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Vyzkum volebni tiCasti

Jakub Jusko



Volebni iicast

*vys = ¢ JO71 WVW°,V°VvV/

,Voleni jako nejbéznéjsi a nejdiilezitéjsi akt obcana v demokracii®
Aldrich 1993

vewvy/

,Jeden z nejdalezitéjSich indikatortt demokratické vykonnosti
(performance)“ Powell 1982

,Dilezity faktor volebnich vysledka*
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#TakeCr

* Let's take back control
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J. Cancela, B. Geys / Electoral Studies 42 (2016) 264—275 265

Articles about "voter turnout" in Web of Science (absolute number)
and JSTOR (as share of total), as Percent of values in 2000
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—e— Articles pulibhed in WoS --A-- Share of articles published in JSTOR

Fig. 1. Development of voter turnout literature: 2000—2014. Note: Published articles about voter turnout. The solid line represents the yearly evolution of the number articles
returned in a search for ‘voter turnout’ in Thomson Reuters Web of Science. The dashed line represents the number of articles on ‘voter turnout’ available in JSTOR as a share of the

total number of articles published in a given year. Both time-series are expressed as a percentage of the values observed for the year 2000. Data for JSTOR available only until 2012.
Sources: Thomson Reuters Web of Science and JSTOR Data for Research.

Zdroj: Cancela a Geys 2016
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Nahled na problematiku

» Spor o tom, jestli vysoka VU je dtleZita:
- JE (napft. Lijphart 1997) vs. NEMUSI (napi. Rosema 2007)

* Prace s individualni i marko-trovni, data zalozené od cross-
sectional po longitudalne surveys, od big-data po experimentalni
metody

* Volebni u¢ast a voleni jedna z nejzkoumanéjsich oblasti politického
chovani => jinymi slovy - mnoho vyzkumu
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Nutné filtrovani

!

Myty a fakta voleb(né ucCasti)
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Nahled na problematiku

» Zkoumani: 1) Ci se voli (jaka je vysoka téast a proc),
2) Jak se voli (determinanty volby konkrétni strany)

* Nedostatek konsenzu v ramci védecké komunity na ,jadfe modelu’

VU -> mnoho faktorti a teorii, ne vzdy plati

» MiiZou pomoct meta-analyzy VU (napf. Geys 2006, Smets a Van
Ham 2013, Cancela a Geys 2016, Stockemer 2017)
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Dvé odvétvi studii o VU

1) Studie na individudlni drovni

Které osobni charakteristiky mezi volici jich odliSuji v tom, aby sli
volit?

2) Makro-level studie

Jak kontext, v kterém se volby uskute¢iiuji, ovliviiuje VU?
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1) Studie na individualni Girovni
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A) Model socio-ekonomického statusu (SES, the
resource model)

e Participace je akt fizeny individualnimi prostredky (cas, penize,
skills)

* Osoby, které pracuji, maji vyssi pfijem a vyssi SES maji vétsi sanci
na Sirsi spektrum prostiedki

* Osoby s nizkym SES maji mensi Sanci na participaci, protoze:

-neumi ustat nidklady na voleni (jak volit, registrovani)

- potfeba koncentrace na vlastni materidlni blaho nezvysuje
obcansky zdjem a tim aj zajem o politiku
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A) Model socio-ekonomického statusu (SES, the
resource model)

* Vék (+): mladi voli¢i nemaji jasno v jejich politickych zajmech,
dospéli Castéji prijimaji spolecenské normy, zmény v spolecenskych
sitich (skupinach)

*Vzdélani (+): prispiva k zdrojim -> proxy socidlni tfidy a skills
jeden z nejsilnéjsich prediktort,

paradox zvysujici vzdélanosti (a nezvysujici se tCasti)

* Prijem (+): malé no signifikantni efekty
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A) Model socio-ekonomického statusu (SES, the
resource model)

* Reziden¢ni stabilita (+): vétsi ukotveni ob¢ant v komunité ->
silnéj$i komunitni vazby -> lepsi znalost mistnich (politickych)
zaleZitosti

*Region (-): mozné velké rozdily v ramci krajiny (jako kontrolni
proménna)
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Presidential Turnout by Age, 1996-2016
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A) Model socio-ekonomického statusu (SES, the
resource model)

* Méné ,uspésné” promeénné:
-gender ALE vyzkum Burns et al. (2001)

-rasa
- obdanstvi

- manZelsky status — vic angazovany partner, vétsi snaha o “dobré
obcanstvi“ vs. méné volného ¢asu
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B) Model racionalni volby

« Zaméruyje se na ,kalkul voleni® volice, ktery by mél volit, kdyz
benefity pfevazi nad naklady volby

R=PB-C
* Voli¢ by mél volit, kdyz PB > C

* Modifikovana verze: R=PB-C+ D
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B) Model racionalni volby

* Obc¢anska povinnost (D) (+): ,,v demokracii je mordalni povinnost
kazdého volice jit k volbam®, ,potfebné na zachovani demokracie®,
,2nesplnéni = provinéni”

* Instrumentadlni benefity (B) (+): zaujima mé, kdo vyhral volby,
osobni prospéch z vitézstvi

* Naklady (C) (-): ¢as na volbu, jak ,tézké“ je jit volit (méné uspésné)
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B) Model racionalni volby

Pr) Blais et al. (2000): The calculus of voting: An empirical test

Benefit (B)

(1) For you personally, does it make much difference whether the YES or
NO side wins? Does it make an enormous difference, a great difference,
a small difference or no difference?
[For you personally, does it make much difference who wins the election
in the province as a whole? Does it make an enormous . .. .].
[For you personally, does it make much difference who wins the election
in your riding? Does it make an enormous . . .]

Probability (P)
(1) Do you expect the result of the referendum to be very close, somewhat
close, not very close or not close at all?

[Do you expect the result of the election in the province as a whole to be
very close .. .]

[Do you expect the result of the election in your riding to be very close N1
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B) Model racionalni volby

Pr) Blais et al. (2000): The calculus of voting: An empirical test

(2) Have you ever thought of the possibility that the YES or NO side would
win by a single vote, and that it would be your vote that decides which
side wins?

[Have you ever thought of the possibility that the election in your riding
could be decided by a single vote, and that it would be your vote that
decides who wins?]

(3) In your opinion, what are the chances of the YES or the NO side winning
by a single vote: very high, somewhat high, somewhat low or very low?
[In your opinion, what are the chances that the election in your riding
will be decided by a single vote: very high . ..]

(4) Would you say that the chances of the YES or NO side winning by a
single vote are absolutely zero, almost zero or just low?
[Would you say that the chances of the election in your riding being
decided by a single vote are . . .]

Costs (C)

(1) How much time do you think it would take to go to the poll, vote and
return? Is it about a quarter of an hour, half an hour, three-quarters of an
hour, an hour, or more than an hour?

(2) For you personally, is it very easy, somewhat easy, somewhat difficult, or
very difficult to go to vote?

(3) And do you find it very easy, somewhat easy, somewhat difficult, or very
difficult to get information to decide how to vote?
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B) Model racionalni volby

Pr) Blais et al. (2000): The calculus of voting: An empirical test

Duty (D)
(1) Do you strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly
disagree with the following statements:

It is the duty of every citizen to vote?

In order to preserve democracy, it is essential that the great majority of
citizens vote?

(2) If you did not vote, would you feel that you had neglected your duty as a
citizen enormously, a lot, a little or not at all?

(3) If you did not vote, would you feel very guilty, somewhat guilty, not very
guilty or not guilty at all?

Interest in politics

(1) In general, would you say you are very interested in politics, somewhat
interested, not very interested, or not interested at all?

22
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B) Model racionalni volby
a vék

* Rozdily spojené s vékem v ramci C -> dospélost -> vysledky ->
socialni sité -> kapacita pol.znalosti + skills -> naklady na zisk
informaci §J ->korelace s vékem

* Rozsiteni B) vysvétleni o behaviordlni slozku => voleni je
HABITUALNI = voleni v prvych volbach usnadfiuje voleni v
nasledujicich volbach, ¢im je VU pravdépodobnéijsi (vice jak vék a
vzdélani)

* Dtilezité hlavné u mladych (prvovoli¢i) -> zména v chovani je
silnéjsi -> snowball efekt na dlouhodobé politické chovani (a
opacné)

23
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B) Model racionalni volby
a vék

(a) UK Pre-Election Sample, N=3,025

1. Travel automatically 2. Know where to go 3. Not difficult fit routine
8 2 2
8

- 8_ sq

o 3_ 3..

8- 8- l 8-
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024582081

40

Percent

0 246 81

4. Consider self voter 5. Uncomfortable no vote 6. Voting important self 7. Vote even if not interested

Percent

0.2 .46 81 0.2 46 81 0 .2 .46 81 0 2 4 6 81

Note: Y-axis depicts the percent of sample with each item value. I\I I

Zdroj: Cravens 2020 F S S
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https://open.spotify.com/episod
e/2DSphgsZ7iXDXxycJRRwd4?si
=034d4e2cf3d542f8

=awscec: Humans and habits

Brain Science: Neuroscience, Behavior

The Science of Making & Breaking Habits | Episode 53

Huberman Lab

https://open.spotify.com/episod
e/1k70fXS8KOIle5Gj10v40Cj?si=
: Oafed4de336ac4559
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https://open.spotify.com/episode/1k7ofXS8KOle5Gj1Ov40Cj?si=9afe4de336ac4559
https://open.spotify.com/episode/1k7ofXS8KOle5Gj1Ov40Cj?si=9afe4de336ac4559
https://open.spotify.com/episode/1k7ofXS8KOle5Gj1Ov40Cj?si=9afe4de336ac4559
https://open.spotify.com/episode/2DSphgsZ7iXDXxycJRRwd4?si=034d4e2cf3d542f8
https://open.spotify.com/episode/2DSphgsZ7iXDXxycJRRwd4?si=034d4e2cf3d542f8
https://open.spotify.com/episode/2DSphgsZ7iXDXxycJRRwd4?si=034d4e2cf3d542f8
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C) Mobiliza¢ni model

* Nékdy bran v ramci modelu racionalni volby
* Politické strany a organizace absorbuji ¢ast naklad na
participaci (C) poskytovanim informaci o stranach,

kandidatech, politickém procese aby C neprevazilo B

* Bfemeno participace je na organizacich, které mobilizuji
racionalné ,deaktivovanou” verejnost
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C) Mobiliza¢ni model

*Stranicka + nestranicka mobilizace (GOTV) (+): zpravidla
silnéjsi efekt stranické mobilizace

Vystaveni se médiim (+):

- Politicke zpravy vedou k vyssi mife politické informovanosti

-Cteni novin, televize, radio, pozitivni i¢inek na VU (zvySeni
mnoZstvi obsahu ale per se nezvysi VU)

W =

M=
w =
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C) Mobiliza¢ni model

Pi.) Green et al. 2013 - Field Experiments and the Study of
Voter Turnout

Zpasoby:

*door to door => navyseni 2,54 p.b.

* telefondty => navyseni 0,16-1,94 p.b.

*direct mail + letaky nechané u dveri => navyseni 1 p.b.
* Nepersonalni techniky prinaseji slabsi efekty

Argumenty:
*socialny natlak, podékovani, tésnost voleb, ob¢anska
povinnost...

M=
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D) Socializa¢né-psychologicky model

S
* Formativni ¢ast zivota mezi détstvim a dospélosti je
vSeobecné povazovana za klicovou periodu zisku zakladu
politickych postojti a chovani

* Dilezita role rodicti, uciteld, skoly, médii,...

* Méné uspésné: vzdélani rodici a SES; politicka diskuse

30
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D) Socializa¢né-psychologicky model

P
*Vice kognitivni charakteristiky, vcelku tispésné

«Zajem o politiku, politicka znalost (+) => maji fungovat
jako resources, snizuji C

* Personalni preference asociované se stranickou identifikaci,
ideologii (+) => maji fungovat jako benefity (radost z aktu
voleni)

* Méné uspésné: kognitivni znalosti, dGvéra v instituce,
spokojnost s demokracii, dGivéra v jiné,...
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2) Studie na makro-arovni
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A) Institucionalni proménné

* Povinné voleni (+):
-Zemé, kde obc¢ané maji zakonem stanovenou povinnost jit
volit maji vyssi VU

- ,jenom" polovic¢ni efekt v pripade neuplatnéni sankce, nebo
¢astecné sankce (oproti plnym sankcim)

* DulezZitost voleb (+):

VVVVVV

silnéjsi stimul participace

-Cim vic voleb v dany den, tim vyssi acast
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42,87 % 39,70 %

Banskobystricky kraj
45,13 %

Bratislavsky kraj
38,60 %

Nitriansky kraj
43,10%

Uéast v %
| [ |
40 425 45 475 50

Zdroj: SU SR

Zilinsky kraj
50,24 %

Trenciansky kraj
46,31%

Trnavsky kraj
46,34 %

Kosicky kraj
42,89 %

PreSovsky kraj
50,78 %

Banskobystricky kraj
47,50 %

Bratislavsky kraj
39,42 %

Nitriansky kraj
46,49 %

Uéast v %

35 40 45 50

7drai- &1 '13_

U
S5

N1
S



35

A) Institucionalni proménné

Jiné:

*Volebni systém (PR+, FPTP-): argumentac¢né zvladnuté ALE
jenom minorita pfipada (hlavné zvysenim pripadt o krajiny
mimo zdapadni EUR)

 SniZzeni véku na voleni (-): téZzké na méreni (neni mnoho
mimo hranice 18 let)

*Jedna komora, voleni ve volny den, leh¢i zptisob voleni:
nejasne zavery
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B) Socio-ekonomické proménné

*Velikost populace (-): mensi zemé maji homogennéjsi
obyvatelstvo, blizsi vztahy mezi sebou a zastupci (mozZna
pocit vyssiho P?)

Jine:

e Ekonomicky rozvoj krajiny (+): dlouhodoby i kratkodoby,
spojené s argumentem véku a vzdélani ALE nejasné zavéry

* Hustota obyvatelstva (-), korupcia (-): malo pripadt

M=
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C) Politické a stranické proménné

* Tésnost voleb (+):
-souvisi s P v ramci racionalniho modelu

-¢im je mensi mezera mezi dvéma hlavnimi
kandidaty/stranami -> vyssi Sance, Ze hlas ob¢ana se bude
pocitat => tésné volby privolavaji medialni pokryti a vice
stranické mobilizace

-Blais (2020) funguje vs. Stockemer (2017) ne
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C) Politické a stranické proménné

Méné uspésne:

* Pocet stran (+): ¢im vic stran soutézi, tim vic moznosti na
vybér maji volici + lepsi mobilizace -> spiSe bude reflektovat
jejich nazor vs. Vic stran znaci komplikovanéjsi systém na
pochopeni (nutnych vic info) + koali¢ni vladnuti

38
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SoucCasny vyzkum volebni ucasti
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when you're sleeping but someone
keeps talking to you
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Soucasny vyzkum

Ksiazkiewicz a Erol 2022 - Too tired to vote: A multi-

national comparison of election turnout with sleep

preferences and behaviors

* Analyza 9 zemi (Finland, Greece, Ireland, Mexico, the
Netherlands, New Zealand, the Philippines, Russia, and South
Korea), dotazniky

- Existuje asociace mezi spankem, chronotypem a VU?

» ,those who sleep too little or too much are less likely to vote®

*Ranni chronotyp - vy$si VU (ale ne vzdy)
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C: Ireland

* * 9 *Er o teEEIee @ *e @

82.5%1
17.5%1
72.5%1
67.5%1
62.5% 1
57.5% 1
52.5%1
47.5%1
42.5%

37.5%1
32.5%1

el
-.‘-.-
—

Fitted Values of Turnout

2 373 529 685 841 997 1153 13.09 155
(Min.)  (u-3SD) (p-2SD) (u-1SD) (p) (u+1SD) (u+2SD) (u+3SD) (Max.)

Sleep Duration (in Hours)
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Soucasny vyzkum

Petitpas et al. 2021 - Does E-Voting matter for turnout,
and to whom?

* Analyza e-voleni u 30 voleb v Zenevé (Svycarsko) mezi 2008 a
2016 na indi-urovni

* SmisSené vysledky vyzkumu do ted
 Nabidka e-voleni jako alternativniho zptisobu voleni (snizené

néklady) => 4 VU u nevoli¢ti, obéasnych voli¢d
(nehabitudlnich)
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Soucasny vyzkum

Haman a Skolnik 2020 - Socioeconomic or Political
Variables? The Determinants of Voter Turnout in Czech
Municipalities

* Socioekonomické a politické proménné na lokalni arovni v
CR (volby 2018)

* 6229 obci

e Krom “béznych“ proménnych i kvalita Zivota v obci (Obce v
datech): vyssi kvalita Zivota v obci => VU
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Figure 1: The relationship between voter turnout and four variables
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Vyzvy do budoucna

» Vyzkum poskytl nové prediktory VU (korupce, pocasi, etnicka
frakcionalizace...) a lepsi techniky modelovani

1) Nutné brat vyzkum kontextualné (v ramci regionti, zemi) a brat
kontexty do tvahy

2) Nutna lepsi komparace rtznych arovni analyzy (lokalni -
regionalni — narodni) i mezi krajinami

3) Snaha o lep$i ,,uchopeni® a méfeni proménnych (hlavné ZP
TURNOUT) - TURNOUT jako:

a) % registrovanych voli¢a

b) % voli¢t opravnénych volit (na zdkladé véku)

-> ne nutné nas problém
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