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Abstract 

 

Purpose – The validity of the three factor theory of satisfaction in explaining 

consumer decision making for products and services is well established.  This paper 

explains voter perceptions and voting behaviour in the 2010 UK General Election on 

the basis of this theory, by evaluating the differential impact of government 

performance on key political issues defined as hierarchical voter satisfaction factor 

types.   

  

Design/methodology/approach – British Election Survey (2010) data is used to test 

the relative influence of hierarchical voter satisfaction factor types in predicting: (1) 

the perceived overall performance of the former Labour government; (2) actual voting 

behaviour.  Sequential and multinomial logistic regression models are used in (1) and 

(2), respectively. 

Findings – ‘Basic’ factors explain more of the variance in perceived overall 

government performance and voting behaviour than ‘performance’ factors.  There are 

significant positive main and interaction effects on Conservative and Liberal 

Democrat party votes from Labour’s under performance on the ‘basic’ factors.  The 

results have important implications for political marketing and voting behaviour 

research. 

Originality/value – The study establishes the relevance of the three factor theory of 

satisfaction within a political marketing context.  It demonstrates that, controlling for 

party loyalty, perceived government performance on the hierarchical voter satisfaction 

factors explains voter perceptions and voting behaviour to a significant degree.  In 

particular, it highlights the criticality for voting behaviour of both the direct and 

indirect impacts of ‘basic’ factor under performance.    
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Introduction 
 

In recent decades the study of political marketing has emerged as a ‘significant area of 

international research in contemporary marketing’ (Harris and Lock, 2010, p.297) 

with a number of different trajectories.  One of these trajectories has been the 

application of consumer behaviour theory to voting behaviour (Ben-ur and Newman, 

2010; Newman, 1999; Newman, 2002; Newman and Sheth, 1985).  A number of 

factors have been found to influence the decisions of voters including: demographics, 

involvement, issues and policies, social imagery, emotion, candidate image, current 

events, personal events, epistemic issues, identity and partisanship.  Our study, while 

in the tradition of attempting to understand voter perceptions and behaviour, 

represents a departure from the existing models in this stream of political marketing, 

in that it explains voting behaviour using the ‘three factor theory of satisfaction’ 

(Kano et al, 1984).  The validity of the ‘three factor theory’ to explain consumer 

satisfaction and behavioural intention has been established in other areas of marketing 

(e.g. Deng and Pei, 2009; Matzler et al, 2004; Mittal et al, 1998), but hitherto its 

relevance to political marketing, and in particular to explaining actual voting 

behaviour remains untested. 

 

Traditional models of consumer satisfaction are based on the assumption that 

attribute-level performance and both overall satisfaction and behaviour, or 

behavioural intention, are linked through a linear and symmetrical relationship.  As 

attribute performance increases, satisfaction and intention to both positively endorse 

the product or service and to repurchase also increase, the opposite being the case 

when attribute performance decreases.  However, an increasing body of research has 

found evidence to show that the relationship between attribute-level product 

performance and both satisfaction and behavioural intention is nonlinear and 

asymmetrical for certain product and service attributes (e.g. Deng and Pei, 2009; Oh, 

2001; Matzler et al, 2003).  This relationship is explained by the three factor theory, 

which is underpinned by the notion of a dynamic importance construct, i.e. the 

connection between the perceived performance and perceived importance of attributes 

is causal. Thus, when performance changes importance also changes according to the 

downward sloping performance-importance response (PIR) function, which is 

typically steeper at lower than higher performance due to higher sensitivity to the 

former (Deng et al, 2008; Matzler and Sauerwein, 2002; Sampson and Showalter, 

1999).  Within a political marketing context, it follows that where an issue is 

important for voters, under performance by a political party on this issue is likely to 

have a negative impact on votes ceteris paribus.  It is therefore surprising that voting 

behaviour has not yet been considered within the context of the three factor theory of 

satisfaction despite the growing body of research relating to voters as consumers 

(O’Cass, 2002).    

 

The purpose of this research was to assess the predictive ability of a voting 

behaviour model based on the three factor theory of satisfaction using data from the 

2010 UK General Election. The model uses measures of voter satisfaction with 

Labour government performance on nine issues over their previous term of office as 

independent variables.  The validity of this approach is supported by the fact that 
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‘only important issues really affect voting’ (Konstantinidis, 2008 p. 325).  We 

examined the impact of both party loyalty and voter satisfaction factor type, 

controlling for loyalty, on both the perceived overall performance of the Labour 

government and on actual voting behaviour in 2010.   

 

Theoretical Background and Hypotheses 

 

Predicting Voting Behaviour 

 

Some of the earliest interest in voters as consumers emanates from consumer research 

studies largely undertaken in the 1970s, which focussed on demographic variables and 

the notion of involvement in various U.S electoral contests (Nakanishi, Cooper and 

Kassarjian, 1974; Rothschild, 1978; Swinyard and Conney, 1978).  A limitation of 

this early research is that it uses a variety of variables, communication tools and 

electoral contexts which limits its theoretical and empirical utility.  However, this was 

followed by a major theoretical advancement in voter behaviour prediction (Newman, 

1981; Newman and Sheth, 1985).  Newman and Sheth (1985) predicted political 

choices with over 90% accuracy, by using seven variables: issues and policies, social 

imagery, emotional feelings, candidate image, current events, personal events in the 

voter’s life, and epistemic issues.  Interestingly, their model exceeds predictions 

which were made on the basis of either demographics or involvement.  It was later 

refined to a five variable predictive model based on political issues, social imagery, 

candidate personality, situational contingency and epistemic value (Newman and 

Sheth, 1987).  The model has been replicated on a number of occasions (Ben-ur and 

Newman, 2010; Newman, 1999; Newman, 2002).  Its fundamental axiom is that 

voters are consumers of service offered by a politician or political party, and the 

results consistently demonstrate the impressive predictive utility of the model.  For 

example, Newman’s (2002) study showed 98.9% and 97.8% predictive accuracy for 

party and candidate choice, and Ben-ur and Newman’s (2010) model achieved 93% 

predictive accuracy for a party candidate.  More recently, the original model 

(Newman and Sheth, 1985) has been adapted and re-examined in international 

comparative studies.  The variables included issues and policies, current events, 

candidate image, personal events, social imagery, epistemic issues, media and 

emotion (See Cwalina et al, 2004; 2010). The results indicate that while the model is 

useful as a theoretical framework for predictive analysis of voter behaviour, not all the 

variables are relevant; the variables with greatest predictive power will be determined 

on an election by election basis (O’Cass, 2002).  

 

O’Cass (2002) returns to the notion of political involvement and to 

demographics in his study of a contested seat in the Federal Lower House of 

Representatives in Australia.  He found that involvement was influenced by gender 

and education level, and that involvement affects satisfaction with politics and choice 

of both candidate and party.  O’Cass and Nataraajan (2003), using data collected from 

an Australian state election, found that voter concern significantly influences voter 

involvement.  They also showed that voter involvement influences both voter 

confidence and satisfaction, and that voter confidence influences satisfaction.  A 

further study by O’Cass (2003) found that locus of control over political 
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circumstances influences voter decision involvement and vice-versa, and that voters’ 

perception of risk influences their level of involvement.  Additionally, voter feelings 

and involvement were found to influence voter satisfaction, while voter feelings, 

involvement and satisfaction all individually influenced voting stability.   

 

Baines et al (2003) examined national policies, local policies, leaders, values 

and candidates as indicators of voting behaviour during the 2001 British General 

Election.  They found that respondents’ perceived performance on these issues 

predicted voting intention more effectively than their perceived importance, voter 

demographics or characteristics.  Moreover, in a later study, based on the 2005 British 

General Election, Baines et al (2005) found that party image perceptions are also 

better predictors of voting intention than demographics for major U.K political 

parties.  

 

More recent studies have employed alternative approaches in an attempt to 

understand voting behaviour in specific political contexts.  Newman (2007) has 

undertaken a longitudinal analysis of U.S. elections between 1980 and 2000 using 

fuzzy set analysis.  French and Smith (2010) have adopted a mental mapping 

approach to understand how voters view U.K political brands.  Phillips et al (2010)  

used means end laddering to examine how voters may be segmented in accordance 

with their decision processes to facilitate campaign message design.  Additionally, 

Baines et al (2011) used longitudinal real time tracking studies of floating voters in 

the 2010 British General Election to gain insights into how communication channel 

experiences influence floating voter decisions. 

 

Voter Loyalty 

 

The concept of loyalty and its influence on voting behaviour has been under 

researched in the political marketing literature, although there has been some limited 

discussion in terms of political brand loyalty.  Needham (2006) argues that political 

parties, like business organisations, need to focus on repeat business given the 

proliferation of choice and social dealignment.  Butler and Collins (1994) have also 

discussed the issue of voter loyalty in regard to the tactical voter or counter-consumer, 

who may vote for a party (or candidate) which is not their first choice in order to 

prevent an unwanted party/candidate winning an electoral contest.  Moreover, Gerber 

et al (2010) have examined the influence of partisan identification on political 

outcomes and found a causal relationship between partisanship and voting behaviour.  

 

Loyalty’s lack of consideration in political marketing appears to reflect the 

debate over the meaning of the loyalty construct in the wider marketing literature.  

Day (1969) argued that loyalty consists of both attitudinal and behavioural 

dimensions, while in the context of branding, Jacoby and Chestnut’s (1978) seminal 

text referred to a wide range of competing loyalty measures.  Nevertheless, a 

significant number of methodologically robust quantitative studies in the last 20 years 

have continued to examine brand loyalty from the behavioural perspective (e.g. 

Bayus, 1992; Dekimpe et al, 1997; Liu, 2007; Sharp, 2010).  
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Dick and Basu (1994, p. 99) define customer loyalty “as the strength of the 

relationship between an individual’s relative attitude and repeat patronage”.  They 

note that customer loyalty can be affected by cognitive, affective and conative 

antecedents.  They also contend that there can be: (1) latent loyalty where there is low 

repeat patronage despite a high relative attitude towards the brand, and (2) spurious 

loyalty where there is a high level of repeat patronage but low relative attitude 

towards the brand (ibid p. 101).  Oliver (1999) classifies loyalty according to four 

sequential phases: cognitive, affective, conative, and action loyalty, a typology which 

has been influential in the design of a number of other studies (e.g. Evanschitzky and 

Wunderlich, 2006; Olsen et al., 2013; Yi and La, 2004).  

 

There is debate within the literature as to whether satisfaction automatically 

leads to consumer loyalty.  A stream of research has shown that the satisfaction 

loyalty link is a complicated and sometimes unpredictable relationship (Anderson and 

Mittal, 2000; Agustin and Singh, 2005; Baumann et al, 2012; Mittal, and Lassar, 

1998; Mittal and Kamakura, 2001; Oliva et al, 1992).  Nevertheless, a number of 

studies have found a relationship between satisfaction and intention to purchase (e.g. 

Cronin et al, 1992; Oliver, 1980; Oliver and Swan, 1989).  However, it should be 

noted that intention does not necessarily lead to action (Oliver op cit).   

 

More recently, the focus of loyalty has begun to shift to understanding 

attitudinal loyalty and how it influences the relationships consumers have with their 

brands (e.g. Aurier and Lanauze, 2012).  For example, Fournier and Yao (1997) use 

qualitative methods to critique the ‘black and white’ dichotomous notion of brand 

loyalty/ brand disloyalty, and argue for a refocus of research on consumer brand 

relationships.  Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Alemán (2001) have also examined 

customer trust in the context of consumer brand loyalty.  In addition, whilst earlier 

loyalty research tended to examine products, more recent studies have focussed on the 

service sector (e.g. Han et al, 2008; Harris and Ezeh, 2008; Moore et al, 2012).   

Within this context, Wirtz and Mattilla (2003) have argued that consumers are loyal to 

services to reduce risk in their consumption behaviour.  This resonates with the 

fundamental maxim of Newman and Sheth’s (1985) predictive model of voter 

behaviour: voters are consumers of service offered by a politician or political party.  

From this perspective, loyalty is defined behaviourally as repeat voting for the same 

political party.  Within the framework of our study, it was important to identify the 

influence of loyalty on voter perceptions of party performance and on voting 

behaviour, and then control for loyalty to test the relevance of the three factor theory.  

We therefore hypothesised that: 

 

H1. Loyalty has a significant influence on perceived political party performance; 

H2. Loyalty has a significant influence on voting behaviour. 

 

The Factor Theory of Satisfaction in Politics 

 

Prior research has confirmed the existence of three types of hierarchical factors based 

on their importance in relation to overall performance or satisfaction (e.g. Anderson 

and Mittal, 2000; Deng and Pei, 2009; Matzler and Sauerwein, 2002; Ting and Chen, 
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2002).  We have reinterpreted Matzler et al.’s (2004) description of the three factors 

(basic, excitement and performance factors) to conceptualise the theory of voter 

satisfaction within a political marketing context, as follows:  

 

1. Basic factors (dissatisfiers).  These are minimum requirements that cause 

voter dissatisfaction if they are not delivered, but do not result in voter 

satisfaction if they are delivered.  

2. Excitement factors (satisfiers).  These factors increase voter satisfaction if 

delivered but do not result in voter dissatisfaction if not delivered.  They 

surprise and delight the voter.  

3. Performance factors (hybrid factors). These factors produce satisfaction for 

voters if delivered and lead to dissatisfaction for voters if they are missing. 

 

Theoretically, excitement factors become important determinants of voter 

satisfaction when overall performance is high, but are unimportant when overall 

performance is low. Conversely, basic factors are critical when performance is low 

and their influence on overall voter satisfaction decreases when performance 

increases.  By comparison, performance factors produce voter satisfaction when 

performance is high and dissatisfaction when performance is low.  It therefore follows 

that if either important performance factors or basic factors are perceived to be under 

performing, the negative impact on voter satisfaction is likely to be substantial, 

whereas under performance on excitement or unimportant performance factors is 

likely to be less critical.  This paper tests the relevance of the factor theory of 

satisfaction in the context of voter perceptions and behaviour.  It does this by 

examining the differential effects of the Labour party’s performance on issues which 

fulfil basic requirements and minimise voter dissatisfaction (basic factors), compared 

with those which add value and increase voter satisfaction (excitement factors) and 

those which do both (performance factors).  Given the result in the 2010 UK General 

Election i.e. Labour party defeat, we therefore hypothesised, while controlling for 

loyalty (based on voting behaviour in the 2005 General Election), that: 

 

H3. Basic factor performance has the highest impact on the perceived overall 

performance of the Labour party;  

H4. Basic factor performance has the highest impact on voting behaviour. 

 

Methodology 

 

Participants and Variables 

The British Election Study (BES, 2010) data set (n = 927) was used as the sample for 

the study; all demographic details are provided in Table 1. The BES (2010) data set 

provided respondent ratings on the former Labour government’s ‘handling’ of nine 

key issues: crime, immigration, NHS, terrorism, the economy (generally), war in 

Afghanistan, the financial crisis, education and taxation.  These performance 

measures, together with the data set’s measure of the perceived overall performance 

of the former Labour government, facilitated the testing of the factor theory of 

satisfaction in this context.  The BES (2010) data set also featured each respondent’s 

voting behaviour in both the 2010 and 2005 UK General Elections; this  provided a 
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behavioural measure of loyalty: ‘action loyalty’ (Oliver, 1999).  The impact of both 

party loyalty and the former Labour government’s handling of each of the nine issues, 

statistically controlling for loyalty, on their perceived overall performance as a 

government and on voting behaviour in the 2010 election, could therefore be assessed. 

Sequential multiple regression and multinomial logistic regression models, 

respectively, were used for this purpose.  

 

The use of policies as performance measures in the context of the factor theory 

of satisfaction is supported by the criticality of the concept of market orientation in a 

political marketing context (Ormrod and Henneberg, 2010a; 2010b) in that party 

policies must satisfy voters. As such, party performance on key policies is a viable 

measure of voter satisfaction. We acknowledge that a range of factors in addition to 

policy issues have been found to influence voter perceptions and behaviour (e.g. 

Baines et al, 2011; Cwalina et al, 2004; 2010; O’Cass, 2002; Newman and Sheth, 

1987).  However, they were either not suitable for use as performance measures, not 

directly comparable with the policy issue performance measures because of the 

response set or scale formats which were used in the BES (2010), or not measured in 

the survey and therefore unavailable. By comparison, the directly comparable policy 

issue ratings enabled both their classification as hierarchical voter satisfaction factor 

types and the evaluation of their differential impact on perceived overall performance 

and voting behaviour. This, in turn, enabled an assessment of the viability of the 

factor theory of satisfaction in regard to explaining voter perceptions and behaviour in 

the 2010 UK General Election.     

The scaled data for both perceptions of the former Labour government’s 

‘handling’ of the nine issues and the ‘general performance’ measure was reverse 

coded (using the original labels) from low positive values to low negative values.  As 

such, perceptions of the former Labour government’s handling of the issues was 

assessed on 5-point scales, labelled ‘Very Badly’ (1), ‘Fairly Badly’ (2), ‘Neither’ (3), 

‘Fairly Well’ (4) and ‘Very Well’ (5).  The perceived overall performance of the 

former Labour government was assessed on a 5-point  scale, labelled ‘Very Bad Job’ 

(1), ‘Bad Job’(2), ‘Neither’ (3), ‘Good Job’ (4) and ‘Very Good Job’ (5). 

 

Table 1 about here  
 

Method of Classification for the Hierarchical Factors 

 

The hierarchical factor structure of the nine key issues and the asymmetric impact of 

the Labour party’s handling of the issues on their perceived overall performance in the 

2010 election were identified using penalty-reward contrast analysis.  Regression 

analysis with dummy variables was employed to identify value-enhancing 

requirements (excitement factors) and minimum requirements (basic factors), together 

with the performance (hybrid) factors (Matzler et al, 2004; Matzler and Sauerwein, 

2002).  Firstly, subjects’ ratings on the Labour party’s handling of each of the nine 

variables were recoded to form dummy variables.  The ‘handled very well’ ratings 

were recoded to form the dummy variables to quantify excitement factors (value of 0), 

while ‘handled fairly badly’ and ‘handled very badly’ ratings were used to form 

dummy variables expressing basic factors (value of 1).  Secondly, ratings on the 
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perceived overall performance scale were then regressed against the dummy variables 

expressed as ‘penalties’ and ‘rewards’ to identify the hierarchical factor types (Brandt, 

1988).  For each of the nine issues, two measures were therefore obtained: i.e. how 

high and low performance by the Labour party on the particular issue impacted on 

their perceived overall performance.  Partial correlation coefficients were used instead 

of standardized multiple regression coefficients.  The former represent a measure of 

the linear association between Labour’s perceived overall performance, as the 

dependent variable, and the perceived performance of each independent variable after 

adjusting for the linear effect of the other issues; this ensures that the potential effects 

of multicollinearity among the independent variables is avoided (Hair et al, 2009).  

The constant in the regression equation is the average of all the referent groups on 

perceived overall performance.  As such, ‘penalties’ are expressed as the amount 

subtracted from the constant i.e. low perceived performance and ‘rewards’ represent 

the amount added to the constant i.e. high perceived performance (Matzler et al, 

2004).  If the reward exceeds the penalty, the issue is considered to be an excitement 

factor or satisfier and if the penalty exceeds the reward, the issue is a basic factor or 

‘dissatisfier’.  If the reward and penalty are equal, there is a symmetrical relationship 

between the party’s handling of the issue and their perceived overall performance; in 

other words, the issue (performance factor) results in a favourable perception of their 

overall performance, if it was handled well, but an unfavourable perception if it was 

handled badly (Figure 1).   

 

Figure 1 about here 

 

Results and Discussion 

 

The Satisfaction Factor Structure of the Key Political Issues  

 

The results of the analysis show that the nine key issues identified in the British 

Election Study (BES, 2010) vary in their impact on the perceived overall performance 

of the Labour party at high (good) and low (poor) levels of handling.  The Labour 

party’s handling of two of the issues: immigration and terrorism, has no significant 

impact on perceived overall performance.  As such, they could not be classified as 

hierarchical voter satisfaction factor types.  Had they reached significance, the 

reward/penalty balance (Figure 1) suggests they are performance factors.    

 

Four of the issues can be classified as ‘basic’ factors or ‘dissatisfiers’: crime, 

the economy (generally), war in Afghanistan and taxation.  This is because their 

negative impact on perceived overall performance is disproportionately large and 

statistically significant when their handling is poor, but insignificant and either non-

existent or small when their handling is good.  For crime and taxation, there is no 

positive impact on perceived overall performance even when the party’s handling of 

these issues was rated highly; there is only a statistically significant penalty for under 

performance on these issues. For the economy (generally) and war in Afghanistan, the 

reward for high perceived performance on these issues has no significant impact on 

perceived overall performance.  By contrast, there is a significant negative impact on 

perceived overall performance, particularly in the case of the economy (generally).  
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The penalty for under-performing on the latter is considerable, and far outweighs that 

for the other three basic factors, which have similar negative impacts.  This shows that 

handling of the economy (generally) is the most critical basic factor by a considerable 

margin, i.e. the key dissatisfier; it also indicates that an intra-group two-tier hierarchy 

exists within the basic factors. 

 

The three remaining issues are ‘performance’ factors: NHS, financial crisis 

and education because there are statistically significant penalties for poor performance 

on the issues, and significant rewards for high performance in all three cases.  

Education has higher rewards and penalties than either the NHS or financial crisis, but 

there is considerable scope in all three cases for either positive or negative impact on 

overall performance depending on the party’s handling of the issue.  It should also be 

noted that while the reward for good handling and the penalty for poor handling of 

both education and the financial crisis are relatively well balanced, for the NHS the 

reward for good performance is outweighed by the penalty for poor performance.  Not 

surprisingly, no excitement factors were identified because the nine variables 

represent key issues which are critically important for voters.  Table 2 provides a 

summary of the issues as hierarchical voter satisfaction factor types.    

 

Table 2 about here 

 

The Impact of Loyalty and Hierarchical Factor Type on the Former Labour  

Government’s Perceived Overall Performance 

 

The results from sequential multiple regression analyses showing the relative impact 

of the former Labour government’s handling of the nine key issues on their perceived 

overall performance in shown in Table 3.  First, the influence of party loyalty, based 

on votes for Labour, Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats in the 2005 General 

Election, was examined (Model 1) and subsequently controlled for.  The result shows 

that overall the net effect of voting behaviour in the 2005 General Election has a 

highly significant negative influence and explains 33% of the variance in the Labour 

party’s perceived overall performance.   

 

Table 3 about here 

 

Model 2 shows the significant impact of voting in 2010 on perceived overall  

performance and the results from a one-way ANOVA (Table 4) show that the 

negative impact is the net result of significant differences in loyalty (F = 280.04; df = 

2; p<0.001) to the Conservative party (M = 1.72; SD = 0.85) and Liberal Democrat 

party (M = 2.88; SD = 1.18) versus Labour loyalty (M = 4.07; SD = 0.70). 

Furthermore, a post hoc test showed highly significant differences in perceived former 

Labour government performance on all nine issues on the basis of loyalty to all three 

parties.  In all cases, Labour voter ratings were significantly higher than Liberal 

Democrat voter ratings which, in turn, were significantly higher than Conservative 

voter ratings.  As such, hypothesis 1 (Loyalty has a significant influence on perceived 

political party performance) is supported.   
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Table 4 about here 

 

There was also a statistically significant strong association between voting in 

2005 and voting in 2010 by party (χ
2
 = 486.63; p<0.001; Cramer’s V = 0.65) (Table 

5).  It is interesting to note that 88.89% of subjects who voted Conservative in 2005 

voted for them in 2010, 82.52% of subjects who voted Liberal Democrat in 2005 

voted for them in 2010, and 63% of those who voted Labour in 2005 remained loyal 

in 2010.  Moreover, just under one quarter (24.55%) of those voting Labour in 2005 

voted Liberal Democrat in 2010 and 12.45% voted Conservative; by comparison, only 

8.74% and 1.52% of those voting Liberal Democrat and Conservative respectively in 

2005 switched to Labour in 2010.  Hypothesis 2 (Loyalty has a significant influence 

on voting behaviour) is therefore supported.  

 

Table 5 about here 

 

Model 3 in Table 3 shows that when the effects of loyalty are statistically 

controlled for, Labour’s perceived handling of the nine key issues explains 73% (an 

additional 58%) of the variance in Labour’s perceived overall performance.  Five of 

the issues make significant individual positive contributions to the overall 

performance after the effects of voting in 2005 and 2010 are controlled.  Not 

surprisingly, the former Labour government’s poor handling of the economy 

(generally) (BF), the primary dissatisfier, makes the largest contribution.  The former 

government’s handling of crime (BF) and taxation (BF) also have significant impacts 

on their perceived overall performance, although the effect of the latter was expected 

to be higher given the comparative penalty for low performance in taxation (Figure 1).  

Moreover, it is notable that war in Afghanistan (BF) fails to have a significant impact 

on the party’s overall performance.  This result also supports the notion of an intra-

group hierarchy among the basic factors.  More importantly, it shows that basic factor 

under performance explains most of the variance (0.64) in Labour’s perceived overall 

performance compared with performance factor impact (financial crisis: 0.14; 

education: 0.10; NHS: not statistically significant).  Hypothesis 3 (Basic factor 

performance has the highest impact on the perceived overall performance of the 

Labour party) is therefore supported.  

 

The Impact of Hierarchical Satisfaction Factor Type on Voting Behaviour in 2010 
 

To assess the impact of hierarchical satisfaction factor type on voting behaviour in the 

2010 General Election and to test for main and interaction effects, a multinomial 

logistic regression model was used.  The model accurately classifies 85.9% of Labour 

votes and 89.5% of Conservative votes, but only 38.6% of Liberal Democrat votes in 

2010 (Table 6).  The weak prediction of the latter may result from the relatively small 

size of the party by total votes in comparison with Labour and Conservative parties.  

This means that given the constituency based voting system in the U.K, the Liberal 

Democrat party will not gain seats in proportion to their total market share because 

the latter is spread unevenly across constituencies.  Therefore, in some constituencies, 

Liberal Democrat supporters may have voted tactically based on their expectations of 

realistic outcomes.  Such tactical voting may be an issue for all parties, but is more 

acute for smaller parties in the UK given the ‘first past the post’ system of British 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/EJM-08-2014-0524


'This article is © Emerald Group Publishing and permission has been granted for this 
version to appear here (http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/EJM-08-2014-0524). Emerald does not 
grant permission for this article to be further copied/distributed or hosted elsewhere 
without the express permission from Emerald Group Publishing Limited.' 

 

 

parliamentary elections.  The model may therefore have performed more satisfactorily 

with a proportional system of voting.  However, the model has performed well overall 

given that voters in the UK resolve some incongruities between partisanship and 

policy evaluation through selective attribution, i.e. favoured parties are not always 

blamed for policy failures, while less favoured parties are not always credited with 

policy successes (Marsh and Tilley, 2010).  Moreover, some inaccuracy may have 

also resulted from distortion relating to retrospective or hypothetical evaluations of 

opposition party competence to handle key issues in the absence of proven capability 

in office over the same time period (Green and Jennings, 2012).  

 

The results (Table 6) show that there are significant main and interaction 

effects for the key issues.  The first section shows the significant effects for each of 

the key issues on Conservative party votes in 2010 with Labour votes as the referent 

group, while the other variables in the model are held constant.  There are significant 

main effects on Conservative party votes from Labour’s poor performance on four of 

the nine issues: handling of crime (BF); education (PF); the financial crisis (PF); 

taxation (BF).  The β statistics represent the multinomial logit estimates for the impact 

of the former government’s handling of these issues on Conservative votes relative to 

Labour votes.  For a one unit improvement in Labour’s handling of these issues, the 

log-odds of voting Conservative would decrease by 0.97 units (crime), 0.73 units 

(education), 0.47 units (financial crisis) and 0.35 units (taxation).  The Exp β statistics 

represent the odds ratios for the predictors.  All figures (<1) indicate that the risk of 

the outcome falling in the comparison group (voting Conservative), relative to the 

referent group (voting Labour), significantly decreases as the perception of Labour’s 

handling of the issue improves.  The confidence intervals (CI) for crime and education 

indicate that the relationship between the dependent and independent variables in this 

sample is true of the voting population.  For financial crisis and taxation, the 

confidence intervals indicate that the direction of this relationship may be unstable in 

the population as a whole and this limits the generalisability of these particular 

findings.  The results suggest that had Labour’s performance on these four issues, but 

particularly crime (BF) and education (PF), been better they would have gained more 

votes from those who voted Conservative.  

 

Table 6 about here 

 

While there are main effects for only four of the issues, there are significant 

interaction effects between six of them: handling of the economy (generally) (BF); 

taxation (BF); crime (BF); immigration (U); financial crisis (PF); war in Afghanistan 

(BF).  Notably, all of the basic factors have significant interaction effects.  The 

interaction of  handling of the economy (generally) (BF) and taxation (BF), together 

with the interaction of handling of crime (BF) and the financial crisis (PF), and the 

interaction of their handling of war in Afghanistan (BF) and the financial crisis (PF) 

all have significant negative impacts. For perceived improvements in these particular 

combinations, the log-odds of voting Conservative rather than Labour would decrease 

by 1.47, 1.00 and 0.79 units, respectively. This result lends support to hypothesis 4 

(Basic factor performance has the highest impact on voting behaviour). It also 

indicates that there were additional votes to be gained from improvements in the 
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handling of these issues over and above those from the direct effects from the 

improvements.   

 

The interaction effect of the former government’s handling of crime (BF) and 

the economy generally (BF), and their handling of immigration (U) and the financial 

crisis (PF) are also significant. However, for perceived improvements in the combined 

handling of crime and the economy (generally), the multinomial log-odds of voting 

Conservative rather than Labour would increase by 1.40 rather than decrease, and the 

confidence intervals indicate that this is true of the voting population. This effect may 

result from loyalty to the Conservative party combined with factor type and both 

perceived performance and importance of the issues from the perspective of 

Conservative voters. Handling of crime and the economy (generally) are basic factors.  

As such, the positive impact of improved performance may be negligible given that 

Conservative voters’ perceived performance of the former government’s handling of 

crime and the economy (generally) was rated as poor and ranked 4
th

 (mean: 2.03) and 

7
th

 (mean: 1.80) out of nine, respectively (Table 4); this may explain why the voters 

were not inclined to switch.  Moreover, although crime is ranked fourth in importance 

from the country's perspective, it is ranked seventh from a personal perspective (Table 

7).  Therefore, given the high importance of the economy (generally) from both 

country and personal perspectives, it is likely that the combined effects of party 

loyalty and low perceived performance have accounted for this anomaly. Immigration 

was unable to be classified as a hierarchical voter satisfaction factor type; we have 

therefore excluded its interaction with the financial crisis from the discussion. 

 

The last section of Table 6 shows the significant main and interaction effects 

for the key issues on Liberal Democrat party votes in 2010 with Labour votes as the 

referent group, while the other variables in the model are held constant.  There are 

significant main effects on Liberal Democrat party votes from Labour’s poor 

performance on four of the classified issues: handling of crime (BF); education (PF); 

war in Afghanistan (BF); taxation (BF), three of which are basic factors.  Immigration 

(U) is again excluded from the discussion because it was unable to be classified as a 

hierarchical voter satisfaction factor type.  For a one unit perceived improvement in 

the handling of the classified  issues, the multinomial log-odds of voting Liberal 

Democrat rather than Labour would decrease by 0.63 units (crime), 0.63 units 

(education), 0.43 units (war in Afghanistan) and 0.36 units (taxation).  Moreover, the 

confidence intervals show that the results are generalizable, which indicates that had 

Labour’s performance on these issues, particularly on crime and education, been more 

favorably perceived they would have gained more votes from those who voted Liberal 

Democrat.  Therefore overall, the results indicate that improvements in five of the 

issues: handling of crime (BF), education (PF), taxation (BF), the financial crisis (PF) 

and war in Afghanistan (BF), but particularly the first three, would have significantly 

increased the number of votes for Labour at the expense of both Conservative and 

Liberal Democrat votes.  By comparison, improvements in Labour’s handling of the 

financial crisis (PF) would have persuaded Conservative voters to vote Labour 

whereas improvements in their handling of war in Afghanistan (BF) would have 

persuaded Liberal Democrat voters to vote Labour.   
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There are significant interaction effects between four of the issues.  As was the 

case with the Conservative comparison group, the interaction of the former 

government’s handling of the economy (generally) (BF) and taxation (BF) produced 

the largest highly significant effect.  For the combined effect of perceived 

improvements in these two areas, the log-odds of voting Liberal Democrat rather than 

Labour would be expected to decrease by 1.16.  The Exp β statistic for this interaction 

indicates that the risk of voting Liberal Democrat relative to voting Labour 

significantly decreases as the effect of the perception of Labour’s handling of the 

issues in combination improves.  This also lends support to hypothesis 4.   

 

By contrast, the interaction effect of the former government’s handling of the 

NHS (PF) and war in Afghanistan (BF) indicates that for combined improvements in 

these two areas, the log-odds of voting Liberal Democrat rather than Labour would be 

expected to increase by 0.55 rather than decrease.  This indicates that the risk of 

voting Liberal Democrat relative to voting Labour significantly increases as the 

perception of Labour’s combined handling of these issues improves; for both 

interaction effects, the results are generalizable. The positive impact on Liberal 

Democrat votes of the latter possibly results from loyalty, and both the perceived 

performance and importance of these issues for Liberal Democrat voters. While the 

Labour government’s handling of the NHS is ranked second (mean: 3.21) for 

performance by Liberal Democrat voters, their handling of war in Afghanistan is 

ranked eighth out of nine (mean: 2.28) (Table 4).  Moreover, both issues have low 

perceived importance ranks (Table 7), which appears to have negated the effect of 

Labour’s improved performance.  

 

Table 7 about here 

 

Overall, the findings show that basic factor performance has the highest 

impact on voting behaviour.  Hypothesis 4 is therefore supported.  Generally, basic 

factor under performance has a significant negative impact on Labour votes as 

expected.  In addition, the large majority of significant interaction effects involve 

basic factors either in combination with other basic factors, or with performance 

factors, notwithstanding the complexity of the basic and performance factor 

interactions.  The results therefore demonstrate the relevance of the three factor theory 

within a political marketing context, and particularly in relation to perceived political 

party performance and voting behaviour. A summary of the key results is given in 

Table 8. 

 

Table 8 about here 

 

Conclusions 

 

This study is differentiated from previous research in this area because it has 

examined the impact of loyalty and political party handling of key issues on perceived 

overall party performance and voting behaviour within the context of the three factor 

theory of satisfaction.  As such, it makes an important contribution to the political 

marketing literature and voter behaviour research.  Political party loyalty was found to 
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have a strong influence on both perceptions of the former Labour government’s 

overall performance, and on voting behaviour in the 2010 UK General Election.  

Moreover, there were highly significant differences in perceived former Labour 

government performance on all nine issues on the basis of loyalty to all three parties, 

as expected.  Labour voter ratings were significantly higher than Liberal Democrat 

voter ratings which, in turn, were significantly higher than Conservative voter ratings.  

Loyalty was therefore controlled, and the variance in voting behaviour explained by 

Labour’s handling of the key issues indicated that party credibility and reliability 

relating to the important issues, significantly impacts on votes.  

 

Theoretical Contribution 

 

The study makes a theoretical contribution by demonstrating the value of the three 

factor theory of satisfaction (Deng and Pei, 2009; Kano et al, 1984; Matzler et al, 

2003; Matzler 2004; Matzler and Sauerwein, 2002; Ting and Chen, 2002) to a new 

area of consumer decision making, that of voter satisfaction and voting behaviour.  

Within this context, it also provides an insight into the relationship between voter 

satisfaction and loyalty, which builds upon previous consumer behaviour research 

(Anderson and Mittal, 2000; Agustin and Singh, 2005; Baumann et al, 2012; Mittal 

and Lassar 1998; Mittal and Kamakura 2001; Oliva et al, 1992).  The results show 

that seven of the nine key political issues were reliably classified as hierarchical 

factors.  Four were ‘basic’ factors or ‘dissatisfiers’: crime; the economy (generally); 

war in Afghanistan; taxation.  The remaining issues were classified as ‘performance’ 

factors: the NHS; financial crisis; education.  The basic factors were found to explain 

more of the variance in Labour’s perceived overall performance than the performance 

factors, while controlling for loyalty.  Basic factor performance also had the highest 

impact on actual voting behaviour.  This is an important finding because it 

demonstrates the relevance of the three factor theory of satisfaction to political 

marketing.  Another important contribution of the research is the identification of an 

intra-group hierarchy within the basic factors, based on the comparison of the 

penalties for basic factor low performance, and the proportion of variance in both 

perceived overall performance and voting behaviour explained by the individual basic 

factors.  Within this context, the economy (generally) was highlighted as the primary 

basic factor or key dissatisfier; this resonates with research findings relating to the 

link between voting behaviour and government performance, particularly in economic 

affairs (Marsh and Tilley, 2010) 

 

The study furthermore extends the political marketing literature by empirically 

testing the under-researched variables: loyalty and satisfaction, in this context.  Hence 

it adds to research over the last 15 years in political marketing that uses a variety of 

new  models to  predict  and understand voter behaviour  (e.g. Baines et al, 2003; 

2005, 2011; Ben-ur and Newman, 2010; Cwalina et al, 2004, 2010; French and Smith, 

2010; Newman, 2007; O'Cass, 2002; O'Cass and Nataraajan, 2003).   

 

The study also demonstrates how political science data can be used effectively 

in consumer behaviour studies and provides a theoretically grounded method for 

predicting actual voting behaviour using consumer satisfaction in the form of voter 
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perceptions of party performance.  This resonates with the behavioural loyalty 

literature (e.g. Bayus, 1992; Dekimpe et al, 1997; Liu, 2007; Sharp, 2010).  The study 

also confirms the predictive validity of the model with respect to voting behaviour in 

that it accurately classifies 85.9% of Labour votes and 89.5% of Conservative votes 

but only 38.6% of Liberal Democrat votes.  The latter probably results from the 

constituency based voting system in the UK, the relatively small size of the party by 

total votes, and tactical voting by Liberal Democrat supporters.  The overall accuracy 

of the model may have also been affected by selective attribution and hypothetical 

evaluations of opposition party competence to handle key issues in the absence of 

proven capability.   

 

Management Implications 

 

A further contribution of the research, which demonstrates the practical value of 

applying the theoretical model in this context, relates to the identification of Labour 

party under performance on key issues.  Through the classification of political issues 

as theoretical satisfaction factor types, the study has highlighted areas of particular 

weakness which resulted in voters switching to both the Conservative and Liberal 

Democrat parties.  Labour’s perceived under performance on the basic factors, both 

directly and indirectly (in terms of influencing perceptions of their performance in 

other areas) had the largest negative impact, although the party’s perceived under 

performance on some of the performance factors was also critical.  Improvements in 

Labour’s handling of the financial crisis (PF) and taxation (BF), but particularly crime 

(BF) and education (PF), would have gained more votes from those who voted 

Conservative.  By comparison, higher performance on crime (BF), education (PF), 

immigration (U), war in Afghanistan (BF) and taxation (BF), would have gained more 

votes from those who voted Liberal Democrat.  From a strategic resource 

management perspective, focusing on improved performance in three areas: taxation, 

crime and education, rather than on issues where they feel they have a strong 

reputation for competence (Green and Jennings, 2012), would have directly increased 

the number of Labour votes at the expense of other parties.  

Overall, from a managerial perspective, the findings demonstrate the criticality 

of basic factor performance on voting behaviour.  Public perceptions of basic factor 

performance therefore need to be monitored, and both performance on particular 

issues and communication about the handling of these issues needs to be managed 

more effectively during the government’s term of office.  This will improve perceived 

overall party performance and potentially attract more votes and avoid losing votes.  

As is the case with companies which rely on large and infrequent consumer 

purchases, political parties need to market themselves effectively to win an election, 

minimize post-voting dissonance and promote brand loyalty.  The results therefore 

support Baines et al’s (2003) recommendations that political parties should consider 

psychographic segmentation in addition to the more traditional behavioural (loyalty) 

and geo-demographic approaches, notwithstanding resource constraints and 

operational difficulties. 
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Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research  

While the paper makes an important theoretical contribution to the political marketing 

literature and provides a foundation for the further study of voter satisfaction, its 

limitations should be noted.  The study was conducted using data from a single 

election: the British Election Study (BES, 2010) data set; it was therefore constrained 

by the relatively small sample size (n = 927) and the lack of additional variables 

which were directly comparable with the policy issue measures that could be used to 

test the relevance of the three factor theory in the context of predicting voting 

behaviour.  It should also be noted that while the impact of the ‘basic’ factors on the 

Labour party’s perceived overall performance was greater than ‘performance’ factor 

impact, the former government’s handling of immigration and terrorism were unable 

to be classified as hierarchical factor types and were therefore untested.  The 

predictive validity of the Liberal Democrat voting behaviour model (and possibly that 

for the other two parties) was also constrained by the constituency based voting 

system and its tactical voting behaviour.  

The study has demonstrated the relevance of the three factor theory of 

satisfaction in the context of political marketing, and provides the basis for providing 

accurate predictions of both overall party performance and more importantly, actual 

voting behaviour.  Moreover, its use of policy issues as performance measures offers a 

new means of analysing the impact of policy in voter decision making through the 

prism of satisfaction factor theory.  The study therefore provides a foundation for 

future research in this area.  Given that the data set employed for the analysis was UK 

specific, the generalizability of the findings is limited; further research is therefore 

needed to test the external validity of the theoretical model by verifying the criticality 

of basic factor performance in other political marketing scenarios, both domestically 

and internationally.  Moreover, future studies should combine policy issues with other 

variables which have been investigated elsewhere such as the personality and image 

of party leaders (Davies and Mian, 2010) as performance measures within the three 

factor theoretical framework to improve the predictive validity of the model.  The 

model should also be tested in countries with a proportional system of voting to 

eliminate bias from tactical voting among members of relatively small sub-samples.  
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Figure 1: The Asymmetric Impact of the Labour Party’s Handling of the Key 

Issues on  Perceived Overall Performance 
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Table 1: British Election Study (2010) Sample 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Category     n  %  Category    n  % 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Gender         Own or Rent Home 

 

Male     451   48.6  Own     658  71.0 

Female     476  51.4  Rent     245  26.4 

Neither       24    2.6 

 

Age         Age at Completion of Full Time Education      

18-24       72    7.7  15 or younger    116  12.5 

25-34     188  20.4  16     220  23.8 

35-44     152  16.5  17       78    8.4 

45-54     162  17.5  18       109  11.7 

55-64     229  24.7  19+     348  37.5 

65+     122  13.2  Still in Full Time Education    52    5.6 

 

Marital Status        Ethnicity 

Married     456  49.2  White     883  95.3 

Living with Partner   145  15.6  Mixed background     14    1.5 

Separated (after marriage)     15    1.6  Asian or Asian British     19    2.0 

Divorced      75    8.1  Black of Black British       9    1.0 

Widowed      43    4.6  Other Ethnic Background       2    0.2 

Single (never married)   193  20.9 

 

Type of work        Region  

Professional or higher technical  203  21.9  East Anglia     62    6.7 

Manager or Senior Administrator  121  13.1  East Midlands     80    8.6 

Clerical     193  20.8  Greater London    116  12.5 

Sales or Services      90    9.7  North       44    4.8 

Small Business Owner     23    2.5  North West      99  10.7 

Foreman or Supervisor     38    4.1  Scotland       77    8.3 

Skilled Manual       68    7.3  South East    143  15.5 

Semi-Skilled or Unskilled Manual     93  10.0  South West      99  10.7 
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Other       89    9.6  Wales       47    5.1 

Never worked        9    1.0  West Midlands      67    7.3 

         Yorkshire & Humberside     91    9.8 

Family Income 

≤ £20,000    245  31.7 

£21-£30,999    159  20.6 

£31-£40.999    138  17.9 

£41-£50,999      94  12.2 

£51-£60,999      49    6.4 

£61-£70,999      25    3.2 

> £71,000      61    7.9 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Notes: British Election Study (2010) database was used for the research (n = 927): http://www.bes2009-10.org/ 

 

 

 

Table 2: The Key Issues as Voter Satisfaction Factor Types 

______________________________________________ 
Issue     Factor Type     

_______________________________________________________ 
Handling Crime         BF 

Handling the Economy (Generally)       BF        

Handling War in Afghanistan       BF 

Handling Taxation        BF 

 

Handling the NHS        PF 

Handling the Financial Crisis       PF 

Handling Education        PF 

 

Handling Immigration        U 

Handling Terrorism        U  

______________________________________________________ 

Notes: BF: Basic Factor; PF: Performance Factor; U: Unclassified. 
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Table 3:  The Impact of Party Loyalty and the Labour Party’s Handling of the  

Key Issues on their Perceived Overall Performance in Government  
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Independent Variables            β       t 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Model 1: Adjusted R
2 
= 0.12; F = 82.21; p <0.001

 

 

Vote in 2005 General Election    -0.36***   -9.07 

 

Model 2: Adjusted R
2 
= 0.15; F = 52.79; p <0.001; R

2 
Change = 0.03; p <0.001 

 

Vote in 2005 General Election    -0.25***   -5.47 

Vote in 2010 General Election    -0.21***   -4.53 

 

Model 3: Adjusted R
2 
= 0.73; F = 144.90; p <0.001; R

2 
Change = 0.58; p <0.001 

 

Vote in 2005 General Election   -0.03 (ns)    -1.21 

Vote in 2010 General Election   -0.03 (ns)   -1.03 

Handling the Economy (Generally) (BF)   0.36***     6.19 

Handling Crime (BF)     0.14 **      3.26 

Handling the Financial Crisis (PF)    0.14**     3.21 

Handling Education (PF)     0.10*     2.40 

Handling Taxation (BF)     0.08*     2.30 

Handling NHS (PF)      0.06 (ns)     1.61 

Handling Immigration (U)                -0.03 (ns)    -0.85 

Handling the War in Afghanistan (BF)   0.03 (ns)    0.96 

Handling Terrorism Risk (U)    0.02 (ns)    0.67 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

Notes: BF: Basic Factor; PF: Performance Factor; U: Unclassified Factor.  

*significant at the p <.05 level; ** significant at the p <.01 level; *** significant at the p <.001 level; ns = nonsignificant. 

21 cases deleted due to Mahalanobis distance >25  

Durbin-Watson statistics (1.98 – 2.02) indicate that the assumption of independent errors is tenable in all models.  

VIF values: 1.00 (Model 1); 1.38 (Model 2); 1.45-5.92 (Model 3). Tolerance statistics: 0.65 (Model 1); 0.35 - 0.73 (Model 2); 0.43 - 0.68 (Model 3). 

Predictor variance dimension loadings indicate the absence of collinearity in the data. In both models, confidence intervals  
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indicate that the estimates are likely to be representative of 95% of other samples.   

 

 

Table 4: Perceived Performance on the Key Issues by Party Vote in 2010 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Issue             Overall              Labour         Conservative      Liberal Democrat 

   Mean SD Rank  Mean SD Rank  Mean SD Rank  Mean SD Rank 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Handling Crime  2.77 1.18 6  3.86 0.85 6  2.03 0.87 4  2.90 0.98 5   

Handling Immigration 2.06 1.11 9  2.94 1.14 9  1.41 0.71 9  2.19 0.94 9 

Handling NHS  3.10 1.27 2  4.18 0.89 1  2.32 1.03 2  3.21 1.11 2 

Handling Terrorism 3.29 1.19 1  4.14 0.86 2  2.73 1.04 1  3.31 1.12 1  

Handling Economy 2.78 1.35 5  4.07 0.88 4  1.80 0.93 7  2.89 1.21 6 

Handling War  2.35 1.18 8  3.26 1.14 8  1.76 0.86 8  2.28 1.08 8 

Handling Financial Crisis 2.88 1.37 4  4.11 0.87 3  1.94 1.02 6  3.02 1.30 3 

Handling Education 2.95 1.23 3  4.03 0.85 5  2.21 0.96 3  3.01 1.11 4 

Handling Taxation 2.73 1.23 7  3.75 0.92 7  1.97 0.94 5  2.78 1.05 7 

Overall Performance 2.76 1.34 -  4.04 0.70 -  1.72 0.85 -  2.88 1.18 - 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Notes: One Way between groups ANOVA (Perceived performance by Labour, Conservative and Liberal Democrat vote in the 2010 General Election:  F = 280.04; df = 2; p < 0.001 showed significant differences 

between the three groups on all variables using a Bonferroni procedure (p<0.001). 
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Table 5: Cross Tabulation of Voting Behaviour in 2005 and 2010 by Party  
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Political Party   Labour      Conservative    Liberal Democrat  Total  

(2010)       (2010)   (2010)    

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Conservative (2005)      3   176     19   198 

Liberal Democrat (2005)      9       9     85   103 

Labour (2005)   172     34     67   273 

Total     184   219   171   574 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Table 6: Impact of Labour’s Handling of the Key Issues, as Factor Types, on Voting Behaviour in the 2010 General Election  

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
1. Classification of votes:  n            Predicted   (%) 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Labour    184  158  85.9% 

Conservative   219  196  89.5% 

Liberal Democrat   171    66  38.6% 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Impact of Key Issues: (Reference Group: Labour Votes) 

 

      β  SE  Wald  df  p  Exp β  C.I. (95%) 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comparison Group: Conservative Votes 

 

Main Effects: 

Handling Crime (BF)   -0.97*  0.23  17.86  1             <0.001  0.38  0.24 – 0.60 

Handling Education (PF)   -0.73*  0.23  9.62  1               0.002  0.48  0.31 – 0.77 

Handling Financial Crisis (PF)  -0.47*  0.26  3.19  1  0.05  0.63  0.38 – 1.05 

Handling Taxation (BF)   -0.35*  0.20  3.16  1  0.04  0.71  0.48 – 1.04  

Handling the Economy (Generally) (BF) -0.46 
(ns)

  0.28  2.72  1  0.10  0.63  0.36 – 1.09 

Handling Terrorism Risk [U]   0.17 
(ns)

  0.21  0.65  1  0.42  1.18  0.79 – 1.78 

Handling the War in Afghanistan (BF) -0.16 
(ns)

  0.18  0.75  1  0.39  0.86  0.60 – 1.22 
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Handling NHS (PF)   -0.10 
(ns)

  0.22  0.21  1  0.65  0.91  0.60 – 1.38 

Handling Immigration [U]   -0.07 
(ns)

  0.21  0.09  1  0.76  0.94  0.62 – 1.44 

 

Interaction Effects: 

Handling Economy (Generally)*Taxation -1.47*  0.42  12.51  1             <0.001  0.23  0.10 – 0.52 

Handling Crime*Economy (Generally)   1.40*  0.50  7.91  1  0.005  4.04  1.53 – 10.71 

Handling Immigration*Financial Crisis  1.20*  0.44  7.47  1  0.006  3.31  1.40 – 7.81 

Handling Crime*Financial Crisis  -1.00*  0.43  5.81  1  0.02  0.37  0.16 – 0.86 

Handling War*Financial Crisis  -0.79*  0.33  5.30  1  0.02  0.46  0.24 – 0.86 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Comparison Group: Liberal Democrat Votes 

 

Main Effects: 

Handling Crime (BF)   -0.63*  0.21  9.10  1  0.003  0.53  0.35 – 0.80 

Handling Education (PF)   -0.63*  0.21  8.70  1               0.003  0.54  0.35 – 0.81 

Handling Immigration [U]    0.54*  0.18  9.47  1   0.002  1.71  1.22 – 2.41 

Handling the War in Afghanistan (BF) -0.43*  0.15  8.33  1  0.004  0.65  0.48 – 0.87 

Handling Taxation (BF)   -0.36*  0.18  3.93  1  0.04  0.70  0.49 – 0.99 

Handling NHS (PF)   -0.06 
(ns)

  0.20  0.08  1  0.77  0.94  0.63 – 1.40 

Handling Terrorism Risk [U]   0.009 
(ns)

 0.19  0.002  1  0.96  1.01  0.69 – 1.47 

Handling the Economy (Generally) (BF) -0.30 
(ns)

  0.26  1.31  1  0.25  0.74  0.44 – 1.24 

Handling Financial Crisis (PF)  -0.11
(ns)

  0.25  0.19  1  0.67  0.90  0.56 – 1.45 

 

Interaction Effects: 

Handling Economy (Generally)*Taxation -1.16*  0.39  8.74  1              0.003  0.31  0.15 – 0.68 

Handling of NHS*War    0.55*  0.26  4.27  1  0.04  1.73  1.03 – 2.90 

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

BF: Basic Factor: IPF: Important Performance Factor; UPF: Unimportant Performance Factor; EF: Excitement Factor; [ - ]: Unreliably Classified;  

*Statistically significant (p <0.001); (ns) non-significant. 

Maximum Likelihood logit model: final -2LL: 721.07; χ
2 

= 535.10; df = 72; p <0.001   

Goodness-of-fit: χ
2

= 1031.44; df = 978; p = 0.12  

Hosmer & Lemenshow’s measure (RL
2
): 0.82; Nagelkerke: 0.67; Cox & Snell: 0.59

 

Durbin-Watson statistics (1.98 – 2.02) indicate that the assumption of independent errors is tenable in all models.  

VIF values (2.10 – 7.2), tolerance statistics (0.28 - 0.47) and predictor variance dimension loadings indicate the absence of collinearity in the data.  
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Table 7: Perceived Importance of the Policy Issues  
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Issue   Most Important Issue from the Voter’s Personal Perspective           Most Important Issue from the Country’s Perspective 

   n %  Rank n* % Rank   n % Rank n* % Rank 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Crime   10   2.09 7 16   2.68 7   11   1.75 4 14   1.98 4   

Immigration  80 16.70 2 101 16.95 2   108 17.17 3 125 17.66 3 

NHS   19   3.97 6 28   4.70 6   3   0.48 5 8   1.13 5 

Terrorism   -     - 9  -    - 9   2   0.32 7 6   0.85 6 

Economy (Generally) 277 57.83 1 303 50.84 1   338 53.74 1 358 50.56 1 

War in Afghanistan 1   0.21 8 2   0.34 8   2   0.32 7 3   0.42 9 

Financial Crisis  23   4.80 5 49   8.22 4   160 25.44 2 185 26.13 2 

Education  30   6.26 4 38   6.38 5   3   0.48 5 5   0.71 7 

Taxation   39   8.14 3 59   9.90 3   2   0.32 7 4   0.56 8 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Notes: * aggregate of first, second and third mentioned most important issues 
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Table 8: Summary of the Key Results 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 Four of the policy issues were classified as ‘basic’ factors (‘dissatisfiers’): crime, the economy (generally), war in Afghanistan and taxation  

 Three of the issues were classified as ‘performance’ factors: NHS, financial crisis and education.  

 There are no ‘excitement’ factors and the Labour party’s perceived handling of immigration and terrorism is unclassified (because they had no significant impact on 

overall perceived performance). 

 Handling of the economy (generally) is the key dissatisfier or most critical basic factor, creating an intra-group two-tier hierarchy within the basic factors. 

 Loyalty has a significant influence on Labour’s perceived performance: Labour voter ratings were significantly higher than Liberal Democrat voter ratings which, in 

turn, were significantly higher than Conservative voter ratings.   

 Loyalty has a significant influence on voting behaviour: 89% of subjects who voted Conservative in 2005 voted for them in 2010, 83% of subjects who voted Liberal 

Democrat in 2005 voted for them in 2010, and 63% of those who voted Labour in 2005 remained loyal in 2010; 25% of those voting Labour in 2005 voted Liberal 

Democrat in 2010 and 12% voted Conservative; only 9% of those voting Liberal Democrat and 2% of those voting Conservative in 2005 switched to Labour in 

2010.   

 Controlling for the effects of party loyalty, Labour’s perceived handling of the nine key issues explains 73% of the variance in Labour’s perceived overall 

performance.  

 Basic factor under performance, on crime, taxation and especially the economy (generally), has the highest impact on the perceived overall performance of the 

Labour party.  

 The policy issue-based model classifies 86% of Labour votes, 90% of Conservative votes and 39% of Liberal Democrat votes in 2010. 

 Labour’s poor performance on four of the nine issues: handling of crime (BF); education (PF); the financial crisis (PF); taxation (BF) has a significant direct impact  

on Conservative party votes.  Improvements in performance on these issues, particularly on crime (BF) and education (PF), would have gained more votes from  

those who voted Conservative in 2010.  

 All of the basic factors (crime, the economy (generally), war in Afghanistan and taxation) have significant interaction effects, indicating that there were additional 

Conservative votes to be gained from improvements in the handling of these issues over and above those from the direct effects from the improvements.   

 Labour’s poor performance on four of the nine issues: handling of crime (BF); education (PF); war in Afghanistan (BF); taxation (BF) has a significant direct impact 

on Liberal Democrat party votes.  Improvements in performance on these issues, particularly on crime (BF) and education (PF), would have gained more votes from 

those who voted Liberal Democrat in 2010.  

 Overall, improvements in Labour’s performance on five of the issues: handling of crime (BF), education (PF), taxation (BF), the financial crisis (PF) and war in 

Afghanistan (BF), but particularly the first three, would have directly increased the number of votes for Labour at the expense of both Conservative and Liberal 

Democrat votes.  

 The significant interaction effects between Labour’s handling of the economy (generally) (BF) and  taxation (BF) indicates that there were additional Liberal 

Democrat votes to be gained from improvements in the handling of these issues over and above those from the direct effects from the improvements.   

 Basic factor under performance has the highest direct impact on voting behaviour; it also has the highest indirect effect: the large majority of significant interaction 

effects involve basic factors either in combination with other basic factors, or with performance factors.  
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Notes: BF: Basic Factor; PF: Performance Factor 
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