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ABSTRACT Recent studies have indicated that, contrary to common belief, the relationship
between age and turnout among the youngest eligible individuals is not monotonically positive,
but rather strongly negative – at least for the first few years of adulthood. With a unique
dataset from government records for more than 145,000 young adults, we offer a possible
explanation for this intriguing pattern – changing social influences as the young adult
leaves the family nest. Parental turnout influences the young adults’ turnout, and young
adults living at home vote more than those who have moved out on their own. When young
adults leave home, the influence of their parents’ strong voting habits decreases while the
weaker voting patterns among their peers have a greater impact. This partly explains the sur-
prising negative relationship between age and turnout and indicates that while political socia-
lization indeed matters, part of the parental influence on young adults stems from voting being
a social act.

An analysis of interviews with people of very low motivation who have gone to
the polls indicates that the most important force on their behavior is interperso-
nal influence. (Campbell et al., 1960: 109)

Introduction

Young citizens in established democracies vote substantially less than older citizens
(e.g. Phelps, 2004; Sloam, 2007; Wass, 2007b). Understanding youth abstention is
important, as voting has strong habitudinal properties (e.g. Campbell et al., 1960;
Denny & Doyle, 2009; Franklin, 2004; Gerber et al., 2003), and failure to mobilize
youth can therefore possibly have long-term consequences for political participation.
Recent studies have found an intriguing relationship between age and turnout among
first-time voters (Bhatti et al., 2012; Konzelmann et al., 2012). Although the young
adult on average votes less than eligible citizens in general, there is not a positive,
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linear relationship between age and turnout among young voters as otherwise com-
monly held in the literature (e.g., Fieldhouse et al., 2007; Wass, 2007a, 2007b).
During the first years of eligibility, there is in fact a remarkably strong negative
relationship.

This article considers a possible explanation to the surprising relationship. While
the previous literature on voting patterns among young adults has examined
several aspects of the transitional nature of adult life (Abramson et al., 1998;
Highton & Wolfinger, 2001), few studies have thoroughly examined empirically
what is possibly the most profound transition in early adulthood – the gradual detach-
ment from parents and increasing influence of peers (Highton & Wolfinger, 2001;
Klofstad, 2011; Plutzer, 2002). When the young adult lives at home she is influenced
by her parents’ strong voting habits (Fieldhouse & Cutts, 2012). If the transmission of
this habit is lessened when leaving home and the influence of peers, who have not yet
acquired the habit, is increased, turnout may be affected negatively. In this article we
examine the extent to which parental influence declines when the young adult leaves
the nest, the extent to which peers become more important, and whether these
changes in individual social context can explain the turnout decline.

To uncover these effects we employ a unique dataset from the Danish municipal
elections in November 2009 to provide insights into the turnout of young, first-
time voters. The dataset contains government records for the turnout of all eligible
voters in 44 municipalities together with detailed, government-issued socio-
demographic information for more than 2.3 million individuals (145,785 of whom
were under age 22; that is, first-time voters in municipal elections).1 This allows
for substantially more fine-grained analysis of age and turnout than previously poss-
ible and more reliable estimates due to the use of public voting records and govern-
ment-issued data on the independent variables rather than self-reported voting and
other survey instruments, which are known to be prone to systematic bias (Bernstein
et al., 2001; Karp & Brockington, 2005). Even more importantly the dataset allows us
to match young adults with their parents and the individuals they share residency
with. This allows us to untangle the effects of parenthood and residency on voting.
The drawback of the dataset is that it is cross-sectional. Thus even though the data
contains much more fine-grained and reliable controls than survey based data, our
analysis cannot avoid vulnerability to unobserved unit heterogeneity.

We find that the overall effect of leaving the nest on turnout is negative, although
strongly conditional on the parental turnout. We also examine the relative influences
of parents and peers on those who have actually left home. These young adults seem
to be at least as affected by their peers as by their parents. It thus seems as though
interpersonal interactions explain much (but not all) of the observed negative relation-
ship between age and turnout during the first years of eligibility. In a broader perspec-
tive, the importance of whom you live with indicates that short-term socialization
processes (e.g. the social element of the voting act itself, and political discussions
before elections) is equally as important for turnout as primary political socialization
(Kenny, 1993; Nickerson, 2008).
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The Social Act of Voting

Scholars have increasingly recognized political participation as an essentially social
act. The primary social network the citizen is engaged in heavily influences whether
she turns out or not. Such social networks can be the family, the educational system,
and – after leaving the nest – the new household (Lane, 1959: 204). This is hardly a
new idea. Half a century ago, Campbell et al. (1960: 109) found that interpersonal
relationships are crucial for the act of voting. Lazarsfeld et al. (1968: 137) made a
similar observation: “Repeatedly in this study we found indications that people
vote ‘in groups’.” This line of argument has recently gained renewed attention as cap-
tured by Zuckerman (2005) in his review of “The Social Logic of Politics” (see also
Beck et al., 2002; Christakis & Fowler, 2009; Nickerson, 2008; Zuckerman et al.,
2007).

The primary social network is not constant over the course of the political lifecycle.
One of the most profound changes in social ties during the political lifecycle comes
during adolescence. Social ties are disrupted when the young adult leaves the parental
home and new social networks are activated. If primary social networks matter, the
reconfiguration of social ties should be consequential for turnout. As Eulau (1986:
38) puts it, “Political behavior is likely to vary with the type of groups in which
the individual is involved.” That is, at different stages in the political lifecycle differ-
ent social pressures are at play and thus lead to different political behavior. The
gradual detachment from the social influence of parents and the increasing influence
of peers, partners, etc. may be consequential for turnout, as leaving the nest often
implies being influenced by a new social network in which members vote at a
lower rate than the parents did.

In recent years, the empirical investigation of the influence of social networks has
gained renewed attention (Christakis & Fowler, 2009; Klofstad, 2011; Nickerson,
2008; Stoker & Jennings, 1995). Nevertheless, to our knowledge, only few studies
empirically examine the effect of leaving the family nest on the turnout of young
adults (Highton & Wolfinger, 2001; Wolfinger & Wolfinger, 2008). We elaborate
further on their findings in the study at hand.

The Electoral System and the Data

Our data is from 44 different local elections held simultaneously across Denmark on
November 17, 2009. In all of these municipalities, the entire electoral register has
been computerized and subsequently merged with extensive lists of socio-
demographic statistics from Statistics Denmark.2 Our data is based on actual
turnout (full and validated public records) and government-issued, individual-level
socio-demographical information, as opposed to self-reported survey data.

The 98 municipalities in Denmark are responsible for most of the welfare services
in Danish society (e.g. childcare, elementary schools, care for seniors, libraries, etc.).
The municipalities thus administer a total of 27% of the GDP, corresponding to
roughly half of all public spending (Bhatti & Hansen, 2011; Mouritzen, 2003).
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There are fixed election terms, with simultaneous elections across the country every
fourth year in November. The elections are generally not considered to be “second
order” (Reif & Schmitt, 1980). All municipalities have a multi-party electoral
system with proportional voting – that is, the number of party seats gained by
each party is proportional to its share of the popular vote.

We define turnout as the percentage of votes cast divided by the size of the entire
eligible electorate (i.e., a complete pool of all potential voters). In Denmark, there is
no registration involved in voting – all eligible voters automatically receive a polling
card by direct mail with information about the location of the polling station, election
date and time of voting. The eligible electorate is all individuals who are at least 18
years old on election day and hold permanent residency in the municipality.3

The data is unique for the purpose. We have a total of 2,315,345 eligible voters
(145,785 aged 21 or younger), which corresponds to more than half of the entire elec-
torate.4 This allows for analyzing age groups that are usually too small to differentiate
between. Furthermore, we have the turnout information, addresses and family ties of
all 2.3 million eligible voters, allowing us to match voters with their parents, regard-
less of whether they live together, as long as they live in one of the 44 municipalities
under investigation.

The Negative Age–Turnout Relationship among First-Time Voters

A vast body of literature has documented how young voters abstain more than older
voters do in almost all established democracies around the globe (Fieldhouse et al.,
2007; Highton & Wolfinger, 2001; Phelps, 2004; Sloam, 2007; Wass, 2007b). The
massive empirical evidence is backed by solid theoretical foundations. The linear
and positive relationship between turnout and age among the young is in line with
adult role theory in which individuals become more participatory as they transition
toward adulthood and acquire adult roles (Abramson et al., 1998; Highton & Wolfin-
ger, 2001: 202; Wolfinger & Rosenstone, 1980). The empirical evidence is also
backed by Achen & Sinnott’s (2007) learning framework in which the turnout–
age relationship can be interpreted as a consequence of political experience and
skills (e.g., party attachments) that will be learned over the course of life.

Recent studies have challenged this conventional wisdom. Turnout actually
declines with age in the years after the individual becomes eligible (Bhatti et al.,
2012; Konzelmann et al., 2012). Figure 1 presents the age–turnout relationship in
the 2009 Danish municipal elections.

On the surface, Figure 1 presents a classic (e.g., Fieldhouse et al., 2007; Verba &
Nie, 1972) curvilinear relationship showing how young voters and the elderly have
low turnout. 20–24-year-old eligible voters have a 44% turnout, as opposed to
slightly more than an 80% turnout among eligible individuals in their mid-sixties.
However, when looking more closely at the very youngest citizens, a surprising
relationship emerges. Voters under age 20 have a decidedly higher turnout than
their slightly older peers. In fact, from age 18–19, each extra month of age is mirrored
by a one percentage-point turnout drop. From age 20, the turnout as a function of age
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stops declining. Then, after a small flat section, the turnout begins its expected
increase but does not reach the level found among 18-year-olds until age 35. This
pattern is not due to sampling variability, since the number of voters is very large.
Furthermore, it is based on the full public records of all eligible citizens in the 44
municipalities.

The negative relationship for first-time voters does not appear to be a uniquely
Danish phenomenon. It can also be identified in a range of other large scale govern-
ment records studies. Bhatti et al. (2012) find similar patterns for Finnish elections
and in Lubbock, Texas. Additionally, Steinbrecher et al.’s (2007) public record
data indicates that 18–21-year-olds turn out about five percentage points more
often than those aged 21–25 in more than 17 German elections (see also Konzelmann
et al., 2012).

In sum, as recent studies suggest, there appear to be three phases in a lifecycle, not
two. The youngest voters actually vote substantially more than the slightly older
young adults. Besides being empirically surprising, the first phase also challenges
the theoretical notion that young adults start out as habitual non-voters and gradually
acquire the taste for voting as they acquire other adult roles (Abramson et al., 1998;
Plutzer, 2002), in accordance with monotonic, learning-based theories (e.g., Achen &
Sinnott, 2007). Thus, we have an intriguing empirical phenomenon that begs expla-
nation. In the remainder of the article we take a first step. We discuss factors that poss-
ibly account for the surprising first phase in the lifecycle and point toward the

Figure 1. Turnout by age in years (2009).
Notes: Average N per year is 28,151. Lowest N is 190 for 100-year-olds. All of the eligible

individuals for the 44 municipalities in the analysis are included.
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importance of the reconfiguration of social ties during early adulthood as part of the
answer.

Hypotheses

Main Hypothesis: Parental and Peer Influence

A fundamental condition for attributing significance to leaving the nest and reconfi-
guring one’s social ties is that parents have influence on their children. Parents are
normally thought to have substantial influence on their children during primary socia-
lization and are thus likely to transfer their turnout habits to the younger generation
(e.g., Andolina et al., 2003). That is, reinforcement of the voting norm (or the oppo-
site) among young voters can probably partly be attributed to parents’ socialization,
as they constitute the young people’s primary role models. This claim has empirical
backing. Verba et al. (2005) show how parental socio-economic status and turnout are
among the most important variables in understanding young adult turnout, while
Plutzer (2002) finds that the largest effect among a range of parental variables on
first-time voter turnout is parental turnout. Pacheco and Plutzer (2007) also find sig-
nificant positive effects of parental voting on turnout among Whites and Hispanics,
but not in the case of African-Americans. However, the previous studies are based
on survey data and might thus be strongly polluted by social desirability causing
an over-reporting of turnout, which is not a problem in the present study. The
present dataset also contains information about each respondent’s legal parents’
turnout and socio-demographic characteristics if they live in one of the 44 municipa-
lities under investigation.

In addition to the socialization studies, newer studies have suggested that voting
exhibits strong, heritable traits which are genetically transferred from parent to
child (Fowler & Dawes, 2008; Fowler et al., 2008). In addition to primary socializa-
tion and genes, parents may also have a more immediate influence on their offspring
by being their primary social influence due to shared housing; that is, parental influ-
ence may have both long-term and short-term components.

H1: The likelihood of voting increases with parental turnout.

Few empirical studies have focused on the effect of residing together with one’s
parents. Living at home may matter simply because voting is often a social act in
which families go to the polls together. Nevertheless, previous studies find a moder-
ate negative effect, supposedly because leaving home is one of the most important
steps toward adulthood and thus one step closer to settling down and maturing
(Highton & Wolfinger, 2001). If living with parents increases the likelihood of
voting (and leaving the nest correspondingly decreases it), this could partly explain
the surprising patterns observed in Figure 1. Living at home is operationalized as
living at the same address as the parents (i.e., same municipality, same street and
same address).5
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H2: Living “at home” increases the likelihood of voting among young adults.

Whereas the relationship between voting and living at home is analyzed in previous
studies as an unconditional effect (Highton & Wolfinger, 2001), a likely pattern
would be that the effect of the factors described in H1 and H2 are not independent
of each other (see also Plutzer, 2002). Cohabitating with parents should likely
increase the influence of the parents’ decision to vote on the young adults living
with them.6 Second, when a young adult cohabitates with their parents, she is directly
confronted with her parents’ decision to vote or not in that specific election. When the
two generations live together, the likelihood increases that they will discuss the
upcoming election (a short-term effect) and even go to the polling station together
(an election day effect); that is, part of the parental influence stems from the immedi-
ate social influence through living with the offspring.

H3: The effect of parental voting depends on living with one’s parents.

The hypothesis can easily be operationalized as the interaction between the variables
used for H1 and H2. Figure 2 provides some intriguing preliminary, descriptive

Figure 2. Change in turnout of having a voting father or mother compared to a non-voting
parent.

Notes: The lines depict the coefficients representing the difference between the parent voting
compared to not voting from logistic regressions with turnout among the young adults

regressed on mothers’ and fathers’ turnout (N ¼ 564,461).
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evidence for this hypothesis. The average influence of the parents on their offspring
declines substantially during the years when the children leave home. Thus, if turnout
drops when the offspring leaves home, this could be due to the decline in parental
influence.

Parents are not the only possible influence on young voters. Political scientists
have increasingly focused on peer effects on voting in recent years (e.g., Fieldhouse
& Cutts, 2009, 2012; Fowler, 2005; Klofstad, 2011; Nickerson, 2008). When a child
grows older, peer groups, including friends, co-workers, partners, etc., may become
increasingly influential as parents lose influence (Plutzer, 2002). Young citizens who
are not living at home might be particularly influenced by the non-family residents of
their household. Friends or other roommates are theoretically interesting, as they do
not affect primary socialization as parents do. Instead, they have an influence on the
young adult through political debate and to the extent that voting itself is a social
event (Lane, 1959: 208). If peers influence the young adult after leaving their
parents, this may explain a possible negative effect of leaving the nest, since peers
(who are typically young) have a lower propensity to vote than parents.

H4: After leaving home, the likelihood of voting is related to the turnout of other
members of the new household.

To examine this hypothesis, we specifically examine those individuals who are
neither cohabitating with their parents nor living alone. The turnout of the other
members of the new household is found by taking the mean tendency to vote
among all members of the household, eliminating the respondent herself.

Effects of Other Key Social Demographics

In addition to the main hypotheses, we control for a range of factors, most of which
are commonly discussed in the literature and interesting in themselves. First, separate
estimates of fathers and mothers for H1 and H3 allow comparing the relative influ-
ence of the two parents. From classical studies based on data from the 1960s, it
has been suggested that fathers have stronger influence than mothers when it come
to their offspring’s political identity and participation (Jennings & Langton 1969;
Jennings & Niemi, 1971). However, recent studies suggest that in today’s society
the relative influence has been reversed (Coffe & Voorpostel, 2010; Elder &
Greene, 2012). It has also been suggested that women are more likely to be affected
by the opinions of others than men (Lane, 1959; Wolfinger & Rosenstone, 1980: 40).
We therefore include interactions between gender and parental voting.

An alternative to H3 would be that becoming older in itself diminishes the parental
influence on young adult turnout. This could possibly explain the relationship illus-
trated in Figure 2. The young adult simply happens to leave home as she becomes
older. To take this alternative into account, we include the interaction between par-
ental voting and age.
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A wide body of literature indicates that residential mobility matters (e.g., Highton
& Wolfinger, 2001; Milbrath & Goel, 1977: 113; Verba & Nie, 1972: 145). Residen-
tial mobility/stability is operationalized as the days the respondent has lived at her
current address. We also include a measure for the time of residence in the munici-
pality (Bhatti & Hansen, 2012a). This allows us to test whether moving from one
municipality to another matters more than merely moving, even when there is no
voter registration at issue, due to less familiarity with the political context of the
new municipality.

Several studies (e.g., Highton & Wolfinger, 2001; Wolfinger & Rosenstone, 1980:
57) consider the influence of leaving education on voting (i.e., completing school or
university). On the one hand, leaving the educational system possibly represents a
step toward adulthood. On the other hand, the educational institutions likely encou-
rage young adults to vote via social pressure and easier access to political infor-
mation. We examine both issues by including the type of ongoing education in the
regression.

Additionally, we control for the effect of completed education and parents’ edu-
cation, marriage, income, as well as parents’ income, ethnicity and citizenship. The
effect of the individual’s education and income is well established. Parents’ education
and income is included, even though we control for the direct effect of parents’
voting. Resourceful parents possibly provide their children with competences that
limit the cost of voting, irrespective of their own voting behavior. This is in line
with Plutzer (2002: 54), who concludes that parental socio-economic and political
resources largely determine first-time-voter turnout. As for ethnicity, minorities
often participate substantially less than the majority population (e.g., Togeby,
1999, 2008; Verba & Nie, 1972: 161).

We also include the individual’s average elementary school grades from the
ninth grade (at approximately age 15), which is the last year of compulsory edu-
cation in Denmark. School grades are an important control, since they are a strong
indicator of ability or intelligence (Highton, 2009), which would likely be corre-
lated with our key variables of interest (Denny & Doyle, 2008). Finally, we
include the individual’s age in days older than 18 (as well as age squared) in
order to take into account the effect of age per se, which most existing studies
find to have an independent impact irrespective of the specification (Wass,
2007b).

Results: Leaving the Nest and the Social Act of Voting

We divide our analysis into two parts. First, we examine all young adults in order to
examine H1–H3 on parental effects and leaving home. In the second part of the
analysis, we restrict our attention to young adults not living at home in order to
address H4 about the relative effect of parents and peer groups. All of our models
are cross-sectional. As should be clear from the above, however, we have access to
controls which are rarely available to researchers.
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Leaving the Nest and the Influence of Parents on their Offspring

Table 1 presents the models for all young adults with parents in the sample (see
appendix, Table A1, for descriptive statistics).7 The first model only includes main
effects, whereas the second and third also include relevant interactions.

Model 1 in Table 1 provides strong evidence supportive of H1, namely that if
parents vote it is more likely that the young adult will also do so (and vice versa).
As depicted by the predicted probabilities, a voting father (as opposed to a non-
voting father) will increase the young adult’s turnout by 18 percentage points
when all other variables in the model are held at their means.8 In the case of a
voting mother, the effect is about 30 percentage points. In other words, mothers
appear to matter more than fathers. This is possibly because women on average are
still more in contact with their children during their primary socialization. It should
be noted that though we would expect parents to influence their offspring more
than vice versa, we cannot preclude that the young adult also affects her parents’
turnout by her own participation.

Most importantly, Model 1 also provides evidence that leaving home contributes to
the turnout decline among young adults. If living with the father, the probability to
vote increases by four percentage points when compared to young adults having
moved out. Again, the figure related to the mother is higher: seven percentage
points if living with the mother. This can explain part of the surprising negative
relationship between age and turnout, as the young adults leave the family nest
around age 18–21. The results are surprising in light of the findings of the (few) pre-
vious studies on the topic which find a moderate negative effect (Highton & Wolfin-
ger, 2001). It should be noted that the effect of leaving home occurs even though
residential mobility is controlled for.9 Thus, the total effect of moving away from
one’s parents is even greater, since leaving the nest also implies a shift in residence.

H1 and H2 demonstrated that parents matter, as does moving away from them. The
negative effect of moving could be because the influence of the parents is weakened
when the child leaves the nest. Interactions are included in Model 2 in order to evalu-
ate Hypothesis 3. Since interaction terms in logistic regression are notoriously diffi-
cult to interpret, Figure 3 provides the predicted likelihood of voting for various
groups when all other variables are held at their respective means.

Model 2 and Figure 3 reveal an interesting pattern. The main effect of living at
home is negative, while there is a very strong interaction between the parental
voting variables and living at home. In other words, if the parents are not voting,
living with them reduces the likelihood of voting. If the parents are voting, the posi-
tive effect of living with them is quite substantial. Figure 3 illustrates this effect,
where the differences between the blue bars (no parents voting) and purple bars
(both parents voting) is substantially greater when the young individual cohabitates
with both parents as opposed to neither of the parents. The results strongly support
H3 and make intuitive sense, since young adults who are not living at home are
affected by their parents by primary socialization but are only confronted by their
parents’ decision to vote in the election in question to a limited extent. In other
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Table 1. Logit model on turnout – eligible voters under age 22 (2009)

(1)
(2) (3)

Logistic coef. % effect Logistic coef. Logistic coef.

Mother voted 1.26∗∗∗ (0.02) 30 0.89∗∗∗ (0.03) 1.15∗∗∗ (0.07)
Father voted 0.74∗∗∗ (0.02) 18 0.44∗∗∗ (0.03) 0.56∗∗∗ (0.06)
Lives with mother 0.30∗∗∗ (0.02) 7 20.37∗∗∗ (0.04) 20.31∗∗∗ (0.04)
Lives with father 0.14∗∗∗ (0.02) 4 20.32∗∗∗ (0.04) 20.30∗∗∗ (0.04)
Mother voted∗lives with mother - - 0.88∗∗∗ (0.04) 0.81∗∗∗ (0.04)
Father voted∗lives with father - - 0.58∗∗∗ (0.04) 0.56∗∗∗ (0.04)
Mother voted∗male - - 20.30∗∗∗ (0.04) 20.30∗∗∗ (0.04)
Father voted∗male - - 0.09∗ (0.04) 0.09∗ (0.04)
Age∗mother voted - - - 20.55∗∗ (0.19)
Age^2∗mother voted - - - 0.24 (0.13)
Age∗father voted - - - 20.26 V
Age^2∗father voted - - - 0.10 (0.12)

Current, ongoing education (base ¼ none)
Primary school 0.23 (0.18) 6 0.25 (0.18) 0.26 (0.19)
High school 0.75∗∗∗ (0.03) 18 0.77∗∗∗ (0.03) 0.77∗∗∗ (0.03)
Technical training 0.12∗∗∗ (0.02) 3 0.13∗∗∗ (0.02) 0.13∗∗∗ (0.02)
Higher education (four years or less) 0.58∗∗∗ (0.03) 14 0.61∗∗∗ (0.03) 0.60∗∗∗ (0.03)
Higher education (five years or more) 0.29 (0.30) 7 0.33 (0.30) 0.32 (0.29)
Residential stability in 1,000 days at current address 0.02∗∗∗ (0.00) 0 0.01∗∗ (0.00) 0.01∗∗ (0.00)
Municipal stability in 1,000 days in current municipality 0.04∗∗∗ (0.00) 1 0.04∗∗∗ (0.00) 0.04∗∗∗ (0.00)
Gender (male) 20.13∗∗∗ (0.02) 23 0.03 (0.04) 0.03 (0.04)
Age in 1,000 days 20.86∗∗∗ (0.08) - 20.90∗∗∗ (0.08) 20.30 (0.18)
Age in 1,000 days^2 0.43∗∗∗ (0.05) - 0.46∗∗∗ (0.05) 0.21 (0.12)
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Education, completed (base ¼ primary school)
High school 0.16∗∗∗ (0.03) 4 0.17∗∗∗ (0.03) 0.17∗∗∗ (0.03)
Technical training 0.20∗∗∗ (0.04) 5 0.21∗∗∗ (0.04) 0.22∗∗∗ (0.04)
Higher education (four years or less) 0.31 (0.21) 7 0.32 (0.20) 0.31 (0.20)
Elementary school grade average 0.12∗∗∗ (0.01) 3 0.12∗∗∗ (0.01) 0.12∗∗∗ (0.01)
Income in DKK 100,000 20.12∗∗∗ (0.02) 23 20.12∗∗∗ (0.02) 20.12∗∗∗ (0.02)
Married 0.23 (0.17) 6 0.17 (0.17) 0.16 (0.16)

Ethnicity (base ¼ Danish)
Non-Danish, Western ethnicity (e.g., Europe, US) 20.23 (0.15) 26 20.22 (0.15) 20.23 (0.15)

Non-Danish, non-Western ethnicity (e.g., Middle East) 20.44∗∗∗ (0.04) 211 20.44∗∗∗ (0.04) 20.44∗∗∗ (0.04)

Citizenship (base ¼ Danish)
Non-Danish, Western citizenship 0.04 (0.14) 1 0.07 (0.14) 0.07 (0.14)
Non-Danish, non-Western citizenship 0.16∗ (0.06) 4 0.18∗∗ (0.06) 0.18∗∗ (0.06)
Mother’s age 20.05 (0.05) - 20.04 (0.05) 20.05 (0.05)
Mother’s age^2 0.00 (0.00) - 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)

Mother’s education, completed (base ¼ primary school)
High school 20.01 (0.04) 0 20.01 (0.04) 20.02 (0.04)
Technical training 20.02 (0.02) 21 20.02 (0.02) 20.02 (0.02)
Higher education (four years or less, e.g., BA) 0.13∗∗∗ (0.02) 3 0.14∗∗∗ (0.03) 0.14∗∗∗ (0.03)
Higher education (five years or more, e.g., MA) 0.25∗∗∗ (0.04) 6 0.26∗∗∗ (0.04) 0.25∗∗∗ (0.04)
Mother’s income in DKK 100,000 20.00 (0.00) 0 20.00 (0.00) 20.00 (0.00)
Father’s age 0.02 (0.04) - 0.03 (0.04) 0.03 (0.04)
Father’s age^2 20.00 (0.00) - 20.00 (0.00) 20.00 (0.00)

Father’s education, completed (base ¼ primary school)

(Continued)
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Table 1. Continued

(1)
(2) (3)

Logistic coef. % effect Logistic coef. Logistic coef.

High school 20.00 (0.04) 0 20.00 (0.04) 20.00 (0.04)
Technical training 20.05∗ (0.02) 21 20.05∗ (0.02) 20.05∗ (0.02)
Higher education (four years or less) 0.06∗ (0.03) 1 0.06∗ (0.03) 0.06∗ (0.03)
Higher education (five years or more) 0.19∗∗∗ (0.03) 5 0.18∗∗∗ (0.03) 0.18∗∗∗ (0.03)
Father’s income in DKK 100,000 20.00∗ (0.00) 0 20.00 (0.00) 20.00 (0.00)
Constant 22.28∗∗∗ (0.27) - 21.94∗∗∗ (0.27) 22.16∗∗∗ (0.28)

N 89,060 89,060 89,060
McFadden’s R2 0.18 0.19 0.19
Chi2/Log Likelihood 15,166/-50,420 16,364/-49,925 16,444/-49,907

Notes: ∗p , 0.05,∗∗p , 0.01,∗∗∗p , 0.001. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered by household. Forty-three municipal dummies included
but not shown. The effect sizes in column 2 (calculated by SPost for Stata) depict the percentage point change from a change from the value 0 to the
value 1 on dummy variables. For continuous variables, the value depicts the corresponding effect from changing the variable in question a half unit
below to a half unit above the mean with other variables held at their mean (age^2, mother’s age^2 and father’s age^2 are held at the mean of age
squared, mother’s age squared, and father’s age squared, respectively).

392
Y

.
B

hatti
&

K
.M

.
H

ansen

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

C
op

en
ha

ge
n 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 L

ib
ra

ry
] 

at
 0

1:
19

 1
9 

N
ov

em
be

r 
20

12
 



words, part of the parental influence on children stems from socialization and part
from living under the same roof, since voting is also a social phenomenon. The
results also correspond nicely to Figure 2, where the effect of parental voting declines
dramatically around the time the child moves, after which it levels out. Model 3 also
reveals how the conclusion cannot be explained by parental influence on children
declining by age.

In addition to the main hypotheses, Model 2 and Figure 3 show how while mothers
on average influence their children more than fathers do (Coffe & Voorpostel, 2010;
Elder & Greene, 2012), the size of the difference depends on the gender of the child.
The interaction with “father voted” and “male” is positive, while the interaction is
negative for boys and their mothers. This is possibly due to young adults being rela-
tively more influenced by their same-gender parent as role models. Since the positive
father∗male interaction is smaller than the negative mother∗male interaction, young
women appear to be slightly more influenced by their parents than young men.

Residential mobility matters, even though there are no registration costs in
Denmark. This is in accordance with Highton’s (2000) work that moving can
lower turnout due to the disruption of community ties. We also find evidence that
moving to a new municipality has an impact. This indicates that the importance of
residential mobility is partly a consequence of societal ties and partly due to

Figure 3. The predicted probabilities for turnout under different conditions (percent) when
all other variables are held at their means.
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familiarity with the political system being a function of residential stability. Being a
student and thus part of an educational community provides easy access to political
information, and it also involves a social network and social pressure to turn out
(Wolfinger & Rosenstone, 1980: 57). We find a substantial education effect, even
though we control for elementary school grades (ability), which should account for
a major part of the education selection. Students vote more than non-students. One
last, interesting result is the direct effect of the parents’ socio-economic background
– that is, children of well-educated parents vote more than others, even when taking
their parents’ tendency to vote into account. Thus, parental resources matter, irrespec-
tive of whether the parents themselves vote.

Age and age-squared remain significant and strong in magnitude. This indicates
that the models do not explain all of the observed variation in turnout as a function
of age. Nevertheless, the effect of age and age squared when going from 18 years
of age to 22 years in Model 2 is only eight percentage points compared to 18 percen-
tage points in a model including only age and age squared. Thus the variables
included in the model account for more than half of the age–turnout differences
among first time voters with a substantial residual remaining. An interpretation of
the remaining effect of age per se would be that there is something special about
becoming eligible close to an election – perhaps because voting then becomes one
of the first opportunities to exercise newly acquired adult rights.

After Leaving the Nest: The Influence of Peers and Parents

As should be evident from Table 1 and Figure 3, parents matter. It is also clear that
when young adults leave home, their parents matter less and their turnout propensity
declines. The two things seem to be related. Turnout may decline when young adults
leave the nest because they are less influenced by their parents’ (average) high ten-
dency to vote and become more influence by their peers low tendency to vote. In
Table 2, we consider the influence of peer (household) voting for those individuals
who are not living in the parental home and not living alone.

Table 2 supports Hypothesis 4 by casting light on the importance of other
persons’ voting habits (e.g., a partner or a roommate) in the respondent’s new
household. The voting habits of other household members mean more than the
parents’ voting combined.10 This is interesting, since the members of the new
household will rarely be genetically related to the individual or have had influence
over them during their primary socialization. This indicates that what happens
around the election itself may be very important (people in the same household
may discuss the election, encourage/discourage each other to vote, or even go
to the polls together). The effect is illustrated in Figure 4, where we vary the
average turnout of the household (the respondent herself excluded) when all
other variables in the specification are held at their respective means. As Table
2 also illustrates, the effect is substantial.11

Replacing parental influence with the influence of peers has substantial conse-
quences for the turnout among young adults. The 19,517 young adults included in
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Table 2 lived in households with average turnouts of 46%, compared to a 70% turnout
among their fathers and 71% among their mothers. In other words, when the young
adult leaves home, she comes under the influence of low-voting peers rather than
high-voting parents.12 This seems to contribute substantially to the decline in
observed turnout among those leaving the parental home.

Table 2. Logit model for turnout – eligible adults under 22 not living at home (2009)

(4)

Logistic coef. % effect

Average household vote 2.64∗∗∗ (0.047) 56
Mother voted 0.64∗∗∗ (0.047) 15
Father voted 0.40∗∗∗ (0.046) 9

Current, ongoing education (base ¼ none)
Primary school 0.17 (0.45) 4
High school 0.35∗∗∗ (0.080) 8
Technical training 0.037 (0.057) 1
Higher education (four years or less) 0.45∗∗∗ (0.055) 11
Higher education (five years or more) 0.48 (0.49) 12
Residential stability in 1,000 days at current address 0.040 (0.046) 1
Municipal stability in 1,000 days in current municipality 0.037∗∗∗ (0.0056) 1
Gender (male) -0.17∗∗∗ (0.040) 24
Age in 1,000 days 0.11 (0.25) -
Age in 1,000 days^2 -0.036 (0.14) -
Constant -2.96∗∗∗ (0.63) -

N 19,517
McFadden’s R2 0.31
Chi2/Log Likelihood 4,677/-9,266

Notes: ∗p , 0.05,∗∗p , 0.01,∗∗∗p , 0.001. Standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors
are clustered by households. The effect sizes in column 2 (calculated by SPost for Stata) depict
the percentage point change from a change from the value 0 to the value 1 on dummy variables.
On continuous variables, the value depicts the corresponding effect from changing the variable
in question a half unit below to a half unit above, the mean with other variables held at their
mean (age^2, mother’s age^2, and father’s age^2 are held at the mean of age squared, mother’s
age squared and father’s age squared, respectively). For the sake of space, we have omitted the
following controls: Completed education (three dummies), elementary school average grade,
married (one dummy), ethnicity (two dummies), citizenship (two dummies), mother’s age,
mother’s age^2, mother’s education (four dummies), mother’s income, father’s age, father’s
age^2, father’s education (four dummies), father’s income, average household age, average
household income, average household completed education (four variables), average
household ongoing education (four variables), and municipal fixed effects (42 dummies). Two
cases omitted due to perfect prediction.
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Discussion: Leaving the Nest as a Reconfiguration of the Social Ties of Voting

Young voters enfranchised close to election day vote more often that their slightly
older peers. From age 18 until about age 20, turnout falls off. In this article we
have attempted to contribute to a first explanation of this surprising pattern. Although
we are limited by the cross-sectional nature of our data, we are able to find a number
of interesting patterns. Part of the explanation appears to be residential patterns. At
age 18, 81% (with living parents) live at home. Four years later, the corresponding
figure is a mere 15%. As the young adults leave the nest, the positive influence of
their parents starts to wear off. If both parents vote, for instance, the predicted prob-
ability of voting drops 18 percentage points when the young individual leaves home
(see Figure 3). At the same time, as the parents’ influence diminishes, the young
adults are heavily influenced by their low-voting peers. In other words, this study
indicates that the participation norms met by young adults are highly variable
across adolescence – and not simply low, as suggested previously (Plutzer, 2002).
Hence, while our study does not question previous findings that those over age 21
increasingly vote when they start to settle down, have families of their own, etc., it
does suggest that there is a phase before that – a phase of detachment from
parents in which the likelihood of voting actually decreases.

What is especially interesting from our findings is how the influence from family
and peers seems strong among the young voters and also how changing relationships

Figure 4. Probability of voting as a function of average turnout in the household for indi-
viduals living away from the parental home.
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with family and peers partly can explain why 18–19-year-olds vote more often than
20–21-year-olds. Before the young voters leave the nest they are positively influ-
enced by their parents, but as the leave the nest the probability of voting decreases
as the households in which these young people become imbedded loom larger and
take on heightened importance relative to the household they left.

Some limitations of this present study should be emphasized. First, it is based on
cross-sectional data and thus, even with excellent quality controls, vulnerable to
unobserved unit heterogeneity. A particular concern is the difficulty of taking into
account selection into households with like-minded occupants when examining
those who have left their parents’ home. Second, we cannot preclude reverse causal-
ity – children may influence their parents and if social networks in general matter
each individual simultaneously affects and is affected by her household. Third,
while the models in this study explain a large part of the turnout decline, they do
not explain it all. A residual effect of age remains. One possible explanation that
has previously been suggested to explain decline in turnout has been that past eligi-
bility decreases the likelihood of voting (Konzelmann et al., 2012; Metje, 1991) or
that there is a special “hype” when voting for the first time – a first-time boost.
This may well play a part in the explanation. We experimented with eligibility
dummies for other types of elections and found that eligibility for a European Parlia-
ment election held six months before the municipality election had some effect on
municipality turnout. Nevertheless, the residual effect of age remained the same.

The findings of the study feed into the debate about the age of eligibility. If leaving
the nest of the parents indeed decreases turnout, this could support Franklin’s (2004)
argument that turnout would not necessarily decrease if the age of eligibility was
lowered. When living at home the voting habit of the parents is simply transmitted
more strongly from parent to offspring. Today when voters become eligible at 18
years of age, most young voters have had none or few participatory opportunities
before leaving home. A younger voting age would create more opportunities for
acquiring the habit of voting before leaving home.

In a theoretical perspective, the effect of leaving the nest and subsequent peer effects
are interesting, as they indicate that while primary socialization matters, sharing a roof
with someone matters at least as much. Short-term factors seem to matter at least as
much as long-term factors. The study can also indirectly feed into the literature on
the effect of marriage or of other relationships where it is commonly found that
“social networks” matter (e.g., Klofstad, 2011; Nickerson, 2008; Stoker & Jennings,
1995). This study suggests that living with someone can be a large part of the reason
why close relationships matter. People living together may well discuss the upcoming
election as part of everyday personal relations. Even more importantly, they may go to
the polls together. In that sense, voting is essentially a social act.
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Notes

1. In Denmark it is the municipalities that manage the voter lists. Therefore, acquiring the lists requires the
collaboration of each individual municipality. All 98 municipalities were asked to participate in the
study and 44 accepted. If a municipality accepted, information for all voters in that municipality was pro-
vided. Individuals did not self-select into the study (the few exceptions are described in Bhatti and Hansen
(2012b): note 6). The 44 municipalities vary substantially in electoral size from 2,580 in Fanø to 427,940 in
Copenhagen. The participating municipalities had a similar turnout to the non-participating: less than two
percentage points lower. The slight difference is mainly due to the fact that the four biggest municipalities
participated (Bhatti & Hansen, 2010). We have no reason to believe that the causal patterns should be
different in participating and non-participating municipalities. Municipal fixed effects are included in all
analyses to take into account unexplained systematic variation in turnout rates between them.

2. Statistics Denmark is the official census bureau funded by the state and responsible for compiling stat-
istics from various Danish authorities on all levels.

3. Furthermore, at least one of the following requirements must be met: a) The person is a Danish citizen;
b) the person is a national of another EU member state; c) the person is a national of Iceland or Norway;
or d) the person has held uninterrupted residence in Denmark for the past three years prior to the elec-
tion. Those under guardianship are disenfranchised.

4. For previous pioneer Danish studies employing similar data (see Elklit & Togeby, 2009; Elklit et al.,
2000, 2005).

5. These official addresses can be considered as highly reliable as individuals are obliged by law to notify
the authorities at the latest five days after moving to a new permanent address.

6. Similar ideas can be found in Fieldhouse and Cutts (2012). Stoker and Jennings (1995) present a
similar idea for marriage – the effect of marriage is conditional upon whether the spouse votes.

7. In the regression, we lose about one-third of the original sample. This is primarily due to two factors.
First, more than 40,000 individuals drop out because at least one of the parents does not live in any of
the 44 municipalities for which we have complete turnout information. This possibly produces an over-
representation of individuals that move within a municipality as opposed to from one municipality to
another. If anything, this ought to suppress a negative finding of leaving the nest in Table 1. Since we
do have socio-demographical information for all living citizens, we re-estimated the model excluding
the parental turnout variables for the full sample and for the sample used in Table 1. The results were
almost identical, with slightly more negative effects for leaving the nest in the full sample (as
expected). None of the other variables of interest yielded substantially different results. Second, a
smaller group of individuals drop out due to at least one of the parents being dead or not having
the right to vote in the country. We can include this group by excluding all parental variables.
Again, the coefficients were almost identical, with slightly higher negative coefficients for leaving
the nest in the model that includes young adults with dead parents.

8. For the sake of simplicity, we did not include interactions between the two parents. The interaction
between “lives with mother” and “lives with father” has a negative tendency. The interaction
between “father voted” and “mother voted” is also negative, and the main effects increase. This
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implies that it is particularly important that the young adult is subjected to the voting norm from at least
one of the parents; however, one does not get the full double effect when both vote.

9. This means that the effect of leaving home is not caused by relocating per se. However, we cannot from
our models preclude that moving for the first time creates bigger turmoil than moving in general. If this
is true, part of the effect of moving from the parents would be due to changing social networks and part
of it could be a turmoil effect.

10. We cannot, of course, interpret the entire coefficient for household voting as a causal effect, since the
respondent herself presumably also affects her peers. Even if half of the effect is accounted for by
reverse causation, however, peers are still as influential as parents are (the parents’ coefficients are
probably somewhat less affected by the potential endogeneity problem). The wide range of socio-
demographic controls should limit the selection problems somewhat. However, as mentioned pre-
viously the study is cross-sectional and we cannot preclude that people move in together due to unob-
served selection effects based on political interest.

11. We also experimented with an interaction between residential stability and household voting. The
effect was positive but substantively unimportant. This implies that even though the effect of living
with someone increases slightly over time, living with someone or not is what matters.

12. We also ran a model similar to the one in Table 2, but where all young individuals living with others
were included (including those living in the parental home). We added an indicator for living with
parents and an interaction between living at home and household voting in order to examine the rela-
tive effect of the household when living with parents and peers. The interaction was small and had a
negative tendency indicating that the effect of the household is not lower when living with peers com-
pared to when living with parents.
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Table A1. Descriptive statistics for Table 1

Mean SD Min. Max. N

Voted 0.542 0.498 0 1 89,060
Mother voted 0.754 0.431 0 1 89,060
Father voted 0.745 0.436 0 1 89,060
Lives with mother 0.614 0.487 0 1 89,060
Lives with father 0.527 0.499 0 1 89,060

Current, ongoing education (base ¼ none)
Primary school 0.002 0.043 0 1 89,060
High school 0.266 0.442 0 1 89,060
Technical training 0.198 0.398 0 1 89,060
Higher education (4 years or less) 0.138 0.345 0 1 89,060
Higher education (5 years or more) 0.001 0.026 0 1 89,060

Residential stability (in 1,000 days at current
address) 2.953 2.872 0 8.035 89,060

Municipal stability (in 1,000 days in current
municipality) 5.278 2.833 0 8.035 89,060

Gender (male) 0.507 0.500 0 1 89,060
Age in 1,000 days more than 18 years 0.694 0.417 0 1.46 89,060

Education, completed (base ¼ primary school)
High school 0.349 0.477 0 1 89,060
Technical training 0.045 0.208 0 1 89,060
Higher education (four years or less) 0.002 0.041 0 1 89,060

Elementary school average grade 6.169 2.048 23 12 89,060
Income in DKK 100,000 0.753 0.663 27 40.7 89,060
Married 0.002 0.046 0 1 89,060
Non-Danish, Western ethnicity 0.003 0.058 0 1 89,060
Non-Danish, non-Western ethnicity 0.079 0.269 0 1 89,060
Non-Danish, Western citizen 0.005 0.067 0 1 89,060
Non-Danish, non-Western citizen 0.026 0.159 0 1 89,060
Mother’s age 11.135 1.738 5.15 40.69 89,060

Mother’s education, completed (base ¼ primary school)
High school 0.052 0.222 0 1 89,060
Technical training 0.371 0.483 0 1 89,060
Higher education (four years or less) 0.303 0.460 0 1 89,060
Higher education (five years or more) 0.072 0.258 0 1 89,060
Mother’s income in DKK 100,000 3.319 2.535 227.8 503.2 89,060
Father’s age 12.145 2.066 5.52 24.49 89,060

(Continued)
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Table A1. Continued

Mean SD Min. Max. N

Father’s education, completed (base ¼ primary school)
High school 0.051 0.220 0 1 89,060
Technical training 0.411 0.492 0 1 89,060
Higher education (four years or less) 0.212 0.409 0 1 89,060
Higher education (five years or more) 0.114 0.318 0 1 89,060
Father’s income in DKK 100,000 4.673 7.587 2149.0 580.4 89,060

Notes: Variables have the register date January 1, 2009. Exceptions are education (register date
January 1, 2010 to ensure the correct school year is utilized), residency (register date November
17, 2009), and income (register date January 1, 2008 as no newer income information is
currently available).

Table A2. Descriptive statistics for Table 2 and A3

Mean SD Min. Max. N

Voted 0.443 0.497 0 1 19,519
Average household vote 0.460 0.470 0 1 19,519
Mother voted 0.707 0.455 0 1 19,519
Father voted 0.701 0.458 0 1 19,519

Current, ongoing education (base ¼ none)
Primary school 0.098 0.297 0 1 19,519
High school 0.177 0.382 0 1 19,519
Technical training 0.289 0.453 0 1 19,519
Higher education (four years or less) 0.002 0.039 0 1 19,519
Higher education (five years or more) 0.098 0.297 0 1 19,519

Residential stability in 1,000 days at current
address 0.288 0.395 0 7.949 19,519

Municipal stability in 1,000 days in current
municipality 3.557 3.387 0 8.035 19,519

Gender (male) 0.401 0.490 0 1 19,519
Age in 1,000 days 0.942 0.362 0 1.46 19,519

Education, completed (base ¼ primary
school l)

High school 0.487 0.500 0 1 19,519
Technical training 0.070 0.256 0 1 19,519
Higher education (four years or less) 0.004 0.062 0 1 19,519

Elementary school average grade 6.111 2.098 23 11.5 19,519

(Continued )
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Table A2. Continued

Mean SD Min. Max. N

Income in DKK 100,000 1.020 0.687 22.211 35.20 19,519
Married 0.007 0.084 0 1 19,519
Non-Danish, Western ethnicity 0.004 0.060 0 1 19,519
Non-Danish, non-Western ethnicity 0.119 0.323 0 1 19,519
Non-Danish, Western citizenship 0.006 0.078 0 1 19,519
Non-Danish, non-Western citizenship 0.039 0.195 0 1 19,519
Mother’s age 11.162 1.825 5.69 18.8 19,519

Mother’s education, completed (base ¼ primary school)
High School 0.052 0.221 0 1 19,519
Technical training 0.347 0.476 0 1 19,519
Higher education (four years or less) 0.281 0.450 0 1 19,519
Higher education (five years or more) 0.071 0.257 0 1 19,519
Mother’s income in DKK 100,000 3.164 1.868 213.17 71.56 19,519
Father’s age 12.233 2.144 5.515 23.75 19,519

Father’s education, completed (base ¼ primary school)
High school 0.051 0.219 0 1 19,519
Technical training 0.391 0.488 0 1 19,519
Higher education (four years or less) 0.198 0.398 0 1 19,519
Higher education (five years or more) 0.111 0.314 0 1 19,519
Father’s income in DKK 100,000 4.374 7.258 267.29 528.4 19,519
Average household age 2.967 3.436 0.001 25.78 19,519

Average household income in DKK 100,000 1.654 1.483 211.68 100.2 19,519
Proportion household with a given completed education (base ¼ primary school)
High school 0.378 0.460 0 1 19,519
Technical training 0.184 0.359 0 1 19,519
Higher education (four years or less) 0.070 0.228 0 1 19,519

Higher education (five years or more) 0.017 0.110 0 1 19,519
Proportion household with a given ongoing education (base ¼ none)
Primary school 0.001 0.026 0 1 19,519
High school 0.048 0.199 0 1 19,519
Technical training 0.117 0.304 0 1 19,519
Higher education (four years or less) 0.228 0.398 0 1 19,519
Higher education (five years or more) 0.021 0.131 0 1 19,519

Notes: variables have the register date January 1, 2009. Exceptions are education (register date
January 1, 2010 to ensure the correct school year is utilized), residency (register date November
17, 2009), and income (register date January 1, 2008 as no newer income information is
currently available).
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Table A3. Full model for Table 2 (excluding 43 municipal dummies)

Logistic coef. % effect

Average household vote 2.64∗∗∗ (0.047) 56
Mother voted 0.64∗∗∗ (0.047) 15
Father voted 0.40∗∗∗ (0.046) 9

Current, ongoing education (base ¼ none)
Primary school 0.17 (0.45) 4
High school 0.35∗∗∗ (0.080) 8
Technical training 0.037 (0.057) 1
Higher education (four years or less) 0.45∗∗∗ (0.055) 11
Higher education (five years or more) 0.48 (0.49) 12
Residential stability in 1,000 days at current address 0.040 (0.046) 1
Municipal stability in 1,000 days in current municipality 0.037∗∗∗ (0.0056) 1
Age in 1,000 days 0.11 (0.25) -
Age in 1,000 days^2 20.036 (0.14) -

Education, completed (base ¼ primary school)
High school 0.097 (0.064) 2
Technical training 0.12 (0.078) 3
Higher education (four years or less) 20.14 (0.28) -3
Elementary school grade average 0.12∗∗∗ (0.013) 3
Income in DKK 100,000 20.071∗ (0.033) -2
Married 0.056 (0.20) 1

Ethnicity (base ¼ Danish)
Non-Danish, Western ethnicity (e.g., Europe, US) 20.35 (0.34) -8
Non-Danish, non-Western ethnicity (e.g., Middle East) 20.35∗∗∗ (0.085) -8
Citizenship (base ¼ Danish)
Non-Danish, Western citizenship 0.098 (0.27) 2
Non-Danish, non-Western citizenship 0.042 (0.13) 1
Mother’s age 20.027 (0.11) -
Mother’s age^2 0.0015 (0.0048) -

Mother’s education, completed (base ¼ primary school)
High school 20.16 (0.092) -4
Technical training 20.092 (0.050) -2
Higher education (four years or less, e.g., BA) 0.16∗∗ (0.057) 4
Higher education (five years or more, e.g., MA) 0.35∗∗∗ (0.096) 9
Mother’s income in DKK 100,000 20.0079 (0.011) 0
Father’s age 0.018 (0.084) -
Father’s age^2 20.00068 (0.0032) -

(Continued )

Leaving the Nest and the Social Act of Voting 405

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

C
op

en
ha

ge
n 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 L

ib
ra

ry
] 

at
 0

1:
19

 1
9 

N
ov

em
be

r 
20

12
 



Table A3. Continued

Logistic coef. % effect

Father’s education, completed (base ¼ primary school)
High school 0.014 (0.091) 0
Technical training 20.064 (0.048) 22
Higher education (four years or less) 0.013 (0.061) 0
Higher education (five years or more) 0.14 (0.082) 4
Father’s income in DKK 100,000 20.0049∗ (0.0023) 0
Avg. age of household 20.032 (0.018) -
Avg. age of household^2 20.00094 (0.00099) -
Avg. household income in DKK 100,000 20.076∗∗∗ (0.020) 22

Education, completed (base ¼ primary school)
Proportion of household, high school 20.014 (0.063) 0
Proportion of household, technical training 20.048 (0.064) 21
Proportion of household, higher education (four years or

less)
20.017 (0.11) 0

Proportion of household, higher education (five years or
more)

0.14 (0.19) 3

Current, ongoing education (base ¼ none)
Proportion of household, primary school 0.67 (0.58) 17
Proportion of household, high school 20.043 (0.10) 21
Proportion of household, technical training 0.037 (0.065) 1
Proportion of household, higher education (four years or

less)
20.023 (0.063) 21

Proportion of household, higher education (five years or
more)

20.17 (0.17) 24

Constant -2.96∗∗∗ (0.63) -

N 19,517
McFadden’s R2 0.31
Chi2/Log Likelihood 9,266/4,677
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