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Abstract This thesis aims to describe and analyse how young people reason around voting and voter turnout in two different national contexts - Sweden and the United States - and how the reasoning might differ. The material has been gathered in qualitative interviews with students in both countries and ordered according to a typology of four theories, namely rational choice, new institutionalism, social identity and norm theories. Findings indicate that there is much difference in the reasoning between the countries while similarities may be due to them being students of similar ages. In the US, young people reason more according to rational institutionalism, about the system itself and seem to be rather cynical about it while the Swedish youths reason more in terms of institutional norms and seem to be satisfied with the system of voting at large. This thesis develops previous research by adding qualitative findings to hard facts which can be used to understand voters and national contexts more thoroughly. Voting|Turnout|Rational choice|Norms|Institutions|Identity 
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Introduction 
 "Democracy is the worst form of government, except for all those other forms that have been tried from time to time." (Quote from Churchill in a House of Commons speech on Nov. 11, 1947) In the Western developed world, there is a norm of democracy. Democracy is believed to be the best way of ruling a country, and that more citizens demand democracy around the world is a positive trend according to most researchers and politicians. One common form of rating countries’ democratic status is by looking at elections, if all citizens are allowed to vote, if they can vote for whoever they want, if the votes are counted properly and so on. In fact, elections and voting are crucial for a democracy, since elections are the form of political participation that most citizens ever engage in (Holmberg and Oskarsson, 2004) and since the people’s consent legitimize the ruler’s actions. Also, the United Nations has deemed it important enough to include the right to vote in their list of human rights (article 21 of the human rights).  Turnout1 in an election is thus thought to be a measure of political participation, the legitimacy of the government and generally how well a democracy functions. Low turnout is thought to signal that something is wrong in society, and in developed democracies, low turnout would be if less than 70 percent of the eligible population votes (Rose et al, 2004). But do the citizens really care about voting and turnout? Interestingly enough, turnout has declined worldwide and young people are among those who votes the least (Holmberg and Oskarsson, 2004). Research suggests that young people have found other ways to express their political views, that they feel alienated from politics and that media scandals makes them cynical while others believe that they are not interested, that they are cynical about the system or how much their vote will change anything (Kimberlee, 2002, Henn et al, 2005, Yoon, Pinkleton, Ko, 2005). This is interesting both from a future perspective – how the government will justify its actions if turnout is low – and from a present perspective about how the government is viewed by the citizens today. Turnout is already a problem in the US, where turnout is far below the European average. There have actually been debates of whether the candidates are legitimate or not since fewer than 50 percent of the electorate votes in some elections. Scholars have concluded that some factors such as registration processes, the election system itself with the Electoral College and the two-party system might inhibit higher turnout and that people feel alienated from the system or the candidates and thus won’t vote (Franklin and Hirczy, 1998). Others have concluded that the 
                                                             

1 Turnout means how many percent of the eligible population in a country that voted in an election 
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legitimacy, or importance of voting in general, isn’t something that citizens really care about, as Martinsson’s study suggests (Martinsson, 2007).  In Sweden, there’s a long history of research on turnout and elections, with the Swedish National Election Studies Program established in 1954 (SNES). The turnout levels are among the highest in the world, usually above 80 percent which is often explained by the Swedish feeling that it is a duty to vote (Granberg and Holmberg, 1990). However, the turnout levels have started to decrease in Sweden as well and in the elections to the EU parliament only around 40 percent of the electorate votes (Rose et al, 2004).  Ideas are crucial in voting since they form individual’s reasoning about voting and possibly the behaviour as well since the two are closely linked together. Moreover, research show that young people have not yet developed a “political identity” – they do that after some elections as suggested by Franklin (2004). If they get a positive image of voting, it is more likely that they will go out and vote. Hence; ideas are crucial in voting and it is important to understand how young voters reason around voting to understand their attitudes and voting patterns – especially since statistics show that young people vote to a lesser extent than people above their 30’s. However, their reasoning has not been investigated by previous research, which has focused more on voting, youths and the media, how youths in different countries vote, who they vote for and factors that makes them vote or not. What is more, few if any studies rely on a purely qualitative approach to investigate how young people really reason around voting (the study closest to this topic is Martinsson, 2007). To sum up, there is a problem of lower turnout in developed democracies, especially among younger citizens. Explanations have mostly focused on cynics, alienation, media, first and second-order elections and other ways of participating in society. However, these are only broad explanations which don’t reflect how young people feel about voting, which is important in order for politicians to better coordinate campaigns to make young people vote and for researchers to better understand the phenomena of voter abstention. To understand how the country’s future electorate reasons around voting is crucial – especially since research and statistic show that turnout in this group are falling, both in Sweden and in the US. This thesis aims to develop previous research by investigating how young people reason around voting and turnout in Sweden and the USA – countries with very different democratic systems and turnout numbers, to understand young voter’s reasoning more thoroughly. This thesis is divided into five major parts; in the literature review previous research is outlined and the qualitative research gap is identified. In the theoretical part, causal theories are used to develop a typology of four ways voters may reason about voting and the research questions are 
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outlined. In the design and methods part the qualitative approach and the comparative design are discussed together with the interview method. The result and analysis-part deals with how the voters reason about voting and turnout according to the typology and compare the countries while finishing remarks are set out in the conclusion.
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Literature review   In this part of the thesis previous research will be outlined, starting with voting in general, continuing with a summary of three broad categories of research in turnout studies, ending with research on young people and the defined research gap. The puzzle that previous research has not yet covered is how young people reason around voting and how this might differ in developed countries. Previous research has focused to a great extent on party alignment, why voters vote for different parties, what party attracts what kind of voters and so on (see for example Campbell et al, 1960) in the US. In Sweden voters have been ranked on the left/right scale traditionally and researchers have tried to find out characteristics for this scale and that party’s voters (Holmberg and Oskarsson, 2004). In both countries, this has been done mainly through quantitative election surveys.  However, in this study the issue of voting and voter turnout is the focus. Why people vote has been investigated to a great extent using quantitative methods and there are three different main research-categories of previous research which attempt to explain the reasons behind voter participation (or abstention). The research categories are; Institutional explanations, contextual explanations and individual explanations for voter turnout (Holmberg and Oskarsson, 2004). The first one concerns the political- and election systems, how the administration works, when elections are held (how easy it is to vote), and how often. How the election system affects turnout is quite well-known by now, and a “law of turnout” that most researchers acknowledge is that in systems of proportional representation, turnout is higher than in majoritarian systems (see for example Franklin and Hirczy, 1998, Ljiphart, 1999, Rose et al, 2004). Contextual explanations one has two sub-categories; the political and the social one. The political takes into account the elections themselves – if it is a first or second order election (is it a general election or one to elect people in the municipality?), how the campaign looks like, and the parties actions and portrayal. This explanation can for example be used to shed light upon the puzzle outlined in Martinssons study “Värdet av valdeltagande” where there is visible evidence of the fluctuation in the US turnout between midterm and presidential general elections (see Martinsson, 2007, p. 10), the explanation being that citizens does not view the midterm elections (a second order election) as very important which could also be explained with presidential elections having bigger campaigns. The social category deals with the general turnout, the motivation and the participation of people around the voter. A general view among 
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researchers is that an environment of political interest, where many people vote makes it more likely that people in that setting vote (Holmberg and Oskarsson, 2004). 
The individual category deals with the voter and the individuals place in society; the social status, integration, political interest and feelings of voting as a duty; in Sweden for example, many researchers claim that the high turnout is due to people’s feelings that it’s a duty to vote (although participation is voluntary) (Gerber et al, 2008). Other studies point to the fact that education, class, gender and age is important in how and if we vote (Lehman Schlozman et al., 1995, van der Waal et al, 2007, Holmberg and Oskarsson, 2004). Holmberg and Oskarsson argue that all these categories are important and that the most rewarding way of investigating election participation is to combine them which will be done in this thesis. 
There is also significant amount of research that deals with voter turnout among young people (see for example Martinsson, 2007, Shea and Green 2007, Esser and Vreese, 2007, Dermody and Scullion, 2005, Yoon et al., 2005). For instance, this has been investigated much in the UK, where researchers have been trying to investigate why young people and first-time voters avoids the voting booth. They have mostly arrived at the conclusion that young people feel cynical about and alienated from the politicians that are supposed to represent them and thus, they won’t vote (Kimberlee, 2002, Henn et al, 2005).  
In the US, low turnout among young people is often seen as a sign of disengaged youths, but Shea and Green (2007) suggests that this is not the case. They bring evidence of youths who are very engaged in local communities, in charity and civic participation. They explain the low turnout with an alienated youth who is cynical about the system, that don’t think the vote matters and who is not listened to by politicians. They claim that negative advertising and a lack of political interest for young people lies behind some of the explanations and they propose solutions in form of more active politicians and parties, who want to listen to young people, make them engaged and make them understand the political process more thoroughly (Shea and Green, 2007). Esser and Vreese (2007) are of approximately the same position, that a lack of partisanship and a lack of interest in politics are threats today against youth participation. Also, unemployment and social instability are factors that generate more apathy among young people (Esser and Vreese, 2007). However, they are of the opposite opinion as Shea (2007) who claims that media campaigns are inefficient (Shea and Green, 2007) and they claim that more media campaigning and mobilizing efforts sparks interest and promote turnout better (Esser and Vreese, 2007). In a study made by Franklin (2004) it is stated that voting habits are formed in the first three elections and that if people have not yet voted when they turn 30, they will probably never do it. However, in their study Holmberg and Oskarsson (2004) point to evidence suggesting that while young voters in Sweden might not vote as much as the older, their voting 
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pattern varies rather than vanishes, although they do acknowledge that young people nowadays vote less than in the 1990’s and that young people start voting later and later on. However, they claim that there are many other factors that affects turnout more than age – education for example. 
In general, most electoral studies are done in a quantitative fashion, and for a reason. The nature of the subject makes it very tempting to formulate “laws” of turnout (for example the principle about higher turnout in PR-systems, as shown above), compare countries to see which political systems have the greatest turnout and so on. Qualitative traits can be discovered in works, for example when Martinsson uses some interviews as complements to the statistics (Martinsson, 2007) and examples of studies made in a qualitative fashion can be found in the UK about voters and campaigning (Dermody and Scullion, 2005, Yoon et al., 2005) but it is hard to find pure qualitative studies of voting and voter turnout. This leaves us with facts and figures of a phenomenon that is important to understand from a citizen’s point of view, but this is only possible by studying it in depth qualitatively, which has not yet been done.  
Earlier research has focused on why people vote and the reasons to why they vote as they do, why young voters vote or abstain in a quantitative fashion that generates general truths applicable for broad populations. However, few have compared two countries with a purely qualitative design aimed at understanding how young voters reason about voting and voter turnout. Voting is an important aspect of being a citizen and therefore it is necessary to see how young people view voting and the issue of voter turnout. This paper aims to fill the qualitative research gap by investigating how young voter’s reason around the concept of voting and voter turnout to see how these views vary in different national settings. 
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Theory 
 To be able to investigate the question of how young people reason about voting and voter turnout, some theoretical background is needed to understand what kind of gap this study aim to explore. Turnout and voting is very much linked since voting results in turnout and understanding them both make way for a clearer picture of how voters reason. I will begin this chapter with the importance of understanding voter’s ideas, go on with explaining the most common theories concerning voter turnout and end with presenting the theoretical typology and a more specified purpose of the study together with my research questions. It is important to understand that this study is not aimed at explaining why voter’s vote - even though examining how voter’s reason around voting and turnout might reveal some of that - but to 

know how voters think of voting and turnout in two developed democracies with very different turnout and voting system. 
Constructivism and ideas about voting Ideas are important for politics and voting and understanding how voters view the act of voting and turnout is crucial for a state to understand its citizens. What the turnout-rates and questionnaires about voting behaviour tells us is only half of the truth, we need to interpret and understand those results as well and see if the government is actually legitimate and if the citizens support it or just accept the way things are.  One way of doing that is by examining the citizen’s ideas of voting and turnout. Béland (2012) argues that interests are social and political constructions and defines ideas as “claims about descriptions of the world, causal relationships, or the normative legitimacy of certain actions” (Béland, 2010, p. 148). Hence, an idea can be that it is a good thing to vote since the norm in society encourages it and because that society is also likely to send out the message that it’s in every citizen’s interest to vote in order to show support of and improve the democracy in the country in the form of a high voter turnout. This can be measured in surveys like – “do you think it is every citizen’s duty to vote”? But in surveys you lose what lies behind that assumption; how do citizens think of this? Constructivism and interpretivism (especially the branch of phenomenology) are theories that deals exactly with that – how people view the world do affect their interpretations and actions (Bryman, 2008). The ideas behind people’s views may be shaped by their identity, the norms in their society or the group they belong to (Marsh and Stoker, 2010, Hay, 2011).  This is important, because what one individual sees as natural may for another individual seem entirely strange; supposedly an effect of different institutions and norms. Constructivism generally assumes that it is important to understand the meaning of things rather than summing up findings in a table 
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and calculate the relations between variables, to get a deeper understanding of how people actually think.  This leads constructivists to ask the questions of “how” and “what” more often than “why” to capture the settings that affect an individual’s ideas; for example culture, norms and social groups.  However, there are constructivists that do believe that the “why”-question is important as well (Marsh and Stoker, 2010). In this thesis, it is the question of how voters look upon voting and turnout that is the focus; what ideas do they have about the concepts, how do they reason about them and how does this differ in different national contexts? Ideas are crucial since they forms thinking about voting and turnout and therefore possibly the behaviour of individuals as well. Next we turn to the theories included in the analytical framework.  
Four ways to reason about voting This thesis will focus on voting and turnout to see how young voters in two countries reason about this. To be able to contribute to the research field of electoral studies, to organize the answers and compare the countries, causal theories will be used to develop a typology of four ways voters may reason about voting and turnout and the interviewee’s reasoning are then fitted into one of these four types. The four theories will be outlined below by looking at rational choice and norms in general and in terms of individual and institutional aspects which will be the corner stones in the typology and result. 
Rational choice: 

Rational choice theories view rationality as the most important factor to explain political behavior. The theory was originally developed by Downs in 1957 (Blais, 2000) and is originally a utilitarian theory of calculated self-interest, where it is assumed that individuals vote according to what would gain their interest the most. That means that an action must have outcomes, preferably beneficial ones, to be considered worthy to carry out (Geys, 2006). The inherent paradox in the original rational choice theory is that it is largely irrational to vote, since it is highly unlikely that one vote would change anything in an election with several million voters so the “cost” of voting would be larger than the perceived “benefits” (Franklin, 2004). Later works also mention ethical concerns, that voters vote for the better of the nation since they believe their vote has such an impact on the result and add that to the rational model (Edlin et al, 2007, Geys, 2006). Rational choice models in general is all about affecting the outcome, either as an individual or as a group and that actors are likely to be rational when they decide to vote or abstain. It is also the case that voters seek to maximize benefits or satisfaction, be it on the individual or group level. In this thesis the theory is put to use by assuming voters to be utility-maximizing, outcome-oriented and rational, more about that in the section about the typology. 
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 The individual aspect of rational voting When rational choice and social identity theory – which view individuals’ social groups as the most prominent factor when taking decisions like voting – are fused, you get a voter who reasons both in terms of oneself and in terms of one’s social group. The rational choice view of social identity theory is that although voting as an individual is not likely to affect the outcome of an election, voting as part of a large group could alter the outcome of an election and provides an incentive to vote (Avi Ben-Bassat and Momi Dahan, 2011). Geys (2006) also mentions learning- and information models, which takes habit-voting and knowledge into account, arguing that more informed citizens vote more (Geys, 2006).  So, when reasoning about voting this section covers both those who vote for their own benefit, those who vote as part of a group to reach a beneficial outcome, those who reason that their vote is small and thus they won’t vote since it would not benefit them, those who don’t vote since there is not enough information or those who reason that others vote in this way. The institutional aspect of rational voting The institutional part of rational choice is fused with a branch of New Institutionalism, whose rational view sees institutions as systems of rules in which actors try to maximize utility and use them to settle conflicts (Marsh and Stoker, 2010). The national institutions are mainly an arena for solving collective problems so that everyone can maximize the gain from cooperation and as such, institutions do shape people to some extent in order for everyone to react similarly on the same incentives (March and Stoker, 2010). The “minimax regret” and the “game theoretic” form take into account strategic voting (for example reasoning about how much one’s vote would count depending on turnout) and the calculation of others actions (for example if no one votes, my vote counts more) into voter’s considerations which depends on the national institutions in the country. This could be for example that one reasons very rationally about the system of voting in how big a chance it is that one’s vote would count/affect the system or that turnout looks this or that way since people don’t believe that their vote counts. 
Norms: 

Norm theories view norms as the most important factor to explain political behavior. Gerber et al define norms as “…rules of conduct that are socially enforced.” (Gerber et al 2008, p. 34). Norms of voting could for example be like the norm in Sweden that makes us feel that voting is a duty (Holmberg and Oskarsson, 2004). Liefbroer and Billari (2010) argue that in order for expectations to be called a norm, they should fulfil certain criteria. The expectations should 
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describe the preferred behaviour in terms of appropriateness or something one ought to do, they should be shared by a group of people and sanctions should be imposed if one individual does not obey. The group could be a sub-population, a family, a social class, a religion or a society as a whole (Liefbroer and Billari, 2010). This means that a norm does not have any specific number, for example “for an expectation to be considered a norm, at least 10 people must agree on it”. In this thesis, I define norms as an idea that people refer to in general as a kind of “law” or expectation on how to behave, how it’s “supposed to be”, sanctions or not.  The individual aspect of norm-based voting The individual view of norms in the social identity theory is that of social pressure- and identity, which explains conforming behaviour with individual’s use of social pressure in a group to make everyone follow the social norm (Avi Ben-Bassat and Momi Dahan, 2011). Sanctions are important and they are stronger with the frequency and intensity of interaction between group members. Also, if the group can observe the actions of their members easily, everyone is more likely to follow the norm. In terms of voting, there could for example be a family that has a very strong view that voting is good, that you should vote and if you do not, the others in the family will think that you are a person that does not care and they will lose their respect for you. This view focuses on the symbolic benefits an individual derive from associating with social groups, such as respect and perceived status – normative values (Avi Ben-Bassat and Momi Dahan, 2011). The institutional aspect of norm-based voting The normative view of NI claims that political institutions develops a “logic of appropriateness” in society, which actors then interpret and use to justify their actions (March and Olsen, 1984, Olsen, 2001). Institutional norms and values are seen as the important variables since they shape citizen’s behaviour even through natural structures, arrangement and rules. They form norms of what’s the appropriate thing to do and how to behave, forming citizen’s preferences and actions. As an example; the norm of voting in Sweden is, according to Carlsson and Johansson-Stenman (2010), imprinted in people’s mind by media and in the education system so that they believe that everyone agrees that voting is essential to democracy and that if you don’t vote, you are a bad citizen (Carlsson and Johansson-Stenman, 2010).    
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Typology: four ways to reason about voting To investigate how voters perceive and make meaning of the concept of voting and turnout the author of this thesis has developed a theoretical typology which is going to be used to apply the theories to the result when analysing the answers, to see whether young people reason according to individual rationality, individual norms, institutional rationality or institutional norms when they talk about voting and voter turnout.  The graph below is influenced by rational choice, norms, social identity and new institutionalism and as such, the divisions are according to the four theories with “individual” representing social identity, “rational” representing rational choice, “norms” – representing (obviously) the theories about norms and institutional representing new institutionalism. These are the original theories, but what the analysis will centre around is the mix of them, as shown in the spaces between them; namely “individual rationality”, “individual norms”, “institutional rationality”, and “institutional norms”, which the result will be ordered according to as well. 
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These sections are understood as;  The individual rationality section represents self and/or group interest in form of beneficial outcomes of voting, for example that one vote’s for a candidate that promises benefits to one’s group or oneself; for example if one is a student and a candidate promises to lower the tuition/ increase the student subsidy and one votes for the candidate because of that. The institutional rationality section deals with outcomes as well, but in terms of national institutions, that an individual think of the vote in a system-aspect, how the vote affect the system, how turnout might indicate something about the voting system, how the outcome of the election might affect the country and such.  Individual norm section; where social identity-factors such as group belonging and group norms play the biggest role in the understanding of the vote. Groups could be one’s family, if everyone in the family votes it might be embarrassing not to do it or it could be the people one feels that one belongs to in terms of work, social groups etc. For example; one might vote because all friends vote and it would be embarrassing not to. The institutional norm section is where the vote is understood in the national institutional context and those norms, that for example the state diffuses norms that voting is good. It could be so that one has been taught to vote in school (an example of a national institution) and sees it as obvious to vote because of that – an example of a norm coming from a national institution practice.  The sections are coded according to how the interviewee reasons, if s/he talks about voting to make sure her/his ideology wins the election that reasoning is placed in the institutional norms-section since it indicates how society ought to be according to that norm that an ideology represents. If s/he reason that low turnout is bad since it is harder for politicians to be representative and solve the nation’s problems according to how the citizen want it to be, then that argument is placed in the institutional rationality-section since it reflects a view that voting is an instrument for cooperation to make sure everyone benefit from the outcome. One might reason that s/he only votes to make sure that her/his situation is improved/unchanged, for example when it comes to taxes – a very rational argument that belongs to the individual rationality section since it centre around one’s own gain from voting. Or an interviewee might reason that s/he vote only because s/he knows that her/his parents would be very disappointed with her/him if s/he did not vote – typical social pressure coming from a norm in a social group – in this case the family – and this belongs to the individual norm-section.    
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Specified aim and research question This thesis intend to analyse how young people (voters) reason around voting and voter turnout, to see if voting and turnout carries different meaning in two distinctive national contexts: Sweden and the United States, advanced democracies with low and high voter turnout. More specifically, the thesis seeks to answer the following questions; 1. How do young people reason around voting and turnout in terms of individual rationality, individual norms, institutional rationality, and institutional norms? 2. How does the reasoning about voting and turnout vary between the US and Sweden? 
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Design and method 
 In this chapter, the qualitative approach and the comparative design will be outlined and explained, the method of collecting the data will be presented along with the cases and some ethical concerns and finally, the analysis of the data will be outlined. 
A qualitative approach and a comparative design This thesis aims to understand voters reasoning rather than explain their actions and therefore, the quantitative design does not fit this thesis, since the focus is not to find causal relationships but to understand how voters perceive voting and turnout (Bryman, 2008). Also: when doing qualitative research, one does not focus on a lot of different cases to come up with explanations and generalizations, as former research have already done in this case, but the focus is more to understand a few cases more thoroughly (Kvale, 1997).  This thesis is a comparative study between Sweden and the US, the focus being on Trollhättan and Chattanooga. What makes these countries interesting to choose is because they are both developed democracies but with very different turnout. When comparing Sweden and the US one can see if the answers differ in different national contexts in developed democracies, which say more about each country than if one would simply do a case-study. The cities were chosen because they are quite alike each other; they are considered small towns with each country’s measurement and most importantly – they each have a state university, from where the interviewees are selected. Hence, they are not thought to be the most representative city in their country, but the one best suited for this thesis with the resources available for the author. The sample of university students in their twenties from small, industrial towns makes it easier to focus on the actual voting without having to think of things like them not being old enough to vote, not being influenced by the state (which they will be since they attend a state university), not being aware of elections etc. (Bryman, 2008). The sample consists of seven students who study or have recently studied at UTC (University of Tennessee at Chattanooga, the state university) from Tennessee and seven students from HV (Högskolan Väst – University West), from Sweden, above 18 years and they have all voted before. Some of the people I interviewed in Chattanooga and Trollhättan were people I knew, mainly because it was easier to get hold of them. As Kvale writes; one should be careful when interviewing people that one knows since it might not be as “scientific” and tends to skip “unnecessary” details (Kvale, 1997, Esaiasson et al. 2007). However, I am aware of this and I did my best to take that into account when doing the interviews so that it would not affect the results, or at least affect them as little as possible.   
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Interviews as the method for gathering data When investigating how young people reason around voting and turnout one can form a questionnaire, do an experiment, do interviews or search for political texts. I decided to use the interview method since I reasoned that it would fit my research questions and it would generate the preferred data in the best way. Firstly, it was easier to understand what meaning the interviewee attributed to something since interviews are not as strict as a questionnaire and the answer is not fixed as in a text (Widerberg, 2010, Kvale, 1997, Esaiasson et al. 2007). Secondly, it allowed for greater freedom since one can ask questions. Thirdly, because it allowed for a deeper understanding since one sees the world from the interviewee’s point of view.  The interviews in this thesis were of a respondent character, which means that they were not meant to gather information about voting and turnout through yes- and no answers but they were meant to capture how people reason around the concept of voting and turnout. Therefore they were semi-structured, so that the interviewee could reason rather freely while an interview schedule2 made sure all sections of the typology were being covered within a reasonable time limit. The interview schedule was constructed with the twofold aim of cover the typology and make interviewees reason around about voting and turnout from different angles. I made one for each country since differences in the election systems and languages made it impossible to use one for both. Since people might not know what to talk about when it comes to voting it felt good to have some standard questions to rely on to be able to discover how they reasoned around the subject. It was also good for me as an interviewer to be able to come back to the questions if someone started to talk about something entirely irrelevant. However, there were some interviews where the person had a lot of relevant views that they covered without me having to ask all the questions and in those cases I did not follow the interview schedule to such a large extent. The US interviews were carried out via Skype (a computer online program that works like a phone with video) and the Swedish ones were carried out face to face and they lasted from 20 minutes to 50 but in average they were around 30 minutes long. I did not feel that the different ways of interviewing people had any implications at all for my study, since we could talk just as easily in Skype as in real life, apart from some troubles with the connection. A totally open discussion with the interviewees would maybe have generated more interesting points, but due to time limits, the fact that there is only one writer behind this thesis and that it is only an undergraduate thesis, the interviews needed to be of a reasonable length to be able to be transcribed in time. This was also the reason why the deductive analysis method was employed rather than the grounded theory (Esaiasson et al. 2007, Kvale, 1997, Bryman, 2008). 
                                                             

2 See Appendix 1 and 2 
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However, when doing the interviews the answers started to look somewhat similar after some interviews and I decided to stop with fourteen interviews - seven from each country. I did the assessment that I had reached theoretical saturation, which means that I would not get much more new views on the subject even if I would interview more people. Also, most interview studies need only 10-15 interviewees to come up with an interesting result (Kvale, 1997, Esaiasson et al. 2007), or there is the risk that the interviews will be of a rather informative, quantitative style with short answers.    
Validity and reliability when doing interviews Personal bias is an important factor that I tried to diminish as much as possible when I formulated the interview questions and analyzed the results. Other things I had in mind when doing the interviews were the questions, which should be easy to understand and generate long answers – the interviewer should not have to ask the interviewee to develop the answers or clarify a lot but try to get the essence out of the answer and continue asking about that instead (Kvale, 1997). This is important so that there are no misunderstandings or leading questions that make the interviewees answer the way the researcher wants them to.3 Follow-up questions like “so if I understood you correctly, you think that high turnout is a good thing?” were used several times to this end. Another possible problem is the honesty of the interviewee but I did not reason that I had any problem with that during the interviews. However, the validity in this thesis – that the result really answers my research questions and the general aim – has been somewhat difficult to ensure since this thesis build its result entirely on interviews, which may not always turn out exactly according to theory. In this case the choice was made to develop a typology for how voters think about voting that was then used as a guide when formulating the questions in the interview schedule, to make sure that the research questions were answered.  Good reliability in the findings is important, as are good intersubjectivity. In this study, the reliability is assured by following a semi-structured interview and the questions are followed up to a large extent to ensure that no misinterpretations are made if the quality of the recording is bad. However, one cannot always assure a good recording quality and it is possible that some arguments have not been included due to this, but not to an extent that they would affect the result. While writing the transcripts it has always been the aim to get the exact wording, except when people change their mind in the middle of a sentence and start over, use “hmm” when they think or such. When the recording has been bad or where there is a pause for thinking, this has simply been written in the transcripts to ensure a high trustworthiness of the results. The 
                                                             

3 Appendix 1 and 2 
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intersubjectivity has been ensured by quoting the interviewees to show my interpretation of their reasoning in the result. 
Ethical discussion When doing interviews, ethics is important. One discovers another person’s way of thinking and perhaps makes them think about things in new ways. In this study, all names are made up to ensure confidentiality and before each interview, I have stated the aim of the study and asked if it’s ok that I record and use what they say in it. It is very important to state how the material is used and assure confidentiality, even “off record” (Widerberg, 2012, Kvale, 1997). However, I did not recognize anyone that felt that this was even slightly disturbing and none seemed to mind of the questions either. 
Analysis of results The focus of this thesis is on reasoning about voting and voter turnout – a subject that previous research have already investigated to a great extent with quantitative methods. Therefore I have chosen to take advantage of previous knowledge when I constructed the typology which has guided me in the analysis. I have worked deductively with the transcripts, sorting the interviewees reasoning about voting and turnout in classes according to the sections in the typology and then I divided that according to country. After that I made a comparison of the countries and summed that up in two tables to better see the differences and similarities in their reasoning about voting and turnout. There have been problems sometimes, especially where to draw the line between individual and institutional rationality and institutional rationality and institutional norms since rationality is all about outcome – both individual and institutional and since institutional arguments often look similar. However, I used to look for what they wanted to say with this – if the sentence continued with something about themselves or their relatives, it ended up in the individual rationality and to separate between norms and rationality I tried to discover how frequent the argument was used – if one could speak of it as a norm or if it was more a reasoning about the system in terms of outcome. 
How can we use of the answer? The US and Sweden are both advanced democracies, but they have very different election systems and vast differences in turnout. Different answers from both countries are expected to be dealing with different issues due to this and it is interesting to see if similarities might be due to their college education, their age or something else. The aim of this study is to find out how young people reason about the vote in Sweden and the US, or Tennessee to be exact. However, the interviewees come from a university environment which most likely influences their views so the result might be restricted to students. So in the 
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analysis when I refer to “young people” it should not be taken as young people everywhere or even young people in Sweden and Tennessee but more precisely young students in Trollhättan and Chattanooga. However, I still want to claim that the results I have found are important because although I have only interviewed 14 people, it is their reasoning, not their number that is important. How they reason might be valid for the whole of Sweden or Tennessee, but is certainly valid for them and they are an important part of the electorate and a sample of the population I intend to generalize to, namely young students in Sweden and Tennessee.   
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Result and Analysis In this part of the thesis, the results of the interviews will be presented country wise using the typology and ending with a comparison between the countries. I will begin looking at the US, how they reason around voting and turnout according to the four sections in the typology, summarize the findings and then do the same for Sweden. I will end with a comparison between the countries where I will list similarities and differences in their reasoning around voting and turnout. Important to note is that I have tried to summarize findings of approximately 200 hours of interview material so when I refer to “young people” it should not be taken as a generalizing claim but as a claim about my interviewees. For example; if it is stated that “young people in general think that voting is a good thing” it should be interpreted as “my interviewees in general think that voting is a good thing” and if it says so in the section about Sweden it is the Swedish interviewees that are meant by it and if it is said in the US section, it is the US interviewees that are targeted by the quote.  
 

The nation’s best interest comes first – the United States of America 

 In the US, elections for the president are held every four years, elections to the Congress are held every second year and there are a number of smaller elections for state offices as well. The country has a two-party system and the leading parties are the democrats and the republicans (also referred to as the liberals and the conservatives). To be able to vote you have to register, which you could do in official places like a court house and also when you go to get your driver’s license (Welch et al., 2010). Every registered voter has a designated voter area to go to when they want to vote and this information is available online (http://www.canivote.org/).  Voter turnout in the US is very low compared to the EU average, it is usually around 60 – 40 percent, depending on election; the presidential election attracts most attention and local elections attracts the least (McDonald, 2008) and regardless of election, young people votes less than aged 30 and above (http://www.civicyouth.org).  Individual rationality in the US Individual rationality is characterized by the voting for a beneficial outcome for oneself or one’s social group and the calculating of benefits versus costs.  Young people in the US reason much about their current situation and voting in terms of personal and/or family gains, which is typical individual rationality thinking. Also, they reason about non-voting in gains vs. losses-ways which are also very typical for this type. They vote to 

http://www.canivote.org/
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make their and their family’s situation better in terms of employment, healthcare and the nation’s economy, which will affect them when their college life is over and which affects their family. Also, they seem to believe that others vote to a large extent depending on how much they earn, if you earn much you vote republican and vice versa in order to ensure that your money will be best taken care of. However, not everyone reason according to this path; a lot of them agree on the fact that their age group is not very interested in politics or voting at all which they explain by saying that young people have no real obligations yet; “Just because I feel like things like taxes and healthcare, they have not had to worry about things like that as long as adults have so maybe they don’t worry that much about it and don’t understand it (…)” (Erica). Even though there is information in school, some people don’t want to listen since they are more concerned with school and college life and seem to value that higher than information about voting; “(…) on campus there are some people that have information, but you just want to get to class and don’t want to stop (…)” (Nathalie) They argue in terms of disinterest due to lack of incentives to vote – they reason that other things, in this case school, are higher prioritized than voting.  When young people vote to keep or change a candidate in office it reflects thinking about the outcome, which is very rational. Some also reason strategically and would vote in a way so their vote would “count more” which proof of individual rationality- thinking as well. A big part of the reasoning around voting is how much it counts, what the outcome of voting might be and how others view this. There is some consensus that change is important, that people need to see that their vote counts and have counted historically as well; “I think that to make people vote, they need to see historically that their voting counted.” (Chrystal) but also that it is important that the candidate one vote’s for gets the office. Young people are divided in their reasoning about how much their vote counts, some feel like it is very small while some think it really can change things but the majority votes anyway to try to make a change. Thinking of how much the vote counts, some young people would vote in an election with lower turnout and/or fewer participants than the presidential election since their vote would count more and they would have a bigger chance of getting their candidate into office, although the majority reason that they would vote only if they thought that the election was important to them.  When young people reason about how others think, they reason in terms of gains and losses, if voting matters for them or not according to how much the vote could benefit themselves; typical individual rationality reasoning. Young people generally think that political decisions affect people differently according to their socio-economic status and therefore, they care about voting differently. They reason that some people – like those in the lower socio economic class - won’t be affected very much by politician’s decisions and thus, they won’t vote since they won’t be 
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affected or make a difference anyway. Therefore they care more about making ends meet than paying attention to politics. Another reasoning include rational voting patterns, that college students with rich parents probably will inherit their voting pattern;  “I mean you got those people who are probably going to stay in the same wealth income bracket so they are going to continue to vote in a way that is most beneficial for them. It’s definitely such that, I mean wealthy parents make way for wealthier kids and that people who are in the lower socio-economic status are probably going to stay there.” (Mercedes)  When reasoning about voting, many think the information about it is insufficient and that it makes people abstain from the polls, which reflect rational information models about voting in an individual sense. “You know if you have to go vote and you want to know who you could vote for there is no central place in this country, not online, you can’t really go online like “this is my address, whom can I vote for?” you can’t do that.”(Sam) Information on voting is poor and young people reason that this might be why people don’t vote. Also, they think that media focuses on the wrong things when presenting the candidates – or the media is so biased that you don’t get a fair view – and in general it is hard to get hold of good information to make an informed choice when voting. It is also much harder to find out anything about the smaller parties since all the media focus exclusively on republicans and democrats.  To conclude; young people in the US reason according to self-interest, beneficial outcomes, gains-and losses, strategic thinking and information models when they reason about voting in individual rationality-terms.  Institutional rationalism In this section, the institutional rationality-reasoning of young people in the US are to be presented. Institutional rationality is characterized by the strategic voting with a thought of how voting will affect the system at large.  Young people claims that you have to be educated or informed when voting to ensure a good national outcome, which means it will benefit the nation – a typical institutional rationality argument. Most of them seem to agree on this; “(…) not risk messing up the country more than it already is.”(John) They reason that since the president (which most young people seem to focus on) has such a big power it must be someone who is capable of leading the country in a good way that is elected. Of course, people’s view of what is a “god way” might differ but most seem to agree on the fact that voters must care and be somewhat informed to be able to cast a vote that is beneficial for the country; “(…) if you don’t care, then don’t vote. Don’t just vote for voting’s sake.” (John) A thing that young people in the US have not really heard of is “blank voting” – casting a vote for no one but still voting. It seems like the US system don’t have that option in 
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presidential elections, but that you have a “write-in” in smaller elections where you can write down your own candidate and vote for that. The reasoning around the issue of “blank voting” is very positive, although many stated that people should still be informed when making that choice as well, that you should use it as a protest and not as an excuse just to vote which reflects a reasoning pretty much the same as the previous; that one should be well informed to make a good choice.  Arguments that have to do with the election system and outcome is typical institutional rationality reasoning; the system decides how much your vote counts, which affect your possibility to change the outcome of an election and the argument that voting tactically for one big candidate is best because otherwise your vote isn’t affecting the outcome. The aggregate effect of voting is also taken into account;   “(…) I don’t think that there have ever been so that one person just have one votes less than another, I don’t think that ever happens but I think that if everyone votes it can make a difference and I think my vote definitely counts.” (Erica) Young people generally reason that voting counts but they think that the process is a bit confusing; there is a lot of paperwork, voter registration and bureaucratic things that hinder participation, for example; “(…) since I’ve been allowed to vote, I’ve lived in Chattanooga but my voter- whatever registration is in Memphis so if I did wanted to vote in a smaller election I would have to go back there (…)” (Mercedes) Also, the vote might actually count differently depending on which state you come from which is seen as unfair. Young people wants to vote for someone that have their opinions but are forced to pick either of two candidates since a majority reason that if you don’t vote for the two major parties, then you are throwing your vote away. “I guess it depends on what you count as important; if you just wanna know you did what you think is right, that you voted for your favourite person or the best candidate for you, no matter whether they are going to win or not (…) Some people would be ok with that but others would not, because they would consider it a lost cause. Which it kind of is (…)” (Mercedes) They reason that most people seem to decide to work within the system, “(…)they have accepted that they have a two-party system and they are going to work within that system, they vote republican or democrat and be done with it.” (Sam) Another institutional rational argument is that the nation is only there to solve problems and rule the way the citizen wants and young people reason in this way to some extent about the president. The UN is also seen as a “problem-solver” with common rules to ensure everyone the right to vote. Issues are seen as important since they make sure the outcome looks like you want it – a very rational thought, here in a broader, national context. Candidates and issues are the most important variables in elections for young people; the right to vote is seen as obvious. You should pick a candidate that suits what you believe the most, that prioritize those issues you feel 
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strongly about and that would be good for the country. “Voice your opinion and vote for whoever you think would better the country. I guess just going with what you believe.” (Erica) Many young people believe that the national politicians, primarily the president, are the key to solving problems in the country so choosing the right candidate for the office is of great importance. Also, the issues in themselves are important in order to make sure that the outcome reflects what you want and “(…) for people that are politically aware, I think it is the issues they believe in” (Mercedes). It could also be to try and make a change, for example if you vote for a small party or for an unknown candidate to try to make a statistic that you are against the system. Young people think it is important to vote and that it make sense that this right is written into the UN charter of human rights since “it gives us control over what happens in the communities, the chance to affect their communities, because we are a part of those communities and should have… a say in the forum, how they run and how the laws affect the communities.” (Chrystal) However, not everyone agrees, “(…) it seems like that comes from a misunderstanding of the word “rights”(…)” (John)  It is argued that voting is a civil right, not a human right and that it is only in the UN charter so that they can put pressure on countries that don’t have voting as a civil right.  An institutional rational-argument is that the nation should be representative to ensure smooth cooperation, but many argues that this is not the case in the US, that it is unrepresentative because of the two-party system, which they criticize and finds solutions to with these kinds of argument. Young people view it as important to have the right to run for office, although many believe that in reality there are only two big parties that provide viable candidates as and that no one else can keep up with them due to money matters, media coverage, etc.”(…)I feel a lot of it is money, you know. Money to have this gigantic campaign, to run TV-commercials and things like that.” (Erica) The overall feeling that young people has is that everyone should be equally counted and represented but the system in the US hinder that to a certain extent. When young people in talk about parties, it is often in a negative way like; “A lot of people have that state of mind that as far as states are concerned, the states are typically labelled as typically conservative or liberal [republican or democrat] and if you are on the “other side” they think it’s futile to even voting because they are certain that it’s just going to go this one way.”(Steven)  or “I’m not a big fan of political parties, I guess they are a lot eliminating and a lot of people like to vote just based on party, regardless of what the candidates may believe.” (Steven) since young people don’t vote for parties; “(…) I don’t necessarily vote for specific parties or things like that.” (Erica). Also, people motivate their voting with anti-system arguments like; “So when I vote, I’m voting against the two corrupt, very corrupt parties, I’m voting for a candidate who has sympathies towards a two-party system (…)” (Sam) This also leads to the discussion that more parties would ensure better representation, because the candidates would be more different.  
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Most young people reason that they don’t need to vote in smaller elections since they concern less people and that the outcome would not be very different anyway – a very institutional rationalist argument since it concerns the system and the outcome. Statements like “I don’t feel like I need to vote in the smaller ones really.” (Nathalie) clearly shows this. They reason that since small elections concerns less people, less people votes in them and on the local level the politician’s tasks are rather fixed and therefore the outcome would be quite the same, regardless of the vote; “You are looking at state-wide or nation-wide decisions versus like deciding a person that decides on how much money are going to be spend on lawn-care or maintenance of rounds-keeping…” (Steven)  Young people reason that turnout is a problem since the election system is unrepresentative, complicated and politicians don’t seem to care – arguments dealing with the national institutions – and that solutions would be better representation with more parties and a simpler election system; arguments that deals with institutional rationalism-thoughts of how the system should maximize citizens benefits. Mandatory turnout is also thought of in rational utility-ways; incentives instead of punishments. Turnout in elections are traditionally low in the US and most young people view this as a bit discouraging. Many citizens that are not represented properly by any politician since they don’t vote but young people use to reason that if you don’t care you are not represented by anyone anyway. They reason that the low turnout is a symptom of a cynical attitude towards a government that doesn’t care about its citizens, a complicated election system which discourage voters and two unrepresentative parties that discourage any effort to bring in more parties into the government; “… I just think the system will stay the way it is…” (Mercedes) Solutions to the dilemma of voter turnout that young people reason around are a simpler voting system and more parties to ensure better representation. No one seems to think about mandatory turnout as the first option to increase turnout. The reasoning about mandatory turnout has two angles; firstly there are many that view it as positive to make people realize that voting is important although incentives to vote is regarded as better than being fined if you don’t vote. Secondly, there are the ones who view voting as a personal choice that the government should not dictate for them. “You have a right to vote but you don’t have an obligation…” (John) To conclude; when reasoning about institutional rationalism young people primarily focuses on information models at a national scale, beneficial national outcome, nations as problem-solvers, representation, utility-maximizing and strategic voting. Individual norms In this section, the individual norms-reasoning of young people in the US are to be presented. Individual norms are characterized by voting according to norms that one’s social group enforces.  
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Classic individual norm-thinking involve different pressures to vote, what is seen as appropriate and norms influencing how one vote, which is shown here in terms of the family. Most young people mentions their family when they are asked about what encourages them to vote , whom they think have inspired them to vote or who they knows vote. “I think my family has formed my view on voting, they tell me like “you need to go vote” and things like that. “ (Erica) Most young people have parents who votes and many reason that a lot depends on your family, if you talk about voting or not, if you feel encouraged to vote, if you vote at all and what is seen as ok and not. Family is not only norm-bearers that encourage young people to vote, family values also decide who one votes for, how engaged one is in politics and how much one knows about it. Also, they are viewed as a reason to vote responsible; “I think it’s our responsibility to vote because you are responsible ultimately for a community that our children’s children’s children will have in the future and whatever laws put in place will affect them in the future.” (Chrystal) Another arena where norms are diffused is in social groups. The norms here are more broad but may still affect how one votes and view voting. The common history of some groups are other possible norm-bearers that are visible in the reasoning about voting, for example that one feels encouraged to vote due to some common history; “(…) to take this opportunity that generations of African Americans that might not have had this opportunity (…) and they died for us, to have that opportunity to vote. And I can feel proud of that.” (Chrystal) Issues like abortion and gay marriage is very big in the US, some young people reason that they are the most discussed issues in politics and this also mirrors a view that family or issues about group belonging matters a lot, also to young people.  Another huge group belonging in the US and in the south especially is religion. “(…) some people – especially here in the south – only votes for a candidate with strong Christian or moral values, because religion are really important to a lot of people here in the south.” (Steven) However, most young people view this norm not as a source of inspiration but as irritating; they mention it being disturbing to go vote in a church, candidates focusing on religious issues to attract voters and some even claim it to be uneducated to vote only based on the candidates religious beliefs; “But again, on the whole of the United States, a lot of people are uneducated and their religious beliefs are going to govern who they are going to vote for.” (Mercedes)  To conclude; when young people reason in terms of individual norms they speak about family norms, social group norms, religion and history. Institutional norms In this section, the institutional norms-reasoning of young people in the US are to be presented. Institutional norms are norms in society that are enforced by national institutions it is interesting here how young people reason about them in relation to their vote.  
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Young people reason in terms of institutional norms when speaking about the school’s influence on their voting, that it spurred their interest and that voting was encouraged, although views conflict if this is good or not. Many young people seem to connect school and voting in their reasoning. The school is seen as the central place where information about voting really (should) reach young people. “I mean it was a personal interest but I guess it started in school (…)” (John) Many young people blames the education system for viewing voting as something inherently good, informed or not, although there are others who claim that the schools does a good job in informing about the vote. Most young people remembers getting registered to vote in high-school in their government classes, and many mention that they became inspired to vote by their teachers ;“I think it’s a good thing that they are giving us a little extra push to vote and just kind of reminding us (…)” (Erica) Also, some seem to reason that it is important to start informing about voting even in young ages “I went to a private Montessori-school so I don’t know what others are being taught but I was taught to look forward to it and the value of voting and now I look forward to it.” (Sam)   Young people also reason around media in an institutional norms sense; media as an institution capable of spreading norms and that media have targeted young voters and try to get them out to vote. By various “get out to vote-movements” they try to diffuse norms about voting using celebrities that young people respect. “I mean there are a lot of people out there who in 2008 were just really big P.Diddy fans and he told them to vote so they went out and voted.” (John) Young people seem to worry about media creating an unwanted logic of voting-appropriateness that might be bad for the nation. They reason that the media reports a lot about politics and that this is good, so people know a bit about what’s going on. However, some young people reason that media is very biased and that people who don’t know that get the wrong information; “I don’t know if they just accept that news is biased or that they want to believe that what they hear is true.” (Steven) An issue that many reason about is the movements earlier mentioned to get people to vote and there seems to be a consensus that although they are designed to raise awareness, they do not focus on being an informed voter and that this is troublesome. There are conflicting norms about voting; making one’s voice heard and become a statistic vs. not vote until one is informed and vote strategically for a big party. Overall young people think there is a norm of voting and that it is an informed citizens’ responsibility. Sanctions are that if you don’t vote, you have no right to complain. “(…) I think if you are given that freedom to vote, if you are given that right, then you should take advantage of it.” (Erica) Some even reason about an overall feeling that you should vote; “I guess I would feel kind of bad if I didn’t (…) I think it’s kind of a responsibility to vote.” (Erica) Young people in general think that voting is ultimately a responsibility as an informed citizen, that voting is contributing and that it has merit in the 
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process; “Like I said earlier, I think it is important, I think that you should do what you can as my part of the process I guess (…) Make my voice heard.” (Mercedes) Also, this norm of voting comes with sanctions; a common argument is also that if you don’t vote you have no right to complain about the system since you have not tried to change it; “I think that if you’re not going to vote you no longer have a right to complain or bitch about how things are going because if you didn’t think it was a high enough priority for you to go get your opinion heard, then you have pretty much silenced yourself from that point on.” (Mercedes) Many young people reason that while voting is important, it is only for those informed and this creates a distrust of politics among those lesser informed. College students are taught in schools that there is voting, that they can vote and make a difference but they reason that politics are not very well thought of generally among people; “Also, the word politics and elections have kind of negative connotations with a lot of it, as soon as someone says “politician” you think “liar”, “drama”, so if someone’s not educated about what’s going on currently that’s what’s going to pop up first in their head.” (Nathalie) Even though students talk about elections and such with their family and/or friends, they generally avoid it; “I try to avoid it when I can because I feel like talking about politics can just go on and on and it usually gets kind of heated, I mean even though it’s not really polite to talk about politics people do quite often. “ (Erica)  To conclude; the school and media are seen as institutions diffusing positive norms about voting and that the norm in society is that you should vote if you are informed about the election or else you have no right to complain about the result. However, this also leads to some “elite”-politics which makes it get a rather bad reputation. 
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Good citizens vote – Sweden  
In Sweden, elections for the parliament occurs every four years and in these elections citizens also votes in the municipal and regional level while elections for the European parliament are held every five years (http://www.regeringen.se). Currently there are eight parties with enough votes to sit in the parliament but there are numerous other parties as well. There are no formal obligations as a citizen that you need to do before you vote and information about where you go on Election Day is delivered to you. Voter turnout in Sweden’s national elections is high, above 80 percent but only around 40 percent in the elections to the European parliament (Holmberg and Oskarsson, 2004) and young people are among those who votes the least (http://www.valforskning.pol.gu.se). Individual rationality in Sweden In this section, the individual rationality-reasoning of young people in Sweden are to be presented. Individual rationality is characterized by the voting for a beneficial outcome for oneself or one’s social group and the calculating of benefits versus costs.  Young people reason primarily in terms of beneficial outcomes and personal gain; “You probably get very personal and think about what’s best for you” (Katarina)4 when voting – a common individual rationality-thought among young people. Who you are; if you are a student, an employee or unemployed have a big impact on how you think about voting, you vote for the thing that would benefit you and your situation the most, according to most young people.  “I believe that the ones who earn more votes for certain parties and the older people and those who earns less vote for other parties” (Alice)5 – young people reason that you vote based on what you want to achieve as well, both in local and country-wide elections. Here the reasoning centre around the outcome and habit when voting, that cost-benefit calculations might make some abstain, typically individual rationality thoughts. The consensus is that most people vote because they want to make a difference and voice their opinion; “I believe they vote because many feel that they can make a difference…” (Angelica)6 However, some acknowledge that older people often vote by habit. The issue of non-voting is interesting and many agree on the fact that all elections are not equally important to everyone; “… in the election of church-representatives, you can have the mindset that it won’t involve me, it won’t affect me, I 
                                                             

4 Translated from Swedish: “Man blir nog väldigt personlig och tanker vad är bäst för mig” 
5 Translated from Swedish:”Jag tror att de som tjänar mer röstar på vissa partier medan de som är äldre och tjänar mindre 
röstar på andra partier” 
6 Translated from Swedish: ”Jag tror de röstar för att många känner att de kan påverka (…)” 

http://www.regeringen.se/sb/d/2465
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don’t even understand what it is good for.”(Katarina)7 Also, some reasons that people sometimes use abstention as an active choice; that they don’t care and therefore won’t vote; perhaps because it is harder for young people today to get established and thus, they won’t vote.  Young people reason in terms of voting strategically to ensure a favorable outcome and the reason why this is in this section is because they think of this in a larger scale, not only about themselves. When reasoning about “one-issue-parties”8 and “small issues”9 young people think that “one-issue parties” are not really good  since they would only benefit the voter in one question, it is like throwing your vote away. However, some reason that you should only vote for one question so that you are sure to get what you want since voting for a big party would maybe include much that you would not agree on. Those arguments are often met by counter-arguments that if you don’t get what you want and only vote for one question, you have lost it all whereas if you vote for more than one thing you have a bigger chance of getting what you want. “Small issues” are generally thought to be important indicators of how parties think and act in different areas but young people reason that they are only important if they affect a large number of people nationwide or in your municipality or if they concern yourself. To conclude; young people in general do not reason about voting in selfish ways to such a large extent but when they do, it is beneficial outcomes, personal gain, strategic voting and costs and benefits-calculations that dominates their reasoning in an individual rationality sense. Institutional rationality In this section, the institutional rationality-reasoning of young people in Sweden are to be presented. Institutional rationality is characterized by the strategic voting with a thought of how voting will affect the system at large.  Most young people think that the turnout is already at an acceptable rate in Sweden and thus, no mandatory laws are needed. Low turnout thought of in general terms and is seen as problematic due to representation and the outcome, reflecting institutional rationality thoughts about the system. Young people seem to agree on low turnout being a problem primarily because it is hard to know the actual will of the people in an election. Low turnout is “(…) problematic because there is another half that are being represented although they might not be if they would go to the ballot box” (Katarina)10 and this could lead to a bad decision that most people don’t want. However, most young people seem to think that penalties for not voting are a bit too harsh, only 
                                                             

7 Translated from Swedish: ”(…) i kyrkovalet kan man ju ha den inställningen att det rör mig inte, det påverkar mig inte, jag 
förstår inte ens vad det är bra för.” 
8 Enfrågepartier 
9 Sakfrågor 
10 Translated from Swedish; ”(…) problematiskt eftersom det finns en andra hälft som är representerade som kanske inte 
skulle vara det om de gick till valurnorna”. 
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making the representation-issue worse since some people might sell their votes. Some reasons that voting should be mandatory but in general it is not very popular and many young people actually reason that it would be undemocratic; “You should have the right to choose if you want to make your voice heard or not.” (Alice)11  Reasoning’s around elections ultimately comes back to the institutional rationality-thought of affecting the outcome, how the country is run and the strategic reasoning of how one best influences this. When it comes to elections, most young people have the opinion that elections all have a purpose and are important but they are viewed as more or less important depending on how many people will be affected by the decisions made in them. There are also claims that since there are not as much focus on the local and regional elections in the media; people care more about the national election which gets more publicity. However, there are some who reason that the local elections are the most important ones since you can see the result of your vote more directly and affect things more on the local level with your vote. Also, the election to the EU parliament seems to be much neglected – not many young people vote on it and they reason that it is so far away from Sweden so it seems like it’s not really concerning them; “One is more interested in what is happening right now in Sweden, I don’t think that one can affect as much outside…” (Klara)12 The reasoning about voting deals with outcome and information models, in terms of aggregate effects on voting and that informed voters make better decisions for the country, all institutional rationality-thinking. ”I think that here in Sweden, it could have, well, it counts to some extent but I don’t think it would be another result if I wouldn’t vote but if everyone thought in that way, then it could really be another result. (Malin)13 Because of the aggregate effect, is generally seen as better to vote than not vote if one wants to have an impact on the national politics. However, many young people actually think that there should be some more pressure on voters to make them think twice before picking a party; “(…) I think that you should put some demands on voters as well, that they should learn what they are voting for and what they are actually doing.” (Katarina)14 Also, they reason that if you are politically engaged you are probably more inclined to vote for a specific party or issue and for the greater good for the nation since you’re possibly more informed than Swedes’ in general.  
                                                             

11Translated from Swedish; ”Man ska ju ändå ha rätt till valet om man vill göra sin röst hörd eller inte.” 
12 Translated from Swedish; Man är mer intresserad av det som händer i just Sverige, jag tror inte man kan påverka lika 
mycket utanför. 
13 Translated from Swedish; “Jag tror att här i Sverige kan det nog ha lite, ja, räknas en del liksom men jag tror inte det skulle 
bli ett annat resultat om jag inte röstade, men om alla tänkte så, då skulle det ju verkligen kunna bli ett annat resultat.” 
14 Translated from Swedish; ”(…) jag tycker man ska ställa lite krav på väljare också, att lära sig vad de röstar på och vad de 
faktiskt sysslar med.” 
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Strategic voting is thought to represent a need to control the outcome, possibly for the best of the nation but there are those who are against it as well and argue that it damages accurate representation of citizens. Also, the system in Sweden is thought to be slightly in favor for big parties. All these arguments come back to the institutional rationality thought of a citizen-controlled system. “Blank voting”15 seems to have broad support among young people in general, both to higher the voter turnout in an election and to vote as a protest against something. However, not everyone agrees – some reason that they are voting on either of two dominant approaches (the left and the right parties) to make either of them come to power although they might not like any specific party and that this is impossible if you cast a blank vote. A common reasoning is that if you don’t care to vote, you’ll lose your opportunity to be represented and most young people think it is up to each and every one if they wish to be represented or not. When young people reason around who should be able to run in an election, the general opinion is that everyone should be able to run, provided that they are serious, want to contribute in making Sweden better and have a reasonable amount of voters backing their agenda. However, most people agree that the bigger parties have an advantage since they have a bigger financial base than newly established parties. In general, young people like the multi-party system and they reason that it is good to have more parties to choose from to ensure a more representative system. Young people also believes that it is important to vote and that it is only natural that the right to vote is in the UN charter of human rights, so that citizens can affect what’s going on in their governments. To conclude; when young people in Sweden reason about voting and turnout in institutional rationality-terms it is outcome, citizen control over the government, information models, national institutions, tactical voting and systems of representation that are brought up. Generally, young swedes think the system is ok, but they turn against strategic voting, which they reason damage good representation of the citizens.  Individual norms  In this section, the individual norms-reasoning of young people in Sweden are presented. Individual norms are characterized by voting according to norms that one’s social group enforces.  When one is young, family norms controls the voting to a large extent but when one is older it is more the social environment that matters, according to most young people; many votes different than their parents for example. “(…) The environment is more [important] when one is young 
                                                             

15 Blankrösta 
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and when one’s becoming older one learns how to think more independently.”(Mats)16 Many young people believe that you are more easily affected by propaganda and family norms when you are young, and that you are more prone to vote if your environment encourages it - “If you socialize with people that go and vote then I think you are probably doing it yourself” (Angelica)17. However, there are two ways of reasoning about young people and norms; many young people think that young Swedes think less in terms of norms now than before while others reason that they think that the norm of voting is spread to young people as well. In general when social norms are concerned, young people reason in terms of family and friends and many are surrounded by people that votes and thinks this is interesting “Most of my friend’s think this is very interesting, as well as parents and people I know” (Katarina)18 . Many of them are somewhat politically engaged as well and they asked about voting when they were kids, got the process explained by their parents and most people have some kind of positive feedback from home to go and vote. Also, when voting many young people thinks of what’s best for one’s family or relatives when they look at parties. However, there are also many that come from a family that does not talk about voting and some comes from families that don’t even vote but in general they have picked up the interest for politics from home and continued to study it at school.  To conclude; when young people reason according to individual norms, family, friends, propaganda and social environment are the main issues that are brought up. Family values seem to influence young people and propaganda somewhat as well although most reason that the social environment plays the biggest role in diffusing norms to young people. Institutional norms In this section, the institutional norms-reasoning of young people in Sweden are presented. Institutional norms are norms in society that are enforced by national institutions it is interesting here how young people reason about them in relation to their vote.  The overall view young people have about voting is that it contributes to democracy and that everyone should have the right to vote. ”One probably view democracy as a prerequisite for human rights and voting is a form of democracy, the most common form of democracy that we have. So I think that is why and that everyone should have the right to make their voice heard 
                                                             

16 Translated from Swedish: ”(…) omgivningen är mer [viktig] när man är yngre och när man blir äldre kan man tänka själv. 
17 Translated from Swedish: ”Umgås du med folk som röstar så tror jag du gör det själv”. 
18 Translated from Swedish: ”Jag har ju en vänskapskrets som tycker det här är väldigt intressant, föräldrar och folk man 
känner.” 
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(…)” (Elin)19  Young people in general reason that voting is a democratic right; “you should have respect for those times you have the right to use your democratic right to vote” (Katarina)20. Democracy, human rights and voting seem connected in their reasoning, for example the argument “I don’t think it [a country] is a democracy if people are not allowed to vote” (Alice) 21 Everyone should have the right to vote everywhere and that is why international organizations like the UN have that right written down in the UN charter for human rights. The norm of voting as a responsibility is deep-rooted at all levels in Sweden, there are sanctions against those who don’t vote and one votes with ideology in mind; the norm of the perfect society. Most young people also think that it has merit in the process, a normative value. The word “democracy” for many young people means that citizens are entitled to some basic human rights but they also reason that some obligations comes with it as well – such as a responsibility to vote; “you have to vote if you want to make your voice heard” (Alice)22. Many young people believe that the majority of people in Sweden think of voting as a responsibility, something that you should do; “it is seen as a bit negative not to vote in Sweden, you are called lazy and stuff.” (Malin)23 The norm is so deep rooted that most people uses the same word (with some variations) for people that don’t vote without any particular reason; “soffliggare” and this can also be viewed as a sanction – to be called lazy and uninterested. In general, young people think that voting is inherently good and that if you vote, you might inspire someone else to vote as well! Young people have two ways of reasoning about whether it is a responsibility to vote; one way is saying that it is not, that you should not vote if you don’t know anything about what’s at stake in the election or about the parties while the other side claims that it is a responsibility and that you could at least cast a blank vote if you don’t know anything about the election, only to participate. Also, some young people reason that citizens in Sweden take their chance to vote more seriously than in other countries and thus use the blank option more frequently “(…) I think that the majority votes because you should (…) you want to be able to say that you did your part.” (Elin)24 Also, everyone agrees on the reasoning “If you don’t do it [vote] you have don’t have a right later to say how you think things should look like.” (Klara)25  In general when asked what they vote for or what they think is important when they vote, young people answers “ideology”. “I don’t vote for a party depending on the candidate they have, 
                                                             

19 Translated from Swedish:; “Man ser väl demokrati som någon slags grund för mänskliga rättigheter, och att rösta är ju en 
form av demokrati, alltså den vanligaste formen av demokrati vi har. Så jag tror väl att det är där det ligger och att alla ska få 
göra sin röst hörd (…)” 
20 Translated from Swedish; “Man ska ha stor respekt för de gånger man har rätt att uttrycka sin demokratiska rättighet att 
rösta (…)” 
21 Translated from Swedish; ”Jag tycker inte det [ett land] är en demokrati om folk inte får rösta”. 
22 Translated from Swedish; ”Man måste ju rösta om man vill göra sin röst hörd”. 
23 Translated from Swedish; ”Det är lite negativt i Sverige att inte rösta, man kallas för soffligare och sådär”.  
24 Translated from Swedish; ”(…) jag tror att majoriteten röstar för att man ska rösta… man vill kunna säga att man gjort 
sitt.” 
25 Translated from Swedish; ”Om man inte gör det har man väl ingen rätt att sen säga hur man tycker det ska se ut”. 
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because I think that is almost irrelevant, it could be if the person is very much to either side but mostly it’s just what ideology the party has that is important” (Klara)26 Even though some young people consider specific issues when voting or care about some specific areas, it mostly to come down to ideology in the end when deciding what to vote for and how to value different parties. The norm of voting in Sweden is so deep rooted that most people take it for granted, visible in how young people talk about voting; young people are not very reluctant to tell what they vote for and say that they use to talk about voting, elections and such with people without any discomfort and even encourages them to vote; ”(…) I speak much about elections, not that I try force people to say what they think but I tell them what I think, that you need to vote.” (Elin)27 Some mention that it could be a sensitive topic and that they avoid talking about politics in some circumstances – maybe not with your employer – but with friends, family and people you meet; a broad range of people.  Institutional norms are mostly spread in the school and by the media according to how most young people reason. They are powerful national institutions, capable of forming norms of voting and spread them to a broad range of people. Most young people today get to learn of voting through school and they often mention the small school elections schools have to encourage people to vote. Many young people reasons that the higher education you have, the more likely you are to vote. School is seen as a big source of inspiration and information for young voters; “It is probably the education that you have in school, where one has talked about the importance of it, how it works, that makes you want to vote.” (Alice)28 Many young people reasons that media has a very big impact on young people since they deliver the political reporting to people conveniently, mostly by TV and newspapers. Some even reasons that they have obligations; “The media has very much power and a very big duty to inform people about democracy.” (Katarina)29 However, young people also reason that this reporting is often quite biased and might sometimes deliver a much distorted picture of reality although most are quite satisfied with the media coverage in Sweden on the whole.  The norm of turnout is that it should be high to ensure good representation and turnout in Sweden today is at a rather high number which most people think is good; “Yes, as I said, I think that if you don’t vote you have no right to complain so therefore, turnout should be around 70 to 
                                                             

26 Translated from Swedish; ”(…) Jag röstar ju inte på ett parti utifrån vilken person som styr partiet, för det tycker jag är 
nästan oväsentligt, det kan ju vara om personen är väldigt åt ena eller andra hållet men i stort sett är det bara vilken ideologi 
partiet har som är viktigast.” 
27 Translated from Swedish; ”(…) jag pratar väldigt mycket val, inte just att jag tvingar folk att säga vad de tycker men att jag 
berättar vad jag tycker, att man måste rösta.” 
28 Translated from Swedish; ” Det är väl utbildningen man har haft i skolan, där har man ju pratat om att det är viktigt, man 
har haft skolval och sett det på en mindre skala och så. Det är lite där man lär sig det praktiska, hur det går till, som gör att 
man vill rösta.” 
29 Translated from Swedish; “Media har ju en jättestor makt och en jättestor plikt att upplysa människor om demokrati (…)” 
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80 percent really”30 (Elin). Many young people reason that the high turnout is because people think voting is a responsibility and that you should take the chance to influence society while you can. At large, young people seem satisfied with Sweden’s system of voting, that it is fairly representative and often reason that it is fairer than many other systems of voting. To conclude; when young people in Sweden reason about institutional norms, they reason in terms of democracy, human rights, responsibility, duties and ideology. The norm in Sweden is that voting betters democracy and most people think of voting in a positive way, as something you ought to do and if you don’t you are a lazy person that don’t care about your country. Most seem to think that school and the media inform about voting and issues in a good or sufficient way and that the election system is representative. Also, when voting it is normative values that matters most, ideology comes first. 
Comparison of the US and Sweden 
In this section, the differences and similarities between the US and Sweden are presented. First, 

there will be a summary of the reasoning according to the typology in form of two diagrams, first the 

US and then Sweden – then the similarities and differences are going to be discussed in greater 

detail. 

                                                             

30 Translated from Swedish; ”Ja, som jag sa så tycker jag ju att röstar du inte får du inte klaga, så därför bör ju ett 
valdeltagande ligga på 70 – 80 % egentligen.” 
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Individual rationality reasoning 

The countries have some things in common in their reasoning; mainly reasoning according to self-interest, voting for change and thinking strategically. Most young people thinks about such things as employment, what benefits my social group and me and that these things guide you when you vote but also that you calculate if it is really worth the effort to vote at all. The latter reasoning permeates the whole thinking in the US while in Sweden it is treated as a separate issue, that some people does this and that it is a problem. This was rather expected, young people that studies generally worries about job markets and reasoning about what benefits yourself and your family probably figures everywhere. Also, abstention numbers are bigger in the US so it is only normal if this is seen as self-evident while in Sweden with high turnout numbers, it is seen as unusual. In the US young people reason about information in an individual rationality sense whereas in Sweden they reason about this only in a broader spectrum. The reason for this is the different election systems, in the US you have to register to vote and find all information yourself while in Sweden you don’t have to register and you get all information about voting in your mailbox so young people in Sweden don’t feel the same confusion and don’t connect any information-issues to themselves in an individual rationality sense. Another issue 
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that doesn’t really come up in this section in Sweden is social status which is not mentioned to any large extent at all. In the US they think rational about this; if you are differently affected by politics due to different income it is seen as quite naturally that you would care about politics differently. 
Institutional rationality 

This is the way in which the majority of young people in the US reason about voting and turnout and it’s the second biggest way of reasoning of voting and turnout in Sweden. Young people in both countries reason about elections, strategic voting, turnout, national considerations outcome, information and representation according to this section, albeit in different ways. The youths in the US also reason around structural change, candidates and issues, political parties and the right to vote according to institutional rationalism which the Swedish youths don’t bring up in this section. Beginning with the issues both countries reason about, they have similar reasoning’s about elections, which are seen as important according to their ranking as first or second order elections. Youths in both countries reason that an election gets more important to vote in the more people are affected by it- if the politicians that are elected have more or less power. When young people talk about strategic voting it is mostly in terms of what you should do if you don’t like the system or the parties/candidates. The issue in Sweden centres primarily on blank voting versus left-and right voting. In the US however, they don’t have blank voting in presidential elections and they only have two major parties and candidates. In general, it is mostly candidates who are the focus when young people in the US talk about what they vote for, but in broader terms they often mention parties, although in rather negative ways. Turnout is another important issue for both countries; the young people in Sweden usually reason in broad terms about turnout since it is not viewed as a problem here. However, they discuss mandatory turnout, and while most agree that Sweden doesn’t really need it, it could be good for other countries. In the US however, turnout is low and most young people view it as a problem with roots in an unrepresentative and confusing system which would have to change if the government wants turnout to rise. They view mandatory turnout as good if you are encouraged to vote instead of fined if you don’t but most people also acknowledge that more education is better than mandatory turnout to deal with the problem, which leads us to the information-part. In both countries, young people believe that educated people votes more and in the US they also reason that you have to be if not educated so at least informed if you are going to vote which deals with the national considerations which is also the core of the argument in Sweden, that you should know what you are voting for, what consequences it might have and that you should vote for what you believe since this is important for the representation. In the US they reason the same, many argues that you should vote for what you like and not who has 
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the biggest chance to win for the same reason, which also deals with young people’s reasoning about changing the system by voting for small parties or candidates. Another issue that the US youths reason about in institutional rationality terms is the right to vote, which the Swedish youths view in more normative terms. American youths reason that everyone should be given the right to vote and that it is a human right in a legal sense, that every country who wants to claim itself as a democracy must obey this and let its citizens’ vote.  
Individual norms 

Young people in both countries have rather similar views on individual norms; most people agree on the fact that family matters much for young voters in forming their views on voting and what to vote for, although family norms might be slightly stronger- or at least more prominent in the Americans reasoning. In Sweden, the social environment is much debated while in the US social group belonging is more discussed as having an impact on the voting behavior. Youths in both countries mention the media and propaganda in their reasoning, but it seems like the Americans think more of it than the Swedish youths. One reasoning that is completely absent in the reasoning in Sweden is religion which on the other hand is a very big issue in the US although young people view it as irritating rather than inspiring in general. This is probably because Sweden is very secular whereas the south of the US is very Christian. The reason why the young people from Tennessee still reasoned around it in a negative way might be since many of them were not big believers, they had travelled a lot many of them and those who might have strong faith did not reason that it was relevant to their voting and thus, they did not brought it up. 
Institutional norms 

Most issues are discussed according to this in Sweden, where the norm of voting is very strong. Most young people take voting for granted and most reason that it is a duty for citizen to vote whereas in the US, voting is more viewed as a personal choice and they reason more in terms of freedom to- than duty to choose. In Sweden, voting is seen as inherently good and turnout should be high to improve democracy whereas in the US people reason more that voting is only good if you know what to vote for. However, both countries reason that the school and the media are big contributors to spreading norms in society, for good or bad and in Sweden most young people seem to think that they have a duty to inform about voting. Most young people in both countries think that at least the school does a good job in informing about voting and push people to care about voting while the media mostly focuses on the wrong things. In Sweden, everyone speaks rather freely about voting and politics whereas in the US, talking about politics is seen as a bit rude and the general picture of it is not very bright. A really big norm in Sweden 
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is to vote for ideologies and parties rather than candidates or parties with only one issue – which is regarded as a bit silly – quite to the contrary how it looks like in the US where issues and candidates are most important. 
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Conclusion 
 The aim of this thesis was to analyse how young people reason around voting and voter turnout, to see if voting and turnout carries different meaning in two distinctive national contexts, namely Sweden and the United States and as the analysis above clearly points out, the answer is yes, voting and turnout are viewed very differently. The diverse reasoning’s about this has been presented in in terms of individual rationality, individual norms, institutional rationality, and institutional norms. The result revealed that young people in Sweden reasoned around voting and turnout primarily in terms of institutional norms - they combined democracy, human rights and normative values to a great extent when reasoning about voting and turnout, much more than their American counterparts. The latter reasoned mostly in terms of institutional rationality when speaking about voting and turnout; they combined claims about the election system, the political parties and turnout in ways that the Swedish youths did not. Although they had different viewpoints, young people from both countries seemed to think that the institutional section were the most important one, which is interesting. Prior research covered in the literature review mean that different national contexts form people’s voting habits differently and that it is the largest influence on how people votes, which this thesis confirms. However, this study takes this claim one step further and show that it does not only affect the turnout in a country but also the reasoning about voting itself and the way in which people think about this.  The area that young people in Sweden touched the least upon when reasoning about voting and turnout was individual norms and rationality which on the other side seemed to form the American youth to quite a large extent, which was rather expected since Sweden in general is more collectivistic than the US, which is very individualistic. In Sweden, they reasoned primarily according to self-interest and reasoned around why people votes or not rationally and how family and social environment-norms affects the voter while in the US, they reasoned around outcome, information, social status and self-interest rationally and around family, social groups, media and religion in a more normative sense. What was really surprising was the American youth’s view of religion, which seemed to have little or no impact on their voting although Tennessee is thought to be one of the states in the so called “bible belt” in the US where people are very influenced by religion, which they hinted on themselves as well. Previous research lacked pure qualitative studies that focused primarily on understanding voting and turnout from the voter’s point of view, especially young voters and this thesis has filled that gap. As previous scholarship has already claimed, national context are of great 
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importance for voting behavior and the result of this thesis concludes that it matter for reasoning about voting as well; young voters have very different views of voting and turnout in the US and Sweden although the countries are developed democracies. However, some scholars claim that social identity are important as well, which is seen in the result of this thesis since there are some similarities in the answers as well, primarily in areas focusing on them as young students. Looking at voting with this method gives us a deeper understanding of the phenomena in the sense that turnout numbers are interpreted; as good, bad, legitimate, sufficient, discouraging etc. instead of just being a number. Young voters view voting as important and the turnout as representative in both countries but they does not necessarily think that everyone should vote or view their representatives as legitimate because of that. In the US they think that voting is something reserved for those who stay informed and they don’t view their politicians as representative of the population while in Sweden, young people think that everyone has an obligation to vote and they are rather satisfied with the elected politicians. This is two very different answers that quantitative studies might not discover. This study contributes to- and develops previous research in the field of voting and turnout by showing how young people view voting and turnout and how this differs in specific national contexts. This could be used to see how countries affects the way of thinking of their citizens and it could also develop previous research on the question of why youth turnout differ so much from the rest of the population. For a state to survive it needs support from it’s citizen of which young people are a vital part and therefore, understanding how they reason is crucial. Also, it could be interesting from a society point of view to understand young voters, how they reason and what they view as important, what they think needs to change and what they think is good in their countries.  
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Interview persons: Sweden: 
Klara, 2012-04-27 
Age: 23 
Gender: Kvinna 
Lives in: Göteborg 
Comes from: Göteborg 
Studies: IPPE 

Malin, 2012-04-12 
Age: 24 
Gender: Kvinna 
Lives in: Trollhättan 
Comes from: Vänersborg 
Studies: IPPE 

Elin, 2012-04-12 
Age: 22 
Gender: Kvinna 
Lives in: Trollhättan 
Comes from: Smygehuk, Skåne 
Study: IPPE 

Angelica, 2012-04-10 
Age: 22 
Gender: Kvinna 
Lives in: Trollhättan 
Comes from: Göteborg 
Studies: Ekonomi 

Katarina, 2012-04-20 
Age: 21 
Gender: Kvinna 
Live in: Trollhättan 
Comes from: Trollhättan 
Studerar: IPPE 

Alice, 2012-04-18 
Age: 23 
Gender: Kvinna 
Lives in: Frändefors 
Comes from: Frändefors 
Studies: IPPE 

Mats, 2012-04-19 
Age: 20 
Gender: Man 
Lives in: Trollhättan 
Comes from: Borås 
Studies: IPPE 

 
 

USA: 
Chrystal 2012-04-15 
Age: 27 
Live in: Chattanooga, TN 
Comes from: Colombia , TN 
Studies: Environmental engineering 

Sam 2012-04-29 
Age: 24 
Gender: Male 
Lives in: Memphis, TN 
Comes from: Memphi s, TN 
Studies: Foreign languages 

John, 2012-04-16 
Age: 21 
Gender: Male 
Lives in: Chattanooga, TN 
Comes from: Chattanooga, TN 
Studies: History 

Mercedes, 2012-04-17 
Age: 22 
Gender: Female 
Live in: Chattanooga, TN 
Comes from: Memphi s, TN 
Studies: Spanish, minor in education 
Erica, 2012-04-16 
Age: 21 
Gender: Female 
Live in: Cleveland, TN 
Comes from: Carbondale, IL 
Studies: Nursing 

Steven, 2012-04-22 
Age: 22 
Gender: Male 
Lives in: Chattanooga, TN 
Comes from: Knoxvil le, TN 
Studies: Geology 

Nathalie, 2012-04-09 
Age: 22 
Gender: female 
Live in: Chattanooga, TN 
Comes from: Memphis, TN 
Studies: international studies (health & 
therapy) 
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Appendix 1 

 
Intervjuguide 

Intro: 

Ok, den här undersökningen handlar alltså om röstande i politiska val och det jag vill veta är vad unga 
personer tycker om röstning och röstande. Jag kommer alltså inte fråga vad du röstar på eller vilket 
parti du gillar. 
Jag kommer spela in svaren för att kunna analysera dem bättre, men ditt namn kommer inte finnas 
med i uppsatsen och ingen kommer veta att det är du som svarar (såvida du inte säger det själv). Jag 
kommer börja med några standardfrågor och sen gå över till själva frågorna om röstningen. Om du 
undrar något är det bara att fråga! 

• Ålder 
• Kön 
• Var bor du? 
• Varifrån kommer du? 
• Vad studerar du? 

 
1. Vad är det första du tänker på när du hör ordet ”röstande”? 

– Vad associerar du med det ordet? 
- Varför? 
 

2. Hur viktigt tycker du att det är att rösta? 
- Rätten att rösta är en av de mänskliga rättigheterna Varför tror du att det räknas som en av 
de mänskliga rättigheterna? 
- Är det folks skyldighet att rösta? 
 

3. Vad tycker du om valdeltagande? 
- Om valdeltagandet är under 50 % - alltså om hälften av de som får rösta inte gör det – är de 
politiker som väljs ändå representativa? 
- Idag minskar valdeltagandet i många länder, vad tycker du om en lag om att alla måste 
rösta (de har det t.ex. i Belgien, obligatoriskt valdeltagande)? 
- Bra/Dåligt? 
 

4. Tycker du att vissa val är viktigare än andra? 
- På vilket sätt? 
 

1. Har du röstat i något sorts val (t.ex. riksdagsvalet, EU-valet)? 
- Vilket då? 
- Vad är viktigast för dig när du röstar? (Att du kan sympatisera med partiet/kandidaten, att 
deras ideologi är bra, att de driver frågor som du kan hålla med om etc.?) 
- Varför tror du folk röstar i Sverige? (röstar de egoistiskt, nationalistiskt, för att ”man bör 
göra det” etc.) 
 

2. Vad tycker du är viktigast i ett val; att alla får ställa upp på lika villkor oavsett åsikter eller att 
partier som har potential att vinna kommer fram? 
- Partier som Piratpartiet är ett s.k. ”enfrågeparti” –deras huvudfokus är friare nedladdning 
och de allierar sig med vem som helst för att få igenom det beslutet. Vad tycker du om 
sådana partier? 
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- Skulle du kunna rösta på dem om det skulle gynna dig om de fick igenom sin politik? 
 

3. Kommer du rösta i nästa riksdagsval? 
- Vad får dig att rösta/ inte rösta? 
-(Hur mycket tror du din röst räknas/ ändrar någonting?) 
- Kan du tänka dig att rösta i något mindre val/val med mindre valdeltagande bara för att 
dina åsikter skulle få större betydelse? 
 

4. Unga i vår ålder röstar ju statistiskt sett inte lika mycket som äldre människor. Känner du att 
du får någon uppmuntran att rösta? (Samhälle, familj, förväntningar?) 
- På vilket sätt? 
- Många forskare påstår att svenskar tycker att det är en självklarhet att rösta, håller du 
med? 
 

5. Har du fått någon information om hur röstning går till? 
- Varifrån? (skolan, institutioner, föräldrar?) 
- Fick du det eller fick du fråga om det själv? 
(- Vet du hur röstandet går till på valdagen?) 
 

6. Tycker du det brukar vara mycket prat i media om val? (t.ex. hur folk röstar, hur läget ser ut 
för partierna etc.) 
- Vad tycker du om det? 
- Det pratas ofta om att unga blir så cyniska emot politiker, att de bara skyller på varandra 
och sånt, hur tror du andra reagerar på det som sägs i media? (blir de less på politiker och 
mindre benägna att rösta?) 
 

7. Brukar du prata med folk om röstande, val och så vidare? 
- Med vem/vilka i så fall? 
- Varför inte med X? (eller typ varför pratar ni inte så mycket om det i 
kompisgänget/familjen/skolan?) 
 

8. Röstar folk du känner? (t.ex. familj, vänner, grannar etc.) 
- Om du inte vet säkert – vad tror du? (röstar de eller inte?) 
- Hur tror du att de format din syn på röstning? 
 

9. Hur viktiga är sakfrågor, till exempel trängselskatt, för dig när du/om du röstar? 
- Skulle du tycka de var mer eller mindre viktiga i kommun-landstings-regerings- och EU-val? 
- Varför? 
 

10. Skulle du rösta blankt om du inte gillade något parti? 
- Varför/inte? 
 

11. Tänk dig detta scenario; Ett parti du inte sympatiserar med försöker ta sig in i riksdagen. 
Skulle du kunna gå och rösta på deras motståndare bara för att eliminera risken att de kom 
in? 
-Varför/inte? 
 

12. Vad tycker du om röstande i andra länder jämfört med i Sverige? 
- Till exempel jämförelser mellan deras och vårt system, hur man röstar, olika instanser, hur 
röster räknas etc. 
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Appendix 2 
 

Interview schedule 

Introduction: 

This study aims to find out how young people view voting in political elections and I want to know 
how you think about voting and elections. I’m not interested in what party you want to vote for or 
anything like that, only how you reason about voting itself. 

I’ll record the answers so it’s easier for me to remember what’s being said and to analyze it later but 
no one will listen to that other than me and your name won’t be in my report, so that no one can 
lead the answers to you. 

I will begin by some standard questions and then move on to the questions about voting. If you have 
any questions, just go ahead and ask! 

Introductory questions: 
 

• Age 
• Gender 
• Where you live 
• Where you come from 
• What you study 

 

1. What is the first you come to think about when you hear the word 
“voting”? 
- What do you associate with the word? 
- Why? 
 

2. How important do you think it is to vote? 
- The right to vote is one of the human rights, why do you think it is? 
- Is it people’s responsibility to vote? 
 

3. What do you think about turnout? 
- Are politicians still representative if the turnout is below 50%? 
- Turnout rates in the developed countries today are falling, what do you think about 
mandatory turnout? (As they have in Belgium, among other countries, is it good/bad?). 
- The US have lower turnout than many European countries, what do you think about that? 
 

4. Do you think some elections are more important than others? 
- In what way? 

 

5. Have you voted in any kind of election?  
- What election? 
- What is most important for you when you vote? (candidates, ideology, issues) 
- Why do you think others vote in the US? (Reasons to vote, egoistic concerns, nationalistic, 
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issues?) 
 
 

6. What do you think is most important in an election – that everyone can 
participate equally as candidates/parties no matter what they stand for 
or that the party/candidate with most potential to win should be 
favoured?  
- What do you think of smaller parties such as the green party or the tea party? 
- Would you vote for them if they promised things that you would benefit from? 
- Why/not? 
 

7. Have you registered to vote? 
- When do you do that?/why not? 
- Where? 
 

8. Are you going to vote in the upcoming election?  
- What makes you want to vote/ would get you to vote? 
- How much do you believe your vote counts/changes anything? 
- Would you like to vote in a smaller election or an election with lower turnout just because 
you know your vote would be more influential? 
 

9. Have you got any general information about how to vote? 
- From where (school, institution, family etc.)? 
- Got it or found it yourself? 
- Do you know how to do on the Election Day? 
 

10. Young people in our age do not vote as much as older people do, 
statistically. Do you feel encouraged to vote by something/someone? 
(Society, family, school etc.) 
- In what way? 
 

11. Do you see/hear a lot about voting in the media these days? (For example 
when you hear about election polls, how people voted in your state etc.?) 
- How do you feel about that? 
- How do you think others react to what is said in the media? (young voters in particular) 
 

12. Do you use to speak with people about voting, elections and such? 
- To whom? (Friends, family, school etc.) 
- Why them and not X?  
- Researchers have said that there is not so much talk about elections etc. among “normal 
Americans” (i.e. not experts), what would you say about that? 
 

13. Do people you know vote? (Ex. family, friends, people in your 
environment)  
- If you don’t know for sure – what do you think (do they vote?)? 
- How do you think they have formed your view on voting? 
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14. How big importance does specific political questions, like a candidate’s 
opinion about abortion, have when you cast your vote? 
- Would this change if it was a smaller or bigger election? 
- Why? 
 

15. In Sweden, it is possible to cast a “blank vote” if you don’t like any of the 
candidates, but still want to support the democratic thought of voting. 
Your vote counts, but none of the parties or candidates are directly 
supported by it. Would you consider that option if you wouldn’t like to 
support any candidate in an election? 
- Why/not? 
 

16. Think of this; You don’t want X to win an election, would you vote for the 
opponent just to hinder the other from winning?  
- Why/not? 
 

How do you think about voting in the US/Sweden compared to how other 
countries do? 
- For example if you think of how the system works, or how you do when you vote or how the 
election system is working. 


