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Abstract 

Voting is often taken as an indicator for the state of a country’s democratic political system. 

The study therefore examines voting behaviour in the United Kingdom using data from the 

European Social Survey 6.0 conducted in 2012. It develops a model based on rational voter 

theory as well as sociological theories discussed in the literature while controlling for 

demographic factors. Dimensions included in the sociological approach of the model are 

deprivation, social capital and civic voluntarism.  

The study concludes that British women are significantly more likely to vote than men after 

controlling for other factors. Other significant demographic factors are family status and age. 

Age does not exhibit a curvilinear pattern due to life-cycle effects. The deprivation dimension 

(ethnicity and immigration status) does not have a significant influence in the study while the 

social capital dimension does turn out to be significant. Trade union membership, religious 

denomination (Roman Catholic and Anglican) and a composite trust variable measuring one’s 

trust in others have a significant positive effect on voter turnout in the UK. Civic voluntarism 

is the most influential dimension for determining participation in the British general elections. 

Medium and low income households are significantly less likely to vote, ceteris paribus. In the 

model only tertiary education is a significant positive predictor compared to respondents with 

primary education only. There is no significant difference between primary and secondary 

education. Further vocational education does become significant once controlling for influential 

observations. Political interest and partisanship remain two of the most significant predictors 

of voting behaviour at the margin. The study concludes that there is a significant relationship 

between voter mobilisation and a person’s wealth and non-material endowment. This is of 

concern to ensure representative policies and civic engagement in the future and might also 

explain recent turnout declines.  A limitation of the study is the low explanatory power of the 

overall model even if variables are significant at the margin. This is taken as evidence for 

rational voter theory while being more problematic for sociological approaches.
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I. Motivation for Research on Voting Behaviour 

Voting is the backbone of civic engagement and often taken as an indicator for the health of a 

country’s democratic political system. Furthermore it tends to be a major determinant of public 

policy and therefore voting participation needs to be sufficiently high to allow for policies 

representative for key constituencies (Uppal & LaRochelle-Côté, 2012). In the UK, in 

particular, the political culture has been shaped by an active electorate in the last century and 

voting is said to be embedded in the country’s civic culture and part of the citizens’ identity. 

However, while turnout was relatively stable in the 20th century, voting participation has 

recently receded to all-time lows (Clarke, Sanders, Stewart, & Whiteley, 2004). It is therefore 

of major concern to determine why people in the UK decide to vote or abstain to preserve the 

country’s political system and civic culture as well as representative policy making. 

Furthermore it is important to determine whether there are categorical influences such as a 

person’s deprived social status or low education level that prevent participation in the UK’s 

general elections.  

Overall, voting behaviour has attracted a considerable amount of research in the past with the 

goal to explain why some people vote and others abstain. Thereby most studies have focused 

on the variables that impact voter turnout at the margin while neglecting the overall explanatory 

power of the variables (Matsusaka & Palda, 1999). The studies can be broadly classified into 

rational voter and sociological approaches. The most common sociological approaches in the 

literature are deprivation, social capital and civic voluntarism models.  

The aim of this study is to first review existing research and to establish a model based on the 

most significant determinants of voting cited in the literature. In the second part the study makes 

use of the European Social Survey (ESS6.0) from 2012 to model voter turnout in the UK. 

Thereby the model presented seeks to answer whether electoral participation is to a large degree 

random and not predictable as assumed by rational voter theory or whether it can be modelled 

based on time-stationary variables such as education, income or previous voting behaviour as 

assumed in sociological approaches. After presenting preliminary results the model is tested for 

its goodness of fit, model specification errors, multicollinearity and influential observations. 

This is followed by a short recommendation for further research and limitations of the study 

before ending with an overall conclusion. 
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II. Literature Review 

A. Rational Voter Approaches 

The first model of voting behaviour was introduced by Downs in his rational calculus of voting 

(Downs, 1957). Downs used a basic model where the rational citizen had access to complete, 

costless information and casted his vote by comparing the derived utility from government 

activities to foregone utility from the opposition party (the party differential). The rational 

citizen would then decide upon his preferred party and were only to abstain in case of a tie. 

Downs subsequently extended the model to account for the probability of casting a decisive 

vote, i.e. whether the rational citizen’s vote would be pivotal for the outcome, and information 

and physical costs of going to the polls. However, the final model significantly underpredicts 

turnout (paradox of voting) so that in 1968 Riker and Ordeshook published a modified version 

which allows for the “incorporation of a wide range of citizenship- and political system-related 

preferences which could influence individual voting decisions” (Medema, 2013, p. 74). They 

argue that voting is a self-contained act which has to be examined in context. In order to do so 

they include a composite variable to capture a citizen’s political satisfactions or benefits 

(appendix 1). A second modification was undertaken by Dunleavy (1991). He reconstructs the 

rational choice model with the use of a group identity approach. In his model he adds party 

identity, the influence of mass media, collective and private benefits (appendix 2).  

 

B. Sociological Approaches 

Sociological approaches recognise that, in addition to political satisfaction and a sense of civic 

duty in the rational choice model, there are time-stationary variables that act as determinants of 

voting behaviour. Because they are relatively constant over time, they make voting behaviour 

predictable. Clarke et al. (2004) present three comprehensive sociological models, namely 

relative deprivation, social capital and civic voluntarism in their Study of Political Choice in 

Britain (appendix 3). The deprivation model accounts for a person’s general and economic 

deprivation, the latter being assessed through a household’s deteriorating income. It includes 

policy dissatisfaction and membership in a deprived group such as ethnic minorities, gender, or 

employment status.  

The social capital model has been used in an early rational cost-benefit version and a later socio-

cultural version in research on voting behaviour. It includes measures for social trust, i.e. a 
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“person’s sense that other people are trustworthy and fair”, and voluntary participation, i.e. 

“whether an individual offered to become active in community or public matters” (Clarke et 

al., 2004, p. 17). In comparison Fieldhouse, Tranmer, and Russell (2007) have proposed to 

include more measures for assessing one’s level of social capital. They include for example 

time spent watching television, the extent of informal networks and helping outside the family. 

They also separate social trust into trust in others and trust in a set of institutions measured 

through principal component analysis (PCA). Some social capital models also link a 

respondent’s age to her level of social capital and political efficacy. The idea behind this is that 

the young generation is the least anchored cohort to a nation’s democracy and its political 

institutions because it yet lacks sufficient social capital. However, over the lifespan people can 

accumulate social capital through potential cohort effects, life cycle effects and individual 

ageing (Goerres, 2007). Plutzer (2002) even equilibrates the effect of age to the effect of 

education while Wolfinger and Rosenstone (1980) establish the link that aging may compensate 

for initially low education levels via the accumulation of life experience.  

Civic voluntarism models focus on socio-economic variables explaining voting behaviour. 

Clarke et al. (2004) include social characteristics, contexts and psychological factors. To 

validate this approach, it is often argued that those who benefit from better resources are more 

likely to participate in politics and are more likely to be involved in the political system. There 

is assumed to be a positive correlation between individual resources and higher rates of political 

activity. Thereby proxies to gauge the level of material resources are for example income, home 

and car ownership and ownership of stocks. A widely used proxy for the level of non-material 

resources is the level of formal education (Parry, Moyser, & Day, 1992).  

 

C. Demographic Control Variables 

Most studies have tended to control for socio-demographic differences in the population if not 

already specified in the model. It is controlled for gender to allow for potential differences 

between females and males. Education is included as a determinant by defining educational 

groups, for example people that have not completed secondary school and people that have 

completed higher education compared to secondary education as reference group. In a recent 

study Blais, Gidengil, and Nevitte (2004) have found that education has become an even more 

important determinant of voting through an overall increase in the levels of education. In 

general, it is argued that education increases electoral participation by enhancing the voter’s 
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cognitive ability which enables him to process complex information about the political system 

and to enhance his sense of civic duty (Denny & Doyle, 2005).  

Group membership is seen as an important determinant with religiosity and union membership 

as common controls. They tend to not only signal a higher involvement in the community but 

peers may also exercise group pressure in case one observably abstains. Marital status and the 

presence of children are two correlated socio-demographic controls. In the existing literature 

propensity to vote tends to be higher for married couples or people in a partnership. On the 

other hand non-voters may lack sufficient time to vote which is often cited among those in the 

early stages of parenthood (Uppal & LaRochelle-Côté, 2012).  

Immigration status is often cited as a major determinant of voting. Recent immigrants tend to 

participate less in elections than their counterparts and established immigrants due to different 

levels of integration. As integration is not directly observable, there are a variety of proxies 

including age at immigration and language spoken at home. A second related determinant of 

voting is ethnicity. One’s ethnic origin is often accounted for via a “visible minorities” variable, 

i.e. people of non-European non-Aboriginal origin (Bevelander & Pendakur, 2009).  

Finally, regions and the level of urbanisation can play a role. The former may be important for 

Britain due to the historical dominance of some parties in certain regions (McMahon, Heath, 

Harrop, & Curtice, 1992). Rising levels of urbanisation are associated with a weakening of 

interpersonal relationships, social structures and consensus on norms because cities tend to be 

more individualistic and there may be less social pressure and a deteriorating sense of civic 

duty (Geys, 2006). 
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III. Data 

The model will include all four dimensions discussed before. By choosing this approach it will 

account for a broad range of social and psychological, economic and demographic factors. 

Appendix 4 provides an overview on the chosen model. 

Demographic control variables included are gender, age, partnership and urbanisation. Gender 

is measured as a binary variable with ‘male’ as reference group. The age variable is assumed to 

have a non-linear influence on voting behaviour due to life-cycle effects and deteriorating 

health after a certain threshold. By including ‘age-squared’ these life-cycle effects can be 

modelled and it can be tested whether there is a habitual curvilinear pattern in electoral 

participation (Gallego, 2009). The variable partnership is separated into the categories 

‘married/partnered’, ‘divorced’, ‘widowed’ and ‘single’ as reference category. The urbanisation 

variable takes into account whether a person lives in a big city or in its suburbs or in a rural area 

compared to a small town or city.  

In the deprivation dimension, the model includes two of the deprived groups mentioned in the 

literature. Firstly, it accounts for self-reported minorities and, secondly, it includes immigrants. 

The coefficients of both variables are expected to have a negative sign, meaning that these 

groups are significantly less likely to vote after controlling for all other factors.  

The social capital dimension benefits from an extensive amount of data on social factors in the 

ESS. However, the model will only include a fraction to avoid overfitting or the inclusion of 

insignificant variables. The variable ‘television’ is a dummy that measures whether one spends 

more than an hour watching news or programmes about politics and current affairs on an 

average weekday. It tests the hypothesis that the variable can proxy for one’s interest and 

involvement in politics. A measure of trust in others is based on the first principal component 

from the questions concerning trust in others, fairness and whether most of the time people try 

to be helpful. Social embeddedness is included to proxy for one’s sense of belonging to the 

local neighbourhood. It is constructed from the question “I feel close to the people in my local 

area” and captures the penalty if one disagrees or disagrees strongly with this statement. It tests 

the hypothesis that social ties to the neighbourhood encourage voting through effects like group 

pressure or cohesion. Trade union membership, as a proxy for involvement in social groups, 

compares people that are currently or were previously in a union to people that have never been 

part of such. The second group membership variable ‘religion’ captures whether belonging to 
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the Church of England (Anglican) or being Roman Catholic has a significant impact on voting 

behaviour. Historically Christianity is the established religion in the UK and it has been a major 

determinant of voting behaviour in the past. However, it has become less influential with the 

rise of the labour party and more electoral mobilisation throughout all social classes (Kotler-

Berkowitz, 2001). The model will therefore test whether a significant positive impact persists 

in 2012 compared to the remainder of religions and people with no denomination.  

In the Civic voluntarism dimension the variables income, employment and social class proxy 

for a person’s material endowment. The dummies low, medium and high income are based on 

the income deciles for the UK. The cut-offs have been chosen to create roughly equal-sized 

income groups. The income variable tests whether being in the low or medium income group 

has a significant negative impact on electoral participation. Employment status is split into three 

binary variables. The status ‘employed’ is assumed to have a negative effect on voting 

compared to unemployed, students, or people out of the labour force, while ‘retired’ is assumed 

to have a positive effect. The social class variable is based on the question gauging one’s 

perception on his or her place in society. Its original ten point scale is retained in the model. As 

immaterial resources are intangible, education is used as a proxy for a person’s skills and 

cognitive ability. It is split into four binary variables with primary education as reference 

category. In the UK lower secondary education is equivalent to the completion of GCSE 

(England, Wales and Northern Ireland) and Standard Grades (Scotland). Prior to 2013 this was 

the last stage of compulsory education with a leaving age of circa sixteen which is therefore 

applicable to the ESS6. Psychological engagement with politics is measured by two variables. 

Political interest retains the original coding with zero meaning no political interest at all. 

Partisanship tests for the hypothesis that a sense of belonging to a particular party encourages 

electoral participation and is also measured on its original scale. It is equal to zero if people do 

not feel closer to any particular party.  

 

A. Summary Statistics 

The sixth edition of the European Social Survey (ESS) of 2012 is used to estimate the model 

outlined before. It contains 2,286 observations for the UK of which 2,169 observations can be 

used to determine voting behaviour. Appendix 5 contains summary statistics on all variables 

used in the model as well as the overall distribution of income and education. It can be seen that 

the majority of respondents (72 percent) participated in the last general election in the UK. 57 
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percent of the respondents are female and the mean/median age in the dataset is 52 years. 

Overall, it ranges from 15 to 94 with 45 observations below the voting age of 18. Around 53 

percent are currently in a relationship or married, 11 percent are widowed, and 13 percent are 

legally separated or divorced. 21 percent of the respondents live in rural and 31 percent in urban 

areas. The remainder live in a small town or city. 8 percent of the respondents consider 

themselves to be of an ethnic minority while 12 percent of the observations are immigrants. 

More than 20 percent of the respondents feel disconnected or strongly disconnected to the 

people in their area. 41 percent are currently or have been previously members of a trade union. 

11 percent are of Roman Catholic denomination and 24 percent belong to the Church of 

England or are of Anglican denomination. Taken together more than one third of the 

respondents are a member of these denominations. Almost half of the respondents are currently 

employed (main activity) while 32 percent are retired. The mean social class is 5.48 while the 

median is somewhat lower at 5. Education is at minimum primary level (1) and maximum 

tertiary level (4) in the dataset. The median education level is secondary education (2). Political 

interest ranges from not interested at all (0) to very interested (3). The median lies at hardly 

interested (1), reflecting a considerably low overall interest in politics in the UK. This is even 

more evident in the partisanship variable. More than 53 percent of the respondents do not feel 

closer to any particular party. The mean score lies at 1.26. Income is measured in deciles in the 

ESS with custom cut-offs for the UK. The mean and median lie close together at 5 which is 

equivalent to 380 to 450 GBP household income per week.  
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IV. Methodology 

As methodology a logit model is used to determine the probability of voting. A linear 

probability model, such as OLS, would not be appropriate because the probability of voting can 

either be zero (no) or one (yes), whereas in the linear probability model the estimated 

probabilities of voting would be derived from a linear relationship with the independent 

variables and would therefore not be bounded between these limits. Furthermore, the error term 

follows a binomial distribution in this case and is not normally distributed which is one of the 

assumptions in the Gauss-Markov Theorem. Finally, the linear probability model would suffer 

from heteroskedasticity in case of a binary dependent variable because the variance would be a 

function of the independent variables and therefore not constant. This would lead to inefficient 

estimates, biased standard errors and incorrect regression diagnostics tests (Gurajati, 2011).  

After presenting preliminary regression results the model will be tested for its overall goodness 

of fit, model specification errors, multicollinearity and influential observations. To determine 

the model’s goodness of fit the log likelihood chi-square statistic, the Hosmer and Lemeshow's 

goodness-of-fit test and the adjusted count R-squared are used. Model specification errors are 

tested for with the linktest. Multicollinearity is tested for with the use of the tolerance and 

variance inflating factor (VIF) as well as an auxiliary regression of suspect regressors on all 

other independent variables. Influential observations are investigated through the Pearson and 

deviance residuals as well as the Pregibon leverage. Finally, a second model is estimated 

excluding the most influential outliers.  

 

A. Principal Component Analysis for Composite Trust Variable 

In preparation for the model a principal component analysis (PCA; appendix 6) is carried out 

to summarize the correlations among a set of three variables measuring trust in others with one 

set of linear combinations (Grace-Martin, n.d.). These variables are ‘Most people can be trusted 

or you can’t be too careful’ (ppltrst), ‘Most people try to take advantage of you, or try to be 

fair’ (pplfair) and ‘Most of the time people are helpful or mostly looking out for themselves’ 

(pplhlp). They are measured on a ten point Likert scale with 10 being the highest possible 

outcome. Their correlations are above 0.45 which could cause multicollinearity in the model if 

all of them were to be included. The scree plot highlights that the first component explains as 

much variance as 1.94 of the three original variables while the second and third have 
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eigenvalues below 1. The first component explains 64.7 percent of the variability in the data 

and is therefore taken as an appropriate composite index. Furthermore, the PCA without 

rotation, varimax rotation and promax rotation yield the same component loadings for 

component one. The principal component scores are standardized with a mean of zero for easier 

interpretation in the model later on. 
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V. Discussion of Results 

The logistic model includes 26 independent variables, of which 20 are binary, and 1,549 

observations (appendix 7). Overall, 9 variables turn out to be significant at 5 percent level. 

Trade union membership is only significant at 10 percent level. Roman Catholic, medium 

income, political interest and partisanship are significant at 1 percent level. Urbanisation, 

ethnicity, immigration and employment status, and education below tertiary level are 

insignificant in the model. Also social embeddedness and following the news for more than one 

hour (television) remain insignificant.  

The model reveals that females are significantly more likely vote than males. In particular, the 

odds for females are 38.21 percent higher than the odds for males. The age variables have the 

expected signs indicating that there is a curvilinear pattern. However, age-squared is not 

significant. The positive age coefficient confirms that as people age they are more likely to vote. 

For a one-year increase in age there will be a 6.9 percent increase in the odds of voting. All 

family type variables have significant positive coefficients. This indicates that having ever been 

in a legal civil partnership/marriage or being currently in some kind of a partnership/marriage 

increases the probability of voting significantly. This result might be explained by a deepening 

in one’s social ties and sense of civic duty compared to remaining single without having ever 

been in a legally registered partnership/marriage. However, this is at odds with existing 

literature which establishes a negative link between voting and the family type divorced or 

widowed and a positive link between voting and married (Uppal & LaRochelle-Côté, 2012). In 

the estimated model being in a partnership or marriage increases the odds of voting by circa 58 

percent. Being widowed increases the odds of voting by almost 150 percent while being legally 

separated or divorced increases the odds of voting by 73.76 percent compared to singles, ceteris 

paribus.  

The principal component as index for measuring the trust in others has an odds ratio of 1.128 

and is significant at 5 percent level. It reveals that this composite measure for how much 

respondents trust others and how they evaluate the fairness and social responsibility of their 

fellows is a significant determinant of voter turnout. This might be the case if the principal 

component proxies for how respondents perceive society and how well they are anchored in it. 

Higher principal component scores may also point at increasingly positive experiences of 

respondents in society which in turn increase their social capital and sense of civic duty. It may 
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then increase the pressure for cohesion and following the society’s norms ultimately inducing 

them to participate in an election.  

The union variable has the expected sign. Trade union membership increases the odds of voting 

by 33.3 percent, all else being equal. Christianity seems to remain a determinant of voting 

behaviour in the UK as Roman Catholic and Anglican show the expected positive signs and are 

significant. The former increases the odds of voting by almost 100 percent, the latter is less 

pronounced at 48.5 percent. Income is a significant determinant in the model with people of a 

low and medium income household being significantly less likely to vote compared to high 

income households, ceteris paribus. Respondents of a low income household are 77 percent less 

likely to vote compared to high income respondents. Respondents of a medium income 

household are still 65.7 percent less likely to vote. This significant and accelerating fall in 

electoral participation due to a lower income may be because poorer people face higher relative 

costs to vote. These may not only be travel costs to reach the poll centre but their time might 

also be too valuable to participate in order to earn a subsistence wage. Furthermore, staying 

informed about politics, for example through means such as newspapers or television, is 

relatively more expensive for low-income individuals. Therefore they might be reluctant to vote 

due to a lack of sufficient information to differentiate between the political parties and to form 

a political opinion.  

The three education variables show the expected positive signs. Compared to respondents with 

only primary education people with higher education are significantly more likely to vote, 

ceteris paribus. This is in line with the existing literature. Mobilisation theories for example 

establish a link between low-educated citizens and higher information and decision costs for 

electoral participation (Gallego, 2009). Education might indirectly affect voting through other 

variables such as political interest and knowledge or income and it might therefore proxy for a 

person’s social status in society (Gallego, 2010). One can also see that the positive effect of 

education on electoral participation increases with higher levels of education. However, only 

tertiary education is significant at five percent level. The odds for tertiary education are almost 

98 percent higher than the odds for primary education.  

The political interest variable shows the expected positive sign and is highly significant. For a 

one unit increase in political interest there is a 117 percent increase in the odds of voting, ceteris 

paribus. Likewise partisanship is highly significant and for a one unit increase in partisanship 

there is a 29.8 percent increase in the odds of voting, ceteris paribus. Overall, the model 
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confirms that the civic voluntarism dimension offers the most significant determinants of voting 

behaviour for the UK.  

A. Goodness of Fit 

The log likelihood chi-square tests whether the model is statistically significant. The probability 

of obtaining the chi-square statistic (502.85) if there is no effect of the independent variables 

on voting is practically zero. It can be concluded that at least one of the coefficients is not equal 

to zero in the model. STATA reports McFadden’s pseudo R-squared which measures the 

proportion of change in terms of likelihood. The statistic is not comparable to the R-squared in 

OLS and therefore the Hosmer and Lemeshow's goodness-of-fit test is used (appendix 8). The 

p-value of 0.09 indicates that the model fits the data at the five percent level. The count R-

squared is at 0.81 measuring the ratio of correct predictions (predicted probability > 0.5) to the 

total number of observations. The adjusted count R-squared is considerably lower at 0.288 

because it controls for the null model which is to always predict the most common outcome 

(voting=1). It is the proportion of correct predictions beyond the baseline to always predict that 

the respondent voted (UCLA, n.d.-a). Overall, it can be concluded that the model is significant 

and does explain voting behaviour beyond the null model. 

 

B. Model Specification Errors 

Specification errors can occur because of two reasons. It could be that the logit function is the 

wrong choice for the relationship between the independent variables and voting or it could be 

that there is a nonlinear relationship between the independent variables and the dependent 

variable. The former is normally a minor concern and therefore it is focused on testing whether 

the model includes all relevant variables and linear combinations of them (UCLA, n.d.-b). In 

STATA the linktest command tests for specification error in a logit model by regressing the 

dependent variable on the linear and squared predicted value. Firstly, it can be concluded that 

the chosen predictors are meaningful. Secondly, the regression confirms that all relevant linear 

combinations are included in the model because the predicted squared values (_hatsq) do not 

have significant explanatory power (appendix 9).  

 



JASMIN DROEGE  VOTING BEHAVIOUR IN THE UK 

13 
 

C. Multicollinearity 

It is tested for multicollinearity to determine whether the obtained standard errors for the 

coefficients are in fact inflated due to severe multicollinearity. For this both the tolerance and 

the variance inflation factor (VIF) are estimated to measure the strength of correlation among 

the variables (appendix 10). As a rule of thumb VIFs greater than 10 are problematic. It can be 

seen that age and age-squared suffer from severe multicollinearity with VIFs above 40. The R-

squareds from the auxiliary regressions of age and age-squared on the other variables are above 

0.97. To determine the sources of multicollinearity these regressions are reproduced in appendix 

11. It can be shown that both age and age-squared are correlated with a wide range of factors. 

For example age is related to family type, employment and income status. Age-squared is also 

influenced by education. Due to this dispersion in the source of multicollinearity no further 

remedial measures are taken. The age variables cannot be omitted due to their importance as 

determinant of voting behaviour in economic theory. 

 

D. Influential Observations 

Lastly, the model is tested for influential observations. This can be done with the use of Pearson 

or deviance residuals as well as Pregibon leverage. Plotting these statistics against the predicted 

probabilities for voting or against the index id (index plots) allows to detect influential outliers 

and data entry errors (UCLA, n.d.-b). The residual plots detect two positive and six negative 

outliers. However, none of these observations has major leverage in the Pregibon leverage plot 

in which there are seven outliers with a leverage of circa 0.6 or more (appendix 12). Looking 

at the positive and negative outliers in detail, they do not seem to be coding errors (appendix 

13). Therefore only the observations with high leverage are taken into account. In a large sample 

the cut-off for leverage is taken as three times the average of leverage. This yields a cut-off of 

about 0.054 in this case and to the exclusion of 10 observations. An overview on them is 

contained in appendix 14. The restricted model with 1,539 observations shows several changes 

(model 2 in appendix 7). Age and low income are more significant at 1 percent level and union 

membership at 5 percent level. Family status ‘separated’ is less significant at 10 percent level 

while vocational education enters the category of significant variables. Most importantly, the 

retired regressor becomes significant at 10 percent level and its odds ratio increases by 0.18 to 

circa 1.86. This means that in the second model retirees are around 86 percent more likely to 

vote compared to the reference group, ceteris paribus.  
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E. Limitations and Recommendations for Further Research 

The model has several limitations. Firstly, the low adjusted count R-squared shows that the 

variables used in the model cannot explain more than 28.8 percent of turnout variation. It 

confirms that whether or not a person participates in the election remains to a large extent 

unpredictable even if some significant variables impact voting behaviour at the margin. There 

seem to be influential omitted variables such as idiosyncratic costs (weather, traffic, health) 

which cannot be measured objectively and cannot be taken into account (Matsusaka & Palda, 

1999). Furthermore complex multicollinearity is present causing the age standard errors to be 

inflated. This could be addressed with the use of principal components analysis to generate 

orthogonal variables. Although logit models are not tested for heteroskedasticity they might 

suffer from overdispersion of the data. This could also be tested for in further research.  

It would have been useful to collect data on how long one has lived in the same community to 

measure one’s social embeddedness directly rather than through a constructed variable based 

on a respondent’s judgement call on whether he or she is feeling close to the people in the 

neighbourhood. This could enhance the significance of the variable. Further information on 

individual material wealth could clarify the relationship between higher incomes and 

participation in the UK elections. Lastly, detailed information on individual non-material 

resources such as education would open up new research designs to investigate the relationship 

between higher education and voting behaviour in the UK in the future and for example whether 

it has dampened the decline in voter turnout in the UK over the last decades (Blais et al., 2004).  
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VI. Conclusions of the Study 

Based on the model it can be concluded that females are significantly more likely to vote than 

their male counterparts even after controlling for other factors. Also age positively impacts 

voter turnout. However, the proposed habitual curvilinear pattern due to life-cycle effects is not 

significant in the model. Besides, the most influential determinants of voting behaviour are the 

demographic control variable family status, the social capital variable religion and the civic 

voluntarism variables income, higher education as well as political interest and partisanship. 

The composite measure for one’s trust in others in the social capital dimension also has a 

significant positive impact on electoral participation. On the other hand, trade union 

membership in the social capital dimension only becomes significant once influential outliers 

are excluded from the model. There is no significant difference between UK born respondents 

and immigrants and it can be observed that respondents of ethnic minority are equally likely to 

vote compared to non-minorities. This leads to the conclusion that the deprivation dimension 

does not have a significant influence on electoral participation in the UK. One’s perceived 

social class does not seem to be a determinant of voting but material wealth and non-material 

resources do show a systematic influence in the civic voluntarism dimension. This is a major 

concern in order to ensure representative policies and sufficient civic engagement in the UK. 

This might also be linked back to the recent turnout decline in the general elections in the UK 

and point at a general relationship between voter mobilisation and a person’s wealth and non-

material endowment. This is an area for further research to ensure equality of opportunity in 

electoral participation.  

In summary the log likelihood chi-square test confirms that the preliminary model is significant. 

Furthermore, it fits the ESS data at five percent level on the basis of the Hosmer and 

Lemeshow's goodness-of-fit test. However, the adjusted count R-squared of the model is 

relatively low at 0.288 which measures the proportion of correct predictions beyond the baseline 

to always predict that the respondent voted. This finding is in line with the results of Matsusaka 

and Palda (1999) that most studies have focused on the variables that impact voter turnout at 

the margin while neglecting the overall explanatory power of the variables. The low explanatory 

power of the model is also evidence for the rational voter theory while being more problematic 

for certain aspects of the sociological approaches. There are no severe model specification 

errors but multicollinearity is detected with the use of the tolerance and VIF. Age and age-

squared are influenced by a range of the other regressors as confirmed in the auxiliary 

regressions. Due to the importance of the variable age, no remedial measures are taken and this 
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might be addressed in further research. With the use of Pearson or deviance residuals as well 

as Pregibon leverage influential observations are determined. The positive and negative 

outliers, however, do not have high leverage and do not seem to be coding errors. They are 

therefore retained in the model. The leverage plot indicates that 10 observations are above the 

threshold and the second model excludes these influential observations. Most importantly, this 

model increases the significance of the variable retired as well as its odds ratio. However, it 

does not increase the model’s overall goodness of fit.
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VIII. Appendices 

A1. Political Satisfaction and Benefits Variables 

- The satisfaction from compliance with the ethic of voting 

- The satisfaction from affirming allegiance to the political system 

- The satisfaction from affirming a partisan preference 

- The costs of deciding, going to the polls, etc. 

- The satisfaction of affirming one’s efficacy in the political system 

(Riker & Ordeshook, 1968, p. 28) 

 

A2. The Rational Choice Model of Voting with a Group Identity Approach 

 

(Dunleavy, 1991, p. 86) 



JASMIN DROEGE  VOTING BEHAVIOUR IN THE UK 

20 

 

A3. Overview on Sociological Approaches and Demographic Control Variables in Literature 

Deprivation Model Social Capital Model Civic Voluntarism Model Demographic Control Variables 

- The sense of general 

deprivation 

o One has not received a 

fair share in life  

o Political/ social 

arrangements are 

inequitable 

- The sense of economic 

deprivation 

o One’s financial 

position has 

deteriorated or is 

unlikely to improve 

o Linkage of personal 

economic conditions 

to government 

- Policy dissatisfaction 

o Negative evaluation of 

government 

performance 

- Membership in a deprived 

group 

o Ethnic minority 

membership 

o Gender 

o Employment status 

(retired/ unemployed) 

- Time spent watching television 

- The extent of informal networks: 

o How often people meet 

socially with others 

o Whether they have others 

with whom they can discuss 

personal matters 

o How often they take part in 

social activities 

o How often respondents help 

outside the family 

- Trust in others: (PCA scale) 

o Whether most people can be 

trusted 

o Whether people try to take 

advantage of others 

o Whether they are looking out 

for themselves 

- Trust in institutions: (PCA scale) 

o Trust in parliaments 

(national and European) 

o Trust in legal system 

o Trust in police 

o Trust in politicians 

o Trust in United Nations 

- Group membership: count of 

membership of 12 organisations 

- Social embeddedness: how long one 

has lived in the same community 

- Religious denomination 

 

- Individual material resources: 

o Income 

o Home ownership 

- Individual non-material 

resources: 

o Educational 

attainment 

o Social class 

o Time 

- Recruitment: political 

mobilisation 

- Voluntary activity: 

involvement in community or 

public organisations 

- Psychological engagement: 

o Political efficacy 

o Political interest 

o Strength of 

partisanship 

 

- Gender 

- Education 

o Below secondary level 

o Secondary 

o Higher education 

- Membership in religious 

denomination 

- Union membership 

- Marital status:  

o Marriage or formal 

partnership 

o Single 

o Divorced 

o Widowed 

- Presence of children 

o Children below 5 

- Ethnicity 

o Recent immigrants 

o Established 

immigrants 

o Citizenship holder 

- Region and urbanisation 

o Regional differences 

o Urbanisation 

- Income 

(Clarke et al., 2004, p. 225) (Fieldhouse et al., 2007, pp. 812-813) (Clarke et al., 2004, pp. 226-227)  
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A4. Logit Model 

Dimension Variable Measurement Coding 

Demographic 

control 

variables  

Gender Dummy 1 if female; 0 otherwise 

Age Nonlinear Age 

Age-squared 

Family status Three 

dummies 

In partnership (Married/ partnered) 

Widowed (and not in new partnership) 

Separated (incl. divorced and not in new 

partnership) 

Single (Ref.) 

Urbanisation Two 

dummies 

Rural ( Country village or farm/ home in 

countryside) 

Town or small city (Ref.) 

Urban (Big city or suburbs) 

Deprivation Ethnic 

minority 

Dummy 1 if self-reported member of minority; 0 otherwise 

Immigrant Dummy 1 if not born in the UK; 0 otherwise 

Social capital Television Dummy 1 if more than one hour of news/politics/current 

affairs on average weekday; 0 otherwise 

Trust others PCA PC 1 Trust in others 

Social 

embeddedness 

Dummy 1 if feeling disconnected or strongly disconnected to 

people in local area; 0 otherwise 

Trade union Dummy 1 if previous or current member; 0 otherwise 

Religion Two 

dummies 

Church of England/ Anglican 

Roman Catholic 

No religion or other (ref.) 

Civic 

voluntarism 

Income Ten point 

scale 

Low (under GBP250) 

Medium (GBP250-540) 

High (ref.; above GBP540) 

Employment 

(if main 

activity) 

Two 

dummies 

Employed 

Retired 

Other (ref.; unemployed, disabled, studying, 

housework, looking after children, others) 

Social class Ten point 

scale 

0 Bottom of our society … 

10 Top of our society 

 

Education 

Two 

dummies 

Primary (ref.) 

Secondary  

Advanced vocational 

Tertiary 

Political 

interest 

Three point 

scale 

0 Not at all interested  

1 Hardly interested 

2 Quite interested 

3 Very interested 

Partisanship Four point 

scale 

0 Not applicable (Not closer to any party) 

1 Closer to certain party but not at all close 

2 Not close 

3 Quite close 

4 Very close 
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A5. Summary Statistics 

Variable n Mean S.D. Min 0.25 Mdn 0.75 Max 

age 2271 51.83 19.12 15 37 52 67 94 

pc1_trust_others 2260 0 1.39 -4.93 -0.87 0.02 0.9 3.76 

income 1797 5.08 3.04 1 2 5 8 10 

social_class 2226 5.48 1.64 0 5 5 7 10 

education 2198 2.3 1.05 1 2 2 3 4 

political_interest 2281 1.38 0.96 0 1 1 2 3 

partisanship 2239 1.26 1.43 0 0 0 3 4 

voted 2169 0.72 0.45      

gender 2286 0.57 0.49      

age2 2271 3051.53 2013.51      

partnership 2285 0.53 0.5      

widowed 2279 0.11 0.31      

separated 2279 0.13 0.34      

rural 2284 0.21 0.41      

urban 2284 0.31 0.46      

ethnic_minority 2271 0.08 0.27      

immigrant 2286 0.12 0.32      

television 2206 0.24 0.43      

social_embeddedness 2276 0.23 0.42      

union 2274 0.41 0.49      

roman_catholic 2267 0.11 0.31      

anglican 2267 0.24 0.42      

low_income 1797 0.28 0.45      

medium_income 1797 0.35 0.48      

employed 2283 0.46 0.5      

retired 2283 0.32 0.47      

secondary_education 2198 0.41 0.49      

vocational_education 2198 0.14 0.35      

tertiary_education 2198 0.2 0.4      

 

Income Freq. Percent Cum. 

1 Under GBP190 271 15.08 15.08 

2 190 - 250 239 13.3 28.38 

3 250 - 310 200 11.13 39.51 

4 310 - 380 139 7.74 47.25 

5 380 - 450 128 7.12 54.37 

6 450 - 540 160 8.9 63.27 

7 540 - 650 156 8.68 71.95 

8 650 - 790 176 9.79 81.75 

9 790-1050 151 8.4 90.15 

10 GBP1050 or more 177 9.85 100 

Total 1,797 100  
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A6. Principal Component Analysis for Composite Trust Variable 

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

ppltrst 2276 5.386204 2.110937 0 10 

pplfair 2268 5.786155 1.938772 0 10 

pplhlp 2274 5.833773 1.943682 0 10 

 

Correlation ppltrst pplfair pplhlp 

ppltrst 1   

pplfair 0.4874 1  

pplhlp 0.4576 0.4665 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Principal components/correlation 

N observations 2260 Trace 3 

N components 1 Rho 0.647 

Rotation: unrotated   

Component Eigenvalue Difference Proportion Cumulative 

Comp1 1.94112 1.39405 0.647 0.647 

Comp2 0.547069 0.035254 0.1824 0.8294 

Comp3 0.511815 . 0.1706 1 

 

KMO measure of sampling adequacy and component scores 

Variable KMO Coefficients PC1 Left Unexplained 

ppltrst 0.6802 0.579 0.3492 

pplfair 0.6745 0.5826 0.3411 

pplhlp 0.6952 0.5703 0.3686 

Overall 0.683   

 

Summary statistics for PC1 trust others 

Mean: 1.20E-09   Min: -4.9324732 

Std. dev: 1.39324   Max: 3.7580569 

Missing: 26/2286     

Percentiles: 10% 25% 50% 75% 90% 

 -1.75732 -0.869315 0.022505 0.902925 1.72648 
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A7. Logistic Regression Results 

 Model 1 Model 2 

voted OR STDE P>|z|  OR STDE P>|z|  

gender 1.382 0.206 0.030 ** 1.360 0.204 0.041 ** 

age 1.069 0.029 0.013 ** 1.077 0.030 0.007 *** 

age2 1.000 0.000 0.193  1.000 0.000 0.118  

partnership 1.581 0.312 0.020 ** 1.524 0.305 0.035 ** 

widowed 2.496 0.895 0.011 ** 2.524 0.928 0.012 ** 

separated 1.738 0.451 0.033 ** 1.644 0.431 0.058 * 

rural 1.145 0.218 0.477  1.172 0.227 0.411  

urban 0.929 0.154 0.658  0.939 0.156 0.706  

ethnic_minority 1.129 0.325 0.675  1.128 0.337 0.686  

immigrant 0.675 0.178 0.136  0.707 0.192 0.201  

television 0.851 0.155 0.375  0.811 0.149 0.254  

pc1_trust_others 1.128 0.061 0.028 ** 1.137 0.063 0.021 ** 

social_embeddedness 0.789 0.129 0.148  0.809 0.134 0.199  

union 1.333 0.209 0.067 * 1.365 0.216 0.049 ** 

roman_catholic 1.999 0.505 0.006 *** 2.099 0.542 0.004 *** 

anglican 1.485 0.281 0.037 ** 1.503 0.288 0.033 ** 

low_income 0.565 0.129 0.012 ** 0.555 0.127 0.010 *** 

medium_income 0.604 0.110 0.005 *** 0.597 0.109 0.005 *** 

employed 1.172 0.230 0.417  1.157 0.228 0.459  

retired 1.681 0.545 0.109  1.861 0.623 0.063 * 

social_class 1.065 0.050 0.184  1.059 0.051 0.236  

secondary_education 1.280 0.261 0.226  1.286 0.265 0.222  

vocational_education 1.498 0.389 0.119  1.549 0.406 0.095 * 

tertiary_education 1.976 0.538 0.012 ** 1.982 0.541 0.012 ** 

political_interest 2.173 0.193 0.000 *** 2.134 0.191 0.000 *** 

partisanship 1.298 0.073 0.000 *** 1.297 0.073 0.000 *** 

_cons 0.023 0.017 0.000 *** 0.022 0.016 0.000 *** 

N 1549    1539    

Log-Lik. intercept only -891.057    -881.788    

Log likelihood -639.630    -632.778    

LR chi2(26) 502.85    498.02    

Prob > chi2  0.000    0.000    

McFadden's R2 0.282    0.2824    

McFadden's adjusted R2 0.252    0.252    

ML (Cox-Snell) R2: 0.277    0.276    

Cragg-Uhler(Nagelkerke) 

R2: 0.406    0.405    

McKelvey & Zavoina's 0.443    0.443    

Efron's R2: 0.322    0.322    

Variance of y*: 5.909    5.92    

Variance of error: 3.29    3.29    

Count R2 0.813    0.816    

Adjusted Count R2 0.288    0.292    

AIC used by STATA 1333.260    1319.555    

BIC used by STATA 1477.585    1463.705    



JASMIN DROEGE  VOTING BEHAVIOUR IN THE UK 

25 
 

A8. Hosmer and Lemeshow's Goodness-of-Fit Test 

Group Prob Obs_1 Exp_1 Obs_0 Exp_0 Total 

1 0.321 33 31.4 122 123.6 155 

2 0.5162 61 65.5 94 89.5 155 

3 0.6542 90 92 65 63 155 

4 0.7608 110 110.6 45 44.4 155 

5 0.8354 132 124.1 23 30.9 155 

6 0.8858 128 133.6 27 21.4 155 

7 0.9226 148 140.5 7 14.5 155 

8 0.9498 141 145.2 14 9.8 155 

9 0.9717 151 148.9 4 6.1 155 

10 0.9956 149 151.3 5 2.7 154 

Number of observations  1549    

Number of groups   10    

Hosmer-Lemeshow chi2(8) 13.86    

Prob > chi2   0.0855    

 

A9. Model Misspecification Test 

voted Coef. Std. Err. P>|z|  

_hat 1.0283 0.0795 0.000 *** 

_hatsq -0.0172 0.0333 0.605  

_cons 0.0153 0.0869 0.861  

N 1549    

Log likelihood -639.50    

LR chi2(2) 503.12    

Prob > chi2 0    

Pseudo R2 0.2823    

 

A10. Multicollinearity Test 

Variable VIF SQRT-VIF Tolerance R-Squared 

gender 1.09 1.05 0.9136 0.0864 

age 41.42 6.44 0.0241 0.9759 

age2 46.27 6.8 0.0216 0.9784 

partnership 2.38 1.54 0.4194 0.5806 

widowed 1.96 1.4 0.5107 0.4893 

separated 1.93 1.39 0.5186 0.4814 

rural 1.15 1.07 0.8672 0.1328 

urban 1.19 1.09 0.8406 0.1594 

ethnic_minority 1.26 1.12 0.7909 0.2091 

immigrant 1.27 1.13 0.7862 0.2138 

television 1.16 1.08 0.8644 0.1356 

pc1_trust_others 1.19 1.09 0.8409 0.1591 

social_embeddedness 1.06 1.03 0.9402 0.0598 

union 1.23 1.11 0.8121 0.1879 

roman_catholic 1.07 1.03 0.9336 0.0664 
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anglican 1.14 1.07 0.8788 0.1212 

low_income 2.16 1.47 0.4627 0.5373 

medium_income 1.56 1.25 0.6429 0.3571 

employed 2.3 1.52 0.4349 0.5651 

retired 3.88 1.97 0.2578 0.7422 

social_class 1.24 1.11 0.8057 0.1943 

secondary_education 2.1 1.45 0.4755 0.5245 

vocational_education 1.72 1.31 0.5799 0.4201 

tertiary_education 2.46 1.57 0.4068 0.5932 

political_interest 1.4 1.18 0.7132 0.2868 

partisanship 1.19 1.09 0.8386 0.1614 

Mean VIF 4.88    

 

A11. Auxiliary Regressions for Sources of Multicollinearity 

age Coef.  age2 Coef.  

age2 0.01 *** age 96.46 *** 

partnership 2.33 *** partnership -176.91 *** 

widowed 0.73 ** widowed 41.94  

separated 2.49 *** separated -167.48 *** 

rural 0.25  rural -18.74  

urban -0.25  urban 29.26 ** 

ethnic_minority 0.93 *** ethnic_minority -107.97 *** 

immigrant -0.03  immigrant 15.63  

television -0.05  television 22.22  

pc1_trust_others -0.06  pc1_trust_others 11.45 ** 

social_embeddedness -0.25  social_embeddedness 21.29  

union 0.86 *** union -58.74 *** 

roman_catholic 0.16  roman_catholic -8.28  

anglican 0.17  anglican 1.41  

low_income 0.62 *** low_income -49.89 ** 

medium_income 0.30 * medium_income -25.40  

employed 1.30 *** employed -109.95 *** 

retired -1.52 *** retired 338.54 *** 

social_class -0.07  social_class 10.31 ** 

secondary_education 0.04  secondary_education -48.57 ** 

vocational_education 0.48 * vocational_education -96.85 *** 

tertiary_education 0.17  tertiary_education -79.89 *** 

political_interest 0.17 * political_interest -14.25 * 

partisanship 0.12 ** partisanship -7.44  

_cons 20.26 *** _cons -1857.44 *** 

N 1593  N 1593  

F(24, 1568) 2639.75  F(24, 1568) 2953.13  

Prob > F 0.00  Prob > F 0.00  

R-squared 0.98  R-squared 0.98  

Adj. R-squared 0.98  Adj. R-squared 0.98  

Root MSE 2.76  Root MSE 277.15  
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A12. Residual and Leverage Plots 

(i) Standardized Pearson residual plot against probability and observation number 

 

(ii) Deviance residual plot against probability and observation number 

 

(iii) Leverage plot against probability and observation number 
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A13. Overview on Negative and Positive Outliers 

  Negative outliers (voted predicted = 1)       Positive (voted predicted = 0) 

Observation 141044 212050 186189 261131 192161 292078 269126 324152 

Leverage 0.001 0.002 0.006 0.003 0.004 0.005 0.008 0.016 

Voted No No No No No No Yes Yes 

Gender Female Male Male Male Female Female Female Male 

Age 67 56 91 52 64 64 26 25 

Family Status Partnership Partnership Widowed Partnership Partnership Partnership Single Single 

Urban/rural Town Town Urban Town Town Town Town Town 

Ethnic minority          

Immigrant      X   X 

Television X  X       

PC trust others 0.56 0.58 0.00 0.29 0.57 2.02 -2.09 -0.86 

Social embeddedness     X  X  

Union X X X       

Roman Catholic   X      X 

Anglican     X     

Income High High Low High High High Low Low 

Employment Retired Employed Retired Employed Retired Employed Employed Other 

Social class 6 7 7 6 7 6 1 4 

Education Tertiary Tertiary Primary Tertiary Secondary Tertiary Secondary Secondary 

Political interest Very Very Quite Very Quite Very  Not at all Not at all 

Partisanship Quite close Quite close Very close Quite close Quite close Quite close Not close Not close 
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A14. Overview on Influential Observations 

  Influential observations (leverage > 0.054i)              

Observation 147199 279190 282152 190116 160093 104026 250068 323188 299040 204040 

Leverage 0.072 0.072 0.066 0.064 0.059 0.059 0.059 0.057 0.055 0.055 

Voted Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes No No No 

Gender Female Female Male Male Female Female Male Male Female Female 

Age 88 31 52 69 83 43 44 85 42 59 

Family Status Separated Single Partnership Single Partnership Single Separated Single Single Widowed 

Urban/rural Urban Rural Urban Urban Urban Rural Rural Rural Urban Rural 

Ethn. 

minority  X X   X X  X  

Immigrant X X  X     X  

Television X    X X X X   

PC trust oth. -1.17 1.70 2.89 -4.06 0.56 -3.74 -3.24 -0.82 0.87 -3.18 

Neg soc embd   X   X   X X 

Union   X X   X   X 

Rom. 

Catholic  X      X   

Anglican X      X  X X 

Income Low High Medium Low Low Medium Low Low Medium Low 

Employment Retired Employed Retired Retired Other Employed Other Retired Other Other 

Social class 5 1 4 0 6 1 3 5 8 3 

Education Secondary Vocational Secondary Primary Primary Secondary Primary Primary Vocational Secondary 

Polit. interest Not at all Not at all Not at all Hardly Hardly Quite Hardly Not at all Hardly Not at all 

Partisanship Not close Not close Not close Quite close Not close Not close Not close  Not close Not close Not close 

 

i Mean leverage = 0.0174306; cut-off defined as 3*0.018 = 0.054 

                                                           


