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Socio-Economic Status and Non-Voting
A Cross-National Comparative Anayss

ABSTRACT

This sudy examines the rdaionship between soco-economic satus and nortvating usng data
from the firg module of the Comparative Study of Electord Systems project,. SES influences non
voting in dl countries induded in the fird module, regardiess of economic, political or inditutiona
characterigics. The srength and patterns of the relaionship between SES and non-voting vary cross
nationdly. The main finding is that four SES variables are conggently relaed to nonvoting even after
contextud factors, like economic conditions, dectord higory (whether a new or consolidated
democracies), eectord rules, and party systems are taken into account, low SES is till associated with

non-vating.

I ntroduction

The vast mgority of research on eectord behavior is based on vating (or non-voting) peatterns
in asngle country, and often, in agngle dection. The Comparative Study of Electord Sysems project
(CSES) represents an important collaborative effort that provi des researchers with a vauable new tool
for undertaking cross-national andlyses of voting behavior.  Indeed, the CSES data have sgnificant
advantages over other available cross-nationd data sets used for making cross-naiond generdizations
about voting behavior. This paper draws on the first module of the CSES to examine the question: To
what extent do SES factors explain non-voting in eighteen countries? The andlyss is exploratory and

proceeds in two stages. The first sage uses CSES individud level datato probe variaions in the extent



to which SES factors do, or do not, “facilitate’ voting. The second stage of the andlyd's introduces
contextud factors as controls and explores whether, and to what extent, key SES variables remain as

ggnificant predictors after avariety of macro economic and inditutiond variables are taken into account.

The CSES Data

The firs module of the CSES now indudes data from Argentina® Augrdia, the Czech
Republic, Germany, Hungary, Japan, |sradl, Lithuania? Mexico, Netherlands, New Zedland, Norway,
Poland, Romania, Spain, Tawan, the Ukraine, the United Kingdom and the United States. Datafrom
the 1997 Canadian Election Study, which will soon be added to the CSES module, are dso included in
the fallowing andyss

The CSES project contains a number of important festures that enhance the rdiability of
comparative dectora research. Firg, the CSES items are explicitly designed to improve the rdiability
of the crossndiond andyds of voting behavior. Election sudies have been undertaken in most
advanced indudtrid gtates for severd decades but cross nationd comparisons with these data confront
sgnificant obstacles because even where researchers have amed to explore the same concepts there
have been sgnificant cross-nationd variations in the wording of the questionnaire items tgpping those
concepts. Added to the difficulties associated with variations in question wording are cross-nationa
vaiaions in the protocals for coding Smilar items. The introduction of standardized question wordings
for common items, particularly with the SES items, Sgnificantly improves the rdiability of cross-nationd
collaborative research as does adherence to shared coding procedures.

A second clear advantage of the CSES project concerns the use of datafrom national dection

dudies. The rddivey few avalable cross-nationd comparative sudies of voter turnout sometimes rely



on data that in some respects may be regarded as atypicd. For example, a number of the previous
“benchmark” dudies of compardive voting behavior have had to rely on data from the European

Election Studies (EES) 1989 and 1994 (Ddton 1996; Franklin 1996; Franklin and Eijck, 1996;

Oppenhius 1995)2 The indications are, however, that voting behavior in the European Parliament

dections may well be dgnificantly different from voting behavior in nationd dections (Eijck, Franklin and
Marsh 1996; Ref and Schmitt 1980). The levels of voter turnout in EP éections, for example, are
typicdly sgnficantly lower than those from the nationd eections of the same countries (See Table 1).

Governing parties generdly do not fare aswell in EP dections and smdler parties often do better in EP
eections than they do in nationd dections (Eijck, e. d. 1996). It is not entirdly deer, then, thet the
moativations for vating (or nat) in EP dections are the same as those that gpply to nationd dections
(Eijck, Franklin and Marsh 1999). The CSES project dlows us to make direct comparative andyses of
voting behavior in nationd dections

[Table 1 about her€]

A third and rdaed issue concerns the time lags between dections and data collection. Some
cross-nationd dudies of voting behavior (for example, Powell 1986) rely on data from such cross
naiond public opinion surveys as the Political Action Sudy (Barnes, et. d. 1979) or the
Eurobarometer surveys  These data are vaugble from a number of vantage points but from the
pergoective of voting behavior they neverthdess confront the problem that the data used for the andyss
were sometimes being gathered years removed from the most recent nationd ection. As such, the data
have to be interpreted cautioudy because the likelihood is thet they are susceptible to problems of recall
and socid desrability effects Voting tends to be over-reported (Granberg and Holmberg 1991;

Anderson and Silver 1991; Swaddle and Hesth, 1989; Silver, Abramson and Anderson 1986). The



CSES project, by contragt, relies on data collected in the immediate aftermath — usually within afew
weeks- of the nationd dections and o they are likely to contain more rdliable respondent reporting of
voting and non-voting. By the same token, the evidence is that CSES data dso tend to under-report
nonvoting. (The detalls of data collection areincluded in Appendix A).

Findly, the data induded in this fird module of the CSES are paticularly useful in another
noteworthy respect; they include dection data from a very diverse sat of countries that exhibit sgnificant
vaiaions in aggregate wedth and didribution, regime dructures, and eectord rules. Earlier cross-
national studies often rely on data from advanced industriadl states” Asaresult, thereislittle variancein
the form of government and such other important contextud factors as economic performance. The first
module of the CSES does not yet have data from al of the countries included in the project, but there
are a aufficent st of varied cases avallable to dlow us to make exploratory comparisons across a
raively wide variety of regions, including both consolidated and newer democracies, presdentid and

parliamentary regimes, consensus and mgoritarian governments.

Socio-Economic Status® and Non-voting

Non-vating is an individud, micro-level phenomenon (Lane and Errson 1990). Citizens make a
conscious decison to vote or abdtain. Fortunatdy, mogt people vote. Even in countries with high
proportions of nonvoters, the mgority of dtizensin mog dates vote in naiond dections (Table 1). The
exceptiona behavior that we want to account for here is nontvoting. To explain nortvaoting, we must
examine individud characteridics. Electora rules and indtitutional arrangements undoubtedly do have

some effect on levels of turnout. But if "turnout” could be whally explained by structurd factors, then



there would be no peatterns in the persond characteristics of non-voters. The weight of evidence is
however, that nonvoters are concentrated in particular pockets of society.

Individud-level explanations of dectord behavior typicaly argue that non-voting is determined
by a combination of fadilitative and mativationd factors (most recently Franklin 1996; Ddton 1996;
Oppenhius 1995; Verba et. d. 1995). "Mativaiond" factors include ideology, politicd attitudes and
such basic orientations as efficacy whereass "fadilitative” factors refer to those dements that influence
politica behavior in ways "irrepective of motivations' (Oppenhius 1995). Politica participation is more
difficult for some people then for others, regardiess of ther interest in politics The weight of evidenceis
that greater access to particular resources, such as higher levels of income or education, facilitates
participation (Franklin 1996; Oppenhius 1995; Verba et. d. 1995; Verbaet. d. 1978; Verba and Nie,
1972). Conversdly, those without these kinds of resources are less likely to participate in palitics. There
are dso indirect and reciproca effects associated with high SES. Verba and Nie (1972) demondrate
that high SES hes amoativationd "effect of 'civic atitudes conducive to participetion:  attitudes such as
the sense of efficacy, psychologica involvement with palitics and a feding of obligation to participate’”
(13).

Findings from cumulative resserch sources suggest that each of these sodio-demographic

indicatorsis related to voting behavior in sysematic ways

(1) Frg, alarge body of research indicates thet there is a robust correlation between agewith
eectord turnout: voting generdly increases with age (Ddton 1996; Franklin 1996; Topf 1995; Powell
1986; Crewe 1981).° In some casssit has been shown that when ageis controlled, the effects of other

SES predictors become inggnificant (Norris 1991; Wolfinger and Rosenstone 1980). The prevalling



explanation for the negative rdaionship between age and vating is that younger people tend to be less
stled (dngle and geographicaly mobile) than older people, and less involved in palitics (Oppenhius
1995). And politica attachments and interests accumulate with age (as one begins to pay taxes,

becomes a parent or a homeowner, the effects of government policy become apparent). Higher levels
of nonvating among the young may be evidence of such life-cycle effects (Daton 1995).

Ha: Al Non-voting is negatively associated with age, after other SES
facilitating factors are controlled.

(2) Education is aso repestedly shown to be an important predictor of voting (Daton 1996;
Franklin 1996; Oppenhius 1995; Topf 1995; Verba et. d. 1995; Teixiera 1992). The impact of
education on vating behavior is usudly characterized in two ways Frg, with higher leves of formd
education dtizens gain cognitive skills and the accumulaion of these ills has the effect of lowering
barriers to paticipation. When voting regulaions are more complicated and the act of vating itsdf,
therefore, may require greater cognitive skills (Verba et. d. 1978). Second, citizens with higher levels
of formal education are aso more likdly to have been sodidized to embrace those civic norms thet place
ahigher vdue on paticipation (Nie, Junn and Siehlik-Barry 1996).

Ha: A2 Non-voting is negatively associated with education, after other

SESfacilitating factors are controlled.

(3) Religious involvement is aso associated with the production resources that promote dl
forms of politica participation induding voting (Verba et. d. 1995; Miller and Wattenberg 1984).
Frequency of atendance a religious services has been repeatedly documented as a sgnificant predictor
of American voting behavior (especidly Verba et. d. 1995; Verba et. d. 1995b; Teixiera 1992;

Walfinger and Rosengtone 1980) but that generd finding o goplies to other nationd settings. Franklin



finds that frequent atendance of rdigious services decreases the likelihood of nonvating in British,
German and French dections (1996). There is aso evidence indicating that "frequent churchgoers have
a dronger sense of voting duty” than those not or only loosdy afiliated with a rdigious community
(Oppenhius 1995). Findly, in Some countries, where parties identify with religious communities, degply
religious voters are encouraged to express their support for those parties, and by consequence, are not
expected to number highly among non-voters.

Ha: A3 Non-voting is negatively associated with the frequency of
attendance of religious services, after other SES facilitating
factorsare controlled.

(4) With respect to household income, the prevailing finding is thet those with low leves of
income are more likdy than their wedthier counterparts to aogtain from voting. (Texiera 1992,
Kleppner 1982, Wolfinger and Rosenstone 1980). Wolfinger and Rosenstone (1980) argue thet voters
who are insecure in their basic needs are less interested in politics; they have more pressng concerns.
Consequently, they are less likely to vote than those in more secure income brackets.”

Ha: A4 Non-voting is negatively associated with household income,

after other SES facilitating factors are controlled.

(5) Voating behavior is dso influenced by whether or not voters live in rural or urban regions
(Oppenhius 1995; Wolfinger and Rosengtone 1980). The effects of urban living appear to vary cross
nationaly. American votersin rurd areas, suburbs or cities vote more frequently than do thosein mid-
Szed towns (Verba and Nie 1972). European voters living in cities are, by contradt, less likely to vote
than thosein rurd areas (Oppenhius 1995).

Ha: AS Non-voting is associated with rural or urban residence, after
other SES facilitating factors are controlled.



(6) Then thereis evidence concerning the impact of marital status on voting behavior
(Teixiera 1992, Walfinger and Rosengtone 1980). Single, divorced or widowed individuds are
less likely than married people to vote. The prevailing explangion is that married people are
more settled then those who are naot, they are free to develop political atachments within their
communities, and may fed more obligated to vote (Woalfinger 1980). Cross nationd studies of
voting behavior have rardy induded maritd status as a predictor of norn+voting, but data dravn
from anumber of angle-country studies would lead one to expect:

Ha: A6 Non-voting is negatively associated with marriage, after other

SESfacilitating factors are controlled.

(7) Aswith rdigiousidentification, there are d 0 reasons to bdieve that union membership has
a "mobilizing" effect. Crossnaiond research indicates that union affiliation usualy decreases the
incidence of nontvating (Ddton 1996, Franklin 1996).  Individuds may develop atachments to
politica parties that are affiliated with the union to which they belong, and would be expected to vote as
a conseguence (Daton 1996).

Ha: A7 Non-voting is negatively associated with union affiliations, after other
SESfacilitating factors are controlled.

(8) Gender is dso a common predictor of voting behavior (Daton 1996; Oppenhius 1995;
Topf 1995, Powd | 1986, Worcester 1983, Walfinger and Rosenstone 1980). Women apparently, are
more frequently non-voters than are men. Others suggest that gender differences are largdly atributable
to age, education and occupationd composition differences of the two groups. When these are taken
into account, gender differences in voting behavior disgppear (Norris 1987, Crewe 1981; Wolfinger

and Rosengtone 1980). Ddton’s (1996) andys's suggests thet in cross-nationd comparisons, women



are dightly less likdly to vote than men. In some countries, such as Denmark and the Netherlands, the
reverse gppears to hold (Oppenhius 1995; Oppenhius and Eijck, 1990).

Ha: A8 Women are less likely to vote than men, after other SES facilitating
factorsare controlled.

(9) Employment Status has been conceptudly linked to palitical participation, induding voting
behavior, in two different ways  Like maritd datus being in the full-time paid work force is sometimes
taken to Sgnify ameasure of gability that is sufficient to encourage the development of politica atitudes
Employment is dso linked to holding some palitically rdevant skills such as letter writing and attending
meetings that facilitate politica participation (Verbaet. d. 1995b). Thus, the expectation is that citizens
who are not in the paid labor force are more likely to be nonvoters than those who are in the paid
workforce,

Ha: A9 Non-voting is negatively associated with being employed, after other
SESfacilitating factors are controlled.

(10) Findly, our modd incdudes an indication of minority community status® Members of
minority communities, especidly in countries in which political parties represent certain ethnic identities,
may be more likely to participate in electoral politics (del Castillo 1999; Ackaert . d. 1999)° One
might suppose that where the barriers to the formation of political parties are comparatively low, for
indance in some PR sygems or in countries where minority communities are geogrgphically
concentrated, minority community status might encourage voting. On the other hand, where barriers to
the formation of politicd parties are somewhat higher, minority communities fed exduded from the
political process, they may be less likdly to vote than members of the ethnic mgority (Ackaert et. d.
1999). There may dso be differences in the socio-economic resources of mgority and minority

language communities.  For these reasons, one might suppose that minority status influences non-vating.
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Ha: A10 Non-voting is negatively associated with minority community status,
after other SESfacilitating factors are controlled.

Approach and Methods?®

Because the CSES components of the dection survey undertaken in participating countries
contain directly comparable measures and use standardized coding protocols for those measures, we
are better pogtioned to conduct a basic test of each of these hypotheses. The key empiricd research
guegtions in the firg gage of the andysis are: Which hypotheses conggtently hold up in multiple national
stings? And, which do not?

Following standard procedure we estimate the direct effects of these SES factors on non-vating
in each country using logistic regression and rely on the Cox and Snell coefficient of determination (R°),

rather than the Nagelkerke R, to compare how well SES accounts for the variance in nonrvoting, **

Findings

A. GENERAL PATTERNS IN THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SES AND NON-
VOTING

The datareported in Table 2 are somewhat cumbersome; they individudly report the basic SES
modd for each country sngly because we are interested in exploring the extent to which there are
congsgtent cross-nationd patterns between SES and nontvoting.  Following standard procedure, Teble

2 reports the estimated effect of each SES factor on nonvating (log-odds).

[Table 2 about here]
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The primary finding is that there is evidence of common petterns. SES indicators are Sgnificantly
related to nonvoting in every country regardless of subgtantia variations in economic performance and
politicd and inditutiond arangements. By the same token, there are dgnificant cross-nationd
differences in the extent to which SES explains the variance in nonvoting. On average, SES explains
about 9% of the variance in non-vating; these factors explain the mogt variance in the United States, and
the leagt in Audrdia (2%0).

Second, cumulative logidtic regresson andlyss (data not reported here) indicate that four key
vaiables age, education, rdigious attendance and household income- explain most of the variance; they
have conggtent effects on nontvoting in mog of the countriesin the andlyss. Spedificdly,

(1) Age hes dgnificant and conagent effects in dmog dl of the countries indluded in this
module: the likdihood of non voting decresses with age™® In Austrdia, the proportion of nonvotersis
sndl (1%0), and as a result of this limited variance, there are no sgnificant predictors of nonrvating. In
Isradl, when the influence of linguigtic and religious idertity are excluded from the modd, age does exert
a ggnificant negative effect on the likdihood of non-voting. Fndly, the negative relaionship between
age and nonvoting in Romaniais margindly sgnificant (p=0.1), and therefore, does not deviate from
the generd paitern.

Ha: Al Confirmed. Non-voting is negatively associated with age, after

the SESfacilitating factors are controlled.

(2) Education ds0 has a conggent and sgnificant effect on nonrvoting in 11 out of the 18
countries under congderation: Canada, Germany, Hungary, Israd, Mexico, Netherlands, Norway,
Poland, Romania, the United Kingdom and the United States. Non-vating is subgtantidly less frequent

among those who have completed secondary school, and especidly among those who have atended
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post-secondary schoals than those who have little education. These findings are conggtent with other
findings (most recently Daton 1996; Franklin 1996; Oppenhius 1995; Topf 1995; Verbaet. d. 1978).
Ha: A2 Confirmed. Non-voting is negatively associated with education,
after the SES facilitating factors are controlled.

(3) Househald income (measured in quintiles) has datigticdly sgnificant influence on nonrvating
in 9 of the 174° countries induded in this andyss. Canada, Hungary, Japan, New Zedand, Norway,
Poland, Romania, the United Kingdom, and the United States. As hypothesized, hightincome dtizens
are consgently less likely to be non-voters than those in the lowest income quintile. This finding dso
confirms findings from past research (Daton 1995; Oppenhius 1995; Wolfinger and Rosenstone 1980).

Ha: A3 Confirmed. Non-voting is negatively associated with household

income, after the SES facilitating factors are controlled.

(4) FAndly, the influence of frequent atendance of rdigious services on voting behavior is
somewhet less dear than the effects of age, education or income. Religious atendance is Sgnificant in 9
of 16 countries induded in this andyss Germany, Hungary, Mexico, the Netherlands, Poland,
Tawan, Ukraine, the United Kingdom, and the United States. As expected, those who attend religious
savices frequently are less likely to abdtain from vating than those who never attend (Verba et. al.
1995h). Further, those with some religious identifications aso are less likely to abgtain from vating than
those with no rdigious identifications in Canada (Protestants and Cathalics), Germany (Cathalic,
Protestant), Mexico (Catholic), and Spain (Catholic).”

Ha: A4 Confirmed. Non-voting is negatively associated with the

frequency of attendance of religious services, after the SES
facilitating factors are controlled.
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Support for the remaining hypotheses is much less sysemdtic. For instance, there appear to be
no sysematic patterns in the way rurd or urban resdence influences non-voting. Being married
decreases the likdihood of non-vating in only 3 of the countries under consideration (Poland, the United
States and the United Kingdom). Union &ffiliations decreese the likeihood of nonvating in five of the
CSES countries (the Czech Republic, Hungary, the Netherlands, Norway and the Ukraine). Men are
sgnificantly more likely to vote than women in some countries (Hungary, Poland and Romania), though
less likely to vote in Norway. When compared with those not in the labor force, those who are
unemployed or employed part-time ae more likdy to abdan from voting in Hungary and the
Netherlands, while those who are employed full-time in Israd are much more likely to vote than those
not in the labor force.

Ha: A5-9 Not confirmed as a cross-national pattern.

The influence of minority datus is o somewha undear. It is reasonable to suppose thet
members of minority communities may fed exduded from the political system, and o be less likdly to
vote as a consequence. There is evidence conggtent with that interpretation in the case of Israd where
Arabic spesking Igadis are sgnificantly less likdy to vote than others. But, in other countries with
ggnificant communad minorities (eg. New Zedand, Romania, Spain, Tawan, and the Ukraine),
identification with a minority community does not gppear to have a sgnificant effect on nonvoting after
other SES factors are controlled. And in some cases, for ingance, where palitical parties dam that they
pesk for the interests of minority communities, members of minority communities may be more likely to

vote. But the evidence is uneven. In Canada, francophones are more likely to vote than other
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Canadians. However, in Spain, the CSES data indicate that minority status does not gppear to
influence nonvoting, contrary to past research (del Cadtillo 1999).

The initid bagc finding from the individud-leve data is thet though there are few SES factors
that influence nonvoting cross-naiondly, SES does matter in determining non-voting behavior in a
vaiety of contextud setings From these reaults, two ggnificant questions ariser Are these patterns
maintained when the effects of contextud factors are controlled? To what extent does SES influence

non-voting, net the effects of economic, higtoricd and inditutiond variables?

B. THE IMPACT OF CONTEXTUAL FACTORS

So far, the andyss has rdied entirdy on individud level data, but there are strong reasons to
uppose that avariety of sysems-leve characteridtics could be rdated to levels of turnout:

Hrg, there is the argument that economic conditions may have an effect on levels of non-vating.
Powdll (1982) speculates thet in countries with poorly performing economies, citizens may well be less
concerned about palitics and less likely to vote; they have more pressing concerns. At the same time,
“the human development that accompanies [economic] modernization should erhance politica
participation” (Powell 1982, 37). Reatedly, there may aso be reasons to suppose that the distribution
of wedth within a society may have some effect on voter turnout. In countries with a large wedlth gap
and where mog wedth is concentrated in a amdl segment of the population, individuds in the lowest
income groups may fed rdatively powerless and s0 less indined to vote It is not clear whether
aggregate wedth, or its didribution, is related to turnout in alineer way (Blais and Dobrzynska 1998),

but there are & least two dimensions of aggregete economic conditions that warrant investigetion.
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Ha: Bla Aggregate wealth is negatively associated with non-voting, when
the effects of other contextual factors are controlled.

Ha: Blb The distribution of wealth is positively associated with non-
voting, when the effects of other contextual factors are
controlled.

Secondly, there are higorica factors to condder. Consolidated democracies are routindy
diginguished from the newer ones and the firs module of the CSES incdludes 6 countries that quaify as
“new”; they have hdd their firs dections rdaivey recently: the Czech Republic (1990), Hungary
(1990), Poland (1989), Romania (1992), Tawan (1991) and the Ukraine (1994). The thresholds for
disinguishing “new” from “consolidated” democradies™® are neither dear nor precise Bt it is
plausble to suppose that citizens in consolidated democracies have had a more sustained and
continuous experience with the “habit” of voting thanis the case for dtizens in regimes with a briefer
eectord higory of open dectora competition.

Ha: B2 Citizens of new democracies will be more likely to abstain from

voting than citizens of consolidated democracies, when the
effects of other contextual factors are controlled.

A third, and widdy evauated system levd characteridic linked to leves of voter turnout
concerns the impact of dectord rules®™ Here the longstanding expectation, supported by a
condderable body of empirica evidence is that eectord sysems operating under proportiona
representation rules (PR), the levels of non-voting are usudly lower (Powel 1986; Jackman 1986; Blais
and Carty 1990; Jackman and Miller 1995; Franklin 1996; Blais and Dobrzynska 1998). Single
member, Smple plurdity systems (SMSP), by contragt, are usudly associated with higher levels of non

voting. The widdly accepted principle is that SMSP systems are more likdy than PR sygems to
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produce outcomes where there is a greater discrepancy between the proportion of votes received by a
party and the didribution of the seats for parties. And so, SMISP systems are more likdy to be
perceived as producing "unfair” outcomes, more “wasted votes” and so discourage vating (Blais and
Dobrzynska 1998). From thislogic, we would expect
Ha: B3 Citizens of PR systems will be less likely to abstain from voting
than citizens in systems with other electoral rules are, when the
effects of other contextual factors are controlled.

Conventiona wisdom once was that the reason PR sysems experience higher voter turnout
could be explained by the fact that PR rules produce more parties, and more political parties present
voters with a wider sdection of eectord choices (Karp and Banducci 1999).  But the avalable
empiricad evidence supporting the dam is far from dear (Blais and Carty 1990). Indeed, evidence
produced by Jackman and Miller (1995) suggedts that the presence of many parties is associated with
lower turnout, probably because multiparty systems increase the likdihood of codition outcomes,
outcomes that are negotiated by dlites, rather than decided by voters directly (Karp and Banducci
1999). The CSES datadlow usto evauate the impact of the number of parties on voter turnout net the
effects of dectord rules. As Lijphart (1999) suggeds, it is the effective number of parties, and not the
absolute number of parties, that is most vitd because it is the effective number of parties that more
adequately captures the viable choices available to voters. *°

Ha: B4 Citizens in party systems where there are more effective parties will be

less likely to abstain from voting than citizens in party systems with
fewer parties.
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C. COMBINING CONTEXTAL AND FACILITATIVE FACTORS

The typica practice when usng micro-level survey data in predictive modds is to enter SES
fectors before any other variables. But in this andyss, we are more concerned with the influence of
SES, above and beyond the various contextud factors under condderation. For this reason, the
contextud factors are entered into the modd fird, and then the influences of the SES factors are
edimated. Table 3 reports the preliminary modd (Modd 1), where the contextud factors only are
induded. The find modd (Modd 2) combines the contextud and fadilitative factors. This dlows us to
explore both changes in the esimates for the contextud factors and increases in the proportion of

explained variance attributable to SES?°

FINDINGS

Table 3 presents the results of a two-stage set-up which shows the impact of contextud factors
on non-voting for the merged data (Modd 1), and aso shows what impact the sandardized CSES SES
factors have on nonvoting after the effects of contextud factors are controlled (Modd 2).

[Table 3 about here].

As for the results for Modd 1 indicate, most but not al of the contextud factors are sgnificant
predictors of nonvoting. With respect to the economic context, there are two findings There is
evidence confirming earlier research (Blas and Dobrzynska 1998; Powell 1982) that as the levels of
aggregete wedth increase the likdihood of non-vating decreases. The log-odds estimate for the effects
of the didribution of wedth, -0.64, however, points to an unexpected finding: as wedth become more
unequaly digtributed, the likdihood of non-voting decreases. The expectation was that we would find a

postive relaionship (non-voting increases as does the gap between rich and poor). Results from a
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sep-wise modd indicate thet the reationship between wedth digtribution and nonvating is positive until
eectord rules are controlled.  But this interaction is difficult to examine in greeter detall: dectord rules
provide categoricd data while the Gini index is based on interva data. Exploratory andys's, entering
electord rulesin successve modes as dichotomous variables (i.e. PR vs. others SMSP vs. others, etc.)
does not illuminete the nature of this interaction; it seems that al dectord rules have the same
association with the distribution of weslth.

Ha: Bla Confirmed. Non-voting is negatively associated with minority
community status, after the SES facilitating factors are controlled.

Ha: B1b Not confirmed. The distribution of wealth does not have a clear
association with non-voting, when the effects of other contextual
factorsare controlled.

Differences between new and consolidated democracies dso have ggnificant effects on non-
voting. The log-odds coefficient of 0.5 indicates that citizens in new democracies are more than one
and a hdf times more likdly to abstain from vating then citizens in consolidated democracies, after the
effects of economic conditions are controlled.  The hypothess assessng the impact of new versus
consolidated democracies is supported:

Ha: B2 Confirmed. Citizens of new democracies are more likely to

abstain from voting than citizens of consolidated democracies,
when the effects of other contextual factors are controlled.

According to Table 3, dectord rules aso influence nonvating. When compared with SMSP
systems, the odds of non-voting in PR systems are about haf as high (odds coefficient 0.50). In fact, of

al the contextud factors congdered in the mode, PR systlems seem to exert the largest effect on non
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voting. Nortvoting in mixed (corrective or otherwise) or mgoritarian sysems, however, does not
seem to be Sgnificantly different from non-voting in SMISP systems.
Ha: B3 Confirmed. Citizens of PR systems will be less likely to abstain

from voting than are citizens in systems with other electoral
rules, after the effects of other contextual factors are controlled.

The CSES data dso indicate that the number of effective parties dso seems to métter to non-
voting. The likdihood of nonvoting decreases as the effective number of parties increases, and this
finding confirms earlier evidence (Blais and Carty 1990). The log-odds coefficient of —0.23 suggests
that for eech party in a particular system, the odds of nonvoting for each dtizen in that country are
decreased by a factor of 0.79. The dgnificant interpretive point is that these effects hold after party
systems have been taken into account.

Ha: B4 Confirmed. Citizens in party systems where there are more effective
parties will be less likely to abstain from voting than citizens in party
systems with fewer parties.

Together, these contextud factors confirm that economic conditions, a history of participation

through voting, dectord rules and the effective number of paties influence to some degree an
individual’s decison to vote or abgtain. But the question that is more centrd to this paper, however, is

whether individud factors exert an influence on non-voting net the effects of these contextud factors

Discussion

The reaults from the fully specified esimation (Modd 2) indicate that most of the SES fectors

have dgnificant influences on nontvoting, and they work in the expected direction. Frg, older and
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midde-aged ditizens are much less likdly to abogtain from voting than younger citizens. Sgnificantly, old
age (with alog-odds coefficient of —1.31) exerts the largest impact on non-vating of al of the contextud
and fadilitative factors included in the modd.  Second, those with higher levels of forma education are
ggnificantly less likely than others to dostain from voting.  Third, the odds of nonvoting decrease
ubgtantidly as income rises. Findly, while those who atend rdigious sarvices infrequently are less
likdy to abstain from voting, those who “frequently” atend reigious services are no more likdly to vote
than those who never atend. This is a somewhat surprising finding given that the gpparent effects of
frequent attendance of religious sarvices (Table 2) are typicdly sgnificant in the country-by-country
models.

The primary finding, then, is that SES, and particularly age, education, atendance of religious
savices, and household income, continue to influence nontvoting, regardiess of levels of aggregate
economic wedth, dectord higory, eectord rules and number of paties Moreover, it is dear that
these key SES variables dter the effects of the contextud factors reported above. The influence of
aggregate wedth is congderably reduced (from a log-odds coefficient of —0.48 to -0.23) when SES
fectors are consdered. And, the effect of the digtribution of wedth is muted entirdly: the log odds
coefficent becomes inggnificant.

The effects of SES ds0 reshgpe the impact of some of the contextua factors. For example, the
odds of nonvoting in new democracies are increased by a factor of 1.43, when SES is teken into
acocount, which means that, regardless of the SES of individud voters, citizens in new democracies are
much less likdly to vote than citizens of consolidated democracies. Further, the odds of nonvatingin
PR sysems are further reduced by a factor of 0.80, after the SES factors are controlled. The

implication is thet dtizens of regime with PR dectord rules are much less likdly to abgtain from voting
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than citizens of SMSP systems, irrepective of thelr socio-economic gatus, low SES citizens n PR
sysems are more likely to vote than citizens of comparable SESin SMSP systems.

Findly, the influence of the number of parties disgppears when the SES of individud non-voters
is teken into account. This suggests thet the number of options may not be equaly available for to
dtizens. If the effective number of parties continued to exert negative, Sgnificant effects on non-vating,
even when the SES of individud voters was taken into account, one would expect the rdaionship
between SES and nonvoting to weskened in countries with a high numbers of parties However, the
data suggest that only thase of high SES benefit from alarge number of available options. One plausble
reason for this finding is that those with low SES may lack information about more margina parties, or
the motivation to acquire that information. They may be less awvare of the range of parties or options

than those who have high SES voters and who are relatively better informed.

Conclusion

The CSES data provide researchers with a research toal thet is vauable from a variety of
dandpoints. The data are relatively even in the sense that they were collected in the immediate pos-
election environment, and they provide us with standardized indicators and coding protocols. They dso
include a aufficent number of cross-nationd casesthat vary across system level characteridticsto dlow
us to examine more fully how both sysem and individud leve characteridics influence vating and non
vating.

This paper represents an initid exploration of non-vating usng the most recently avallable data

s, and with these datawe are positioned to re-evauate findings about non-vating.
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One centrd findings is that SES influences nontvating in awide variety of economic, politica
and inditutiond settings Citizens with low fadlitetive resources are less likdly to vote than others, and
that finding is conggtent with other crossnationd research results (Ddton 1996; Franklin 1996;
Franklin and van Eijck 1996; Oppenhius 1995; Verbaet. al. 1995, 1995b).

Not surprisngly, there are Sgnificant cross-nationd variaionsin the srength and patterns of the
linkages between SES and non-vating. No sngle SES indicator works in exactly the same way in dll
nationa settings but there is evidence that four SES indicators- age, education, reigious attendance and
income- do generdly work in asgnificant and consgtent direction in multiple settings

The firg module of the CSES data contains 18 usable cases and given that sample sze, there
are reasons to be cautious about drawing conclusons about the impacts of system levd factors on
turnout. But the preiminary evidence is that such contextua factors as aggregate wedth, dectord
higory, dectord rules, and the number of effective parties do have an impact on voter turnout. Thereis
a0 evidence that SES influences nortvoting net the effects of these contextud factors.

There are a number of findings, and non-findings thet dearly merit much doser investigation
with an expanded CSES data set. Fird, the evidence of the relationship between commund plurdism
and voter turnout in undear, and the question of whether commund minority membership, defined by
language, religion or ethnicity, and voter turnout is not setisfactorily answered here. One limitation with
the present CSES data et isthat there are too few casesfor andyss. The same limitation gppliesto the
diginction between voting requirements that are compulsory versus those that are not: Is nonrvatingin
compulsory regimes influenced by the same factors as in countries where vating is voluntary? The

effects of wedth digribution on non-voting dso warants further investigation. The parochid implication
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of these observations is thet it might be useful for partners in the CSES project to congder adding an

expanded array of systemtleve variables to the core CSES data .
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APPENDIX A. METHODS OF DATA COLLECTION
Country Typeof Election Official Date of Survey Methods  Sample Characterigtics Sample
Turnout Election; Size
(Voterd Dates of
VAP Survey
Augralia  Paliamentary 85% 2March Mailback From Audrdian Electord rall: ctizensof 18 years 1,798
1996; or older, randomly sdected from listed, dratified
2 March (by region) sample
24 June
1996
Canada  Paliamentary 6% June 2, Tdephone  RDD, dratified by province. The CSES module 1,800
1997, was included in the second part of the Canadian
Election Study. During the campaign period, a
rolling crosssection of the population was
sanpled daly. These same respondents were
contacted again during the eght weeks following
the dection for indusion in the pos-€dection sudy,
and again, by mall, for the last Sage of the Sudy.
Czech Parliamentary 77% 31 May- Inperson,  Citizens, 18 years or older randomly dretified for 1,229
Republic 1 June and pand regions and size of locdity, then according to
1996; quotas defined by SES characterisicss AND
10 une- willingnessto be re-interviewed, and give address
18 June

1996




Country Typeof Election Official Date of Survey Methods  Sample Char acteristics Sample

Turnout Election; Size
(Voterd Dates of
VAP Survey
Germany Parliamentary 83% 28 Sept, Tdephone  Citizens 18 and over, sampled with RDD 2,019
1998; 28 procedures, and randomly sdected within
Sept.- 17 households.
Oct. 1998

Hungary Parliamentary S% 10May,

1998
| srael Presidentid 85% 29 May Tdephone  Listed sample of respondents 18 years. and older 1,091
and 1996; (citizenship not probed) with listed phone numbers
Parliamentary 13duly-7 (roughly 15% of digible population exduded from
August sample); concern for representetion of the various
1996 cultural minorities

Japan Parliamentary 60% 20 Oct.

1996
Israel Presdentid 85% 29 May Tdephone  Listed sample of respondents 18 years. and older 1,091
and 1996; (citizenship not probed) with listed phone numbers
Parliamentary 13duly-7 (roughly 15% of digible population exduded from
August sample); concern for representation of the various
1996 culturd minorities
Mexico Parliamentary 4% 6 duly

1997




Country Typeof Election  Official Date of urvey Methods  Sample Characterigtics Sample
Turnout Election; Size
Dates of
(Viﬁgdv Survey
Netherlands  Paliamentary 3% 6 May Inpason  Citizens 18 and older by the day of the dection, 2,101
1998; randomly sdected from dectord regiders of
31 gratified sample (based on 4 regions and 5 degree
March- 5 of urbanistion).
May 1998
New Zedland  Paliamentary 83% 12 Oct. Mailback Note that the New Zedand study includes three 1,396
1996; waves. Only the post-dection wave of the sudy
130Oct - wasinduded in thisanalyss
24 Dec.
1996
Norway Paliamentaay  77% 15Nov. In person Citizens 1879, sampled from eectord regigers 2,055
1997 iN109 drata (based on municipdities).
Poland Palianentay  49% 21 Sept. In person Citizens 18 years or older sdlected by probability 2,003
1997 proportionadl to Sze in ddidicd didricts, then
29 Sent. randomly sdlected by address within these didtricts
Oct. 6

1997




Country Typeof Election  Official

Date of Survey Methods  Sample Characterigtics Sample
Turnout Election; Size
Dates of
(VotersV
AP) Survey
Romania Presdentid 78% 3 Nov. In person Citizens 18 years or older wererandomly sdected 1179
and 1996; from dectord lids, from a population dratified
Parliamentary Oct 1996 according to region and the Size of the locdlity.
- ij
1997
Spain Paliamentasy  81% 3March In person Citizens 18 years and older, randomly sdected 1,212
1996; through "random routes'
11
March-16
March
1996
Taiwan Palianentay  76%  March 23 In person 1,200
1996;
Ukraine Paliamentaay  68%  29March In person Citizens less than 75 years old, not randomly 2,315
1998; selected, by quota




Country Typeof Election  Official Date of Survey Methods

Sample Characterigtics Sample
Turnout Election; Size
Dates of
(Vci?:r))slv Survey
United Paliamentay  69% 1 May Sf- Eligible voters 18 years or older, resdent in 2,931
Kingdom 1997; completion  private households in mainland Britain sdected
1May- supplement  from dratified sample of pogd sectors, concerned
29 1y folovingin  for socio-economic group profile, then households
1997 person were randomly sdected by interviewer usng a
interview Kish grid and random numbers
United Presdentid 47%  Nov.1996 In person Stratified random sample of American households
States and Citizensover the age of 18.
Paliamentary

Source Comparative Studies of Electord Systems (2000).



APPENDIX B. NOTESON THE ANALYSIS

B.1

B.2

B.3

L ogistic Regressions (Tables 1-4)

Thisanalysisrelies on logistic regression. Coefficients reported are the log-odds factors,
which indicates the increase (or decrease) in the log-odds of non-voting given a particular
characteristic, relative to the log-odds of non-voting in the reference category for that
trait, when all other SES factors are held constant.

Canadian Sample

Canadian data have not yet been merged with the CSES. However, the 1997 Canadian
Election Study does include the CSES items and will eventually be included in the
merged datafile. The common items from the CES were added to the existing CSES
datafile, so that Canada could be studied in this comparative analysis.

Weights
(1) New Zealand, Poland, Spain, the United Kingdom and the United States

Several weights were included in the first module of the CSES (in file 'cswt0799.por’,
available from ISR). The cases of New Zealand, Poland, Spain, the United Kingdom and
the United States are weighted to correct for sampling procedures, skewed demographic
distributions, etc. With the exception of the New Zealand sub-sample, the application of
these weights made little or no difference in the substantive findings of this analysis. Full
explanations about the construction of the weights are reported in the " Supplementary
Weight File," also available from the ISR.

2 Canada

The Canadian sample was weighted using the Campaign-Period National Weight Number
1, which corrects for the unequal probability of selection at the provincial level (some of
the smaller provinces were over-sampled to allow for regional comparisons) and at the
household level. Please refer to the 1997 Canadian Election Survey: Technical
Documentation (Institute for Social Research, Y ork University, Toronto 1998).



APPENDIX C. CODING AND DISTRIBUTIONS

The complete documentation regarding sandardised coding conventionis reported in the Comparative
Sudies of Electoral Systems, 1996-2000: Micro-Level Codebook.

C.1 TheDependent Variable: Frequency of Non-Voting

Respondent votedRespondent did not vote

AU 99.0% 10%
CDA 69.6% 30.4%
Ccz 89.6% 10.4%
GR 93.0% 7.0%
HU 71.0% 19.0%
IS 91.3% 8.7%
JP 83.7% 16.3%
ME 74.6% 254%
NE 90.8% 9.2%
NZ 79.7% 20.3%
NO 85.9% 14.1%
PO 57.1% 42.9%
RO 89.5% 10.5%
SP 89.9% 10.1%
TA 92.3% 17.7%
UKR 77.0% 23.0%
UK 82.6% 17.4%
USA 71.8% 28.2%

Note: These reported rates of non-voting are somewhat different from officid reports. Officid turnout
rates are included in Appendix A.

C.2a Predictorsof Non-Voting: AgeTertiles

The CSES includes the age of the respondents, in years. To fadilitate andyss, this datawas
sandardised, by country, into tertiles, asfollows:

Young Middle-Aged Older

AU 18-35 36-52 53+
CDA 18-34 3547 48+
Ccz 18-35 36-51 52+
GR 18-35 36-52 53+
HU 18-40 41-59 60+
IS 18-26 27-42 43+
JP 18-42 4357 58+
ME 18-28 29-42 43+

NE 17-34 3550 50+




Young Middle-Aged Older
NZ 18-38 3955 56+
NO 18-34 3550 51+
PO 18-38 3956 57+
RO 18-37 3854 55+
SP 18-32 3354 55+
TA 18-32 3345 46+
UKR 18-35 36-53 54+
UK 18-34 3557 58+
USA 18-37 3855 56+
C.2b Predictorsof Non-Voting: Highest Leve of Education
For amplicity, education was recoded in the following way:

CSES Category I ndicator

None Incomplete Secondary

Incomplete Elementary (Reference)

Complete Elementary

Incomplete Secondary

Complete Secondary Complete Secondary

Trade or Vocationd Incomplete Post- Secondary

Incomplete University Degree

Complete Universty

NOTES

C.2c

% Measure for AU estimated using: a) the respondent's age when left school, and b) highest
qudification snce leaving schooal, and ¢) years of tertiary education.

® Measure for UK Estimated using: &) termina education age, b) current economic activity, and

C) highest educationd qudification.

¢ Regponse category 'trade or vocationd training' not indluded in American survey.

Predictorsof Non-Voting: Attendance of Religious Services and Religious

| dentification

@) Frequency of Rdligious Service Attendance®



CSES Category Indicator

Never Never (Reference)

Once per year Infrequent
2-11 times per year

Once per month Frequent
Two or more times per month

Once per week

NOTES:
& Thisitem was nat incdluded in Canadian or Spanish surveys.
(ii) Rdigious I dentification

Thefallowing table reports rdigious identifications, entered as dummy varigblesin the logigtic
regresson modes (only those which had ggnificant effects on non-voting were reported).
“Other” provided the reference category.

Country Religion I dentified by Respondent

AU Cathalic (29%), Episcopdian (27%), Methodist (12%0), Other religions (9%0),
No religion (16%)

CDA Catholic (44%), Protestant (34%), No rdigion (15%)

Ccz Catholic (45%), No religion (47%)

GR Catholic (25%), Protestant (39%), No religion (35%)

HU Catholic (37%), Presbyterian (12%), No religion (48%)

IS Jewish (87%), Mudim (10%)

JP (Item not included in Japanese study)

ME Cathalic (88%), No reigion (5%)

NE Catholic (28%)

NZ Episcopdian (24%), Catholic (14%), Other religions (10%), No religion (27%)

NO Protestant (100%)

PO Catholic (97%)

RO Eastern Orthodox (89%)

SP Catholic (90%), No religion (9%)

TA Confucianism (71%), Buddhist (8%), Taoism (7%)

UKR Eastern Orthodox (67%), Agnostic (19%), Atheist (6%)

UK Episcopalian (33%), Atheist (30%), Presbyterian (11%), Roman Catholic

(11%), Chrigtian (no denomination given, 5%)
USA Catholic (25%), Baptist (19%), Methodist (9%), No religion (12%)




C.2d Predictorsof Non-Voting: Household Income
The CSES indudes household income data, Sandardised by country in quintiles.
C.2e Predictorsof Non-Voting: Rural/ Urban Resdence

NOTES.
& Thisitem was not induded in either the British or Japanese survey.

®“Suburb;” this response category was not induded in Hungarian, Isradli, Mexican, Canadian
and Ukrainian surveys.

¢“Smadl or mid-sized town:” this response category was not indluded in the Canadian survey.

C2f Predictorsof Non-Voting: Marital Status

CSES Category Indicator

Widowed Not Married
Divorced or Separated (Married  (Reference Category)
but Separated/ Not Living with

Legd Spouse)

Single, Never Married

Married or Living Together as Married
Married

C.2g Predictorsof Non-Voting: Union Affiliation

Thisitem combines CSES v92 and v93, asfollows:

CSES Category Indicator
Not a Union Member, nor is No Union Affiligtions (Reference
anyonein R's household caegory)

R or member of R'shousehold Union Affiliaions
isamember of aunion




C.2h Predictorsof Non-Voting: Gender

Coded smply, Mae (1) and Femde (0).

C.2  Predictorsof Non-Voting: Employment Status

CSES Category Indicator

Student, in schoal, invocationd  Not in Labor Force (Reference
traning Category)

Retired

Housawife, home duties

Permanently dissbled

Others, not in labor force

Unemployed Employed part-time, or

Employed part-time lessthen ~~ UPemployed
15 hours per week

Employed part-time, 15-32
hours per week

Helping family member

Employed full-time, +32 hours ~ Employed full-time
per week

NOTES
# Includes housewives, students, those who are permanently disabled, and others who are not
members of the labor force.

® Includes respondents who are employed |ess than 32 hours per week, and those who are
employed heping afamily member.



Predictorsof Non-Voting: Minority Linguisic Communities

The following are minority linguigtic identities, entered as dummy variablesin the logidic
regressons (reported only when datidicaly sgnificant):

Country L anguage Usually Spoken at Home

CDA French (25%)

IS Arabic (Levantine, 14%), Russian (10%)

NZ Maori (3%; Stetistics New Zedand reports the Maori population to be
goproximately 15%, 1996)

RO Hungarian (5%)

SP Catalan (11%), Gdician (5%)

TA Chinese (Mandarin, 28%)

UKR Russian (49%)




Notes

! Severd SESfactors, ind uding age, income, etc. are missing from the Argentinean data. As aresult,
Argentinais not included in thisandyss.

2 Lithuanian vote data are not available, and so Lithuania is not included in this analysis.

% Franklin indicates that he uses Eurobarometer 41.1 (EES, 1994), however it is unclear whether
“vote” measures votes cast in the European Parliament eection, or in the last national election.

4 Powdl's (1986) andyss includes the Audria, Canada, Finland, Italy, West Germany, the
Netherlands, the United Kingdom and the United States. Oppenhius (1995) studied only the European
Community countries. Daton (1996) included Germany, France, the United Kingdom and the United
Sates. Franklin's (1996) study is the broadest, including Belgium, Bulgaria, Denmark, Czech Republic,
Egtonia, France, lcdand, Irdand, Itdy, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, Poland, Spain, the United Kingdom and the United States.

® Although * SES traditionally refers to income, education and occupation, in this discussion it will
include adl of the facilitative factorslisted in this part of the discusson.

® Niemi and Barkan (1987) have shown that the reverse effect may hold in transitional democracies,
like Kenya and Turkey. Under some politica circumstances, younger people may be more trusting of
electord poalitics, and consequently are more likely to vote.  In consolidated democracies, some have
found a curvilinear relationship between age and non-voting: non-voting is more frequent among the young
and the ederly than among the middle-aged, though it generdly decreases with age (Wolfinger and
Rosenstone 1980; Milbraith and Goel 1977; etc.). Asde from the impact of infirmity, others attribute the
higher leves of non-voting among older cohorts to lower levels of education (Wolfinger and Rosenstone
1980; Verba and Nie 1972).

" To avoid the complications posed by absolute income levels the CSES messure of income is
categorized into quintiles for each country.

8 Here "language spoken a home" is used to indicate identification with a linguistic community (i.e.
Quebecois in Canadg).  Only those communities with linguistic minorities exceeding 5% of the
respondents are included in this andysis.

°De Castillo (1999) finds that turnout rates for national elections between 1977-1993 differ
consderably among Spain’s minority communities. Further, the presence of naiondist parties like the
Basgue Nationd Party encourage turnout, even in the European Elections, where these parties are not
likely to gain influence over the decison making process (del Cadtillo 1999, 259). Ackaert et. a. (1999)
found both the turnout rate and voting behavior generaly to vary among the minority communitiesin
Belgium. These differences are attributed to variationsin the party system, particularly to differencesin
the salience of eections.

19 Details of methods, including the use of weights, are reported in Appendix B.

1 Usually, the Nagelkerke R? iis reported as a measure of explained variance when using logistic
regresson models. The Nagelkerke measure builds upon the Cox and Snel, by reporting the proportion of
the total possible explained variance atributable to the specified modd (the maximum vaue for a Cox and
Sndll R is dependent on the specifications of the model and especially the distribution of the sample).
Under some circumstances, the Nagelkerke measure can be misleading. For example, the Nagelkerke R?
value for thismodd for Audraiais 16%, as opposed to the Cox and Snell measure, 2%. Asit turnsout,
the maximum R? for Austrdiais only 11%. The maximum R? value varies considerably among the
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countriesincluded in this study (because the characterigtics of the national samples with regards to non-
voting vary consderably), it is very difficult to interpret the relative strengths of the models in explaining
vaiance in non-voting. Further, asin the case of Australiaand afew other countries, the Nagelkerke R?
reports large proportions of explained variance when there is little variance to explain. When logistic and
OLS models are compared, the Cox and Snell R? consistently matches the Adjusted R? in relative
strength with cross-national comparison. This would suggest that the Cox and Snell R? may be amore
reliable measure for cross-national comparisons. When the merged modd is used, the maximum R? value
is constant across the models, and the Nagelkerke R is reported.

12 These findings do not indicate the curvilinear relationship found by Wolfinger and Rosenstone
(1980). However, this could be because age was categorized into tertiles. In most countries, the oldest
age group ranges from mid-50s upwards, with individuds in the 70+ range- the category likely to be
effected by infirmity.

3 Thisitem is not included in the CSES data for Mexico or Germany.
4 This item is not incdluded in the CSES data for Canada, Japan, or Spain.
1> Ukrainians who are Atheist and Agnostic are dso more likely to vote.

16 Here "democracy” refers only to the presence of elected governments, without judgement on the
qudity of the dection itsalf. With the exception of Mexico and the Ukraine, dl of these countries received
aranking of '"1' or '2' by Freedom House (1998) with regards to political rights, indicating a ‘free and
democratic political system. Both Mexico and the Ukraine received aranking of '3, and were determined
to be 'partly free.

7 Following Lijphart (1999), new "democracies' are distinguished from the old in that they have less
than twenty years of eected government.

8 This follows Blas and Dobrzynskas (1998) modification of Powel's list: they referred to
"condtitutiona arrangements' rather than "ingtitutions” Arguably, emphasis on dectord inditutionsis more
appropriate.

19 The number of effective partiesis entered as a covariate with nonvoting. Where possible, the
effective number of parties, as reported in Lijphart (1999) isused. Otherwise, it was calculated from vote
data reported by IDEA (Laasko and Taagepera 1979).

2 Note that because the maximum R2 vaue is constant across both models, and reliable comparisons
can be made, the Nagelkerke R value i's reported as a measure of explained variance.
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Table 1. The Discrepancy between National and EP Election Turnout

Country Turnout Rates Difference between
European National EP and National
Parliament Parliamentary Turnout
Elections ? Election P
Austria 49% 79% +30%
Belgium ¢ 95% 91% -4%
Denmark 50% 83% +33%
Finland 30% 71% +31%
France 47% 60% +13%
Germany” 45% 72% +27%
Greece 70% 76% +6%
Ireland 51% 67% +16%
Italy 71% 87% +16%
L uxembourg © 90% 87% -3%
Netherlands® 30% 75% +45%
Portugal 40% 79% +39%
Spain ¢ 64% 81% +13%
Sweden 38% 84% +46%
United Kingdom d 24% 69% +45%

& Source: Elections and Electoral Systems (www.psr.keele.ac.uk/election.html).

b Source: IDEA (1997). Data reported are proportions of votes cast per voting age
population. Where there are compulsory voting requirements, proportions are of registered
voters.

¢ In these countries, voting in both national and European elections is compulsory.

4 These countries are included in the CSES data set.




Table 2.

SES Predictors of Non-Voting

United States Poland Canada Hungary Israel Ukraine
B SE. B SE. B SE. B SE. B S.E. B SE.
Age Young
Middle Aged -0,57 **  (0,16) -0,53 ** (0,13) -0,37 **  (0,15) -0,64 ** (0,16) -0,08 (0,43) -053* (0,22
Older -1,74 **  (0,23) -1,01 ** (0,17) -1,33 **  (0,18) -0,97 ** (0,22) -0,81 (0,50) -1,23 **  (0,31)
Education Little or No Education
Complete Secondary -0,90 **  (0,20) -0,80 ** (0,14) -0,39 ** (0,18) -0,83 ** (0,18) 0,69  (0,44) 024  (0,28)
Some Post-Secondary -1,90 **  (0,21) -1,20 ** (0,20) -0,94 **  (0,17) -1,45 ** (0,26) -0,93 (0,45) 0,03 (0,28)
Religious Attendance Never
At least Once per Year -0,30 (0,23) -0,61 (0,32) NA -0,33 ** (0,15) -0,46 (0,44) -0,40 (0,22)
At least Once per Month -0,82 **  (0,19) -1,47 ** (0,31) NA -0,65 ** (0,24) 0,74  (0,49) -1,07 ** (0,33)
Income Quintile Lowest Quintile
Second Quintile -0,15 (0,28) -0,15 (0,19) -051* (0,22 -0,19 (0,21) 0,55 (0,49) 0,09 (0,29)
Third Quintile -0,37 (0,24) -0,22 (0,18) -048*  (0,21) -045 *  (0,22) 0,26 (0,55) -0,04 (0,30)
Fourth Quintile 0,37 (0,24) -037  (0,19) -0,91 **  (0,15) -0,61 ** (0,23) 0,04  (0,66) 0,17 (0,30)
Highest Quintile -0,89 **  (0,30) -042 *  (0,20) -0,84 **  (0,13) -0,26 (0,23) 0,36 (0,64) 0,27 (0,30)
Place of Residence  Rural
Town 0,29 (0,39) -023* (0,14) NA 023 (0,14 013  (0,51) 0,75 ** (0,25)
Suburb 0,75 (0,39) 011  (0,21) NA NA NA
City -1,28*  (0,40) -0,24 (0,15) 0,10 (0,13) -0,25 (0,21) 0,89 (0,56) 0,21 (0,27)
Marital Status Not Married
Married -0,80 **  (0,15) -0,48 ** (0,12) -0,19 (0,12) -0,14 (0,15) -0,46 (0,39) -0,15 (0,20)
Union Affiliation No Affiliation
Membership or Household -044* (0,20 028  (0,15) 0,03 (0,19) -0,62 ** (0,19) 002  (0,35) -045* (0,20
Gender Female
Male 0,13 (0,15) -0,55 ** (0,12) 0,01 (0,16) -031* (0,13) 0,53 (0,40) -0,33 (0,20)
Employment Status  Not in Labor Force
Part-time or Unemployed 0,29 (0,23) 0,03  (0,18) -0,06 (0,27) 048 * (0,24) 010  (0,44) 0,27 (0,27)
Employed Full-time 0,03 (0,21) 016  (0,15) 0,34 (0,25) 025  (0,18) -1,43 ** (0,47) -0,05 (0,26)
Kelgious
Denomination (Specific to country) 0,83 ** (0.25)° -094* (0.33)°
0,66 ** (0.16)° -1,03*  (0.37)°
Minority Community (Specific to country) -0,62 ** (0.16) © 3,17 ** (1,04)
2,21 ** (0,49 2,64 ** (0,43) 1,48 **  (0,31) 093 * (046) -3,56 (1,36) 0,23 (0,51)
Constant
Variance Explained 19% 14% 11% 11% 10% 9%
% Non-Voters 28% 43% 31% 29% 8% 23%
N 1385 1681 1581 1388 554 813
a Protestant c. Agnostic "No religion”
b. Catholic d. Atheist

Note: Logistic regression coefficients (log-odds) predict non-voting. *p<0.05, **p<0.01.

Source: CSES Module 1.



Table 2. SES Predictorsof Non-Voting

Norway Germany United Kingdom Japan Czech Republic Mexico
B SE. B SE. B S.E. B SE. B SE. B S.E.

Age Young

Middle Aged -0,59 ** (0,18) -0,64 ** (0,25) -0,54 **  (0,14) -0,81 ** (0,23) -0,51 (0,29) -0,73 ** (0,14)

Older -1,39 ** (0,21) -1,00 *  (0,27) -1,24 **  (0,20) -1,57 ** (0,30) -1,17 **  (0,35) -1,19 ** (0,15)
Education Little or No Education

Complete Secondary 0,06 (0,17 -0,86 ** (0,30) 0,24 (0,21) 032  (0,28) -0,41 (0,41) -0,55 ** (0,16)

Some Post-Secondary -0,56 ** (0,22) -0,51 (0,36) -030*  (0,16) -0,11 (0,31) -0,51 (0,29) -0,64 ** (0,15)
Religious Attendance Never

At least Once per Y ear -0,56 *  (0,25) -0,68 **  (0,18) NA 0,14 (0,30)

At least Once per Month 029  (0,19) -1,10 ** (0,39) -0,63 ** (0,21) NA -1,45 (0,76) 0,67 ** (0,12)
Income Quintile Lowest Quintile

Second Quintile -0,24 (0,22) NA -055*  (0,19) -053*  (0,27) -0,61 (0,43) NA

Third Quintile -0,60 *  (0,27) NA -0,30 (0,20) -061* (0,29) 0,09 (0,37) NA

Fourth Quintile -0,67* (0,30 NA 41,02 **  (0,24) -1,38 ** (0,36) -0,49 (0,41) NA

Highest Quintile -0,77 *  (0,34) NA -0,43 (0,23) -0,90 ** (0,32) -0,64 (0,45) NA
Place of Residence  Rural

Town 0,08  (0,18) 028  (0,33) NA NA 0,40 (0,32) 004  (0,18)

Suburb 017  (0,19) 0,04  (0,25) NA NA 0,91 **  (0,35) NA

City -052*  (0,22) -0,10 (0,29) NA NA 0,39 (0,48) -0,19 (0,18)
Marital Status Not Married

Married -0,27 (0,20) -0,50 (0,21) -0,37 **  (0,20) NA -0,41 (0,26) 0,10 (0,13)
Union Affiliation No Affiliation

Membership or Household -030* (0,15) 018 (0,23 0,21 (0,19) 032 (0,32 -061* (0,28) 007  (0,19)
Gender Female

Male 0,40 ** (0,15) 0,03 (0,20) -0,02 0,27) -0,14 (0,21) -0,17 (0,24) 0,10 (0,14)
Employment Status  Not in Labor Force

Part-time or Unemployed 025  (0,23) 0,08  (0,30) 0,19 (0,21) 011 (0,37 0,06 (0,44) 020  (0,28)

Employed Full-time 007  (0,21) 030  (0,25) 0,12 (0,38) 0,02  (0,25) -0,05 (0,30) 019  (0,15)
Relgious
Denomination (Specific to country) -2,44 ** (0.50) " -053 ** (0.19)"

251 ** (0.49)°
2,54 ** (0.50)°

Minority Community (Specific to country)

-049 *  (0,24) 1,37 * (0,57) 1,18 **  (0,31) -0,45 (0,36) -1,47*  (0,71) 0,82 ** (0,29)
Constant
Variance Explained 8% 7% 7% 6% 6% 6%
% Non-Voters 14% 4% 17% 16% 10% 25%
N 1919 1936 2931 934 954 1860

Note: Logistic regression coefficients (log-odds) predict non-voting. *p<0.05, **p<0.01.
Source: CSES Module 1.



Table 2.

SES Predictors of Non-Voting

Netherlands Romania Taiwan Spain New Zealand Australia ***
B SE. B SE. B SE. B SE. B S.E. B S.E.
Age Young
Middle Aged -0,39 (0,23) -0,38 (0,27) -0,78 *  (0,36) -0,50 (0,31) -1,11 ** (0,42) -0,08 (0,67)
Older -0,62 *  (0,27) -0,59 (0,31) -1,24*  (0,44) -1,44 ** (0,43) -1,84 ** (0,52) -0,48 (0,80)
Education Little or No Education
Complete Secondary 063  (047) 015  (0,27) 011  (0,38) 027  (044) 0,16 (0,55) 091 (0,70
Some Post-Secondary -0,70 ** (0,21) -1,80 ** (0,55) -0,41 (0,41) 0,38 (0,34) -0,50 (0,41) -0,64 (0,74)
Religious Attendance Never
At least Once per Y ear -0,11 (0,25) 0,06 (0,38) -1,07 *  (0,49) NA -0,32 (0,45) -0,17 (0,69)
At least Once per Month -0,81 ** (0,31) 013 (0,39 021 (043 NA -0,63 058 -087  (094)
Income Quintile Lowest Quintile
Second Quintile 0,53 (0,29) 0,16 (0,29) 0,21 (0,43) 0,25 (0,43) -0,95 * (0,48) 0,41 (0,88)
Third Quintile 0,51 (0,30) 0,07 (0,36) 0,23 (0,47) 0,22 (0,41) -0,96 (0,50) 0,06 (0,96)
Fourth Quintile 046  (0,36) -1,40 *  (0,58) 037  (0,46) 029  (051) -1,81 099 -135  (1,34)
Highest Quintile -0,29 (0,38) 0,26 (0,41) 0,65 (0,47) 0,13 (0,51) -0,46 (0,59) -0,29 (1,15)
Place of Residence  Rural
Town 004  (0,33) 0,07  (0,38) 068  (041) 0,85 ** (0,30) -0,83 051 -013 (1,20
Suburb 015  (0,28) 012  (0,34) 043  (0,37) 000 (0,53 -1,40 ** (0,52) 085  (0,80)
City 0,18 (0,35) 0,02 (0,29) -0,44 (0,36) -0,08 (0,37) -1,18 ** (0,44) 0,52 (0,74)
Marital Status Not Married
Married -0,28 (0,22) -0,41 (0,23) -0,61 (0,31) 0,20 (0,29) -0,19 (0,37) 1,20 (0,84)
Union Affiliation No Affiliation
Membership or Household -0,88 ** (0,22) 030 (0,29 045  (0,28) 021  (0,38) -0,25 (0,43) 045  (0,55)
Gender Female
Male -0,05 (0,22) -056 *  (0,23) 0,02 (0,28) -0,01 (0,29) -0,15 (0,37) 0,58 (0,59)
Employment Status  Not in Labor Force
Part-time or Unemployed 0,88 ** (0,26) 005  (041) 055 (052 019  (037) -0,57 (0,59) 079 (0,72
Employed Full-time 032 (027 021 (0,29 007  (0,34) 028  (037) 0,20 (051 -049  (0,77)
Rellgious
Denomination (Speific to country) 134%  (0.64)°
Minority Community (Specific to country)
-1,74 ** (0,41) -1,08 (0,66) -1,06 (0,80) -0,90 (0,78) -6,92 (19,34) -5,81 ** (1,54)
Constant
Variance Explained 6% 5% 5% 5% 5% 2%
% Non-Voters 9% 11% 8% 10% 3% 1%
N 1612 1043 933 814 1396 1449

Note: Logistic regression coefficients (log-odds) predict non-voting.

Source: CSES Module 1.

*p<0.05, **p<0.0L.



Table3. SESand Non-Voting: Controlling for System-L evel Effects

Mode 1 Model 2
(Contextual Effects) (Model 1 + SES)
B SE Exp(B) B SE Exp(B)
CONTEXTUAL FACTORS
Economic Conditions
Wealth (LN GNP per capita) *** -0,48 (0,06) ** 0,62 -0,23 (0,06) ** 0,79
Distribution (LN Gini Index) *** -0,64 (0,23) ** 0,53 -0,02 (0,15) 0,98
New vs. Consolidated Democr acies
Consolidated
New Democracy 0,50 (0,07) ** 1,65 0,86 (0,08) ** 2,37
Electoral Rules
SMSP
Mixed / Mg oritarian -0,05 (0,04) 0,95 -0,17 (0,05) ** 0,84
PR -0,65 (0,07) ** 0,52 -0,83 (0,07) ** 0,44
Effective Number of Parties*** -0,23 (0,03) ** 0,79 -0,05 (0,03) 0,95
FACILITATIVE FACTORS
Age
Young
Middle-Aged -0,78 (0,04) ** 0,46
Older -1,31 (0,04) ** 0,27
Education
Incomplete Secondary
Complete Secondary -0,18 (0,04) ** 0,83
Post-Secondary -0,64 (0,04) ** 0,53
Religious Attendance
Never
Infrequent -0,18 (0,04) ** 0,84
Frequent -0,03 (0,05) 0,97
Household Income
Lowest Quintile
Second Quintile -0,24 (0,05) ** 0,79
Third Quintile -0,37 (0,05) ** 0,69
Fourth Quintile -0,52 (0,06) ** 0,59
Highest Quintile -0,54 (0,06) ** 0,58
Constant 5,68 (0,87) 1,50 (1,00) ** 4,49
Nagelkerke R 4% 12%
% Correctly Classified 81% 81%
-2 Log Likeihood 26 453 24 954
n 27 946 27 946

*** Entered as covariates. ** p< 0.01, * p<0.05.

Note: Logistic regression coefficients (log-odds and odds) predict non-voting. Australia and Mexico not included.
Source: CSESModule 1.



