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What is the Issue:

the calculation of the closeness of the election from data on 
participation has nothing to do with the motivation of voters to vote

that is: given the assumption that voters from each group are drawn 
i.i.d. with a common probability of participation that alone determines 
the distribution of election closeness

so we can conclude that voters are not drawn i.i.d. with a common 
participation probability
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What is wrong with the intensity model?

The authors introduce a model with a different motivation for voting – a 
desire to express preferences independent of the size of the electorate

this model gets voter participation wrong, since it predicts that 
participation won't fall off with the size of the electorate

but it does better predicting the closeness of the election

it also assumes i.i.d draws with a common probability of participation

so we already know: under the i.i.d. common probability assumption we 
can't fit both the participation rate and the closeness – if we choose a 
model that better fits the closeness, it must fit the participation less well

again: this has nothing to do with voter motivation
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