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Electronic	voting	 is	one	of	 several	 tools	 that	have	 the	potential	 to	
reduce	the	cost	of	voting	for	citizens	and	thus	motivate	them	to	vote.	
However,	the	results	of	previous	research	have	shown	that	this	effect	
is	not	achieved	 in	every	case.	Our	research	examines	the	potential	
consequences	of	the	introduction	of	e-voting	in	the	Czech	Republic,	
where	the	introduction	of	this	tool	is	the	topic	of	public	discussion.	
More	specifically,	we	examine	whether	the	introduction	of	this	tool	
has	the	potential	to	increase	voter	turnout	and	for	which	groups	of	
citizens	the	potential	is	highest.	For	this	purpose,	we	use	data	from	a	
survey	conducted	on	a	representative	sample	of	respondents.	To	test	
the	 hypotheses,	 we	 employ	 binary	 and	 multinomial	 logistic	
regression	 models.	 The	 results	 of	 the	 analysis	 show	 that	 the	
introduction	 of	 electronic	 voting,	 compared	 to	 other	 tools	
facilitating	 voting,	 has	 the	 highest	 potential	 to	 increase	 voter	
turnout	 in	 the	 Czech	 Republic.	 The	 increase	 in	 voter	 turnout	 is	
particularly	noticeable	among	groups	of	citizens	that	usually	do	not	
participate	in	voting.	
	
Key	 words:	 e-voting;	 voter	 turnout;	 Czech	 Republic;	 vote-
facilitating	rules.	
	

	
	

1	INTRODUCTION	
	
Declining	voter	turnout	(Alvarez	et	al.	2009),	citizen	convenience	(Henry	2003)	
or	 the	 development	 of	 e-government	 (Anane	 et	 al.	 2007)	 contribute	 to	 the	
political	 discussion	 on	 e-voting.	While	 in	 some	 countries	 this	 rule	 facilitating	
voting	has	been	an	integral	part	of	the	electoral	system	for	several	years,	in	other	
countries	 politicians	 are	 still	 discussing	 the	 introduction	 of	 e-voting.	 This	
discussion	is	also	taking	place	in	the	Czech	Republic.	In	this	country,	which	is	part	
of	the	Central	and	Eastern	European	countries,	there	are	still	no	tools	to	make	
voting	easier	for	citizens	(e.g.,	postal	voting,	proxy	voting,	early	voting)	and	the	
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introduction	of	e-voting	is	now	offered	as	one	of	the	options	to	motivate	citizens	
to	vote.	
	
The	arguments	for	the	introduction	of	electronic	voting	can	be	seen	in	the	savings	
in	travel	costs	associated	with	the	traditional	method	of	voting	at	polling	stations.	
Another	advantage	of	e-voting	may	also	be	the	possibility	 for	a	citizen	to	vote	
from	 work	 or	 on	 holiday	 without	 having	 to	 significantly	 change	 his	 or	 her	
scheduled	 programme.	 However,	 the	 results	 of	 research	 examining	 the	
consequences	of	e-voting	suggest	e-voting	may	not	increase	citizens'	interest	in	
voting	 (Chevallier	 2009;	Goodman	 and	Pyman	2016).	Moreover,	 it	may	 cause	
deeper	 differences	 among	 voters	 because	 only	 some	 citizens	 use	 this	 rule	
(Alvarez	and	Nagler	2000;	Gibson	2001).	
	
The	conclusions	of	the	previous	literature	on	e-voting	are	often	ambiguous	and	
limiting.	This	research	has	examined	the	 implications	of	 the	 introduction	of	e-
voting	using	the	ex-post	method	in	countries	where	e-voting	has	been	introduced	
in	combination	with	other	voting	facilitation	tools	(e.g.,	postal	voting),	such	as	
Switzerland	 and	 Canada.	 In	 contrast,	 research	 using	 the	 ex-ante	 method	 to	
examine	the	effects	of	e-voting	is	poor,	especially	in	countries	where	no	voting	
facilitation	instrument	has	been	introduced.		
	
This	 paper	 aims	 to	 address	 gaps	 in	 current	 research	 by	 providing	 an	 ex-ante	
analysis	of	the	potential	impacts	of	introducing	e-voting	in	the	Czech	Republic.	
No	similar	studies	have	been	conducted	in	the	country,	which	has	recently	faced	
low	 voter	 turnout	 (Bláha	 2023;	 Maškarinec	 2023).	 The	 country	 was	 under	 a	
totalitarian	 regime	 with	 a	 centrally	 planned	 economy	 until	 1989,	 and	 it	
transformed	 into	 a	 market	 economy	 during	 the	 1990s.	 At	 the	 turn	 of	 the	
millennium,	the	Czech	Republic	became	a	member	of	international	organizations	
like	NATO	and	the	European	Union.	Since	2010,	there	has	been	a	polarization	and	
extremization	of	citizens'	political	preferences	(Rolník	2023;	Kuba	et	al.	2022),	
leading	 to	 a	 gradual	 decline	 in	 voter	 turnout	 and	 uneven	 distribution	 among	
different	social	groups	(Linek	2013;	Stanley	2017).	E-voting	has	been	suggested	
as	 a	 potential	 solution	 to	 reverse	 these	 trends	 and	 improve	 voter	 turnout	
(Gerlach	and	Gasser	2009;	Kenski	2005).	
	
The	paper	is	arranged	as	follows:	Section	2	presents	theoretical	background	and	
hypotheses,	 followed	by	 the	methods	 in	 Section	3.	Then,	 Section	4	details	 the	
results	followed	by	the	discussion	and	conclusion	in	Section	5.	
	
	

2	THEORETICAL	BACKGROUND	
	
E-voting	is	one	of	the	ways	in	which	a	citizens	can	vote	in	an	election	without	
visiting	a	polling	station.	The	introduction	of	this	vote-facilitating	rule	reduces	
the	 direct	 and	 objective	 voting	 costs	 of	 citizens	 (Berinsky	2005),	 but	 also	 the	
costs	perceived	by	citizens	individually	(Blais	et	al.	2019).	Subjectively	perceived	
costs	 may	 differ	 from	 actual	 costs.	 E-voting	 facilitates	 voting	 for	 citizens	 by	
reducing	the	time	and	effort	required	to	vote	(Gainous	and	Wagner	2007;	Kenski	
2005;	Powell	et	al.	2012).	The	advantages	of	e-voting	can	be	seen	primarily	in	the	
removal	 of	 some	 barriers	 to	 the	 citizen's	 entry	 into	 the	 political	 market.	 It	
eliminates	obstacles	to	voting	for	citizens	with	reduced	mobility	or	citizens	living	
abroad.	However,	it	also	offers	flexibility	and	convenience	for	all	other	citizens	to	
vote	 (Henry	 2003).	 Citizens	 can	 vote	 at	 any	 time	 and	 from	 anywhere	 -	 for	
example,	 from	 home,	 from	 work,	 and	 even	 while	 on	 vacation.	 In	 addition,	
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electronic	voting	can	encourage	voting	by	young	citizens	who	traditionally	show	
low	interest	in	elections	(Smets	and	van	Ham	2013).	
	
Although	 e-voting	 reduces	 citizens'	 voting	 costs,	 the	 results	 of	 empirical	
observations	have	not	clearly	confirmed	the	increase	in	citizens'	turnout	since	
the	introduction	of	e-voting.	The	reason	for	this	trend	can	be	seen	primarily	in	
the	 interest	of	voting.	 If	 voters	voted	regularly	 in	 the	 form	of	paper	ballots	 in	
polling	stations,	some	of	them	began	to	vote	electronically.	Citizens	who	did	not	
participate	 in	 the	 elections	 regularly	 did	 not	 participate	 even	 after	 the	
introduction	of	e-voting.	This	is	confirmed	by	evidence	from	Canada,	Switzerland,	
and	Estonia	(Chevallier	2009;	Goodman	and	Pyman	2016;	Goodman	and	Smith	
2017;	 Solvak	 and	 Vassil	 2016;	 Vinkel	 and	 Krimmer	 2017).	 The	 increase	 in	
interest	 in	voting	after	the	introduction	of	e-voting	can	be	observed	especially	
among	 citizens	who	have	 ever	participated	 in	previous	 elections	 (Madise	 and	
Martens	 2006).	 From	 the	 above,	 e-voting	 could	 increase	 overall	 turnout	 by	
facilitating	 voting	 for	 irregular	 voters.	 In	 this	 context,	 we	 have	 established	
hypotheses	that	examine	the	effects	of	the	introduction	of	electronic	voting	on	
citizen	participation	in	elections.	The	hypotheses	are	as	follows:	
	
H1:	Introducing	electronic	voting	in	the	Czech	Republic	will	boost	the	total	turnout.	
	
H2:	Voter	turnout	rises	among	irregular	voters	after	introduction	of	e-voting.	
	
However,	e-voting	is	not	the	only	way	to	make	voting	easier	for	citizens.	Studies	
show	that,	for	example,	optimal	location	of	the	polling	station	can	increase	voter	
turnout	(Haspel	and	Knotts	2005;	Orford	et	al.	2011).	Bringing	the	polling	station	
closer	to	the	citizen's	residence	by	0.245	miles	can	increase	voter	turnout	by	up	
to	4-5	%	(Cantoni	2020).	For	citizens,	who	are	often	busy,	changing	the	opening	
hours	of	 polling	 stations	may	be	 a	 suitable	 rule	 to	 facilitate	 voting.	 Extending	
polling	 station	 opening	hours	 by	10	%	may	 increase	 voter	 turnout	 by	0.5-0.9	
percentage	points	(Potrafke	and	Roesel	2020).	Garmann	(2017b)	postulated	the	
conclusion	that	extending	the	opening	hours	of	polling	stations	in	the	Saarland	
and	 Rhineland-Palatinate	 by	 3	 hours	 would	 increase	 citizens'	 turnout	 by	 2.1	
percentage	points.	 Sometimes,	 however,	 even	 extending	 the	 opening	hours	 of	
polling	 stations	may	 not	make	 it	 possible	 for	workers	 to	 vote	 in	 elections,	 so	
Bradfield	and	Johnson	(2017)	recommend	introducing	a	special	"election	day"	
when	the	whole	nation	should	have	time	off	and	thus	the	opportunity	to	vote.		
	
Although	in	many	studies	the	factors	of	polling	station	location,	polling	station	
opening	hours,	or	election	dates	have	been	shown	to	be	significant,	researchers	
prefer	 the	 technical	 conduct	 of	 elections.	 One	 of	 the	 possible	 measures	 to	
increase	voter	turnout	is	to	combine	multiple	elections	at	the	same	time.	There	
is	evidence	that	many	elections	negatively	affect	voter	turnout	(Franklin	2001;	
Rallings	et	al.	2003).	According	to	Garmann	(2017a),	there	can	be	several	reasons	
for	this	trend:	citizens'	fatigue	from	voting;	high	voting	costs;	saturating	interest	
in	politics;	the	feeling	of	 fulfilment	of	civic	duty	after	the	first	vote;	 less	media	
coverage	of	individual	elections;	lower	mobilization	efforts	of	political	parties.	If	
two	elections	are	scheduled	in	a	relatively	short	period	of	time,	turnout	in	later	
elections	is	significantly	reduced.	The	concurrence	of	several	elections	increases	
turnout	(Björk	2017).	In	addition	to	the	concurrence	of	several	elections	in	one	
term,	 turnout	 can	 be	 increased	 by	 introducing	 two	 consecutive	 voting	 days	
(Kaplan	and	Yuan	2020),	or	by	 introducing	other	 instruments,	 such	as:	postal	
voting,	proxy	voting,	special	polling	booths,	transfer	voting,	and	advance	voting	
(Norris	2004).	
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However,	the	above-mentioned	tools	facilitating	citizens'	voting	in	elections	do	
not	sufficiently	reduce	citizens'	costs.	 It	 is	obvious	that	a	citizen	who	votes	by	
postal	 voting	 must	 complete	 the	 journey	 to	 the	 post	 office,	 a	 citizen	 voting	
proximally	must	 authorize	 another	 citizen.	 Voting	 at	 a	 different	 time	or	 place	
reduces	costs,	but	citizens	still	must	go	to	the	polls.	In	addition,	as	the	Internet	
and	 social	 networks	 are	 gradually	 becoming	 the	 main	 communication	 tool	
(Gerlach	 and	 Gasser	 2009;	 Germann	 2020;	 Oostveen	 and	 van	 den	 Besselaar	
2004),	 we	 consider	 e-voting	 to	 be	 the	 most	 effective	 way	 to	 increase	 voter	
turnout	and	we	establish	the	following	hypothesis:		
	
H3:	 In	 the	 Czech	 Republic,	 e-voting	 will	 increase	 voter	 turnout	 more	 than	 the	
implementation	of	additional	vote	facilitating	rules.	
	
Although	e-voting	can	be	an	effective	rule	for	increasing	turnout	(Svensson	and	
Leenes	2003),	it	should	be	noted	that	it	undermines	voter	representativeness	by	
disadvantaging	already	disadvantaged	groups	(Alvarez	and	Nagler	2000;	Gibson	
2001).	E-voting	is	preferred	primarily	by	citizens	who	are	regular	Internet	users.	
These	 citizens	 are	mainly	 educated	 and	wealthy	 (Gainous	 and	Wagner	 2007;	
Norris	2001;	Oostveen	and	van	den	Besselaar	2004).	Another	determinant	of	e-
voting	is	the	age	of	the	citizens.	Young	citizens	are	typical	users	of	e-voting,	while	
the	 oldest	 voters	 use	 this	 method	 of	 voting	 the	 least	 (Alvarez	 et	 al.	 2009;	
Goodman	2010;	Kenski	2005).	Differences	in	the	use	of	e-voting	services	can	also	
be	seen	between	the	gender	of	citizens.	Although	the	difference	in	studies	is	not	
statistically	significant,	men	are	more	interested	in	e-voting	than	women	(Solvak	
and	Vassil	2016).	This	is	because	men	often	have	a	higher	socio-economic	status	
(including	education	and	income)	than	women	but	are	also	more	technologically	
proficient	(Bimber	2000).	However,	other	researchers	see	e-voting	as	a	positive	
societal	 impact	because	it	reduces	inequalities	in	turnout	by	motivating	young	
citizens	 or	 irregular	 voters	 to	 vote	 (Gerlach	 and	 Gasser	 2009;	 Krueger	 2002;	
Kenski	2005;	Vassil	et	al.	2016).	Based	on	these	findings,	we	define	the	following	
hypothesis:		
	
H4:	The	introduction	of	e-voting	in	the	Czech	Republic	will	have	a	positive	effect	on	
the	reduction	of	disparities	in	voter	turnout.	
	
As	 noted	 in	 the	 previous	 section,	 research	 on	 electronic	 voting	 has	 some	
limitations.	It	typically	uses	an	ex-post	method	to	investigate	the	consequences	
of	 introducing	 e-voting	 in	 countries	 where	 it	 has	 already	 been	 introduced	 -	
Switzerland,	Estonia,	Norway,	Canada,	the	UK	(Binder	et	al.	2019;	Clarke	et	al.	
2012;	Petitpas	et.	al	2021).	In	Central	and	Eastern	European	countries,	the	issue	
of	e-voting	has	not	received	sufficient	attention,	although	the	introduction	of	this	
tool	 can	have	positive	social	 impacts.	However,	Poland	 is	an	exception,	where	
researchers	Musiał-Karg	and	Kapsa	(2021,	2020)	have	recently	started	to	look	
more	closely	at	the	issue	of	e-voting.	In	this	context,	our	research	will	focus	on	
another	Central	and	Eastern	European	country,	the	Czech	Republic.	
	
	

3	DATA	AND	METHODOLOGY	
	
The	input	data	of	the	analysis	are	the	responses	of	the	respondents,	which	were	
obtained	 through	a	questionnaire	 survey	 in	 the	Czech	Republic.	Respondents'	
answers	were	collected	through	an	online	web	survey.	The	questionnaire	was	
prepared	 by	 sociological	 company	 Sociores.	 A	 representative	 sample	 of	
respondents	(n	=	807)	was	selected	from	users	of	the	Czech	National	Panel.	The	
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quota	selection	of	respondents	(gender,	age,	education)	ensures	that	the	sample	
is	representative.	The	answers	were	obtained	in	May	2020.	The	questionnaire	
survey	was	 preceded	 by	 a	 pilot	 survey	 in	which	 the	 comprehensibility	 of	 the	
questions	asked,	and	a	sufficient	range	of	answers	were	verified.	The	description	
of	the	sample	of	respondents	is	described	in	Table	1.	
	
TABLE	1:	SAMPLE	OF	RESPONDENTS	

	
Source:	Sociores	research	(2020).	
	
The	analysis	is	based	on	basic	statistical	methods,	but	also	on	multinomial	logistic	
regression	 and	 the	 Parson	 chi-square	 test	 (Ramsey	 and	 Schafer	 2002).	 These	
methods	 are	 applied	 to	 verify	 the	 significance	 of	 the	 relationships	 between	
dependent	and	 independent	variables.	A	 list	of	variables,	 information	on	 their	
calculations	and	basic	statistical	data	is	provided	in	Table	2.		
	
TABLE	2:	LIST	OF	VARIABLES	

	
Source:	Sociores	research	(2020).	
	
Selected	independent	variables	were	identified	as	significant	for	voter	turnout	by	
previous	literature	(Smets	and	van	Ham	2013;	Trechsel	2007;	Brady	et	al.	1995;	
De	Vreese	et	al.	2006;	Tuorto	and	Blais	2014).	
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4	RESULTS	
	
The	aim	of	the	first	phase	of	the	analysis	is	to	determine	whether	the	introduction	
of	 electronic	 voting	 in	 the	 Czech	 Republic	 would	 have	 a	 positive	 effect	 on	
increasing	voter	turnout.	Furthermore,	a	comparative	assessment	of	the	effect	of	
e-voting	 in	 comparison	 with	 other	 selected	 tools	 that	 facilitate	 the	 electoral	
process	 for	 citizens	 is	 conducted.	 The	 results	 of	 the	 analysis	 are	 shown	
graphically	in	Figure	1.		
	
FIGURE	 1:	 DECLARED	 VOTER	 TURNOUT	 AFTER	 THE	 INTRODUCTION	 OF	 SELECTED	
FACILITATION	RULE	

	
Source:	own	processing	based	on	Sociores	research	(2020).	
	
The	figure	shows	that	the	declared	participation	of	citizens	in	the	system	without	
facilitation	tools	is	80.4%.	This	declared	turnout	is	higher	than	the	actual	turnout	
over	 the	 last	 10	 years.	 Actual	 turnout	 during	 this	 time	 has	 been	 above	 60%.	
Although	 the	declared	 turnout	 is	higher	 than	 the	actual	 turnout,	 it	 can	still	be	
seen	that	there	are	rules	that	have	a	positive	effect	on	the	turnout	of	citizens.	The	
latter	 is	 calculated	 as	 the	 difference	 between	 citizens	 who	 do	 not	 plan	 to	
participate	 in	 the	 next	 elections	 (or	 are	 undecided)	 but	 would	 be	 willing	 to	
participate	if	the	chosen	instrument	were	implemented.	As	can	be	seen,	turnout	
increases	the	most	with	the	introduction	of	e-voting	(by	8.5	percentage	points).	
An	 increase	 in	 turnout	 can	 also	 be	 achieved	with	 the	 introduction	 of	 holiday	
voting	(5.0	percentage	points).	Other	rules	facilitating	voting	are	less	effective.	In	
addition	to	the	question	of	the	effect	of	e-voting	on	turnout,	it	is	also	necessary	to	
look	at	who	is	motivated	to	vote	by	this	rule.	This	is	described	in	Table	3.	
	
The	 results	 show	 which	 individual	 characteristics	 of	 citizens	 influence	 the	
regularity	of	their	participation	in	elections.	The	basic	group	is	non-voters.	The	
table	 shows	 that	 irregular	 voters	 are	older,	more	educated	and	have	a	higher	
level	of	political	knowledge	than	non-voters.	The	same	is	true	for	regular	voters.	
It	should	be	noted	here	that	regular	voters	are	also	employed	and	more	satisfied	
with	their	lives.	However,	the	variable	under	study,	"e-voting",	is	important	for	
this	 analysis.	This	 variable	 is	 significant	only	 for	 regular	 voters.	 It	 shows	 that	
compared	to	non-voters,	regular	voters	do	not	ask	for	e-voting.	In	other	cases,	e-
voting	is	not	significant.	
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TABLE	 3:	 DEMAND	 FOR	 E-VOTING	 BASED	 ON	 VOTER	 TURNOUT	 IN	 PREVIOUS	
ELECTIONS	

	
Notes:	 *p	 <	 0.1;	 **p	 <	 0.05;	 ***p	 <	 0.01;	 Logit	 Coefficients/	 Standard	 errors	 in	 parentheses;	
dependent	variable	PVOT.	Source:	own	processing	based	on	Sociores	research	(2020).	
	
The	next	part	of	the	analysis	focuses	on	the	declared	turnout	and	the	impact	of	e-
voting.	The	results	are	presented	in	Table	4.	
	
TABLE	4:	DEMAND	FOR	E-VOTING	BASED	ON	THE	EXPECTED	TURNOUT	IN	THE	NEXT	
ELECTIONS	

	
Notes:	 *p	 <	 0.1;	 **p	 <	 0.05;	 ***p	 <	 0.01;	 Logit	 Coefficients/	 Standard	 errors	 in	 parentheses;	
dependent	variable	FVOT.	Source:	own	processing	based	on	Sociores	research	(2020).	
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The	results	show	what	individual	characteristics	determine	that	a	citizen	chooses	
an	 answer	 (probably	 yes,	 probably	 no,	 definitely	 no,	 undecided)	 other	 than	
"definitely	 yes".	 Age,	 participation	 in	 previous	 elections	 and	 level	 of	 political	
knowledge	 or	 information	 are	 the	 main	 determinants	 of	 the	 answer.	 These	
variables	 are	 significant	 in	 all	 cases.	 Citizens	 who	 declared	 that	 they	 will	
participate	in	the	elections	are	younger,	have	a	higher	level	of	political	knowledge	
and	information	and	have	previously	participated	in	elections.	This	is	evidenced	
by	the	beta	coefficients,	which	are	the	same	for	all	other	responses.	However,	for	
this	analysis	it	is	important	to	find	out	which	citizens	demand	electronic	voting.	
This	variable	is	significant	only	for	the	"probably	yes"	response.	This	means	that	
e-voting	 is	mainly	 demanded	 by	 citizens	who	 plan	 to	 vote	 but	 are	 undecided	
about	voting.	In	the	last	part	of	the	analysis,	attention	is	paid	to	the	effects	of	the	
introduction	of	electronic	voting	on	 the	 turnout	of	 selected	social	groups.	The	
change	in	turnout	between	different	sexes,	age	groups	and	levels	of	education	is	
examined.	The	results	are	shown	in	Figure	2.	
	
FIGURE	2:	DIFFERENCES	IN	TURNOUT	BETWEEN	SOCIAL	GROUPS	

	
Source:	own	processing	based	on	Sociores	research	(2020).	
	
As	shown	in	the	figure,	the	introduction	of	e-voting	as	a	complementary	measure	
to	facilitate	voting	is	expected	to	have	a	positive	impact	on	voter	turnout	across	
all	demographic	groups.	However,	the	question	remains	whether	this	approach	
can	effectively	mitigate	differences	 in	 turnout	 rates	between	different	 groups.	
The	 figure	 does	 not	 provide	 conclusive	 evidence	 on	 whether	 differences	 in	
turnout	rates	between	groups	are	statistically	significant	and,	if	so,	whether	the	
adoption	of	e-voting	would	reduce	these	differences.	The	statistical	significance	
of	the	differences	is	shown	in	Table	5.	
	
TABLE	5:	SIGNIFICANCE	OF	DIFFERENCES	IN	VOTER	TURNOUT	BETWEEN	INDIVIDUAL	
SOCIAL	GROUPS	

	
Source:	own	processing	based	on	Sociores	research	(2020).	
	
Table	5	shows	whether	the	differences	in	voter	turnout	between	social	groups	
are	 significant.	 In	 an	 electoral	 system	 without	 e-voting,	 the	 differences	 in	
participation	of	all	social	groups	studied	are	significant	but	differ	only	in	the	level	
of	 significance.	 However,	 even	 after	 the	 introduction	 of	 e-voting,	 there	 are	
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statistically	significant	differences	in	participation	between	men	and	women	or	
between	 citizens	 with	 different	 educational	 backgrounds.	 It	 should	 be	 noted,	
however,	that	these	differences	are	less	pronounced	than	in	a	system	without	e-
voting.	 However,	 the	 significant	 differences	 in	 participation	 between	 age	
categories	have	disappeared	after	the	introduction	of	e-voting.	This	suggests	that	
e-voting	may	eliminate	some	of	the	inequalities	in	participation.	
	
	

5	CONCLUSION	AND	DISCUSSION	
	
The	findings	of	the	analysis	indicate	that	the	implementation	of	electronic	voting	
has	the	potential	to	increase	voter	turnout	in	the	Czech	Republic.	These	results	
support	hypothesis	H1	and	are	consistent	with	previous	research	conducted	by	
Gerlach	and	Gasser	(2009).	However,	they	contradict	the	findings	of	other	studies	
such	 as	 those	 by	Breuer	 and	Trechsel	 (2006).	 Electronic	 voting	 is	 considered	
effective	 primarily	 because	 it	 is	 currently	 the	 only	 alternative	 to	 traditional	
voting	 methods	 in	 the	 Czech	 Republic.	 It	 is	 an	 innovative	 solution	 that	 can	
streamline	and	expedite	the	voting	process,	making	it	the	most	effective	option	
for	facilitating	voting	(H3).	When	compared	to	other	voting	facilitation	methods,	
e-voting	 incurs	minimal	 costs	 for	 voters.	This	 is	because	 individuals	who	 cast	
their	 votes	 via	mobile	 phone	 or	 computer	 are	 not	 required	 to	 visit	 a	 polling	
station,	post	office	(in	the	case	of	postal	voting),	or	office	(in	the	case	of	proxy	
voting).	
	
According	to	some	studies	(Alvarez	and	Nagler	2000;	Gibson	2001),	e-voting	may	
exacerbate	 the	 unequal	 distribution	 of	 voter	 turnout	 among	 different	
demographic	 groups,	 as	 it	 is	 primarily	 used	 by	 young	 and	 educated	 citizens.	
However,	this	claim	is	only	partially	supported.	If	e-voting	were	introduced	as	a	
complementary	tool	to	the	current	system,	 it	could	reduce	turnout	differences	
between	social	groups.	Results	 from	our	research	(H4)	suggest	 that	 this	effect	
could	be	expected	in	the	Czech	Republic,	which	is	consistent	with	some	previous	
studies	(Gerlach	and	Gasser	2009;	Kenski	2005;	Vassil	et	al.	2016).		
	
Nevertheless,	it	is	also	interesting	to	examine	who	demands	the	introduction	of	
electronic	voting	in	terms	of	historical	and	expected	turnout.	Our	findings	show	
that	 regular	 voters	 do	 not	 request	 e-voting,	 whereas	 non-voters	 do.	 This	
contrasts	 with	 research	 conducted	 in	 Estonia,	 Canada,	 and	 Switzerland	
(Chevallier	2009;	Goodman	and	Pyman	2016;	Solvak	and	Vassil	2016;	Vinkel	and	
Krimmer	2017),	where	electronic	voting	has	been	found	to	be	primarily	used	by	
citizens	who	have	previously	voted.	Based	on	our	results,	we	reject	hypothesis	
H2,	as	it	appears	that	those	who	are	truly	interested	in	voting	do	not	require	vote-
facilitating	 measures.	 Moreover,	 our	 results	 indicate	 that	 e-voting	 is	 mainly	
requested	 by	 citizens	 who	 are	 contemplating	 participating	 in	 the	 upcoming	
elections	but	have	not	yet	made	a	final	decision.	Thus,	e-voting	could	encourage	
these	individuals	to	vote.	
	
	

6	LIMITATIONS	
	
In	 conclusion,	 it	 is	 important	 to	 acknowledge	 some	 limitations	 of	 the	 study.	
Previous	 research	 has	 demonstrated	 that	 questionnaire-based	 data	 collection	
can	be	biased,	and	declared	turnout	rates	tend	to	be	higher	than	actual	turnout.	
This	 distortion	 occurs	 for	 two	 main	 reasons:	 either	 voters	 do	 not	 answer	
truthfully	 for	 various	 reasons,	 or	 only	 citizens	 who	 habitually	 participate	 in	
elections	 respond	 to	 questionnaire	 surveys	 (Ansolabehere	 and	 Hersh	 2012;	
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Burden	2000;	Deufel	and	Kedar	2010;	McDonald	2003).	Similarly,	when	asked	if	
they	 would	 vote	 if	 e-voting	 were	 introduced,	 citizens	 may	 answer	 in	 the	
affirmative,	even	if	they	have	no	intention	of	doing	so	(Alvarez	et	al.	2009).	We	
are	aware	of	these	limitations,	but	a	questionnaire	survey	currently	represents	
the	only	feasible	method	to	conduct	an	ex-ante	analysis.	
	
	

REFERENCES	
	

Alvarez,	 R.	Michael	 and	 Jonathan	Nagler.	 2000.	 “The	 Likely	 Consequences	 of	 Internet	
Voting	 for	 Political	 Representation.”	Loyola	 od	 Los	 Angeles	 Law	 Review	 34:	 1115–
1154.	

Alvarez,	R.	Michael,	Thad	E.	Hall	 and	Alexander	H.	Trechsel.	2009.	 “Internet	Voting	 in	
Comparative	Perspective:	The	Case	of	Estonia.”	PS:	Political	Science	&	Politics	42	(3):	
497–505.	

Anane,	 Rachid,	 Richard	 Freeland	 and	 Georgios	 Theodoropoulos.	 2007.	 “E-Voting	
Requirements	 and	 Implementation.”	 In	 Proceedings	 -	 The	 9th	 IEEE	 International	
Conference	 on	 E-Commerce	 Technology;	 The	 4th	 IEEE	 International	 Conference	 on	
Enterprise	Computing,	E-Commerce	and	E-Services,	CEC/EEE	2007.	New	Jersey:	IEEE.		

Ansolabehere,	Stephen	and	Eitan	Hersh.	2012.	“Validation:	What	Big	Data	Reveal	about	
Survey	Misreporting	and	the	Real	Electorate.”	Political	Analysis	20	(4):	437–459.	

Berinsky,	Adam	J.	2005.	“The	Perverse	Consequences	of	Electoral	Reform	in	the	United	
States.”	American	Politics	Research	33	(4):	471–491.	

Bimber,	 Bruce.	 2000.	 “Measuring	 the	 Gender	 Gap	 on	 the	 Internet.”	 Social	 Science	
Quarterly	81	(3):	868–876.	

Binder,	Nadja	Braun,	Robert	Krimmer,	Gregor	Wenda	and	Dirk	Hinnerk	Fischer.	2019.	
“International	 Standards	 and	 ICT	 Projects	 in	 Public	 Administration:	 Introducing	
Electronic	Voting	in	Norway,	Estonia	and	Switzerland	Compared.”	Halduskultuur	19	
(2):	8–22.	

Björk,	 Robin.	 2017.	 “Boosting	 Turnout	 in	 Second-Order	 Elections.”	 Available	 at	
https://lup.lub.lu.se/luur/download?func=downloadFile&recordOId=8922635&file
OId=8923642.		

Bláha,	Petr.	2023.	 “Vox	Populi,	Vox	Dei:	Local	Referenda	 in	 the	Czech	Republic	2000–
2020.”	Journal	of	Comparative	Politics	16	(1):	96–109.	

Blais,	André,	 Jean-François	Daoust,	Ruth	Dassonneville	and	Gabrielle	Péloquin-Skulski.	
2019.	“What	Is	the	Cost	of	Voting?”	Electoral	Studies	59	(June	2019):	145–157.	

Bradfield,	Caitlyn	and	Paul	Johnson.	2017.	“The	Effect	of	Making	Election	Day	a	Holiday:	
An	Original	Survey	and	a	Case	Study	of	French	Presidential	Elections	Applied	to	the	
U.S.	Voting	System.”	Sigma:	Journal	of	Political	and	International	Studies	34	(1):	19–
34.	

Brady,	 Henry	 E.,	 Sidney	 Verba	 and	 Kay	 Lehman	 Schlozman.	 1995.	 “Beyond	 SES:	 A	
Resource	Model	of	Political	Participation.”	American	Political	Science	Review	89	(2):	
271–294.		

Breuer,	Fabian	and	Alexander	H.	Trechsel.	2006.	“E-Voting	in	the	2005	Local	Elections	in	
Estonia.”	 Report	 for	 the	 Council	 of	 Europe.	 Robert	 Schuman	 Centre	 for	 Advanced	
Studies,	European	University	Institute:	Florence	and	Straßburg.	

Burden,	 Barry	 C.	 2000.	 “Voter	 Turnout	 and	 the	 National	 Election	 Studies.”	 Political	
Analysis	8	(4):	389–398.	

Cantoni,	 Enrico.	 2020.	 “A	 Precinct	 Too	 Far:	 Turnout	 and	 Voting	 Costs.”	 American	
Economic	Journal:	Applied	Economics	12	(1):	61–85.	

Chevallier,	Michel.	2009.	“Internet	Voting,	Turnout	and	Deliberation:	A	Study.”	Electronic	
Journal	of	E-Government	7	(1):	71–86.	

Clarke,	Dylan,	Feng	Hao	and	Brian	Randell.	2012.	“Analysis	of	Issues	and	Challenges	of	E-
Voting	in	the	UK.”	In	Lecture	Notes	in	Computer	Science	(Including	Subseries	Lecture	
Notes	in	Artificial	Intelligence	and	Lecture	Notes	in	Bioinformatics),	7622	LNCS,	126–
135.	

De	Vreese,	Claes	H.,	Susan	A.	Banducci,	Holli	A.	Semetko	and	Hajo	G.	Boomgaarden.	2006.	
“The	News	Coverage	of	the	2004	European	Parliamentary	Election	Campaign	in	25	
Countries.”	European	Union	Politics	7	(4):	477–504.		



JOURNAL OF COMPARATIVE POLITICS     29 
 

 

Deufel,	J.	Benjamin	and	Orit	Kedar.	2010.	“Race	And	Turnout	In	U.S.	Elections	Exposing	
Hidden	Effects.”	Public	Opinion	Quarterly	74	(2):	286–318.	

Franklin,	N.	Mark.	2001.	“Electoral	Participation.”	In	Controversies	in	Voting	Behavior,	eds.	
Niemi,	Richard	G.	and	Herbert	F.	Weisberg,	83–99.	Washington:	CQ	Press.	

Gainous,	 Jason	and	Keith	Wagner.	2007.	 “The	Electronic	Ballot	Box:	A	Rational	Voting	
Model	for	Class,	Age,	and	Racial	Bias.”	American	Review	of	Politics	28	(April):	19–35.	

Garmann,	 Sebastian.	 2017a.	 “Election	 Frequency,	 Choice	 Fatigue,	 and	Voter	 Turnout.”	
European	Journal	of	Political	Economy	47:	19–35.	

Garmann,	Sebastian.	2017b.	“The	Effect	of	a	Reduction	in	the	Opening	Hours	of	Polling	
Stations	on	Turnout.”	Public	Choice	171	(1–2):	99–117.	

Gerlach,	 Jan	 and	 Urs	 Gasser.	 2009.	 “Three	 Case	 Studies	 from	 Switzerland:	 E-Voting.”	
Berkman	 Center	 Research	 Publication.	 Available	 at	
https://cyber.harvard.edu/sites/cyber.law.harvard.edu/files/Gerlach-
Gasser_SwissCases_Evoting.pdf.		

Germann,	Micha.	2020.	“Making	Votes	Count	with	Internet	Voting.”	Political	Behavior	43	
(4):	1511–1533.	

Gibson,	Rachel.	2001.	“Elections	Online:	Assessing	Internet	Voting	in	Light	of	the	Arizona	
Democratic	Primary.”	Political	Science	Quarterly	116	(4):	561–583.	

Goodman,	 Nicole.	 2010.	 “The	 Experiences	 of	 Canadian	 Municipalities	 With	 Internet	
Voting.”	CEU	Political	Science	Journal	5	(4):	492–520.	

Goodman,	Nicole	and	Heather	Pyman.	2016.	Understanding	the	Effects	of	Internet	Voting	
on	Elections:	Results	from	the	2014	Ontario	Municipal	Elections.	Toronto:	Centre	for	e-
Democracy.	

Goodman,	Nicole	and	Rodney	Smith.	2017.	 “Internet	Voting	 in	Sub-National	Elections:	
Policy	Learning	in	Canada	and	Australia.”	In	Electronic	Voting,	eds.	Krimmer,	Robert,	
Melanie	Volkamer,	Jordi	Barrat,	Josh	Benaloh,	Nicole	Goodman,	Peter	Y.	A.	Ryan	and	
Vanessa	Teague,	164–177.	Cham:	Springer	International	Publishing.		

Haspel,	 Moshe	 and	 H.	 Gibbs	 Knotts.	 2005.	 “Location,	 Location,	 Location:	 Precinct	
Placement	and	the	Costs	of	Voting.”	The	Journal	of	Politics	67	(2):	560–573.	

Henry,	Susan.	2003.	“Can	Remote	Internet	Voting	Increase	Turnout?”	Aslib	Proceedings	
55	(4):	193–202.	

Kaplan,	Ethan	and	Haishan	Yuan.	2020.	“Early	Voting	Laws,	Voter	Turnout,	and	Partisan	
Vote	 Composition:	 Evidence	 from	 Ohio.”	 American	 Economic	 Journal:	 Applied	
Economics	12	(1):	32–60.	

Kenski,	Kate.	2005.	 “To	 I-Vote	or	Not	 to	 I-Vote?:	Opinions	About	 Internet	Voting	 from	
Arizona	Voters.”	Social	Science	Computer	Review	23	(3):	293–303.		

Krueger,	Brian	S.	2002.	“Assessing	the	Potential	of	Internet	Political	Participation	in	the	
United	States:	A	Resource	Approach.”	American	Politics	Research	30	(5):	476–498.		

Kuba,	Ondřej,	Oto	Hudec	and	Jan	Stejskal.	2022.	"Economic	Discontent	and	Anti-System	
Political	Parties	in	the	Czech	Republic."	Problems	of	Post-Communism:	1-12.	

Linek,	Lukáš.	2013.	“Growing	Social	Inequalities	in	Electoral	Participation	in	the	Czech	
Republic,	1990–2010.”	Naše	Společnost	11	(1):	3–14.	

Madise,	Ülle	and	Tarvi	Martens.	2006.	“E-Voting	 in	Estonia	2005.	The	First	Practice	of	
Country-Wide	Binding	Internet	Voting	in	the	World.”	In	Electronic	Voting	2006–2nd	
International	Workshop,	Co-Organized	by	Council	of	Europe,	ESF	TED,	IFIP	WG	8.6	and	
E-Voting.	Bonn:	Gesellschaft	für	Informatik	eV.	

Maškarinec,	 Pavel.	 2023.	 “Measuring	 quality	 of	 subnational	 democracy:	 democratic	
competition	and	participation	 in	Czech	and	Polish	 regions,	 1998–2020.”	 Journal	 of	
Comparative	Politics	16	(1):	43–63.	

McDonald,	 Michael	 P.	 2003.	 “On	 the	 Overreport	 Bias	 of	 the	 National	 Election	 Study	
Turnout	Rate.”	Political	Analysis	11	(2):	180–186.	

Musiał-Karg,	Magdalena	and	Izabela	Kapsa.	2020.	“Attitudes	of	Polish	Voters	Towards	
Introduction	 of	 E-Voting	 in	 the	 Context	 of	 Political	 Factors.”	 In	 E-Democracy	 –	
Safeguarding	Democracy	and	Human	Rights	in	the	Digital	Age,	eds.	Katsikas,	Sokratis	
and	Vasilios	Zorkadis,	144–160.	Cham:	Springer	International	Publishing.	

Musiał-Karg,	 Magdalena	 and	 Izabela	 Kapsa.	 2021.	 “Postal	 or	 Electronic	 Voting?	 The	
Analysis	of	the	Preferred	Voting	Methods	in	the	Context	of	Failed	Electoral	Reform	in	
Poland.”	Transforming	Government:	People,	Process	and	Policy	15	(3):	347–359.	

Norris,	 Pippa.	 2001.	 Digital	 Divide:	 Civic	 Engagement,	 Information	 Poverty,	 and	 the	
Internet	Worldwide.	Cambridge:	Cambridge	University	Press.	



JOURNAL OF COMPARATIVE POLITICS     30 
 

 

Norris,	Pippa.	2004.	Electoral	Engineering:	Voting	Rules	and	Political	Behavior.	Electoral	
Engineering:	 Voting	 Rules	 and	 Political	 Behavior.	 Cambridge,	 UK	 and	 New	 York:	
Cambridge	University	Press.	

Oostveen,	 Anne	 Marie	 and	 Peter	 van	 den	 Besselaar.	 2004.	 “Internetne	 glasovalne	
tehnologije	in	državljanska	participacija	z	vidika	uporabnikov.”	Javnost	11	(1):	61–78.	

Orford,	Scott,	Colin	Railings,	Michael	Thrasher	and	Galina	Borisyuk.	2011.	“Changes	in	the	
Probability	of	Voter	Turnout	When	Resiting	Polling	Stations:	A	Case	Study	in	Brent,	
UK.”	Environment	and	Planning	C:	Government	and	Policy	29	(1):	149–169.	

Petitpas,	Adrien,	 Julien	M.	 Jaquet	and	Pascal	Sciarini.	2021.	 “Does	E-Voting	Matter	 for	
Turnout,	 and	 to	 Whom?”	 Electoral	 Studies	 71	 (June).	 Available	 at	
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0261379420301244.		

Potrafke,	Niklas	and	Felix	Roesel.	2020.	 “Opening	Hours	of	Polling	Stations	and	Voter	
Turnout:	 Evidence	 from	 a	 Natural	 Experiment.”	 The	 Review	 of	 International	
Organizations	15	(1):	133–163.	

Powell,	Anne,	Clay	K.	Williams,	Douglas	B.	Bock,	Thomas	Doellman	and	Jason	Allen.	2012.	
“E-Voting	Intent:	A	Comparison	of	Young	and	Elderly	Voters.”	Government	Information	
Quarterly	29	(3):	361–372.	

Rallings,	 Colin,	Michael	 Thrasher	 and	Galina	Borisyuk.	 2003.	 “Seasonal	 Factors,	 Voter	
Fatigue	and	the	Costs	of	Voting.”	Electoral	Studies	22	(1):	65–79.	

Ramsey,	Fred	L.	and	Daniel	W.	Schafer.	2002.	The	Statistical	Sleuth:	A	Course	in	Methods	
of	Data	Analysis.	Boston:	Cengage	Learning.	

Rolník,	Ondřej.	2023.	 "The	 Influence	of	 the	Economic	Disparities	Between	Regions	on	
Political	 Polarisation	 in	 the	 Czech	 Republic."	Scientific	 Papers	 of	 the	 University	 of	
Pardubice.	Series	D.	Faculty	of	Economics	and	Administration	31	(1):	1–14.	

Smets,	 Kaat	 and	 Carolien	 van	 Ham.	 2013.	 “The	 Embarrassment	 of	 Riches?	 A	 Meta-
Analysis	 of	 Individual-Level	 Research	 on	 Voter	 Turnout.”	Electoral	 Studies	 32	 (2):	
344–359.	

Solvak,	Mihkel	and	Kristjan	Vassil.	2016.	E-Voting	in	Estonia:	Technological	Diffusion	and	
Other	Developments	Over	Ten	Years	(2005–2015).	Tartu:	University	of	Tartu.	

Stanley,	Ben.	2017.	“Populism	in	Central	and	Eastern	Europe.”	The	Oxford	Handbook	of	
Populism	1	(6):	140–158.	

Svensson,	Jörgen	and	Ronald	Leenes.	2003.	“E-Voting	in	Europe:	Divergent	Democratic	
Practice.”	Information	Polity	8	(1-2):	3–15.	

Trechsel,	Alexander	H.	2007.	“Inclusiveness	of	Old	and	New	Forms	of	Citizens’	Electoral	
Participation.”	Representation	43	(2):	111–121.	

Tuorto,	 Dario	 and	 André	 Blais.	 2014.	 “Angry	 Enough	 to	 Abstain?	 Turnout,	 Political	
Discontent	and	the	Economic	Crisis	in	the	2013	Elections.”	Polis	28	(1):	25–36.	

Vassil,	Kristjan,	Mihkel	Solvak,	Priit	Vinkel,	Alexander	H.	Trechsel	and	R.	Michael	Alvarez.	
2016.	“The	Diffusion	of	Internet	Voting.	Usage	Patterns	of	Internet	Voting	in	Estonia	
between	2005	and	2015.”	Government	Information	Quarterly	33	(3):	453–459.	

Vinkel,	Priit	and	Robert	Krimmer.	2017.	“The	How	and	Why	to	Internet	Voting	an	Attempt	
to	Explain	E-Stonia.”	 In	Electronic	Voting,	eds.	Krimmer,	Robert,	Melanie	Volkamer,	
Jordi	Barrat,	 Josh	Benaloh,	Nicole	Goodman,	Peter	Y.	A.	Ryan	and	Vanessa	Teague,	
178–191.	Cham:	Springer	International	Publishing.	

	
	

	
	
	

E-GLASOVANJE	 KOT	 ORODJE	 ZA	 ZMANJŠANJE	 NEENAKE	 VOLILNE	
UDELEŽBE	NA	ČEŠKEM	

	
Elektronsko	glasovanje	je	eno	izmed	orodij,	ki	lahko	državljanom	znižajo	stroške	
glasovanja	 in	 jih	 tako	 motivirajo	 za	 glasovanje.	 Vendar	 pa	 rezultati	 prejšnjih	
raziskav	 kažejo,	 da	 ta	 učinek	 ni	 dosežen	 v	 vseh	 primerih.	 Prispevek	 preučuje	
morebitne	posledice	uvedbe	 e-glasovanja	na	Češkem,	kjer	 je	uvedba	 tega	orodja	
tema	javne	razprave.	Natančneje,	preverjamo,	ali	ima	uvedba	tega	orodja	potencial	
za	povečanje	volilne	udeležbe	in	za	katere	skupine	državljanov	je	potencial	največji.	
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V	ta	namen	uporabljamo	podatke	ankete,	ki	 smo	 jo	 izvedli	na	reprezentativnem	
vzorcu	 anketirancev.	 Za	 preverjanje	 hipotez	 uporabljamo	 modele	 binarne	 in	
multinomske	 logistične	 regresije.	 Rezultati	 analize	 kažejo,	 da	 ima	 uvedba	
elektronskega	glasovanja	v	primerjavi	z	drugimi	orodji,	ki	omogočajo	glasovanje,	
največji	 potencial	 za	 povečanje	 volilne	 udeležbe	 na	 Češkem.	 Povečanje	 volilne	
udeležbe	je	še	posebej	opazno	pri	skupinah	državljanov,	ki	se	običajno	ne	udeležijo	
volitev.	

	
Ključne	 besede:	 e-glasovanje;	 volilna	 udeležba;	 Češka;	 pravila	 za	 olajšanje	
glasovanja.




