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ABSTRACT
Gabriele Magni: The Political Effects of Anger abthie Economic Crisis
(Under the direction of Liesbet Hooghe)

Anger plays a central role in politics. Previousdsts have underlined its mobilization effect,
but have not explored variation across individuasthe impact of anger on political
preferences. Since anger has been a widespreativieaggponse to the recent financial and
economic crisis, this study explores the impacrajer about the crisis with the 2005-2010
British election panel study. Contrary to previduslings, this article shows that anger has
had a demobilizing effect on a large share of thygupation with low political efficacy.
Among these citizens, anger has led to decreadéat@ldnterest and conventional
participation. At the same time, anger about th@emic crisis has fueled support for
populist and anti-political establishment partielsese findings help explain why some
citizens are distancing from traditional politiealgagement and raise a worrying flag about

the emergence of anti-systemic political forces.
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THE POLITICAL EFFECTS OF ANGER ABOUT THE ECONOMIC C RISIS

The recent economic and financial crisis has caas#eterioration in the economic
conditions of many residents. Both in Europe ardUls, millions of citizens have lost their
jobs, undergone severe pay cuts and lost their fd@eause of inability to pay mortgages.
The crisis threatens their way of life, and manyehaot stood by passively. The pictures of
people taking to the street to voice their disconteve become familiar images, spanning
from the Occupy Wall Street Movement in New YorkyGp the protests in the City of
London, from the workers’ marches in Rome and Mhthithe heated rallies in Greete.
These citizens come from different backgroundstemek different goals, but they often
share a similar emotional reaction to the crisigjea® How does anger affect citizens’
attitudes and participation in politics?

The answer to this question is not readily appakentthe one hand, anger may lead
citizens to distance themselves and turn away frohtics. The abysmal voter turnout
registered in many European countries in recetieles seems to point in this direction. On

the other hand, anger about the current statdaif@aMmay push citizens to mobilize in order

! For instance, see: “Anger and Fear Over the Finh@cisis Fuel May Day Protests Across Europe”Ne
York Times, 2 May 2009); “Spain at core of day afest; Workers across Europe express their angar ov
austerity and bailouts” (The International Heralibline, 30 September 2010); “Clashes erupt in Atltening
anti-austerity strike” (The International Heraldbume, 27 September 2012); “Protesters hit the @ity
London” (The Telegraph, 17 October 2011), “Fromribdirgh to Paris to Kiev, Europe is revolting” (Sggn
Morning Herald, 28 March 2009).

2 A poll conducted by USA Today/Gallup in late Sepker 2008 found that a majority of Americans (53%)
were angry about the financial crisis, while few@nericans (41%) felt afraid. Three years lateiQutober
2011, 60% of respondents in a survey of the Chigauth/Kellogg School Financial Trust Index repdrtbat
they were angry or very angry about the economiditimn. That was the highest level of anger reged by
the Index since the beginning of the financialisrisor the report, see:
http://www.financialtrustindex.org/resultswavel 2oht
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to bring change to the disliked system. The enmerg®f successful new political actors and
forms of organization from below such as the Indiyps in Spain, the Five Star Movement
in Italy and Occupy Wall Street in the US seemsupport this alternative outcome.

The analysis of the impact of widespread angendividuals’ attitudes and
participation in politics addresses a central issute democratic life: citizens’ engagement
in the decision-making process. This analysis b&soaven more urgent if one considers that
widespread anger about economic hardship has peovedrious challenges to political
systems in the past. In the 1930s, people’s deapdimrath following the Great Depression
favored the collapse of democracy in several Elapm®untries. Today, radical, populist and
anti-political establishment (APE) parties hava@ased their consensus in many Western
countries, including Greece, France, Italy anduke

In order to examine the political effects of andegsort to the British Election Study
(BES 2005-2010). BES is a nine-wave panel survéy theat contains key variables related to
political participation before and during the csisThe panel character of the dataset allows
one to address endogeneity problems that oftestadftevey data dealing with emotions.
Furthermore, 2010 is a good time to test the efféeinger about the financial and economic
crisis because at that time the impact of theshad become fully apparent throughout
Europe.

This study shows how anger about the economicsdnias had a demobilizing effect
on a large share of the population with low pdditiefficacy. Anger discouraged information
seeking among citizens who felt inefficacious alqmultlic affairs and led them to lose
interest in politics. As a consequence of this disfied interest, angry citizens with low
efficacy also displayed lower electoral participatiSo, contrary to what other studies have
found, anger has not induced mobilization in tiadal forms of political participation. At

the same time, anger about the economic crisisueded support for populist and anti-



establishment political forces. Anti-mainstreanesiappeal to angry people’s distaste for
compromise and satisfy their risk-seeking attituo\epromising substantial changes to the
status quo. When angry people go to the polls, #8neynore likely to support radical
candidates. When they do not vote, they still espraositive opinions about radical forces,
thereby constituting a pool of potential future gogiers and influencing the positions of
mainstream parties.

This paper offers several novel contributions ®literature on emotions and political
participation. First, it challenges previous stgdigaintaining that anger generates a
mobilization effect, thereby suggesting that tHeaft of anger are context-specific. Second,
by evaluating the interaction between anger anday, this paper shows that the political
effects of anger vary across individuals dependmgersonal characteristics and resources.
Finally, by linking anger to political preferenceisis study advances previous work by
exploring which political actors benefit from thi#fdsion of anger.

The remainder of this paper proceeds as followst,Ht summarizes previous
contributions from the literature on the effectsofotions on behavior and political
participation. Second, it outlines the study’s oval theoretical contributions about the
political effects of anger. Third, it introduce®tbontext and the data used to test the
hypotheses. Fourth, it presents and discussesdbelsand the analysis performed. In the

end, it offers some conclusions and indicates psomipaths for future research.

EMOTIONS, BEHAVIOR AND POLITICAL PARTICIPATION

Individual political participation can vary sigi@éntly over time. The same citizen
may decide to cast a ballot at one election arabstain from voting in the following one or
to participate in a cycle of protests and to not |ater rallies. The literature on political

participation has for a long time emphasized theartance of demographic characteristics



and structural factofdut these stable characteristics do not help denstand variation over
time in individual-level responses. To explicateg# fluctuations we need to examine short-
term motivations, and in this, emotions play anon@nt role (Valentino et al. 2011).

Anger, specifically, plays such a central role atifics that “one can define [it] as the
essential political emotion” (Lyman, 1981: 61). 38 because — as social psychology has
shown — anger is usually linked to competition .(&lgckie et al. 2000, Cottrell and Neuberg
2005, Cuddy et al. 2007) and politics often inveleempetition over resources. As the
literature on social movements has explained, amgeters socially and politically because it
facilitates mobilization and sustains conflict @@s2011; see also Holmes 2004).

The political science literature exploring the etéeof emotions on people’s behavior
has initially distinguished between positive andateve emotions. The Affective Intelligence
Theory (AIT) maintains that positive emotions sashenthusiasm activate the dispositional
system: they emerge when goals are being met amfdnee traditional patterns of behavior.
Negative emotions, instead, emerge as a resultlokat from the environment. They
activate the surveillance system and stimulate inéavmation seeking, since traditional
habits have proved ill-suited to deal with the gtrgMarcus et al. 2000).

More recently, scholars have explored the speeffiects of different negative
emotions. MacKuen et al. (2010) maintain that awersvhich includes feelings of anger and
disgust, has a negative effect on information segknd desire to learn: “With aversion, one
habituated practice is avoidance — rejecting distalsnews much in the way that one spits
out a bite of a rotten apple” (442). This is beeaagersion — similarly to positive emotions —
activates the disposition rather than the survaskasystem, which in turn leads people to

rely on traditional habitsAs a consequence of depressed exposure to nowemafion and

3 For instance, the basic resource model (BRM) digpation proposed by Wolfinger and Rosenstor@s()
includes age, education, income and other demom®prhe civic voluntarism model by Verba, Schlonma
and Brady (1995) includes indicators of politicajagement and mobilization in addition to the Jaga
offered by the BRM. For a concise but very cleanswary on the point see Valentino et al. (2011).
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biased information-seeking, aversion leads to aaged willingness to compromise
(MacKuen et al. 2010).

Consistently with the propositions by MacKuen &iglcoauthors, an experimental
study on the effects of emotions on political im@tion seeking and learning has found that
only anxiety increases the quality and quantitynédrmation seeking, thereby favoring
learning. To the contrary, anger depresses searaiofel information (Valentino et al.
2008). These results confirm previous findingssillating how anxiety boosts careful
information seeking, while anger leads people lp oa cognitive heuristics (Tiedens &
Linton 2001). On the other hand, howevetcent work has shown that anger increases
information seeking significantly more than anxiélyis is especially the case when
additional information is perceived as useful fetribution (Ryan 2012). As my theoretical
section below explains, these seemingly contradidtodings can be understood by
exploring the mediation of individual charactegston the effects of anger.

Moving from a different perspective, cognitive agipal theories of emotions in
psychology maintain that the emergence of alteveamotions is influenced by the
assessment of the situation and the relation bettexindividual and the environment.
Different types of negative emotions emerge inetdléht contexts: anger develops when
individuals can identify the cause of a threat vatiough certainty, while anxiety derives
from incertitude about the origin of the threatrthe&r and Keltner 2001).

Additionally, anger is more likely to arise wheropée feel in control of the situation
and confident about their ability to eliminate taise of their distress (Lazarus 1991 and
Frijda 1986, cited in Berkowitz and Harmon-JoneB8&0More recent experimental studies,
however, suggest that coping is not a necessarfianesn for anger to arise. Indeed, even

people who feel powerless and unable to elimirfagesburce of distress can experience anger



(Berkowitz and Harmon-Jones 2004, Harmon-Jonegli§an, Bohlig, and Harmon-Jones
2003)?

Cognitive appraisal theories of emotions also ssgtpat individuals take alternative
patterns of actions in order to cope with the negatmotions arisen from the situation
(Lazarus 1991, Frijda 1986, Folkman et al. 1986 pdrticular, anger stimulates problem-
focused coping. Since angry individuals do not pttee negative situation as inevitable,
they attack the threatening source to eliminatgivien that they are more optimistic about
the possibility of removing the source of their an(l.azarus 1991, Smith et al. 2008).
Moreover, anger enhances risk-seeking behavidheasense of control and certainty leads
angry people to make optimistic risk assessmerdm@r and Keltner 2000, 2001).

Providing support to these propositions, recerdistiin political science have shown
that anger stimulates mobilization more than apaeid enthusiasm (Valentino et al. 2011).
These findings have also been confirmed in a studhe role of emotions in election
campaigns, which showed that anger produces aymositpact on political engagement by
increasing factors that are positively relatedddipipation (Weber 2013). Furthermore, a
study on the opinions about the Iraq War found #mafer increased the support for the war

because of risk underestimation (Huddy et al. 2007)

ANGER AND THE ECONOMIC CRISIS

As the section above detailed, the implicationarajer on learning and behavior are
complex. Previous literature has generally assutmatdanger produces similar effects on all
citizens, regardless of individual characteristi®gecifically, previous studies have shown

that anger usually discourages search for newnmdtion, but can favor information seeking

* As it will become apparent below, this seems tdhisecase in Europe during the crisis, when thstrfation
derived from the inability to remove the actorsnal for the crisis arguably fueled even deeperrange

® See Berkowitz and Harmon-Jones (2004) for a sumoraithis point.
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when new information is perceived as useful forlbation. Anger also encourages problem-
focused coping, with the goal to remove the soofame’s distress, and promotes risk-
seeking behavior by favoring risk underestimatioving from these implications, below |
develop a theory on the effects of anger on palifiaterest, participation and preferences

that takes into account individual characteristics.

I nterest and Participation in Politics

Anger about the crisis has the potential to inargaditical interest and participation,
but only as far as citizens believe they can puargihremove the source of their distress.
This is likely the case for people who feel emp@uei.e. who believe they have the
resources to influence politics. For this reasba,dffect of anger on political interest and
participation hinges on the feeling of efficacy. ®hcitizens believe that they have the
power to bring change, anger sparks the motivatidake action. Therefore, among the
citizens who believe they have an influence ovditipe and public affairs, anger stimulates
the search for new information that may be usefydunish the actors considered responsible
for their distress. The increased interest angtbblem-focused coping stimulated by anger
will in turn lead angry citizens with high level§ efficacy to get engaged in the political
game in order to change what they dislike. In tlaise, we should therefore expect increased
electoral participation aiming to punish the po#tiactors held responsible for the crisis.

On the other hand, when citizens perceive themsaseowerlessanger leads to
decreased interest and consequently decreasedatitn in politics. Considering that
aversion depresses new information search, | hysatl that people with a low level of
political efficacy who feel angry about the crikisk for less political information and pay

less attention to politics. In other words, andsrwd the economic crisis should cause people

® Indeed, as | reported above, recent studies haviirmed that anger can co-exist with a sense ofgstess.
See Berkowitz and Harmon-Jones (2004) for moreimédion on this point.
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who feel inefficacious to lose interest in politiés a consequena this decreased interest
in politics, anger should also produce a demolbitjzffect. Given thanger decreases
interest in politics and lower interest is traditatly associated with lower participation, |
expect anger to lower traditional participatiorthe political arena. Angry citizens who have
lost interest in politics, do not feel represeritethe political system and do not believe they

can bring change just decide to turn away fromitiehl political engagemerit.

Support for anti-political establishment parties

Previous studies mainly focused on the Americditigal context and did not explore
which political actors are more likely to benefibiih citizens’ anger. | hypothesize that anger
due to the crisis helps the growth of populist antl-establishment parties. Some examples
of the latter development in Europe include theidwet! Front in France, Golden Dawn in
Greece, the Five Star Movement in Italy, the PaotyFreedom (PVV) in the Netherlands
and the UKIP in the UK. What is the link betweemg@nand support for anti-establishment
parties?

The main link is risk-seeking. As outlined abovesyious work on emotions has
maintained that anger reduces the willingness topromise and promotes risk-seeking
behavior. In this framework, not only do angry peapake more risky choices, but they are
also enlivened by a desire for retribution (Drucknaad McDermott 2008). Indeed, as anger
arises as a consequence of blame attribution, grepple likely want to punish the actors

held responsible for their distress.

" The problem of low efficacy may be accentuatesitigle-member plurality electoral systems if théren
traditional political establishment is discreditéttdeed, in electoral systems such as the Britigh smaller,
non-traditional parties have little chance to gaipresentation. As a consequence, citizens maglbetant to
enter a political process in which their prefercbdice does not stand a chance of electoral sudtegsuld be
interesting to compare the effect of anger acrositigal systems and analyze whether anger hasaldifferent
effect on participation in plurality systems moreeuraging of the rise of non-traditional actors.
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Given that anger stimulates risk-seeking behadesjre for punishment and refusal
to compromise, | expect anger about the crisiatoeiase support for anti-political
establishment (APE) parties. Political parties@assified as APE if they meet the following
criteria: they raise challenges to the status quth Im terms of major policy issues and
political system issues; perceive themselves dmbenge to all the parties that form the
political establishment; and maintain that therstsxa fundamental divide between the
people and the political establishment as a wivaikh, no difference between the government
and the opposition (Abedi and Lundberg 2009).

APE parties exhibit the necessary requirementsdettne demands coming from
angry citizens. On the one hand, anti-establishipariies represent a risky choice because
they challenge the status quo, propose dramatigasawith unpredictable outcomes and are
often new actors who have little familiarity witlewprnment responsibility. On the other
hand, APE parties show uncompromising stances andiitle desire to collaborate with
traditional political actors, who are depicted astpf a despised establishment. With these
positions, they promise to bring change and satisfydesire against compromise expressed
by angry citizens. For these reasons, | expectraatgrut the crisis to fuel support for anti-

political establishment parties.

Hypotheses

Based on the discussion above, this study is goingst the following hypotheses:
H1: Anger leads to a decreased interest in politicsfor citizens with low efficacy and an
increased interest for citizens with high efficacy.
H2: Anger leads to a decrease in electoral participation for citizens with low efficacy and an
increase in electoral participation for citizens with high efficacy.

H3: Anger leads to an increase in support for anti-political establishment parties.



THE FINANCIAL AND ECONOMIC CRISIS IN THE UK

The recent economic crisis offers a good opponyuniexplore the impact of anger
on citizens’ attitudes towards politics. Indeed @tonomic crisis has represented a threat
and caused a deterioration in the economic comditad many citizens. As a result, people
have experienced negative emotions such as feaaraget (Wagner 2013)Europe offers a
good opportunity to explore the political implicats of anger because the crisis has
produced deep social distress on the continenth&umore, the political landscape in Europe
presents populist and anti-establishment partisgweral countries, as mentioned before.

In order to test the hypotheses above, | use t88-2010 British Election Study
(BES). 2010 is a good time to test the effect @fesrabout the financial and economic crisis
because at that time the impact of the crisis ledime fully apparent throughout Europe.
Indeed, 2009 was thanus horribilis for most European economies, with severe negative
growth, increasing deficit and quickly growing uri@oyment rate. By the following year,
citizens were fully aware of the size and the peataegative consequences of the economic
turmoil. As a result, by 2010, the economic creame to dominate the electoral campaigns
across Europe.

The UK also offers a hard test for my theory. Ther®mic recession and the
resulting widespread discontent were central issudse political life of the country (Curtice
and Fisher 2011), but the crisis and the relatg@iawere arguably not as deep as they were

in most southern European countries. Therefotégifpredicted political effects of anger

8 Wagner (2013) has shown that angry and fearfutti@ss to the economic crisis in the UK varied defing
on blame attribution. More specifically, anger kaserged among those citizens who blamed accountable
political actors, such as the national governmedtta a lesser extent the European Union, for tisésc This
point is important because it allows us to exptheeeffect of anger about the crisis that is relatepolitical
actors in order to evaluate the effect on citizeém®rest in politics, participation in the poliicarena and party
choice.
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emerge in the British context, those same effeetdileely to be amplified in the European
countries where anger ran deeper.

Furthermore, as for support for APE parties, theddligpts a single-member plurality
system in national elections. As stated by Duvesdeaw, this type of electoral system
traditionally favors the two biggest parties, witthérd or protest parties are penalized by the
wasted vote problethlf the prediction linking anger to support for iamainstream parties is
confirmed despite the unfavorable electoral systgencan be more confident about the
possibility for the findings to travel to politicabntexts in which proportional representation
(PR) systems facilitate the electoral success & pABrties-’

In the British context, one party offers a tellexpample of APE parties: the United
Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP). The UKIP propoag@opulist, anti-politician message
that expresses dissatisfaction towards all the st@am parties and aims to recruit protest
voters by branding itself as the “real oppositidfuithermore, it advocates a major policy
change, i.e. the withdrawal of the UK from the Epgan Union, and raises major challenges
to the political system by calling for the repefttee Human Rights Act and the dismantling

of regional assemblies (Ford, Goodwin and Cutt22@bedi and Lundberg 2008).

° One may argue that citizens could be more prowetmfor an APE party in a single-member pluraiygtem
as a means of protest because of the very low elgfoc such a party to actually gain power andctirsequent
low risk involved. However, this claim is not vergnvincing when applied to angry people. Firstegslained
above, angry people usually display a copying-fedusehavior to eliminate the source of their distrd hey
act to change what they do not like, rather thahgupressing discontent. As a result, angry pesgden more
likely to vote for an APE party in contexts whehey think that party has a real chance to succeddang
change. Second, in PR systems there is more nshvied, as the APE party could actually gain powdtis
should not discourage angry people to express pineference for such a party, given that angerllysimauces
risk-seeking behavior.

% |ndeed, different elections in the UK show how éhectoral system influences the electoral resflsPE
parties, with PR systems favoring their successirf&ance, in national elections conducted wiiumality
system, the UKIP — the best example of APE pasyescribed below — won 2.3% of the total votethién
2005 and 3.1% of the vote in 2010. In both cases|JKIP failed to win any parliamentary seats. fie t
contrary, in the elections for the European Pariamwhich are conducted under a PR system, thé&Win
16.1% of the votes in 2004 and 16.5% in 2010.

1t is certainly true that the UKIP has an ideotagibent towards the right and as a result offeroee
attractive opportunity for protest voting among tumservative electorate. However, this point dastsveaken
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Moreover, the BES data set offers several advaathgeause it contains panel data.
Nine waves of surveys were conducted in the UK betwthe 2005 and the 2010 elections.
Unlike cross-sectional survey data, panel dat& f@aer concerns about causal direction and
endogeneity between emotions and political inteersjagement and decision-makifg.
Since a question on feelings about the econonstsanas asked in the 2010 pre-campaign
wave (wave 7), | can observe how anger influenogetést and participation afterwards both
during the campaign (wave 8) and at the electisrmeasured by the post-election wave
(wave 9).

Finally, survey data from the British electionsediccomplement the existing
literature on the political effects of anger. Sorfaany studies have been conducted in
experimental setting$and in the context of American politics. This stwdth the 2005-

2010 BES data set will offer increased externalbhtgl as it analyzes data from elections in
the real world, in which anger was naturally exgeced and not artificially induced.
Furthermore, this study will explore the role ofaians in a different geographical context,

Europe, and in the presence of a serious threathik economic crisis.

ANALYSIS
A preliminary analysis of the BES dataset reveals hnger has been the dominant
emotive reaction to the crisis. Anger about theneaaic conditions of the country has

increased substantially among British citizensesith@ beginning of the crisis. This increase

my theory. To the contrary, my theory is strengtheii | can prove that angry voters are more likalgeneral
to support the UKIP regardless of their party idfedtion. Indeed, if this is the case, the effetanger on
party choice is so strong that is detected even afintrolling for party ID.

2 Indeed, this is a concern raised by some auttimrstaross-sectional data: “Do emotions produce
information seeking or do those who seek infornmaggperience strong emotions as a result?” (Valerst al.
2008, 252). As | explained above, | can reduceetivesicerns with the use of panel data.

13 For an exception, see Valentino et al. (2011), adwjugate experimental and observational data oo
elections.
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is evident in the answers provided by respondentise following question before and during
the crisis: “Which, if any, of the following wordkescribe your feelings about the country’s
general economic situation?” As the histogramswedbow, in 2005, i.e. before the crisis
unfolded, only 13% of the respondents in the BE{&s#d expressed anger about the general
economic situation. Five years later, in the midufléhe financial crisis, the percentage of
respondents expressing anger had increased toteéb@fdsof the sample.

Furthermore, among the negative emotions possibdyed to the crisis, anger has
emerged as a reaction more common than fear. &ivstjt half of the 2010 sample expressed
anger about the financial crisis, while less thaa third of the respondents reported fear.
Second, anger among respondents has spread siglistambre than fear. While respondents
who reported fear about the general economic candithave increased from 17 to 32.5%
from 2005 to 2010 (+15.5 percentage points), redpots describing anger have increased
from 13 to 46% (+33 percentage points). Given tidespread diffusion of anger during the

crisis, understanding its implications on politie#titudes is important.

FIGURE 1 Anger about the economic situation
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Interest in Politics
To measure the effect of anger about the econonsis on interest in politics, |
observe how anger influenced citizens’ attentiomatals the 2010 UK electoral race. My
dependent variable measures

FIGURE2 Attention to the 2010 campaign
haig on a scale from 0 to 10 how

Attention to the 2010 campaign much attention citizens have
8 - paid to the 2010 political
g ) : campaign* As the histogram
§ K E shows, the values of the
21 variable are spread across its

0 2 4 6 8 10 entire range and not
Attention concentrated at the extremes.
For this reason, | estimate an OLS model rather &meordered categorical mod®l.
The main independent variable is anger, whichderamy obtained from a question
asked in the 2010 pre-campaign wave: “Which, if ahthe following words describe your
feelings about how you have been personally affeloyethe current financial crisis?” Anger

equals 1 for respondents who chose “Angry” andr@¥@ryone else. Anger enters the

* The question, which was asked during the 2010 eign{wave 8), is the following: “Using a 0 to 1
where 0 means no attention and 10 means a grest @fdattention, how much attention have you paithe
general election campaign thus far?” Two reasonswt for why | chose attention to the 2010 electtio
campaign as the dependent variable, rather thaa gereral measures of interest in or attentiorolibigs.
First, this is a more specific question that shdadtter capture respondents’ attitudes at the itméhich it is
asked. Instead, a question about general intargsdlitics may induce respondents to give an aveepwer
about their interest over time. By choosing the ergpecific option, | can better capture the speeifiect of
anger in the context of the crisis. Second, thidyis exploring the implication of anger on tréatigal, i.e.
electoral, participation. A question about the 2@ldrtion campaign best captures this conceptekhdzn
angry citizen may preserve a general interest litiggoeven when she is turned away from traditiona
participation.

'3 |n order to verify the robustness of my findinbalso ran an ordered logit model with the sameedepnt
variable and the same independent variables. Thaehproduced very similar results and can be faoritle
appendix.
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equation also in interaction with efficacy, a vateathat measures individuals’ confidence
about their ability to influence politics and pubiffairs'® Consequently, the anger
coefficient corresponds to the effect of angerrahviduals with efficacy equal to O, for
whom the interaction term is eliminated. As exptaiby the theory above, | expect the anger
coefficient to be negative: anger should depresiigad interest in citizens with low efficacy.
Instead, | expect the coefficient of the interactierm between anger and efficacy to be
positive, as anger is expected to increase pdlititarest when perceived efficacy increases.
In order to isolate the impact of anger, severatmb variables are introduced. |
control for people’s general interest and genetehgon to politics,’ given that these two
factors likely influence how much attention indivals paid specifically to the 2010
campaign® Two more political indicators are plugged into Hasic model: strength of party
identification and having being contacted by partlaring the campaign. Strong partisans
and citizens who interaetith candidates during the campaign are more likelyay greater
attention to campaigns. Other control variablesuishe gender, race, income, age, and

education.

18 Efficacy is a categorical variable that can assuaiees ranging from 0 to 10. It was operationalifrem the
following survey question: “On a scale from 0 tq there 10 means a great deal of influence andahsmeo
influence, how much influence do you have on pdditind public affairs?

Y This is the question measuring general interepolitics: “Let’s talk for a few minutes about pids in
general. How much interest do you generally haweliat is going on in politics?” The following iseh
guestion measuring general attention to politi€n ‘a scale of 0 to 10, how much attention do ymegaly
pay to politics?”

8 This is, admittedly, a hard test for my hypothesiee general interest in politics is presumabigrgyly
correlated to the interest displayed in the 20&@t&n campaign. General interest in politics islavant
control because it captures habitual engagemaptlitics. Since this study considers emotions, Whitay an
important role in short-term motivations, it is iorpant to control for the individual backgroundiémms of
political interest, against which emotions may aiplariation in interest and participation ovengi However,
out of concern of very high correlation betweenegahinterest in politics and the dependent vagatlention
to the campaign, | also run a model without geni@tarest as a control, which can be found in fhygeadix. As
shown in the appendix, the effect of anger is stétistically significant and very similar in tesrof size to the
results of the main models. However, tteoRthe model without general interest decreasesiderably. This
indicates that general interest explains a siggifipart of the variation in the dependent varianié excluding
general interest as a control may lead to omiterthble problems. For this reason general inténgsblitics is
maintained as a control in the main models preseintéhe paper.

15



Four other models are presented in the table tdhesobustness of the effect of
anger on attention to politics to alternative speaiions. Model 2 presents a dummy equal to
1 for people who blamed the government for the egoa crisis. This is a way to make sure
that anger is not just a proxy for blame attribnfigiven that anger often emerged among
citizens who held the government responsible ferdtisis (Wagner 2013). Model 3
introduces a dummy for people who expressed feautahe crisis in order to isolate the
effect of anger within the more general categorgedative emotions. Model 4 includes age-
squared to account for the possibly non-linearctfé age on political intere$t. Thanks to
the panel character of the data, model 5 contoslthe degree of attention paid to the
election campaign in 2005, i.e. before the develamnof the crisis and the diffusion of

anger.

¥ Indeed, previous studies have generally foundrtidtle-aged individuals pay usually greater attento
politics than both younger and older people.
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TABLE 1 Attention to the 2010 election campaign

Modell Model 2 Model3 Model 4 Model 5

{(Intercept) =(.67 =067 —(.72 (.00 =157
(0.46)  (0.46)  (0.46)  (0.81)  (0.44)
anger —=0.20% =030 =0.32"  —=0.28*  —=0.287
(0.14)  (0.14)  (0.14)  (0.14)  (0.13)
interest LGe=* LG LG L.G*=* (LET**
(0.08)  {0.08)  (0.08)  (0.08)  (0.08)
att.pol 037 0377 037 037 (.30
(0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)
education (.02 (.02 0.03 (.02 (.03
(0.04)  (0.04)  (0.04)  (0.04)  (0.03)
income (.01 (.01 (.01 (.01 (.00
(0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01)
age (.10 (.00 (.00 =05 (.00
(0.00)  (0.00)  (0.00)  (0.03)  (0.00)
male =024 =023 =0.23" =0.24" =0.25""
(0.10)  (0.10)  (0.10)  (0.10)  (0.10)
white (.59 (1.59 (.60 (1.59 (.52
(0.33)  (0.33)  (0.33)  (0.33)  (0.32)
efficacy =0.01 =(.01 =001 =(.01 =(.02
(0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)
pid.strength .12 (.12 (.12 (.11 .11
(0.07)  (0.07)  (0.07)  (0.07)  (0.07)
contact (.10 (.10 (.10 (.11 (.05
(0.14)  (0.14)  (0.14)  (0.14)  (0.14)
anger:efficacy (0.05 (1.05 (.05 (.05 (1.06
(0.04)  (0.04)  (0.04)  (0.04)  (0.04)
blame.gov (.02
(0.10)
afraid (.10
(0.11)
age.2 (.00
(0.00)
attention.2005 (.22
(0.02)
R* 0.50 0.50 (.50 0.50 0.53
Adj. R? 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.53
Num. obs. 1334 1334 1334 1334 1330

p < 0,001, " p < 001, p < 005

Table 1: Attention to 2010 Election Campaign

The table above shows that the anger coefficieas gothe expected negative

direction and remains statistically significantla¢ .05 level across the five specifications. In

17



other words, angry people with low efficacy paigdattention to politics during the 2010
campaign. Since anger is a dummy variable, on geesagry people with low efficacy paid
about 0.3 points less attention (on a scale fram1D) to the 2010 election campaign than
non-angry people. This may seem a relatively stififrence, but it is useful to notice that
other statistically significant variables produ@edimilar impact on the dependent variable,
once we control for all the independent variablegged into the model. For instance, a one-
unit increase in general attention to politics proed on average an increase of less than 0.4

points in the attention paid to the 2010 electiampaign.

FIGURE 3 Marginal effect of anger on interest giverefficacy
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FIGURE 4 Perceived personal influence on politics
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Furthermore, the coefficient of the interactiomidyetween anger and efficacy goes

in the expected positive direction, thereby indicggathat anger favors a greater interest in

politics as efficacy increases. However, as thé @lohe marginal effect of anger on interest

given efficacy shows, the anger coefficient is gigant only for low levels of efficacy (i.e.

efficacy equal to 0 or 1). Even if limited to thenler levels of efficacy, this finding should

not be underestimated. Indeed, as the histogrameatimws, almost 50% of the sample

reported one of the two lowest levels of efficashjch means that anger had a depressing

effect on attention paid to the campaign for aliwlt of the population.

FIGURE 5 Crisis and levels of efficacy
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At first glance, these results may raise

questions about potential endogeneity
problems. The data shows that the vast majority
of respondents in the survey feels inefficacious:
is this a factor that shapes response to the crisis
by mediating the effect of anger — as my
hypothesis maintains — or is low efficacy a
byproduct of the crisis? The panel nature of the
BES dataset allows one to discard the latter
hypothesis. A comparison of perceived efficacy
in the population before and during the crisis
shows that the distribution of efficacy has not
changed substantially between 2005 and 2010

(displayed in the graphs). Specifically, the

proportions of respondents reporting levels ofcaifly equal to 0 and 1 were .31 and .15

respectively in 2005 and .34 and .13 in 2010. Hehegroportion of respondents feeling

very inefficacious (i.e. classifying themselvesme of the two lowest levels) is very similar
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in 2005 (.46) and 2010 (.47). This indicates thegible changes that may have happened at
the individual level were not unidirectional. Asvaole, the economic crisis does not seem to
have decreased the level of efficacy within theegainpopulation. Consequently, rather than
being a by-product of the crisis, (in)efficacy appeto be a factor mediating the response to
the crisis®

The analysis presented so far partially confirmsfingy hypothesis: anger leads to a
decrease in attention paid to politics among aitszeith low efficacy, but its impact on
interest is not statistically significant for cgizs with higher efficacy. Given that a very high
proportion of citizens does not believe to havéurfice over politics, anger about the crisis

has led to a decreased interest in elections fmga sector of the society.

Political Participation

After exploring attention to politics during thasss, | consider the effect of anger on
political participation, which is operationalizes the act of voting or not voting at the 2010
election. To do this, | run a logit model in whittte two categories of the dependent variable
are voted and not votéd The main independent variable is still anger, Whicplugged into
the model also in interaction with efficacy. Astethabove, | expect anger to depress

participation in politics as a consequence of dexed interest for citizens with low efficacy.

2 Another way to deal with the issue of potentiad@geneity could be to interact the level of efficaxpressed
in 2005 with anger about the economic crisis, sthcearlier measure of efficacy could not bectéd by the
crisis that unfolded later on. However, | rejectieid alternative because it would yield even degpeblems.
Indeed, in order to test my hypotheses and cafitereffect of the interaction between anger anidaf¥, |
need to evaluate these two factors at the same ipdime. As | warned above, changes in perceaffidacy at
the individual level may have happened. Consideisttenario in which one citizen displayed a lovelef
efficacy in 2005 and became then more confidentibber means to influence politics in 2010 aftanpe
promoting to a higher job position. If this citizenangry about the financial crisis and | interthit expressed
anger with her level of efficacy in 2005, | woulectasure the wrong effect. Instead of measuringrtieraction
effectively displayed in 2010 (anger with high e#fty) | would measure the interaction between aagdrow
efficacy, whose effects are predicted to be oppdsitmy hypotheses.

21| used the following question from the 2010 pdston wave: “Talking to people about the General
Election on May 6th, we have found that a lot adgle didn't manage to vote. How about you — did you
manage to vote in the General Election?”
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To the contrary, anger should work as a mobiliZaggor for citizens who feel confident
about their ability to influence and bring changefte political system.

The control variables introduced in the model cdrom the Civic Voluntarism
Model of participation proposed by Verba, Schlozpeard Brady (1995) and follow the
operationalization adopted by Valentino and co-argi2011). The control variables can be
grouped in four main sets capturing resourcestipaliinterest, social involvement and
mobilization, which should all positively influeng®litical participation. Resources include
education, income, efficacy, age and age squamdiicBl engagement includes general
interest in politics and strength of partisan ide#tion. Social involvement is captured by
union membership and home ownership, which reptésenindicators of social ties.
Mobilization is operationalized through a dummyiable equal to 1 for people who were
contacted by political parties during the campaigd O for individuals who were not.
Demographic controls for gender and race are aldedito the model.

Given the panel character of the data, two adualiwvariables capturing previous
political participation are included. Vote.2005islummy variable equal to 1 if the
respondent voted at the 2005 UK national electiah\ate.2009 is a dummy variable equal
to 1 for those who voted at the 2009 election lier European Parliament. Since both of these
elections were conducted before the crisis fulljolded, these two independent variables
allow me to control for previous patterns of eleatgarticipation and to analyze how anger

about the financial crisis has modified citizenslifical engagement.
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TABLE 2 Vote at the 2010 election

Voted
(Intercept) 2.04
(3.03)
anger —0.77*
(0.46)
efficacy -(.12
(0.12)
vote 2005 0.00*
(0.41)
vote 2009 1.52***
(0.36)
education —0.15
(0.13)
income (.07
(0.06)
age =(.14
(0.11)
age.2 (.00
(0.00)
pid.strength (.55
(0.32)
interest (1.20)
(0.19)
home (.15
(0.42)
union (.25
(0.49)
contact 1.07
(0.76)
male —0.44
(0.36)
white (.71
(0.76)
anger:efficacy (.25
(0.18)
AlIC 319.29
BIC 403.31
Log Likelihood -142.64
Deviance 285.29
Num. obs. 1035

e = 000, Tp = 001 "p < 0.05, % < 0.1

Table 2: Vote at the 2010 Election
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As the table above shows, the anger coefficienegative and statistically significant
at the .1 level for the lowest level of efficachig indicates that anger has decreased
electoral participation for people who believe tloeynot have any influence on politics and
public affairs. The divide-by-four rule suggestattthe effect of anger is substantial in terms
of size: among citizens who feel inefficacious, @ngroduced a decrease of almost 20
percentage points in their probability of votindnig'is the specific effect of the interaction
between anger and low efficacy, and not simplyheffeeling of being non influential in
politics, since the efficacy coefficient is nottgttacally significant for people who did not
express anger.

As observed in the previous model about interbastcoefficient of the interaction
term between anger and efficacy goes in the exggusitive direction but the effect of
anger is statistically significant only when efiiyais equal to zer®’ Even if limited to the
lowest level of efficacy, this finding should nat nderestimated, since almost 40% of the
respondents reported zero as their perceived efffcar herefore, my second hypothesis is
partially confirmed: anger has led to a decreasmiar turnout among citizens with low
efficacy, but its impact on electoral participatismot statistically significant for citizens

with higher efficacy**

2 This indicates that anger favors a greater palifparticipation as efficacy increases but theatfi not
statistically significant. This point is illustratédy the plot of the marginal effect of anger atevgiven
efficacy in the appendix.

% | also ran an alternative model in which efficagy dummy variable equal to O for people with ay\lew
level of efficacy (0 or 1), who constitute aboulfled the entire sample, and equal to 1 for all ¢tieer reported
values of efficacy. This model produced similates The anger coefficient emerged as negative and
statistically significant at the .05 level for péemith low efficacy (dummy equal to 0) and positiout not
statistically significant for people with high efficy (dummy equal to 1, p-value equal to .40). Hergin this
alternative model, the impact of anger is slighilyger, since the coefficient is -.96 as compaced#7 in the
model reported above. This alternative model cafobid in the appendix at the end of the paper.

24 Other coefficients that emerged as statisticadjpificant are strength of party identification avte at
previous elections. As expected, these factordipelsi influenced electoral participation: citizewho strongly
identified with a political party and who displayagattern of habitual voting were more likely titevat the
2010 election.
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Taken together, the results of the models abovh@effects of anger on political
interest and participation tell a different storgrh what previous studies have usually
narrated. Indeed, previous literature and convaatiwisdom have maintained that anger has
a powerful mobilization effect. This study, insteadows that anger about the crisis has had
a powerful demobilizing effect for the half of pdation who feels inefficacious. At best,

anger had no significant effect on participationdiizens with higher levels of efficacy.

Support for anti-Political Establishment Parties

Anger depressed electoral participation amongesisawith low efficacy but how did
it influence party choice among those who votethat2010 election? In order to explore this
question, | run a multinomial logit model in whitire left-out category of the dependent
variable corresponds to vote for the UKIP. Therefeach comparison of the coefficients is
between vote for the UKIP and vote for the partgcsieed in the table. In every model,
voting for UKIP is equal to O so that a negativef@igient will indicate an increase in the
probability of voting for the UKIP. Anger is the mandependent variable. The control
variables include party identification, generaknast in politics and a series of resource and
demographic controls. Indeed, APE parties havatioadlly gained more support among
men, less educated people, young voters and ledthyeitizens. | also include two
indicators of social integration — union membersdmg home ownership — as APE parties
have often scored better among people at the nsogisociety (see Evans 2008).

As expected and shown in the table below, partgtifieation strongly predicts party
choice at the election in all the three models. éaterestingly, anger is statistically
significantat the .01 level in the models comparing UKIP aatddur and UKIP and Liberal-

Democrats. In both cases, the anger coefficiemégmtive: as anger increases, the probability

% Adding the dummy variable “vote for the UKIP iretB005 election” (equal to 1 for the citizens winted
for the UKIP and O for everyone else) as a contapiable yields very similar results for the coeiffint of
anger. The model with this additional control canftund in the appendix.

24



for citizens to vote for the UKIP rather than tketother parties increases. In other words,
during the 2010 election, all else equal, angryppewere more likely to choose the UKIP

over the Labour and the Liberal Democratic parties.

25



TABLE 3 Party choice at the 2010 election

Table 3: Party Choice at the 2010 Election

Dependent variable:
Labour Conservative Lib-Dem
(1) (2) (3)
anger —(.856%** 0.057 —(.75] %
((.288) (0.268) (0.283)
education 0.057 —0.039 0.211%*
(0.101) (0.092) (0.099)
income 0.087* 0.126%* 0.061
(0.049) (0.045) (0.048)
age —0.011 —0.002 —0.019
(0.014) (0.013) (0.013)
efficacy 0.164** 0.077 0.129*
(0.075) (0.070) (0.074)
interest 0.064 0.047 —0.064
(0.155) (0.141) (0.150)
union 0.504 0.189 0.384
(0.380) (0.363) (0.378)
home —0.041 0.189 0.305
(0.358) (0.331) (0.356)
male —0.191 —0.172 0.103
(0.292) (0.268) (0.288)
white 0.384 0.500 1.478*
(0.751) (0.739) (0.807)
ukip.2010 —3.249%+ —.682*%* —3.828%*
(0.659) (0.354) (0.654)
labour. 2010 2,471 —(.324 0.708"
(0.380) (0.402) (0.381)
conservative.2010 —1.268** 2.097%+ —0.880**
(0.500) (0.361) (0.417)
liberal 2010 (.388 0.651 2.996™*"
(0.844) (0.793) (0.754)
Constant 0.278 —0.127 —0.030
(1.159) (1.113) (1.181)
Akaike Inf. Crit. 2,266.143 2,266.143 2,266.143
Note: Tp<0.1: "p<0.05: " p<0.01
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Instead, anger does not seem to have had a sagtifimpact on the choice of the
UKIP over the Conservative Party. This finding nteyexplained by taking into account the
British electoral system and the ideology of thisge parties. Single-member plurality
electoral systems tend to favor bigger parties suaaller ones that stand little chance to win
the plurality within districts. Furthermore, degpihe fact that the UKIP brands itself as the
real opposition against all traditional partieg @onservative and the UKIP party do share
some common positions. They both occupy the riglg sf the political spectrum and have
adopted a critical tone, even if in different termoger the British membership in the EU
(Abedi and Lundberg 2009). The two parties alsceh@dwser positions on issues like
immigration, when we compared them to the LabouherLiberal-Democratic Parfy.As a
consequence, some angry citizens may elect the d&HtReir preferred option but then
strategically vote for the closest alternative gtahds more chances of electoral success. In
other words, anger may have induced some citizeuste for the Conservative Party given
the little chances for the UKIP to win the distrsetat’

For this reason, looking only at the electoral itssmay be a partial way to evaluate
the level of support of anti-mainstream politicaldes within society. It is useful to look at
the potential support for APE parties beyond tleetekal data. Indeed, a favorable view
towards radical parties, and specifically the UKty influence politics in several ways.
First, positive attitudes towards a party represepbol of potential votes, which may
translate into actual votes at a future pointmmeti Second, a growingublic support for APE

actors may convince mainstream parties to adopeswithe positions of populist parties in

% Recently, the Conservative Party has proposedyarestrictive reform of the immigration policy. Séor
instance: “The Tories are becoming the 'nasty partymmigration” (The Guardian, 10 June 2012) drite
Tories’ barmiest policy” (The Economist, 20 OctoRér12).

%" Recent electoral data from the UK clearly shovas the electoral system can make a big differendke
electoral results of anti-mainstream parties. Thibe case of the UKIP, which obtained 2.3% aidof the
vote at the last two national elections held witilurality electoral system, while was able to gaiore than
16% of the vote at the last two elections for thedpean Parliament, which are conducted under syBem.
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order to retain voters. Therefore, support for ARgies may lead to changes within the
political system even outside the electoral channel

To explore whether anger has increased suppoAR& parties, | run an OLS
modef® in which the dependent variable measures peopgtsons about the UKIP on a
scale from 0 to 10, where 0 means strongly disike 10 strongly liké? The main
independent variable measures anger about the mooidsis and controls include
demographic and resource variables, since antigtrasm parties have traditionally had a
greater appeal among people with fewer resources.

In addition to the basic one, five models testrtitmistness of the effect of anger on
support for UKIP with alternative specificationsolfel 2 includes two variables measuring
political engagement: strength of party identificatand general interest in politics. Model 3
presents two indicators measuring the importans®oifl ties and integration, i.e. home
ownership and union membership. Model 4 contralsafoalternative negative emotion: fear.
Model 5 takes into account blame attribution. Hinahodel 6 includes party ID, since
citizens who identify as supporters of the UKIPI\Wdely have a favorable opinion of the
UKIP, while citizens who identify as supportersadeft-leaning party like the Labour Party

will presumably have a negative opinion of the UR{P

2 Given that the values of the dependent variabtesiat well distributed across its entire rangeofthe
models were also run as ordered logit models vaighsame dependent and independent variables. Gee an
coefficient presents the same positive sign arsthiistically significant at the same level. Sezdppendix.

# This is the question asked in the survey: “Onaesthat runs from 0 to 10, where 0 means strodiglike
and 10 means strongly like, how do you feel abbetdnited Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP)?”

% The last model including party identification ptmebs a substantively higher R-squared.
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TABLE 4 Support for UKIP

Model 1  Model2 Model3 Modeld4 Model5 Model6
(Intercept) 407 445 4,15 4047 .07 415"
(0.63)  (0.70)  (0.63)  (0.63)  (0.62)  (0.56)
anger 110 110 L.0ge** L.03** (.58 (.51
(0.14)  (0.15)  (0.14)  (0.15)  (0.5)  (0.13)
education =031 =033 =0.31"" =031 =032 =[.26™"
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Income =(1.02 =(1.04 —(.02 =101 =(1.02 —(.04*
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
age (.01 (.01 (.01 (.01 (.01 (.00
(0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01)  (0.01)  {0.01)
efficacy =117 =0.10" =0.10" =0.10% =0.09% —0.04
(0.03)  (0.04)  (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)
male —.12 =08 =0.11 =10 —.12 —.11
(0.15)  (0.16)  (0.15)  (0.15)  (0.5)  (0.13)
white —(1.13 —().34 —(.16 —(.15 —(1.13 (.24
(047)  (050)  (0.46)  (0.46)  (046)  (0.42)
pid.strength —=0.21
(0.11)
interest (.08
(0.09)
home 0.17
(0.20)
union =049 =047 =0.42" —10.26
(0.18)  (0.18)  (0.18)  (0.16)
afraid (.25
(0.16)
blame.gov (.84 (.347
(0.15) (0.14)
labour. 2010 =[]0+
(0.18)
conservative.2010 (.80
(0.18)
liberal.2010 —=1.27%*
(0.23)
ukip.2010 4.62%**
(0.31)
R’ 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.28
Adj. R? 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.11 0.28
Num. obs. 1604 1484 1604 1604 1604 1604

< 0001, p < 001, p < 0.05

Table 4: Support for UKIP
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As the table above shows, anger has a positivestatidtically significant at the .001
level effect on the degree of support for the UKtPoss the alternative model specifications.
Angry people have a more favorable opinion aboeitdKIP, since angry citizens see the
UKIP as a possibility of change within the polifisgstem>! On a scale from 0 to 10, anger
leads on average to an increase in support fddKi® comprised between 0.5 and 1.1
points, controlling for the effect of the other @méndent variables in the model.

Party identification (model 6) is also statistigadignificant at the .001 level for all
the four parties considered. As expected, citizems identify as supporters of the UKIP
have a more positive opinion of the UKIP, while sapers of the Labour and the Liberal-
Democratic Party have a more negative opinionréstengly enough, identification with the
Conservative Party is correlated with a more pesiiew of the UKIP, a finding that
confirms the relative proximity of the electoratégshese two parties as compared to
supporters of other parties. Analogously, a modeis in the appendik measuring the
support for the Conservative party based on theedikavdislike question found that
identification with the UKIP is positively correksd with support for the Conservative Party.
This finding strengthens the point above that seopporters of the UKIP may have
strategically chosen to vote for the ConservatiagyPat the 2010 election.

In order to address potential endogeneity concélnessame models presented above
are also run with an additional control measuriaggde’s opinions about the UKIP on a
scale from 0 to 10 in 2005. In these new modelgeaaxplains the change in opinions about
the UKIP before and during the crisis. As the tdi#®w shows, anger caused an increase in

support for the UKIP even when we control for prisis levels of support.

31 Analysis on the perception of the UKIP as an opputy of change is shown in the appendix.

32\When measuring the support for the Conservativey piobtained very similar results with an OLSdaam
ordered logit model. The OLS model is shown inappendix.
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TABLE 5 Support for UKIP with additional controls

Model 1 Model2 Model3 Modeld Models Model6
(Intercept) 1.57* 1.40™ 1.G2** 1.63™ 1.50™ | I [V
(0.50)  (0.55)  (0.50) (0500 (0.50)  (0.48)
anger (). 44+ (.35 [Ld3*** ()42 (.33 0.21*
(0.11)  (012)  (0.11)  (012)  (012)  (0.11)
education =14 =014 =0.14"" =0.14*" =0.15*" =0.14"*
(0.04)  (0.04)  (0.04)  (0.04)  (0.04)  (0.04)
income (.00 (.00 (.00 (.01 (.01 —(.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
age .02+ .02+ .01+ .01+ .01+ (.01"
(0.00)  (0.01)  (0.00)  (0.00)  (0.00)  (0.00)
efficacy =0.08* =009 =008 =0.08*" =008 =.06G*
(0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.03)
male 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 (.04
(0.12)  (0.12)  (0.12)  (0.12)  (0.12)  (0.11)
white =(1.20) =(1.19 —().22 =122 =().21 =103
(0.37)  (0.39)  (0.37)  (0.37)  (0.37)  (0.35)
UKIPOS [.73"* (.75 [).73%" [.73"* [).72%* [)LG2re*
(0.02)  (0.02)  (0.02)  (0.02)  (0.02)  (0.02)
pid.strength —=.20*
(0.09)
interest .12
(0.07)
home .24
(0.16)
union (.37 —=(.35" —(.32* =0.25%
(0.14)  (0.14)  (0.14)  (0.13)
afraid (.04
(0.13)
blame.gov (427 0.22F
(0.12)  (0.12)
labour. 2010 —().32"
(0.15)
conservative. 2010 [1.oE"**
(0.15)
liberal .2010 =51
(0.20)
ukip.2010 2,067
(0.27)
R* 0.49 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.54
Adj. R 0.49 0.50 0.49 0.49 0.50 0.54
Num. obs. 1499 1398 1499 1499 1499 1499

< 0001, " p < 001, "p < 006, Yp < 0.1
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CONCLUSIONS

As this paper has shown, anger about the econamsis bas produced substantial
political effects. Among citizens with low efficacgnger has led to a decrease in political
interest and conventional participatidinis finding sheds new light on the link between
anger and involvement in politics by qualifying ypies results in the literature. Indeed, the
literature on emotions and political participatizas consistently reported a mobilizing effect
of anger. This study, instead, tells a differentystAnger has a depressing effect on political
participation among citizens whose perceived inft@on public affairs is very low. This
result should not be underestimated, as many peoptently express a very low level of
efficacy.

How can we reconcile this finding with previous s®@éne reason that may explain
this apparent contradiction resides in the peculgure of the anger examined in this paper.
This project has explored the implications of arggut the economic and financial crisis. In
other words, anger was not induced by leadersmatidates against specific targets or groups
to mobilize support; instead, it emerged as a apunmsece of broader events. In any case, this
study suggests that the same emotion can yieldrdiif effects depending on the context in
which it arises. In order to better understandptbigical implications of context-specific
emotions, future studies should observe how thectffof emotions and specifically anger
vary across different political opportunity strucs.

Besides negatively affecting political engagemanger about the crisis has also
increased support for anti-establishment poliEaties. The support that the UKIP enjoys
among angry citizens is mainly due to its unwilliegs to compromise and collaborate with
other political parties and to its promise to breudpstantial changes to the status quo. The
actual and potential increased support for radaraks raises worrying flags for the working

of democratic political systems. Future studiesugthexamine how long-lasting the anger-
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induced effects are likely to be. Will citizens angbout the crisis withdraw their support for
populist forces once the crisis is solved? Or hesé citizens developing political preferences
and ties that will be carried on in the future? Neaves of the BES dataset or experimental
methods including panel data may offer importasights.

Considering that anger likely stimulates differeffects in different political contexts,
it would also be useful in the future to expandghely to other countries. This paper has
explored the impact of anger about the financigi€in the UK but the economic turmoil
was not just a British event. Other countries indpe have been more harshly affected by
the crisis and we may expect anger to run deepéose contexts. Therefore, it would be
interesting to explore the impact of anger on pgoéition and party choice in countries like
Italy, Spain, or Greece. Additionally, it would beeresting to inquire whether the anger-
induced support for radical parties is amplifiedhvi PR electoral systems, in which anti-
mainstream parties can more easily win parliamgmepresentation. Obtaining a broader
picture of the political effects of anger aboud trisis seems an endeavor worth pursuing in

times of still very high economic and political @en@inty.
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APPENDIX

Plot of marginal effect of anger on vote given th&evel of efficacy.

Marginal Effect of Anger on Vote Given Efficacy
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The plot shows the marginal effect of anger on \gten the level of efficacy. Specifically,

it shows how the marginal effect of anger on vet@egative for low levels of efficacy and
positive for higher levels of efficacy. As explathéen the paper, the effect of anger is
statistically significant at the .1 level only whefiicacy is equal to 0, while is not significant
for all the other levels of efficacy.
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Attention to the 2010 campaign — OLS model withougeneral interest in politics as a
control

Model 1
(Intercept) (.48
(0.48)
anger —0.287
{0.15)
att.pol (.68
(0.03)
education n.0s*
(0.04)
income .02
(0.02)
age (.00
(0.00)
male —0.21*
{0.11)
white (.60
{0.35)
elficacy (.00
(0.03)
pid.strength (.26
(0.07)
contact (.10
{0.15)
anger:efficacy (.06
(0.05)
R* 0.44
Adj. R? 0.43
Num. obs, 1334

o< 0,001 Tp < 001 Tp < 0.05, Yy < 0.1

Table 1: Attention to 2010 Election Campaign

The table shows the effect of anger on attentiod pathe 2010 UK election campaign
without general interest in politics as a contr@riable. The anger coefficient is still
statistically significant (at the .1 level) and aggely correlated to the level of attention paid
to the 2010 election campaign. The size of thefmerft is very similar to the size in the
models displayed in the paper. In this model, h@rethe value of Ris smaller, which
indicates that general interest in politics ex@aa substantial part of the variation of the
dependent variable. Omitting general interest a®rarol variable, therefore, may lead to
omitted variable problems and bias in the estimatdise other independent variables.
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Attention to the 2010 campaign — Ordered logit mode (models 1, 2, 3)

Dependent variable:

attention to campaign
(1) (2) (3)

anger —.269* —.275% —().2857
(0.144) (0.146) (0.147)

interest 1.083**=* 1.OB]** 1.085***
(0.089) (0.089) (0.089)

att.pol 0.418"* 0.419% 0417
(0.038) (0.038) (0.038)

education 0.018 0.018 0.019
(0.036) (0.036) (0.036)

ncome 0.006 0.006 0.007
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015)

age =0.001 =0.001 =0.001
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

male =0214=  =0.214=  =0.211*
(0.103) (0.103) (0.103)

white 0.503 0.503 0.509
(0.328) ((.328) (0.328)

efficacy =0.020 =0.020 —0.021
(0.033) (0.033) (0.033)

pid.strength 0.146™ 0.147* 0.145*
(0.074) (0.074) (0.074)

contact 0.102 0.101 0.102
(0. 144) (0.144) (0. 144)

blame.gov 0.029
(0.103)

afraid 0.061
(0.113)
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anger:eflicacy 0.063 0.062 0.064
(0.045) (0.045) (0.045)

0]1 1.656" l.661"" 1.690*
(0.509) (0.510}) (0.513)

12 2,764 2,769 2,797
(0.485) (0.485) (0.488)

23 3.867 38717 3.809%
(0.478) (0.478) (0.481)

34 46557 4659 4.686™
(0477)  (0.478)  (0.481)

415 5377 5.381™ 5408
(0.479) (0.479) ((.483)

516 6.308"" 6.3127 6.339
(0.486) (0.486) (0.489)

6]7 7187 7.192% 7.219*
(0.495) (0.495) (0.498)

7|8 8.378%* B33 8,405+
(0.507) (0.507) (0.510)

g9 9.550** 9.555"* 9.581"
(0.519) (0.519) (0.522)

9|10 10,515 10.520%"  10.547"
(0.528) (0.529) (0.531)

Observations 1,334 1.334 1.334

Note: p<0.1: 7 p<0.05: " p<0.01

The table shows the effect of anger on attentiad pathe 2010 UK election campaign.
Given that the values of the dependent variablenateare not well distributed across its
entire range, the models presented in the paperaverun as ordered logit models with the
same dependent and independent variables. Ashites faclow show, the anger coefficient is
still statistically significant and negatively celated to the level of attention paid to the 2010
election campaign. These alternative models conttfinding in the paper that anger about
the crisis has led to a decreased attention téiggoimong citizens with low efficacy.
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Attention to the 2010 campaign — Ordered logit mode (models 4, 5)

Dependent variable:
attention to campaign
(4) (5)
anger —0.248" =0.241"
(0.019) (0.145)
interest 1.085%* 0.910%*
(0.085) (0.091)
attention.2005 0.252"
(0.027)
att.pol 0419 0.351"*
(0.038) (0.039)
education 0.015 0.025
{0.033) (0.036)
income 0.009 =0.0001
(0.015) (0.015)
age —0.073 —0.001
(0.004)
age.2 0.001
male =(.226" —(.256""
(0.102) (0.103)
white 0.405** 0.504
(0.017) (0.331)
efficacy —=0.021 =0.036
(0.027) (0.033)
pid.strength 0.135* 0.117
(0.073) (0.074)
contact 0.114% 0.043
(0.006) (0.144)
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anger:efficacy 0.060" 0.070
(0.029) (0.045)
o —(0. 157" 1.6937*
(0.016) (0.517)
12 (1.955%** 2.839%*
(0.053) (0.490)
213 2.062%*" 3.997*
(0.170) (0.483)
3|4 2.852%+ 4,805
(0.183) (0.482)
45 3.575% 5.5477
(0.191) (0.484)
5|6 4.5097 6.525™
(0.199) (0.491)
67 5.391%* 7.449%
(0.208) (0.501)
718 6.586%* B.698%*
(0.222) (0.514)
8[9 77617 9.924*
(0.236) (0.527)
9|10 8.7317" 10.928"*
(0.249) (0.537)
Observations 1,334 1,330

Note:

p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Vote at the 2010 election with efficacy as a dummuariable — logit model

Voted
(Intercept) 3.08
(3.05)
anger =(.96*
(0.48)
efficacy.dummy —(1.68
(0.52)
vote. 2005 n.o1*
(0.41)
vote. 2009 |
(0.36)
education —.16
(0.13)
income 0.07
(0.06)
age =(1.14
(0.11)
age.2 (.00
(0.00)
pid.strength (.56
(0.32)
interest (.21
(0.19)
home (.18
(0.42)
union (.27
(0.49)
contact 1.04
(0.76)
male —=).45
(0.36)
white (.76
(0.77)
anger:efficacy.dummy  1.42
(0.73)
AIC 317.19
BIC 401.20
Log Likelihood -141.59
Deviance 283.19
Num. obs. 1035

e < 0001 Tp < 001, p < 005

Table 4: Vote at the 2010 election
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The table shows the effect of anger on participatibthe 2010 election, when efficacy is a
dummy variable equal to O for respondents who ttepoa level of efficacy equal to 0 or 1
and equal to 1 for all the other reported valuesfbtacy (2 to 10). As the table shows, the
anger coefficient is still negatively correlateddiectoral participation, is now significant at
the .05 level and its size is slightly bigger. Bgorting to the divide-by-four rule, we can see
that anger produced a decrease of about 24 pegeeptants in the probability of voting at
the 2010 election for people believing that theyndohave influence over politics and public
affairs (i.e. level of efficacy equal to 0 or 1)n€2 again, it is important to remark that this is
the specific effect of the interaction between arsgel low efficacy — and not of low efficacy
in general — given that the efficacy.dummy coeéiiti is not statistically significant for
people who did not express anger. The coefficiéminger for people with higher efficacy (-
.96 + 1.42 = .46) goes in the expected positiveation, but is not statistically significant (p-
value = 0.4).
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Party choice at the 2010 election — with vote fohe UKIP in 2005 as a control variable.

Table 5: Party Choice at the 2010 Election

Dependent variable:

Labour Conservative Lib-Dem
(1) (2) (3)
anger — 1. 137%** —0.204 — 1. 129+
(0.359) (0.333) (0.354)
education 0.014 —0.099 0.127
(0.122 (0.111) (0.120)
income 0.122** 0172 0.073
(0.060) (0.054) (0.058)
age —0.013 —0.002 —0.025
(0.017)y (0.015) (0.016)
efficacy 0.107 0.023 0.092
(0.088) (0.083) (0.087)
interest —0.148 —0.060 —0.170
(0.192) (0.176) (0.187)
union 0.575 —0.075 0.310
(0.433) (0.433) (0.451)
home —0.077 0.036 0.509
(0.447) (0.406) (0.447)
male 0.071 —0.101 0.418
(0.359) (0.330) (0.355)
white 1.331 0.491 2.033*
(1.044) (0.939) (L.111)
ukip.2010 —2.008%** —1.276%** — 36721
(0.818) (0.431) (0.817)
labour.2010 2.612%** —0.127 0.815*
(0.479) (0.498) (0.478)
conservative. 2010 —1.027* 23480 —0.796
(0.597) (0.446) (0.510)
liberal.2010 0.856 1.371 3671
(1.200) (1.114) (1.093)
vote.ukip05 —2.345%"* —1.492%** =277
(0.766) (0.422) (0.715)
Constant 0.470 0.696 0.523
(1.658) (1.533) (1.678)
Akaike Inf. Crit. 1,696.848 1,696.848 1,696.848
Note: Tp<0.1: **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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The table focuses on party choice at the 2010ieteawith the additional control vote for the

UKIP in 2005. This is a dummy variable equal tmd ditizens who voted for the UKIP at the

2005 election and O for everyone else. Having vditedthe UKIP in 2005 decreases the
probability of voting for one of the three majoraas in 2010. More interestingly, the anger
coefficient is still negative and statistically sifjcant at the .01 level for the Labor and the
Liberal-Democratic party. Therefore, as anger iases, the probability for citizens to vote
for the UKIP rather than the two other parties @éases. Furthermore, in this model, the
coefficient of anger for the Conservative party gae the expected negative direction (i.e.

angry citizens are more likely to vote for the UKdRer the Conservative party) but is not
statistically significant.
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Like / Dislike for the UKIP — Ordered logit models (models 1, 2 and 3)

Dependent variable:

UKIP
(1) (2) (3)
anger 0.669*+* 0.664** 0.661***

(0.090) (0.093) (0.090)

education —(.199***  —(.207*** —().203***
(0.032) (0.034) (0.033)

income —0.017 —0.022 —0.015
(0.013) (0.014) (0.014)

age 0.004 0.004 0.002
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

efficacy —0.066"*  —0.052**  —0.060***
(0.020) (0.022) (0.021)

male —0.088 —0.060 —0.087
(0.091) (0.095) (0.091)

white —0.067 —0.186 —0.094
(0.280) (0.296) (0.281)

pid.strength —0.176**
(0.069)
interest 0.013
(0.056)
home 0.118
(0.123)
union —(.326%**
(0.11D)
01 —1.790***  =2.140"* —1.862***

(0.386) (0.420) (0.388)

112 —1.260"*  —1.604**  —1.328***
(0.384) (0418) (0.386)

2|3 —0.806"* —1.154* —0.871**
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(0.383) (0.416) (0.385)

34 =401 —=().758* —(1.465
(0.382) (0.416) (0.384)

4|5 —0.076 —().438 —(.140
((1.382) (0.415) ((1.384)

516 0.558 0.175 0.494
((.383) (0.416) ((1L.385)

6|7 1048 0.653 0.985*
(0.384) (0.417) ((1.386)

7|8 l.ele™" 1.192** 1.554"**
(0.387) (0.420) (0.389)

g9 2,203 1.865* 2231
(0.393) (0.425) ((1.395)
9[10 2,993 2.566™ 2931

(0.404) (0.436) (0.406)

Observations 1,604 1,484 1,604
Note: "p<0.1; "p=<0.05: """ p<0.01

The table shows the effect of anger on supporttiier UKIP. The dependent variable
measures on a scale from 0 to 10 how much resptaiilen the UKIP. Given that the values
of the dependent variables are not well distribigerbss its entire range, all of the models
presented in the paper are now run as ordered hogitels with the same dependent and
independent variables. As the tables show, theraragficient is still statistically significant
at the .001 level and positively correlated to supfor the UKIP. These alternative models
confirm the finding in the paper that anger abbet ¢risis has led to a greater support for the
UKIP.
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Like / Dislike for the UKIP — Ordered logit models (models 4, 5 and 6)

Dependent variable:

UKIP
(4 (3 ()]
anger (.620%** (1.533* 0307+
(0.093) (0.093) (0.094)
education =0 198"  =02107* =192
(0.032) (0.033) (0033
income =0.010 =017 —(.025*
(0.014) (0.014) (0.014)
age (0.003 (0.003 =1.001
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
efficacy =0.060" =055 —=(1.023
(0.021) (0.021) (0.021)
male =0.077 =0.096 =081
(0.091) (0.0091) (0.092)
white =0.074 =0.071 0.131
((.282) (0.281) ((0.286)
union =317 —(). 282" =(1.216"
(0,110 (0.110) (0.112)
afraid 0.177*
(0.101)
blame.gov 0.527+* 0.246"*
(0.093) (0.097)
labour.2010 =631
(0.126)
conservative. 2010 0.510%*
(0.124)
liberal.2010 —().935"**
(0.167)
ukip.2010 3.400%
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(0.245)

0|1 = 1780  =1.778*™* =2.(72**
(0.391) (0.388) (0.396)
12 —1.245% —=1.236™" —=1.494"
((.389) (0.386) (0.394)
2|3 —(. 789" —0.772™ —(.990**
(0.388) (0.384) (0.392)
3|4 —().382 =360 —0.536
(0.387) (0.384) (0.391)
4|5 =0.056 =.032 =0.171
(0387 (0.384) (0.391)
5|6 0.580 0.610 0.556
(.388) (0.385) (0.392)
6|7 1.071% 1.106™" 1.138"
(0.390) (0.386) (0.394)
7|8 1.641% 1.679%* 1834+
(0.393) (0.389) (0.399)
8|9 2318 2.360™* 2711
(0.398) (0.395) (0.409)
9|10 3.018"™ 3.062* 3.607*
(0.409) (0.406) (0.425)
Observations 1.604 1,604 1.604

Note:

p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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UKIP as a prospect of change — logit model.

Model 1
(Intercept) - BT
(0.94)
anger (.74%**
(0.17)
education —(.12*
(0.06)
Income (.02
(0.03)
age 0.01
(0.01)
efficacy =0.07
(0.04)
interest (.05
(0.00)
union —0).06
(0.21)
home —).32
(0.21)
male (.18
(0.17)
white 1.17
(0.79)
ukip.2010 2.43%**
(0.29)
labour. 2010 —=.24
(0.22
conservative. 2010 =().32
(0.22
liberal 2010 —0).64
(0.34)
AIC 1157.30
BIC 1239.18
Log Likelihood -563.65
Deviance 1127.30
Num. obs. 1735

s 0001, " p < 0.00, e < 005

Table 8: UKIP as a prospect of change

The model above is a logit model in which the deleen variable was obtained from the
following question: “Which of the following partieto you think offers a realistic prospect of
change in British politics?” (2010 post-campaign veja The dependent variable
UKIP.change is a dummy equal to 1 for responderiits answered UKIP and O for anyone
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else. Therefore, positive coefficients of the inelegent variables indicate a positive
correlation between the independent variable ared dbnsideration of the UKIP as a
possibility of change. As the table shows, the focieht of anger is positive and statistically
significant at the .001 level. By resorting to ttgide-by-four rule, we can see that anger
produced an increase of about 18.5 percentagespwinthe probability of indicating the
UKIP as a realistic prospect of change.
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Support for Conservative Party — OLS model

Model 1
(Intercept) 3.047
(0.45)
anger (.36
(0.11)
blame.gov (). 547"
(0.11)
education —(.12*
(0.04)
income .01
(0.02)
age (.01
(0.00)
efficacy .07+
(0.02)
union =15
(0.13)
male =010
(0.11)
white (.30
(0.33)
labour.2010 -1.43"""
(0.15)
conservative.2010  3.69%**
(0.15)
liberal . 2010 —).42*
(0.19)
ukip.2010 .55"
(0.26)
R? 0.52
Adj. R? 0.51
Num. obs, 1705

e 0001, e < 0.00, "p < 0.05

Table 9: Support for Conservative Party

The model above is an OLS model in which the dependariable measures the support for
the Conservative Party on a scale from 0 to 10 rgvBendicates strong dislike and 10 strong
like. As the table shows, identification with th&IP (ukip.2010) is statistically significant at

the .05 level and positively correlated to supporthe Conservative Party. To the contrary,
identification with the Labour or the Liberal Demnatic Party are negatively correlated with
support for the Conservative Party. This findingmarts the point that the electorates of the
UKIP and the Conservative Party are closer to esbler than to voters of other parties.
Consequently, this strengthens the point madedrpéper that some supporters of the UKIP
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may have strategically chosen to vote for the Cotasiwe Party at the 2010 election. Very
similar results are obtained with an ordered logdel including the same variables.
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