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Back to Converse:

* Politicka znalost je nizka a nerovhomerne rozptylena
 TradiCni teorie reprezentace ale vyzaduje informovaneé voliCe
» VVztah informaci a reprezentace

 Informacni zdroje se meni (strany, masmedia, nova media)

* Rust nakladu na zprostredkovani i ziskani informaci

* Political awarness, political expertise, political sophistication
» Siroky koncept: zapojeni do politiky, znalosti o politice

« Converse: intelektualni znalost, pochopeni politiky, pochopeni
otazek



ProcC je informovanost dulezita?

* Kolik by toho prumérny ob¢an mel znat??

 Jaké jsou dusledky nerovnomérné informovanosti mezi
obCany?



V Cem jsou rozdily?

* VVolebni ucast, politicka participace

« Zpusob hlasovani

* Mensi vliv symbolicke politiky

* MensSi duvéra médii, agenda settingu

* Nepostoje ve vysoké mife, v ruznych zemich (USA ale i Evropa)
« Non response v CR 40-50%
* V ¢em je non-response dulezita?



Reprezentativhi demokracie

« Hodnoceni politickych programu stran
* Hodnoceni Cinnosti stran v uradech

1) znalost vlastni preference
* 2) rozliSeni mezi stranami
» 3) hlasovani (,correct vote®)

* Informovanost velmi nizka (Converse Delli Caprini and Keeter)



Knowledge gap hypothesis

 VVySSi uroven znalosti (vzdelani a lidi se zajmem o pol.)
usnadnuje zisk novych informaci

* Lidé s vyssSi znalosti maji komparativni vyhodu

* 1) lepSi porozuméni problémum,

 2) uchovavaiji vice informaci (zdroje pro porozumeni),
 3) relevantni socialni kontakty s ostatnimi,

* 4) vetsi expozice masové komunikaci



Informovanost jako ideologicka
sofistikovanost

* Logicka organizovanost politickych postoju do koherentnich
struktur

 VVztahy dvou a vice postoju (Converse)
 Jsou-li vazby koherentni, jedna se o ideologi
* Politicka sofistikovanost (Luskin 1987):

* 1) mnozstvi postoju

« 2) rozpéti témat postoju

« 3) propojeni navzajem,



Obcanskeé znalosti

» Znalost faktickych informaci
* Politickych lidru

* |nstituci

* Pravidel



Tabulka 2.1. Odpovédi na ruzné typy otazek po obcanskych politickych znalostech

(radkova procenta)

Otazka, uroven a téma spravné nespravneé nevi
Regionadlni politika
Uvést jméno hejtmana respondentova krajet 68 6 26
Odpovednost za odvoz domaciho odpadu® 55 17 28
Priumer 60 10 30
Narodni politika
Zptsob volby prezidenta CRt 73 8 19
Rok ustaveni CR# 71 17 12
Volebni systém pro volby do PS* 24 24 52
Prameér 56 16 28
Mezinarodni politika
Pocet ¢lent EU+ 54 9 37
Zpusob vybéru predsedy Evropské komise® 47 10 43
Kanada stalym clenem Rady bezpecnosti OSN+ 18 27 55
Prameér 40 15 45
Tematické clenéni
* instituce a politické procesy (prameér) 49 14 37
1 politicti aktéri (pramer) 65 8 27
¥ obecna politicka znalost (prameér) 48 18 35
N 1,201 1,201 1,201

Zdroj: ISSP 2006 Role vlady IV, CR; vazena data.



Pocet spravnych odpovédi

Skupina Podskupina (0-2) (3-4) (5-6) (7-9)Celkem N
Celkem Vsichni respondenti 17 27 37 20 100 1,201
Pohlavi Muz 14 24 37 25 100 589
Zena 19 30 36 16 100 612
Vékova kohorta 18-24 let 18 30 36 16 100 157
25-34 let 20 26 42 13 100 203
35-44 let 15 26 35 20 100 212
45 let a vice 15 26 35 24 100 627
Vdany/Zenata Ne 15 26 40 16 100 875
¢l s partnerem Ano 16 27 36 21 100 226
DosaZené vzdélani Zakladni a méne 28 28 34 9 100 149
Stfedni bez maturity 22 28 35 15 100 467
Stfedni s maturitou 10 30 36 24 100 422
Univerzitni a vy3$si odborné 6 12 45 37 100 163
Pfijem domaéacnosti Méné nez 14 000 K¢ 23 32 32 14 100 221
14 000-22 999 K¢ 14 26 38 21 100 317
23 000-34 999 K¢ 14 24 43 20 100 234
Vice neZ 35 000 K¢ 7 24 40 30 100 94
Sektor zaméstnani Soukromy 18 26 36 20 100 636
Statni 19 31 36 14 100 242
Vetejné instituce 10 11 52 28 100 97
Soucasny Zaméstnani na plny uvazek 16 26 39 20 100 491
zaméstnanecky stav Soukromnik, podnikatel 16 16 47 20 100 89
Nezaméstnany 29 23 30 19 100 52
Student, ucen 11 28 39 22 100 99
Starobni dlichodce 16 27 35 22 100 295
Subjektivni Nizsi tfida 18 20 36 26 100 222
socialni tiida Stfedni tfida 16 29 37 18 100 420

Vyisi stfedni a vy$si tiida 13 29 39 20 100 489




Problém meéreni informovanosti

« Jak moc velky problem je tipovani?
« Zahrnout DK, nebo ne?
* Vyzyvat respondenty, at odpovidaji DK, nebo ne?

* Mondak (2001) proti: dava to prostor systematickym biasum
* 1) guessing effect, 2) partial knowledge effect

 Aktivni odrazovani? (melo by odradit vSechny)

L aLD a4

* Rozliseni neinformovanych a misinformovani voliCu (Delli
Carpini a Keeter 1996)



Sturgis 2008

« Experiment v CATI sberu 20047
« 1. DK, pokud nevite (konvencni)
2. Pokud nevite, tak si tipnete (Mondak)

3. UrcCité spravne, mozna spravne, mozna
Spatne, urcite Spatne (moznost nejistoty), DK

. Britain’s electoral system is based on proportional representation.

. MPs from different parties are on parliamentary committees.

. The Conservatives are opposed to the ratification of a constitution for the
European Union.

(ad 2 =



Table |. Mean Correct, DK Before and After Probing DKs

Across Conditions

Condition xDK, xDK, xcorrect; Xcorrect; n

1 (Standard) 1.00 0.16 153 1.98 341
2 (Mondak) 0.30 0.30 1.81 1.81 317
3 (Definitely/probably) 0.77 0.21 1.61 1.90 348

SOURCE.—BMRB Omnibus Survey; n = 1006.

V analyze nenachazi dukazy hyoptézy o pratianl knowledge
Nedoporucuji Mondakav postup
Klasicky question wording



Je obcanska znalost
jednodimenzionalni?

* Nebo existuji specifické oblasti?
- Zeny a political knowledge?

* Teorie Issue Publics (Krosnick 1990)



Issue public

* Ruzné problémy zajimaji ruzné lidi
* Lidé maji znalosti o tématech, ktera jsou pro né dulezita
* Verejnost jako celek malo informovana o vsech policy oblastech

* Issue publics — vice informovani, téma je dulezité hraje roli v
rozhodovani, snaze polarizovane

* Vice strukturovaneé postoje k tematu, uchovani vice background
knowledge, selektivni zameéreni pozornosti na teéma (lyengar
1990, Krosnick 1990).



UCI se issue publics snaze v kampanich?

* Issue publics uz jsou hodné informované

« Malo prostoru pro nové informace

* Henderson 2013: Issue Publics, Campaigns, and Political Knowledge
* Nové téma

« Zmena pozice kandidata

 Test na tematech Social Security a Medicaid

« Kampan 2000 vs 2004

* |ssue public = seniofri

* Rolling cross-section

Panel data




Polit Behav

Fig. 2 a Daily percentage of all
respondents correctly placing
both candidates’ positions on
investing Social Security
contributions from 5th July
through Election Day in 2000
and 2004. Data are smoothed by
2-week moving average. b Daily
percentages of seniors and non-
seniors correctly placing both
candidates’ positions on
investing Social Security
contributions from 5th July
through Election Day in 2000,
Data are smoothed by 2-week
moving average. ¢ Daily
percentages of seniors and non-
seniors correctly placing both
candidates’ positions on
investing Social Security
contributions from 5th July
through Election Day in 2004,
Data are smoothed by 2-week
moving average
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Tahle 2 Logit results for correct placement of both candidates’ Social Security positions in pre/post-

election panel
Initial interview Followup Followup
iniErview interview
Senior 0.440%% (134)  D394%% (0.124) 0.072 (0.188)
Young —0313** (0.108) —0.426%* (0.095) —0.655** (0.143)

Accurate placement (initial interview)
Interview day (initial interview)

Days after election (followup interview)
Political knowladge

Partisan strength

Ideological strength

Education

Income

Black

Femuale

Constant

N

PCP (%)

0.006%* (0.001 )

0.429%* [0.057)
0070 (0.049)
0.1539%* [0.074)
0.173%* (0.063 )
0.1 18*#* (0.02T)
=0 3820202 )
=0.538%* (0.05%6)
— L.6R1** (0.253)
2,056
(7]

0.002** (0, 000)
—0.010 (0.006)
0.401%* (0.049)
0.142%#* (0.043)
—0.0358 (0.065)
0.319%* (0.057)
0.153%* (0.025)
=(0.667** ((.164)
—=0.395%* (0.088)
— L238** (0.228)
2,594
!

L750%* ((0.143)
—(.002 (0.002)
—0.013 (0.009)
0339 (0.07T)
0.071 (0.065)
—0.083 (0.0
0252 (D.OBE)
0. 134% (DU03HE)
(. 864%* ([.249)
—=(.296%** (0.133)
—1.441%* (0.335)
1,527
Th

Standard errors are in parentheses

PCP percent of observed outcomes correctly predicted by the model (assigning a predicted value of zero
to cases with predicted probabilities less than 0.5 and one to cases with predicted probability of 0.5 or

greater)

#* Stafistical significance at the 0.05 level



Table 3 Logit results for correctly placing both candidates’ positions in RCS samples by battle ground

slatus
Private accounts for Social Security
2000 Battleground 2000 Baitleground and 2000 Safe states
states leaning states and markets
Senior 0247 (0.207) 0.354%= (0.134) 0.444%* (D.165)

Interview day
Senior » day
Young

Young = day
Political knowledge

Political knowledge = day

Partisan strength
ldeological strength
Education

Income

Black

Female

Constant

Average GRP

N

FCF (%)

OO0 *= (0002 )
0.005* (0.003)
= (289 (0.149)
0.001 (0.002)
0.242%% (0.090)
0.002* (0.001)
O.188** (0.032)
0.047 (0.0449)
0.279** (0.042)
O.084*= (0018)
—(1447#* ((0.134)
— (1 412%* ((L.074)
— LB9T** ((.163)
34.610
4273
i)

U010 = (0001 )
OLO04* = (0.002)
=0 189 * (0.097)
=0.001 (0.001)
0.235** (0.062)
OLO02Z* = (0001}
0139 * (0022
0.066* (0.037)
0.278** (0.029)
0.085** (0.013)
—(1.353** (0.106)
— (1. 398** (0.051)
= 1.937** ((.116)
25.163
8,263
a7

OO0 = (00000 3
0.004#* (0.002)
0.031 (0.121)
=0.003* (0.002)
0.345%* (0.077)
0.002* (0.001)
0.169** (0.029)
0.146%* (0.052)
0.298** (0.035)
0.070** (0017}
—=(.524%#* ((.093)
=01 412%# ((006d)
=2 08%9** ([ 158)
0
3,554
(it

Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered by interview day

PCP percent of observed outcomes correctly predicted by the model (assigning a predicted value of zero
to cases with predicted probabilities less than 0.3 and one to cases with predicted probabilities of 0.5 or

greater)

*#®_ * Statistical significance at the (L03 and .10 levels, respectively



Table 3. Substantive Effects for Second-Stage Variables

Change in Probability of Response

Variable Correct Don’t Know Incorrect
Importance of left-right to selection of coalition cabinet partners (Bpyc— 1g) 0= —013 —.160*
(.073, .265) (—.096, .076)  (—.229, —.083)
Accuracy of left-right in predicting party position on narrow policy dimensions —.006 012 —.006
(—.012, .000) (000, .028) (—.015, .000)
Ideological difference between parties in the dyad 1917 081* —.272*
(.130, .252) (.025, .144) (—.310, —.236)
Number of dyads (parties) included in the survey .018 000 —.018
(—.0308, .064)  (—.045,.053) (—.057, .023)
Telephone survey (base category is in-person interview) —.004 012 —.008
(—.062, .053)  (—.050,.076) (—.063, .045)
Self-administered survey (base category is in-person interview) 006 055 —.060
(—.080, .093)  (—.044, .169) (—.143, 016)
Average time parties in dyad have been prime minister 034 031 —.065*
(—.022, .088) (—.018, .083) (—.109, —.021)
Average time parties in dyad have been in cabinet (not as prime minister) .038 021 —.06*
(—.014, .091) (—.027, .068) (—.103, —.018)
Party names that might mislead respondent in ordering dyad .008 028 —.037
(—.058, .071) (—.026, .088) (—.091, .014)
Party names that might help respondent in ordering dyad 048 048 —.096*
(—.016, .115)  (—.008,.107)  (—.144, —.051)
Average size of parties in dyad 063 002 —.065*
(.000, .124) (—.044, .054) (—.114, —.015)

Note. Number of countries = 18; number of surveys = 55; number of unique dyads = 187; number of survey dyads= 394. Cell entries are changes in
probability when corresponding variable changes from its 20th to 80th percentile (0 to 1 for dummy variables) with 95% confidence intervals in parentheses.
Note that if any one of the three compositional effects in a row is statistically different from zero, the the overall impact of the variable is statistically different
from zero. The estimated parameters, as well as estimates of the random effects, are reported in the appendix.

* Statistically significant at the .05 level.



Dalsi dusledky politické informovanosti

 Miller, Saunders, Farhart (2016)
* Politicka informovanost moderuje konspiracni mysleni

« Konspirace je motivovany proces (ideologické a psychologicke
motivy)

* Nutna urcita politicka znalost
* Nizka duvéra




Uninformed vs. Misinformed

* Mispercepce a misinformace jsou jeste vétsi problem

« Casto s vysokou mirou jistoty

* Napr. informace o WMD v lraku po invazi 2003. ProcC se
nenasly?

* Misinformace

« Konspiracni teorie

» Famy (political rumours) (neoverene, instrumentalné relevantni
Informace, které jsou ve verejné obéhu a ktere se objevuji v
kontextu nejednoznacnostl nebezpeci, potencialni hrozby a
pomahayji lidem chapat a zvladat rizika. DiFonzo a Bordia 2006)
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Figure 1. European misperceptions of foreign-born populations. Survey data from ESS (2014 and Ipsos MORI* (2013).
Foreign-born population data from Eurostat (2014 data).

Flynn et al. 2017



Mispercepce jsou stabilni

« Korektivni informace nesnizuje mispercepci
* Predevsim v tu, ktera je ideologicky kongruentni

« Korekce muze naopak zpusobit opaény ucinek (Nyhan a Reifler
2010)

* 4 experimenty, subjekty ne/obdrzely korektivni informaci po
misinformativnim Clanku (lrak, kmenové bunky, tax cuts)

« WMD v lraku: 2 (correction) x 2 (mortality salience)



Table 1 OLS regression models of WMD misperception (fall 2005)

Model 1 Model 2
Correction 0.065 (0.191) 0.240 (0.196)
Ideology 0.347 (0.064)*%+= 0.199 (0.082)*+*
Political knowledge —1.133 (0.372)*** — 1081 (0.362)***
Mortality salience 0.280 (0.192) 0.271 (0.187)
Correction * ideology 0.359 (0.127)***
Constant 3.245%#* ((0.331) 3.156%*# (0.323)
R 0.24 0.29
N 130 130

*p <010, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 (two-sided)
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Fig. 1 Effect of correction on WMD misperception. Estimated marginal effect by ideology: fall 2005



Jaka je role mispercepce?

* Political signaling??
* MUZou se vynulovat??

 Jake jsou jeste motivace krome stranictvi (napr. Flynn and
Krupnikov v Cetbe)

* Vede mispercepce k ,nespravnym“ nazorum??



