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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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Figure 5.1 Turnout 1971-2014, 31 consistently free countries
Zdroj: Fisher et al. 2018
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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

400 % -

300 % -
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Percent of values in 2000
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1 1 1
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Year

—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) Jestli se voli (jaka je vysoka ucast 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

jak méfit?
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Table 2: Regressions measuring the effect of political sophistication on turnout

Turnout

Model
Self-competence
Political interest

Political sophistication

Age
Education (Secondary)

Education (University)

(1)
0.981 (0.139) *

0.027 (0.007) *
0.825 (0.227) *
0.681 (0.293) !

(2)
0.306 (0.161) .
1.334 (0.154) *

0.024 (0.007) *
0.737 (0.241) *
0.485 (0.312)

3)

1.549 (0.168) *

0.024 (0.007) *
0.782 (0.236) *
0.479 (0.304)

Gender (Women) 0.156 (0.204) 0.333 (0.222) 0.354 (0.214)..

Nationality (Hungarian) 0.581 (0.429) 0.809 (0.446) . 0.739 (0.442) .

Nationality (Other) -0.048 (0.882) -0.739 (0.966) -0.265 (0.939)

Municipality size -0.011 (0.079) -0.047 (0.085) -0.022 (0.083)

Constant -3.196 (0.584) * -3.743 (0.634) * -4.470 (0.618) *
AIC 717.44 631.92 666.81

N 1,032 1,032 1,032

Note: Estimates are unstandardised logit coefficients, standard errors in parentheses. The reference category for

education is primary, men for gender, and Slovak for nationality. Significance: .p < 0.10; Ip < 0.05; *p < 0.01.
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Studie na individualni irovni

A) The resource model
B) Model racionalni volby

C) Mobiliza¢ni model

D)Socializa¢né-psychologicky model
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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 i zdjem 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

16
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Presidential Turnout by Age, 1996-2016
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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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A) Model socio-ekonomického statusu (SES, the
resource model)

«

* Meneé ,uspesSne” promenne:

- gender
-rasa
- obc¢anstvi

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

M=
N —

=



20

The British Jeurnal of Pelities and
International Relations

The gender gap in voter 2023, Vol. 25(1) 2141
& The Authar(s) 2021

turnout: An artefact of men’s
. . Article reuse guidelines:
over-reporting in survey :

sagepub.com/journals-permissions
researc h? jeurnals sagepub.com/hame/bpi

DOL: 10.1177/13691481211056850
®SAGE

Daniel Stockemer'
and Aksel Sundstrom?

Abstract

Is there a gender gap in voting! Most cross-national survey research on gender inequalities in voter
turnout finds that men have a higher probability to vote than women. Yet, some studies using
validated turnout data shed some doubt on this finding. We revisit the question of a gender gap in
voting using official records. In more detail, we compare the gender gap in turnout between survey
data and official electoral figures across 73 elections. Our results highlight that in surveys, men
still report higher turnout in most countries. However, official electoral figures reveal contrasting
trends: across countries, women are, on average, more likely to vote. We also test two explanations
for this difference in turnout between official figures and surveys: (1) men over-report voting more
than women and (2) the survey samples of men and women are different. We find some, albeit
very moderate, evidence for the first explanation and no support for the second explanation. All
in all, our research nevertheless suggests that scholars should be careful in using surveys to detect
gender differences in voting.
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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)

23
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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

2 ] S



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?

27
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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-

o - o o -
0 1

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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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)

29
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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

GET OUT THE

VOTE/
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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

32
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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)

M=
N —
wn =



34

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...
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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

35
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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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D) Socializa¢né-psychologicky model

You've Either Got It or You Don’t? The Stability of
Political Interest over the Life Cycle

Markus Prior Princeton University

Some people are more politically interested than others, but political scientists do not know how stable these
differences are and why they occur. This paper examines stability in political interest. Eleven different panel surveys
taken in four different countries over 40 years are used to measure stability. Several studies include a miuch larger
number of interview waves—up to 23—than commonly used panels. The analysis empirically characterizes the
stability of interest over time using a model that accounts for measurement ervor and a dynamic panel model. The
large number of panel waves makes it possible to relax many restrictive assumptions to ensure robustness, With one
exception (Germany reunification), political interest is exceptionally stable in the short run and over long periods of
tine. Hence, this study provides strong justification for efforts to understand how political interest forms among
young people.
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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
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Zilinsky kraj
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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 (-), korupce (-): malo pripad
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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

Political Psychology, Vol. 44, No. 5, 2023
doi: 10.1111/pops. 12868

The Most Important Election of Our Lifetime: Focalism and
Political Participation

Curtis Bram
Duke University

This article argues that a psvchological bias called “focalism” contributes to an overestimation of the
differences between political candidates, which in turn increases participation and polarization. Focalism
causes people to confuse the allocation af attention to things with the importance of those things. Because
attention to politics typically centers on conflict, the result is an exaggeration of differences across the
partisan divide. I test this intuition using an experimental design that provides all respondents with all
the information they need to estimate how much Joe Biden and Donald Trump objectively disagreed on
policy positions just before the 2020 election. 1 find that shifting attention—toward either those positions
the candidates agreed or disagreed with each other on—influences beliefs about the differences between
candidates. The effect exceeds that of identifving as a Democrat or as a Republican. Beyond those
perceptions, focalism increases turnout intentions, perceptions of election importance, negative feelings
towards the out-candidate, and affective pelarization.

KEY WORDS: participation, polarization, focalism, cognitive bias
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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
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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)

M=
N —
wn =



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%
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32.5%1
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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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* VSeobecné zdravi:
-20 EU zemi -> sniZeni VU (0.48 pp.)
- Svédsko -> snizeni VU ALE zvyseni v jinych formach (kontakt, protest)

*Zasazeni v kazdodennich aktivitach:

-20 EU zemi -> sniZzeni VU ALE zvy$eni v jinych formach (boycott,
petice, kontakt)

- USA - znevyhodnéni 5.7 pp. turnout gap

* Deprese:
- USA (mediovana vzdélanim and partisanship)
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Lonely Hearts, Empty Booths? The
Relationship between Loneliness, Reported
Voting Behavior and Voting as Civic Duty

Alexander Langenkamp "', Faculty of Social Sciences, Goethe University Frankfurt,
Theodor-W.-Adorno-Platz 6, Frankfurt, Hessen, 60323,

Germany

Objective. The study investigates the relationship between perceived loneliness and the individuals’
attitude whether voting is a civic duty. With that, it is the first study to shed light on the mecha-
nism linking perceived loneliness to voting behavior. Methods. Two independent, cross-sectional,
and representative datasets from Germany (z = 1641) and the Netherlands (» = 1431) are an-
alyzed. Results. The regression results and effect decomposition techniques show that loneliness
is associated with reduced intention to vote as well as a lower sense of duty to vote. The effect
of loneliness on voting behavior is partially mediated through a reduced sense of duty. Conclu-
sion. Loneliness is associated with political disengagement. The study provides empirical evidence
that the relationship between loneliness and turnout is partially mediated through sense of duty.
This showcases that lonely individuals tend to feel detached from society and are less likely to feel
obligated to participate in the electoral process.
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Soucasny vyzkum: jak zvysit volebni ucast

* Hlasovani v neptitomnosti preferovano lidmi se znevyhodnénim
(Kincart, 2023) .

* Predplacené postovné +1.1az +1.3 .
 Otevieni vic volebnich mistnosti (v zahranici): LotyS$sko .

* Zména lokace volebni mistnosti: Los Angeles a
California's 2003 gubernatorial recall volba -> -1.8 pp. .

* Automaticka registrace-> + 2.1 pp. .

* All-mail-voleni: Colorado -> +8 pp. (mladi, méné vzdélani, ne-bile

rasy) . ]

before the election receives a ballot by mail. Voters may choose to mail IVI U I\I I
back their completed ballot, drop it in one of many secure collection
boxes, or bring it to a vote center, where professional staff serve those F S S

who prefer to vote in person; in 2014, the first year in which Colorado



54

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

M=
N —
wn =



NOT SUREIF HIGHER VOTER
TURNOUTTHIS ELECTION

OR ALL MY FRIENDS'ARE JUST GETTING

Tt

OLDER
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