Elections and electoral behavior

Whois
undecided,
and who
abstains?

Who votes?

Multi-level

setting Reading week

n

Discussion
seminar

2.

Natural The role of

context

disasters,
sport, sharks

Weather and
elections

Other forms of

participation

PP deadline 27.10.

Vote choice
introduction

First possible examination date 19.12.

The role of

campaigns



MUNI
FS S
Who is undecided, and who abstains?

Determinants of turnout
Part I1

Jakub Jusko



Undecided voters
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Undecideds (late-deciders, floating voters)

* Increase in the proportion of voters who postpone their voting decision
into the latter stages of a campaign (western democracies, last decades)

— The role of the campaign t
— The need for identification of a target group t
— Possibility of surprise outcomes t

-In foreign research, the share of voters who made last-minute decisions
ranged from 10 to 25 %, depending on the type and location of the
election (cf. Gopoian and Hadjiharalambous 1994; Hayes and McAllister
1996; Brox and Giammo 2009)

-Slovakia 15% the day of elections (2016)
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Factors

* Sociodemographic (age, gender)
* Partisanship

* Cross-pressures (ambivalence)

* Political sophistication

* Strategic considerations

* (Political disaffection)

* Contextual factors
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Sociodemographic
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Sociodemographic

STEMIAAMARK ST T .

Tridéné tabulky z kvantitativnihe vyzkumu, 20, 5. — 27. 5. 2024, n=1398, cilova skupina: cbecna — — . 'E‘
populace CR 18+ (1026 se choe zi&astnit eurovoleb), reprezentativnl vzorek podie pohlavi, véku, 5 g = = B ‘E %
dosaZeného vzdélan(, kraje a velikosti obce b!.-'dli§.tf:. Dﬂtﬂ.b}'h :'ilicn:l s ohledem na volebnl = g g & 3 3 é g E 0
preference v parlamentnich volbach 2021. e ‘N b =
% % % % o %o %o %o %o %o
RO1. Moje politické nizory jsou zastoupeny rozhodné souhlasim 22 4 147 22_3- 22.0 241 20.5
alespof jednou Eeskou politickou stranou. spise souhlasim 445 46.9 420 4B.9 468 415 435 991 4413
spi&e nescuhlasim 14.6 13.6 15.8 177 16.7 155 10.8 139 147 15.5
rozhoedné nescuhlasim 6.1 48 T4 54 56 8.0 52 8.4 6.2
e fm 15.1 125 10.7 T4
Total N 337 399 523 324
RO2. Zvoleni politiéti zastupcl se zajimaji o to, co  rozhoedné souhlasim 37 52 38 2.5
si lidé jako ja mysli. spi&e souhlasim 245 204 2?_3-
spife nescuhlasim rT 433 406 39.9
rozhoedné nescuhlasim 250 254 214 18.4]
newim 93 57 6.3 5.2
Total N 337 399 523 324
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Partisanship
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Cross-pressures

* A conflict (inconsistencies) between opposite pressures in the voter’s
environment => US context

—Socioeconomic status (work, family, religion) + issue attitudes vs.
valence

* Internal ambivalence -> ‘individual’'s endorsement of competing
considerations relevant to evaluating an attitude object’ (Lavine, 2001).

* External ambivalence -> either “cross-cutting social network” or
“network ambivalence”
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Cross-pressures

* A conflict (inconsistencies) between opposite pressures in the voter’s
environment => US context

—Socioeconomic status (work, family, religion) + issue attitudes vs.
valence

* Internal ambivalence -> ‘individual’s endorsement of competing
considerations relevant to evaluating an attitude object’ (Lavine, 2001).

* External ambivalence -> either “cross-cutting social network” or
“network ambivalence”
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Political sophistication

Yarchi et al. (2021): Israel

* Politically sophisticated undecideds

Vs.

* Less politically sophisticated undecideds

* Difference:

— more privileged social background (education, income)
— greater trust in traditional media

— consumes more news to follow the campaign

— more likely to carry out online discussions

— more likely to base his or her decision on policy issues

— more likely to debate between parties within the same ideological

camp (internal floater)
— more likely to vote

Proportion around 4.5 vs. 16 %
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Strategic considerations

THE NEW YORK TIMES/SIENA COLLEGE POLL
Sept. 3to 6

If the 2024 presidential election were held today, who would you
vote for if the candidates were Kamala Harris and Donald Trump?

47%
Kamala Harris ‘
48%
Donald Trump 6
44 48 52

Among likely voters. Shaded areas represent margins of error.
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Political disaffection
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Global Satisfaction with

CMOCTracy

How people feel about the way democracy is workingin their country

North America Satisfied =M G
) Canada 52% 46%
& UsS. 31% [68%
@) Mexico 50% 50%
South America
@® Brazil 44% | 54%
&) Argentina 44% 55%
@& Chile 30% 66%
@ Colombia 21% 71%
@) Peru 1% | 89%
Europe
@ Sweden 75% | 24%
@) Netherlands 58% 41%
@ Germany 55% 45%
© Hungary 49% '50%
& UK 3 39% 60%
- @ France 35% [ 65%
) 1taly 30% 67%
© Spain 30% 68%
€& Greece 22% | 18%
Asia
(@ Singapore 80% (19%
@) India 77% [ 20%
= Thailand 64% 35%
(@ Philippines 57% 42%
& Malaysia _ 51% | 49%
@ SriLanka 38% [58%
() S.Korea 36% 63%
(e) Japan 31% 67%
Oceania

@ Australia 60% 39%

M=
N —

Those who did not answer are not shown. Due to rounding, percentages may not total 100% .
Sources: Spring 2024 Global Attitudes Survey, Pew Research Center.
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Examples

* Sociodemographic (age, gender): Germany 2017

» Partisanship: United Kingdom 2019 (Conservatives)

* Cross-pressures (ambivalence): Brazil 2018 (Jair Bolsonaro)
* Political sophistication: India 2019

* Strategic considerations: Canada 2019 (Liberal Party)

* (Political disaffection): Spain 2015 (Podemos)

*party or candidate mentioned benefited from undecidedness
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Contextual factors

* Long-standing stability?

* Type of office at stake, the number of candidates/parties

* Importance (first-order vs. second-order?)
* Competitiveness of the contest?
* Implicit attitudes?

376 Arcuri et al.

Table 1. Trial Blocks Used in the IAT Task (Study 1)

Block Type of judgment Left key Right key Number
of trials

1 Learning block Attribute categorization  Negative Positive 12

2 Learning block Concept categorization  Rutelli Berlusconi 18

3 Critical block  Combined categorization Negative or Rutelli Positive or Berlusconi 66

4 Learning block Revised concept Berlusconi Rutelli 18
categorization

5 Critical block  Revised combined Negative or Positive or Rutelli 66
categorization Berlusconi

Note. The order of the critical blocks 3 and 5, and accordingly of the learning tasks 2 and 4, was
counterbalanced between participants.
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EOPbf3Ponew

18

Also...
- Less predictable in the last moments (Box-Steffensmeier et al. 2015)
- Less likely to detect disinformation (Samuel-Azran 2022)
- Less likely to consume media
- Intense campaigning matters (Henderson and Hillygus, 2016)

Division into three groups...
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Abstainers
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What reasons do Americans cite for not voting in the
2022 elections?

To what extent was the following a reason you did not vote in this year's congressional elections? (% of
U.S. adult citizens who did not vote in the 2022 elections)

B A major reason [ A minor reason [l Not a reason

| don't like any of the candidates £ 48

[4)]
‘

My vote doesn't matter ¥

a
N

| was too busy P&

Didn't have time to research the
candidates and proposals

Didn't have a way to get to the polls JlJ

| would have to vote in person and don't
want to

2]

| didn't know how or where to vote

There are no competitive races where |
live

| was out of town during the voting
period

-

1o = =
S H S
= o)}
©
= a
©

I'm registered to vote in another state Lo

N

| missed the deadline to register to vote §l6]

| didn't know how or where to register to
vote

~J
w

20 YouGov

Source: YouGov
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https://today.yougov.com/politics/articles/44434-what-reasons-do-americans-give-not-voting-2022
https://today.yougov.com/politics/articles/44434-what-reasons-do-americans-give-not-voting-2022
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Table 12 Main Reasons for Not Voting, 2000 (Open-ended; multiple responses; percentage of respondents)

Age Groups
65+ 55-64 45-54 3544 25-34 18-24 Total
Lack of interest
Not interested; didn’t care; apathy 14.8 29.0 18.3 19.7 273 28.0 25.0
X)(;I:hrlr;ei:gﬁmgless; doesn’t count; election foregone 6.4 3.4 96 10.0 114 6.5 9.0
Forgot; unaware 4.2 0.0 0.0 1.2 2.0 39 23
Too complicated; confusing 0.0 0.0 23 2.5 07 00 0.9
25.4 37.4 30.2 334  f414 384 | 372
Negativity . "
No appealing candidates/parties/issues 9.9 13.4 22.7 212 14.1 13.9 15.9
Lack of faith/confidence in candidates/parties/leaders 17.7 13.5 21.3 16.7 14.0 6.3 12.8
Lack of information about candidates/parties/issues 0.0 1.6 33 5.0 3.1 6.3 43
Regional discontent 0.0 3.0 3.0 2.8 0.5 0.8 1.4
27.6 31.5 I 50.3 45.7 I 31.7 273 34.4
Personal/Administrative
Too busy with work/school/family 5.0 34 3.1 11.9 13.7 22.6 14.3
Away from riding/province/country 20.3 23.0 93 8.0 10.9 79 10.4
Registration problems 4.0 3.0 6.7 2.7 5.2 74 55
Illness, health issues 19.5 5.8 7.7 1.9 2.0 0.4 2.9
g:rilrsl];‘; ir;(;}:)fnwhere or when; polling station problems; 57 51 27 25 29 49 33
Moving-related problems 25 1.1 1.2 0.5 0.9
54.5 40.3 32.0 28.1 35.2 |43.0 I 37.3
Other
Religious reasons 5.5 3.0 1.5 2.0 1.1 0.9 1.5
Other; unclassifiable; unclear; none 0.0 0.9 0.8 31 1.8 3.6 2.4
5.5 3.9 2.3 5.1 2.9 4.5 3.9
43 58 109 171 331 347 1 059
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Relevance of abstention

* Two assumptions about abstainers:

1) Abstention affects all alternatives in equal measure

2) The voter’s preferred alternative will be less likely to win if that
voter abstains

Peripheral + core voters

No-Show Paradox (Fishburn and Brams, 1983)
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Short-term reasons vs. global decline

* Two arguments for why recent generations are less prone to vote:

1) Context school - the result of certain characteristics of elections
that particularly affect new voters (less competition, lowering the
voting age...) -> P+habit

2) Generation school - larger cultural value change in generations
(less interest, priorities, voting not perceived as a duty)

Blais and Rubenson (2013) - support for generation school -> young
generation less inclined to vote because they are less prone to construct
voting as a moral duty and are more sceptical about politicians’
responsiveness to their concerns

—|—> “People like me don’t have any say about what the government does”

M=
N —
wn =

“I don’t think public officials care much what people like me think.”
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Abstainers vs. other groups

1) Abstainers vs. party switchers
—common: political dissatisfaction (general OR with a party they voted

for)

2) Abstainers vs. populist voters (Germany - Koch et al. 2023)

—common: (dis)satisfaction with democracy + rejection of mainstream
politics

—different: expectations about democracy (as best system + tool),
political trust, quality of political information

3) Abstainers vs. right-wing voters
—different: lower in measures of social integration (union membership,
self-reported social activity and interpersonal trust)
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Satisfaction with the decision

Par‘}j)Politics

Article

Party Politics
Was my decision to vote (or abstain) "< e Auorg 017
the right one? Sgcpubcomifoumlepermisions

journals.sagepub.com/home/ppq

®SAGE

Andre Blais, Fernando Feitosa and Semra Sevi
Universite de Montreal, Canada

Abstract

This article examines people’s assessments, ex post, of whether their decision to vote or to abstain in a given election was
the right one. We use 22 surveys conducted in 5 different countries (Canada, France, Germany, Spain and Switzerland) in
national, supra-national and sub-national elections between 201 | and 2015. We find that the great majority of those who
voted were satisfied with their decision to vote while non-voters were more doubtful about the wisdom of their decision
to abstain. We also find that those who are interested in politics, who feel that they have a moral duty to vote in elections,
and who feel close to a party are more prone to be satisfied with their decision to vote and to be dissatisfied if they chose
to abstain.

Keywords
abstain, elections, right decision, turnout, vote ‘ I
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Conclusion

Key Points:
- Importance of understanding the behaviour of undecided voters and
abstainers in shaping election outcomes.

-Undecided voters are influenced by multiple factors, from
sociodemographic elements to implicit biases.
-The need for distinguishing between more and less-sophisticated

undecideds

- Abstention weakens the democratic process, but there are solutions to
address it.
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