their
own ideas about definite issues are not compar#d those ideas and ar-
guments, which are supported by people of diffe@meven conflicting
views [10]. So that opinions tend to be polarizedgeoup members only
consider those arguments, which are in suppotef bwn initial points of
view. Sometimes people may even take on board mgwneents, which
support their basic ideas.

In this article we analyze the influence of graxgmposition and
deliberation in this group between its members e dutcomes of such
discussion and how it influences political behavioi group participants.
More specifically, we compare the results of dealiten in the groups of
like-minded young people (aged from 18 to 35 yedd3 with the groups,
where participants had different positions aboduitipal issues and their
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views were divided (young people aged from 18 toy8&rs old as well).
The analysis is based on the results obtained #feeccarried out experi-
ment, where young people were invited to delibeostesome urgent politi-
cal issues.

Based on earlier theoretical research, we teshyppothesiswhich is
formulated as follows: deliberation in the groupliké-minded young peo-
ple tends to radicalize their political views anduces participants’ radical
political behaviour.

Generally, 56 participants took part in this expenmt, where 35 par-
ticipants formed the experimental group (19 men &&dvomen), and an-
other 21 participants formed the control group ifieh and 9 women). Each
group was split into sub-groups of 7 participardste so that the experi-
ment included 5 equal experimental like-minded gsoand 3 equal control
mixed groups.

The topics of deliberation experiment were threktipal issues: (1)
inefficient anti-corruption fight (only demonstragi arrests and announces
in mass media), (2) unfavorable situation for yoy®pple in the labor
market, and (3) financial problems in society. Ehase contested and de-
bated issues in Ukraine at present. Those youngl@egho noted their
readiness to participate in the experiment wereoary assigned to like-
minded groups or mixed groups.

The participants’ opinions and potential ways dittpolitical be-
haviour were measured before and after deliberafidter deliberation in
the group participants had to note the result eifrthroup discussion, which
was supposed to be some group decision on howstivee each of three
issues through their political behaviour.

The comparisons are mainly done within- subjecetviben pre-
testing and post-testing), and also between-subfesting when available.

First, we analyze judgment onthe influence of trestt on opinions.
According to it, polarization occurs in the group lixe-minded people,
whereas polarization in the mixed groups is noeokable. There were four
statistically significant changes out of ten inmpns among the partici-
pants in the experimental group between pre- arst-testing p < 0,05).
All the three topics of deliberation were in thist,sand one topic, which
was very similar to the tested ones, was signifigachanged as well (it
was formulated as “Distrust towards representatdfestate authorities”).
Polarization has an obvious tendency as all theethopics had a shift to-
wards their maximum in their mean valtieSnefficient anti-corruption
fight (only demonstrative arrests and announcemass media)’ was in-

The values are ranged from 1 to 4.
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creased from 3,20 to 3,69; ‘unfavorable situation young people in the
labor market’ was increased from 3,80 to 3,97; dindncial problems in
society’ was increased from 3,80 to 3,91. O thereoy, there were no sta-
tistically significant changes between pre- andtypesting of opinions in
the control mixed groups, and there were no sigaifi changes of mean
values of opinions’ streaming after deliberatianefficient anti-corruption
fight (only demonstrative arrests and announcedmass media) was
changed from 2,52 to 2,58; ‘unfavorable situation young people in the
labor market’ had the same mean value in both casek ‘financial prob-
lems in society’ was increased a bit from 2,76 822 So that the effect of
deliberation on moving group polarization forwascbvious as the level of
mean values of opinions on tested issues significarcreased.

Second, we analyze our judgment about the effedetiberation on
political behaviour. In order to study that, pagants were asked about
how they would resolve the above-mentioned problgmsugh their politi-
cal behaviour via noting potentially possible wajsheir behaviour.There
were statistically significant changes in the way9olitical behaviour in
order to resolve all the three political issues agithe participants of the
group of like-minded young people € 0,05). And what's more — there
was one more statistically significant change ia tays of resolving an-
other political issue, which wasn't included in fie of topics to deliberate
in the group, but still the effect of deliberatimas strong enough to change
this piece of study as well. This issue was formadaas “The increase of
crime”, which is quite relatedwith the tested ongs.for the mean value of
the level or radicalism in the composition of piold behaviour, it increased
after group deliberation. The level of radicalismsarecorded as follows
inefficient anti-corruption fight (only demonstragi arrests and announces
in mass media)’ — increased from 1,71 to 2,06;dunfable situation for
young people in the labor market’ — increased fig&4 to 1,77, and ‘finan-
cial problems in society’ — increased from 1,431{64.Besides, statistical
analysis showed, that the only statistically sigaifit difference was be-
tween political behaviour before deliberation amdugp decision, and vice
versa — there were no statistically significantfedénces between group
decision and personal decision taken after grodipetation. The results
demonstrate that group deliberation significanffeaed political behavior
in the direction of increasing the level of itsicad tendency.

Unlike the experimental group, the control grougndi show any
statistically significant changes in its resultsgdahe mean value of radica-

11 pointed low level of radicalism; 2 pointed midé#eel of radicalism; 3 pointed
high level of radicalism.
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lism of participants’ potential political behaviowas about the same before
group deliberation and afterwards. So, the resriseloquent: group deli-
beration affects political behaviour in the grodgdike-minded young peo-
ple.

Next, the results demonstratedthat group pressasestvonger in the
mixed groups. Its level had 2,07 points out of ¢hmeaximum points, and its
level in the group of like-minded people had 1,60ngs out of three as
well. So, the results show that it is easier tad flome common group deci-
sion in the group of like-minded people as theypktand deliberate towards
some common aim, and there is no serious need @o-persuade other
group participants, that one’s decision is the be#hplement.

To sum up, our hypothesis has gained support. Weade delibera-
tion effect, which influences political behaviowhich gets an obvious shift
towards its radicalization in the group of like-mi@d people. So that we can
claim, that group composition may be a crucial debeant of deliberative
outcomes, and deliberation between like-minded |geigthe factor of their
political behaviour’s radicalization.

Conclusions. After group deliberation with like-minded others,
young people became more confident about their szi@lae group became
more homogeneous and deliberation significantlyiced internal diversity,
and discussions by like-minded group members fugiedter radicalism of
thoughts and behaviour. So that group deliberat&ombe treated as a factor
of radicalization of youth political behaviour, amigtermine the way of
one’s political behaviour.

As the groups of young people were formed for thieesof experi-
ment conducting, they will not interact in reaklifout there is every reason
to believe that the same results occur not onkgxiperimental settings, but
in many real-world situations in which young peojplieract.
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Baniora B. B. I'pynoBa auckycisi ik YHHHUK pajuKaiizanii noJiTH4Hol
MOBeiHKH MOJIO/I

BucnoBneHo nyMKy, IO A BUSIBJICHHS NMPUYMH PaJMKaIbHOI IOJITHYHOT
MOBEIiHKHM MOJIOJI MOTPiOHO 3'ICYBATH, SIK LISl TIOBEIHKA CIIiBBITHOCHTHCS 3 IPYIIO-
BOI0 HAJISKHICTIO MOJIOAOI JIFOAMHHU. 3ampolOHOBAaHO MOCII[KYBaTH MONITHIHY
MOBEIIiHKY y 3B'SI3Ky 3 THMMH LiHHOCTSIMH, iICHHUMH NEPEKOHAHHSIMH, HACTAHOB-
JICHHSIMH, SIKi JOMIHYIOTB y TPYIIi, [0 SKOi HaleKHUTh MoJoja JoanHa. Ha ocHOBI
TEOPETHYHOT0 aHAIII3y BU3HAYCHO, L0 CHIJIKYBaHHS BIPYII, a TOYHIIIE — IPYIOBE
muckytyBanusi (M. CtinGepreH), € OJJHUM i3 KIIOYOBHX COLIAbHO-IICUXOJIOTITHUX
YUHHUKIB, SIKi BIUIMBAIOTh Ha MOJIITUYHY MOBEIIHKY MOOi. 3'sCOBaHO, 10 edek-
TUBHICTb TaKOTO BIUIMBY IIOJIATA€ B TOMY, IIO I'PYNOBE IUCKYTyBaHHs nependayae
SIK MDDKOCOOOBI mpoliecH 00MiHy JAyMKamu i apryMeHTaMH, TaK i BHYTPIIIHBOOCO-
6ucricHi npouecu pediekcii wiei iHpopmarii. BeranosneHo, 1o B rpymnax, e Mo-
J0Ai oA 00’ €AHYIOTHCS HABKOJIO CXOXKOT0 OayeHHs MOJITUYHHX peaiii, BUHUKAE
(heHOMEH TpyIIOBOTO MUCJICHHS, SIKMIA Belle JIO TMOJIspH3alii Ta aMIutiikarii KorHi-
THUBHHMX HOMMJIOK. 3p00JICHO BUCHOBOK, 110 B PE3yJIbTaTi IPYNOBOi AUCKYCil MO0
JFOZM 31 CXOKMMHM TMOJITHYHHMH ITOTVISIAaMH CTAIOTh BIEBHEHILIMMH OO CBOIX
i7el, a cama qUCKYCisl MiKUBITIOE PaIUKaIbHICTh IXHIX JYMOK Ta ITOBEIHKH.

Kniouosi cnoea: monmiTuuHa MOBEIiHKA, MOJIOJb, PaJUKai3allis, AUCKYCis,
MONITHYHHUI CYO’ €KT, COL[iaTbHO-TIOMITHYHA 3PITiCTh.
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