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vote share would have been 3 to 4 percentage points lower than it actually was, 
with UKIP’s vote share correspondingly higher.5

9.4 Brexit, values, and realignment

To see the effect of the referendum on the way attitudes towards EU integration 
mapped onto major party competition we can compare how support for the 
major parties changed among pro- and anti-EU people between 2015 and 2017. 
The changing alignment of vote choice between 2015 and 2017 is illustrated in 
Figure  9.8 which shows the percentage point change in the vote share of the 
Conservatives and Labour by EU attitudes, liberal–authoritarian values, attitudes 
towards immigration, and economic left–right values.6 In 2015, the Conservatives 

5 The counterfactual UKIP vote for EU distance would have been higher because of the drop in 
vote share won by the Conservatives under the pre-referendum perception of Conservative EU dis-
tance (rather than a change in the perceived position of UKIP).

6 Because we are interested in change between 2015 and 2017, rather than use votes in a referendum 
that took place a year after the 2015 election, we operationalize EU attitudes in the same way as our 
other scales, by pooling answers to questions in multiple waves of our panel (for more detail see Table 
A8.5 in the appendix). As well as allowing us to examine the relationship between EU attitudes and 
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the bulk of this switching took place prior to the EU referendum, with 40 per cent 
of 2015 Green voters (of those who stated a preference) in the pre-referendum 
wave already intending to vote Labour. Ultimately 60 per cent of 2015 Green 
 voters defected to Labour.

The cumulative effect of Brexit on party choice is clear from the relationship 
between vote choice in 2015 and 2017 and EU referendum vote (Table 9.1). In 2015, 
Labour already had a 14 percentage point lead over the Conservatives among 
voters who later voted to Remain in the EU referendum. This lead increased to 
29 percentage points in 2017. There was even greater polarization on the Leave 
side, where the Conservatives went from a 20 percentage point lead over Labour 
in 2015, to a 36 percentage point lead in 2017. In 2017, it seems clear that the 
Conservatives had become the party of Brexit, winning 63 per cent of the Leave 
vote, with Leave voters making up 71 per cent of Conservative support. In con-
trast, Labour won over half the Remain vote, relying heavily on Remain support 
which made up two-thirds (67 per cent) of their voters in 2017. The Liberal 
Democrats failed to make headway among Remainers despite a clear commitment 
to backing a second referendum, and experienced an unusually high volatility in 
their support with more than half of their 2017 voters recruited since 2015. The 
vast majority (79 per cent) of these new voters supported Remain. However, this 
recruitment did not translate into increased vote share at the aggregate level 
because they lost half of their 2015 voters with a higher rate of loss (65 per cent) 
among the 27 per cent of their 2015 voters who supported Leave.12 In Chapter 7 

12 Although the Liberal Democrats have long been a pro-EU party, they nevertheless attracted a 
large contingent of anti-EU voters in elections prior to 2017 (Russell and Fieldhouse 2005). The con-
siderable churn in their vote in 2017 is also reflected in the Liberal Democrat seats. The Liberal 
Democrats finished the election with a net gain of four seats, but this hides considerable turnover. 
Half of the 2015 Liberal Democrat seats were lost—including the seat of former leader Nick Clegg—as 
was their recently won by-election seat of Richmond Park. These losses were offset by regaining seven 
seats they had lost in 2015 and one they had lost in 2010.

Table 9.1 Vote share by EU referendum vote, 2015 and 2017

 2015 2017

  Remain Leave Remain Leave

Conservative 30 44 25 63
Labour 44 24 54 27
Lib Dem 11 5 13 3
SNP 4 2 4 1
Plaid Cymru 1 0 1 0
UKIP 1 22 0 3
Green Party 7 2 2 1
n 7,033 7,186 7,217 7,056

Source: BESIP wave 6 and wave 13 wt_new_w6w13
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we showed how the Liberal Democrats failed to recover in 2017 because of the 
lasting impact of the coalition shock on their core support, together with the 
damage to their electoral viability that entailed. As a result, they improved on 
their average 2015 level of support only among pro-European voters.

Other significant changes were also correlated with Brexit: the Greens lost 
more than four out of five of their 2015 supporters, the vast majority of whom had 
voted to Remain in the EU. As noted above, this shift largely took place before the 
EU referendum campaign, yet was still an important part of how Labour’s 2017 
vote became dominated by Remainers. Meanwhile, UKIP’s 2015 vote, almost 
entirely made up of Leave supporters, was devastated.

These patterns of switching suggest a fundamental shift in British politics. In 
total, 32 per cent of respondents voted for a different party in 2015 and 2017, a 
slightly lower percentage than switched between 2010 and 2015, although 2010, 
2015, and 2017 are the three highest recorded levels of volatility across all elections 
covered by BES panels between 1964 and 2017 (see Chapter 2). More importantly, 
however, despite spanning only a two-year period, 2015–17 saw the highest 
recorded level of combined Labour–Conservative switching as a percentage of 
Labour and Conservative voters at the previous election (in either direction) in 
any BES inter-election panel (the full series is shown in Chapter 2).13 Other elec-
tions that saw high levels of switching between Labour and the Conservatives 
took place during periods of convergence between the parties, which may 
have made it easier to jump the ‘gap’ between the two major parties. The fact that 
12 per cent of 2015 Conservative voters switched to voting for a Corbyn-led 
Labour Party indicates a major change in the political landscape.

We have shown in earlier chapters that party identification acts as a constraint 
on volatility, but did it offer any protection against the Brexit shock? Figure 9.14 
shows the retention rates for the Conservatives and Labour on each referendum 
side and for party identifiers and non-identifiers. Both the Conservatives and 
Labour retained high proportions of their 2015 voters who shared the same 
referendum side as the party majority (Leave for Conservatives and Remain for 
Labour) among both party identifiers and non-identifiers (at the time of the 2015 
election). However, among those who voted against the majority position of their 
2015 party in the referendum, there are very different retention rates for iden ti-
fiers and non-identifiers. The Conservatives lost nearly half of their non-identifying 
2015 voters who voted Remain. By contrast, the Conservatives only lost around a 
fifth of Conservative-identifying Remain voters. We see a parallel picture on the 
Labour side among Leavers. Party identification cushioned the effect of the 
Brexit shock. Had levels of party identification been higher, Brexit—as with other 
shocks—would have had a smaller impact on the outcome of the election.

13 These figures are for Britain as a whole for comparability across the whole series.



OUP CORRECTED PROOF – FINAL, 18/11/19, SPi

BREXIT AND THE RESHAPING OF BRITISH ELECTORAL POLITICS 181

We saw earlier how values and social characteristics were related to one another, 
and to support for Brexit. We also know that these intertwined values and social 
characteristics are related to party preferences. However, the degree to which any 
one of them is important for someone’s vote will be influenced by the extent to 
which the parties differ over the issues at stake. The EU referendum made opin-
ions on issues such as immigration and Brexit more relevant to party choice than 
they had been in 2015. We would therefore expect to see the Conservatives become 
more popular among older, less educated, and more socially conservative voters 
in 2017 compared to 2015, whilst Labour should have become more popular among 
younger, more highly educated, and more liberal voters. When we examine these 
changes, this is indeed what we see.

Figure 9.15 shows the relationship between age and vote in 2015 and 2017. There 
is a clear shift between the elections that is correlated with the demographics of 
Brexit. In 2015, older voters were more likely to be Conservative and younger 
 voters more likely to be Labour. In 2017, this trend was exaggerated even further, 
with a sharp increase in the age gradient of vote choice. This reflected the success 
of the Conservatives among the older Leave vote, many of whom defected from 
UKIP, and the success of Labour among the more pro-Remain younger  voters. 
Thus, although there was no ‘Youthquake’ in voter turnout (which among the 
18–24 year-old group was under 50 per cent in both 2015 and 2017), there cer-
tainly was a dramatic change in the electoral choices of younger voters (Prosser 
et al. 2018). The changing age relationship does not seem to be driven primarily 
by education or income, as controlling for these does little to attenuate the change 
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in the relationship. However, controlling for values and attitudes (including 
immigration and EU attitudes) does greatly reduce both the age gradient and the 
change between the two elections. This suggests that the changing age relation-
ship is driven to some degree by the stronger role that the issues of immigration 
and the EU played in Conservative versus Labour vote choice in 2017.

Similarly, when we look at education (Figure 9.16) there are large changes that 
are again correlated with the pattern of Brexit support. From one election to the 
next, we see large increases in Conservative support among those with the lowest 
levels of education and a rise in Labour support among those with the highest levels 
of education. Much of the changing relationship seems to be driven by the changing 
age and income relationships we saw in the previous figure, as educated respondents 
tend to be younger and more affluent than less educated respondents. Consequently, 
controlling for income reduces the Conservatives’ advantage among degree holders 
in 2015 and controlling for age reduces Labour’s advantage among degree 
holders in 2017. Controlling for attitudes further flattens the relationship between 
Conservative–Labour vote choice and education, indicating that the relationship 
is partly accounted for by the more anti-EU and anti-immigration attitudes of less 
highly educated voters.

There were also changes in the relationship between household income and 
vote choice between 2015 and 2017, as shown in Figure 9.17. Labour increased its 
share of the two-party vote in the richer half of the income distribution, especially 
in the upper-middle income range. The net effect of these changes was that the 
income gradient on Conservative and Labour voting flattened in 2017, except for 
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the poorest groups, who swung towards Labour.14 This is also reflected in class 
voting (measured on the 2015 and 2017 face-to-face BES and BSA surveys). They 
show Labour’s lead remaining constant among working-class voters but narrowing 
the Conservative’s lead among middle-class voters.15 Again, these income changes 
seem to partially reflect the changing age and education gradients as the relationship 
looks much more similar across the years after controlling for the other demo-
graphics and flattens further after controlling for values and issue preferences.

To summarize what we have shown here, the shock of the EU referendum greatly 
increased the link between attitudes towards the EU and Conservative versus 
Labour voting. This change propagated a series of other demographic and attitu-
dinal realignments. First, because immigration attitudes and the EU are closely 
linked (see Chapter 5), 2017 also saw a strengthening of the link between immi-
gration attitudes and Conservative versus Labour voting. Next, because immigra-
tion is also closely linked to authoritarian values, 2017 witnessed an increased link 
between authoritarian values and Conservative versus Labour voting. Finally, the 
increased salience of issues linked to the cultural dimension also strengthened 
the link between Conservative versus Labour voting and various demographic 
correlates of that dimension. Most notably, because education is associated with 
more liberal values, higher levels of education switched from predicting 
Conservative voting in 2015 to predicting Labour voting in 2017. Similarly 
because older voters are much more anti-EU, anti-immigrant, and authoritarian, 
the age gradient steepened in 2017. However, these new cleavages cut across 
existing cleavages such as income (lower income is associated with authoritarian/
economically left-wing attitudes).

9.5 Conclusions

The Brexit referendum was the biggest shock to British politics in decades and 
affected the 2017 General Election via each of the three mechanisms we described 
in Chapter  3. The Brexit vote fractured party competition in Britain. In 2015, 

14 The relationship between social characteristics, values, policy preferences, and vote choice 
changed substantially between 2015 and 2017. Inevitably however, these variables and their patterns of 
change are not independent of each other. Social characteristics predict values, which in turn predict 
policy preferences. To unravel the interdependence of these variables and to understand how Brexit 
changed the alignment of social characteristics, values, and party choice we have also estimated a 
series of SEM models. The patterns shown in the figures in the text all proved to be robust in these 
multivariate analyses.

15 The BES and BSA face-to-face surveys tell somewhat different stories about the changes in class 
voting between 2015 and 2017, but the most accurate analysis is probably to combine both surveys. 
When we do that, the Conservatives held a 13 percentage point lead over Labour among middle-class 
(higher managerial and professional plus lower professional) voters in 2015 which fell to 7 percentage 
points in 2017. Labour led by 9 percentage points among working-class (routine and semi-routine) 
voters in 2015 which increased to 10 percentage points in 2017.
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social and cultural issues such as the EU and immigration had previously driven 
voters away from the major parties. In the aftermath of Brexit, these issues drove 
the choice between the Conservatives and Labour. This was a manifestation of the 
increased salience of the issues of EU and immigration in the wake of the vote to 
leave the EU. The increased salience of these issues was also reflected in the number 
of voters who identified Europe and immigration as the most important issues 
during the 2017 campaign. Salience alone, however, does not fully explain the 
dramatic shifts seen in 2017. The shift to major party voting in line with attitudes 
towards Europe and immigration was also a product of changes in voters’ evalu-
ations of competence that followed the Brexit vote. After the referendum, the 
Conservatives’ unambiguously pro-Leave stance and their opposition to immi-
gration were seen as more credible once the EU was no longer seen as a constraint 
on their actions. We saw how, following the EU referendum, the Conservatives’ 
perceived willingness to reduce immigration rose sharply, helping them win over 
Leave voters, especially from UKIP. This was made all the easier by UKIP’s loss 
of their charismatic leader, and the internal disputes and financial chaos that 
 rendered the party ineffective.

Moreover the outcome also depended heavily on the political response to the 
Brexit vote and the resultant shifts in the image of parties. Most notable was the 
Conservative Party’s strategic decision to get firmly behind Brexit—promising to 
ensure that Brexit really meant Brexit, and to put an end to freedom of movement 
of labour from the EU. Consequently, the aftermath of the referendum changed 
Leave voters’ perceptions of where the Conservatives stood on Europe, giving 
voters a clear choice and transforming the image of the Conservatives on Europe.

Labour’s consolidation of the Remain vote was perhaps less the product of 
their position on Brexit—which was more ambiguous—and as much to do with 
traditional left–right economic divisions. Labour’s move to the left under Corbyn, 
and away from any remaining association with New Labour, drained the Green 
Party of support even before the EU referendum took place. This left the Liberal 
Democrats and Labour as the only Remain-leaning parties in contention in 
England, while the choice for Remainers also included the nationalist parties in 
Scotland and Wales.16 The Liberal Democrats did not meaningfully recover from 
the collapse in electoral viability that contributed to their 2015 losses (as identified 
in Chapter 7), and their unambiguously pro-European stance alienated many of 
their remaining Eurosceptic supporters. As a result, Labour were the only viable 
option for many English voters wishing to support a Remain-leaning party.

However, the EU referendum positions of the major parties was not all that mat-
tered, but also what kind of Brexit the parties would seek to achieve in the ne go ti-
ations that lay ahead. Labour was supported by those favouring continued economic 

16 Among Welsh BESIP respondents, Plaid Cymru won 13 per cent of Remain voters and 9 per cent 
of Leave voters.
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integration while allowing freedom of movement, whereas the Conservatives 
were strongly favoured by those who wanted to control immigration. By provid-
ing a stark choice on such a crucial national issue, the EU referendum resulted in 
a reversal of the fragmentation of support we saw in 2015, and the unprecedented 
surge in the combined two-party vote. Although Brexit was not the only ex plan-
ation for this change it was certainly important. Not only did it help bring about 
the collapse of UKIP, boosting the Conservative vote in England and Wales, but, 
as we saw in Chapter  8, it assisted the Conservative revival in Scotland at the 
expense of the SNP. On the Remain side, outside Scotland, Labour benefited from 
being the only viable party for those wanting a ‘soft’ Brexit.

The effects of Brexit on electoral alignments are not limited to values. The rela-
tionship between these values and social and demographic characteristics means 
that existing social cleavages have been disrupted. While social cleavages are typ-
ic al ly thought of as long-standing rifts in society that change only slowly, our 
analysis shows that moving from an economic basis of major party competition 
to a two-dimensional one can bring about a rapid realignment of social groups. 
Brexit has realigned voters and parties with regard to age, education, and income 
as well as along the lines of social values.

A key theme of this book is that the British electorate is now capable of very 
high levels of volatility. The gains for the major parties are by no means secure. 
Neither are the transformational changes in the ideological and value bases of 
their support, nor are the new social cleavage of education and the demise of the 
traditionally role of income and class. As we saw in Chapter 4, the fundamental 
conditions of declining party identification and high levels of voter volatility 
mean that if parties change their positions, then different voters will vote for them. 
The new support base for the Conservatives has to a large degree been taken from 
UKIP, but if the Conservatives are seen to have failed to deliver on Brexit, espe-
cially on control over immigration, then it is unlikely that these supporters will 
stick with them. Newly recruited party supporters are even less loyal than the 
average voters in our generally volatile electorate.

In the longer term, the outcome of the Brexit process can be expected to 
affect the electoral relevance of Britain’s relationship with the EU. If freedom of 
movement is finally ended, concern about immigration is likely to decline, 
making it less likely to provide a driver of support for the Conservatives, or 
indeed any other party. If immigration and Britain’s relationship with the EU 
become less salient then we are likely to see domestic economic issues and 
social divisions based on inequality re-emerge as the primary basis of electoral 
competition. Should freedom of movement continue, however, or non-EU 
immigration increase markedly, then it seems likely that parties will continue to 
compete on this issue.
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As the ramifications of Brexit play out, the longer-term impact of the Brexit 
shock remains to be seen. What is clear is that the dramatic changes between the 
2015 and 2017 General Elections were not determined primarily by traditional 
economic issues, although these continued to be important. Nor were the changes 
the result of social change—a two-year time span is a blink of an eye in that respect. 
The shifts can only be understood by reference to the biggest political shock that 
Britain has experienced for many years.
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10
Conclusions

V. O. Key (1955, 18) finished his essay on critical elections by posing the question:

what characteristics of an electorate or what conditions permit sharp and de cisive 
changes in the power structure from time to time?

In the ensuing decades, a great deal of research has considered this question. 
Lipset and Rokkan (1967) famously documented how party systems became 
frozen, and Pierson (2000) described how positive feedback effects (or increasing 
returns on electoral success) help reproduce existing patterns of party dominance. 
However, in recent decades electoral alignments have been weakening in industrial 
democracies, and party systems have experienced increased fragmentation and 
electoral volatility (Dalton, Flanagan, and Beck 1985). But why do stable patterns 
of party support break down? Critical elections theory sets out the conditions 
under which realignments are likely to take place, including institutional, ideo-
logical, and social change (Evans and Norris 1999; Mayhew 2000). We have found 
that part of the explanation for recent sharp and decisive changes does indeed lie 
in such long-term developments. However, we show that this is only part of the 
story. This book reveals how the party system has become increasingly unstable in 
Britain and how this has made it more vulnerable to the impact of electoral shocks. 
These shocks shape election outcomes whether they be realigning or otherwise, 
and have led to the dramatic election outcomes experienced in 2015 and 2017.

We identified two important trends that have created instability and volatility 
in the British party system. The first is partisan dealignment, which is driven by 
the replacement of more partisan generations with new cohorts of citizens lacking 
partisan identities. The second is the gradual decline in the vote share of the two 
major parties, and corresponding increase in support for smaller parties, at least 
until 2017 (‘party system fragmentation’). This was made possible by the rise of 
new issues outside the traditional economic left–right agenda on which new and 
smaller parties are better able to compete, and an increase in the supply of those 
parties facilitated by the expanding range of elections (especially European and 
devolved elections) in which smaller parties have been able to prove themselves 
to be viable competitors. The result of these changes is a more volatile elect or ate, 
characterized by an increase in the rate of voters switching parties between elections 
over time. The majority of British voters are now switchers, with around 60 per cent 
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switching their votes at least once over three elections. In this way, our analysis 
took us full circle to the very first volume produced using the BES: Political 
Change in Britain (Butler and Stokes 1969b), which observed the degree to which 
electoral volatility existed in the early 1960s, and the importance of this ‘short-
term conversion’ in the context of a relatively stable and aligned electorate. That 
book is broadly remembered for addressing the question of stability in elect or al 
behaviour as a result of strong class and partisan-based voting in British elections. 
In fact, it also set the stage for the importance of volatility, and provided the 
benchmark against which we can see the very substantial increase in switching in 
the British electorate, bringing us to the events of the present day.

These gradual, long-term changes to the electorate and party system, however, 
do not explain the uneven and volatile nature of recent elections on their own. 
Nor do they explain the destination of increased vote-switching: that is, which 
parties gain and lose most from volatility in any given election, and whether the 
vote-switching causes further fragmentation of the party system (as in 2015) or 
de-fragmentation of the party system (as in 2017). To understand these changes, 
another element is crucial—electoral shocks. We use the term ‘shocks’ to describe 
major political events or developments that have the potential to alter the political 
system and cut through the normal ebbs and flows of regular party politics.

We defined electoral shocks by three criteria:

 1. Electoral shocks are an abrupt change to the status quo. They are not neces-
sarily exogenous to the party system, but they are more than simply the out-
comes of normal everyday politics. They represent a significant and often 
unanticipated change.

 2. Electoral shocks are manifest over prolonged time periods and are highly 
 salient: they have the potential to be noticed and recognized even by people 
who do not have much interest in politics, and by people who might otherwise 
select information that fits their partisan beliefs and preconceptions. Electoral 
shocks are, therefore, very difficult for voters and politicians to ignore.

 3. Electoral shocks are politically relevant and they have the potential to change 
how parties are perceived and therefore to reshape the party system.

We presented evidence of five electoral shocks, each fulfilling these three 
 cri teria, and each leading to substantial changes in vote choice among the British 
elect or ate. Unlike existing approaches to understanding voting behaviour, our 
approach puts shocks at the centre of the explanation for understanding political 
change, rather than treating them as nuisance factors which interfere with ‘normal’ 
patterns of electoral behaviour. The effects of the different shocks we examined, 
however, vary considerably, both in terms of the voters and the parties that were 
affected, and also in terms of the mechanisms by which each shock mattered.



OUP CORRECTED PROOF – FINAL, 18/11/19, SPi

190 Electoral Shocks

Some electoral shocks, such as the economic crisis and Brexit, are relevant to 
most, or all, of the electorate, but not all shocks affect all voters. For example, the 
immigration shock had a much greater effect among opponents of immigration, 
who were much more likely to switch to UKIP in 2015. We also saw how the 
 formation of the 2010–15 coalition hugely affected 2010 Liberal Democrat voters, 
but was less relevant to people who supported other parties. However, the haem-
orrhaging of the Liberal Democrat vote inevitably meant a larger pool of voters 
for other parties to compete for. Similarly, the Scottish independence referendum 
only directly affected voters in Scotland, but the SNP’s success had spillover con-
sequences for party competition in the rest of the UK. The prospect of Labour 
losing many of its Scottish seats undermined their chances of winning an outright 
majority and contributed to speculation about potential coalition partnerships.

The mechanisms by which these electoral shocks led to vote-switching vary 
from case to case. We identified three ways in which shocks can affect vote-
switching: via changing perceptions of competence; changes to the salience of 
particular issues and dimensions; and changes to the social and political image of 
a party. We also pointed to the importance of shocks as political opportunities 
that increase uncertainty but at the same time create a strong pressure on political 
parties to respond in some way. Shocks can change the ways parties compete 
for and win votes, making their consequences unpredictable and contingent on 
political strategies and the politicization of shocks in public and media discourse.

Looking first at shocks to competence, in Chapter 4, we demonstrated how the 
global financial crisis damaged Labour’s reputation for economic management, 
with long-run consequences. Our analysis showed that voters who judged the 
economy as performing badly before 2010 were still punishing Labour—and 
rewarding the Conservatives and UKIP—in 2015. This is a much longer-term 
economic voting effect than has been assumed in the economic voting literature. 
It suggests that voters are able to attribute responsibility for past performance 
and—under certain circumstances—continue to punish the party perceived to be 
responsible for economic downturns over prolonged time periods. This blame 
was, of course, politically contested. Labour was blamed for the national debt 
after 2010 because the Conservatives successfully made Labour’s alleged fiscal 
irresponsibility part of political discourse. This discourse contributed to the 
Conservative Party’s arguments that the austerity measures adopted by the co ali tion 
government were necessary. This demonstrates how shocks can create pol it ical 
opportunities that can continue to shape political competition for an extended 
period of time.

Chapter  5 provided evidence for another shock that affected the perceived 
competence of parties: the surge in immigration following the UK government’s 
decision not to delay free movement of people from EU Accession countries. 
The  inability of successive governments to respond to growing concerns about 



OUP CORRECTED PROOF – FINAL, 18/11/19, SPi

Conclusions 191

immigration severely damaged the perceived competence of Labour on the issue, 
and then the Conservatives. This provided the opportunity for an anti-immigration 
party to fill that gap, leading to a dramatic upsurge in anti-European attitudes and 
support for UKIP.

The immigration shock did not only work through competence. The rise in EU 
immigration also increased the salience of immigration among the electorate. 
Immigration routinely featured as one of the most important issues in BES sur-
veys in the run-up to the 2015 General Election, and was one of the two issues 
most cited by Leave voters to explain their choice in the EU referendum. Similarly, 
an increase in the salience of Scottish nationalism was a crucial aspect of the 
Scottish independence referendum shock, insofar as Westminster vote choice 
became very closely aligned with attitudes towards independence. As a result of 
the referendum campaign, the emphasis on issues beyond the dominant left and 
right economic dimension provided a basis for vote-switching in Scotland. Most 
notably, those that favoured independence deserted Labour in large numbers and 
voted for the SNP in 2015. In both these cases, the issues that underpinned voters’ 
own views on the shock—immigration and Scottish independence respectively—
became more important in determining electoral choices.

The impact of the independence referendum was not only about the salience of 
Scottish independence and devolution. In Chapter 3, we described how a shock 
may alter the social and political image of parties by forcing parties to respond 
to an issue that may have been of little importance to vote choice, and to clarify 
their position which previously may have been obscure. Although it is difficult to 
differentiate between the effect of the independence referendum shock on the 
salience of independence and its impact on the political image of Labour, it seems 
likely that both played an important role in the strengthening of the association 
between Yes voting and SNP voting in 2015. Whereas before the independence 
referendum voters could view Labour primarily through the lens of the economic 
left–right dimension, after the referendum campaign—in which Labour cam-
paigned alongside the Conservatives to stay in the UK—voters also viewed Labour 
through the prism of the battle over independence. As a result of the shock to 
both salience and party images, the referendum precipitated a shift in allegiances 
of those backing independence to such a degree that 90 per cent of Yes voters 
voted for the SNP, including most of those who had previously voted Labour. 
Labour lost nearly half of its 2010 voters to the SNP at the 2015 General Election, 
the vast majority of whom had voted for independence the previous year.

Perhaps a more straightforward example of a shock to the image of a political 
party was described in Chapter 7. The main reason that the Liberal Democrat vote 
collapsed after the formation of the 2010 coalition was not primarily about 
responsibility for unpopular policies. Rather, it was a change in what its sup porters 
perceived the party stood for once it had sided with the Conservatives—the 
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‘old enemy’ of many Liberal Democrat voters. It was the very nature of the Liberal 
Democrat support base that meant that the coalition with the Conservatives 
damaged their popularity so much. Not only was that support base predominantly 
on the economic centre-left with a social liberal bias in political values, but many 
Liberal Democrat voters were natural Labour supporters lending the Liberal 
Democrats tactical support to keep out Conservative candidates. The coalition 
therefore affected the image of the Liberal Democrats as a plausible alternative for 
moderate centre-left voters. Their more left-wing supporters were much more 
likely to grow to dislike the party after coalition than those on the right, leading 
them to desert in large numbers 2015.

As we have already noted, electoral shocks need not work through a single 
mechanism. Perhaps the biggest electoral shock of all (at least in the period in 
which we primarily focus: between 2008 and 2017) was the 2016 referendum on 
EU membership. The impact of the referendum acted through all three of the 
mechanisms we have described. First, it was a shock to salience. The EU referen-
dum raised the importance of the issue of Europe in vote choice, such that sup-
port for the major parties coalesced around how people voted in the referendum, 
and strengthened the link between immigration and major party vote choice. The 
increased salience of the cultural dimension was reflected in the number of voters 
who identified Europe and immigration as their most important issues. Second, 
we showed how, following the EU referendum, the Conservatives’ perceived 
competence to reduce immigration rose sharply, helping them win over people 
who had voted for UKIP in 2015. Third, the referendum altered the image of the 
Conservatives, such that they were now seen as the party of Brexit following 
the EU referendum. By the time of the 2017 General Election, both Leavers and 
Remainers were in firm agreement about where the Conservatives stood on 
Europe. We showed in Chapter 9 how the strategic decision to get firmly behind 
Brexit helped the Conservatives sharply increase their vote share, underling the 
importance of shocks as political opportunities. Of course, this might only have 
had a short-term electoral pay-off in 2017, and might be the root of a longer-term 
penalty depending on the outcome of Brexit.

These electoral shocks—and the political responses to them—shaped the elec-
tions of 2015 and 2017, increasing volatility and dramatically affecting the political 
winners and losers. In 2015, the net beneficiaries were the smaller parties, 
although both Labour and the Conservatives were able to capitalize on the col-
lapse of the Liberal Democratic vote. In contrast, in 2017, the clear beneficiaries of 
volatility were the two major parties, leading to the largest two-party vote share 
since 1970. The record levels of switching were possible, in part, because of the 
long-term weakening of attachment of voters to political parties and the increase 
in voter volatility we described in Chapter 4. Indeed, each of the shocks we exam-
ined had a greater impact on vote-switching among weak or non-party iden ti fiers, 
as party identification acts as a buffer against vote-switching.
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10.1 Future shocks

As we write, British politics continues to stumble through a period of seemingly 
interminable crisis. The obvious question is what will happen in future elections? 
Will levels of individual volatility remain high or will we see an increase in parti-
san loyalty? Does the abrupt shift towards two-party politics at the 2017 Election 
mark the beginning of a new era of Conservative and Labour dominance, or will 
2017 turn out to be a blip on an otherwise continued trend toward party system 
fragmentation? Will Scottish electoral politics continue to be defined by the 
nationalist–unionist dimension or will Westminster politics return to pre-eminence? 
Will issues connected to the liberal–authoritarian dimension continue to increase 
their importance or shall we see a return to the politics of left and right?

The short answer—and this will hopefully not come as a surprise at the end of 
a book about political shocks—is that it depends what happens next.

The electoral shocks we have discussed in this book were largely unanticipated 
and their consequences unforeseen. Even the effects of anticipated shocks are 
unknowable. At the time we are putting the finishing touches on this book, we 
still do not know whether Brexit will definitely happen, and, if it does, what Brexit 
will actually look like, let alone what its economic and social and political conse-
quences will be. If Brexit goes well and the economy quickly recovers, or booms, 
would divisions over Brexit be quickly forgotten? Or, given that the main drivers 
of attitudes towards Brexit, such as authoritarianism, have little to do with eco-
nomic preferences, would voting be increasingly defined by the social dimension? 
Recent elections have clearly shown that campaigning on second-dimension 
issues can be a successful strategy, and it is unlikely that future political entrepre-
neurs will forget this lesson. If Brexit goes badly and the economy crashes, however, 
might future elections be driven by Brexit blame, incompetence, and recrimination? 
An economic crash could result in the perennial issues of redistribution, austerity, 
and economic competence reasserting themselves.

We might not be able to predict with any certainty how future shocks will affect 
the fortunes of specific political parties. However, just as we have situated shocks 
in the context of long-term trends in British politics, we can point to features of 
the British electorate and institutions that might encourage or impede future 
vola til ity and fragmentation. In other words, while we might not be able to antici-
pate future shocks, we are able to identify the conditions that will be likely to 
shape their impact.

Our analysis points to two long-term factors that predict voter volatility: the 
level of partisanship and the size of the minor party vote. The size of the minor party 
vote shrunk in 2017 with Labour and the Conservatives both greatly increasing 
their vote shares. This strong two-party performance may be associated with 
lower levels of volatility at the next election, because major parties are better at 
retaining their voters than minor parties. We do have to be careful about this 
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extrapolation, however. Chapter 9 showed that Labour and the Conservatives are 
now competing on both the economic and social dimensions. Because these 
dimensions are uncorrelated in the population,1 this leaves large numbers of 
 voters for each party cross-pressured, making it potentially harder than usual for 
the major parties to retain their 2017 support. Given the high degree of po lar iza tion 
of attitudes on Leave and Remain, a compromise Brexit that pleases neither side 
has the potential to harm both Labour and the Conservatives.

One important consideration that might point towards the possibility of a 
period of primarily two-party politics is that smaller parties are likely to find 
establishing viability even more challenging than they have in recent elections. 
The 2015 Election demonstrated for UKIP what 1983 did for the SDP: diffuse 
national support is very difficult to translate into seats under the British electoral 
system. In Chapter 7 we showed that the Liberal Democrats face a viability problem 
that will likely continue to impede their electoral rehabilitation. History shows 
that the Liberal Democrats know how to overcome those viability problems 
through targeted campaigning in by-elections and local elections (Russell and 
Fieldhouse 2005), but these strategies take time. Brexit will also result in an 
important electoral change for Britain’s minor parties—the end of European 
Parliament elections. As we discussed in Chapter 4, European Parliament elections 
have provided a national platform for minor parties and have been an important 
stepping stone for later success in British elections. Via MEPs, European Parliament 
elections have provided an important source of funding and resources for smaller 
parties. Without this platform, minor parties will likely find getting their foot in 
the electoral door an even greater challenge.

The second factor influencing volatility is partisan dealignment. The level of 
partisanship no longer appears to be falling in Britain, but it does not appear to be 
increasing either. Our analysis shows that partisan dealignment has taken place 
mostly through a process of generational replacement. Therefore, any changes 
will tend to be slow, with a sudden surge in levels of partisanship seeming unlikely. 
Voters with no partisanship or low levels of party identity are much more likely to 
switch parties between elections, and so voters are still relatively unconstrained 
from switching parties. It therefore seems likely that partisan dealignment will 
continue to promote volatility at future elections. It would be a mistake, though, 
to assume that changes in partisanship can only move in one direction, or that 
partisanship must become less relevant to political decisions over time. 
Comparative research generally shows declines in partisanship across countries, 
but the size of these declines has varied substantially (Dalton 2012a; Dalton 2012b). 
Even where partisanship has declined, it does not necessarily translate into the 
kinds of volatile outcomes we have seen in Britain.

1 In the BES Internet Panel the economic left–right and liberal–authoritarian scales have a 
 cor re la tion of 0.03.
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The example of the United States is instructive. Overall levels of partisanship in 
America have declined but partisanship has become more important to vote 
choice over time (Bartels  2000; Brewer  2005). There is academic disagreement 
over whether this is because the American public has polarized (Abramowitz 2010) 
or merely sorted (Fiorina and Abrams 2008; Fiorina, Abrams, and Pope 2006) but 
the result is the same: Americans are less likely to switch away from ‘their’ party 
than in the past. The effect of polarization on volatility might be expected to 
counter the effects of partisan dealignment, making voters less willing to switch 
between parties. For example, in Chapter 4 we showed that major party voters 
who saw greater difference between the Conservatives and Labour less more 
likely to switch their votes between elections. However, since the early 1990s, not 
only have British voters become less aligned to parties, they have also become less 
polarized (Adams, Green, and Milazzo 2012), making the potential impact of 
shocks all the more powerful. Should the British electorate become more polar-
ized (as recent evidence indicates they might) then we might expect the effects of 
future shocks to be dampened.

A further lesson from the American experience of polarization is that the 
nature of political issues under contention is very important. In the US, partisan 
sorting has been shown to be driven by ‘culture wars’; issues such as race 
(Carmines and Stimson  1989), abortion (Adams  1997), gun control, and the 
en vir on ment (Lindaman and Haider-Markel  2002). These issues tend to be 
structured by authoritarianism (Hetherington and Weiler 2009), and as the sali-
ence of ‘culture wars’ issues has increased, American partisanship has in turn 
become increasingly structured by authoritarianism (Goren and Chapp  2017). 
Hetherington and Weiler (2009) argue that affective polarization has increased in 
the US because authoritarianism results in a fundamental clash of worldviews. 
People are now ‘divided over things that conjure more visceral reactions than 
economic issues (Hetherington and Weiler 2009, 11).

Until recently, Britain had largely escaped political conflict over the sorts of 
issues that have defined the American culture wars, but Brexit has highlighted 
similar conflicts. As we showed in Chapter  9, the cultural dimension is a key 
structuring factor in voters’ Brexit positions. We demonstrated the importance 
of Brexit for understanding voting in 2017, but what are the consequences for 
partisanship?

Figure 10.1 shows how the strength of Conservative Party identity among 2015 
Conservative voters varied over the waves of the BES Internet Panel for those 
who voted Leave or Remain at the 2016 EU referendum. From early 2014 to 
the EU referendum in 2016, the strengths of Conservative Party identity among 
Remain and Leave voters moved in parallel (although Remainers started off with 
weaker Conservative Party identities). Following the EU referendum, however, 
we see a divergence. Among Leavers, Conservative identity strength increased. 
Among Remainers, it declined. In other words, the large-scale switching of 
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pro-Brexit voters to the Conservatives was not simply an example of ‘short-term 
conversion’ (Butler and Stokes 1974) but also marked an underlying shift in the 
structure of partisan alignment.

Brexit might play a more direct role in influencing political identification in 
Britain by acting as an identity in its own right. Hobolt, Leeper, and Tilley (2018) 
demonstrate the degree to which people have come to identify with Remain and 
Leave as a social identity, akin to partisan identities. Indeed, BES data shows that 
people express a stronger identification on average with one of the referendum 
sides than they do with any political party, not just in the EU referendum but also 
the Scottish independence referendum.

Figure 10.2 shows the strength of party identity captured through a battery of 
items designed to measure party identification as a social identity (Bankert, 
Huddy, and Rosema 2017), compared with equivalent identity scales for the EU 
and Scottish referendums (see appendix for details). In every case, voters report 
stronger identification with their side on the cross-cutting issue than they do 
with  parties. Additionally, the proportion of people who report an identity on 
either side of the issue is higher for both referendums than for party identity. 
In other words, the decline of party identity may not necessarily reflect a decline 
in pol it ical identities more generally. Whether identification with the causes of 
leave or remain (or independence in Scotland) turns out to be sustained political 
identities remains to be seen.
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Figure 10.1 Mean strength of Conservative Party identity among Leave- and 
Remain-voting 2015 Conservative voters, on a scale where 0 = no/other party id, 
1 = not very strong Conservative id, 2 = fairly strong Conservative id, 3 = very strong 
Conservative id
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The American experience again provides some clues as to what the future 
effects of Brexit identities might look like. Mason (2015, 2016) argues that cross-
cutting identities weaken the perceived distinctiveness of different groups and 
allow people to feel like they belong to a broader range of identities, undermining 
‘the cognitive and motivational bases of in-group bias and negative emotion’ 
(Mason  2015, 131). Mason argues that racial, religious, cultural, and political 
identities have come into alignment in the US. As Americans have become 
increasingly socially sorted, affective polarization has followed. In Britain, as we 
demonstrated in Chapter 9, party choice has become more closely aligned with 
Brexit voting. The implications of that for polarization are explored in Figure 10.3. 
This shows the predicted scores (from a regression model, see Table A10.1 in the 
appendix) of how much respondents like the Conservative and Labour parties as 
a function of party strength and referendum identity immediately before the 2017 
General Election.2 The results show that when holding the strength of each iden-
tity constant, Conservative identifiers, who also identify as Leavers, feel more 
positively about the Conservatives and more negatively about Labour, compared 
to Conservatives who also identify as Remainers. Similarly, Labour identifiers 
who identify as Remainers feel more positively about Labour and less positively 
about the Conservatives than their Labour and Leave-identifying counterparts. 
This provides preliminary support for the expectation that any increasing alignment 

2 The strength of each identity is set to the overall mean strength of identity with each group 
(i.e. how strongly Conservatives identify as Conservative, how strongly Leavers identify as Leavers, etc.).
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Figure 10.2 Strength of political identities measured using the seven-item social 
identity scales for party, EU referendum side, and Scottish referendum side



OUP CORRECTED PROOF – FINAL, 18/11/19, SPi

198 Electoral Shocks

of competing political identities has some potential to fuel affective po lar iza tion 
in Britain.

Perhaps the most powerful factor that may counteract this is the continuing 
importance of social class in British politics (Evans and Tilley 2017; Evans and 
Mellon 2016a) which cuts across the party–Brexit alignment. Even in 2017, when 
Brexit heavily influenced voting decisions, social class still proved to be an 
im port ant predictor of vote, albeit slightly weaker than in 2015. Labour, under 
Corbyn’s leadership, pursued traditional left-wing polices which appealed to its 
traditional working-class base at the same time as its socially liberal policies 
increased its appeal among highly educated professionals. Cross-cutting political 
cleavages are likely to result in lower overall levels of affective polarization. How 
cultural and economic issues structure vote choice in the future—and influence 
political identities and affective polarization—will depend on both the nature of the 
parties’ economic appeals and how they navigate the process and outcome of Brexit.

It is important not to underestimate the potential for future shocks to disrupt 
the effects of the Brexit shock. We do not have to look far for an example of one 
shock disrupting the effect of another. In Chapter  8 we showed how Scottish 
independence supporters flocked to the SNP in 2015, only for Brexit to peel 
Leave-supporting Yes voters away in 2017. In Chapter 6 we showed how the Brexit 
shock interrupted the effect of the global financial crisis.

The very nature of shocks means that it is impossible to predict the form that 
any future shocks will take. From major institutional reforms such as an elected 
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aligned and unaligned party and Brexit identities of equal strength (wave 11 of the BES 
Internet Panel)
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House of Lords, a split in one (or both) of the major parties, to military conflict, 
economic crisis, or a major environmental catastrophe—the list of possible future 
shocks with the potential to disrupt British politics is endless. With hindsight, it 
has been possible to identify the concatenation of trends, decisions, and events 
that resulted in the shocks we have examined in this book. Future researchers will 
likewise be able to identify the portents of future shocks in our current politics. 
Undoubtedly, the seeds of future disruption have already been sown.

Our aim in this book is not to foretell future events, but to understand the 
impact of such events and to provide a new way of approaching the study of 
elections. We have set out an approach to the study of elections which emphasizes 
the interplay between the slowly evolving social and political context and the impact 
of electoral shocks. Just like complex systems in other domains, party systems 
are susceptible to change, depending on the level of inertia and volatility in the 
system and the exposure to external shocks (Prindle 2012). The long-term decline 
in partisan alignment in Britain and the rise of smaller parties have weakened 
the forces which have helped maintain the status quo and left the party system 
more volatile and more vulnerable to the impact of electoral shocks. To understand 
electoral outcomes, we need to consider not only the reaction of voters to shocks 
but the behaviour of political parties and other political actors. Electoral shocks 
present an opportunity (or a threat) to which politicians and parties must 
respond. How they do so shapes whether they are the winners or the losers of 
voter volatility.

The mechanisms by which shocks matter to electoral outcomes complement 
rather than compete with existing theories of voter behaviour. The mechanisms 
that we identified each draws directly on established theories of voter choice. 
First, to understand the impact of shocks to salience we rely on positional (spa-
tial) and salience theories of voter behaviour. Second, to understand how shocks 
to competence affect vote choices we must draw on performance and valence 
theories. Third, to understand the impact of shocks that change the social and 
political image of parties, we draw on sociological, psychological, and spatial 
theories of voter behaviour. Thus, we do not advocate abandoning any of these 
long-established theories, but rather we suggest that there is no one-size-fits-all 
model that explains voter behaviour and electoral outcomes across different 
 geographic and historical contexts. Different theories explain voter choices in 
different electoral circumstances. As those circumstances change as a result of 
electoral shocks, the relevance of one theory or another is also liable to change. 
What matters in one election or one country might not matter so much in another. 
Although we have presented evidence relating to the UK elections of 2015 and 2017, 
our approach is applicable across different contexts, even though the nature of 
electoral shocks and the underlying conditions of stability or volatility will vary.
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Table A4.1 Pooled no party identity fixed–effects model empty and full

 Empty Full

(Intercept) –2.638*** –1.357***
 (0.130) (0.181)
Father no party ID  0.653***
  (0.045)
Union member  –0.076
  (0.051)
Age  –0.014***
  (0.001)
Male  –0.002
  (0.045)
White  –0.160
  (0.096)
Not married  0.026
  (0.046)
Degree  0.004
  (0.053)
No religion  0.297***
  (0.046)
Class (Base = Intermediate)   
Middle  –0.041
  (0.063)
Working  –0.104*
  (0.050)
Difference Conservative/Labour (Base = Not much difference)  
Some Difference  –0.566***
  (0.057)
Great difference  –1.087***
  (0.058)
Region (Base = London/South East)   
Midlands/Eastern  0.098
  (0.057)
North  –0.148*
  (0.058)
Scotland  –0.029
  (0.079)
South West  –0.206*
  (0.087)
Wales  –0.254*
  (0.107)

Continued
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Election effects (Base = 1964)   
1966 0.213 0.171
 (0.178) (0.181)
1970 0.124 0.140
 (0.206) (0.209)
1974 (Oct) 0.353* 0.192
 (0.152) (0.155)
1979 0.683*** 0.595***
 (0.154) (0.158)
1983 0.721*** 1.007***
 (0.140) (0.145)
1987 0.781*** 1.062***
 (0.139) (0.145)
1992 0.494*** 0.542***
 (0.145) (0.149)
1997 0.645*** 0.487***
 (0.143) (0.147)
2015 1.092*** 0.813***
 (0.141) (0.147)
2017 1.072*** 0.931***
 (0.144) (0.151)
Elections 11 11
AIC 16284.715 15415.530
N 22276 22276

* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001

Table A4.1 Continued



OUP CORRECTED PROOF – FINAL, 19/11/19, SPi

Ta
bl

e A
4.

2 
Po

ol
ed

 in
di

vi
du

al
 v

ol
at

ili
ty

 fi
xe

d-
eff

ec
ts

 m
od

el
 em

pt
y 

an
d 

fu
ll

Em
pt

y
D

ea
lig

nm
en

t
Fr

ag
m

en
ta

tio
n

C
on

ve
rg

en
ce

C
on

ve
rg

en
ce

 +
 

fr
ag

m
en

ta
tio

n
O

th
er

C
om

bi
ne

d

Pa
rt

y 
ID

 at
 el

ec
tio

n 
1 (

Ba
se

 =
 N

ot
 v

er
y 

st
ro

ng
)

 
 

 
 

 
 

N
on

e/
D

K
 

–0
.3

81
**

*
 

 
 

 
–0

.3
49

**
*

 
 

(0
.0

87
2)

 
 

 
 

(0
.0

92
7)

Fa
irl

y s
tro

ng
 

0.
27

3
 

 
 

 
0.

21
0

 
 

(0
.16

1)
 

 
 

 
(0

.16
5)

Ve
ry

 st
ro

ng
 

0.
19

2
 

 
 

 
0.

22
6

 
 

(0
.17

1)
 

 
 

 
(0

.2
12

)
D

iff
er

en
ce

 b
et

w
ee

n 
pa

rt
ie

s (
Ba

se
 =

 N
o 

di
ffe

re
nc

e)
 

 
 

 
 

 
So

m
e d

iff
er

en
ce

 
 

 
–0

.3
32

**
*

–0
.0

70
3

 
–0

.0
87

5
 

 
 

 
(0

.0
77

4)
(0

.17
2)

 
(0

.16
7)

G
re

at
 d

iff
er

en
ce

 
 

 
–0

.6
43

**
*

0.
14

9
 

0.
22

2
 

 
 

 
(0

.11
4)

(0
.2

57
)

 
(0

.2
48

)
Vo

te
d 

C
on

/L
ab

 at
 el

ec
tio

n 
1

 
 

–1
.5

32
**

*
 

–0
.9

28
**

*
 

–0
.6

65
**

 
 

 
(0

.13
4)

 
(0

.2
18

)
 

(0
.2

36
)

Pa
rt

y 
ID

=V
ot

e a
t e

le
ct

io
n 

1
 

–0
.7

85
**

*
 

 
 

 
–0

.6
53

**
*

 
 

(0
.0

90
9)

 
 

 
 

(0
.0

83
0)

(F
ai

rly
 st

ro
ng

 P
ID

) *
 (P

ID
=V

ot
e)

 
–0

.9
53

**
*

 
 

 
 

–0
.74

9*
**

 
 

(0
.19

6)
 

 
 

 
(0

.19
6)

(V
er

y 
st

ro
ng

 P
ID

) *
 (P

ID
 =

 V
ot

e)
 

–1
.5

15
**

*
 

 
 

 
–1

.2
82

**
*

 
 

(0
.19

0)
 

 
 

 
(0

.2
23

)
C

on
/L

ab
 * 

So
m

e d
iff

er
en

ce
 

 
 

 
–0

.3
45

 
–0

.3
24

 
 

 
 

 
(0

.2
70

)
 

(0
.2

72
)

C
on

/L
ab

 * 
G

re
at

 d
iff

er
en

ce
 

 
 

 
–0

.9
92

*
 

–0
.9

01
*

 
 

 
 

 
(0

.4
16

)
 

(0
.4

01
)

D
eg

re
e

 
 

 
 

 
–0

.0
01

11
0.

13
0

 
 

 
 

 
 

(0
.0

74
4)

(0
.0

66
8)

M
al

e
 

 
 

 
 

–0
.0

34
8

–0
.0

92
0*

 
 

 
 

 
 

(0
.0

42
2)

(0
.0

39
6)

N
ot

 m
ar

rie
d

 
 

 
 

 
–0

.0
56

6
–0

.0
34

4
 

 
 

 
 

 
(0

.0
76

6)
(0

.0
73

0)
A

ge
 

 
 

 
 

–0
.0

11
2*

**
–0

.0
08

89
**

*
 

 
 

 
 

 
(0

.0
01

86
)

(0
.0

01
94

)

Co
nt

in
ue

d



OUP CORRECTED PROOF – FINAL, 19/11/19, SPi

Em
pt

y
D

ea
lig

nm
en

t
Fr

ag
m

en
ta

tio
n

C
on

ve
rg

en
ce

C
on

ve
rg

en
ce

 +
 

fr
ag

m
en

ta
tio

n
O

th
er

C
om

bi
ne

d

El
ec

tio
n 

2 
(B

as
e =

 19
66

)
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

19
70

0.
32

3*
0.

27
7*

**
0.

32
5*

**
0.

25
8*

**
0.

28
2*

**
0.

28
0*

**
0.

26
6*

**
 

(0
.13

3)
(0

.0
03

55
)

(0
.0

05
51

)
(0

.0
06

02
)

(0
.0

07
71

)
(0

.0
03

77
)

(0
.0

09
43

)
19

74
0.

56
5*

**
0.

56
1*

**
0.

61
1*

**
0.

50
2*

**
0.

56
4*

**
0.

52
6*

**
0.

55
2*

**
 

(0
.12

7)
(0

.0
05

33
)

(0
.0

11
7)

(0
.0

05
32

)
(0

.0
11

5)
(0

.0
06

55
)

(0
.0

13
3)

19
74

.5
0.

28
4*

0.
09

67
**

*
0.

04
18

0.
24

5*
**

0.
05

53
**

0.
24

9*
**

–0
.0

57
8*

 
(0

.11
8)

(0
.0

10
2)

(0
.0

22
5)

(0
.0

01
86

)
(0

.0
20

8)
(0

.0
03

29
)

(0
.0

28
4)

19
79

0.
54

5*
**

0.
37

0*
**

0.
38

1*
**

0.
56

6*
**

0.
42

5*
**

0.
52

8*
**

0.
32

4*
**

 
(0

.13
8)

(0
.0

11
0)

(0
.0

11
6)

(0
.0

10
7)

(0
.0

16
6)

(0
.0

03
35

)
(0

.0
21

2)
19

87
0.

44
6*

*
0.

09
45

**
*

0.
07

61
*

0.
64

0*
**

0.
21

3*
*

0.
37

2*
**

–0
.0

30
5

 
(0

.13
7)

(0
.0

17
4)

(0
.0

33
6)

(0
.0

47
7)

(0
.0

66
5)

(0
.0

08
25

)
(0

.0
65

6)
19

92
0.

79
1*

**
0.

42
6*

**
0.

49
1*

**
0.

84
5*

**
0.

59
7*

**
0.

69
5*

**
0.

37
1*

**
 

(0
.11

4)
(0

.0
17

1)
(0

.0
20

5)
(0

.0
24

5)
(0

.0
29

5)
(0

.0
06

28
)

(0
.0

35
0)

19
97

0.
99

1*
**

0.
70

2*
**

0.
80

6*
**

0.
94

7*
**

0.
79

5*
**

0.
93

8*
**

0.
65

1*
**

 
(0

.11
1)

(0
.0

17
7)

(0
.0

08
78

)
(0

.0
12

0)
(0

.0
20

5)
(0

.0
10

4)
(0

.0
29

1)
20

01
0.

79
8*

**
0.

54
2*

**
0.

64
9*

**
0.

81
2*

**
0.

64
7*

**
0.

84
3*

**
0.

47
9*

**
 

(0
.11

0)
(0

.0
22

0)
(0

.0
14

2)
(0

.0
11

0)
(0

.0
17

3)
(0

.0
11

7)
(0

.0
25

6)
20

15
1.5

17
**

*
1.2

49
**

*
1.2

05
**

*
1.6

17
**

*
1.2

91
**

*
1.6

01
**

*
1.1

57
**

*
 

(0
.0

98
0)

(0
.0

15
5)

(0
.0

26
0)

(0
.0

13
8)

(0
.0

25
6)

(0
.0

23
9)

(0
.0

46
5)

20
17

1.0
80

**
*

0.
68

5*
**

0.
84

6*
**

1.2
40

**
*

0.
96

3*
**

1.1
47

**
*

0.
71

8*
**

 
(0

.0
97

2)
(0

.0
17

3)
(0

.0
20

2)
(0

.0
26

1)
(0

.0
29

5)
(0

.0
28

6)
(0

.0
52

9)
C

on
st

an
t

–1
.9

11
**

*
–0

.5
46

**
*

–0
.6

11
**

*
–1

.5
14

**
*

–0
.7

21
**

*
–1

.3
28

**
*

0.
44

7*
*

 
(0

.0
93

3)
(0

.0
90

0)
(0

.10
3)

(0
.0

60
7)

(0
.14

1)
(0

.10
3)

(0
.16

8)
N

20
36

1
20

36
1

20
36

1
20

36
1

20
36

1
20

36
1

20
36

1

* p
<0

.0
5;

 **
 p

<0
.0

1; 
**

* p
<0

.0
01

Ta
bl

e A
4.

2 
C

on
tin

ue
d



OUP CORRECTED PROOF – FINAL, 19/11/19, SPi

Appendix to Chapter 4 205

Equation for within- and between-cohort variation

We define Act as the proportion of respondents at time t in age cohort c and Nct as the pro-
portion of age cohort c that does not identify with a political party at time t. Therefore for 
two periods (1 and 2) we define:

 
within cohort change

c

= −∑
∈ …{ , , )

( )
18 19 99 100

2 1 1Ν Νc c c*A
 

and

 between cohort change
c

= −∑
∈ …{ , , )

( )
18 19 99 100

2 1 1Α Αc c c*N  

Table A4.3 Factiva Search terms used to calculate the effective number of media parties

Party Search string

Conservative (Conservative or Conservatives or Tory or Tories) AND party
Labour (Labour) AND party
Liberal Democrats (Liberal Democrat or Liberal Democrats or Lib Dem or Lib Dems or 

Lib-Dem or Lib-Dems) AND party
Green (Green Party) AND party
Plaid Cymru (Plaid Cymru) AND party
SNP (SNP or Scottish National Party) AND party
UKIP (UKIP or United Kingdom Independence Party) AND party
Respect (Respect Party) AND party
BNP (British National Party or BNP) AND party
Referendum (Referendum Party) AND party
the (control) the
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Table A5.1 Multilevel logit predicting immigration being seen 
as the respondent’s ‘most important issue’

Log(Immigration change) 0.473*
  (0.188)
Log(Immigration level) 0.396***
  (0.089)
Log(Immigration change) * Log(Immigration level) –0.122**
  (0.039)
Education level (Base = No qualifications)  
GCSE D–G –0.163
  (0.101)
GCSE A*–C –0.177*
  (0.073)
A level –0.539***
  (0.079)
Undergraduate –0.941***
  (0.078)
Postgraduate –1.460***
  (0.119)
Age 0.073***
  (0.010)
Age2 –0.001***
  (0.000)
Newspaper (Base = None)  
The Express 0.820***
  (0.123)
The Daily Mail 0.844***
  (0.062)
The Mirror –0.239**
  (0.081)
The Daily Star 0.816***
  (0.194)
The Sun 0.865***
  (0.065)
The Daily Telegraph 0.111
  (0.100)
The Financial Times –0.898
  (0.533)
The Guardian –2.155***
  (0.222)
The Independent –1.040***
  (0.246)
The Times –0.608***
  (0.134)
The Scotsman –0.292
  (0.366)
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The Herald –0.821*
  (0.356)
The Western Mail –0.589
  (0.389)
Other local newspaper –0.190
  (0.121)
Other Newspaper –0.208*
  (0.096)
Constant –4.639***
  (0.435)
N Respondents 14,584
N Regions 11
N Local Authorities 787

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001

Table A5.2 Interclass correlation coefficients from the 
multilevel logit model shown in Table A5.1

Level Empty model Full model

Region 0.021 0.012
  (0.010) (0.006)
Local authority 0.047 0.024
  (0.010) (0.008)

Table A5.3 OLS model predicting yearly proportion of respondents saying immigration is 
an important issue as a function of newspaper coverage of immigration (Newspaper 
coverage and immigration levels are standardized)

 Daily Mail Daily Express The Sun All Daily Mail + 
polynomial

Daily Mail 0.101***   0.148*** 0.105***
  (0.015)     (0.026) (0.017)
Daily Express  0.034  –0.004  
    (0.021)   (0.019)  
The Sun   0.027* –0.022  
      (0.012) (0.017)  
Immigration 0.029 0.116* 0.130*** –0.003 0.023
  (0.021) (0.041175) (0.031) (0.033) (0.035)
Year 0.004 –0.002 0.000 0.004 –0.011
  (0.002) (0.005) (0.004) (0.003) (0.080)
Year2     0.001
          (0.003)
Year3         0.000
     (0.000)
Constant –7.609 3.14 –0.728 –8.099 20.988
  (3.864) (9.208) (8.803) (5.037) (159.143)
Adjusted R2 0.967 0.81 0.86 0.955 0.965
N 25 17 18 17 25
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Table A5.4 Two-parameter IRT model of 
immigration concern in the 2010 BESIP

Most Important Issue is immigration  
Discrimination 1.382***
 –0.047
Difficulty 1.547***
 –0.038
Immigration emotions: angry  
Discrimination 3.415***
 –0.164
Difficulty 0.122***
 –0.011
Immigration emotions: disgust  
Discrimination 2.451***
 –0.073
Difficulty 0.250***
 –0.012
Immigration emotions: uneasy  
Discrimination 0.591***
 –0.023
Difficulty –0.080**
 –0.029
Immigration emotions: afraid  
Discrimination 1.871***
 –0.049
Difficulty 0.755***
 –0.017

* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001
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Table A5.5 Same vote in 2010 versus UKIP contrasts from multinomial 
logistic regression models of different groups of 2010 voters

 2010 Labour 2010 Conservative Liberal Democrat

EU approval –0.508*** –0.650*** –0.698
  (0.119) (0.088) (0.104)
Immigration 
concern

0.706*** 0.394*** 0.773

  (0.163) (0.110) (0.161)
Strength of ID with 2010 party (Base = No/different party ID)  
Not very strongly –0.083 –0.480* –0.880*
  (0.415) (0.213) (0.354)
Fairly strongly –0.461 –0.979*** –0.615*
  (0.336) (0.179) (0.285)
Very strongly –1.983*** –1.499*** –2.042**
 (0.517) (0.241) (0.773)
Education level (Base = No qualifications)   
GCSE D–G –0.224 –0.454 –0.181
  (0.541) (0.383) (0.700)
GCSE A*–C –0.162 –0.453 –0.747
  (0.390) (0.255) (0.495)
A level –0.132 –0.321 –0.765
  (0.471) (0.270) (0.536)
Undergraduate –0.546 –0.675* –1.025*
  (0.463) (0.273) (0.492)
Postgrad –14.501 –0.067 –0.850
  (707.056) (0.369) (0.626)
Other qualification –0.517 –0.640* –0.583
  (0.488) (0.272) (0.515)
Age 0.006 –0.014* 0.011
  (0.012) (0.007) (0.010)
Female –0.467 –0.291 –0.136
  (0.262) (0.148) (0.236)
Constant –0.249 1.750** 1.715*
  (0.945) (0.543) (0.826)
N origin voters 1,056 1,588 1,178
N UKIP switchers 81 270 130
Pseudo R2 0.1381 0.1155 0.0923

* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001
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Table A5.6 OLS regression predicting approval of EU 
membership (five category dependent variable) used  
for imputation of EU approval under conditions of low 
anti-immigrant preferences

Immigration concern –0.617***
 (0.020)
Education level (Base = No qualifications)  
GCSE D–G 0.054
  (0.083)
GCSE A*–C 0.152**
  (0.058)
A level 0.418***
  (0.062)
Undergraduate 0.554***
  (0.058)
Postgrad 0.802***
  (0.073)
Other qualification 0.387***
  (0.061)
Age –0.002
  (0.001)
Female –0.219***
  (0.029)
2010 General Election Vote (Base = Conservatives)  
Labour 0.715***
  (0.039)
Liberal Democrat 0.723***
  (0.038)
SNP –0.952
  (1.071)
Plaid Cymru 0.508***
  (0.191)
UKIP –0.534***
  (0.064)
Green Party 0.735***
  (0.142)
British National Party (BNP) –0.260
  (0.133)
Other 0.155
 (0.112)
Constant 2.263***
  (0.096)
Adjusted R2 0.390
N 5,501
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Table A6.1 Graded response IRT model of economic left–right values

 Measured in wave:

 1–5 6 7–9 10–12 13

Government should redistribute income from the better off to those who are less well off
Discrimination 1.954*** 2.139*** 2.018*** 1.961*** 2.074***
 (0.0166) (0.0198) (0.0171) (0.0183) (0.0194)
Difficulty (base = Strongly disagree)
≥Disagree –2.141*** –1.860*** –2.138*** –2.042*** –1.868***
 (0.0173) (0.0162) (0.0173) (0.0181) (0.0165)
≥ Neither agree 

nor disagree
–1.017***
(0.00968)

–0.857***
(0.00972)

–1.044***
(0.00978)

–0.954***
(0.0102)

–0.868***
(0.00986)

≥ Agree –0.166*** –0.0595*** –0.149*** –0.0735*** –0.0414***
 (0.00754) (0.00811) (0.00755) (0.00812) (0.00818)
= Strongly agree 1.020*** 1.099*** 1.131*** 1.254*** 1.216***
 (0.0102) (0.0113) (0.0106) (0.0123) (0.0120)
Big business takes advantage of ordinary people
Discrimination 2.147*** 2.647*** 2.278*** 2.163*** 2.438***
 (0.0189) (0.0254) (0.0200) (0.0212) (0.0235)
Difficulty (base = Strongly disagree)     
≥ Disagree –2.863*** –2.613*** –3.013*** –3.046*** –2.719***
 (0.0268) (0.0256) (0.0303) (0.0341) (0.0278)
≥ Neither agree 

nor disagree
–1.819***
(0.0140)

–1.523***
(0.0123)

–1.785***
(0.0137)

–1.897***
(0.0162)

–1.600***
(0.0133)

≥ Agree –0.972*** –0.820*** –0.902*** –0.968*** –0.770***
 (0.00903) (0.00862) (0.00866) (0.00978) (0.00874)
= Strongly agree 0.548*** 0.499*** 0.663*** 0.635*** 0.687***
 (0.00813) (0.00817) (0.00836) (0.00909) (0.00893)
Ordinary working people do not get their fair share of the nation’s wealth
Discrimination 2.528*** 3.033*** 2.709*** 2.516*** 2.811***
 (0.0214) (0.0285) (0.0231) (0.0236) (0.0263)
Difficulty (base = Strongly disagree)
≥ Disagree –2.515*** –2.375*** –2.657*** –2.668*** –2.405***
 (0.0207) (0.0209) (0.0231) (0.0261) (0.0217)
≥ Neither agree 

nor disagree
–1.484***
(0.0108)

–1.284***
(0.0102)

–1.509***
(0.0108)

–1.566***
(0.0124)

–1.342***
(0.0107)

≥ Agree –0.742*** –0.571*** –0.718*** –0.703*** –0.539***
 (0.00760) (0.00750) (0.00745) (0.00809) (0.00759)
= Strongly agree 0.595*** 0.610*** 0.668*** 0.753*** 0.764***
 (0.00767) (0.00797) (0.00775) (0.00881) (0.00861)

Continued
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 Measured in wave:

 1–5 6 7–9 10–12 13

There is one law for the rich and one for the poor
Discrimination 2.513*** 3.089*** 2.743*** 2.525*** 2.672***
 (0.0213) (0.0292) (0.0237) (0.0240) (0.0251)
Difficulty (base = Strongly disagree)
≥ Disagree –2.334*** –2.083*** –2.444*** –2.504*** –2.260***
 (0.0181) (0.0166) (0.0196) (0.0230) (0.0195)
≥ Neither agree 

nor disagree
–1.342***
(0.0100)

–1.166***
(0.00942)

–1.415***
(0.0102)

–1.491***
(0.0119)

–1.274***
(0.0106)

≥ Agree –0.704*** –0.624*** –0.764*** –0.809*** –0.618***
 (0.00750) (0.00750) (0.00752) (0.00838) (0.00789)
= Strongly agree 0.502*** 0.410*** 0.452*** 0.477*** 0.586***
 (0.00747) (0.00746) (0.00722) (0.00799) (0.00826)
Management will always try to get the better of employees if it gets the chance
Discrimination 1.560*** 1.892*** 1.714*** 1.637*** 1.792***
 (0.0146) (0.0187) (0.0157) (0.0168) (0.0180)
Difficulty (base = Strongly disagree)
≥ Disagree –3.212*** –2.865*** –3.287*** –3.303*** –2.987***
 (0.0333) (0.0310) (0.0351) (0.0390) (0.0334)
≥ Neither agree 

nor disagree
–1.694***
(0.0155)

–1.475***
(0.0141)

–1.665***
(0.0147)

–1.775***
(0.0174)

–1.565***
(0.0152)

≥ Agree –0.688*** –0.624*** –0.708*** –0.770*** –0.619***
 (0.00960) (0.00952) (0.00929) (0.0105) (0.00973)
= Strongly agree 0.916*** 0.848*** 0.957*** 0.979*** 0.990***
 (0.0111) (0.0109) (0.0109) (0.0122) (0.0118)

* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001
Note: The direction of the predicted score is then reversed to give a scale that runs from left to right.

Table A6.1 Continued
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Table A6.2 Graded response IRT model of liberal–authoritarian values

 Measured in wave:

 1–5 6 7–9 10–12 13

Young people today don’t have enough respect for traditional British values
Discrimination 2.216*** 2.302*** 2.365*** 2.481*** 2.443***
 (0.0188) (0.0215) (0.0199) (0.0226) (0.0225)
Difficulty (base = Strongly disagree)
≥ Disagree –2.409*** –2.268*** –2.269*** –2.116*** –2.019***
 (0.0188) (0.0195) (0.0176) (0.0174) (0.0169)
≥ Neither agree 

nor disagree
–1.357***
(0.0109)

–1.219***
(0.0113)

–1.266***
(0.0104)

–1.204***
(0.0106)

–1.062***
(0.0104)

≥ Agree –0.523*** –0.390*** –0.397*** –0.377*** –0.289***
 (0.00776) (0.00830) (0.00746) (0.00769) (0.00789)
= Strongly agree 0.726*** 0.804*** 0.839*** 0.798*** 0.837***
 (0.00825) (0.00931) (0.00838) (0.00856) (0.00898)
For some crimes, the death penalty is the most appropriate sentence
Discrimination 2.249*** 2.387*** 2.342*** 2.317*** 2.432***
 (0.0200) (0.0233) (0.0207) (0.0222) (0.0237)
Difficulty (base = Strongly disagree)     
≥ Disagree –0.933*** –0.771*** –0.816*** –0.839*** –0.794***
 (0.00924) (0.00949) (0.00885) (0.00959) (0.00957)
≥ Neither agree 

nor disagree
–0.394***
(0.00749)

–0.260***
(0.00795)

–0.273***
(0.00728)

–0.312***
(0.00781)

–0.310***
(0.00797)

≥ Agree –0.0518*** 0.101*** 0.106*** 0.0809*** 0.0701***
 (0.00704) (0.00767) (0.00699) (0.00742) (0.00755)
= Strongly agree 0.769*** 0.903*** 0.919*** 0.912*** 0.846***
 (0.00843) (0.00968) (0.00883) (0.00942) (0.00918)
Schools should teach children to obey authority
Discrimination 1.981*** 2.045*** 2.060*** 2.209*** 2.212***
 (0.0172) (0.0196) (0.0177) (0.0204) (0.0207)
Difficulty (base = Strongly disagree)
≥ Disagree –2.669*** –2.517*** –2.434*** –2.319*** –2.322***
 (0.0223) (0.0231) (0.0200) (0.0201) (0.0206)
≥ Neither agree 

nor disagree
–1.664***
(0.0132)

–1.553***
(0.0139)

–1.461***
(0.0121)

–1.403***
(0.0122)

–1.428***
(0.0128)

≥ Agree –0.774*** –0.628*** –0.530*** –0.515*** –0.494***
 (0.00884) (0.00934) (0.00817) (0.00834) (0.00863)
= Strongly agree 0.795*** 0.900*** 0.974*** 0.918*** 0.932***
 (0.00893) (0.0103) (0.00947) (0.00948) (0.00977)
Censorship of films and magazines is necessary to uphold moral standards
Discrimination 1.120*** 1.159*** 1.153*** 1.251*** 1.259***
 (0.0120) (0.0138) (0.0123) (0.0140) (0.0143)
Difficulty (base = Strongly disagree)
≥ Disagree –2.363*** –2.203*** –2.234*** –2.055*** –2.061***
 (0.0252) (0.0264) (0.0242) (0.0233) (0.0239)
≥ Neither agree 

nor disagree
–0.967***
(0.0138)

–0.835***
(0.0146)

–0.825***
(0.0131)

–0.793***
(0.0132)

–0.790***
(0.0136)

Continued
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 Measured in wave:

 1–5 6 7–9 10–12 13

≥ Agree 0.000659 0.140*** 0.180*** 0.163*** 0.192***
 (0.0105) (0.0119) (0.0107) (0.0107) (0.0111)
= Strongly agree 1.967*** 2.074*** 2.203*** 2.043*** 2.026***
 (0.0218) (0.0255) (0.0239) (0.0230) (0.0232)
People who break the law should be given stiffer sentences
Discrimination 2.351*** 2.520*** 2.555*** 2.565*** 2.554***
 (0.0201) (0.0236) (0.0216) (0.0236) (0.0239)
Difficulty (base = Strongly disagree)
≥ Disagree –2.742*** –2.567*** –2.541*** –2.484*** –2.532***
 (0.0227) (0.0227) (0.0204) (0.0217) (0.0230)
≥ Neither agree 

nor disagree
–1.712***
(0.0126)

–1.531***
(0.0125)

–1.500***
(0.0113)

–1.490***
(0.0121)

–1.536***
(0.0128)

≥ Agree –0.639*** –0.471*** –0.420*** –0.433*** –0.403***
 (0.00789) (0.00818) (0.00730) (0.00774) (0.00802)
= Strongly agree 0.635*** 0.726*** 0.792*** 0.773*** 0.774***
 (0.00775) (0.00864) (0.00795) (0.00833) (0.00856)

* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001

Table A6.2 Continued
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Table A6.3 Multinomial logistic regression model of 2015 vote

Conservatives (base  
category = Labour)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

2010 Retrospective 
economic evaluation

–0.268*** –0.237 –0.234*** –0.227*** –0.223
(0.0629) (0.139) (0.0642) (0.0652) (0.146)

2015 Retrospective 
economic evaluation

0.669*** 0.179 0.479*** 0.570*** 0.108
(0.0765) (0.212) (0.0800) (0.0789) (0.218)

Labour economic 
competence

  –1.001***     –0.851***
  (0.175)     (0.185)

Conservative economic 
competence

  0.712***     0.580**
  (0.192)     (0.201)

Attitude towards austerity     0.929***   0.695**
      (0.100)   (0.237)
Labour responsible for 

Global Financial Crisis
      0.0306 –0.600
      (0.146) (0.332)

Labour responsible for 
level of national debt

      1.155*** 0.616
      (0.157) (0.365)

Age 0.0315*** 0.0313** 0.0336*** 0.0324*** 0.0323**
  (0.00557) (0.0116) (0.00569) (0.00566) (0.0119)
Female –0.263 –0.245 –0.135 –0.153 –0.173
  (0.134) (0.294) (0.138) (0.137) (0.302)
Education level (Base = no qualifications)      
Below GCSE 0.588 0.434 0.517 0.621 0.491
  (0.346) (0.782) (0.350) (0.352) (0.793)
GCSE 0.348 –0.134 0.333 0.339 –0.0322
  (0.255) (0.576) (0.259) (0.261) (0.581)
A Level 0.530* –0.110 0.545* 0.487 –0.0184
  (0.270) (0.606) (0.275) (0.277) (0.617)
Undergraduate 0.370 –0.506 0.326 0.271 –0.478
  (0.256) (0.576) (0.261) (0.262) (0.586)
Postgraduate 0.411 –0.548 0.313 0.244 –0.623
  (0.342) (0.780) (0.350) (0.346) (0.787)
Other –0.219 –1.225 –0.246 –0.252 –1.067
  (0.431) (0.883) (0.438) (0.436) (0.905)
Income percentile 0.00723* 0.0126* 0.00662* 0.00694* 0.0132*
  (0.00286) (0.00630) (0.00292) (0.00291) (0.00645)
Missing income 

data dummy
–0.197 0.215 –0.206 –0.167 0.165
(0.229) (0.499) (0.234) (0.230) (0.503)

Economic left–right  
values

1.461*** 1.328*** 1.163*** 1.420*** 1.164***
(0.0974) (0.215) (0.103) (0.0990) (0.223)

Liberal–authoritarian 
values

0.902*** 0.799*** 0.864*** 0.869*** 0.796***
(0.0963) (0.210) (0.0985) (0.0977) (0.213)

Immigration attitudes 0.257** 0.184 0.248** 0.208* 0.249
  (0.0940) (0.215) (0.0955) (0.0960) (0.220)
2015 not very strong 

Conservative Party id
0.794*** 0.179 0.751*** 0.722*** 0.0952

(0.171) (0.366) (0.174) (0.172) (0.372)
2015 fairly strong 

Conservative Party id
1.002*** 0.506 0.914*** 0.930*** 0.418

(0.167) (0.376) (0.170) (0.169) (0.383)
2015 very strong 

Conservative Party id
1.513*** 2.228* 1.406*** 1.463*** 2.176*

(0.293) (1.094) (0.298) (0.294) (1.104)

Continued
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2015 not very strong 
Labour Party id

–1.366*** –0.518 –1.309*** –1.204*** –0.333
(0.227) (0.499) (0.231) (0.233) (0.510)

2015 fairly strong Labour  
Party id

–2.645*** –0.764 –2.504*** –2.450*** –0.729
(0.255) (0.515) (0.258) (0.260) (0.525)

2015 very strong Labour  
Party id

–4.145*** –2.626* –3.932*** –3.874*** –2.447
(0.675) (1.245) (0.695) (0.685) (1.338)

2010 not very strong 
Conservative Party id

0.392* –0.240 0.393* 0.355* –0.186
(0.160) (0.356) (0.162) (0.161) (0.362)

2010 fairly strong 
Conservative Party id

0.830*** 0.795* 0.853*** 0.779*** 0.792*
(0.184) (0.394) (0.187) (0.185) (0.402)

2010 very strong 
Conservative Party id

0.562* 0.997 0.612* 0.501 1.065
(0.274) (0.657) (0.279) (0.274) (0.684)

2010 not very strong 
Labour Party id

0.129 –0.0588 0.242 0.172 –0.0780
(0.217) (0.461) (0.221) (0.222) (0.464)

2010 fairly strong Labour  
Party id

–0.0610 –0.555 0.0229 0.0474 –0.633
(0.253) (0.529) (0.257) (0.259) (0.537)

2010 very strong Labour  
Party id

–0.520 –0.553 –0.529 –0.428 –0.727
(0.515) (1.033) (0.531) (0.519) (1.057)

Constant –3.567*** –1.542 –3.350*** –4.122*** –1.761
  (0.540) (1.232) (0.552) (0.560) (1.314)
N 4228 992 4218 4228 992

Liberal Democrats (base 
category = Labour)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

2010 Retrospective 
economic evaluation

–0.190** –0.0375 –0.176* –0.184** –0.0288
(0.0686) (0.158) (0.0689) (0.0703) (0.162)

2015 Retrospective 
economic evaluation

0.378*** 0.540* 0.297*** 0.327*** 0.507*
(0.0843) (0.241) (0.0880) (0.0864) (0.244)

Labour economic 
competence

  –0.641**     –0.637**
  (0.201)     (0.208)

Conservative economic 
competence

  –0.131     –0.127
  (0.202)     (0.216)

Attitude towards austerity     0.399***   –0.220
      (0.110)   (0.276)
Labour responsible for 

Global Financial Crisis
      –0.153 –0.422
      (0.164) (0.378)

Labour responsible for  
level of national debt

      0.673*** 0.580
      (0.160) (0.393)

Age 0.0155* 0.0126 0.0168** 0.0161** 0.0132
  (0.00605) (0.0130) (0.00612) (0.00610) (0.0132)
Female –0.261 0.144 –0.244 –0.190 0.0791
  (0.150) (0.350) (0.152) (0.152) (0.358)
Education level (Base = no qualifications)      
Below GCSE 0.394 0.523 0.386 0.405 0.646
  (0.435) (1.210) (0.437) (0.436) (1.215)
GCSE 0.420 1.150 0.421 0.382 1.256
  (0.323) (0.884) (0.325) (0.326) (0.888)
A Level 0.219 0.658 0.226 0.207 0.757
  (0.339) (0.908) (0.341) (0.341) (0.914)

Table A6.3 Continued

Conservatives (base  
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Undergraduate 0.223 0.0935 0.218 0.137 0.134
  (0.317) (0.884) (0.320) (0.320) (0.891)
Postgraduate –0.0307 –0.586 –0.0485 –0.169 –0.745
  (0.388) (1.053) (0.391) (0.391) (1.068)
Other –0.0526 –1.707 –0.0469 –0.0859 –1.741
  (0.517) (1.443) (0.519) (0.516) (1.450)
Income percentile 0.00424 0.00310 0.00390 0.00438 0.00370
  (0.00310) (0.00704) (0.00312) (0.00313) (0.00715)
Missing income data 

dummy
–0.261 0.384 –0.281 –0.278 0.384
(0.268) (0.583) (0.271) (0.268) (0.581)

Economic left–right 
values

0.699***
(0.102)

0.521*
(0.244)

0.557***
(0.111)

0.665***
(0.104)

0.586*
(0.253)

Liberal–authoritarian 
values

–0.0417 –0.228 –0.103 –0.0647 –0.278
(0.101) (0.230) (0.102) (0.101) (0.235)

Immigration attitudes 0.121 0.186 0.124 0.0999 0.181
  (0.110) (0.265) (0.110) (0.111) (0.270)
2015 not very strong 

Liberal Democrat  
Party id

1.348*** 1.341** 1.357*** 1.337*** 1.464**
(0.212) (0.504) (0.213) (0.213) (0.516)

2015 fairly strong Liberal 
Democrat Party id

1.897*** 1.604** 1.872*** 1.883*** 1.584**
(0.264) (0.550) (0.266) (0.265) (0.554)

2015 very strong Liberal 
Democrat Party id

3.621*** 1.958 3.653*** 3.644*** 1.636
(0.718) (1.345) (0.736) (0.722) (1.384)

2015 not very strong 
Liberal Democrat  
Party id

–0.787** –1.092 –0.760** –0.680** –1.003
(0.250) (0.565) (0.251) (0.253) (0.573)

2015 fairly strong Labour  
Party id

–1.579*** –1.855** –1.511*** –1.477*** –1.770**
(0.256) (0.614) (0.256) (0.258) (0.622)

2015 very strong Labour  
Party id

–3.062*** –16.42 –2.938*** –2.924*** –15.76
(0.577) (895.4) (0.579) (0.580) (645.0)

2010 not very strong 
Liberal Democrat  
Party id

0.605** 0.762 0.591** 0.637** 0.667
(0.200) (0.481) (0.201) (0.202) (0.490)

2010 fairly strong Liberal 
Democrat Party id

0.270 0.627 0.264 0.283 0.568
(0.264) (0.581) (0.265) (0.265) (0.590)

2010 very strong Liberal 
Democrat Party id

0.752 1.050 0.743 0.730 0.914
(0.495) (1.121) (0.496) (0.494) (1.095)

2010 not very strong 
Labour Party id

–0.152 0.515 –0.128 –0.118 0.343
(0.262) (0.562) (0.263) (0.264) (0.565)

2010 fairly strong  
Labour Party id

–0.0137 0.637 –0.0116 0.0172 0.546
(0.277) (0.623) (0.278) (0.280) (0.631)

2010 very strong  
Labour Party id

–0.115 0.0657 –0.0933 –0.0583 0.0224
(0.453) (1.204) (0.455) (0.456) (1.209)

Constant –2.415*** –1.721 –2.278*** –2.630*** –1.840
  (0.592) (1.474) (0.597) (0.607) (1.536)
N 4228 992 4218 4228 992

UKIP (base  
category = Labour)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

2010 Retrospective 
economic evaluation

–0.359*** –0.310* –0.334*** –0.326*** –0.331*
(0.0650) (0.149) (0.0659) (0.0671) (0.154)

Continued
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2015 Retrospective 
economic evaluation

0.212** 0.110 0.0527 0.142 0.0377
(0.0716) (0.209) (0.0758) (0.0738) (0.214)

Labour economic 
competence

  –0.947***     –0.868***
  (0.181)     (0.193)

Conservative economic 
competence

  0.0678     –0.0485
  (0.185)     (0.193)

Attitude towards austerity     0.767***   0.388
      (0.0979)   (0.236)
Labour responsible for  

Global Financial Crisis
      0.0866 –0.811*
      (0.148) (0.347)

Labour responsible for 
level of national debt

      0.775*** 0.565
      (0.152) (0.373)

Age 0.0265*** 0.0418** 0.0274*** 0.0276*** 0.0420**
  (0.00591) (0.0132) (0.00599) (0.00597) (0.0134)
Female –0.594*** –0.547 –0.526*** –0.514*** –0.583
  (0.137) (0.311) (0.140) (0.139) (0.319)
Education level (Base = no qualifications)      
Below GCSE 0.258 0.923 0.217 0.293 1.090
  (0.320) (0.793) (0.324) (0.323) (0.805)
GCSE 0.373 0.481 0.351 0.369 0.601
  (0.233) (0.581) (0.237) (0.237) (0.585)
A Level 0.261 0.109 0.298 0.241 0.243
  (0.257) (0.639) (0.261) (0.262) (0.647)
Undergraduate –0.171 –0.185 –0.209 –0.243 –0.115
  (0.245) (0.602) (0.251) (0.250) (0.609)
Postgraduate 0.173 0.00454 0.103 0.0251 0.0137
  (0.355) (0.855) (0.362) (0.358) (0.865)
Other –0.0621 –0.483 –0.0750 –0.103 –0.293
  (0.425) (0.959) (0.430) (0.429) (0.979)
Income percentile 0.00186 0.0109 0.00127 0.00154 0.0116
  (0.00294) (0.00652) (0.00300) (0.00298) (0.00664)
Missing income data 

dummy
–0.0635 0.0459 –0.0731 –0.0462 –0.00686
(0.232) (0.549) (0.236) (0.232) (0.546)

Economic left–right values 0.723*** 0.730*** 0.468*** 0.690*** 0.652**
  (0.0921) (0.216) (0.0990) (0.0938) (0.228)
Liberal–authoritarian 

values
0.907*** 0.633** 0.864*** 0.882*** 0.627**

(0.0942) (0.213) (0.0962) (0.0951) (0.215)
Immigration attitudes 0.626*** 0.803*** 0.621*** 0.581*** 0.851***
  (0.0925) (0.213) (0.0939) (0.0939) (0.219)
2015 not very strong 

UKIP party id
0.658* 0.985 0.669* 0.702* 1.015

(0.283) (0.573) (0.283) (0.283) (0.581)
2015 fairly strong UKIP  

party id
1.987*** 2.306*** 2.003*** 1.994*** 2.379***

(0.225) (0.463) (0.225) (0.225) (0.471)
2015 very strong UKIP  

party id
2.823*** 2.899*** 2.921*** 2.864*** 2.889***

(0.315) (0.622) (0.319) (0.317) (0.644)
2015 not very strong 

Labour Party id
–1.597*** –0.372 –1.558*** –1.414*** –0.275
(0.238) (0.511) (0.242) (0.242) (0.524)

2015 fairly strong Labour  
Party id

–1.825*** –0.710 –1.698*** –1.668*** –0.669
(0.213) (0.519) (0.216) (0.217) (0.526)

Table A6.3 Continued

UKIP (base  
category = Labour)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
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2015 very strong Labour  
Party id

–2.834*** –1.876 –2.718*** –2.623*** –1.736
(0.408) (0.968) (0.419) (0.408) (0.971)

2010 not very strong 
UKIP party id

0.414 0.0692 0.411 0.416 0.0663
(0.263) (0.628) (0.265) (0.263) (0.629)

2010 fairly strong UKIP  
party id

0.409 –0.0859 0.369 0.394 –0.0900
(0.303) (0.522) (0.305) (0.305) (0.537)

2010 very strong UKIP  
party id

2.477*** 0.619 2.441*** 2.396*** 0.616
(0.652) (1.205) (0.664) (0.657) (1.202)

2010 not very strong 
Labour Party id

–0.110 –0.110 –0.0312 –0.0754 –0.180
(0.212) (0.486) (0.216) (0.215) (0.484)

2010 fairly strong Labour  
Party id

–0.198 0.274 –0.142 –0.113 0.0957
(0.232) (0.499) (0.235) (0.236) (0.500)

2010 very strong Labour  
Party id

–1.211** –1.089 –1.144* –1.098* –1.258
(0.460) (1.094) (0.466) (0.457) (1.065)

Constant –1.176* –0.600 –0.901 –1.607** –0.327
  (0.531) (1.293) (0.542) (0.549) (1.344)
N 4228 992 4218 4228 992

Green Party (base 
category = Labour)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

2010 Retrospective 
economic evaluation

–0.107 –0.262 –0.104 –0.0768 –0.199
(0.0883) (0.216) (0.0884) (0.0906) (0.224)

2015 Retrospective 
economic evaluation

–0.0123 –0.0917 –0.0427 –0.0431 –0.0886
(0.102) (0.311) (0.106) (0.103) (0.318)

Labour economic 
competence

  –0.417     –0.434
  (0.261)     (0.272)

Conservative economic 
competence

  –0.0865     –0.0581
  (0.282)     (0.307)

Attitude towards austerity     0.165   –0.00949
    (0.137)   (0.367)

Labour responsible for 
Global Financial Crisis

      0.225 0.560
      (0.203) (0.477)

Labour responsible for 
level of national debt

      0.369 –0.207
      (0.202) (0.541)

Age 0.00179 0.00910 0.00203 0.00262 0.0106
  (0.00760) (0.0187) (0.00764) (0.00763) (0.0188)
Female 0.136 0.0234 0.143 0.166 –0.0519
  (0.193) (0.455) (0.193) (0.194) (0.472)
Education level (Base = no qualifications)      
Below GCSE –1.090 –14.32 –1.124 –1.080 –13.73
  (0.810) (1024.1) (0.810) (0.810) (722.9)
GCSE 0.152 –0.189 0.134 0.144 –0.269
  (0.419) (0.883) (0.419) (0.421) (0.897)
A Level 0.0938 –1.142 0.0756 0.0624 –1.320
  (0.430) (0.939) (0.430) (0.433) (0.970)
Undergraduate 0.0911 –1.278 0.0760 0.0414 –1.270
  (0.408) (0.901) (0.408) (0.411) (0.902)
Postgraduate 0.688 –1.383 0.656 0.596 –1.296
  (0.463) (1.097) (0.464) (0.466) (1.086)
Other –0.960 –0.632 –0.926 –1.012 –0.543
  (0.908) (1.458) (0.903) (0.910) (1.452)

Continued
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Income percentile 0.000135 –0.000611 5.64e–08 –0.000168 –0.00129
  (0.00378) (0.00866) (0.00378) (0.00378) (0.00871)
Missing income data 

dummy
–0.609 –0.658 –0.633 –0.637 –0.576
(0.373) (1.019) (0.373) (0.375) (1.012)

Economic left–right values –0.166 –0.487 –0.217 –0.176 –0.468
  (0.122) (0.295) (0.132) (0.123) (0.319)
Liberal–authoritarian 

values
–0.125 –0.578* –0.146 –0.133 –0.576*
(0.116) (0.279) (0.119) (0.117) (0.287)

Immigration attitudes –0.239 –0.425 –0.244 –0.277 –0.468
  (0.143) (0.360) (0.143) (0.144) (0.368)
2015 not very strong 

Green Party id
1.743*** 2.342** 1.737*** 1.738*** 2.282*

(0.374) (0.888) (0.373) (0.374) (0.898)
2015 fairly strong Green  

Party id
2.190*** 1.911* 2.175*** 2.210*** 2.126**

(0.340) (0.793) (0.341) (0.340) (0.807)
2015 very strong Green  

Party id
4.303*** 5.340*** 4.253*** 4.353*** 5.817***

(0.855) (1.475) (0.852) (0.858) (1.539)
2015 not very strong 

Labour Party id
–0.560* –0.904 –0.557 –0.472 –0.945
(0.286) (0.775) (0.286) (0.290) (0.802)

2015 fairly strong Labour  
Party id

–1.635*** –0.721 –1.608*** –1.558*** –0.682
(0.304) (0.669) (0.304) (0.305) (0.684)

2015 very strong Labour  
Party id

–2.779*** –2.162 –2.747*** –2.668*** –2.150
(0.600) (1.276) (0.601) (0.602) (1.261)

2010 not very strong  
Green Party id

–0.0178 0.505 0.0244 –0.0118 0.651
(0.438) (1.023) (0.438) (0.439) (1.017)

2010 fairly strong Green  
Party id

–0.256 0.203 –0.259 –0.276 0.123
(0.517) (1.061) (0.517) (0.515) (1.047)

2010 very strong Green  
Party id

1.792 0 1.803 1.817 0
(1.503) (.) (1.484) (1.540) (.)

2010 not very strong 
Labour Party id

–0.361 –0.205 –0.347 –0.327 –0.166
(0.293) (0.648) (0.294) (0.295) (0.658)

2010 fairly strong Labour  
Party id

–0.705* –1.348 –0.693* –0.647 –1.303
(0.329) (0.767) (0.328) (0.330) (0.791)

2010 very strong Labour  
Party id

–0.993 –1.094 –0.980 –0.938 –1.082
(0.573) (1.255) (0.572) (0.577) (1.257)

Constant –1.194 0.673 –1.093 –1.492* 0.299
  (0.718) (1.740) (0.719) (0.739) (1.889)
N 4228 992 4218 4228 992

* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001

Table A6.3 Continued
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Table A6.4 Graded response IRT Model of austerity attitudes

Necessity of deficit reduction  
Discrimination –0.888***
 (0.0107)
Difficulty (base = It is completely unnecessary)  
≥ It is not necessary but it would be desirable 3.119***
 (0.0367)
≥ It is important but not absolutely necessary 0.991***
 (0.0156)
= It is completely necessary –1.774***
 (0.0212)
How to reduce deficit  
Discrimination –1.201***
 (0.0117)
Difficulty (base = Only by increasing taxes)  
≥ Mainly by increasing taxes, but also by cutting spending 1.633***
 (0.0166)
≥ An equal balance of spending cuts and tax increases 0.460***
 (0.00993)
≥ Mainly by cutting spending, but with some tax increases –1.435***
 (0.0139)
= Only by cutting spending –2.592***
 (0.0237)
Cuts too far: public spending  
Discrimination 4.710***
 (0.0584)
Difficulty (base = Not gone nearly far enough)  
≥ Not gone far enough –2.177***
 (0.0134)
≥ About right –1.339***
 (0.00758)
≥ Gone too far –0.388***
 (0.00536)
= Gone much too far 0.617***
 (0.00585)
Cuts too far: NHS  
Discrimination 2.739***
 (0.0231)
Difficulty (base = Not gone nearly far enough)  
≥ Not gone far enough –2.747***
 (0.0212)
≥ About right –1.944***
 (0.0121)
≥ Gone too far –0.949***
 (0.00713)
= Gone much too far 0.220***
 (0.00594)

Continued
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Table A6.5 Multinomial Logistic regression model of 2017 vote

Base = Labour Conservative Liberal 
Democrat

UKIP Green Party

2010 Retrospective 
economic evaluation

–0.0948
(0.0798)

0.0113
(0.0870)

0.0190
(0.155)

–0.164
(0.156)

2015 Retrospective 
economic evaluation

0.177
(0.0966)

0.238*
(0.110)

0.0236
(0.163)

–0.208
(0.191)

2017 Retrospective 
economic evaluation

0.669***
(0.103)

–0.184
(0.125)

0.380*
(0.170)

0.215
(0.207)

Age 0.0271*** 0.0343*** 0.0218 0.00968
 (0.00738) (0.00801) (0.0153) (0.0144)
Female –0.106 –0.297 –0.257 –0.0956
 (0.171) (0.196) (0.316) (0.346)
Education level (Base = no qualifications)   
Below GCSE 0.358 0.839 –0.358 –15.39
 (0.428) (0.583) (0.759) (1363.3)
GCSE –0.0727 0.258 0.0348 –0.752
 (0.309) (0.455) (0.456) (0.619)
A Level 0.0559 0.522 –0.680 –0.919
 (0.333) (0.454) (0.566) (0.665)
Undergraduate –0.285 0.132 –0.384 –0.678
 (0.317) (0.436) (0.513) (0.585)
Postgraduate –0.0345 0.699 –1.268 –0.595
 (0.432) (0.496) (1.159) (0.765)
Other –0.372 0.151 0.304 –1.056
 (0.726) (0.884) (1.022) (1.530)
Income percentile 0.00221 0.00899* 0.0108 0.00142
 (0.00353) (0.00377) (0.00654) (0.00687)
Economic left–right values 0.959*** 0.520*** 0.328 0.339
 (0.120) (0.128) (0.197) (0.222)
Liberal–authoritarian values 0.274* 0.0458 0.0760 –0.267
 (0.118) (0.125) (0.213) (0.221)

Cuts too far: Local services  
Discrimination 3.368***
 (0.0305)
Difficulty (base = Not gone nearly far enough)  
≥ Not gone far enough –2.660***
 (0.0200)
≥ About right –1.822***
 (0.0107)
≥ Gone too far –0.422***
 (0.00579)
= Gone much too far 0.780***
 (0.00668)

* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001
Note: The direction of the predicted score is then reversed to give a scale that 
runs from anti-austerity to pro-austerity.

Table A6.4 Continued
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Immigration attitudes 0.208 –0.104 0.511* –0.104
 (0.119) (0.143) (0.223) (0.257)
EU attitudes 1.073*** –0.286* 1.437*** 0.236
 (0.132) (0.141) (0.274) (0.251)
2017 not very strong 

outcome party id
1.100***

(0.269)
0.417

(0.321)
1.478**

(0.496)
1.026

(0.954)
2017 fairly strong outcome 

party id
1.860***

(0.311)
1.009**

(0.378)
1.707***

(0.425)
1.152

(0.706)
2017 very strong outcome 

party id
1.991***

(0.601)
3.232***

(0.922)
1.479*

(0.584)
2.214
(1.133)

2017 not very strong 
Labour Party id

–1.032**
(0.316)

–0.681
(0.364)

–0.725
(0.635)

–0.876
(0.668)

2017 fairly strong Labour 
Party id

–1.810***
(0.330)

–1.446***
(0.345)

–1.878*
(0.729)

–1.231*
(0.544)

2017 very strong Labour 
Party id

–3.241***
(0.713)

–2.418***
(0.615)

–2.510*
(1.263)

–16.75
(631.5)

2015 not very strong 
outcome party id

–0.304
(0.292)

0.696*
(0.346)

2.233***
(0.602)

1.945**
(0.673)

2015 fairly strong outcome 
party id

0.143
(0.335)

1.092*
(0.461)

0.00548
(0.500)

0.691
(0.739)

2015 very strong outcome 
party id

0.392
(0.609)

0.857
(0.971)

0.185
(0.487)

2.238
(1.162)

2015 not very strong 
Labour Party id

–0.687*
(0.309)

0.214
(0.347)

–1.008
(0.700)

–0.651
(0.725)

2015 fairly strong Labour 
Party id

–0.654*
(0.319)

0.0395
(0.368)

–0.160
(0.613)

0.182
(0.563)

2015 very strong Labour 
Party id

–0.432
(0.548)

0.115
(0.531)

–0.184
(1.022)

–1.471
(1.196)

2010 not very strong 
outcome party id

0.522*
(0.263)

0.0896
(0.281)

–1.385
(0.747)

–0.374
(1.002)

2010 fairly strong outcome 
party id

0.0419
(0.290)

–0.544
(0.385)

–0.0475
(0.506)

2.062**
(0.768)

2010 very strong outcome 
party id

–0.0965
(0.501)

–1.275
(0.763)

0.279
(0.652)

2.785
(4.137)

2010 not very strong 
Labour Party id

0.267
(0.294)

–0.959*
(0.383)

0.0123
(0.574)

–0.209
(0.644)

2010 fairly strong Labour 
Party id

0.269
(0.317)

–0.226
(0.357)

0.439
(0.611)

0.178
(0.576)

2010 very strong Labour 
Party id

0.145
(0.545)

–1.131
(0.618)

–0.0352
(0.992)

1.458*
(0.698)

Constant –3.539*** –3.529*** –5.213*** –1.645
 (0.697) (0.809) (1.348) (1.307)

N 2255

* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001
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Table A7.2 Multinomial logistic model of 2015 vote choice of 2010 Liberal Democrat 
voters

Base = Liberal Democrats Conservatives Labour UKIP Green Party

Like Outcome Party 0.983*** 0.661*** 0.734*** 0.720***
 (0.0910) (0.0592) (0.0703) (0.0860)
Like Liberal Democrats –0.565*** –0.597*** –0.340** –0.566***
 (0.109) (0.0894) (0.117) (0.117)
Like Clegg –0.109 –0.0763 –0.225* –0.0981
 (0.0892) (0.0732) (0.0968) (0.101)
Change in economy 0.267 –0.230 –0.0213 –0.142
 (0.217) (0.164) (0.241) (0.207)
Liberal Democrats 

responsible for change 
in economy

1.068
(1.567)

0.131
(1.064)

0.962
(1.459)

1.294
(1.276)

Liberal Democrats 
responsible X change 
in economy

–0.285
(0.429)

0.0158
(0.322)

–0.133
(0.444)

–0.497
(0.421)

Likelihood of Liberal 
Democrats winning 
constituency

–0.111**
(0.0398)

–0.0396
(0.0336)

–0.0925*
(0.0455)

–0.155***
(0.0470)

– likelihood of 
Conservatives winning 
constituency

Likelihood of Liberal 
Democrats winning 
constituency

–0.107**
(0.0360)

–0.280***
(0.0335)

–0.192***
(0.0448)

–0.185***
(0.0444)

– likelihood of Labour 
winning constituency

Constant –2.953** 0.00332 –1.994* –2.398**
 (0.910) (0.649) (0.969) (0.917)
N 875

* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001
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Table A7.3 Linear regression model of change in feelings 
towards the Liberal Democrats between elections

 2015 2017

Liberal Democrat like at 
previous election

–0.594***
(0.0158)

–0.359***
(0.0164)

Liberal–authoritarian values 0.436*** –0.189***
 (0.0311) (0.0364)
Economic left–right values –0.363*** –0.458***
 (0.0336) (0.0394)
2010 Liberal Democrat Party identity strength
(base: no/other party id) 

 

Not very strong 0.933*** 0.739***
 (0.116) (0.133)
Fairly strong 1.548*** 1.152***
 (0.147) (0.162)
Very strong 2.161*** 1.277***
 (0.308) (0.339)
Constant 0.813*** 1.542***
 (0.0816) (0.0601)
N 4430 2757

* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001

Table A7.4 Multinomial logistic model of 2017 vote choice

Base = Liberal Democrats Conservatives Labour UKIP Green Party

Like Outcome Party 0.739*** 0.566*** 0.641*** 0.509***
 (0.0234) (0.0210) (0.0409) (0.0436)
Like Liberal Democrats –0.590*** –0.520*** –0.509*** –0.593***
 (0.0387) (0.0360) (0.0637) (0.0627)
Like Farron –0.138*** –0.0179 –0.128* 0.0185
 (0.0355) (0.0319) (0.0587) (0.0597)
Likelihood of Liberal 

Democrats winning 
constituency

–0.0786*** –0.0599*** –0.0577* –0.0598*

– likelihood of 
Conservatives winning 
constituency

(0.0168) (0.0141) (0.0276) (0.0269)

Likelihood of Liberal 
Democrats winning 
constituency

–0.156*** –0.218*** –0.160*** –0.161***

– likelihood of Labour 
winning constituency

(0.0171) (0.0154) (0.0286) (0.0282)

Constant 0.147 0.614** –2.076*** –1.903***
 (0.223) (0.194) (0.402) (0.380)
N 6302

* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001
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X variables represent a vector of control variables (party ID, leader likes, Britishness, 
Scottishness, approval of Scottish government, devolution preferences, satisfaction with 
UK  democracy). Additional controls are also used (without recursive effects from other 
 variables) but not shown on the diagram: 2011 Holyrood SNP vote, 2010 Labour vote, age, 
political knowledge, and subjective class.

T1 = Feb/march (BESIP wave 1)
T2 = May 2014 (BESIP wave 2)

T3 = pre–referendum (SRS pre–referendum)
T4 = referendum (BESIP wave 3)
T5 = pre–election (BESIP wave 4)

T6 = Post general election 2015 (BESIP wave 6)

Xt5

Referendum 
Votet4

GE Vote 
Intentiont4

GE Vote 
Intention IDt5

General 
Election 

Votet6

Xt3 Xt4

GE Vote 
Intentiont3

Xt2

GE Vote 
Intentiont2

Xt1

Referendum 
vote

intentiont3

Referendum 
vote

intentiont2

Referendum 
vote

intentiont1

GE Vote 
Intentiont1

Figure A8.1 Simplified Illustration of the Cross–Lagged Model of Attitudes, 
Referendum Vote, And Party ID/Vote Intention used to Estimate The Impact of the 
Scottish Independence Refeferendum vote on General Election Vote Choice
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Table A8.1 Two parameter IRT model of Scottish devolution 
preferences (constant loading and varying preferences across waves)

Preference for devolution: Welfare benefits  
Discrimination 5.262***
 (0.121)
Difficulty –0.303***
 (0.00783)
Preference for devolution: Defence & foreign affairs  
Discrimination 4.574***
 (0.116)
Difficulty 0.340***
 (0.0109)
Preference for devolution: Taxation  
Discrimination 5.221***
 (0.118)
Difficulty –0.267***
 (0.00781)
Preference for devolution: Immigration†  
Discrimination 3.806***
 (0.174)
Difficulty 0.00725
 (0.0154)
Preference for devolution: Pensions†  
Discrimination 6.089***
 (0.350)
Difficulty –0.0129
 (0.0129)
Preference for devolution: Energy†  
Discrimination 3.580***
 (0.170)
Difficulty –0.397***
 (0.0178)
Preference for devolution: NHS  
Discrimination 3.980***
 (0.0904)
Difficulty –0.706***
 (0.0102)
Preference for devolution: Schools  
Discrimination 4.810***
 (0.137)
Difficulty –1.000***
 (0.0129)
Preference for devolution: Police  
Discrimination 3.425***
 (0.0741)
Difficulty –0.854***
 (0.0118)

† Only asked in Scottish Referendum Study pre–referendum wave
* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001
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