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Only about a half of Lithuanians vote in
national elections. Lithuania has one of the
lowest voter turnout rates in Europe and
the lowest one in the Baltic states. This
report aims to identify who the Lithuanian
(non-)voters are and suggest potential solu-
tions to improve the current situation.

%

In line with general European trends, the
Lithuanians who are younger, less educated,
and come from a lower socioeconomic class
are less likely to vote. Non-voters in Lit-
huania are usually uninterested in politics,
but voter turnout trends are not connected
to voters' satisfaction with democracy.
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Systemic non-voting requires the attention
of policy makers. We propose several
reform tracks for tackling low voter turnout
in Lithuania: introducing online voting,
opening-up of political parties to the public,
lowering the voting age to 16, and conside-
ring measures of deliberative democracy.
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INTRODUCTION

One central element of democracy is the promise to give
everyone an equal say in how our societies are run. In repre-
sentative democracies, elections are the primary method of
understanding public opinion. We elect officials who reflect
the diverse interests of all society members. These represent-
atives are tasked with forming majorities on various issues
and resolving them through deliberation and compromise.
They also support and scrutinize governments to ensure the
implementation of the enacted legislation. Consequently,
governments derive their legitimacy from winning the sup-
port of the majority of their citizens. However, if an increas-
ing number of people abstain from exercising their right to
vote, what becomes of our democracies and the functionality
of this representative system?

As more and more potential voters decide not to cast their
vote at the ballot boxes, effective communication between
incumbent government and the electorate breaks down. In
addition, trends of voter participation influence the politi-
cal parties and candidates as well — continuous abstentions
from elections and limited resources could deter attempts to
mobilize these same voters. Finally, as abstention from vot-
ing in elections becomes systematic, political parties might
start increasingly adjusting their political programmes and
priorities to the interests of only those social groups who are
the most vocal about their concerns in the elections. This,
in turn, may lead to some members of society having an
outsized influence on future policy decisions and others with
diminished voice on the matter.

In this report, part of the FES Unequal Democracies series,
we aim to shed light on these issues by focusing on Lithua-
nia. The Baltic country presents an intriguing case due to its
notably high voter abstention rates among European democ
racies. More than half of the Lithuanian electorate does
not participate in voting; in the most recent parliamentary
election in 2020, the turnout was just 47.8%. This figure is
particularly striking when compared to other European coun-
tries, as well as with the turnout in the 1990s when Lithuania
regained its independence.

This report aims to provide evidence on the trends in voter
turnout in Lithuania, identify who the non-voters are, and
suggest potential solutions to improve the situation. First, it
presents comparative data on voter turnout, with a focus on
Lithuania, using the Unequal Democracies Comparative Data
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Set developed for this series. Second, a data set consisting of
results from three consecutive Lithuanian post-election sur-
veys (2012, 2016, 2020) is used to gain deeper insights into
the demographics and characteristics of non-voters in Lithu-
ania. Third, territorial analysis is conducted to look for places
where the voter turnout is lowest. Finally, the report offers
general recommendations on how to encourage non-voters
to participate in elections.
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LITHUANIAN TURNOUT IN COMPARISON

In Lithuania, similarly to other European democracies, elec-
tions have been marked by a downward trend in voter turn-
out since 1990s when the country regained independence.
(Figure 1). The most recent parliamentary election in 2020
drew 47.8% of the electorate to the ballot boxes. Elections
in 2008 and 2012 had seen a minimal increase of voters,
but the tendency of falling turnout rates is clear. Statistics
of the voter participation in legislative elections rank Lith-
uania among countries with the lowest electoral turnout in
Europe and even the democratic post-communist space (dur-
ing recent elections only Romania (2020: 31.94%), Bulgaria
(2024: 33.4%), Albania (2021: 46.29%), and Switzerland
(2023: 46.6%) saw lower voter turnout rates).

Voter turnout trends in the three Baltic states provide a use-
ful comparison for grasping the current situation (Figure 2).
In Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, the Supreme Council and
founding elections in the early 1990s witnessed an extraordi-
nary surge in turnout as the public enthusiastically embraced
their first opportunity to partake in free and fair elections.
Nonetheless, this initial enthusiasm waned in the mid-to-late
1990s, marked by a decline in voter participation as the allure
of democratic elections diminished. Notably, Lithuania expe-
rienced the most significant drop in turnout in the Baltics.

As it can be seen from the data, the steepest decrease of the
voter turnout in Lithuania is observed during the first dec-

Figure 1
Voter turnout in parliamentary elections in Lithuania
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Figure 2
Voter turnout trends in parliamentary elections in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania
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ade of the post-communist transformation. At the time, the
radical measures of so-called ‘shock therapy’ were applied
triggering severe economic hardships for a major part of
society. The period was also marked by growing public dis-
illusionment with the political establishment, and a series of
corruption scandals. It is, therefore, reasonable to expect that
the residents from lower social classes and other vulnerable
groups should have been much more affected by this sweep-
ing political alienation.
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HOW IS VOTER TURNOUT SHAPED BY
SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS?

Looking into who takes part in Lithuanian elections, general
patterns can be detected. In the case of the most recent
parliamentary elections, several socio-demographic effects
are noticeable. As graphs of comparative electoral behav-
iour data illustrate the differences in age (Figure 3), educa-
tion (Figure 5), and class (Figure 6) have a strong influence
on participation in Lithuanian elections. Firstly, increasing
age appears to have a positive relationship with voter turn-
out as younger generations are continuously more likely
to abstain from elections. Additionally, people with lower
and medium levels of education also have a higher ten-
dency of non-voting when compared to highly educated
group (although, in the case of difference between voters
who have obtained low and medium education this ten-
dency seems to be reversed). Last, voter turnout rates of

higher socio-economic classes (upper service class, lower
grade service class) regularly surpass voting rates in lower
socio-economic classes. The differences of voter partici-
pation of males and females seems to be an insignificant
statistic variation as no clear tendency line can be observed
(Figure 4).

With an aim to delve even deeper into the election turn-
out trends in Lithuania, this report utilises a statistical binary
logistic regression model of non-voting. For the analysis, a
new data set was created after harmonizing and combining
the data from three (2012, 2016, 2020) nationally represent-
ative Lithuanian post-election surveys accessed from Lithua-
nian Data Archive (LiDA). The resulting data file includes as
many as 4,664 observations.

Figure 3
Voter turnout rates in Lithuania by voter age groups
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Figure 4
Voter turnout rates in Lithuania by gender
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Figure 5
Voter turnout rates in Lithuania by voters’ education attainment level
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flig’ii '?urnout rates in Lithuania by voters’ socio-economic class
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to participate in elections more often than members of lower socio-economic classes.
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Figure 7
Results of statistical model built with the data from 2012, 2016, and 2020 Lithuanian post-election surveys.
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Lines in the graph illustrate the probability of non-voting of different demographics compared
to reference groups (“Ref.”). Lines crossing the “0” line on the x-axis (variables on grey background) indicate that
no significant differences between that variable group and the reference group could be detected.

If the line is fully on the left (negative side) of the “0” line, that indicates these groups are less likely to
not vote than their reference group. On the other hand, if the line is fully on the right (positive side) of the “0” line,
this indicates these groups are more likely to not vote than their reference group.

Model 1, N=4664, McFadden= 0.5801099

For the purposes of robust predictive capabilities both gen-
der and level of education (three groups — lower, middle,
high) were once again included in the model. The effect of
age was considered by including narrower age groups (18—
24, 25-34, ..., 65+) of respondents as another independ-
ent variable. Trying to determine the effect socio-economic
standing has for the decision to abstain from elections, indi-
cators of living area (rural — settlements with <2,000 inhabit-
ants, urban - settlements with population of >2,000), status
of employment (employed, unemployed, student, retired,
homemaker, other), and family income level (low, middle,
high) were included in this model. In line with the findings

of various studies of divergent political behaviour of ethnic
minorities (Fieldhouse, 2008; Bhatti and Kasper, 2016; Vidz-
belis, 2020) nationality (Lithuanian, Russian, Polish, other)
was also included as a variable. The analysis additionally
involves variables on voters' relationship with the political
regime (see satisfaction with democracy (see, for example,
Ezrow and Xezonakis, 2016) and political interest (Prior, 2010;
for critique — Denny and Doyle, 2008). Finally, the dependent
variable of participation in that year parliamentary election
remained binary, but for the purposes of easier understand-
ing of non-voting was converted (0 — voted, 1 —did not vote).
The resulting model is visualized in Figure 7.
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WHO ARE THE LITHUANIAN NON-VOTERS?

To begin with, the results of the logistic regression indicate
that age has a significant effect on non-voting. Adding to
the previously briefly discussed trends of turnout rates in
various age groups in Lithuania, the data set for this model
includes a wider variety of narrower age groups. The results
allow to reiterate the noticeable trend of younger voters
abstaining from election far more often than voters from
older generations (aged 45-54, 55-64, and 65+). These
findings seem in agreement with previous Lithuanian stud-
ies (for the effect of age on Lithuanian electoral behaviour
see Ziliukaité, 2014; Skirkevi¢ius, 2022). Figure 8 illustrates,
in a simpler way, the probabilities of non-voting for various

age groups. While those aged 18-24 have an estimated
31% chance of abstention from participating in elections,
such probability decreases with age — model predicts age
groups 45-54, 55-64, and 65+ have, accordingly, an 18%,
15%, and 12% chance of not voting — on average almost
two times lower than the younger respondents. Addition-
ally, the influence age has on voter turnout rates is shown
in Figure 9. The graph with 95% confidence intervals was
produced after modifying the original model by replacing
age group variable with respondents’ age. Once again, a
clear negative relationship between age and non-voting can
be observed.

Figure 8
Predictive probability of non-voting by voters’ age groups
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Older generations of voters (aged 45-65+) are far less likely to not vote in elections in contrast
to the younger aged voters (aged 18-44). Confidence intervals are estimated at 95%.
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Figure 9
Predictive probability of non-voting by voters’ age
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A clear trend line of the relationship between voters’ older age and decreasing
likelihood of abstaining from voting in elections can be observed.
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Noticeably, the gender of voters seems to have a statisti-
cally significant effect on voter turnout in Lithuania according
to the binary logistic regression model. The model predicts
that women, on average, have a 17 percent probability of
non-voting, while men seem to be more likely to abstain
from elections — model predicts a 23% chance. These results
are contrary to some findings on gender electoral participa-
tion (see, for example, Kostelka, Blais, and Gidengil, 2019).
As recent studies from various researchers indicate, the effect
of gender on non-voting seems to be quite dynamic (Stauffer
and Fraga, 2022) and dependent on the type of elections
studied (Dassonneville and Kostelka, 2021) thus we do not
attempt to explain these significant yet small differences in
electoral participation based solely on this statistical model.
While the scope and limits of electoral surveys should be
acknowledged (see Stockemer and Sundstrom, 2023), stud-
ies of the gender gap in electoral participation in Lithuania
might benefit from a deeper delve into the effects of increas-
ing number of women candidates and political leaders,
(changing) cultural attitudes towards women in the society
and the socio-economic status of women.

As for the size of respondents’ living area in Lithuania, the
differences in chances of abstention from participating in
elections are estimated to be quite large. The model predicts
a 13 percent probability of non-voting if a person lives in a
rural area, yet those living in urban settlements are ascribed

a 22 percent probability of abstention in elections. These
findings on living area influence seem in agreement with
previous research (Geys, 2006, Garcia-Rodriguez & Red-
mond, 2020), yet they should be interpreted carefully. The
perceived differences between electorate from urban and
rural settlements might be the result of various outside fac-
tors — one of the explanations could be the over-reporting of
voting (falsely claiming to have voted) in electoral studies. In
addition, such disparities in non-voting might be specific to
parliamentary elections in Lithuania and the incumbent local
parties (see Vidzbelis and Tucas, 2018) and not systematic.
Finally, such predictions seem to be contrary to the actual
results of the elections (see for example the mapped trends
of electoral participation in the 2020 election).

Continuing with the trend noticed in previous analysis (see
Figure 5), model also included the measures of different
education levels (low — no education or primary, medium
- general (and/or vocational), high — BA, MA, PhD). Regres-
sion with the data of various post-election surveys allows to
grasp, the widely researched and discussed (see Sondheimer
and Green, 2010; Dassonneville and Hooghe, 2017) influence
that education has on voting. It is worth mentioning, that
the effect of different education levels varies — both high
(p=0.158177) and middle (p=0.349863) levels of education
do not seem to be significant predictors of non-voting when
compared to low level of education. Such results might come
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down to the shortcomings of our statistical model and its
scope (wide confidence interval representing mostly the lack
of more data in the lower level of education demographic).
Yet, the differences between probabilities of non-voting
between respondents with medium level of education (25%)
and those who achieved a high level of education (13%) are
clear-cut (see Figure 10). One could hypothesise that the stark
differences between these two groups might be explained
by the high percentage of population with a high level of
education in Lithuania (46.5 percent of persons aged 25-64
in the year 2022) — as higher education becomes “the new
norm” in Lithuanian society, the gap (in their socio-economic
standing) between those who have obtained at least a bach-
elor’s degree and those who have not might become more
pronounced. This, in turn, might lead to the differences in
electoral behaviour of these groups.

Moreover, employment status was also used in the model
to account for the socio-economic standing of respond-
ents and its influence on voter turnout. In comparison with
employed respondents, unemployed voters are more likely
to abstain from elections (probabilities of 18% and 24%
accordingly), although one must notice that lower validity of
such insights (p= 0.049175). Interestingly, regression model
shows that homemakers and those describing their current
employment as “other” seem to be significantly more likely
to be non-voters when compared with those employed
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(homemaker probability of non-voting predicted at 33%
and “other” at 45%). In addition, factor of family income
groups was also included in the analysis. As Figure 11 illus-
trates, non-voting probabilities of representatives from both
middle and high family income groups differ significantly
when compared to low family income group. Whereas the
model predicts a 26 percent chance of non-voting in lower
family income groups, such probability decreases as wealth
increases (middle income — 18 percent, high income — 17 per-
cent). While obvious differences can be seen in comparison
with lower income groups, no pronounced differences are
visible when comparing middle- and high-income groups.
It seems that people with disadvantaged socio-economic
standing in Lithuania are far more likely to abstain from elec-
tions. Such predictions seem to reiterate the importance of
social class in voter turnout patterns (see Ehs and Zandonella,
2021; Nadeau, Lewis-Beck, and Foucault, 2019). As Polacko
(2023) finds, based on data from 30 countries and 111
elections between 1996 and 2019, inequality significantly
reduces turnout. The analysis of the composition of the Lith-
uanian Parliament elected in 2020 - another investigation
conducted under FES Unequal Democracies series — also
underlines that non-participation of voters of lower income
in the elections correlates with the lack of them within the
legislature. Namely, in the current Lithuanian parliament,
there are no MPs that could credibly claim their allegiance to
the working class (GudZinskas and Jonutis 2024).

Figure 10
Predictive probability of non-voting by voters’ level of education
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Figure 11
Predictive probability of non-voting by voters’ family income groups
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Members of electorate whose family income group is the lowest are more likely to not vote
when compared to middle or high family income voters. Such differences between
electorate from middle and high income families are not observed.
Confidence intervals are estimated at 95%.

Figure 12

Predictive probability of non-voting by voters’ level of satisfaction with democracy
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Results of the statistical model show that none of the positions concerning the respondents’ satisfaction
with democracy have a significant effect on the probability of them not voting when compared to each other.
Confidence intervals are estimated at 95%.
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Figure 13
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The binary logistic regression model included ethnicity (Lith-
uanian, Polish, Russian, other) as an independent variable
too. Expecting a lower turnout rate among ethnic minorities
in Lithuania, the model could not support such hypothesis
— no ethnic group has a significantly (the smallest p value
being 0.095730) higher chance of abstaining from partici-
pating in election when compared to each other. Such find-
ing is in line with the spatial analysis by Dovydas Vidzbelis
(2020) and could be interpreted by referring to a largely
ethnically homogenous population of the country. However,
the Vidzbelis's research also demonstrated that in particular
municipalities, such as Sal¢ininkai, or Visaginas, where the
Polish and Russian minorities comprise the majority of the
local population, the non-Lithuanians tend to be more active
in the parliamentary elections than the residents belonging
to the titular nation. Arguably, such trends reveal relatively
strong capacities of the Lithuanian Polish Electoral Action
(continuously represented in the parliament since its estab-
lishment in 1994) of mobilising their supporters.

Lastly, the effects of respondents’ satisfaction with democ-
racy and interest in politics were analysed. As Figure 12
illustrates, the level of satisfaction one has with Lithuanian
democracy, has no significant effect on (non-)voting tenden-
cies. Such results contradict the conclusions of the research
finding the influence trust in parliament, and satisfaction
with democracy have on political participation (Grénlund and
Setald 2007). However, more recent research demonstrated
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that actual voting has an impact on satisfaction with democ-
racy, and not other way around (Kostelka and Blais, 2018).
Analysis of voters' interest in politics paints a different pic-
ture (see Figure 13). Results are in line with general find-
ings of the influence political interest has on voting turnout
(on being informed, see Lassen, 2005). The contrast is quite
stark — while those considering themselves ‘very interested’
in politics have a predicted 10 percent probability of non-vot-
ing, ‘very uninterested’ respondents’ chances are as high as
61 percent. Interestingly, there is quite a large gap between
‘quite’ and ‘very’ uninterested with a difference in probabil-
ities estimated to around 30%.
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HOW MUCH IS VOTER TURNOUT
TERRITORIALLY DISTRIBUTED
ACROSS THE COUNTRY?

Analysis of non-voting trends would also benefit from a look
at how voter turnout is distributed territorially. As numer-
ous Lithuanian constituencies do not match the borders of
municipalities, for the purposes of the analysis the official
election result data from electoral districts was converted
to represent trends in municipalities. Figure 14 illustrates the
patterns of voter turnout in the most recent parliamentary
elections in 2020 by municipality. At first glance, municipal-
ities of the biggest cities of Lithuania (Vilnius, Kaunas, Siau-
liai, Panevézys), with the exception of Klaipéda, are among
the leaders in voter participation rates. Yet, one must notice
that not as urban and less populous municipalities in the
Northeastern and Southeastern parts of Lithuania show high
results of voter turnout as well. A noticeable exception might
be the municipality of Visaginas, a soviet-era monotown with
a predominantly ethnically Russian population.

For the purposes of understanding voter turnout diffusion
throughout Lithuanian geography and testing the previous
non-voting model, another (smaller and having a bit less
explained variability — McFadden=0.04731887) statistical
model was created. A numeric dependent variable of voter
turnout percentage and numeric independent variables of
urbanization level (%), unemployment level (%), average
income in the municipality, and percentage of younger age
group (aged 18-24) representatives were chosen for the
multivariate linear regression model. The results show that
although urbanization level has a negative influence on voter
turnout, its effect is not as pronounced (p= 0.06060). Two
factors — unemployment level and percentage of younger
population — have a significant impact on electoral participa-
tion in municipalities. As Figure 15 illustrates, level of unem-
ployment has a negative effect on voting — as the model

Figure 14
Municipality voting turnout in 2020 Lithuanian parliamentary elections
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(p=0.02201) predicts, a 1% increase in unemployment relationship is also downward, with model quite robustly
results in a 0.42% decrease in voter turnout. The probabil-  (p=0.00545) predicting that a 1% increase in the propor-
ities of voter turnout trends in relation to younger parts of  tion of younger aged population in Lithuanian municipalities
population are mapped in Figure 16. The direction of this  have an effect of turnout rates falling by 1.6%.

Figure 15
Predicted voter turnout in Lithuanian municipalities by the level of unemployment in the administrative unit
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A higher unemployment level in the Lithuanian municipalities is seen to correlate with
a lower electoral participation rate. Confidence intervals are estimated at 95%.

Model 3, N=60, McFadden = 0.04731887

Figure 16
Predicted voter turnout in Lithuanian municipalities by the percentage of people aged 18-24 in the administrative unit
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A bigger proportion of younger residents in the Lithuanian municipalities is seen to correlate
with a lower electoral participation rate. Confidence intervals are estimated at 95%.

Model 3, N=60, McFadden = 0.04731887
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Let us start from the final observation of our logistic regres-
sion model that political interest has significant influence
on citizens’ inclination to vote or abstain from going to the
elections. This finding corroborates the “motivation theory”
proposed by André Blais and Jean-Francois Daoust (2020).
They argue that voters foremost go to the elections due to
two reasons: either they are genuinely curious about political
affairs, or they deeply sense civic duty to voice their opinion
who is to govern for the next term of office.

In this case it is worth to note diverging trends of electoral
participation between parliamentary and presidential elec-
tions in the 215t century in Lithuania. While their average
turnout since 2000 has been roughly the same (51% for the
former, and 53% for the latter), more recently people have
started to show up more frequently in the presidential race.
In the 2019 presidential elections, 57.4% voters came, and in
the last ones in 2024 60% of them turned out, whereas par-
ticipation in the legislative elections kept fluctuating around
50%. One can wonder whether this divergence is because of
the presidential elections being more appealing to ordinary
citizens due to their inherent personalism, presumably more
capable of framing the choice, or because of heightened
sense of civic duty to elect the chief of armed forces amid
the security crisis in the region.

We also observe sudden rises of the vote turnout in the leg-
islative elections in various countries in East-Central Europe.
By instance, in Croatia in April 2024, 62.3% voters cast
their ballot for the new parliament — almost 18 percentage
points higher than four years ago. Similar surges of turnout
have occurred in Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, and elsewhere.
Increasing polarisation, emergence of powerful anti-estab-
lishment force, fears of democratic backsliding arguably have
contributed to the voters’ agitation in the region.

Against this background, the relative tranquillity of the Lithu-
anian politics, still without a strong, right-wing populist, and
Eurosceptic voice, might be appealing from the first glance.
However, mainstream political parties would have been short-
sighted, if they were to imply that such electoral dullness or
boredom is forever. Therefore, more efforts to engage with
disinterest voters are acutely needed.

While an idea of compulsory voting most likely would be
counterproductive (coercion is a false ally of motivation, after
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all), there are other, less intrusive ways to boost electoral par-
ticipation. One of them could be the introduction of online
voting successfully realised by Estonia — for the first time in
the world in its parliamentary elections in 2007. Despite vari-
ous concerns, the voters got to trust the system and increas-
ingly use this electronic option to voice their preferences. In
the most recent legislative elections in 2023, for the first time,
most votes were cast online with the overall turnout being
63.5%. In particular, online voting could help reach younger
citizens and urban dwellers who, according to our analysis,
are among the least active voters in Lithuania. Moreover, that
would also provide entirely new possibilities for an ever-in-
creasing diaspora of the citizens living abroad to re-engage
in the country’s politics.

Secondly, political parties (foremost those who are in the par-
liament) need to open up to the society more broadly. They
have to expand their members’ and followers’ networks, to
develop a more including decision-making system, as well as
to nourish constructive ties with the civil society. By invest-
ing in their territorial infrastructure and strengthening their
organizational capacities (in particular, in major cities, and
their youth movements), they would not only boost their
electoral chances but also would contribute to building a
more engaging and society-oriented party system. In addi-
tion, political parties could go directly after non-voters in
particular focusing on areas that are notorious in this regard.
Although it may cost quite a lot of energy and resources, it
may pay off in the long run.

Thirdly, it would be helpful to nudge young voters to become
more active in politics from the outset by lowering the thresh-
old of minimal age when they are eligible to vote — from 18
to 16 years. One of the major obstacles for young voters to
draw attention to the electoral politics is that their life is at
transition at that time. However, at 16, their life is likely still
less challenging than in a few years' time, thus there may be
indeed better conditions for their initiation to the democratic
rituals. Evidence from various European and Southern Ameri-
can democracies, which recently lowered the vote age to 16,
tends to support positive impact of the reform on increasing
the voter turnout, in particular among the youngest cohorts
of voters. The earlier a person starts going to cast their ballot,
the more likely they will form the habit in the future. However,
one also needs to boost civic education among younger peo-
ple to make such change durable (Eichhorn and Bergh, 2020).



Fourthly, increasingly popular idea of organizing citizens’
assemblies or taking other similar measures of deliberative
democracy should also taken into account. Evaluations have
found that participants of citizens’ assemblies afterwards
also appreciate representative democracy more than before
(OECD, 2020). A survey conducted with representative sam-
ples of 15 Western European countries also found that the
most supportive of citizens’ assemblies are those who are
less educated and have a low sense of political competence
and an anti-elite sentiment. Such support, however, is con-
ditioned on the expectation of a favourable outcome (Pilet,
Bol, Vittori, and Paulis, 2023).

The latter insight leads to our final observation that to address
the grievances of vulnerable social groups leaning to abstain
from voting, political parties have to become more respon-
sive to their needs, in particular, in reducing unemployment
rate and providing a better income protection amid the rise
of living costs. In particular, left-wing actors should draw
lessons from the observed patterns of decreasing voter turn-
out and growing inequality at the same time. As the author
of one study cited above suggests, social democratic parties
should mitigate the negative effects of inequality on turnout
for low-income individuals by adopting more redistributive
welfare state positions (Polacko 2023, p. 553). In general,
the Lithuanian citizens are rather critical in how they evalu-
ate the performance of the government and its role to solve
most pressing problems. Despite robust economic growth
in the country since its entry to the EU in 2004, the Lithua-
nian voters are eager to punish every incumbent as failing to
improve the life in the country satisfactorily. The politicians,
thus, need to fight social exclusion more vigorously to reverse
this trend and also to send a clear signal to the voters of
lower social strata that their voice in the elections matters
like of everyone else.
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WHO DOES (NOT) VOTE IN LITHUANIA?

%

Why should Lithuanians
care about turnout?

Only about a half of Lithuanians vote
in national elections. Lithuania has
one of the lowest voter turnout rates
in Europe and the lowest one in the
Baltic states. This report aims to iden-
tify who the Lithuanian (non-)voters
are and suggest potential solutions to
improve the current situation.

%

Who are the Lithuanian
non-voters?

In line with general European trends,
the Lithuanians who are younger, less
educated, and come from a lower soci-
oeconomic class are less likely to vote.
Non-voters in Lithuania are usually
uninterested in politics, but voter tur-
nout trends are not connected to
voters’ satisfaction with democracy.

%

What should be done?

Systemic non-voting requires the
attention of policy makers. We pro-
pose several reform tracks for tackling
low voter turnout in Lithuania: intro-
ducing online voting, opening-up of
political parties to the public, lowering
the voting age to 16, and considering
measures of deliberative democracy.




	Inhalt



