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ABSTRACT
Voter education aims to increase voter participation and political accountability. We
carry out a field experiment in Nigeria in order to study the behavior of young people
regarding political participation and how to encourage them to register to vote. The
objective of the experiment is not only to educate the youth but also to understand the
best method to reach them in order to raise participation and political awareness
among the youth. A randomized experiment was carried out across five different
schools using two treatments. The first treatment video had an empowering view,
while the second treatment had a responsibility view. We investigate if the treatments
had an impact by comparing them to a neutral group and which one is more likely to
encourage youth to be politically active.
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1. INTRODUCTION
There has been a trend of declining electoral turnout in Nigeria since the fourth
republic started. During the election of 2003, voter turnout was 69.08%, comparable
with many developed countries. Since then, the statistics from National Independent
Electoral Commission (INEC henceforth) reveal that Nigerians have become
considerably more apathetic towards elections. Voter’s turnout was 57.4% in 2007,
53.68% in 2011 and 43.65% in 2015.
Around 60% of the population in Nigeria is below 18, thus it is imperative to engage
them in participating actively in the political economy if we aim to promote and
consolidate democracy in Nigeria. The youth can actively contribute to enhance
development of the country. If youth are included in a program that empower them
and encourages them to be active participants of communities, they can become
lifelong participants in democracy and take on a sense of responsibility in
development efforts.
The purpose of the study is to measure what kind of message will help motivate
young people to be actively participating in democracy and to understand their level
of willingness to do so through a video based experiment.
The field experiment was conducted in various secondary schools in two major cities
in Nigeria (Lagos and Abuja). We targeted students within the 16-18 years old age
group, since they will be eligible to vote for the first time in the general elections of
2019 and have yet to register.
The experiment itself was video-based intervention. In particular, the video contained
educative information regarding democracy of the world, the history of Nigeria, the
role of the INEC and information on how to participate in elections. The intervention
consisted of a 3 minutes message recorded at the end of the educational video, with a
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neutral message for the control group, a message promoting the right to vote
(empowerment view or treatment A), and a message promoting the duty to vote
(responsibility view or treatment B).
The schools were randomly assigned to different groups, namely: the control group,
the empowerment group and the responsibility group. A follow-up mock ballot was
conducted in all schools, where students had to answer three questions meant to
assess if the pattern of young people’s levels of political engagement has changed in
the intervening period, and if so, how have they changed and which message had the
highest significant impact.
As expected we find that both the empowerment condition and the responsibility
condition message viewed by the students, significantly increases the likelihood that
they will register to vote, would want mandatory voting policy to be imposed and
would sign a petition to make voting mandatory in Nigeria. The results when
compared to the baseline video condition were statistically and significantly different,
More interestingly our result from the analysis of treatment A and treatment B
indicates that the two treatments are statistically distinct from the control but not from
each other; this implies that both the messages shown to the students had a positive
effect on their view of democracy. Thus, the most essential element when trying to
engage the youth in democracy is to create direct message that will engage the
individuals by either empowering them or creating a sense a responsibility toward
society by performing a public duty. Such messages should portray the
responsibilities and duties expected to be fulfilled by each citizen in political activities
in order to enhance or solve the issue of low youth turnout.
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW
Gerber et al. (2000) performed in 1998 an experiment in New Haven (Connecticut,
USA) regarding voter turnout. The experiment randomly distributed 25,200 registered
citizens into two groups; the first group was selected for treatment conditions in
which they were requested to vote through face to face canvassing or direct mail, and
the second group (the control group) was not urged to vote by mail or in person. They
concluded that voting in one election essentially increases the likelihood of balloting
in the future and that the treatment groups were significantly more likely to vote in
local elections held in November 1999.
White et al. (2000) study identifies the lack of knowledge as a barrier to participation,
the study revealed an understanding of politics as a complex and alien subject which
young people often find hard to follow and understand. The study discovered that
young people, in particular, were uncertain about whom to vote for mainly because
they did not have enough knowledge and information at their disposal to make an
informed choice.
Park et al. (2004) in their quantitative analysis of the attitude and experiences of 1219 year olds observed that a significant number of the minority of teenagers nearly 20
per cent perceive voting as “a waste of time”. Their finding is corroborated by the
research from MORI (2003), which also found out that half of youth do not
understand that elections outcomes are paramount to them personally. In their study
of 11-18 year olds, three in 10 say that they do not know which party to vote for if
there were general elections to be held the next day, while just one in eight (12
percent) say they are certain that they would vote.
Antonakis et al. (2015) examine whether “charismatic” leadership, in the form of a
stylistically different speech given by a leader to a group of workers, can lead to
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higher effort and performance on the part of the workers. They introduced two
treatment conditions each of which varies on one of these elements. In one condition,
they added charismatic elements to the leader’s communication. In the other, they
provided workers with variable financial incentives, based on their output. This
design allowed them to provide a comparison of the increase in output produced
through motivating workers with greater pay versus motivating them through the use
of charismatic communication.
They found out that financial incentives significantly increase workers’ performance
when compared to the baseline condition, workers in the piece rate condition
increased their output by about 20%, an increase that is similar in size to those found
in other field studies (e.g., Lazear (2000)), however they also found that the
charismatic motivation speech has a comparably positive effect on performance. In
the charisma condition workers’ output increases by about 17% relative to the
baseline condition.
In 2000, a research conducted by the National Centre for Social Research to examine
the nature of young people's political interest and behavior, discovered that young
people generally viewed politics in a restricted and narrow way and regarded the
subject as boring and irrelevant to their current lives.
Due to this attitude of politics many young people had no understanding or
knowledge of the political process. Subsequently, young people did not actively seek
information relating to political matters. More interestingly, the researchers concluded
that because of youth’s narrow conception of what politics is, those that were actively
participating in politics, did not always recognize themselves as actively engaging in
political process.
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Bidwell et al. (2016) study was carried out from 2012-2014 in Sierra Leone, the
research was aimed to evaluate the impact of disseminating political information via
recorded debates on voter knowledge, candidate campaign spending, and ultimately
the performance of elected politicians. Debates were organized and filmed between
major candidates, In each debate, candidates spoke about their personal backgrounds
in an informal “get to know you” session, answered policy and spending questions,
and discussed issues such as youth employment, gender equality, and Sierra Leone’s
free health care initiative. Centers were randomly assigned to receive public
screenings of the debate between some weeks before the election.
While in a separate group, voters were randomly assigned to watch the full debate on
a handheld device, showing only the “get to know you” session, while others listen to
a radio summary of the debate or served as a comparison group. To measure the
impact of the debates on voter knowledge and choice, researchers surveyed debate
attendees, conducted exit polls, and evaluated official voting records. Overall,
exposure to debates impacted voters’ political knowledge and voting behavior, as well
as participating candidates’ campaign spending.
The experiment conducted by Aker et al. (2015) in Mozambique assessed the
different forms of voter education during an election. With three types of
interventions that were administered by providing information to citizens and calling
for their electoral participation which were randomized: by the distribution of free
newspaper, an information campaign using SMS and an SMS hotline for electoral
misconduct.
To ascertain the impact of the intervention they analyzed official electoral results,
reports of the elections by electoral observers, and behavioral and survey data. In the
treatment where newspapers were distributed was observed that it led to more
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accountability-based participation and it decreased electoral problems, therefore the
experiment discovered positive effects of all the treatments on voter turnout.
Finally, Brañas et al. (2009), aim to explore the motivation behind giving. The
experiment conducted, indicated that social features such as inducing responsibility
and personal involvement in decision-making could affect outcomes that are relevant
in explaining the motivation behind giving in allocation decisions.
And they concluded that benefitting and feeling responsible (guilt) for unfair decision
influences subjects’ willingness to pay.

Therefore our experiments have similar

characteristics in terms of inducing the feeling of responsibility and empowerment to
students in order to motivate them to vote to develop the country’s democratic system
as a whole.

3. CONTEXT
Nigeria is one of the most populous and diversified democratic countries in the world,
and it has over 170 million people consisting of 250 ethnic groups, 500 indigenous
languages and two major religions: Islam and Christianity. The geographical, ethnic
and cultural identity fragmentation of Nigeria is adequately balanced by the country's
federal structure and strong emphasis of the federal government on representing the
six geopolitical zones on different ethnic and cultural identities, however Nigeria has
faced enormous political instability, and for most of the time military rule.
The evolution of electoral democracy in Nigeria has been difficult for a long time.
The country has organized 9 general elections and numerous regional/state/local
elections since its independence in 1960 of these elections. The breaking point came
in 1999 when a new constitution was passed and civilian rule was adopted. Since
then, the country has held five general elections, which were successfully held in
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1999, 2003, 2007, and 2011. Nevertheless, these elections were affected by many
instances of electoral misconduct – most observers have described these elections as
being far from “free and fair”.
The country has a “winner takes all” political culture, the reward of political office is
so highly looked upon and the democratic institution so vulnerable that political
competition is intense and sometimes violent. Right from the First Republic, the
Nigerian politics is characterized by greed, love of power, violence, assassination,
thuggery and election rigging, competitors exercise illicit methods including bribery,
deception, intimidation and violence to win the election and secure control. However,
the most recent elections in 2015 signified substantial advancement in electoral and
democratic development and were portrayed by the observers as the freest and fairest
in the country since 1999.
Political Participation
The level and pattern of political participation of the citizens determines, to some
degree, the success of the political system.

Participation can be determined or

affected by certain natural factors such as the cultural, political, economic, religious
and educational background of individuals, however, civic and voter education as
well as the level of political awareness and measure of confidence in the political
process, to some extent can determined by the participation of citizens in a political
system.
Nigeria has a large youth population, with young citizens that dominate the country’s
population with over 60% of the country's population who can participate actively in
the political economy.1 In recent years, youth political participation has emerged as a

1

The national youth policy defines youth as all young persons of ages 18-30.
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vital component to enhance and improve democracy, the primary indicator of a
country's democratic development is the political participation as well as governance
and decision making of young aspiring citizens in and decision process, democracy
flourishes on the capability and ability of citizens to exercise their rights by
participating. However the presence of uniformed voters may lead to abstention from
participating “the swing voters curse” coined by Feddersen and Pesendorfer (1996)
which states that an uniformed voter may decide to neglect voting by either not
participating or by making his abstention public with the intention of delegating his
decision to those voters who are better informed. This theory is further investigated
by Battagllin et al(2010) which explores the swing voter curse in the laboratory, in
their experiment it was noted that uniformed voters abstain 91% of the time
supporting the swing voter curse hypothesis.
Therefore involving or capturing the interest of the youth of Nigeria when they are
much younger in democratic governance is essential to ensuring that the gains of their
political participation in general elections in Nigeria will be seen in the future.
Therefore political participation must be meaningful, free and fair elections if the
youth participation must be nurtured within the electoral cycle of a political system.
Engaging Young People in the Electoral Cycle
In Nigeria, the political situation has indicated that young people are not only
apathetic about politics but also doubtful about promises of the leaders and capacity
of the political process to deliver positive change, there has been a trend of declining
electoral turnout in Nigeria in the last decade.
Similarly youth apathy in politics has been noted across other countries such as
United Kingdom, where the general election overall turnout was 59% in 2001, the
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lowest recorded figure since 1918 with voting among young people even lower –
estimates suggest that turnout fell to approximately 39% among the group of 18 to 24
year olds.
A British Market Research Bureau / Children’s and Young People’s Unit conducted a
survey in the UK and examined how much interest 14-19 year olds had in politics and
showed that 59% had either ‘not very much interest’ or ‘none at all’. This absence of
interest and participation has been linked to a variety of circumstances comprising of
personal or convenience issues, levels of voter registration, apathy and alienation etc.
Furthermore Epps, conducted a survey with 10,000 youth within the age group of 1524, and the result conveyed the message that 48% of the youth did not have sufficient
opportunity to influence decision at national level.
However, Molloy et al. (2002) recognizes a series of potential reasons for young
people’s apathy comprising of: (i) ignorance or lack of knowledge about how to
participate; (ii) perceiving that there is a lack of interest in their views; and (iii)
assuming there is no point in voting because it is unlikely to bring about change, as
well as insufficient opportunities to participate in the political process.

A number of programmes and initiatives have been launched in Nigeria in an attempt
to improve young people’s participation in the electoral process, such as the Youth
Initiative for Advocacy, Growth & Advancement (YIAGA). The YIAGA is a youthbased non-governmental organization that promotes democratic governance, human
rights and youth political participation. YIAGA focuses on in-depth research, capacity
development and public policy advocacy. Since its inception, the organization has
carved a niche for itself as one of Nigeria’s frontline youth civil society organization
promoting participatory democracy, human rights and active civic participation.
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4. EXPERIMENT
The research aims to explore, encourage and measure the attitudes and behavior of
young people in Nigeria towards participation in democratic processes generally,
including electoral registration and voting in elections, through a field experiment in
secondary schools in Nigeria.2
The school system is one the most effective vehicle of socialization in any society,
and over the years many countries have come to build civic and voter education in
both the formal and academic curriculums of the schools and in extra-curricular
activities of the students, which is why schools are the perfect environment to conduct
such experiment.
With the support of the INEC and The Ministry of Education, we conducted our field
experiment in various schools across Nigeria. The Ministry of Education provided a
compiled list of all the secondary schools, from which we randomly selected 100
schools from the three major cities in country: Lagos, Kaduna and Abuja. In order to
have a representative sample of the population, the fraction of schools selected from
each city is representative of the population ratios. Thus, we randomly selected 70
schools in Lagos, 25 in Kaduna and 5 in Abuja.
Firstly, the schools were contacted through official letter requesting for their
participation in the experiment3. A first round of letters was sent on 14th September
2016, and a second round of phone calls was made on the 6th October 2016.
Out of the 100 schools that were contacted, 10 responded with a feedback stating they
would be willing to participate, however, only 5 of these schools fully participated in

2

The fieldwork was carried out between June and November 2016.
INEC and the Ministry of Education officially sent the letters we drafted to the schools. A copy of the
letter is provided in the appendix
3
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the experiment, in particular two in Lagos state and three in Abuja city.4 Thus, we
have experienced at huge attrition effect, only 10% of the contacted schools
answered, and only 50% of them carried out until the end the experiment, however it
is generally to be expected in such experiments.
On the second stage, the schools that accepted to participate received a secondary
letter with the instructions. First the videos were to be watched by the students
depending on whether they were assigned to the Baseline video, Treatment A or
Treatment B group, which contained the intervention and the questions to be
answered, then, a mock ballot was to be conducted on each class groups.5
Details on the Intervention
The experiment is based on a between-subjects design which consisted on a short
message at the end of the video: empowering view (treatment A), neutral video
(control group) and responsibility view (treatment B), to which schools were assigned
randomly. By using a video approach we are sure that students in different schools but
on the same group for the purpose of the experiment are seeing the same message
without any externally biased opinions. It also affords the possibility of extending the
experiment to include more schools quite easily once the video was made.
In Nigeria, the legal voting age is 18, thus participants were SS2 and SS3 students,
aged between 15-18 years of age, who will be able to register and vote in the next
general elections in Nigeria on 2019.

4

Out of the 5 schools that didn’t carry out the experiment fully, we are waiting on the results from the
polls on 2 of them.
5 Images of the students during the intervention can be found in the appendix
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Control group6:
Our control group had a neutral video, educating students on the history of the
Nigerian political system and the electoral process. The control group allows us to
study the effectiveness of sending a message beyond our educational horizons, and to
measure which of the two types of message can be more effective encouraging youth
to vote.
Treatment A – Empowering view7:
Treatment A had a positive message at the end of the educational video, conveying to
the youth the gains and benefits that will be achieved personally by voting and
forming part of the political economy. The objective was to generate and provide a
sense of the gains that can be achieved by voting and increase the willingness of the
young people watching the video to register to vote for the upcoming elections and
participate actively on election days. We reproduce below part of the message at the
end of the video:
“ If you vote then you can influence the political landscape of Nigeria. You
will have the power over the future of our country, the opportunity to be an
active part of the society and contribute positively to furthering of the
democratic structure”
Treatment B – Responsibility view8:
Treatment B had a negative message conveyed to the youth, in the sense that it
pointed out the losses and costs of abstention from voting. The objective was for the
6

To watch the video seen by the students in the control group, please go to:
http://www.kaltura.com/tiny/tgj9t
7

To watch the video seen by the students in the empowering view group, please go to:
http://www.kaltura.com/tiny/osdzr
8
To watch the video seen by the students in the responsibility view group, please go
to: http://www.kaltura.com/tiny/n6p5l
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young people watching the video to perceive the sense of loss that they will acquire if
they do not participate in elections, and hence increase the registration to vote and the
actual voting on election days by instilling political responsibility on the individuals.
We reproduce below part of the message at the end of the video:
“If you do not vote then you cannot influence the political landscape of
Nigeria. You will have no power over the future of our country, and you will
lose the opportunity to be an active part of the society and will not contribute
positively to furthering of the democratic structure”
Questionnaire:
A one day shot mock ballot was conducted were the students had to vote YES/NO to
some questions presented, it was carried out the same day after they watched the
videos, the students in each class group had to vote anonymously.
In total, there were 13 groups of classes that watched the video, where two schools
had the empowering treatment, two schools had the responsibility treatment and one
was assigned the control. The order of the questions was randomized in each class, by
providing a different set of instructions, regarding the order of the questions, to the
professor conducting the mock ballot in the class. 9 There are three questions, which
mean 6 possible orders (123, 132, 213, 231, 312, 321), and a record was kept of
which class did what order.

The three questions were students were required to vote to:
-

Question 1: “Will you register to vote in the upcoming elections of 2019?”

-

Question 2: “Would you want a mandatory voting policy to be imposed in

9

An example of the set of instructions that the professor conducting the mock ballot received has been
included in the appendix.
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Nigeria?”
-

Question 3: “Would you sign a petition to make voting mandatory?”

The study is to understand whether an empowering message or/and a responsibility
message will trigger a sense of empowerment or responsibility within the youth to
promote democracy and subsequently analyze how and which message had the most
powerful effect and compare the significance of each treatment. The three proposed
questions help us determine this by understanding the level by which the treatments
influences the behavior of the youth in regards to elections and mandatory voting.
For example in Question 1, we expect everyone to answer positively due to the video
they viewed on issues of the importance of democracy and the participation in
elections, so they may be more inclined to respond with a yes to the first question
even if they do not really mean it.
Question 2, informs us about their believes/attitudes regarding democracy, in
particular, compulsory voting policy in Nigeria. If we raise political awareness of the
issue of low voter’s turnout within youth in the country, and they believe is relevant
to the development of democracy in the country, those who are really concerned will
be predisposed to answer YES to this question. However, since it is hypothetical and
does not pertain a particular point in time, there is no expectation for them to say YES
just from having watched an educational video on democracy. Therefore we expect
them to be more truthful regarding their views on democracy in the second question,
in comparison to the first question.
Finally in question 3, we expect the students to answer this truthfully because this
question is the incentive compatible questions, which imply some effort on their part
and by signing a petition for the INEC it might have a real consequence and also
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the question is based on their understanding of the importance of democracy if they
believe democracy is essentially vital to the development of a country especially
elections and with the introduction of the issues concerning the youth such as debates
being held in the parliament in the video, they might be more inclined to desire
compulsory voting to be given a though on being imposed in Nigeria and be willing to
sign a petition on that, and have all citizens participating at elections to elect the right
candidates that can represent them. We believe this is the most efficient method to
measure the effectiveness of the message (treatments) to the students.
5. ANALYSIS
In this section we present the results of our field experiment. Firstly we present the
descriptive analysis followed by the statistical analysis.

A total of 5 schools

participated in the experiment; two were randomly assigned to Treatment A (the
empowerment view) two to Treatment B (the responsibility view) and one to the
control group with a total number of 245 participating students.
In Figure 1 we examine the percentage of the students in the groups of the treatments
and the proportion that answered positively to the three questions while in Table 1, we
summarize the information accordingly.
In Figure 1, as we predicted it is observed that the students had a higher proportion
answering the first question positively and this proportion decreases as we introduce
more intricate questions to reveal their true attitude and behavior towards democracy.
As an illustration, if we compare Figure 1 question 1, 2 and 3 within treatments, the
proportion of students that answered yes to question 1 in comparison
Figure 1 – Descriptive Analysis
a.) Question 1
15

Will you register to vote in the
upcoming election in Nigeria?
100%
80%

66%

60%

58%
39%

40%
20%
0%
Empowering View

Baseline

Responsibility View

b.) Question 2

Would you want a mandatory voting
policy to be imposed in Nigeria?
100%
80%
60%

62%

60%
30%

40%
20%
0%
Empowering View

Baseline

Responsibility View

c.) Question 3

Would you sign a petition to make
voting mandatory?
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%

56%

45%
20%
Empowering View

Baseline

Responsibility View
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to those that answered yes to question 2 and 3 in Treatment A and the baseline
declines from 66% to 60% and 45%, while for the control group from 39% to 30%
and 20%. However, we did not observe any major visible differences in treatment B
regarding their intention to vote when compared to question 2 and 3.
Finally in all three settings we observe a huge difference between the proportion of
students that say yes in the treatment groups and for those in the baseline. In
particular, in the empowerment view 27% more voted “Yes” to the first question, also
30% more vote ‘yes’ to the second question and 25% more voted ‘yes’ to the third
question, than in the control group. And in the responsibility view, 19% more voted
‘yes’ to the first question, 32% more voted ‘yes’ to the second question and 36%
more voted ‘yes’ to the third question, compared to the control group.
This result suggests that there is a significant effect of the direct messages sent to the
students and that both treatments achieved exactly what we were aiming for: to
generate higher positive response from the students through the messages. However,
it is important to mention that we did no conduct a pre survey before the experiment
was conducted to gauge their initial level of democratic participation. Therefore
hypothetically we cannot know if the baseline educational video also has positive
effects on the voting participation, only the difference between sending a message or
not.
Next, we statistically examine if a significant difference exists between the
proportions of the students that answered positively in the treatment groups in
comparison to those in the baseline, and between the treatments themselves. In this
experiment we adapt the nonparametric test for the study because we have a very
small sample size with just 245 participating subjects
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The statistical analysis chosen here is the two proportions sample test or also known
as z-test analysis since it best suits the data set and it will present a sound statistical
results since it allows us to conduct a 95% confidence interval of this difference.
Thus, we apply this technique to compare pairwise in each question the proportions,
thus there are three tests per question.
The null and alternative hypotheses of the test are:
•

𝑯𝟎 : 𝒑𝟏 = 𝒑𝟐 ; There is no difference in the proportional mean value of the
treatments i.e. all the treatment proportional means are equal.

•

𝑯𝑨 : 𝒑𝟏 ≠ 𝒑𝟐 ; A difference exists among the proportional mean value of the
treatments i.e. not all the treatment proportional means are equal.

The results of the test are summarized in Table 2.10 At first glance, it can be seen that
for question one, two and three the Baseline vs. Treatment A and Baseline vs.
Treatment B, a significant difference in the proportions of responses from students
exists. Nonetheless when the two treatments are tested against each other for each of
the questions it is observed the treatments are not statistically and significantly
different from one another, this finding suggests that both messages in the experiment
have equal effect on generating positive responses from the students in all questions.11
The study here examines the key variables found to affect youth involvement by using
the empowerment message and the responsibility message. These messages that
emphasize on personal relevance, benefits and responsibility of the youth have
produced remarkable effects on the responses from the students. Thus sending direct
messages in educational videos have several advantages from a theoretical viewpoint.

10

The complete tables of the proportion test can be seen in the Appendix.
Remark that no pre-survey was conducted regarding the sentiment of the students towards voting
previous to the intervention.
11
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Table 1 – Results of the Statistical Analysis
Question 1
Baseline vs.
Treatment A
Baseline vs.
Treatment B
Treatment A vs.
Treatment B

Question 2

Question 3

z = −𝟐. 𝟔𝟔𝟏𝟏
𝑷𝒓 𝒁 < 𝒛 = 𝟎. 𝟎𝟎𝟕𝟖

z = −𝟐. 𝟗𝟔𝟏𝟑
𝑷𝒓 𝒁 < 𝒛 = 𝟎. 𝟎𝟎𝟑𝟏

z = −𝟐. 𝟔𝟏𝟏𝟖
𝑷𝒓 𝒁 < 𝒛 = 𝟎. 𝟎𝟎𝟗𝟎

𝒛 = −𝟐. 𝟐𝟓𝟔𝟔
𝑷𝒓 𝒁 < 𝒛 = 𝟎. 𝟎𝟐𝟒𝟎

z = −𝟑. 𝟖𝟎𝟔𝟐
𝑷𝒓 𝒁 < 𝒛 = 𝟎. 𝟎𝟎𝟎𝟏

z = −𝟒. 𝟐𝟕𝟎𝟕
𝑷𝒓 𝒁 < 𝒛 = 𝟎. 𝟎𝟎𝟎𝟎

z = 𝟏. 𝟎𝟎𝟓𝟗
𝑷𝒓 𝒁 < 𝒛 = 𝟎. 𝟑𝟏𝟒𝟓

z = −𝟎. 𝟐𝟓𝟑𝟏
𝑷𝒓 𝒁 < 𝒛 = 𝟎. 𝟖𝟎𝟎𝟐

z = −𝟏. 𝟑𝟓𝟕𝟕
𝑷𝒓 𝒁 < 𝒛 = 𝟎. 𝟏𝟕𝟒𝟔

These messages are noticeable reminders of the cost-benefits of voting in the sense
that youth voters are used to messages through leaflets, mailing and discussion within
family member, peers etc. urging them to vote and voting is important but these
messages fail to affect them directly because they fail to inform them about the
benefits derived personally by voting and the costs they might acquire if they neglect
voting, which might be more likely to be ignored or discounted when conveyed via
mails, leaflets etc.
Other factors that influence the youth similar to the ones used in this study have been
reported by youth as influencing their need for and willingness to be a part of a
greater good of a country through involvement. These include: feelings of efficacy
(Sherrod et al. (2002)), the need to be valued and taken seriously by others in the
community (Flanagan & Van Horn (2001)), increasing their own self-esteem, and
having a responsibility toward society by performing a public duty (Independent
Sector (2001)).
Therefore, we conclude that the aim to encourage youth to be actively involved in
democracy can be achieved using direct and personal messages that can induce
feelings of being empowered or responsibly accountable to the development of the
political economy of the country.
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6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This experiments sets out to encourage youth to vote and measure which message is
effective. The result indicates that the youth acquired significant democratic and
political knowledge from watching the videos, and importantly, it influenced their
decisions to vote.
In particular, our results suggest that the most important idea is to send a direct
message that will “emphasize personal relevance and significance “. We humans are
hard-wired to take special interest in anything that is related to our own selves, thus
messages that people perceive to be personally relevant receive significantly more
attention and are thus more likely to prompt deeper, deliberate processing. This is
exactly what occurred in treatment A (empowering view) and B (responsibility view),
where students felt as contributors to democracy and not just as observers, thus
generating much higher positive rates relative to the treatment group.
Equipping them with knowledge about democracy and conveying a direct message to
the students, changes their voting behavior and also their views on imposing
compulsory voting policy therefore projecting the kind of message that will highlight
how the lack of participating will affect the students or how it will be beneficial to
them directly can significantly reduce the issue of low youth political engagement.
Thus, future policies supported by YIAGA and INEC to encourage youth to be
actively participating in elections, should take into account that the key driver in
framing attitudes to voting is sending specific information of responsibility and selfbenefit to the youth.
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APPENDIX A – Experiment Details
1) Letters sent by The Independent National Electoral Commission and the
Ministry Of Education in Nigeria.
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A.2) Pictures of the students during the experiment
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A.3) Instructions sent to the coordinators of various schools
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A.4) Questions the students were required to vote YES/NO to

Each set of questions was sent out in different format (i.e. 123, 132, 213, 231, 312,
321) and according to class groups.
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APPENDIX B – Data Description
Table B.1 – Data Description
Proportion of students that answer “yes”
Schools

Treatment

Number of

Question 1

Question 2

Question 3

Students
1

A

36

52.7%

69.4%

41.6%

2

A

15

100%

40%

53.3%

3

Baseline

46

39%

30.4%

20%

4

B

96

54.1%

66.6%

58.3%

5

B

52

65.3%

55.5%

53.8%

STATA ANALYSIS
Table B.2 – Stata Analysis Question 1
Table B.2.1 – Baseline vs. Treatment A
Variable
x
y

Mean
.39
.66

Std. Err.

z P>|z|

.0719148
.0663325

diff
-.27
.0978353
under Ho:
.1014619
diff = prop(x) - prop(y)
Ho: diff = 0
Ha: diff < 0
Pr(Z < z) = 0.0039

[95% Conf. Interval]
.2490496 .5309504
.5299907 .7900093
-.4617536 -.0782464

-2.66

0.008

Ha: diff != 0
Pr(|Z| < |z|) = 0.0078

z = -2.6611
Ha: diff > 0
Pr(Z > z) = 0.9961
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Table B.2.2 - Baseline vs. Treatment B
Variable
x
y
diff

Mean Std. Err.

z

P>|z|

[95% Conf. Interval]

.39 .0719148
.58 .0405703
-.19
.0825693
under Ho: 0841972 -2.26 0.024

.2490496 .5309504
.5004838 .6595162
-.3518328 -.0281672

diff = prop(x) - prop(y)
Ho: diff = 0

z = -2.2566

Ha: diff < 0
Pr(Z < z) = 0.0120

Ha: diff != 0
Pr(|Z| < |z|) = 0.0240

Ha: diff > 0
Pr(Z > z) = 0.9880

Table B.2.3 - Treatment A vs. Treatment B
Variable
x
y
diff

Mean
.66
.58

Std. Err.

z

P>z

.0663325
. 0405703

.08
.0777557
under Ho: .0795289

.5299907 .7900093
.5004838 .6595162
.0723983
1.01

.2323983

0.314

diff = prop(x) - prop(y)
Ho: diff = 0
Ha: diff < 0
Pr(Z < z) = 0.8428

[ 95% Conf. Interval]

z = 1.0059
Ha: diff != 0
Pr(Z < z) = 0.3145

Ha: diff > 0
Pr(Z > z) = 0.1572
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Table B.3 - Question 2
Table B.3.1 Baseline vs. Treatment A
Variable
x
y
diff

Mean

Std. Err.

z

.3
.6

.0675664
.0685994

-.3
.0962866
under Ho: .1013058

P>z

[95% Conf. Interval]
.1675723 .4324277
.4655476 .7344524
-.4887182 -.1112818

-2.96 0.003

diff = prop(x) - prop(y)
Ho: diff = 0

z = -2.9613

Ha: diff < 0
Pr(Z < z) = 0.0015

Ha: diff != 0 Ha: diff > 0
Pr(Z < z) = 0.0031
Pr(Z > z) = 0.9985

Table B.3.2 Baseline vs. Treatment B

Variable
x
y
diff

Mean
.3
.62

Std. Err.
.0675664
.0398985

-.32
.0784672
under Ho: .0840743

z

P>z

[95% Conf. Interval]
.1675723 .4324277
. 5418003 .6981997

-.473793 -.166207
-3.81 0.000

diff = prop(x) - prop(y)
3.8062
Ho: diff = 0
Ha: diff < 0
Pr(Z < z) = 0.0001

z= -

Ha: diff != 0 Ha: diff > 0
Pr(Z < z) = 0.0001 Pr(Z > z) = 0.9999
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Table B.3.3 - Treatment A vs. Treatment B

Variable

Mean

x
y

.6
.62

diff

-.02

Std. Err.

z

P>z

[95% Conf. Interval]

.0685994
.0398985

.4655476 .7344524
.5418003 .6981997

.0793585

-.1755398

.1355398
under Ho: .0790142

-0.25 0.800

diff = prop(x) - prop(y)
Ho: diff = 0

z = -0.2531

Ha: diff < 0
Pr(Z < z) = 0.4001

Ha: diff != 0
Ha: diff > 0
Pr(Z < z) = 0.8002
Pr(Z > z) = 0.5999

Table B. 4 - Question 3
Table B.4.1 Baseline vs. Treatment A
Variable
Interval]
x
y
diff

Mean

Std. Err.

.2
.45

.0589768
.0696631

z

Ha: diff < 0
Pr(Z < z) = 0.0045

[95% Conf.
.0844076 .3155924
.3134629 .5865371

-.25
.0912754
under Ho: .0957184

diff = prop(x) - prop(y)
Ho: diff = 0

P>z

-.4288965 -.0711035
-2.61

0.009
z = -2.6118

Ha: diff != 0 Ha: diff > 0
Pr(Z < z) = 0.0090 Pr(Z > z) = 0.9955
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Table B.4.2 Baseline vs. Treatment B
Variable
x
y
diff

Mean

Std. Err.

z

.2
.56

.0589768
.0408028

-.36 .0717156
under Ho .084295

P>z

[95% Conf. Interval]
.0844076 .3155924
.4800281 .6399719
-.50056

-.21944

-4.27 0.000

diff = prop(x) - prop(y)
Ho: diff = 0

z = -4.2707

Ha: diff < 0
Pr(Z < z) = 0.0000

Ha: diff != 0
Pr(Z < z) = 0.0000

Ha: diff > 0
Pr(Z > z) = 1.0000

Table B.4.3 - Treatment A vs. Treatment B
Variable
x
y
diff

Mean
.45
.56

Std. Err.

z

P>z

[95% Conf. Interval]

.0696631
.0408028

-.11 .0807329
under Ho: .0810214

diff = prop(x) - prop(y)
Ho: diff = 0

.3134629 .5865371
.4800281 .6399719
-.2682336 .0482336
-1.36

0.175
z = -1.3577

Ha: diff < 0
Ha: diff != 0
Ha: diff > 0
Pr(Z < z) = 0.0873
Pr(Z < z) = 0.1746
Pr(Z > z) = 0.9127
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