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Abstract 
 

Trust in elected representatives and the political institutions within which they operate is often 

emphasised as a prerequisite for citizens’ political participation. While research has indeed 

shown a positive correlation between political trust and participation, it has contrarily also 

been suggested that low levels of trust might function as a driving force for participation. 

With empirical evidence remaining equivocal, the relationship between political trust and 

political participation is yet to be fully comprehended. By focusing on one case, using the 

latest available European Social Survey data, and examining trust and participation rates over 

time, this study aims at yielding further insight into this matter.  

       The results from the study show that the relationship between political trust and political 

participation is indeed ambiguous. As anticipated, political trust correlates positively with 

voting and negatively with so-called non-institutionalised political participation. However, 

political trust also correlates negatively with so-called institutionalised participation, contrary 

to expectation and perhaps quite notable. The results additionally suggest that the 

categorisation of different participation types might benefit from a revision. Moreover, also 

perchance remarkable, the results show that levels of political trust and political participation 

have been stable over time. No decline can be noted for either trust or participation, despite 

reoccurring claims of such developments. Based on the results of this study, low levels of 

political trust have neither become more widespread nor had a negative impact on political 

participation.  
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1. Introduction 
 

1.1. Introduction 

 

Political participation is often considered a cornerstone of democracy (Pattie & Johnston, 

2009, 263f; van Deth, 2001, 2; Parry & Moyser, 1990, 147). Indeed, citizen engagement in 

matters of public concern seems essential for the functioning of a democratic system, 

hampered without the expression of the wills of the electorate. In many industrialised 

democracies around the world, however, political participation has been in recent decline. 

While certain forms of participation, such as voting and political party membership, appear 

particularly haunted by this decline, other forms nonetheless seem to have experienced an 

increase, with political consumerism and Internet campaigns typical examples (Stolle & 

Hooghe, 2011, 119ff; Whiteley, 2009, 247). As a fundament for democratic performance, the 

issue of political participation has quite naturally attracted a notable amount of academic 

research. Focus has been comprehensive, often directed toward the disentangling of who 

participates, in which way, and whether this has changed over time. With an additional strand 

of research revolving around initiatives to enable citizen participation (Fung, 2015; Gaventa 

& Barrett, 2012; Reiss, 2009), the field appears perhaps saturated. 

       Nevertheless, questions still remain. Among these is the relationship between political 

participation and political trust (that is, trust in political figures and institutions), plagued by 

academic disagreement and elusive empirical evidence. Indeed, while some scholars consider 

political trust a necessary prerequisite for political participation, others argue that such claims 

find little support in empirical studies (Goldfinch, Gauld & Herbison, 2009, 344; Almond & 

Verba, 1963). Yet others have taken a stand somewhere in between, supporting the notion that 

political trust and participation are correlated whilst stressing that the relationship is 

complicated and might differ between contexts (Pattie & Johnston, 2001, 193; Levi & Stoker, 

2000, 486ff). Whether political trust matters for citizens’ political participation, and if so how, 

is thus debatable.  

       The intention of this study is to provide further empirical substance to this discussion, by 

directing attention to one specific case – the United Kingdom – and by using data from 

European Social Survey (ESS) covering nearly 15 years. The United Kingdom seems a 

particularly interesting case in pursuit of this goal. To begin with, decreasing participation 

levels have been reported over the last decades, making the country a seemingly 

representative illustration of current developments. In efforts to hamper the decline, several 
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British governments have nonetheless been hard at work in introducing programmes aimed at 

bringing the British people closer to political decision-making processes and so encourage 

their political engagement (Public Administration Select Committee, 2013; Chwalisz, 2017). 

At the same time, a decline has also been noted concerning levels of political trust among the 

British public. On this subject, however, the United Kingdom has recently stood out. During 

the campaigns preceding the British referendum on EU membership in June 2016, the notion 

of political trust indeed gained seemingly unprecedented attention. With discussions often 

revolving around the (un)trustworthiness of politicians and public officials, British citizens 

appear to have been extraordinarily exposed to ideas about political (mis)trust. As noted by 

commentators of the events, “trust in politicians, already at very low levels, is likely to have 

been damaged still further by a campaign that saw both sides accuse the other of bare-faced 

lies, with institutions and authorities dismissed as corrupt, experts and public servants as 

biased” (Easton, 2016). It has even been suggested that the Leave campaign might “have 

deliberately adopted a strategy of weakening political trust (…) undermining the faith people 

had in the UK government” (Abrams & Travaglino, 2018, 322).  

       The United Kingdom thus seems an interesting and rather unique case. To be sure, 

similar patterns of declining political trust and participation have been displayed among other 

citizenries, but few countries compare in regard to the attention directed toward these 

questions during the British EU referendum campaigns. If levels of political trust have indeed 

experienced a recent decline in industrialised democracies, and if there is indeed a correlation 

between political trust and political participation, such a change and correlation might be 

particularly notable in the United Kingdom. To situate the results of this thesis within a larger 

framework and strive toward fulfilling the demand for cumulative research (Teorell & 

Svensson, 2007, 35), a similar study is used as both a springboard and benchmark. The study, 

conducted by scholars Marc Hooghe and Sofie Marien in 2013, too examines the relationship 

between political trust and political participation, albeit through a more cursory overview of 

25 European countries. Inspiration is here taken from Hooghe and Marien in a few different 

ways. Firstly, like in their study, political participation is divided into institutionalised versus 

non-institutionalised forms of participation. Whereas the former includes such activities as 

political party work, the latter consists of boycotts, demonstrations, and the like. The 

distinction between the two participation types is in turn drawn from a larger theoretical 

framework on trust and participation, to which the discussion will return below. Secondly, the 

same control variables are included here as in Hooghe and Marien’s study, so as to permit a 

comparison between their results and those generated here. Nevertheless, while Hooghe and 
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Marien use ESS data from 2006 and perform no comparison over time, data here ranges from 

2002 to 2016, enabling the inclusion of such comparisons. By moreover concentrating on 

only one case, the results can here be examined in greater detail and contextualised with focus 

on the British EU referendum. In order to investigate the relationship between political trust 

and political participation in the United Kingdom, then, the study employs a so-called 

multivariate regression analysis. While the results suggest that correlations between the two 

phenomena are complex and vary with different types of participation, they also indicate that 

the commonly adopted division between institutionalised and non-institutionalised 

participation activities might need revising. Moreover, and perhaps of most interest, the 

results show no notable decline in levels of political trust or participation over time.  

       The thesis proceeds as follows. After the following presentation of the purpose and 

research question of the study, chapter two contains an introduction to the current intellectual 

context, alongside a discussion about the theoretical framework and hypotheses here in focus. 

Chapter three then offers an account of the methodology of the study, including a presentation 

of the research design, material and operationalisation of variables. The results are presented 

and analysed in chapter four and five, with a conclusion found in chapter six. Chapter seven 

and eight lastly contain a list of references and appendices.  

 

1.2. Purpose, Delimitation and Research Question  

 

As noted above, the relationship between political trust and political participation remains a 

subject of debate. With previous research providing equivocal evidence, it is yet to be 

established whether political trust correlates with political participation at all, whether the 

correlation in that case is positive or negative, and whether the relationship might vary with 

different participation activities. Since this study will take inspiration from Hooghe and 

Marien in terms of both theoretical and methodological considerations, it seems necessary to 

emphasise its own contribution. A number of things indeed set the two studies apart, limiting 

the overlap. First of all, Hooghe and Marien examine data from only one ESS round, drawing 

conclusions about one specific point in time. This study instead includes data from eight 

rounds, ranging from 2002 to 2016, permitting examinations of developments over time. 

Owing to the inclusion of ESS rounds 7 and 8, the relationship between political trust and 

participation can moreover be studied in regard to respondents’ choice in the 2016 British EU 

referendum. Furthermore, by shifting focus from 25 European countries to one, this study 

allows for a deconstruction and more detailed examination of the results than in Hooghe and 



	 8 

Marien’s analysis. Overall, the aim of this study is hence to develop Hooghe and Marien’s 

idea through the addition of empirical evidence, and so contribute to a greater understanding 

of the relationship between political trust and political participation. With existing research 

ambiguous, further research on the matter seems nothing but beneficial. As Hooghe and 

Marien themselves note: “More recent research on this topic is scarce as most of the empirical 

work can be situated in the 1970s and 1980s. Moreover, these studies are based on single-

nation studies with a clear focus on the United States” (Hooghe & Marien, 2013, 137).  

       The task at hand seems to be of potentially great importance. With levels of both trust and 

participation reportedly falling and public officials eager to reverse the trend, further insight 

appears indispensible. Though it might have been of equal interest to conduct a study 

containing a comparison between countries, a qualitative examination of reasons for 

participation, or an investigation of the influence on participation by other factors, such goals 

must fall outside the scope of this thesis. Suggestions for the direction of future research will 

nonetheless be provided in the conclusion. The more precise aim of this thesis, then, is to 

answer the following twofold question: How is political trust related to institutionalised and 

non-institutionalised forms of political participation in the United Kingdom? Has the 

relationship changed over time, and if so, how? 

 

2. Intellectual Context and Theoretical Framework  
 

Before the conduction of the analyses, this section provides an overview of relevant previous 

knowledge of political participation and political trust. Combining these fields, an account 

then follows of three competing theoretical ideas about the relationship between trust and 

participation, resulting in the commitment to one of these and the formulation of two guiding 

hypotheses.  

 

2.1. Political Participation  

 

Political participation has long been the focus of academic attention. As such, the concept has 

also been the subject of numerous definitional suggestions, varying in scope and precision. 

On a broad scale, political participation can be defined as something like “citizens’ activities 

aimed at influencing political decisions” (van Deth, 2001, 4). Nevertheless, according to for 

example participation scholar van Deth, almost all definitions revolve around the presence of 

four characteristics. Firstly, political participation tends to be about citizens, rather than for 
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instance politicians or public officials. Secondly, participation tends to be considered an 

active endeavour; reading about politics, for example, does not suffice to count as 

participation. Thirdly, political participation is constituted by voluntary actions, and can never 

be forced1. Fourthly, politics is interpreted in a broad sense; the scope of political 

participation is not restricted to specific processes, policy areas, or levels of decision-making 

(ibid, 5). In this study, all four characteristics are present. Since the ESS respondents are 

members of the British public, focus will indeed be on citizens2. The political activities 

included are moreover to be considered voluntary and active endeavours, potentially located 

within different processes and on various levels.  

       Alongside these characteristics, many scholars also advocate a separation of the 

participation concept into two different types, often labelled institutionalised and non-

institutionalised, or conventional and non-conventional, political participation. Among the 

supporters of this categorisation are Marc Hooghe and Sofie Marien, whose study functions as 

a source of inspiration for the analysis here. In order to compare the results of this study with 

those of Hooghe and Marien, it seems wise to conform to the same conceptual division. 

Political participation is therefore considered a dual matter, comprised of institutionalised and 

non-institutionalised participation activities3. Whereas the former denotes “all acts directly 

related to the institutionalised process” (Hooghe & Marien, 2013, 134) and are “defined and 

organised by members of the political elite” (ibid, 139), the latter refers to activities with “no 

direct relation with the electoral process or the functioning of the political institutions” (ibid, 

134), moreover in practice “used predominantly by non-elite actors, in order to challenge the 

political elite or to gain access to the political agenda” (ibid, 139).  

       Although Hooghe and Marien maintain that their definitions are consistent with the 

academic participation literature, a few things seem necessary to discuss. While the above 

descriptions might elucidate the separation between the two participation types, they fail to 

offer conceptual guidance that is unambiguous and categorical. To begin with, by considering 

non-institutional participation to encompass all activities used by non-elite actors aimed at 

challenging the political elite or gaining access to the political agenda, it seems difficult to 

know which activities to exclude. Should for example writing critical articles, posting 

criticism on the Internet, or say, seizing control over a political rally be considered non-

																																																								
1 This might of course be interesting to discuss in relation to compulsory voting, which nevertheless falls outside the scope of 
this thesis.  
2 While a small minority of respondents are in fact not British citizens, they are still members of the public and not to be 
considered public officials. 
3 It should be noted that the thesis contains a conceptual intermingling, with institutionalised participation sometimes referred 
to as institutional (note the missing -ed), and the same being true for non-institutionalised participation. 
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institutional political participation? Moreover, it might be redundant to demand that non-

institutionalised participation activities are aimed at challenging the elite or gaining access to 

the agenda. It appears for example highly possible to take part in a demonstration and sign a 

petition – two typical examples of non-institutionalised participation – in support for the 

political elite, or with access to the political agenda already granted. The definition of 

institutionalised participation seems troubling for the same reason. By requiring that these 

activities are organised and defined by political elites, it seems possible to exclude actions 

that otherwise constitute usual examples of institutionalised participation. For example, 

though contacts between citizens and politicians are commonly considered an institutionalised 

activity, such contacts might be the result of citizens’ initiatives and thus perhaps not 

organised and defined by the political elites. However, albeit confusing, the conceptual 

ambiguities appear of little concern here. With Hooghe and Marien’s study used as a 

foundation, the operationalisation of concepts will follow theirs, rendering the aptness of each 

definition less important. Seeing that the operationalisation moreover corresponds with those 

of other studies (Camaj, 2014; Armingeon & Schädel, 2015), it altogether appears less 

problematic. The discussion will nonetheless return to this subject.  

       It can of course be discussed whether political participation is at all desirable. Perhaps 

citizen influence on political decision-making is in fact best limited to voting in elections? 

Most scholars however seem to disagree, many times emphasising the desirability of citizen 

participation. Such political engagement has for example been considered a necessary 

prerequisite for government effectiveness and political legitimacy (Whiteley, 2009), as well 

as desirable based on normative believes (Parry & Moyser, 1990). Seeing that political 

participation is considered an important matter, then, what is known about it?  

       To begin with, previous studies have been diverse. Focus has ranged from the 

relationship between participation and personal characteristics such as education, age and 

gender (Persson, 2013) to the influence by ideological conflict (Rogowski, 2014) and 

developments of participation patterns over time (Faucher, 2015). Many scholars seem to 

recognise the existence of more or less stable participation patterns, noting that some 

individuals engage more in political affairs than others. Thenceforth, however, disagreement 

is widespread. Indeed, explanations of participation range from education (Milligan, Moretti 

& Oreopoulos, 2004, 1667ff) and income (Goldfinch, Gauld & Herbison, 2009, 333) to group 

affiliation (Parry & Moyser, 1990, 156), exposure to political disagreement (Pattie & 

Johnston, 2009), and beyond. A few issues are nonetheless recurrent and seem widely 

acknowledged as influential for citizens’ choices of participation, with education an example. 
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However, while several studies argue for the presence of a positive and significant 

relationship between education and political participation (Fieldhouse & Cutts, 2018; 

Armingeon & Schädel, 2015; Melo & Stockemer, 2014), others assert that the correlation 

might instead be negative, or vary depending on the case and participation activity in question 

(Webb, 2013; Milligan, Moretti & Oreopoulos, 2004).    

       Some scholars have claimed that the decision to participate is not the result of citizens’ 

individual characteristics but rather the institutional arrangements of each country, 

encouraging or impending participation. In the United Kingdom, however, this seems to carry 

little explanatory value. Indeed, as briefly noted, British participation rates have continued to 

fall while British governments have been hard at work in facilitating citizens’ political 

engagement. In a research briefing for the House of Parliament, the Parliamentary Office of 

Science and Technology has for example noted that participation has indeed declined in the 

past 50 years, particularly in regard to institutionalised political activities (Parliamentary 

Office of Science and Technology, 2015, 1). At the same time, it has been noted that young 

people are more likely to engage in non-institutional participation types than institutional 

ones, supported by a large number of studies (Henn & Foard, 2012, 49). Nonetheless, a 

number of political reforms have been implemented in response to growing dissatisfaction 

and political disengagement among British citizens, with citizenship classes for example 

introduced at English schools and participatory budgeting a growing practice in local 

decision-making (Henn & Foard, 2012, 50; Chwalisz, 2017, 10). New ways to participate 

moreover continue to be launched across the country, perhaps of interest in this study. Since 

the data here covers nearly 15 years, enabling comparisons over time, it is possible to draw at 

least approximate conclusions about the impact of implemented programmes on participation 

levels. Indeed, if initiatives to boost participation have not mattered at all for participation, it 

might be high time to reconsider their configuration.  

       Although new participation activities tend to be aimed at facilitating political engagement 

for all citizens, they have paradoxically also been criticised for increasing the division 

between participants and non-participants (Goldfinch, Gauld & Herbison, 2009). It has for 

instance been noted that those “who practice emerging forms [of political participation] might 

also be more engaged in conventional political acts further compounding the strong 

stratification already inherent in any form of political action” (Stolle & Hooghe, 2011, 139). 

However, with other scholars insisting that emerging forms of participation might instead 

strengthen equality by being less demanding and thus facilitate engagement for resource-poor 

citizens in particular (ibid, 123), this claim should not be exaggerated. Moreover, non-



	 12 

institutionalised forms of participation have proven capable of substantially reducing gender 

inequalities, with scholars maintaining that “it is striking that the erosion of gender inequality, 

which is one of the most persistent forms of inequality, has not received due attention within 

the political science literature” (Stolle & Hooghe, 2011, 138). Though focus will here be on 

the relationship between participation and political trust, a brief examination will be included 

of whether those who engage in institutionalised activities indeed also tend to participate in 

non-institutional activities. This discussion also adds support for the notion that political 

participation should not be considered one cohesive concept but rather a cluster of activities, 

each accompanied by different characteristics and implications. This too will be further 

discussed below.  

 

2.2. Political Trust 

 

This study relates to an additional strand of political participation research, namely the one 

focusing also on political trust. Trust is a broad concept, potentially ranging from individuals’ 

trust in strangers to the publics’ trust in the police or the government. In political science 

research, the concept of trust has mainly been understood as the latter, focusing on citizens’ 

trust in politicians, the government and various political institutions. Although some research 

suggests that the two types, often labelled generalised and political trust, tend to correspond, 

that is not necessarily the case (Goldfinch, Gauld & Herbison, 2009, 333). A rather recent 

decline has nonetheless been observed regarding both types of trust in a number of advanced 

democracies (Chwalisz, 2017; Levi & Stoker, 2000, 475). If this is indeed the case, should 

something be done to hamper the fall? Does it matter if citizens trust political institutions and 

politicians?  

       An overview of the academic field immediately provides numerous arguments for the 

significance of political trust. Most fundamentally, some deem trust a necessity in order to 

ensure the legitimacy of democracies (Mishler & Rose, 2001, 30; van der Meer, 2016, 2f). 

Others instead considered trust an important feature in facilitating the implementation of 

governmental tasks, maintaining that “policies, directives, ‘moral suasion’, tax collection and 

attempts at income redistribution are likely to be more effective if the population at large sees 

the government as more-or-less working in its interest” (Goldfinch, Gauld & Herbison, 2009, 

334; Whiteley et al., 2016, 236). It has also been shown that political as well as generalised 

trust tends to be positively correlated with democratic development and stability, social and 

economic equality, economic development, and the rule of law (Newton, 2015, 19f). A certain 
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level of political scepticism has simultaneously been argued to be of equal desirability, in 

order to ensure a sound monitoring of the government by the citizenry (van der Meer, 2016, 

6). With political trust potentially related also to political participation, it hence seems an 

important matter. 

       The academic accord appears to extend beyond the overall importance of political trust. 

Scholars seem also united in the task of defining the concept, with most definitions at least 

revolving around the same components (Levi & Stoker, 2000, 476). Political trust, then, is to 

be considered something like “citizens’ support for political institutions such as government 

and parliament in the face of uncertainty about or vulnerability to the actions of these 

institutions” (van der Meer, 2016, 1). However, although all studies should strive for clarity 

through definitional precision, the operationalisation of political trust is of greater importance 

here. With the aim of replicating Hooghe and Marien’s study, which contains no definition of 

political trust, the operationalisation of this study will follow theirs. Moreover, since the data 

used here is from the ESS, the operationalisation is naturally limited to the available variables. 

Whether those variables correctly capture the relevant aspects of political trust will be further 

discussed in the methodology section below. It should however be noted that two concepts 

supposed to indicate the opposite of trust requires some caution. Albeit often used 

interchangeably, political mistrust and political distrust should not be confused. Whereas the 

former means absence of trust, the latter signifies instead a negative attitude toward the object 

in question (van der Meer, 2016, 7). To distinguish between the two is however difficult, not 

to say impossible, here. As will be further accounted for in the operationalisation section, the 

ESS measures political trust on a scale from 0 to 10, with higher numbers indicating more 

trust. However, the questions on which the scale is based contain no information about the 

meaning of each scale step, and respondents might thus interpret the scale in different ways. 

Since 0 might in some respondents’ opinion not denote distrust, but rather the absence of 

trust, it is impossible to draw conclusions about distrust. This concept will therefore be 

disregarded in the analysis of the results here, although brought back in the discussion about 

the British EU referendum, with the opposite of trust thus being titled mistrust.  

       Despite scholarly agreement as to the significance and definition of political trust, discord 

arises when searching for explanations. This applies to political trust in general, as well as the 

recently noted decline in particular. While some researchers claim that trust levels are 

dependent on governance structures and tend to be lower in liberal democracies (van der 

Meer, 2016, 1), others insist that attention should turn toward the impact of corruption 

(Catterberg & Moreno, 2005, 34). As for the decline, explanations instead include processes 
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of modernisation and globalisation, economic downturns, and developments of an altogether 

politically disengaged citizenry (Turper & Aarts, 2017, 417f; van der Meer, 2016, 11; 

Catterberg & Moreno, 2005, 32). Moving on to political trust in relation to political 

participation, this field too is replete with divergence. Firstly, it has been questioned whether 

political trust matters for political participation at all. Numerous studies have however defied 

such claims, indeed confirming the presence of such a correlation (Almond & Verba, 1963; 

Goldfinch, Gauld & Herbison, 2009). Secondly, nevertheless, and more importantly for this 

study, competing claims can be found regarding the direction and details of the correlation 

(Levi & Stoker, 2000; Pattie & Johnston, 2001). While some of these relate to participation in 

general, others consider it necessary to separate between the aforementioned institutionalised 

and non-institutionalised participation types. As these opposing claims will constitute the 

theoretical framework of this study, they will promptly be further discussed. 

 

2.3. Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses 

 

Three contrasting ideas dominate the academic discussion on the relationship between 

political trust and political participation. Though only one will be in focus of this thesis, the 

below presentation will include all three so as to later permit an analysis of the theoretical 

implications of the results. The name of each theoretical approach is purely intended to 

simplify the separation between them in this study, and not to be considered common 

labelling.   

 

The Political Influence Idea  

 

According to the first theoretical approach, political trust tends to be positively correlated 

with political participation (Levi & Stoker, 2000, 486; Almond & Verba, 1963). No 

distinction is here made between different types of participation activities. Instead, advocates 

of this idea claim that political trust is a necessity for any type of political participation 

(Hooghe & Marien, 2013, 131ff), arguing that individuals will engage in politics only if they 

believe that their engagement counts at least to some extent. Individuals who do not trust, and 

hence do not see their political engagement as potentially influential, will according to this 

idea therefore abstain from participation. 
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The Political Dissatisfaction Idea 

 

Contrary to the idea of political influence, the dissatisfaction approach states that political 

trust is negatively correlated with political participation. Low levels of trust, goes the 

reasoning, might signify a desire for change and so function as a driving force behind political 

engagement. According to this idea, the dis- and mistrusting are hence more likely to 

participate than the trusting because they are more eager to achieve change. For example, 

studies have shown that trust correlates negatively – vice versa meaning that distrust 

correlates positively – with participation in so-called e-government activities online 

(Goldfinch, Gauld & Herbison, 2009), system-challenging political behaviour, and non-

compliance with the law (Turper & Aarts, 2017, 416). Perhaps surprising, it has also been 

shown that individuals who trust more might be less likely to vote (Pattie & Johnston, 2001, 

193). 

 

The Complex Idea 

 

The third idea is a combination of the first two. While too supposing that political trust and 

political participation correlate, this model assumes that the correlation follows a more 

complicated pattern. According to the advocates of this model, political trust correlates 

differently with different types of political participation, making examinations of participation 

as one cohesive concept misguiding. More specifically, political trust is thought to correlate 

positively with institutional forms of participation, but negatively with non-institutional 

forms. In contrast to the political influence model and in accord with the political 

dissatisfaction model, dis- or mistrust is hence considered to fuel non-institutional political 

participation. In contrary to the dissatisfaction model, however, trust is seen as a requirement 

for institutional participation, not least voting (Hooghe & Marien, 2013, 133). 

       This study will build on the complex theoretical framework, considering the relationship 

between political trust and political participation to follow patterns more complicated than 

assumed by the first two models. The principal reason for this is that Hooghe and Marien too 

join this line of reasoning, rendering it sensible to favour also here. Political trust will hence 

be thought to correlate differently with institutionalised participation activities than non-

institutionalised, and perhaps differently for different groups of people. In addition to age, 

gender, education and other personal characteristics, the analysis will here include a division 

between individuals with different levels of political interest and political awareness. Hooghe 
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and Marien indeed find support for the complex model in their study (Hooghe & Marien, 

2013, 131). Nevertheless, empirical evidence has altogether pointed in different directions, 

and it has for example been noted that studies directed toward the impact of trust on 

participation “have generated a profusion of complex hypotheses. Perhaps because of this 

bewildering array, trust has not figured prominently in work that focuses directly on 

explaining participation” (Levi & Stoker, 2000, 488). With previous research thus providing 

limited intellectual clarity, it seems both possible and important to add to existing research.  

       The United Kingdom might be a particularly interesting case in the study of political trust 

and participation, not least in light of the recent vote on EU membership. Indeed, in the 

abovementioned research briefing for the House of Commons, the British Parliamentary 

Office of Science and Technology has argued for the significance of trust for participation, 

noting that “[d]rivers of [political] disengagement include mistrust of politicians, and 

concerns that the system is unrepresentative and lacks relevance” (Parliamentary Office of 

Science and Technology, 2015, 1). At the same time, although voter turnout as well as 

political party membership has indeed declined during the last decades, a general increase has 

been noted with regard to new forms of participation, particularly popular among young 

people (ibid, 2f). Moreover, while voter turnout in 2001 reached its lowest point since 1918 

with a mere 59.4 % of eligible Brits turning up at the polling stations, the trend has since 

turned. 66.8 % of Brits voted in the general election of 2017, though rates have yet to reach 

the levels of the mid-20th century (Dempsey, 2017). Linking the results of this study to the EU 

referendum campaign should of course be done with caution. Since the last ESS data included 

here is from 2016, the same year as the referendum and hence a potentially interesting year 

concerning political trust, nothing can be said about the future consistency of the results.  

       Based on the above reasoning, some results seem reasonable to expect here. Derived from 

the complex idea, then, a number of hypotheses can be formulated to help direct attention of 

the study: 

 

(1) Hypothesis 1: Political trust will be positively correlated with institutional forms of   

political participation, including voting. 

(2) Hypothesis 2: Political trust will be negatively correlated with non-institutional forms of 

political participation.  

 

Furthermore, with levels of political trust supposedly declining and new opportunities for 

participation more and more common, British citizens could perhaps be expected to engage 
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more in non-institutional activities today than earlier. Additionally, as a result of the extensive 

attention to political (dis)trust during the 2016 referendum, it also seems reasonable to 

presume that those who voted to leave the EU might be less politically trusting than those 

who voted to remain. Though these matters will not be included as hypotheses, they will 

nevertheless be discussed below.  

 

3. Methodology   
 

Before moving on to the execution of the study, this section serves to present the 

methodology in use. In addition to an account of the regression analysis method, the chapter 

contains a description of the material as well as operationalisation of variables, discussing 

both the benefits and the potential challenges of each methodological choice. 

 

3.1. Research Design and Analytical Framework 

 

A study of the relationship between political trust and political participation might obviously 

be conducted in various ways. While qualitative studies are often beneficial in order to 

generate detailed understanding of a certain context or a small number of cases, they are also 

haunted by the risk of producing largely subjective results. Quantitative methods, contrarily, 

reduce the risk of researcher subjectivity and facilitate generalisation of the results, but might 

disregard important contextual aspects. This thesis will employ a quantitative approach, while 

also attempting to deconstruct and contextualise the results. The study will more specifically 

build on multivariate	linear regression analysis, in which the correlation between two 

variables is examined alongside the inclusion of more than one independent variable; in other 

words, control variables are included in the model. This choice seems sensible for several 

reasons. Firstly, since the aim is to draw rather general conclusions about the relationship 

between political trust and political participation, a quantitative approach appears better suited 

than a qualitative. Secondly, as an additional intention is to compare the results generated here 

with those of Hooghe and Marien, methodological choices should follow theirs. Though 

Hooghe and Marien too have conducted a quantitative study based on regression analysis, 

there is one important methodological difference between this study and theirs. The 

discussion will soon return to this.  



	 18 

       Although the scope of this thesis does not permit a comprehensive account of regression 

analysis4, a few things need noting. To begin with, when dealing with binary dependent 

variables taking on only two values, 0 or 1, as is the case here, the multivariate regression 

model is called a linear probability model (LPM). LPM can be illustrated with the equation 

below, in which βj describes the change in probability of success – that is, presence of the 

dependent variable y – given a change in xj, with all control variables held fixed (Wooldridge, 

2013, 249): 

 

ΔP (y = 1|x) = βjΔxj 

 

The equation hence illustrates the performance of LPM, which is the estimation of how much 

a one-unit change in x will influence the probability of y = 1, with control variables included. 

The equation can also be written as follows: 

 

ŷ = β0 + β1x1+ … + βkxk 

 

While ŷ signifies the predicted probability of presence of the dependent variable – here, that is 

the predicted probability of participation – the xs represent the values of the independent 

variables. The β-values, then, indicate the predicted change in the probability of y for a one-

unit change in each x. β0 is the intercept, i.e. the expected probability of presence of y when 

all x-values are 0 (Wooldridge, 2013, 249). In this study, the equation can thus show the 

predicted probability of participation for each level of political trust, with all control variables 

included. 

       The multivariate linear regression model presumes the fulfilment of a set of theoretical 

and practical assumptions, among which are those of linearity5 and homoscedasticity6. 

However, when dealing with binary outcome variables, the homoscedasticity assumption is 

necessarily violated and the LPM hence potentially misleading. To avoid this problem, some 

scholars – including Hooghe and Marien, as briefly mentioned above – prefer the use of so-

called logistic regression analysis. However, while the benefits of logistic regression include 

greater accuracy of predictions, the results are often difficult to interpret. Because of this, and 

since results from the two models are often of only marginal difference, numerous scholars 

																																																								
4 For such a presentation, see for example Angrist and Pischke (2015) or Lewis-Beck and Lewis-Beck (2016). 
5 I.e., that the relationship between the independent variable(s) and the dependent variable is linear.  
6 I.e., that there is “similar variation on the dependent variable for units with different values on the independent variable” 
(Hellevik, 2007, 62), or that the error term variance is constant for all X-values (Lewis-Beck & Lewis-Beck, 2016, 24f). 
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still prefer LPM over logistic regression, even when the dependent variable is binary 

(Wooldridge, 2013, 251f; Hellevik, 2007). LPM will therefore be favoured also here. Before 

moving on, a few potential pitfalls nonetheless need mentioning.  

       A core criticism of LPM is its occasional generation of meaningless results. Indeed, with 

LPM, there is a risk of attaining predicted probability values of y that fall outside the normal 

scope of 0-1. Since probabilities by default cannot be smaller than 0 or larger than 1, it is easy 

to spot the Achilles’ heel of LPM (Hellevik, 2007, 60; Wooldridge, 2013, 251). However 

confounding, that seems a manageable problem here. To begin with, though it is true that 

neither probabilities nor intercepts can be negative, this is most troubling when the lion’s 

share of independent variables are likely to be close to zero. A negative intercept will unlikely 

be an issue when a number of independent variables are likely to be far from zero (given that 

the intercept itself is located near zero), since few (if any) predicted y-values will in practice 

then be negative. Here, this means that a negative intercept need not necessarily alarm, as it is 

unlikely that such variables as age and education will be near or equal to zero. Nevertheless, 

since so-called robust standard errors can further circumvent the issue of homoscedasticity 

violation, these will be included here. Moreover, the principal focus of this study will be on 

the generated b-coefficients. Since these indicate the change in probability of y (that is, the 

probability of participation), negative values pose no problem. The change can be negative 

albeit the probability cannot.  

       For this study, the benefits of LPM thus seem to outweigh those of logistic regression. 

Indeed, it seems important that the methodological choice is “guided more by considerations 

of what is meaningful in relation to the research problem, and less by a desire to demonstrate 

mastery of complicated statistical tools” (Hellevik, 2007, 60). Nonetheless, a few logistic 

regressions will be included in the analysis in order to compare the results and so endorse the 

preference of LPM. Since the coefficients generated by the two models denote different 

things, comparisons between them can only be of approximate nature. By recalculating 

logistic regression coefficients as so-called marginal effects, the different coefficients can 

nevertheless be quite closely compared. Moreover, whilst this means that the results generated 

here cannot be compared in terms of precise numbers with those of Hooghe and Marien, it is 

still possible to contrast the directions of all b-coefficients.  

       Regression analysis is frequently used to find support for explanatory ideas. This study, 

however, is to be considered of a descriptive kind. Although the results could be interpreted 

as explanations, it appears challenging to fulfil all necessary criteria for such conclusions. For 

example, while political trust might indeed affect political participation, the situation could in 
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fact be the reverse. Indeed, individuals who participate more might reap greater benefits of the 

political system, perhaps leading to higher levels of political trust. Since regression analysis 

generates no information about the direction of causality, such assumptions must be based on 

theoretical considerations. As mentioned, previous research on political trust and participation 

is manifold, and hence offers little guidance. The study will thus be limited to descriptions of 

the relationship between trust and participation, indicating the benefit of further, perhaps 

qualitative, research. 

       Due to the one-case focus, generalisation of the results produced here might seem of 

limited scope. Hooghe and Marien argue for instance that an advantage of their cross-country 

study is that it enables conclusions that extend beyond specific cases and country-level 

characteristics (Hooghe & Marien, 2013, 138). However, this assumes that results depending 

on country-specific characteristics are uninteresting, which might not be entirely true. With 

the United Kingdom being one of the largest economies in Europe, inhabited by nearly 67 

million people (Eurostat, 2018; Barr et al., 2018), the results might be of interest even if 

dependent on country-specific characteristics. As the first country to (so far at least intend to) 

leave the EU, the United Kingdom might for instance provide important indications about the 

future of other citizenries. Generalisation does moreover not necessarily need to include other 

empirical cases. Whether expected or surprising, the results of this study will add to the 

theoretical field of the relationship between political trust and political participation, so 

allowing a generalisation of theoretical kind.      

 

3.2. Material 

 

The material of this study consists of survey data collected in the United Kingdom on behalf 

of the European Social Survey (ESS). ESS is a widely used data source in the academic 

world, generally considered trustworthy and of high quality (Armingeon & Schädel, 2015, 8). 

With available data spanning over almost fifteen years, with only little adjustment of the 

questions used, ESS also enables comparisons over time. Since the data includes a large 

number of observations located through representative randomised samples7, it seems 

moreover possible to observe trends extending beyond the included respondents. However, 

the respondents might also differ from the population from which they originate. It seems for 

example possible that those included in the ESS are on average more trusting and more 

																																																								
7 In locating respondents, the ESS conducts “cross-sectional, probability samples which are representative of all persons aged 
15 and over resident within private households in each country” (European Social Survey, 2018a). 
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inclined to participate than those who refuse to take part in the ESS8. Though such potential 

differences should be taken into account in generalisations of the results, they appear of little 

concern here. With focus on the relationship between political trust and political participation, 

as well as developments over time, the level of each variable is of less interest than the 

correlations between them, hopefully quite accurately corresponding with the situation among 

the general British public.  

       The ESS surveys have been conducted every second year since 2002. The latest currently 

available data is from 2016, meaning that the data set used here contains the British 

observations from eight rounds. The total number of observations is located around 15 0009.  

For round eight, British data was collected between 1 September 2016 and 20 March 2017, 

with a response rate of 43 % (European Social Survey Documentation Report, 2018, 181-

189). The time frame for data collection is of great importance here. Since the referendum on 

British EU membership took place in June 2016, all respondents in round eight could be 

asked about their referendum vote. This enables at least an estimated examination of the 

relationship between political trust, different political participation activities, and EU 

referendum votes in this study. For more detailed information on data collection from all 

rounds, see the ESS data documentation reports (European Social Survey, 2018b).   

       Although the material used in this study appears altogether satisfactory, a few comments 

on potential shortcomings are in place. First of all, the data is based on self-evaluative survey 

questions. For answers and the subsequent data to be correct, respondents have thus to be 

assumed both honest and capable of reflecting on their own attitudes and behaviour. 

Moreover, the ESS is conducted through face-to-face interviews. There is hence a risk that 

respondents “beautify” their answers, declaring opinions and behaviour that they considered 

desirable, rather than what is necessarily true. These risks however plague every study 

containing interviews and are impossible to avoid completely. With a large number of 

observations, the errors are hopefully marginal. Survey questions might of course also be 

misunderstood. Despite honest intentions, respondents might interpret questions differently 

than researchers, entailing considerable risks of low validity. The fact that the ESS surveys 

are conducted through face-to-face interviews is here of great benefit, as it allows respondents 

to ask for clarifications.  

																																																								
8 By weighting certain characteristics, the data can more properly mimic the entire population. However, since this demands 
that these characteristics are known – generally applying only to age, education and the like – it is of little interest here. 
9 The numbers of observations vary slightly in the regressions below, depending on how many respondents have answered 
the specific question in focus. 
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       Moreover, the employment of ESS naturally limits the way in which political trust and 

political participation can be studied. Though the operationalisation of each concept will be 

further discussed in the subsequent section, one thing needs mentioning here. As aforesaid, 

British governments have in recent years introduced a range of more or less inventive 

participatory activities. Whether these should be considered institutionalised or non-

institutionalised activities seems difficult to say. While they in line with non-institutional 

participation are mainly used by political non-elites and have no direct relation to the electoral 

process, they are not necessarily used to challenge the elite. Moreover, like institutional 

participation, they are often intended to feed into the decision-making process, so having 

more or less direct relations with the functioning of political institutions10. However, although 

few activities are exclusive of the United Kingdom, they have yet to be included in the ESS 

questionnaires. Since the ESS, as well as the World Value Survey and the British Election 

Survey, are yet to take such activities into account, it has hitherto been impossible to evaluate 

their impact and role in participation. Qualitative case studies might therefore have an 

important role to play here.   

        

3.3. Operationalisation and Variables of Interest  

 

Based on the theoretical assumptions of this study and the material at hand, a number of 

variables will be of interest for the regressions here. While central focus is on political trust 

and political participation, previous research also suggests that a number of control variables 

need including. Before moving on to the execution of the analyses, therefore, a presentation 

of all variables will follow here. The questions on which the variables build can be found in 

appendix 1 at the end of the thesis. It might of course be discussed whether each variable 

represent the best possible operationalisation of concepts. However, with the ESS data 

limiting the options and Hooghe and Marien’s study as guidance, the variables will be 

considered appropriate. The analysis will nevertheless return to this subject throughout. 

 

Principal Independent Variable: Political Trust 

 

To begin with, then, the principal independent variable is political trust, here constructed as 

an index composed of respondents’ trust in five different political institutions: the national 

																																																								
10 For a more comprehensive presentation of initiatives for increased citizen participation in the United Kingdom, see for 
example Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology (2015). 
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parliament, the legal system, the police, politicians and political parties. Creating an index of 

these five components seems rather straightforward. Indeed, an individual who trusts the 

national parliament might for example also be expected to trust politicians and political 

parties. To add proof to this assumption, nonetheless, a so-called Cronbach’s alpha test is 

conducted here. By measuring the internal correlation between a set of variables, Cronbach’s 

alpha can work to estimate the reliability of an index. Alpha values can range from 0 to 1, 

with higher levels corresponding to more internal consistency and scores above 0.7 generally 

considered satisfactory (IDRE, 2018). The political trust index displays an alpha of 0.87.  

       For each respondent, the index variable thus represents the average of reported trust in the 

five components. The scale of trust ranges from 0 to 10, with higher numbers denoting more 

trust. Although the index, as abovementioned, contains no information about each scale step – 

such as the threshold at which trust “becomes” mistrust – it seems reasonable to expect that 

respondents interpret the scale quite similarly. Since it also appears rather sensible to assume 

that respondents judge each scale step to be of the same size, the variable will be considered 

continuous and thus possible to include in the regressions.  

       One additional thing should be noted. While an individual might trust a political 

institutional as a whole, he or she might not trust every representation of that institution 

equally. For example, trust in political parties could reflect both trust in parties in general as 

well as trust in a specific party at a specific point in time. The distinction between the two 

trust types, sometimes labelled diffuse and specific support (Easton, 1975, 436ff), cannot be 

untangled based on ESS data. However, by comparing levels of political trust over time, it 

seems here possible to at least estimate whether trust is a stable or fluctuating matter, perhaps 

denoting more diffuse or more specific support. 

 

Dependent Variables: Participation 

 

The first two dependent variables, institutionalised political participation and non-

institutionalised political participation, are too clustered into indices. The institutionalised 

index, to begin with, builds on whether respondents have contacted a politician or worked in a 

political party or action group during the last 12 months. Though Hooghe and Marien’s index 

also includes a question about party membership, such a question is present only in the first 

five ESS rounds and has hence to be excluded here. The non-institutionalised index, in its 

turn, is comprised of whether respondents have signed a petition, boycotted certain products 

or participated in a lawful demonstration during the last 12 months. Though commonly 
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adopted in academic research, the indices demonstrate rather poor alpha values at 0.29 for the 

institutionalised index and 0.46 for the non-institutionalised11. This matter might be of great 

importance and will be further examined throughout the thesis. Since the indices are common 

and Hooghe and Marien employ them, they will nevertheless be included here, complemented 

by thorough discussion. 

       After the construction of participation indices, then, these are coded as both scale 

variables and dummies12. While both variable types will be included in the initial regressions 

below, this only intends to ensure that the results from the two do not greatly diverge. The 

subsequent analyses will focus on the dummies alone, since they only measure whether 

respondents have engaged in any of the participation activities, or none at all. First of all, such 

information is sufficient for this study. As the intention is to examine the relationship between 

political trust and political participation, it only matters if respondents have participated at all. 

In how many activities they have engaged is of secondary interest. Second of all, because the 

scale variables measure whether respondents have participated in each activity included in the 

indices, they are likely to be skewed. Indeed, as it appears improbable that numerous 

respondents will have taken part in two or more activities, most observations will likely be 

located at 0 or 1 anyway. The dummy for institutional participation thus ranges from 0-1 with 

1 denoting have contacted a politician and/or worked in a political party or action group, and 

0 = have not done any of these activities. The dummy for non-institutional participation 

follows the same logic, with the exception of including three activities.  

       The third dependent variable in this study is voting. Although voting is to be considered 

an institutional participation activity, it will be analysed separately from the institutional 

index. The reason for this is that voting tends to be an overwhelmingly more common practice 

than other types of participation. If included in the index, it would hence overshadow the 

other activities. With some scholars claiming that “voting is always a mode of political 

participation on its own; that is, no other activities are systematically related to casting a vote” 

(van Deth, 2001, 8), the separation seems indeed to make sense. The voting variable 

demonstrates whether respondents did or did not vote in the last general election, thus ranging 

from 0 to 1. Respondents who were ineligible to vote, due to for example age or citizenship 

status, are excluded from the analysis. 

																																																								
11 It is sometimes argued that Cronbach’s alpha is less suitable when dealing with binary variables. This has however also 
been contested. Therefore, and since the alphas are here only used as an indication for the need of further examination, they 
are deemed adequate. 
12 Dummies are variables that range between 0 and 1 for absence versus presence, such as no and yes or “have not” and 
“have”. 
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Control Variables 

 

In addition to the political trust index, nine other independent variables are included in this 

study as controls. This inclusion is indeed important, since “[r]egression is a way to make 

other things equal, but equality is generated only for variables included as controls on the 

right hand side of the model. Failure to include enough controls or the right controls still 

leaves us with selection bias” (Angrist & Pischke, 2015, 69).  

       The choice of control variables should be based on the assumption that they might have 

an effect on the dependent as well as the principal independent variables. By including these 

variables as controls, thus holding their potential effect constant (Angrist & Pischke, 2015, 

57), it is possible to more accurately examine the relationship between the independent and 

dependent variables. Since the aim here is to approximately compare and so build upon 

Hooghe and Marien’s work, the choice of control variables will follow theirs. Controls 

therefore include age, gender, education, citizenship, religiousness, trade union membership, 

social habits and generalised trust. Other scholars too point to the potential impact of these 

factors on political participation (Armingeon & Schädel, 2015; Stolle & Hooghe, 2011, 122ff; 

Melo & Stockemer, 2014), important here in order to avoid blind devotion to the choices 

made by Hooghe and Marien. As the observant reader might have noticed, the list of controls 

included only eight variables, unlike the nine promised here. The added one is the result of 

this study focusing on seven more ESS rounds than Hooghe and Marien, demanding the 

inclusion of a political interest variable and the creation of two variables for political 

awareness13. The reason for this is that Hooghe and Marien include political awareness as a 

control variable, constructed as an index. The questions on which the index builds are 

however only included in the first four ESS rounds, hence rendering an uninterrupted 

comparison including all eight rounds impossible. Because political awareness is considered 

potentially interesting here and thus important to include, two different approaches are taken 

to circumvent this problem. First of all, a second political awareness index is created for 

rounds seven and eight, which contain similar awareness questions as rounds one to four. 

Though rounds five and six include no such questions, the second awareness index at least 

enables a comparison between two “points” in time: 2002-2008 and 2014-2016. Second of all, 

the political awareness variable is also substituted for a political interest variable, available in 

all rounds and therefore a more suitable control in the regressions. The interest variable is 

																																																								
13 The questions on which the control variables build can be found in appendix 1. 
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thought to at least roughly capture the same underlying attitudes as the awareness variable, 

with an examination of the correlation (0.38 for rounds 1-4 and 0.43 for rounds 7-8) and alpha 

(0.54 and 0.61) between the variables at least somewhat supporting this.  

       Table 1 offers a succinct description of all 17 variables, including number of 

observations, variable mean, standard deviation14, minimum value and maximum value. Since 

some variables have been recoded to make more logical sense, the minimum and maximum 

values might slightly diverge from the answers in appendix 1. Institutionalised participation, 

non-institutionalised participation, voting, trade union membership, gender and citizenship 

status are coded as dummies. Education is not a dummy but will be analysed using so-called 

dummy categories, since the differences between scale steps are thought to be of uneven size 

and of potential interest. Political trust, political interest, political awareness, generalised trust, 

social habits and religiousness are coded as neither dummies nor dummy categories. Instead, 

they are considered to build on scales in which each scale step can be interpreted of equal 

size, which enables their inclusion in the regressions15. Generalised trust is constructed as an 

index, with an alpha of 0.73. Since age is a naturally continuous variable it needs no 

alteration. The potential issue of multicollinearity – that is, “high (but not perfect) correlation 

between two or more independent variables” (Wooldridge, 2013, 95) – appears to be no 

problem here16. 

       The descriptive statistics might provide a few interesting insights. To begin with, the 

absolute majority of individuals in the data set are British citizens, as indicated by a mean of 

0.96. There are slightly more women than men included, and the mean age is 50 years. The 

mean for political trust is at 4.64 slightly higher than Hooghe and Marien’s corresponding 

4.39, perhaps surprisingly indicating that the British respondents are somewhat more 

politically trusting than Hooghe and Marien’s European average. Interestingly enough, while 

the institutional mean almost exactly matches that of Hooghe and Marien, the non-

institutional mean is higher in this dataset (Hooghe & Marien, 2013, 151). Since this might 

indicate a distinct British participation trend, it will be further discussed later in the thesis. 

The mean for institutional participation is here furthermore lower than that for non-

institutional participation, suggesting that engagement in the latter is more common than the 

former among the individuals in this data set. At 0.72, the mean for voting is somewhat higher 

																																																								
14 The standard deviation is a measurement of the dispersion of the observations: the larger the standard deviation, the greater 
the differences between the variable mean and the observations.   
15 To test the soundness of this assumption, a regression is run in which the variables are coded with dummy categories. 
Since the results closely match, the variables are then included without such categories. 
16 Absence of multicollinearity is here indicated by so-called vif-scores below 2. 	
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than the population-wide voter turnout in British general elections, which for example 

reached 66.8 % in 2017 (Dempsey, 2017). 

 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics of Variables 
	

VARIABLE	 OBS.	 MEAN	 STD.	DEV.	 MIN.	 MAX.	
	
		

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

Political	Trust	 15	531	 4.64	 1.91	 0	 10	
Institutional	Participation	(Scale)	 15	544	 0.20	 0.44	 0	 2	
Institutional	Participation	(Dummy)	 15	544	 0.18	 0.38	 0	 1	
Non-Institutional	Participation	(Scale)	 15	479	 0.63	 0.80	 0	 3	
Non-Institutional	Participation	(Dummy)	
Voting	

15	479	
14	718	

0.44	
0.72	

0.50	
0.45	

0	
0	

1	
1	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	 	 	 	 	 	Political	Interest	
Political	Awareness	(1-4)	
Political	Awareness	(7-8)	

15	541	
7426	
3421	

1.48	
2.91	
2.60	

0.94	
0.93	
0.95	

0	
1	
1	

3	
5	
5	

Generalised	Trust	 15	540	 5.57	 1.69	 0	 10	
Social	Habits	 15	541	 4.96	 1.56	 1	 7	
Trade	Union	MS	 15	499	 0.43	 0.49	 0	 1	
		
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

Gender	(1	=	Male)	 15	544	 0.45	 0.50	 0	 1	
Age	 15	427	 50.03	 18.85	 15	 98	
Education	 15	156	 2.66	 1.22	 1	 4	
Citizenship	 15	549	 0.96	 0.20	 0	 1	
Religiousness	 15	532	 1.18	 1.52	 0	 6	

	 	 	 	 	 	Source:	European	Social	Survey.	Notes:	The	variable	means	and	standard	deviations	have	been	rounded	off.	

 

4. Results and Interpretations 
 

This section contains the execution of the regressions, alongside interpretations of the results. 

A discussion about the generalisation and the theoretical implications of the results will 

follow in chapter five.  

       The results of the regressions are presented in subsections below, with a succinct 

summary at the end. Two regression coefficients will be of particular interest. Firstly, the b-

coefficients, listed in the regression tables, describe the change in probability of participation 

for each scale unit increase of the independent variables, holding all other independent 

variables constant. Since the participation variables are here included as dummies, the b-
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coefficients can be interpreted as change in percentage points. It is important to note that the 

size of each b-coefficient is to be situated in relation to the variable in question. The b-

coefficient for age might for example seem minimal, but shows the change in probability of 

participation for each additional year of age. As the regressions used here are LPMs, it is not 

possible to calculate reliable predictions of participation for specific values of the independent 

variables (Wooldridge, 2013, 249), such as the likelihood of non-institutional participation for 

a 45-year-old male who attends religious services every day, but is not a member of a trade 

union. Since this is not of central interest for this study, it is however little of a problem. 

Secondly, the standard errors, shown in parentheses below each b-coefficient, denote whether 

the b-coefficients are statistically significant. The statistical significance is also displayed by 

the presence (or absence) of one, two or three stars next to each b-coefficient. Though more 

stars indicate greater confidence in the results, statistical insignificance does not render the 

coefficients completely useless. Although no definite conclusions can be drawn from 

insignificant results, they might point in interesting directions, suggesting the benefit of 

further examination17.  

       The constants – that is, the intercepts, aforementioned in the methodology section – will 

not be of particular interest here. The R2-values, found at the bottom of the regression tables, 

illustrate the goodness-of-fit of the model. By indicating how much the sample variation in 

the dependent variable can be explained by the regression line (Wooldridge, 2013, 80f), the 

R2-values here show how much of the variation in participation is explained by variation in 

the independent variable in focus. The R2-values range from 0 to 1 and can be interpreted as 

percentage points. They however tend to be small, and should therefore not be given 

exaggerated attention.  

 

4.1. Institutional Political Participation  

 

Beginning with institutional political participation, regressions are initially performed for both 

the scale variable and the dummy. To illustrate the impact of control variables, a regression of 

political trust and political participation (the latter first included as a scale variable and 

thereafter as a dummy) is moreover run before all controls are included. The results can be 

found in table 2 below. Since the results of the two participation variables indeed correspond, 

the table contains only those for the dummy. The results for the scale variable can be found in 

																																																								
17 The absence of stars here shows statistical insignificance on 90 % confidence level. The coefficients can hence be 
significant on lower levels, though it cannot be determined using these regressions. 
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appendix 2. In model I, the scale variable demonstrates a b-coefficient of 0.002, while the 

dummy is accompanied by b-coefficient of -0.0004. The fact that the directions of the 

coefficients vary might at first glance appear troubling for the possibility of excluding the 

scale variable from the succeeding regressions. Nevertheless, both coefficients are statistically 

insignificant and when turning attention to the multivariate regressions, the difference 

disappears. In fact, both b-coefficients are now statistically significant at -0.012.  

       

Table 2: Regression Analysis of Institutional Political Participation  
	 MODEL	I	 MODEL	II	 MODEL	III	 MODEL	IV	 MODEL	V	 MODEL	VI	

VARIABLES	 Institutional	
Participation	

Institutional	
Participation	

Voting	 Voting	 Non-Institutional	
Participation	

Non-Institutional	
Participation	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Political	Trust	 -0.0004	 -0.012***	 0.038***	 0.015***	 -0.0006	 -0.021***	
	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	
Political	Interest	 	 0.078***	 	 0.118***	 	 0.136***	
	 	 (0.004)	 	 (0.004)	 	 (0.004)	
Gender	(1	=	Male)	 	 -0.001	 	 -0.037***	 	 -0.083***	
	 	 (0.006)	 	 (0.007)	 	 (0.008)	
Age	 	 0.001***	 	 0.006***	 	 -0.0008***	
	 	 (0.0002)	 	 (0.0002)	 	 (0.0002)	
Generalised	Trust	 	 0.0004	 	 0.015***	 	 0.011***	
	 	 (0.002)	 	 (0.002)	 	 (0.002)	
Religiousness	 	 0.014***	 	 0.014***	 	 0.010***	
	 	 (0.002)	 	 (0.002)	 	 (0.003)	
Trade	Union	MS	 	 0.044***	 	 0.068***	 	 0.089***	
	 	 (0.007)	 	 (0.007)	 	 (0.008)	
Citizenship	 	 0.030**	 	 	 	 0.142***	
	 	 (0.015)	 	 	 	 (0.019)	
Social	Habits	 	 0.007***	 	 -0.0008	 	 0.008***	
	 	 (0.002)	 	 (0.002)	 	 (0.002)	
2.	Lower2	 	 0.047***	 	 0.005	 	 0.095***	
	 	 (0.009)	 	 (0.011)	 	 (0.012)	
3.	Upper3	 	 0.050***	 	 0.040***	 	 0.128***	
	 	 (0.009)	 	 (0.011)	 	 (0.012)	
4.	Post-Secondary4	 	 0.128***	 	 0.075***	 	 0.205***	
	 	 (0.009)	 	 (0.010)	 	 (0.011)	
ESS	Round5	 x	 x	 x	 x	 x	 x	
	
Constant	

	
0.199***	

	
-0.088***	

	
0.544***	

	
0.045**	

	
0.495***	

	
0.075**	

	 (0.012)	 (0.024)	 (0.015)	 (0.023)	 (0.016)	 (0.030)	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Observations	 14,964	 14,964	 13,792	 13,792	 14,908	 14,908	
R-squared	 0.002	 0.089	 0.028	 0.198	 0.009	 0.147	

Source:	European	Social	Survey.	Notes:	OLS	regression.	Robust	standard	errors	in	parentheses.	Significance:	***	p<0.01,	**	
p<0.05,	*	p<0.1.	Numbers	have	been	rounded	off.	Institutional	Participation	and	Non-Institutional	Participation	included	as	
dummies.	2	=	Lower	secondary	education	completed.	3	=	Upper	secondary	education	completed.	4	=	Post-secondary	non-
tertiary	education	completed	or	Tertiary	education	completed.	5	=	Study	Wave	(ESS	Round)	Dummy/Fixed	Effects	
controlled	for,	but	not	included	in	the	table.	
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In order to compare the results of model I and II they include the same respondents, illustrated 

by the corresponding number of observations at the bottom of the table. To begin with, then, 

the results of model II demonstrate that the inclusion of control variables matters. Indeed, the 

larger or more strongly negative b-coefficient for political trust suggests that at least some 

variables are positively correlated with institutional participation and simultaneously 

negatively correlated with political trust, or vice versa. The fact that the b-coefficient for 

political trust is now statistically significant moreover offers support for the presence of a 

correlation between political trust and institutional political participation.  

       Focusing on model II, the results thus indicate a negative correlation between political 

trust and institutional participation. Based on previous research, this is rather surprising. 

People who are more politically trusting here appear less likely to engage in institutional 

forms of political participation, with the likelihood decreasing with 1.2 percentage points for 

each unit increase in political trust. This does not only contradict hypothesis 1 and the results 

from Hooghe and Marien’ study (Hooghe & Marien, 2013, 141f) but also seems rather 

counterintuitive, at least in regard to one of the activities composing the index18. Could it 

really be true that citizens who are less politically trusting are more likely to engage in 

political party work?  

       Sure enough, running two separate regressions for the two institutional participation 

activities brings additional clarity. The results of these can also be found in appendix 2. 

Whereas the correlation between political trust and contact with politicians is indeed negative, 

the opposite is true for political party or action group work. In this data set, contacting a 

politician and working in a political party or action group hence follow different patterns in 

regard to political trust. This makes perhaps sense, but also suggests that the two activities 

might be unsuitable components of the same index. The b-coefficient for political party work 

is however statistically insignificant, disabling the drawing of certain conclusions.  

       Nevertheless, the conduction of an alpha test further supports the idea of index 

dissonance, generating a value of only 0.3. Based on these results, then, the institutional 

participation index seems in potential need of revision. Although the operationalisation of 

institutional participation has here followed that of Hooghe and Marien, criticism of the index 

should not be directed at them alone. Indeed, other scholars use the same distinction, with 

Hooghe and Marien defending their choice by noting that it is “[i]n line with the more recent 

literature” (Hooghe & Marien, 2013, 133). What the results here bring to light, then, is an 

																																																								
18 To repeat, the institutional participation index builds on contact with a politician and work in political party or action 
group. 
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issue of greater magnitude than the operationalisation of one previous study. Assuming that 

contact with a politician and work in a political party or action group are indeed unfitting 

components of the same index, a modification might be required of the participation idea 

altogether. Perhaps people’s political engagement cannot always be divided into distinguished 

groups. Perhaps participation varies between contexts and between different points in time, 

rendering existing participation classifications inept? With the results here limited to the 

United Kingdom between 2002 and 2016, future research on the matter seems worthwhile.  

       Returning to table 2 and the other b-coefficients, it can be noted that respondents with 

more political interest are more likely to participate. Age, religiousness, trade union 

membership, citizenship, social habits and education also add to the likelihood of 

participation. A few comments can be made on education in particular. As shown in the table, 

the positive correlation between education and participation grows stronger with each level of 

schooling, meaning that additional education does not seize to matter for the likelihood of 

institutional participation. The b-coefficients for each educational category are to be 

compared with the first category, which, though not shown in the table, denotes “less than 

lower secondary education”. The precise wording and coding of all education levels can be 

found in appendix 1. For example, then, going from “less than lower secondary education 

completed” to “lower secondary education completed” is accompanied by an increased 

likelihood to participate of 4.7 percentage points. A corresponding move from “less than 

lower secondary education” to “post-secondary non-tertiary or tertiary education completed”, 

in its turn, yields an increase of 12.8 percentage points. The correlation between education 

and institutional participation is thus non-linear, and moves in a somewhat curved line. The 

ESS rounds are included as controls but not shown in the table, since an examination of 

developments over time will soon follow in a separate subsection. 

       As noted in the methodology section, LPM is sometimes criticised for generating 

predictions that are below 0 or above 1. Albeit some scholars suggest the use of logistic 

regression instead, the results of an LPM are easier to interpret and often very similar to those 

of logistic regression. To ensure that this is indeed the case here, a logistic regression is also 

performed. The marginal effects of this regression can be found in appendix 2. Since they 

appear to closely correspond with the b-coefficients above, the preference of LPM appears 

acceptable here.  
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4.2. Voting 

 

Turning attention to voting yields further, slightly different, insight. Contrary to institutional 

participation, voting is positively correlated with political trust, adding support for hypothesis 

1. As demonstrated by the results in model IV, individuals who are more politically trusting 

are hence more likely to vote, with the likelihood increasing with 1.5 percentage points for 

each increasing unit of trust. 

 

Table 3: Regression Analysis of Voting  

	 MODEL	I	 MODEL	II	 MODEL	III	 MODEL	IV	 MODEL	V	 MODEL	VI	

VARIABLES	 Institutional	
Participation	

Institutional	
Participation	

Voting	 Voting	 Non-Institutional	
Participation	

Non-Institutional	
Participation	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Political	Trust	 -0.0004	 -0.012***	 0.038***	 0.015***	 -0.0006	 -0.021***	
	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	
Political	Interest	 	 0.078***	 	 0.118***	 	 0.136***	
	 	 (0.004)	 	 (0.004)	 	 (0.004)	
Gender	(1	=	Male)	 	 -0.001	 	 -0.037***	 	 -0.083***	
	 	 (0.006)	 	 (0.007)	 	 (0.008)	
Age	 	 0.001***	 	 0.006***	 	 -0.0008***	
	 	 (0.0002)	 	 (0.0002)	 	 (0.0002)	
Generalised	Trust	 	 0.0004	 	 0.015***	 	 0.011***	
	 	 (0.002)	 	 (0.002)	 	 (0.002)	
Religiousness	 	 0.014***	 	 0.014***	 	 0.010***	
	 	 (0.002)	 	 (0.002)	 	 (0.003)	
Trade	Union	MS	 	 0.044***	 	 0.068***	 	 0.089***	
	 	 (0.007)	 	 (0.007)	 	 (0.008)	
Citizenship	 	 0.031**	 	 	 	 0.142***	
	 	 (0.015)	 	 	 	 (0.019)	
Social	Habits	 	 0.007***	 	 -0.0008	 	 0.008***	
	 	 (0.002)	 	 (0.002)	 	 (0.002)	
2.	Lower2	 	 0.047***	 	 0.005	 	 0.095***	
	 	 (0.009)	 	 (0.011)	 	 (0.012)	
3.	Upper3	 	 0.050***	 	 0.040***	 	 0.128***	
	 	 (0.009)	 	 (0.011)	 	 (0.012)	
4.	Post-Secondary4	 	 0.128***	 	 0.075***	 	 0.205***	
	 	 (0.009)	 	 (0.010)	 	 (0.011)	
ESS	Round5	 x	 x	 x	 x	 x	 x	
	
Constant	

	
0.199***	

	
-0.088***	

	
0.544***	

	
0.045**	

	
0.495***	

	
0.075**	

	 (0.012)	 (0.024)	 (0.015)	 (0.023)	 (0.016)	 (0.030)	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Observations	 14,964	 14,964	 13,792	 13,792	 14,908	 14,908	
R-squared	 0.002	 0.089	 0.028	 0.198	 0.009	 0.147	

Source:	European	Social	Survey.	Notes:	OLS	regression.	Robust	standard	errors	in	parentheses.	Significance:	***	p<0.01,	**	
p<0.05,	*	p<0.1.	Numbers	have	been	rounded	off.	Institutional	Participation	and	Non-Institutional	Participation	included	as	
dummies.	2	=	Lower	secondary	education	completed.	3	=	Upper	secondary	education	completed.	4	=	Post-secondary	non-
tertiary	education	completed	or	Tertiary	education	completed.	5	=	Study	Wave	(ESS	Round)	Dummy/Fixed	Effects	
controlled	for,	but	not	included	in	the	table.	
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The correlations are also positive and statistically significant for political interest, age, 

generalised trust, religiousness and trade union membership. The correlation is contrarily 

negative for gender, meaning that men are less likely than women to vote. The citizenship 

variable is missing in model IV, as it requires a little special treatment. Since the ESS 

question about voting deals with British general elections – in which only British citizens are 

allowed to vote (The Electoral Commission, 2018a) – non-citizens have been excluded to 

avoid misleading results.  

       Voting is also positively correlated with education. As with the case of institutional 

participation, the correlation grows stronger with each added level of education. All b-

coefficients are lower than those for institutional participation, suggesting that additional 

education matters more for the likelihood of institutional participation than for voting. A 

logistic regression is performed also for voting, in order to test the reliability of the results. 

Aside from the social habits variable, which however is statistically insignificant in both 

models, the marginal effects here too support the preference of LPM. The results can be found 

in appendix 2. 

 

4.3. Non-Institutional Political Participation 

 

Non-institutional participation is too initially included as both a scale variable and a dummy, 

before precedence is given to the latter. Regressions are moreover run first without and then 

with control variables, as shown in model V and VI. The results in table 4 are those for the 

non-institutional dummy, while those for the scale variable can be found in appendix 2. The 

results appear to some extent expected, to some perchance unforeseen.  

       First of all, the regressions without controls generate negative b-coefficients, for the scale 

variable and the dummy alike. The former is however statistically significant, while the latter 

is insignificant. Since the regressions with controls display negative and significant b-

coefficients for both variable types, subsequent exclusion of the scale variable seems 

acceptable. The fact that the b-coefficients are consistently larger for the scale variable than 

the dummy simply illustrates that the former ranges from 0 to 3, and the latter from 0 to 1. As 

with the case of institutional participation, the now significant b-coefficient for the dummy 

adds support for the existence of a relationship between political trust and non-institutional 

political participation.  
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Table 4: Regression Analysis of Non-Institutional Political Participation  

	 MODEL	I	 MODEL	II	 MODEL	III	 MODEL	IV	 MODEL	V	 MODEL	VI	

VARIABLES	 Institutional	
Participation	

Institutional	
Participation	

Voting	 Voting	 Non-Institutional	
Participation	

Non-Institutional	
Participation	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Political	Trust	 -0.0004	 -0.012***	 0.038***	 0.015***	 -0.0006	 -0.021***	
	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	
Political	Interest	 	 0.078***	 	 0.118***	 	 0.136***	
	 	 (0.004)	 	 (0.004)	 	 (0.004)	
Gender	(1	=	Male)	 	 -0.001	 	 -0.037***	 	 -0.083***	
	 	 (0.006)	 	 (0.007)	 	 (0.008)	
Age	 	 0.001***	 	 0.006***	 	 -0.0008***	
	 	 (0.0002)	 	 (0.0002)	 	 (0.0002)	
Generalised	Trust	 	 0.0004	 	 0.015***	 	 0.011***	
	 	 (0.002)	 	 (0.002)	 	 (0.002)	
Religiousness	 	 0.014***	 	 0.014***	 	 0.010***	
	 	 (0.002)	 	 (0.002)	 	 (0.003)	
Trade	Union	MS	 	 0.044***	 	 0.068***	 	 0.089***	
	 	 (0.007)	 	 (0.007)	 	 (0.008)	
Citizenship	 	 0.031**	 	 	 	 0.142***	
	 	 (0.015)	 	 	 	 (0.019)	
Social	Habits	 	 0.007***	 	 -0.0008	 	 0.008***	
	 	 (0.002)	 	 (0.002)	 	 (0.002)	
2.	Lower2	 	 0.047***	 	 0.005	 	 0.095***	
	 	 (0.009)	 	 (0.011)	 	 (0.012)	
3.	Upper3	 	 0.050***	 	 0.040***	 	 0.128***	
	 	 (0.009)	 	 (0.011)	 	 (0.012)	
4.	Post-Secondary4	 	 0.128***	 	 0.075***	 	 0.205***	
	 	 (0.009)	 	 (0.010)	 	 (0.011)	
ESS	Round5	 x	 x	 x	 x	 x	 x	
	
Constant	

	
0.199***	

	
-0.088***	

	
0.544***	

	
0.045**	

	
0.495***	

	
0.075**	

	 (0.012)	 (0.024)	 (0.015)	 (0.023)	 (0.016)	 (0.030)	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Observations	 14,964	 14,964	 13,792	 13,792	 14,908	 14,908	
R-squared	 0.002	 0.089	 0.028	 0.198	 0.009	 0.147	

Source:	European	Social	Survey.	Notes:	OLS	regression.	Robust	standard	errors	in	parentheses.	Significance:	***	p<0.01,	**	
p<0.05,	*	p<0.1.	Numbers	have	been	rounded	off.	Institutional	Participation	and	Non-Institutional	Participation	included	as	
dummies.	2	=	Lower	secondary	education	completed.	3	=	Upper	secondary	education	completed.	4	=	Post-secondary	non-
tertiary	education	completed	or	Tertiary	education	completed.	5	=	Study	Wave	(ESS	Round)	Dummy/Fixed	Effects	
controlled	for,	but	not	included	in	the	table.	
 

As shown in table 4, then, the correlation between political trust and non-institutional 

participation is negative. This supports hypothesis 2 and matches the results from Hooghe and 

Marien’s study (Hooghe & Marien, 2013, 142f). While the less trusting are more likely to 

engage in non-institutional participation, so are women and younger individuals compared to 

men and older individuals. The correlations for political interest, generalised trust, 

religiousness, trade union membership, citizenship and social habits are contrarily positive. 

Education is also positively correlated to non-institutional participation and, interestingly 

enough, more so than for voting and institutional participation. Education hence here seems to 
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matter more for the likelihood of non-institutional participation than for the other types of 

participation. In line with both voting and institutional participation, however, the positive 

correlation grows stronger with each added level of education also for non-institutional 

activities.  

       The results for institutional participation indicated a need for revision of the participation 

index. A corresponding examination of the non-institutional participation index also reveals a 

potentially troubling dissonance. With an alpha of 0.47, the components correspond more 

closely than those of the institutional index, but fall short of the satisfactory level of 0.7. The 

discussion will return to this issue, alongside that of the institutional participation index, in 

subsection 4.5 below. Lastly, a logistic regression of non-institutional participation too 

supports the preference of LPM, with the marginal effects closely matching the b-coefficients 

of table 4. 

 

4.4. Developments Over Time  

 

After the analyses of each participation type above, it is now time to turn to the development 

of political trust and political participation over time. As mentioned in the Intellectual Context 

section above, politicians and scholars alike have noted decreasing levels of both political 

trust and political participation during the last decades, with institutional participation 

allegedly particularly smitten. Interestingly enough, this data set however offers little support 

for such convictions. Instead, as shown in figure 1 and 2 below, comparisons between 

different ESS rounds suggest that levels of both political trust and political participation have 

contrarily been stable over the last 15 years. It should be noted that the lines between each 

observation do not represent development in the years between ESS rounds; they serve only 

to connect the dots and so increase their visibility.  

       Beginning with political trust, then, the data set immediately casts doubt on the idea of a 

recent momentous decline. As illustrated in figure 1, the level of political trust was indeed 

higher in 2002 than in any of the subsequent six ESS rounds, at a mean of 4.89. However, the 

levels rose in 2016, reaching the altogether highest mean of 4.95. Quite unexpectedly, there is 

no drop in political trust between 2014 and 2016, which due to the concurrent debates about 

the British EU membership might have been anticipated. It seems noteworthy that the levels 

of political trust in the United Kingdom have hence not declined over time, contrary to 

expectation and despite warnings of such developments. In fact, the lowest mean of political 

trust is to be found in 2006, with 2004 and 2010 a close second and third. This appears 
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simultaneous with such British political happenings as the 2006 Cash for Honours Scandal 

and the 2009 MP Expenses Scandal (The Guardian, 2007; The Economist, 2009), although no 

robust conclusions can be drawn here.  

 

Figure 1: Means of Political Trust in the United Kingdom 

 
Source: European Social Survey. Notes: Institutional Participation and Non-Institutional  

Participation included as dummies. 
 

Moving on to figure 2 and the development of political participation over time, British 

engagement appears altogether quite constant between 2002 and 2016. Levels of non-

institutional participation have however fluctuated somewhat, with means ranging from 0.36 

in 2010 to 0.49 in 2002 and 2006.  

 

Figure 2: Means of Political Participation in the United Kingdom  

 
Source: European Social Survey. Notes: Institutional Participation and Non-Institutional  

Participation included as dummies. Non-citizens excluded from the Voting variable. 
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Since the participation variables are here included as dummies, this means that 36 % of 

respondents had participated in non-institutional activities in 2010, compared to 49 % in 2002 

and 2006. Voting is unsurprisingly more common than the other participation types, and 

furthermore consistently higher in this data set than the voter turnout of the entire British 

electorate. This might partly reflect the fact that survey respondents – perhaps particularly 

when asked through face-to-face interviews – tend to overstate their engagement, and partly 

that ESS respondents might vote to a higher extent than those who reject participation. Voter 

turnout among the British public did however increase in 2016, hence corresponding with this 

data (Dempsey, 2017).  

       Non-institutional activities are more common than institutional activities in all rounds, 

meaning that more respondents have signed petitions, boycotted products and/or participated 

in demonstrations than contacted politicians and/or worked in a political party or action 

group. In addition, while changes in institutional participation appear rather negligible, non-

institutional participation rates declined quite drastically between 2006 and 2010, after which 

they grew again until 2014. The results hence add slight, but rather ambivalent, support for 

the aforementioned idea that non-institutional participation might have increased over time. In 

both 2014 and 2016, the participation levels are located at 0.48, meaning that almost half of 

all respondents in this data set had then participated in non-institutional political activities. 

This is perhaps notable. Indeed, as abovementioned, the mean of non-institutional 

participation in Hooghe and Marien’s study was 0.28, suggesting that participation in these 

activities might be more common among British respondents than others. The institutional 

participation rates, in their turn, range between 0.15 and 0.20, located closer to Hooghe and 

Marien’s 0.18 mean (Hooghe & Marien, 2013, 151).  

       Against the backdrop of claims and concern over decreasing levels of political trust and 

political participation, it seems remarkable that no such declines can be noted here. Quite the 

opposite, the share of respondents who had contacted a politician, worked in a political party 

or action group, and signed a petition was larger in 2016 than any other ESS round. While 

boycotting products was most common in 2002, the lowest share can be found in 2012. 

Participating in a demonstration was most common in 2014. Should these results apply to the 

entire British population, it thus seems like the British government need not worry that future 

citizenries are going to be politically disengaged. 

       Turning attention back to the relationship between political trust and political 

participation indicates that this too has been quite constant over time. However, as shown in 

figure 3, the consistency varies somewhat depending on the type of participation. The 
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correlations between political trust and voting seem most stable, with b-coefficients positive 

and located between 0.005 (in 2012) and 0.022 (2004). For institutional participation, b-

coefficients are instead negative and fluctuate between -0.005 (2010) and -0.032 (2016). Non-

institutional participation, in its turn, is accompanied by negative b-coefficients ranging 

between -0.012 (2004) and -0.031 (2006). So what does this mean?  

 

Figure 3: Correlations Between Political Trust and Participation 

 
Source: European Social Survey. Notes: Multivariate OLS regression. Robust standard errors included.  

Numbers have been rounded off. Institutional Participation and Non-Institutional Participation included as dummies. 
 

The short answer is that political trust here seems to matter about as much for the likelihood 

of participation in 2016, as it did in 2002. The b-coefficients are however statistically 

insignificant for institutional participation in 2004, 2006 and 2010, as well as for non-

institutional participation in 2004, and voting in 2012 and 2016. Digging a little deeper 

nonetheless exposes interesting revelations. While the correlations for institutional and non-

institutional participation begin at similar levels in 2002 (-0.014 for the former and -0.016 for 

the latter), they then diverge, with non-institutional participation experiencing a rather 

substantial drop. The results hence indicate that a one-unit increase in political trust is 

associated with a larger decrease in the likelihood of non-institutional participation than 

institutional participation after 2004, although the subsequent insignificant coefficients 

prevent unambiguous conclusions. An increase in political trust also correlates with a larger 

decline in the likelihood of non-institutional participation in 2006 than any of the other years. 
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likelihood to engage in non-institutional participation activities in 2006 than the other ESS-

rounds.  

       The correlations furthermore diverge after 2014. Whereas a slight upsurge can be noted 

for non-institutional participation, the opposite is true for institutional participation. This 

means that a one-unit increase in political trust correlates with a larger decrease in the 

likelihood of institutional participation in 2016 than in 2014. For non-institutional 

participation, an increase in political trust contrarily correlates with a smaller decrease in the 

likelihood of participation in 2016 than 2014. Vice versa, the results hence indicate that a one-

unit decrease in political trust correlates with a larger likelihood of institutional participation, 

but a smaller likelihood of non-institutional participation, in 2016 than in 2014. Less 

politically trusting respondents are thus more likely to engage in institutional activities in the 

last ESS round than any other, further contradicting hypothesis 1.  

 

4.5. Deconstruction of Indices: Political Participation and Political Trust  

 

Bearing here in mind that the political participation indices demonstrated rather poor internal 

correspondence, with correlations for political trust even pointing in different directions 

depending on participation activity, a deconstruction of each participation index could 

perhaps yield interesting insight. Scrutinising also the political trust index – consisting of trust 

in parliament, the legal system, the police, politicians, and political parties – might contribute 

with additional understanding of the phenomena in focus of this study. Although the five 

components are highly correlated with an alpha of 0.87, it is for example possible that they 

correlate with political trust in unequally strong manners.  

       Beginning with participation, it can firstly be noted that those who participate in 

institutional activities also engage more in non-institutional activities, and vice versa. For 

example, of the respondents who have participated in non-institutional activities, 29 per cent 

also report engagement in institutional ones, compared to 9 per cent of those who have not 

participated non-institutionally. As briefly mentioned above, the introduction of new 

participation opportunities – often intended to reduce participatory inequalities – might hence 

contribute to further division between participants and non-participants.  

       Moving on to the relationship between political trust and each participation activity, table 

5 contains the regression coefficients of interest. As shown, all b-coefficients but one are 

statistically significant and negative, with the largest being that for boycotting products. A 

one-unit increase in political trust hence correlates with a larger decrease in the likelihood of 
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boycotting products than any other activity. As such, a decrease in political trust is also 

associated with a more substantial increase in the likelihood of boycotting compared to other 

activities. The smallest b-coefficient, aside the insignificant one for political party work, is 

that for participation in demonstrations. Perhaps interesting, a one-unit decrease in political 

trust is hence associated with a smaller increase in the likelihood of demonstrating than the 

other participation activities.  

 

Table 5: Regression Analysis of Political Participation: Activities 
PARTICIPATION	
TYPE	

INSTITUTIONAL	 INSTITUTIONAL	 NON-
INSTITUTIONAL	

NON-
INSTITUTIONAL	

NON-
INSTITUTIONAL	

VARIABLES	 Contact	a	
Politician	

Work	in	Party	or	
Action	Group	

Sign		
Petition	

Boycott		
Products	

Participation	in	
Demonstration	

	 	 	 	 	 	
Political	Trust	 -0.013***	 0.0004	 -0.017***	 -0.022***	 -0.006***	
	 (0.002)	 (0.0008)	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	 (0.001)	
	
Constant	

	
-0.089***	

	
-0.050***	

	
0.023	

	
-0.028	

	
0.005	

	 (0.024)	 (0.010)	 (0.028)	 (0.025)	 (0.012)	
	
Observations	

	
14,964	

	
14,968	

	
14,938	

	
14,939	

	
14,966	

R-squared	 0.085	 0.029	 0.121	 0.109	 0.038	
Source:	European	Social	Survey.	Notes:	Multivariate	OLS	regression.	Control	variables	included	but	not	shown.	Robust	
standard	errors	in	parentheses.	Significance:	***	p<0.01,	**	p<0.05,	*	p<0.1.	Numbers	have	been	rounded	off.		
 

Moving on to a deconstruction of the political trust index seems to generate rather 

unsurprising results. Table 6 below contains the correlations between the five trust 

components and each participation index. Voting has also been included here.  

       Firstly, then, it can be noted that the differences between b-coefficients within each 

participation category appear minimal. A one-unit increase in parliamentary trust for example 

corresponds with a decrease in the likelihood of non-institutional participation that is of 

similar size for a one-unit increase in police trust. The same goes, for instance, for 

institutional participation, trust in politicians and trust in political parties.  

       Secondly, the correlations move in the same direction for the trust components and each 

participation type. While all b-coefficients for institutional and non-institutional participation 

are negative, those for voting are positive. All coefficients are statistically significant except 

one, although on different significance levels. The results of table 6 hence indicate that the 

political trust index functions well. For each type of political participation, a change in 

political trust is associated with a change in participation that goes in the same direction and is 

of near enough equal size regardless of the trust component in focus. 
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Table 6: Regression Analysis of Political Participation: Trust Components 

	 	 	 	
VARIABLES	 Institutional	

Participation	
Voting	 Non-Institutional	

Participation	
	 	 	 	
Trust	in	the	Legal	System	 -0.006***	 0.014***	 -0.005***	
	 (0.001)	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	
Constant	
	
Observations	

-0.096***	
(0.024)	
14,699	

0.070***	
(0.023)	
13,563	

0.050	
(0.031)	
14,644	

R-squared	 0.059	
	

0.145	
	

0.089	
	

Trust	in	the	Parliament	 -0.002	 0.016***	 -0.008***	
	 (0.001)	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	
Constant	 -0.107***	

(0.024)	
0.083***	
(0.023)	

0.058*	
(0.031)	

Observations	
R-squared	
	
Trust	in	the	Police	
	
Constant	
	
Observations	
R-squared	

14,727	
0.057	

	
-0.008***	
(0.001)	

-0.077***	
(0.024)	
14,913	
0.060	

13,621	
0.143	

	
0.011***	
(0.002)	
0.056	
(0.024)	
13,752	
0.143	

14,671	
0.090	

	
-0.007***	
(0.002)	
0.064**	
(0.031)	
14,858	
0.092	

	
Trust	in	Politicians		 -0.003*	

(0.002)	
0.015***	
(0.002)	

-0.009***	
(0.002)	

Constant	
	
Observations	
R-squared	
	
Trust	in	Political	Parties	

-0.113***	
(0.024)	
14,759	
0.058	

	
-0.003**	

0.082***	
(0.023)	
13,648	
0.143	

	
0.018***	

0.058*	
(0.031)	
14,704	
0.091	

	
-0.006***	

	
Constant		
	
Observations	
R-squared	

(0.002)	
-0.118***	
(0.026)	
12,832	
0.058	

(0.002)	
0.067***	
(0.025)	
11,872	
0.149	

(0.002)	
0.017	
(0.033)	
12,785	
0.090	

	
Source:	European	Social	Survey.	Notes:	Multivariate	OLS	regression.	Control	variables	included	but	not	shown	in	the	table.	
Robust	standard	errors	in	parentheses.	Significance:	***	p<0.01,	**	p<0.05,	*	p<0.1.	Numbers	have	been	rounded	off.	
Participation	variables	included	as	dummies.		
 

4.6. Political Interest and Political Awareness 

 

To complement the more comprehensive regressions above, it might be interesting to conduct 

separate analyses for respondents with different levels of political awareness and political 

interest. According to Hooghe and Marien, “one’s level of political trust is irrelevant, if one 

does not feel capable to participate” (Hooghe & Marien, 2013, 135). If this is true, it seems 

sensible to expect that respondents with low levels of political awareness will be less likely to 
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engage in any form of participation than those with high levels of awareness, regardless of 

their level of political trust. The same might be anticipated for political interest. Moreover, the 

correlation between political trust and participation might perchance be stronger for 

individuals with high levels of awareness or interest. Indeed, the choice of whether to 

participate or not might require a smaller push of encouragement for respondents who are 

more politically aware or interested, meaning that a one-unit change in political trust 

perchance correlates with a larger change in the likelihood of participation for these 

individuals, than for those who are less politically aware or interested. Is this idea supported 

here? 

       As previously explained, this data set contains two indices for political awareness. Two 

awareness analyses are therefore conducted here, one for rounds 1 to 4 and one for rounds 7 

to 8. Although the results cannot provide reliable comparisons over time, due to the fact that 

the questions on which the two indices are based differ slightly, they might offer interesting 

indications. The results, which can be found in appendix 2, offer ambivalent support for the 

idea that political awareness (and here also political interest) is of great importance. To begin 

with, individuals stating low levels of political awareness do indeed participate less overall 

than those reporting high levels19. The pattern is however a little irregular; for example, in 

rounds 1-4, a higher percentage of those expressing awareness levels of 1 take part in 

institutional activities than those with levels of 1.5. Those with levels of 4.5 furthermore 

engage more in all participation types than those of 5. The same applies for rounds 7-8. 

Participation also follows a rising pattern in regard to political interest. Here too, those who 

are more interested altogether participate to a higher degree than those who are less 

interested20. Unlike for awareness, however, participation increases with each added level of 

interest. Respondents that express the highest level of interest are also the ones stating the 

highest level of participation, in all participation types. 

       Moving on to the relationship between political trust, awareness, interest and 

participation, it can be noted that political trust correlates negatively with both institutional 

and non-institutional participation, regardless of awareness level, in rounds 1-4 as well as 7-8. 

For rounds 1-4, the negative correlations are stronger for those who are less aware than those 

who are more aware, for institutional and non-institutional participation alike. A one-unit 

increase in political trust is hence associated with a larger decrease in the likelihood of 

participation for respondents with low awareness than those with high, quite the contrary to 

																																																								
19 The political awareness variable ranges from 1-5, with 1-3 denoting low levels and 3.5-5 denoting high levels. 
20 The political interest variable ranges from 0-3, with 0-1 denoting low levels and 2-3 denoting high levels. 
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expectation. This might however also make perfect sense. It seems indeed possible that 

political trust matters less for respondents who are more politically aware, who might not base 

their decision to participate or not on political trust to the same extent as those who are less 

aware. However, the positive correlation for voting is stronger for respondents with high 

awareness levels than those with low. In rounds 7-8, the b-coefficients are moreover larger for 

individuals with high awareness levels than those with low, for all participation types. 

       For political interest too, the b-coefficients are negative for institutional and non-

institutional participation and positive for voting. For the former activities, the correlation is 

larger for respondents with high political interest levels than those with low. For the latter, the 

correlation is instead stronger for those with low interest. This hence means that a one-unit 

increase in political trust for instance correlates with a larger increase in the probability of 

voting for the less interested than the more interested. Based on the results generated here, 

then, it seems difficult to draw any reliable conclusions about the relationship between trust, 

awareness, interest and participation. 

 

4.7. The British Context: In Times of Distrust 

 

One of the intended contributions of this study is its focus on only one case, allowing for an 

examination of the results in relation to the British referendum on EU membership. 

Announced in 2015 and conducted in June 2016, the referendum was preceded by debates 

largely revolving around the concept of political (dis)trust, making it a political occurrence of 

particular interest here. As already noted, the eighth ESS round includes a question about the 

way respondents voted in the referendum. Among the 1959 individuals asked, 36.4 % wanted 

to leave the European Union, while 35.9 % wished to remain. The truly marginal difference 

between the two echoes the results of the entire British population, among which 51.9 % 

voted Leave and 48.1 % Remain (The Electoral Commission, 2018b).  

       An initial examination of the relationship between political trust and referendum vote 

shows that those who voted Leave are here somewhat less trusting than those who voted 

Remain. The trust means are located at 4.69 (standard deviation: 1.93) for the former, and 

5.16 (standard deviation: 1.74) for the latter. The former also participate slightly less than the 

latter, in all participation types.  

       Table 7 below displays the results from separate regressions of the relationship between 

political trust and political participation for individuals who, on the one hand, voted to remain 

in the EU, and, on the other hand, those who voted to leave. Since three out of six b-
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coefficients are statistically insignificant, conclusions based on these results are limited. 

Nonetheless, three coefficients are significant and might at least provide interesting 

indications. Firstly, it can be noted that Remain-voters who are less politically trusting are 

more likely to engage in institutional as well as non-institutional participation activities. 

Leave-voters who are more politically trusting are also less likely to participate in institutional 

activities. In this regard, the results thus reflect those of the more comprehensive regressions 

above. Perhaps interesting, the correlations between political trust and institutional 

participation are here of similar size for both Remain- and Leave-voters. Regardless of the EU 

referendum vote, then, a one-unit increase in political trust correlates with an (almost) equally 

large decrease in the likelihood of institutional participation.  

 

Table 7: Regression Analysis of Political Participation: EU Referendum Vote 
EU	REF.	VOTE	 REMAIN	 LEAVE	 REMAIN	 LEAVE	 REMAIN	 LEAVE	

VARIABLES	 Institutional	
Participation	

Institutional	
Participation	

Voting	 Voting	 Non-Institutional	
Participation	

Non-Institutional	
Participation	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Political	Trust	 -0.031***	 -0.033***	 0.007	 0.011	 -0.030***	 0.004	
	 (0.010)	 (0.008)	 (0.008)	 (0.007)	 (0.011)	 (0.011)	
	
Constant	

	
-0.383***	

	
-0.086	

	
0.421***	

	
0.415***	

	
-0.007	

	
0.090	

	 (0.121)	 (0.125)	 (0.087)	 (0.083)	 (0.148)	 (0.163)	
	
Observations	

	
675	

	
684	

	
639	

	
667	

	
673	

	
681	

R-squared	 0.127	 0.130	 0.219	 0.168	 0.216	 0.142	
Source:	European	Social	Survey.	Notes:	Multivariate	OLS	regression.	Control	variables	included	but	not	shown.	Robust	
standard	errors	in	parentheses.	Significance:	***	p<0.01,	**	p<0.05,	*	p<0.1.	Numbers	have	been	rounded	off.	Participation	
variables	included	as	dummies.		
 

The results are perhaps altogether quite remarkable. Though the British EU referendum might 

have sparked much debate about the question of political (dis)trust, it seems to have had little 

impact on the respondents here. While Remain-voters are slightly more politically trusting 

and participate to a slightly higher degree in all participation types, differences are small. 

Moreover, with no notable disparity regarding the correlation between political trust and 

participation, the results seem to suggest that Remainers and Leavers are truly similar in terms 

of trust and participation. This, along with the fact that the levels of political trust and political 

participation have in general remained stable over time, might indeed be one of the most 

interesting revelations of this thesis.   
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4.8. Summary of the Results 

 

To sum up the results, it seems suitable to situate them in relation to the hypotheses 

formulated at the beginning of the study. According to the first hypothesis, then, political 

trust will be positively correlated with institutional forms of political participation, including 

voting. The results offer partial support for this. While political trust does not correlate 

positively with the institutional participation index, it does so in regard to voting as well as 

political party work. The second hypothesis, stating that political trust will be negatively 

correlated with non-institutional forms of political participation, however finds clear support 

in the results. Although the data has not allowed for a separation between political mis- and 

distrust, the results hence add further support to the notion that lack of trust might function as 

a driving force for participation. 

       While political trust is negatively correlated with both institutional and non-institutional 

participation, the correlation is slightly stronger for the latter. While a one-unit increase in 

political trust is associated with a 1.2 percentage point decrease in the likelihood of 

institutional participation, the corresponding decline for non-institutional participation is 2.1 

percentage points. A one-scale step decline in political trust thus correlates with a slightly 

stronger increase in the likelihood of non-institutional participation than institutional 

participation. Based on this data set, then, individuals who are less politically trusting seem a 

little more likely to sign petitions, boycott products or take part in demonstrations than they 

are to contact politicians or work in a political party or action group.  

       Moreover, and perhaps an important contribution of this study, the results suggest that the 

categorisation of institutional and non-institutional political participation needs revising. As 

shown above, such a separation generates somewhat confusing results concerning the 

relationship between political trust and political participation. This might be a theoretically 

important insight, since it implies that the clustering of different participation activities into 

indices might not always be suitable. 

       The examination of developments over time might also be of particular interest, since it 

offers little support for the recurrent notion that citizenries are becoming politically 

mistrusting and disengaged. All forms of participation have on the contrary altogether 

remained at rather similar levels, with voting consistently the most common practice and 

institutional the least. The largest fluctuation over time can be noted for non-institutional 

participation. The levels of political trust have too been remarkably steady over time, 

contradicting the idea that trust has been in recent decline. Levels of political trust in fact here 
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increased – though marginally – between 2014 and 2016, during a time when political 

mistrust were widely discussed in the United Kingdom. Interestingly enough, the results 

hence suggest that citizens’ perceptions of whether or not the country’s parliament, legal 

system, police, politicians and political parties can be trusted appear rather static, perhaps 

determined by something other than the contemporary political context.  

       The results also indicate that respondents expressing high levels of political awareness 

and political interest in general participate to a larger extent than those expressing low levels. 

The participation patterns are however not linear and vary depending on participation type 

and awareness or interest level. As for the correlation between political trust and participation, 

the results appear ambiguous. Whether political trust matters more the likelihood of 

participation for the more aware and interested, or whether the situation is the opposite, seems 

difficult to conclude here.  

       Finally, examinations of respondents in relation to their vote in the 2016 EU referendum 

show that those who voted Remain are a little more politically trusting than the Leave-voters, 

and that they participate to a slightly higher degree. The differences are however small. With 

correlations between trust and participation moreover similar for the two groups, there appear 

to be little disparity between them. 

 

5. Implications of the Results 
 

Before reaching the conclusion of the study, this section offers a discussion about the 

potential for generalisation as well as the theoretical implications of the results. As will be 

noted, the results might hopefully contribute to a more developed understanding of (the study 

of) political trust and political participation, not least in terms of theoretical considerations, 

valuable for future research.  

 

5.1. British Particularities and the Potential for Generalisation   

 

Though this thesis has focused on the British case alone, results have occasionally been 

compared to those of Hooghe and Marien, exposing some traits potentially unique of the 

United Kingdom. First of all, the mean of political trust is slightly higher here than in Hooghe 

and Marien’s data set, perhaps indicating that British respondents are more politically trusting 

than sometimes claimed. Indeed, since no declines of political trust can been noted during the 
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time frame of this study, even with the presence of the EU referendum campaigns, British 

trust levels might perhaps be more resilient than previously thought.  

       Second of all, the mean of non-institutional participation is also noticeably higher in this 

data set than in Hooghe and Marien’s, suggesting that British respondents are particularly 

keen participants in such activities. If this applies to the entire British public, with British 

citizens indeed more inclined to sign petitions, boycott products and participate in 

demonstrations than their European neighbours, British governments might not need to worry 

about political disengagement. Perhaps they need instead to direct attention toward the way in 

which they respond to this participation, ensuring that citizens see the impact of their 

engagement. With participation also considerably more common in activities that seem to 

require little personal input – such as the signing of petitions and boycotting of products, 

compared to demonstrating and working in parties or action groups – efforts seem best 

directed toward reducing the time and resources demanded for participation.  

       Taking these potentially specific British characteristics into consideration, then, what do 

the results of this study entail on a larger scale? Provided that the results can be extended 

beyond the respondents of this study to include British citizens in general, can they also say 

something about other citizenries? To begin with, as this data set is comprised of only British 

respondents and possible peculiarities have been noted, it seems difficult to simply generalise 

the results to other contexts. Nonetheless, since it might have been anticipated that the United 

Kingdom was going to be a particularly smitten case in terms of declining political trust, the 

results might provide interesting indications. Indeed, since no such decline over time has been 

noted in this study, claims of decreasing trust might need reviewing among other citizenries 

too.  

 

5.2. Theoretical Implications 

 

Returning to the more theoretical questions of the study, the results seem to have first and 

foremost contributed to the discussion of political participation types. Indeed, by indicating 

that the twofold clustering into institutionalised and non-institutionalised participation might 

not always be suitable, the results suggest that the current understanding of political 

participation might need an upgrade. With new forms of citizen participation regularly 

included, existing categorisations might gradually lose their explanatory value. As has already 

been noted, it seems for instance difficult to determine whether some innovative activities for 

citizen engagement should be considered institutionalised or non-institutionalised forms of 
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participation. As a result of these potential theoretical insights, the operationalisation of 

participation seem too in need of revision. With the results here however limited to the United 

Kingdom between 2002 and 2016, future research on the matter seems worthwhile. 

 

6. Conclusion: So How Is Political Trust Related to Political Participation? 
 

The intention of this thesis has been to examine the relationship between political trust and 

political participation, and so contribute to previous knowledge on the matter. As guidance 

toward this aim, the following twofold question was formulated before the conduction of the 

analyses: How is political trust related to institutionalised and non-institutionalised forms of 

political participation in the United Kingdom? Has the relationship changed over time, and if 

so, how?  

       The results have exposed two unexpected, and perhaps remarkable, facts. Firstly, political 

trust is indeed correlated to political participation, but differently so for different activities. 

Contrary to expectation and previous research, the correlations are negative for both 

institutional and non-institutional participation. Between 2002 and 2016, mistrust has indeed 

been positively correlated with the likelihood of citizen participation, in institutional and non-

institutional activities alike. Voting has been an important exception, with more trusting 

citizens more likely to vote. Secondly, the results have casted doubt on the claim that levels of 

both political trust and political participation are in decline. With such levels altogether 

remaining stable and no decline being noted during the time before the British EU 

referendum, fears of declining rates of political trust and participation appear unfounded here.  

       Adding this together, then, the study has shown that low levels of political trust have 

neither become more prevalent over time, nor had a negative impact on political participation, 

except voting. As such, the study has added to existing knowledge by suggesting that current 

understandings of political trust and political participation might need upgrading. What, then, 

might the future of citizen participation be? 

       With this study showing that political trust correlates negatively with political 

participation, it seems of little worth to focus efforts of citizen engagement on increasing 

political trust. Instead, with this study also indicating that citizens might favour participation 

in activities demanding little personal input, future efforts are perhaps best directed toward the 

expansion of these. However, as many times noted, the results of this study might be 

dependent on characteristics that are particular for the United Kingdom. The relationship 
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between political trust and political participation thus remains ambiguous, leaving abundant 

room for future research. Scholars of the matter could not only contribute with additional 

empirical evidence through extensive comparative studies, but also broaden the search to 

include new participation activities. Qualitative studies could complement their quantitative 

counterparts by for instance examining why people trust and participate in the ways that they 

do.  

       No matter the focus, discussions about political participation seem as relevant today as 

ever. Indeed, with public officials in numerous countries seemingly eager to engage citizens 

in political decision-making, the idea of the benefit of participation seems far from obsolete. 

If the results of this study extend beyond the specific case, citizens might however not be as 

disengaged, and participation not as hampered, as often argued. Engagement by citizens in 

matters of their concern might simply have taken on new forms, with preferences being 

expressed in new ways. If citizen participation truly is the cornerstone of democracy, then, 

there appears to be no reason to worry. 
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8. Appendices 

 
Appendix 1: European Social Survey: Questions and Answers 

 

Note: The coding of each answer corresponds with that of the European Social Survey. The 

values might therefore be slightly different here than in the regressions above.  

 

Political Trust (index) 

“Please tell me on a score of 0-10 how much you personally trust each of the institutions I 

read out…” 

… Britain’s/the UK’s parliament?” 

… The legal system? 

… The police? 

… Politicians? 

… Political parties? 

0 = No trust at all, …, 10 = Complete trust 

 

Institutional Political Participation (index) 

“There are different ways of trying to improve things in Britain/the UK or help prevent things 

from going wrong. During the last 12 months, have you done any of the following?” 

… Contacted a politician, government or local government official? 

1 = Yes, 2 = No 

…Worked in a political party or action group? 

1 = Yes, 2 = No 

 

Non-Institutional Political Participation (index)  

“There are different ways of trying to improve things in Britain/the UK or help prevent things 

from going wrong. During the last 12 months, have you done any of the following?” 

… Signed a petition?  

1 = Yes, 2 = No  

… Taken part in a lawful public demonstration? 

1 = Yes, 2 = No 

… Boycotted certain products? 
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1 = Yes, 2 = No 

 

Voting 

“Some people don’t vote nowadays for one reason or another. Did you vote in the last British 

general election in [month/year]? 

1 = Yes, 2 = No 

 

Political Interest 

“How interested would you say you are in politics?” 

1 = Very interested, 2 = Quite interested, 3 = Hardly interested, 4 = Not at all interested 

 

Political Awareness (rounds 1-4) (index) 

“How often does politics seem so complicated that you can’t really understand what is going 

on?” 

1 = Never, 2 = Seldom, 3 = Occasionally, 4 = Regularly, 5 = Frequently 

 

“How difficult or easy do you find it to make your mind up about political issues?”  

1 = Very difficult, 2 = Difficult, 3 = Neither difficult nor easy, 4 = Easy, 5 = Very easy 

 

Political Awareness (rounds 7-8) (index)  

“How able do you think you are to take an active role in a group involved with political 

issues?”  

1 = Not at all able, 2 = A little able, 3 = Quite able, 4 = Very able, 5 = Completely able  

 

“How confident are you in your own ability to participate in politics?” 

1 = Not at all confident, 2 = A little confident, 3 = Quite confident, 4 = Very confident, 5 = 

Completely confident  

 

Generalised Trust (index) 

“Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted, or that you can’t be too 

careful in dealing with people?” 

0 = You can’t be too careful, …, 10 = Most people can be trusted 
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“Do you think that most people try to take advantage of you if they got the chance, or would 

they try to be fair?” 

0 = Most people try to take advantage of me, …, 10 = Most people try to be fair 

 

“Would you say that most of the time people try to be helpful or that they are mostly looking 

out for themselves?” 

0 = People mostly look out for themselves, …, 10 = People mostly try to be helpful 

 

Social Habits 

“How often do you meet socially with friends, relatives or work colleagues?” 

1 = Never, 2 = Less than once a month, 3 = Once a month, 4 = Several times a month, 5 = 

Once a week, 6 = Several times a week, 7 = Every day 

 

Trade Union Membership 

“Are you or have you ever been a member of a trade union or similar organisation?” 

1 = Yes, currently, 2 = Yes, previously, 3 = No 

 

Gender 

1 = Male, 2 = Female 

 

Age 

Age of respondent 

 

Highest Education 

“What is the highest level of education you have achieved?”  

1 = Less than lower secondary education (ISCED 0-1), 2 = Lower secondary education 

completed (ISCED 2), 3 = Upper secondary education completed (ISCED 3), 4 = Post-

secondary non-tertiary education completed (ISCED 4) or Tertiary education completed 

(ISCED 5-6) 

 

Citizenship Status 

“Are you a citizen of Britain/the UK”?  

1 = Yes, 2 = No 
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Religiousness 

“Apart from special occasions such as weddings and funerals, about how often do you attend 

religious services nowadays?” 

1 = Every day, 2 = More than once a week, 3 = Once a week, 4 = At least once a month 5 = 

Only on special holy days, 6 = Less often, 7 = Never 

 

EU Referendum Vote  

“In the EU referendum in June 2016, did you vote for the UK to ‘remain a member of the 

European Union’ or to ‘leave the European Union’?” 

1 = Remain a member of the European Union, 2 = Leave the European Union 
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Appendix 2: Additional Results 

 

Regression Analysis of Participation: Scale Variables 
	 MODEL	I	 MODEL	II	 MODEL	III	 MODEL	IV	
VARIABLES	 Institutional	

Participation	
Institutional	
Participation	

Non-Institutional	
Participation	

Non-Institutional	
Participation	

	 	 	 	 	
Political	Trust	 0.002	 -0.012***	 -0.007*	 -0.046***	
	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	 (0.003)	 (0.003)	
Political	Interest	 	 0.094***	 	 0.239***	
	 	 (0.004)	 	 (0.007)	
Gender	(1	=	Male)	 	 -0.003	 	 -0.131***	
	 	 (0.007)	 	 (0.012)	
Age	 	 0.002***	 	 -0.002***	
	 	 (0.0002)	 	 (0.0004)	
Generalised	Trust	 	 0.002	 	 0.027***	
	 	 (0.002)	 	 (0.004)	
Religiousness	 	 0.014***	 	 0.021***	
	 	 (0.003)	 	 (0.004)	
Trade	Union	MS	 	 0.051***	 	 0.162***	
	 	 (0.008)	 	 (0.013)	
Citizenship	 	 0.040**	 	 0.201***	
	 	 (0.017)	 	 (0.030)	
Social	Habits	 	 0.010***	 	 0.018***	
	 	 (0.002)	 	 (0.004)	
2.	Lower2		 	 0.049***	 	 0.130***	
	 	 (0.010)	 	 (0.018)	
3.	Upper3	 	 0.056***	 	 0.190***	
	 	 (0.010)	 	 (0.019)	
4.	Post-Secondary4	 	 0.146***	 	 0.350***	
	 	 (0.010)	 	 (0.017)	
ESS	Round5	 x	 x	 x	 x	
	
Constant	

	
0.210***	

	
-0.139***	

	
0.727***	

	
0.0007	

	 (0.014)	 (0.027)	 (0.025)	 (0.046)	
	 	 	 	 	
Observations	 14,964	 14,964	 14,908	 14,908	
R-squared	 0.003	 0.093	 0.009	 0.172	

Source:	European	Social	Survey.	Notes:	OLS	regression.	Robust	standard	errors	in	parentheses.	Significance:	***	p<0.01,	**	
p<0.05,	*	p<0.1.	Numbers	have	been	rounded	off.	Institutional	Participation	and	Non-Institutional	Participation	included	as	
scale	variables.	2	=	Lower	secondary	education	completed.	3	=	Upper	secondary	education	completed.	4	=	Post-secondary	
non-tertiary	education	completed	or	Tertiary	education	completed.	5	=	Study	Wave	(ESS	Round)	Dummy/Fixed	Effects	
controlled	for,	but	not	included	in	the	table.		
 

Regression Analysis of Contact with Politicians and Work in Political Party or Action Group 
	 	 	
VARIABLES	 Contact	With	a	Politician	 Work	in	Political	Party	or	Action	Group	
	 	 	
Political	Trust	 -0.013***	 0.0004	
	 (0.002)	 (0.0008)	
Political	Interest	 0.073***	 0.022***	
	 (0.003)	 (0.002)	
Gender	(1	=	Male)	 -0.002	 -0.0009	
	 (0.006)	 (0.003)	
Age	 0.001***	 8.96e-05	
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	 (0.0002)	 (7.69e-05)	
Generalised	Trust	 0.0003	 0.002**	
	 (0.002)	 (0.0008)	
Religiousness	 0.013***	 0.001	
	 (0.002)	 (0.001)	
Trade	Union	MS	 0.043***	 0.007***	
	 (0.007)	 (0.003)	
Citizenship	 0.030**	 0.010	
	 (0.015)	 (0.006)	
Social	Habits	 0.007***	 0.003***	
	 (0.002)	 (0.0008)	
2.	Lower2	 0.048***	 0.002	
	 (0.009)	 (0.003)	
3.	Upper3	 0.052***	 0.004	
	 (0.009)	 (0.004)	
4.	Post-Secondary4	 0.128***	 0.018***	
	 (0.008)	 (0.004)	
ESS	Round5	 x	 x	
	
Constant	

	
-0.089***	

	
-0.050***	

	 (0.024)	 (0.010)	
	 	 	
Observations	 14,964	 14,968	
R-squared	 0.085	 0.029	

Source:	European	Social	Survey.	Notes:	OLS	regression.	Robust	standard	errors	in	parentheses.	Significance:	***	p<0.01,	**	
p<0.05,	*	p<0.1.	Numbers	have	been	rounded	off.	2	=	Lower	secondary	education	completed.	3	=	Upper	secondary	
education	completed.	4	=	Post-secondary	non-tertiary	education	completed	or	Tertiary	education	completed.	5	=	Study	
Wave	(ESS	Round)	Dummy/Fixed	Effects	controlled	for,	but	not	included	in	the	table.		

 
 Logistic Regression of Political Participation: Marginal Effects  

	 	 	 	
VARIABLES	 Institutional	

Participation	
Voting	 Non-Institutional	

Participation	
	 	 	 	
Political	Trust	 -0.012***	 0.015***	 -0.021***	
	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	
Political	Interest	 0.083***	 0.109***	 0.134***	
	 (0.004)	 (0.004)	 (0.004)	
Gender	(1	=	Male)	 -0.002	 -0.037***	 -0.083***	
	 (0.006)	 (0.007)	 (0.008)	
Age	 0.001***	 0.006***	 -0.0008***	
	 (0.0002)	 (0.0002)	 (0.0002)	
Generalised	Trust	 0.0002	 0.014***	 0.011***	
	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	 (0.003)	
Religiousness	 0.012***	 0.016***	 0.010***	
	 (0.002)	 (0.003)	 (0.003)	
Trade	Union	MS	 0.042***	 0.063***	 0.087***	
	 (0.006)	 (0.007)	 (0.008)	
Citizenship	 0.033**	 	 0.148***	
	 (0.016)	 	 (0.021)	
Social	Habits	 0.006***	 0.002	 0.008***	
	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	 (0.002)	
2.	Lower2	 0.046***	 0.019*	 0.101***	
	 (0.009)	 (0.011)	 (0.012)	
3.	Upper3	 0.054***	 0.045***	 0.134***	
	 (0.009)	 (0.011)	 (0.013)	
4.	Post-Secondary4	 0.125***	 0.086***	 0.216***	
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	 (0.008)	 (0.025)	 (0.031)	
ESS	Round5	 x	 x	 x	
	
Observations	

	
14,964	

	
13,792	

	
14,908	

Source:	European	Social	Survey.	Notes:	Logistic	regression	marginal	effects.	Robust	standard	errors	in	parentheses.	
Significance:	***	p<0.01,	**	p<0.05,	*	p<0.1.	Numbers	have	been	rounded	off.	Institutional	Participation	and	Non-
Institutional	Participation	included	as	dummies.	2	=	Lower	secondary	education	completed.	3	=	Upper	secondary	education	
completed.	4	=	Post-secondary	non-tertiary	education	completed	or	Tertiary	education	completed.	5	=	Study	Wave	(ESS	
Round)	Dummy/Fixed	Effects	controlled	for,	but	not	included	in	the	table.		
 

Regression Analysis of Participation: Levels of Political Interest  
INTEREST	LEVEL	 LOW	 HIGH	 LOW	 HIGH	 LOW	 HIGH	

VARIABLES	 Institutional	
Participation	

Institutional	
Participation	

Voting	 Voting	 Non-Institutional	
Participation	

Non-Institutional	
Participation	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Political	Trust	 -0.008***	 -0.013***	 0.024***	 0.011***	 -0.011***	 -0.025***	
	 (0.002)	 (0.003)	 (0.003)	 (0.003)	 (0.003)	 (0.003)	
Gender	(1	=	Male)	 -0.008	 0.014	 -0.047***	 -0.023***	 -0.077***	 -0.075***	
	 (0.007)	 (0.010)	 (0.012)	 (0.008)	 (0.011)	 (0.011)	
Age	 0.0008***	 0.002***	 0.008***	 0.005***	 9.15e-05	 -0.001***	
	 (0.0002)	 (0.0003)	 (0.0004)	 (0.0003)	 (0.0003)	 (0.0003)	
Generalised	Trust	 0.001	 0.001	 0.019***	 0.012***	 0.005	 0.019***	
	 (0.002)	 (0.003)	 (0.004)	 (0.003)	 (0.003)	 (0.004)	
Religiousness	 0.007**	 0.020***	 0.024***	 0.009***	 0.011***	 0.011***	
	 (0.002)	 (0.003)	 (0.004)	 (0.002)	 (0.004)	 (0.003)	
Trade	Union	MS	 0.041***	 0.052***	 0.097***	 0.054***	 0.107***	 0.082***	
	 (0.008)	 (0.010)	 (0.013)	 (0.008)	 (0.012)	 (0.011)	
Citizenship	 -0.009	 0.058***	 	 	 0.104***	 0.178***	
	 (0.019)	 (0.022)	 	 	 (0.026)	 (0.028)	
Social	Habits	 0.001	 0.012***	 0.0003	 2.26e-05	 0.005	 0.013***	
	 (0.002)	 (0.003)	 (0.004)	 (0.003)	 (0.003)	 (0.004)	
2.	Lower2	 0.036***	 0.072***	 0.016	 0.026*	 0.115***	 0.103***	
	 (0.010)	 (0.015)	 (0.017)	 (0.014)	 (0.016)	 (0.020)	
3.	Upper3	 0.030***	 0.099***	 0.078***	 0.033**	 0.156***	 0.139***	
	 (0.010)	 (0.015)	 (0.018)	 (0.014)	 (0.017)	 (0.019)	
4.	Post-Secondary4	 0.089***	 0.192***	 0.124***	 0.075***	 0.215***	 0.239***	
	 (0.011)	 (0.013)	 (0.016)	 (0.011)	 (0.016)	 (0.016)	
2.	ESS	Round	2	 -0.008	 -0.038*	 0.018	 -0.014	 -0.043*	 -0.041*	
	 (0.015)	 (0.022)	 (0.024)	 (0.019)	 (0.023)	 (0.025)	
3.	ESS	Round	3	 -0.016	 -0.042**	 0.009	 -0.006	 -0.054**	 0.003	
	 (0.014)	 (0.020)	 (0.023)	 (0.017)	 (0.023)	 (0.021)	
4.	ESS	Round	4	 -0.002	 -0.060***	 -0.040*	 -0.019	 -0.074***	 -0.037*	
	 (0.015)	 (0.019)	 (0.023)	 (0.016)	 (0.022)	 (0.021)	
5.	ESS	Round	5	 -0.041***	 -0.057***	 -0.001	 0.001	 -0.150***	 -0.128***	
	 (0.013)	 (0.019)	 (0.022)	 (0.016)	 (0.021)	 (0.021)	
6.	ESS	Round	6	 -0.024*	 -0.054***	 -0.055**	 0.014	 -0.135***	 -0.080***	
	 (0.013)	 (0.019)	 (0.022)	 (0.016)	 (0.021)	 (0.021)	
7.	ESS	Round	7	 -0.028*	 -0.023	 -0.093***	 0.003	 -0.044*	 -0.040*	
	 (0.015)	 (0.019)	 (0.025)	 (0.016)	 (0.023)	 (0.021)	
8.	ESS	Round	8	 -0.032**	 -0.020	 -0.032	 0.037**	 -0.098***	 -0.004	
	 (0.015)	 (0.020)	 (0.027)	 (0.016)	 (0.025)	 (0.022)	
	
Constant	

	
0.053*	

	
-0.065*	

	
-0.081**	

	
0.411***	

	
0.152***	

	
0.279***	

	 (0.029)	 (0.038)	 (0.036)	 (0.030)	 (0.041)	 (0.045)	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Observations	 6,839	 8,125	 6,216	 7,576	 6,814	 8,094	
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R-squared	 0.026	 0.050	 0.148	 0.085	 0.067	 0.075	
Source:	European	Social	Survey.	Notes:	OLS	regression.	Robust	standard	errors	in	parentheses.	Significance:	***	p<0.01,	**	
p<0.05,	*	p<0.1.	Numbers	have	been	rounded	off.	Institutional	Participation	and	Non-Institutional	Participation	included	as	
dummies.	2	=	Lower	secondary	education	completed.	3	=	Upper	secondary	education	completed.	4	=	Post-secondary	non-
tertiary	education	completed	or	Tertiary	education	completed.	Level	of	Political	Interest	measured	on	a	scale	from	0	to	3,	
with	0-1	=	low	interest	and	2-3	=	high	interest.		
 

Regressions Analysis of Participation: Levels of Political Awareness, Rounds 1-4  
AWARENESS	LEVEL	 LOW	 HIGH	 LOW	 HIGH	 LOW	 HIGH	

VARIABLES	 Institutional	
Participation	

Institutional	
Participation	

Voting	 Voting	 Non-Institutional	
Participation	

Non-Institutional	
Participation	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Political	Trust	 -0.011***	 -3.20e-05	 0.023***	 0.030***	 -0.015***	 -0.013**	
	 (0.003)	 (0.005)	 (0.004)	 (0.005)	 (0.004)	 (0.005)	
Gender	(1	=	Male)	 0.016	 -0.017	 -0.015	 -0.021	 -0.079***	 -0.107***	
	 (0.011)	 (0.017)	 (0.014)	 (0.016)	 (0.014)	 (0.019)	
Age	 0.002***	 0.003***	 0.008***	 0.005***	 0.0007	 0.0003	
	 (0.0003)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0004)	 (0.0005)	 (0.0004)	 (0.0006)	
Generalised	Trust	 0.0009	 -0.0009	 0.013***	 0.019***	 0.014***	 0.008	
	 (0.003)	 (0.006)	 (0.004)	 (0.005)	 (0.004)	 (0.006)	
Religiousness	 0.016***	 0.028***	 0.028***	 0.016***	 0.019***	 0.022***	
	 (0.004)	 (0.006)	 (0.004)	 (0.005)	 (0.005)	 (0.006)	
Trade	Union	MS	 0.042***	 0.055***	 0.082***	 0.067***	 0.107***	 0.091***	
	 (0.011)	 (0.017)	 (0.014)	 (0.016)	 (0.015)	 (0.020)	
Citizenship	 0.067***	 0.020	 	 	 0.208***	 0.122**	
	 (0.024)	 (0.045)	 	 	 (0.036)	 (0.055)	
Social	Habits	 0.005	 0.007	 -0.003	 -0.009	 0.006	 0.013**	
	 (0.003)	 (0.006)	 (0.004)	 (0.006)	 (0.004)	 (0.007)	
2.	Lower2	 0.060***	 0.096***	 0.040**	 0.020	 0.121***	 0.161***	
	 (0.014)	 (0.026)	 (0.019)	 (0.027)	 (0.020)	 (0.032)	
3.	Upper3	 0.064***	 0.130***	 0.153***	 0.080***	 0.170***	 0.213***	
	 (0.017)	 (0.030)	 (0.024)	 (0.031)	 (0.026)	 (0.036)	
4.	Post-Secondary4	 0.140***	 0.184***	 0.144***	 0.120***	 0.249***	 0.264***	
	 (0.015)	 (0.023)	 (0.018)	 (0.022)	 (0.019)	 (0.027)	
2.	ESS	Round	2	 -0.026*	 -0.019	 -0.002	 0.014	 -0.046**	 -0.043	
	 (0.015)	 (0.026)	 (0.020)	 (0.025)	 (0.021)	 (0.030)	
3.	ESS	Round	3	 -0.030**	 -0.019	 0.001	 0.006	 -0.039**	 0.012	
	 (0.014)	 (0.024)	 (0.019)	 (0.022)	 (0.020)	 (0.027)	
4.	ESS	Round	4	 -0.018	 -0.050**	 -0.026	 -0.016	 -0.044**	 -0.053**	
	 (0.014)	 (0.022)	 (0.018)	 (0.021)	 (0.019)	 (0.025)	
	
Constant	

	
-0.076*	

	
-0.087	

	
-0.012	

	
0.194***	

	
0.025	

	
0.194**	

	 (0.040)	 (0.069)	 (0.040)	 (0.054)	 (0.053)	 (0.081)	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Observations	 4,655	 2,578	 4,257	 2,416	 4,636	 2,571	
R-squared	 0.046	 0.051	 0.166	 0.125	 0.075	 0.076	

Source:	European	Social	Survey.	Notes:	OLS	regression.	Robust	standard	errors	in	parentheses.	Significance:	***	p<0.01,	**	
p<0.05,	*	p<0.1.	Numbers	have	been	rounded	off.	Institutional	Participation	and	Non-Institutional	Participation	included	as	
dummies.	2	=	Lower	secondary	education	completed.	3	=	Upper	secondary	education	completed.	4	=	Post-secondary	non-
tertiary	education	completed	or	Tertiary	education	completed.	Level	of	Political	Awareness	measured	on	a	scale	from	1	to	
5,	with	1-3	=	low	awareness	and	3.5-5	=	high	awareness.	
  

Multivariate Regressions of Participation: Levels of Political Awareness, Rounds 7-8  
AWARENESS	LEVEL	 LOW	 HIGH	 LOW	 HIGH	 LOW	 HIGH	

VARIABLES	 Institutional	
Participation	

Institutional	
Participation	

Voting	 Voting	 Non-Institutional	
Participation	

Non-Institutional	
Participation	



	 64 

	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Political	Trust	 -0.019***	 -0.026***	 0.017***	 0.024***	 -0.010*	 -0.036***	
	 (0.004)	 (0.010)	 (0.005)	 (0.008)	 (0.006)	 (0.009)	
Gender	(1	=	Male)	 0.021	 -0.036	 -0.013	 -0.039	 -0.041**	 -0.018	
	 (0.014)	 (0.034)	 (0.018)	 (0.026)	 (0.019)	 (0.033)	
Age	 0.002***	 0.005***	 0.006***	 0.004***	 -0.001**	 -0.001	
	 (0.0004)	 (0.001)	 (0.0006)	 (0.0009)	 (0.0006)	 (0.001)	
Generalised	Trust	 0.009**	 0.004	 0.021***	 0.012	 0.011*	 0.012	
	 (0.004)	 (0.012)	 (0.006)	 (0.009)	 (0.006)	 (0.011)	
Religiousness	 0.017***	 0.024**	 0.020***	 -0.004	 0.012*	 -0.008	
	 (0.005)	 (0.012)	 (0.006)	 (0.008)	 (0.007)	 (0.011)	
Trade	Union	MS	 0.049***	 0.046	 0.107***	 0.055**	 0.070***	 0.150***	
	 (0.016)	 (0.037)	 (0.018)	 (0.026)	 (0.021)	 (0.035)	
Citizenship	 0.0003	 -0.031	 	 	 0.188***	 0.069	
	 (0.031)	 (0.077)	 	 	 (0.040)	 (0.072)	
Social	Habits	 0.011***	 0.022*	 0.003	 0.003	 0.013**	 0.006	
	 (0.004)	 (0.012)	 (0.006)	 (0.010)	 (0.006)	 (0.012)	
2.	Lower2	 0.052***	 -0.046	 0.050	 -0.024	 0.157***	 0.077	
	 (0.020)	 (0.077)	 (0.032)	 (0.067)	 (0.033)	 (0.083)	
3.	Upper3	 0.070***	 -0.002	 0.054*	 0.033	 0.180***	 0.170**	
	 (0.018)	 (0.071)	 (0.027)	 (0.056)	 (0.028)	 (0.073)	
4.	Post-Secondary4	 0.171***	 0.149**	 0.137***	 0.062	 0.332***	 0.256***	
	 (0.018)	 (0.064)	 (0.024)	 (0.049)	 (0.025)	 (0.064)	
8.	ESS	Round	8		 0.033**	 0.053	 0.078***	 0.016	 0.017	 0.076**	
	 (0.014)	 (0.038)	 (0.018)	 (0.027)	 (0.019)	 (0.035)	
	
Constant	

	
-0.106**	

	
0.021	

	
0.046	

	
0.386***	

	
0.010	

	
0.476***	

	 (0.046)	 (0.14)	 (0.054)	 (0.094)	 (0.064)	 (0.133)	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Observations	 2,494	 779	 2,254	 722	 2,489	 776	
R-squared	 0.071	 0.083	 0.131	 0.092	 0.096	 0.097	

Source:	European	Social	Survey.	Notes:	OLS	regression.	Robust	standard	errors	in	parentheses.	Significance:	***	p<0.01,	**	
p<0.05,	*	p<0.1.	Numbers	have	been	rounded	off.	Institutional	Participation	and	Non-Institutional	Participation	included	as	
dummies.	2	=	Lower	secondary	education	completed.	3	=	Upper	secondary	education	completed.	4	=	Post-secondary	non-
tertiary	education	completed	or	Tertiary	education	completed.	Level	of	Political	Awareness	measured	on	a	scale	from	1	to	
5,	with	1-3	=	low	awareness	and	3.5-5	=	high	awareness.	


