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Abstract 

Youth voter turnout has continued to decline for the past fifty years both internationally and 

in New Zealand. While attempts to explain this decline have been numerous, the theories of 

voter turnout focus heavily on national elections rather than local elections. This research 

uses focus groups to compare student perceptions and attitudes towards voting in national 

and local elections to better understand what drives non-voting behaviour in local elections. 

The preliminary results suggest that a lack of information, a high degree of transience, and a 

negative perception of the community all appeared to deter students from voting in local 

elections. Despite this, parents play a dominant role on their offspring’s voting behaviour.  

Parental influence, both active and passive, is able to overcome some of the 

aforementioned inhibitors and has a positive effect on student voting behaviour.   
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Introduction 

Youth voter turnout continues to be a hot topic among political commentators, particularly 

around election time. A vast body of literature has established that younger voters are 

significantly less likely to vote than mature voters (Wolfinger and Rosenstone, 1980, Blais, 

2000, Lyons and Alexander, 2000, Soule, 2001, Jennings and Stoker, 2002, Blais et al., 2004, 

Vowles, 2004, Rallings and Thrasher, 2006). Low youth voter turnout raises a number of 

concerns. As young citizens abstain from voting for the first time, they can establish a habit 

of non-voting later in life (Franklin, 2004). This can cause what is known as the ‘generational 

effect’ where younger non-voters progressively replace older voters, resulting in a steady 

decrease in overall voter turnout (Blais et al., 2004, p. 221, Vowles, 2004). Young voters are 

adversely affected by a cycle of disengagement. Issues and interests held by young citizens 

are overlooked by election candidates, due to young voters’ weakened collective voting 

capacity, which further disengages them from political participation due to feeling ignored 

(Freyman & McGoldrick, 2000 in Kaid et al., 2007).  

 

Despite the large body of literature on youth voter turnout and the importance of the issue, 

most studies disproportionately focuses on turnout at the national elections at the neglect 

of other types of elections. In particular, most of the literature on voter turnout in local 

elections remains quantitative, both internationally (Alford and Lee, 1968, Morlan, 1984, 

Bridges, 1997, Caren, 2007, Rallings and Thrasher, 2006) and in New Zealand (Local 

Government New Zealand, 2002, Cavana et al., 2004, Nielsen, 2003, Statistics New Zealand, 

2009). Furthermore, very few studies adequately cover youth voting behaviour in local 

elections. The lack of attention given to local elections not only leaves us with a poor 

understanding of local election voting behaviour, but also removes a useful opportunity to 

compare attitudes and opinions between different types of elections to gain a better and 

broader understanding of voting behaviour.  

 

This paper explores student perceptions and attitudes towards local elections using focus 

groups comprised of forty-four students from the University of Otago in New Zealand. It 

seeks to explain student non-voting behaviour in New Zealand local elections by comparing 

the reasons given for not voting in local elections, with the reasons for voting in the national 

and local elections. By exploring why students vote in one election, but not another, this 
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paper adds clarity and understanding behind the complexities of youth voter turnout in 

multiple elections. 

 

The first section of this paper outlines some of the relevant literature on what influences 

voter turnout at both the national and local elections. The second section explains the 

methodology used. The third and fourth sections provide an overview and discussion of the 

findings. Overall, this research finds that a lack of information, a high degree of transience, 

and a negative perception of the community all appeared to deter students from voting in 

local elections. However, parental influence can override some of these factors and 

promote voting among students.  

 

 

Explaining voter turnout  

Young New Zealanders have poor voter turnout rates in both national and local elections. 

New Zealand Election Study (NZES) data from 2008 showed that approximately 22 per cent 

of eighteen to twenty-six year olds did not vote in the 2008 General Election, compared with 

7.5 per cent of all other age demographics (Curtin, 2010, p. 561). In the 2001 New Zealand 

local elections, only 34% of those aged 18-29 voted, compared to an average turnout of 85% 

among those above 50 (Local Government New Zealand, 2002, p. 8). A number a theories 

and explanations attempt to account for this poor turnout in both the national and local 

elections.  

 

Second order theory 

Reif’s ‘second order theory’ attributes the disparity in voter turnout between national and 

local elections to voters’ perceptions that national elections are more important to them 

than local elections (Reif and Schmitt, 1980). Reif argues that national elections are ‘first 

order elections’ since they reflect the dominant and critical role of the nation state. Other 

elections, such as the European, local, and provincial elections are seen as ‘second order 

elections’ as they have less influence than national governments do (Reif, 1984, p. 245). The 

fundamental assumption is that because there is less at stake in second order elections, 

voters are less interested and will be less likely to vote in those elections (Reif, 1984). 
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Several studies have found evidence of this theory in their comparative studies between 

national and local elections (Morlan, 1984, Rallings and Thrasher, 2006, Henderson and 

McEwen, 2010). 

 

Community integration 

McLeod, Scheufele, and Moy argue that community integration is an essential condition for 

political participation at the local level since “a lack of social networks and ties to the 

community makes participation undesirable and difficult” (McLeod et al., 1999, p. 316). 

Community integration is the idea that an increase in social ties with one’s community 

increases their likeliness of political participation. Strong community integration is 

connected to low levels of residential transience, positive attitudes towards one’s 

community, and high levels of community interaction (Sampson, 1988, Jeffres et al., 2002, 

Scheufele et al., 2002, Henderson and McEwen, 2010, p. 413). As Hooghe explains, young 

citizens tend to be much less politically socialized for a variety of reasons: 

 

Young people are not yet integrated into the labour market, they do not yet have 

children of their own and probably they do not own their own family house. All 

of this implies that they are less likely to be members of trade unions, parents’ 

committees or neighbourhood watch associations. Furthermore, because of 

prolonged education, this young phase has a tendency to become extended in 

Western societies (Hooghe, 2004, p. 336). 

 

Several studies link living in a community for a short period of time with a decreased 

likeliness of voting in local elections (Sampson, 1988, Scheufele et al., 2002, Local 

Government New Zealand, 2002). In a study of around 1200 students from the US, Niemi 

and Hanmer found that the students’ proximity to their hometown had a significant impact 

on their likeliness to vote. Students were more likely to register in their hometown and as 

the distance to their hometown increased, the number who claimed to have voted 

decreased (Niemi and Hanmer, 2006, p. 14).  
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Socialisation 

Socialisation theory argues that an individual’s political beliefs, attitudes, and participation 

in adulthood are shaped by socialisation agents early in that individual’s life (Simon and 

Merrill, 1998, Delli Carpini, 2000, Sheerin, 2007). Families, schools, churches and the media 

are all regarded as socialising agents (Simon and Merrill, 1998, Sheerin, 2007). Some 

scholars attribute declining rates of youth voter turnout to inadequate political socialisation 

(Cook, 1985, Teixeria, 1992, Lyons and Alexander, 2000, McDevitt and Kiousis, 2007). As 

Plutzer argues, parents play a vital role in providing basic information for their children, such 

as how to enrol and vote, and a model of behaviour to follow (Plutzer, 2002, p. 43). This is 

particularly important for first time voters. The influence from parents can augment their 

offspring’s current knowledge and interest in politics, thus encouraging them to vote 

(Plutzer, 2002, Gross, 2007, Jones, 2007).  

 

Information and knowledge 

Adequate political knowledge is an essential requirement for citizens as it enhances their 

capacity to make informed voting decisions (Carpini and Keeter, 1996, pp. 219-220). 

Furthermore, there is a connection between the level of information a voter has and their 

likeliness of participating politically (Palfrey and Poole, 1987, Carpini and Keeter, 1996, 

Wattenberg et al., 2000, Larcinese, 2007). Lasse explored the political knowledge of voters 

in Copenhagen’s local election using telephone surveys in 2000 and found that the average 

effect of being ‘informed’ increased that person’s likeliness to vote by around 20 percentage 

points (Lasse, 2004, p. 115). In New Zealand, three studies confirm that a lack of political 

knowledge was the most common reason stated for not voting in the local elections. (Local 

Government New Zealand, 2002, p. 13, Nielsen, 2003, p. 157, Cavana et al., 2004, p. 10). 

 

Different sources of information have varying degrees of influence on voter turnout. 

Television can facilitate passive learning and increase political knowledge in voters, 

encouraging them to vote (Krugman and Hartley, 1970, Zukin and Snyder, 1984, Kwak, 1995, 

Aarts and Semetko, 2003, Curran et al., 2009). However, this influence tends to be much 

weaker than newspapers (Feldman and Kawakami, 1991, p. 65, Schoenbach and Lauf, 2003), 

particularly in local elections (McLeod et al., 1999, Scheufele et al., 2002, Cavana et al., 
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2004, Moy et al., 2004). When local news is absent in local elections, voter turnouts tends to 

be lower (Arbour and Hayes, 2005, Filla and Johnson, 2010). Face-to-face and direct mail 

contact from candidates and parties in local elections can also increase voter turnout 

(Gerber and Green, 2000, Gerber et al., 2002, Niven, 2004, Niemi and Hanmer, 2006, 

Schmitt-Beck and Mackenrodt, 2010).  

 

Efficacy 

Several studies have found a positive connection between higher levels of efficacy and an 

increased propensity to vote (Powell, 1986, Morlan, 1984, Rallings and Thrasher, 2006). 

Efficacy is generally defined as the feeling of being able to influence the political decision-

making process (Goel, 1980, p. 127, Kaid et al., 2007, p. 1096). Usually, efficacy is divided 

into two categories. Internal efficacy is an individual’s feelings of personal effectiveness, 

which is measured by levels of political interest, ease of understanding, and the perceived 

relevance of politics (Sheerin, 2007, p. 32, McLeod et al., 1999). External efficacy is the belief 

of how responsive the government will be to individual attempts at persuading them and is 

measured by the perceived trustworthiness, responsiveness, and representativeness of 

politicians, as well as the belief that one’s vote can make a difference (Abramson, 1983, 

McLeod et al., 1999, Sheerin, 2007, p. 34). Young citizens tend to have low internal efficacy 

(Saha et al., 2005, Sheerin, 2007, Russell et al., 2002) and external efficacy, which is not 

necessarily caused by apathy, but by a lack of faith in politicians and the political system 

(Strama, 1998, p. 71, Delli Carpini, 2000, Orr and Hoover, 2005, Institute for Conflict 

Research, 2006, Harris et al., 2010).  

 
 

Political information efficacy 

Despite a large body of literature on the effects of efficacy and information on voter 

turnout, recent theorists have viewed these concepts as problematic when used to explain 

voter turnout among youth (Kaid et al., 2007, McKinney and Chattopadhyay, 2007, Lariscy et 

al., 2011). Studies on youth voter turnout indicate that young citizens lack confidence in 

their levels of political knowledge and regularly attribute non-voting to a perceived lack of 

information (Delli Carpini, 2000, Kaid et al., 2007, McKinney and Chattopadhyay, 2007, 
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Lariscy et al., 2011).  As a result, Kaid, McKinney and Tedesco proposed the theory of 

political information efficacy, which is the feeling that an individual has enough information 

about political issues to make a difference in the political process (Kaid et al., 2007, Lariscy 

et al., 2011). While the theory mainly focuses on youth voters, it can be applied more 

broadly as research suggests that those who are better informed tend to feel more secure in 

their capacity to make a difference (Pinkleton and Austin, 2001).  

 

Methodology 

The objective of this research was to identify reasons for student non-voting in local 

elections – not by looking at non-voters per se – but by comparing and contrasting those 

who voted in both the national and local elections, and those who only voted in the national 

election. To uncover and explore these reasons, focus groups were chosen for their ability 

to obtain rich, naturalistic data comprised of the participants’ interactions with each other, 

which provides insight into their assumptions, beliefs, and interpretations of experiences 

(Albrecht et al., 1993, Wilkinson, 1998, p. 189).  

 

Participant selection 

The sampling method was non-random and purposive, using a combination of volunteer and 

snowball sampling. Participants had to have been students at Otago University living in 

Dunedin during the 2010 local election and have voted in the 2008 General Election. The 

participants were divided according to whether or not they voted in the local election. Two 

of the non-voting focus groups were recruited from an undergraduate politics class. The 

remaining participants were recruited by the researcher, who was also a student, from his 

own personal networks and used those participants to recruit their friends. The objective of 

this method was to obtain as many ‘friend groups’ as possible (Gamson, 1992, p. 192, 

McNabb, 2004). Recruiting the friends of the researcher was seen as the most ideal method 

because peer groups are more likely to discuss certain issues, such as politics, more freely 

(Gamson, 1992, Devere, 1993, McNabb, 2004, Wilson-Kelly and Hayward, 2009).  
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Focus group composition 

The selection process recruited a total of forty-four participants, spread over seven focus 

groups. Each group consisted of between five and seven participants. This number of 

participants exceeds the recommended number of around thirty, to allow for comparisons 

between groups as well as introducing additional questions and topics into subsequent 

groups (Berg, 2009, Morgan et al., 2008). Three of the focus groups contained participants 

who only voted in the national election and did not vote in the local election. Two groups 

were comprised of participants who voted in both the national and local elections. Finally, 

two groups were ‘mixed’ group, who all voted in the national election but contained a 

combination of those who did and did not vote in the local election. Scholars recommend 

having between three and five focus groups in order to reach ‘saturation’ (Morgan, 1997, 

Bloor et al., 2001). Saturation is reached when it is unlikely for any more “meaningful new 

insights” to emerge by increasing the amount of focus groups conducted (Morgan, 1997, p. 

43).  

 

The focus groups lasted between 15 and 30 minutes and were held in a seminar room at the 

University of Otago. All of the focus groups were recorded on digital video1. A postgraduate 

student moderated the focus groups and the researcher took the position as note taker, 

which was used to determine whether the focus groups had generated sufficient saturation.  

 

Questions 

The focus groups followed a semi-structured format, divided into three topics. 

1. Introduction: participants were asked where there were from and what they studied. 

The question was used to get the participants comfortable with speaking around 

each other and to determine who was from outside of Dunedin. 

2. National elections: All participants were asked why the voted in the national 

election. 

                                                           
1
 However, one group was unable to be recorded on video. Instead, a voice recorder was used, but failed. This 

group contained students who voted in both the national and local elections.  
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3. Local elections: Depending on the group, the participants were asked why they 

voted/did not vote in the local election. Mixed groups were asked both. 

 

The participants were encouraged to discuss these topics with each other. The moderator 

ensured that they remained on topic and followed up any interesting points made during 

the discussion.  

 

Method of analysis  

All of the recorded focus groups were transcribed. Both the transcripts and the researcher’s 

notes were used to code the focus groups to detect the themes that emerged. The initial 

themes or explanations for (non)voting were first detected from the researcher’s focus 

group notes, which acted as a filter to establish the most important data (Ryan and Bernard, 

2003, p. 100). These provided a template of what the possible themes would be and 

provided an overarching impression of the salient themes within the data. The transcribes 

were analysed line-by-line and coded using a number of techniques to determine the 

emerging accounts for why participants had voted or not in both the national and local 

elections, such as repetition of concepts2. After these themes were extracted, the 

information was compiled to provide a general overview, which integrated the quotes and 

themes across all the focus groups.  

 

Summary of findings 

Eight major themes emerged from the coded data3. The names of the participants have 

been replaces with pseudonyms to protect the identity of the participants. 

 
 

Information and knowledge 

The participants commented on the ease of acquiring information in the national election 

due to the media hype surrounding it, as well as the presence of political parties. The ease 

                                                           
2
 For a more detailed explanation of methods used to detect and process themes, see Ryan and Bernard, 2003.  

3
 The process of analysis produced vast amounts of data. For the sake of brevity, these findings have been 

truncated.  
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of obtaining knowledge appeared to encourage the participants to vote in the national 

election. In contrast, it was widely perceived by both voters and non-voters of the local 

election that there was a void of information on the local election. The few participants who 

did come across this information found it unhelpful and boring. Despite having a lack of 

information, some of the participants still voted in the national and local elections.  

 

Ease of access to national election information  

A common discussion by the participants was that an increase in media hype around the 

time of the national elections was a primary source of political information and encouraged 

them to vote. Here, the definition of ‘hype’ refers to both the quantity of coverage of the 

election and the quality and appeal (or excitement) of the coverage. Gina said that the 

media “go mad” around election time making it an easily accessible source to “see what’s 

going on”. For Hannah, like most of the participants, news information is usually consumed 

passively.   

I think predominantly the information comes through the news and stuff. Like, I 

don’t think unless you actively seek it out or take it upon yourself to, you know, 

go to the party website or look up who your particular MP is or whatever. I don’t 

think there’s...you do just mainly rely on the news for what they’re putting out 

there... 

Jacinta felt that it was easy to get information from a political party’s website. Fred 

mentioned that political parties made it easier to get information because “you don’t have 

to find out each candidate’s specialist views because they’re all attached to parties” 

pointing out that “the party...has that long lasting, overarching principles that you 

can...keep voting with.” 

 
 
 

Lack of information on national election 

However, many of the self-described ‘uninformed’ participants still chose to vote in 

the national election. Robert felt that he was “quite uninformed” when he voted in the 

national election and decided his vote by picking “an issue I thought would be the 
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most important and... went with the party which I thought addressed that issue the 

best.” Courtney did not feel “passionate enough to go and research every party to pick 

the best one for me”, but she too voted in the national election. She also stated that 

she “wouldn’t know if the information is [out] there or not”, when prompted by the 

moderator about getting additional information on political parties and candidates. 

Michelle also admitted to having very little knowledge on the national election, yet 

decided to vote regardless. 

I didn’t really know who I was voting for, to be honest, I just did it so I 

could...sounds horrible, but yeah...I had no idea...what the parties are about. 

 
 

Poor quantity and quality of local election coverage 

While a lack of information did not seem to deter voting in the national election, this was 

not the case for the local election. One of the prominent reasons given by the participants 

for not voting in the local election was a perceived lack of information, which they linked to 

a perceived lack of media hype and attention towards local election issues. Even those who 

did vote in the local elections acknowledged this. Additionally, the local media was criticised 

and perceived negatively by the participants.  

 

Lucy felt that “there wasn’t the same kinda hype” in media coverage the local election 

compared to the national election. She stated that “I think around election time... 

you’re so aware of the issues going on, that, election’s happening – everyone’s talking 

about it everywhere, whereas the local elections – I didn’t feel like there was a buzz 

around it at all.” Similarly, Mario believed that local elections were much blander than 

the national elections and pointed out the lack of media hype in the former.  

I guess the main difference between the local and that national election is that 

the national election has a lot of coverage. A lot of media hype. You can really 

easily get into it whereas, with [the] local [election] it’s a lot more, ah...yeah, a 

lot more bland I guess. 
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For some participants, this lack of hype meant that they were completely unaware of the 

local elections all together. For others, it meant that they were unaware of how to vote, or 

even what they were voting for. Most of the participants lacked basic knowledge on what 

the City Councils and the District Health Board provided. Debbie stated that “I would’ve 

voted down here [in Dunedin]... if [the election] wasn’t so downplayed, if there was more 

information about it and you kinda knew what you were voting for.” The exception to this 

was with those who voted in the Auckland Supercity election, who commented that there 

was a lot of national media attention surrounding it because it was new.  

 

However, other participants appeared to reject any information on the local elections 

outright due to its poor quality. When asked why he did not vote in the local election, Mario 

responded “I’d say [a] lack of information, but I threw most of the information in the bin”. 

He felt that the information “was presented in a way I wasn’t particularly bothered about so 

it just went straight over my head”, which indicated that Mario found the local election 

boring and found the quality of information to be poor.  Paige and Draco also discussed the 

poor quality and design of the information pamphlets sent to them about the local 

elections. Draco described them as “...the most boring pamphlets I’ve ever seen.” 

 

Some of the criticisms of the information available in the local election were 

extended to Dunedin’s only daily newspaper. The Otago Daily Times has a circulation 

of 45,000, a market penetration of 76%4, and is available online. There were mixed 

views regarding the usefulness of the Otago Daily Times. While some of the 

participants argued that subscribing to the Otago Daily Times could be a useful 

source of information for students, most of the participants disagreed.  

 

Caitlin believed that “the only way to find out information about [the local election] 

was through the ODT” but felt that “some of their reporting was pretty average” She 

added that the 100 word blurbs candidates provided did not tell voters much about 

the candidates and that there was an unrealistic expectation to base one’s vote on 

such poor information. Jacinta felt that the Otago Daily Times gave a “commentary” 

                                                           
4
 Available at http://www.alliedpress.co.nz/papers.php?pub=odt (accessed 13/10/2011) 
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of the election as opposed to “actually giving you information on what was 

happening.”  

 

Murray quipped that “no student is going to get the ODT...for good reason – it’s good 

for insulation.” Neville pointed out that there was always things to read and view in 

the media about the national elections but mused that “where’s with the local body, 

if you don’t read the ODT, then....well, who does?” Murray and Neville are implying 

that no students bother to read the Otago Daily Times because of the poor quality of 

its content.  

 

Several participants, who did not vote in the local election, felt daunted by obtaining 

information on the local elections and did not want to vote in case they made the 

‘wrong’ decision. This was compounded by being reluctant to find out additional 

information in the first place. A conversation between Keith, Draco, and Dolores 

illustrates their preference for not voting rather than voting for someone who is a 

“complete dick” and be held accountable for doing so.  

Draco: Cause it’s almost like if you make the wrong decision voting someone who 

turns out to be a complete dick –  

Dolores: Yeah 

Keith: Yeah 

Draco: - then it’s almost like people are gonna hold you accountable. Whereas if, 

whereas if you don’t vote, then they can’t do that. 

Keith: You feel like you should be knowing what you’re talking about when you – 

which...it’s a lot easier to say “na, I didn’t vote” 

However, Dolores disagreed, stating that 

...if you didn’t vote, and somebody that was a complete dick got in then you’re 

kinda accountable for letting them in, instead of voting for someone else who 

wasn’t a dick.  
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Interestingly, despite acknowledging a lack of information in the local election, some of the 

participants still voted in the local election. Amber appeared to vote almost arbitrarily.  

 

Amber: ...for the local body ones, I didn’t know anything about the people really, I 

just...picked people who looked interesting and different like they would come up 

with new ideas...pretty much. 

Moderator: was there any particular reason that you felt you should vote in the 

[local] election? 

Amber: Not really, just got a book of people and went to choose them *laughs* 

 
 

Influence of Socialising Agents 

In line with previous research on socialisation, most of the participants acknowledged the 

role of their parents in getting them to vote in the national, and for some, the local election. 

The focus groups reveal that parental influence is either ‘active’ or ‘passive’.  

  
 

Parental influence on national election voting  

Murray described his parents’ positive attitude towards voting and how that actively 

encouraged him to vote. 

I sorta feel compelled to vote in a way ‘cause my parents are quite [big] 

advocates of voting. So, I’ve always been like, you know, sorta told to vote – not 

told to vote, but, you know, encouraged to vote and so it’s just sorta stemmed 

from that and then I sorta feel an obligation to come out of that. 

 

In an extreme example of parental influence, Arnold stated that he only voted in the 

national election because his parents provided him with a material incentive to do so.  

It was actually my birthday on national elections and mum and dad were sick of 

me not voting and said, you know, “if you get out of the house and come down 
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with me, we’ll get you a present at the same time”, so that’s actually why I voted 

last election. 

 

In other cases, the role of parents on their children’s voting behaviour was much more 

passive. Peter explains that “I didn’t really have much of an excuse [to not vote in the 

national election] because my whole family was voting and the polling booth was right 

down the road. So, we all sorta went as a group so I couldn’t really get away from it.” John, 

Peter, and Shaniqua all stated that while their family rarely talked about political issues, 

they still always go out and vote. 

 

Parental influence on local election voting 

As with the national elections, many of the participants who voted in the local election 

attributed their decision to vote as partly to do with the influence of their parents. When 

prompted why she voted in the local election, Courtney responded “...cause again, my 

parents always have [voted in the local election]. It’s like a wee family day, go down and 

vote.” A similar response was expressed by many of those participants who voted in the 

local election.  

When ask why they voted in the local elections for a second time at the end of the focus 

group, some interesting dialogue emerged between Flora, Debbie, Murray, and Hannah.  

Murray: - Because my mum sent my mail down 

Hannah: Yeah! -  

Debbie (simultaneously): Yeah 

Hannah: - Mum sent my mail down and was like “you should probably vote for 

this” –  

Murray (simultaneously):  - you should vote for this –  

Hannah: - and then I thought “yeah, I probably should”...and I did it 
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The latter three admitted that they voted in the local election, at least partly, due to their 

parents sending down their voting forms to them and literally instructing them to vote. 

Flora appeared to have voted arbitrarily.  

I just did it to do it I guess...there was no reason. 

 

Earlier in the focus group, Flora had admitted that she was effectively used as a proxy vote 

for her parents, stating that “I think I just voted for who my parents voted for to give them 

another number, but like, it doesn’t really matter to me.” It is unclear why she gave 

different reasons at different times.  

 

Transience  

Around 75% of students at Otago University are from outside of Dunedin5. The transient 

nature of the participants appeared to play an important role in their decision not to vote in 

the local election (both in Dunedin and their home town). Many of the participants felt that 

since they intended to leave Dunedin once they had graduated from their studies, the 

outcome of the local election would not affect them. Therefore, they felt no desire to vote. 

 

George stated that “I’m only going to be here another year after this, so the changes 

that happen to Dunedin won’t really affect me very much”. Molly mentioned that the 

local election “doesn’t really impact me as much [because] I’m here as a student quite 

temporally... it’s not a – not that much of a big passion for me”. Donna acknowledged 

that local elections “could be really important and relevant” but pointed out that “a lot 

of us are just kinda here temporally while we’re studying. So, we don’t see that long 

term effect.” Being transient made some of the participants feel disconnected from 

both their hometowns and Dunedin. When asked if he would be more inclined to vote 

in the local election back at his home, Walter responded 

Not really, cause you don’t spend any time at home either. So, like, it really – here 

would be the place you should vote but it doesn’t seem like anything here is 

                                                           
5
 http://www.otago.ac.nz/about/quickstats.html#8 (accessed 29/10/11) 
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useful to us, so why vote here? And we don’t spend any time at home, so why 

vote at home? 

Despite this, some of the participants mentioned that they would vote in the local election 

once they “settled down” and had a family. 

 

Another significant concept that emerged from the focus groups was that the 

participants who did not vote in the local election felt that there was no point in voting 

because they believed they were not ratepayers or property owners. For Dolores, the 

national elections “actually affect your life so much more than local body ones do 

because, I mean, none of us are really, like, property owners, the rates don’t really 

matter and it’s actually the big stuff that affects us I guess...” Henry argued that there 

was no point in voting because he believed that students were not ratepayers.  

 

Furthermore, some participants pointed out the difficultly of being a transient student and 

the logistical issues of receiving national election voting papers. Donna explained that as a 

student, “we change [address] every year” meaning that when they are sent their voting 

paper physically through the mail “a lot of people’s mail just gets lost somewhere in 

Dunedin.” Jacinta said that she had her voting papers sent to her mother’s house in 

Christchurch, noting that “but then it’s, like, ‘everything’s in Christchurch’ and so...” 

implying that getting her voting forms sent to Christchurch still made it difficult for her to 

physically receive the forms for voting. Murray, who voted in the Auckland Supercity 

election, felt that “being down in Dunedin and voting for the Auckland Supercity [is] a bit 

more of a procedure cause... you have to get them sent down here...[and] send it away 

yourself” but still described voting as being “easy”. 

 

Importance of electoral participation  

Previous research shows that if an individual believes that an election is important, they are 

much more likely to vote in it. Two subthemes emerged regarding in the perceived 

importance of electoral participation. First, the perceived importance of the national and 

local elections. Second, the perceived importance of the act of voting itself.   
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Importance of the elections 

Many of the participants who did not vote in the local election felt that the local 

election was not important, or at least not as important as the national election. In 

justifying her lack of interest for the local election, Gina stated that “I guess I care more 

about... whether my student loan is gonna have interest on it, than what day rubbish 

goes out.” Fred mentioned that the “big overarching policies” of the national election 

“are going to affect me in the next four years whether I’m in Dunedin or up north, you 

know, wherever I am”. He points out that “if the local election in Dunedin goes a 

particular way and local government – and I’m very upset with it – can always move 

and that’s covered by the stuff that I voted for in the national election”. In contrast, 

some participants who voted in the local election felt that the local elections were 

more important than the national elections because they felt that they had more 

influence on their lives.   

 

Importance of voting  

Voting in the national election was seen as important by most of the participants. When 

prompted by the moderator which vote (the electoral or party vote) they thought was the 

most important in the national elections, Dolores and Draco believed that it was more 

important to know that your vote counted in the first place. Draco added that “you have to 

go into [the voting booth] with the mindset that it does count...otherwise, why would you 

vote?” 

 

Not only did the participants feel that it was important to vote but also justified why they 

believed this. The participants mentioned some of the concerns surrounding adequate 

democratic representation and the negative consequences of not voting in the national 

election. Gina believed that “if everyone else decided not to vote... some minority could 

take over and put God knows what party in.” Paige felt that voting is “quite important” 

because “...it’s our say and that whoever it is that’s gonna be leading us. So, of course we’ve 

gotta vote.”  
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Interestingly, while most of the participants saw the importance of voting for democratic 

reasons and to ‘have their say,’ a common theme that came up in the focus groups was the 

novelty of being able to vote in the first place. Many participants were more inquisitive 

about voting as an activity to ‘try out’ for the first time without having a particular interest 

in politics or even expressing their views. Shaniqua stated that “it was kinda a coming of age 

thing too, like, I’d just, like, turned 18. Yeah, didn’t have strong political views but thought 

‘yeah, may as well’.”  

 

Additionally, the phrase “if you don’t vote, you can’t complain” was commonly stated 

as a reason for voting in the national elections. While this idea was contested in one 

focus group, most of the participants generally agreed with the statement. The 

justification for this statement was that if you “abstain from voting, then you have no 

real grounds to complain, cause you didn’t vote and you didn’t contribute.” Hannah 

sums up the general feeling towards not voting in the national elections.  

And also I feel that if you haven’t had any input into the process, then...it’s kinda 

hard to sit back and criticise or congratulate the government for something it’s 

done if – it’s particularly criticised if you didn’t play an active role in either 

enabling that government to get in or voting for a different party. 

Despite acknowledging the importance of voting in the national election, none of the 

non-voting participants applied the same reasoning to the local election.  

 

Ease of voting  

The type of electoral system appeared to influence the ease of voting. Most participants 

found it painless to vote in the national election, partly due to MMP being “easy.” However, 

STV was seen as difficult to understand by those who did not vote in the local election.  

 

MMP  

Frank and Keith acknowledged that they could not remember exactly how to vote in the 

national elections, but claimed that they remember it being “easy” to do so. Some 
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participants felt that the process was so easy that it was anticlimactic. Draco explains how 

easy and underwhelming it was voting in the national elections for the first time.  

It was my first time voting, this big build up, been thinking about who I was 

gonna to vote for the elections, couldn’t quite make up my mind -  and then I go 

to do it, it’s just, like, oh, “tick tick, done”, thirty seconds. 

 

STV  

In contrast, all of the participants who did not vote in the local election felt that it was 

difficult to vote in the local election due to a difficultly in understanding the Single 

Transferable Vote system. When prompted about the ease of voting in the local elections, 

Frank felt that it was “more difficult”. Draco stated that “yeah...I think STV in general is a 

much more complicated system than MMP...and I personally don’t particularly understand 

it all that well”.  

 

Furthermore, there were some participants who voted in the local election who found 

the voting process difficult. The combination of a difficulty in understanding how to 

vote and a lack of interest appeared to influence some participants to use their vote 

relatively arbitrarily. Courtney stated that she “found [STV] quite hard” and that she 

“probably just [voted] alphabetically or something ridiculous like that because I didn’t 

care.” Both Courtney and Cindy described STV as “stupid.” However, some of the 

participants who voted in the local election preferred STV because it empowered their 

vote.  

 

Interest in politics 

As we saw in the section on transience, some participants viewed local elections as 

unimportant. Some of the non-voting participants said that they found the national elections 

much more interested than the local elections since the national election were more 

important and less dull. The following extract highlights a conversation between Hermione, 

George, Draco and Walter about what makes the national elections more interesting than 

the local elections. The main reasons were there was a “battle of ideologies” and that 
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national elections were more entertaining. Draco argued that the issues in local elections 

were just “irrelevant”.   

Draco: I think a lot of the time the...reason people that wouldn’t vote in the 

local body, but they would in national is that the issues that elections are 

fought over at local body...they’re just kinda irrelevant. Like, all the candidates 

for mayor get... so into these really petty arguments over stuff that doesn’t 

actually really matter. Whereas at, like, cause it’s just for such a small 

constituency, or is it for the whole, for the whole country over things that do 

impact a lot of people.   

Hermione: Yeah, I think it all comes down to interest. Like, I find the national 

elections really interesting. But then just local [elections are] not, like, gripping 

or anything. It just doesn’t simulate my interest. 

Moderator: So, what is it that makes the national body elections so much 

more interesting?  

George: There is a battle of ideologies, which doesn’t occur in the locals.  

It may be the case that the perceived greater media coverage of the national election 

may help to legitimise and reinforce the view that they are more important than local 

elections in the eyes of young voters, since they are deemed more worthy to cover by 

the media. 

 

Furthermore, many of the participants who did not vote in the local election expressed 

an outright disinterest towards the local election campaign. Walter mentioned that 

the national election was more entertaining than the local election. Some pointed out 

that being a student made them care less about what goes on in the Otago region. 

Other participants expressed outright apathy towards the region and the local election 

in general. Fred stated that “...who cares what happens in the wider Otago region? 

How many students leave the city? How many students have a car? How many 

students just walk around the city? Like, who cares?” 
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In contrast, many of the participants had directly or indirectly had some interest in 

politics at the national level. Murray felt that because he came from a background of 

studying law and politics that “you’re even more compelled to have a vote then 

because... you sorta immerse yourself in that subject.” Other participants stated that 

there were interested or “cared” about politics, without providing any specific reason 

why.  

 

Role of the candidates 

As mentioned previously, many of the participants acknowledged the role that political 

parties played on the information they received about the national election. Two aspects 

emerged regarding the role of candidates in the local election. First, the participants felt 

that the local election candidates were of ‘poor’ quality. Second, the participants perceived 

the Dunedin City Council and election candidates to be indifferent or hostile towards 

students.  

 

Poor quality of the election candidates 

A highly negative attitude towards local election candidates was displayed by the non-voting 

participants. Henry jested that “in some ways the quality of the candidates in local body 

elections bring the whole process down.” When asked why she did not vote in the local 

election, Dolores exclaimed that “all the candidates were crap!” She later described the 

mayoral candidate talk held at the university as “pretty much a debacle” explaining that 

“one guy fell off the stage [and] one guy was super racist.” Hermione also felt that “heaps of 

candidates” in the local election were running “as a joke”.  

 

Perceived hostility and indifference towards students 

Caitlin had the impression that those who ran in the local elections were very negative 

towards students. In reference to the candidate talk held at the university, she heard that 

the candidates talking highly negatively towards students, which made her feel detached.  

Apparently none of them had anything positive to say about student, like, 

anything constructive. That was what I read about it. One of them even said 
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something incredible derogatory about how students like to live in scummy 

houses and stuff like that, and...I was like, wow, I’m not really...interested in 

following you further. 

 

Jacinta expressed a similar negativity towards the Dunedin City Council stating that 

Doesn’t, like, the council use students as a... scapegoat when, like, something 

goes wrong? ...it’s, like, why would we vote for you? Any of you? 

 
 

Lack of representation  

The negative perceptions of the local election candidates were compounded by a perceived 

lack of representation by the participants, who felt that the candidates did not focus on 

issues that were related to students. Ginny stated that  

It just felt that there was no target at student votes, like, maybe because they 

assume from previous years that students don’t tend to vote. But maybe if they 

had made an effort to be on campus, or...did more advertising around campus 

perhaps more people would have voted at the elections. Or, if they presented 

policies that would be favourable to students.  

 

Caitlin said that “as a students, it felt like there was no point in voting cause you weren’t 

who they were trying to get to vote. You weren’t their target market, basically. So, it felt like 

if you voted as a student, you’d have absolutely no impact cause all of the really 

conservative voters in Dunedin were going to choose the mayor.”  

 

Discussion 

In line with the literature on political information efficacy, the students’ perception of being 

uninformed appeared to be the major obstacle to voting in the local elections. While some 

of the participants were reluctant to vote because they did not want to mistakenly vote in 

the ‘wrong person’, other participants simply lacked even the most basic of institutional 

information, such as how to vote and when to do so. This lack of information discouraged 

the students from voting. So, why did these non-voters feel uninformed? 
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Supply factors 

A combination of factors left students feeling uninformed. In terms of the perceived supply 

of information, the media, candidates, and the council were all viewed negatively by the 

participants. Additionally, the absence of political parties appeared to remove a potential 

source of information for students.   

 

Media 

When compared with the national election, all of the participants acknowledged that there 

was less ‘hype’ surrounding the local election and/or found the quality of the information 

presented to them unappealing. In particular, the Otago Daily Times was heavily criticised 

and mocked by the participants. The few students who admitted to reading the Otago Daily 

Times found the coverage inadequate and unhelpful. None of the participants mentioned 

reading it online. This highly negative attitude towards the Otago Daily Times is likely to 

deter students from becoming more informed about the local elections, which can reduce 

their inclination to vote.  

 

Furthermore, the quantity of the coverage on the local election was seen as poor and 

difficult to obtain. The exception to this was with those who voted in the Auckland Supercity 

election, who noted that it received widespread national media coverage. Despite a number 

of potential local sources of information, such as Dunedin’s local television station Channel 

9 and two small, free weekly community newspapers – The Star6 and D-Scene7, none of the 

participants mentioned them. This suggests that even if these mediums were consumed, the 

participants did not see them as important.  

 

These findings are in line with the literature that connects inadequate local media coverage 

with low voter turnout (Scheufele et al., 2002, McLeod et al., 1999, Moy et al., 2004, Filla 

and Johnson, 2010). It is possible that this perceived lack of hype surrounding the local 

                                                           
6
 The Star is delivered to 43,500 homes in Dunedin outlying towns. - 

http://www.alliedpress.co.nz/papers.php?pub=str - accessed 2/11/11 
7
 D Scene has a circulation of 49,129 and a readership of 54,000 - http://www.fairfaxmedia.co.nz/ad-

centre/newspaper-details.dot?id=11514  - accessed 2/11/11 

http://www.alliedpress.co.nz/papers.php?pub=str
http://www.fairfaxmedia.co.nz/ad-centre/newspaper-details.dot?id=11514
http://www.fairfaxmedia.co.nz/ad-centre/newspaper-details.dot?id=11514
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election is linked to a lack of national media coverage on the local election.  The 

participants’ reluctance to vote in the local election being due to most of the participants 

mentioned the (presumably national) news as a passive source of information.  

 

Candidates 

The influence of candidates on students’ lack of information has two aspects. First, the 

participants felt that both the candidates and the Dunedin City Council made no active 

effort to contact students, let alone to win their votes. This made them felt less inclined to 

become involved in the first place. Second, the perceived lack of information was 

compounded by a highly negative perception of the candidates. Even those who did have 

some small contact with the candidates said that they felt as though the candidates did not 

care about students.  

 

Most of the negative comments came from those who did not vote in the local election, 

who perceived the candidates as farcical. The perception was that the Dunedin City Council 

generally dislikes students, often treating them as “scapegoats.” Many of the participants 

did not feel that they were adequately represented by the council or candidates because 

the policies they discussed were perceived to be unrelated to students. This finding detracts 

away from the literature, which finds that face-to-face interaction with candidates 

encourages voter turnout (Niven, 2004, Niemi and Hanmer, 2006). It appears that contact 

with candidates needs to be positive in order to encourage students to vote the local 

election.  

 

Parties 

Some participants did mention that having political parties from the national election in the 

local elections would be helpful because it made it easier to “know what you’re getting” 

with each candidate. There was some discussion about the political party affiliations of 

candidates in other local elections. Political parties can offer cognitive shortcuts when vast 

amounts of information is available, but ‘cues’ when there is only a small amount of 

information (Rahn, 1993). Since the participants were not receiving information from the 
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media, it relies on party labels. A lack of political parties in the local election appears to 

deprive student voters of this information shortcut.   

 

Demand Factors 

However, a perceived lack of information can also be attributed to the low demand for 

information on the local elections from students. A lack of community integration, 

interested, and attached importance to the local election appeared to deter students from 

obtaining additional information and voting. Many students also found it difficult to 

understand the STV voting system.  

 

Transience and low community integration 

The transient nature of students meant that some participants were less proactive in 

seeking out information about the local election. Some felt detached from both their 

hometown and Dunedin, seeing themselves as ‘floaters’. This detached feeling from 

Dunedin appeared to be exasperated by the participants’ negative perceptions of the 

candidates and the Dunedin City Council. Since positive attitudes towards one’s community 

and high levels of community interaction are important measures for high community 

integration (Sampson, 1988, McLeod et al., 1999, Jeffres et al., 2002), students who feel that 

candidates are not engaging them may feel increasingly isolated and disconnected with 

their wider community. This low level of community integration in students decreases the 

likelihood that they will vote in the local election (McLeod et al., 1999). 

 

Unimportance of local election 

Furthermore, a lack of community integration also appears to reduce the perceived 

important of the local election. Since the students were not residing in Dunedin for any 

prolonged period of time, some were apathetic towards the local elections. In addition, the 

findings of this research indicate strong support for second order theory. It was widely 

believed that the national election was important to vote in to ‘have their say’. National 

elections were seen as more important because their policies were more widespread and 
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influential. Moreover, there was a “battle of ideologies” that was simply lacking in the local 

election. However, most of the participants, particularly those who did not vote in the local 

election, felt that the local election was not important or simply less important than the 

national election. Local Government policies were seen as insignificant since the participants 

believed that they were not ratepayers, despite paying rates indirectly through their rent.   

 

Not interested in the election 

In line with second order theory, both a lack of community integration combined with a 

perceived lack of importance of the local election made students less interested in local 

issues. Some students claimed that the national elections were more entertaining. Many of 

the participants, including those who still voted in the local election, describe them as bland 

and relatively boring. The lack of interest appeared to make the participants less inclined to 

actively seek out information on the local elections. This meant that they were depended on 

the passive consumption of the national media. A lack of interest was probably 

compounded by the perceived poor quality of the local election information provided to 

students.  

 

Too complicated to vote 

Almost all of the participants found it easy to vote in the national election, which can be 

partly attributed to the ease of the MMP system. Both voters and non-voters in the local 

election found it more difficult to vote due to a difficulty in understanding the system. The 

perceived complication of the STV voting system appeared to discourage some students 

from voting.  

 

Inconsistencies  

However, despite claiming that a lack of information caused by the aforementioned factors, 

deterred participants from voting in the local election, not all were deterred from voting. 

The paradox appears clearer when viewed across the different focus groups. Why is it that 

some students vote in the local election, while describing themselves as uninformed, yet 

claim that they did not vote in the local election due to a lack of information? Furthermore, 
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why do some students vote in the local election with a lack of information, while others do 

not? This creates a puzzle for political information efficacy. While less informed voters are 

less likely to vote than informed voters (Kaid et al., 2007), why is it that some still vote 

despite having low political information efficacy? One possible reason is the dominant 

influence of parents on their children’s voting behaviour.  

 

Socialisation 

The most salient reason for voting in both the national and local elections can be attributed 

to the active and passive roles of the participants’ parents. An obligation to vote and 

parental influence appear to be intrinsically linked. It is this obligation to vote that can 

override a number of factors that could potentially discourage students to vote. Parental 

encouragement and guidance to vote in both the national and local election provide their 

children with an increase in institutional knowledge, such as the procedure of voting and 

how to vote (Plutzer, 2002) and stimulate electoral interest (Gross, 2007). This parental 

influence is particularly prevalent in those who voted in the local elections. In some cases, 

the participants’ parents help to send down their children’s voting forms, which encouraged 

them to vote. In other cases, parental encouragement was so strong that some of the 

participants simply voted for what seemed to be the sake of voting, without putting any 

meaning thought into who they voted for. Without parental influence, the non-voting 

students lacked sufficient insulation against factors such as a negative perception of the 

information provided to them and transience, which decrease the likeliness of voting.   

 

Conclusion 

It appears that the claim made by the participants that they did not vote in the local election 

because of a lack of information should not be taken entirely at face value. While it seems 

that some students probably would have been more likely to vote if there had there been 

more information available to them that was presented in a more appealing manner, a 

reluctance to consume information, particularly from local sources, hindered information 

acquisition. This lack of consumption appeared to be caused by a combination of a negative 
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perception of Dunedin’s media and the City Council/candidates, as well as a lack of attached 

interest and importance attached to local elections, due to the students’ transient nature.  

 

However, this research has highlighted that students can have low levels and knowledge 

and information, yet still vote in both the national and local elections – a factor that may 

have been missed by some quantitative methods. The cause of this appears to be parental 

influence, both active and passive, which can override nearly all of the negative factors that 

deter students from vote in the local election and encourage voting.  

 

Given these findings, what can be done to improve student voter turnout in local elections? 

Improving the quality and quantity of information presented to students and having election 

candidates (and the City Council) engage in discussions more relevant to students may help 

to decrease students’ negative perceptions of local elections and stimulate turnout. 

However, the transient nature of students and a lack of parental influence may prove to be 

difficult factors to overcome. Ironically, it is possible that informing and encouraging parents 

to vote may be a more effective way of encouraging students to vote in local elections.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



29 
 

Bibliography 

AARTS, K. & SEMETKO, H. A. 2003. The Divided Electorate: Media Use and Political Involvement. The 
Journal of Politics 65, 759-784. 

ABRAMSON, P. 1983. Political attitudes in America: Formation and change, San Francisco, Freeman. 
ALBRECHT, T. L., JOHNSON, G. M. & J.B, W. 1993. Understanding communication processes in focus 

groups. In: MORGAN, D. L. (ed.) Successful Focus Groups: Advancing the State of the Art. 
Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

ALFORD, R. R. & LEE, E. C. 1968. Voting turnout in American cities. American Political Science, 62, 
796-813. 

ARBOUR, B. K. & HAYES, D. 2005. Voter Turnout in The California Recall: Where Did the Increase 
Come From? American Politics Research, 33, 187-215. 

BERG, B. L. 2009. Qualitative Research Methods for the Social Sciences, Boston, Allyn & Bacon. 
BLAIS, A. 2000. To Vote Or Not To Vote? The Merits and Limits of Rational Choice Pittsburgh, 

University Pittsburgh Press. 
BLAIS, A., GIDENGIL, E., NEVITTE, N. & NADEAU, R. 2004. Where does turnout decline come from? 

European Journal of Political Research, 43, 221-236. 
BLOOR, M., FRANKLAND, J., THOMAS, M. & ROBSON, K. 2001. Focus Groups in Social Research, 

London, Sage Publications. 
BRIDGES, A. 1997. Morning glories: Municipal reform in the southwest, Princeton, NJ, Princeton 

University Press. 
CAREN, N. 2007. Big city, big turnout? Electoral participation in American cities. Journal of Urban 

Affairs, 29, 31–46. 
CARPINI, M. X. D. & KEETER, S. 1996. What Americans Know About Politics and Why It Matters, New 

Haven and London, Yale University Press. 
CAVANA, E., MCMILLEN, P., PALMER, S., MARKETING, B. & RESEARCH, S. 2004. 2004 Local Council 

Post-Election Survey Summary of Findings [Online]. Available: 
http://www.lgnz.co.nz/library/files/store_006/2004_LGNZ_Post_Election_Report.pdf 
[Accessed 1 August 2011]. 

COOK, T. E. 1985. The Bear Market in Political Socialization and the Costs of Misunderstood 
Psychological Theories. The American Political Science Review, 79, 1079-1093. 

CURRAN, J., IYENGAR, S., LUND, A. B. & SALOVAARA-MORING, I. 2009. Media System, Public 
Knowledge and Democracy: A Comparative Study. European Journal of Communication, 24, 
5-26. 

CURTIN, J. 2010. Youth Participation. In: MILLER, R. (ed.) New Zealand Government & Politics. 
Melbourne Oxford University Press. 

DELLI CARPINI, M. X. D. 2000. Gen.com: Youth, Civic Engagement, and the New Information 
Environment. Political Communication. Political Communication, 17, 341-349. 

DEVERE, H. M. 1993. Political labels and women's attitudes. PhD, University of Auckland. 
FELDMAN, O. & KAWAKAMI, K. 1991. Media Use as Predictors of Political Behavior: The Case of 

Japan. Political Psychology 12, 65-80. 
FILLA, J. & JOHNSON, M. 2010. Local News Outlets and Political Participation. Urban Affairs Review, 

45, 679-692. 
FRANKLIN, M. 2004. Voter turnout and the Dynamics of Electoral Competition in Established 

Democracies since 1945, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press. 
GAMSON, W. A. 1992. Talking Politics, New York, Cambridge University Press. 
GERBER, A., GREEN, D. & GREEN, M. 2002. Partisan mail and voter turnout: results from randomized 

field experiments. Electoral Studies, 22, 563-579. 
GERBER, A. S. & GREEN, D. P. 2000. The Effects of Canvassing, Telephone Calls, and Direct Mail on 

Voter Turnout: A Field Experiment The American Political Science Review, 94, 653-663. 

http://www.lgnz.co.nz/library/files/store_006/2004_LGNZ_Post_Election_Report.pdf


30 
 

GEYS, B. & HEYNDELS, B. 2006. Disentagling the Effects of Political Fragmentation on Voter Turnout: 
The Flemish Municipal Elections. Economics & Politics 18, 367-387. 

GOEL, M. L. 1980. Conventional Political Participation. In: SMITH, D. H. & MACAULAY, J. (eds.) 
Participation in social and political activities: A comprehensive analysis of political 
involvement San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

GROSS, J. 2007. The Influence of Parents in the Voting Behavior of Young People: A Look at the 
National Civic and Political Engagement of Young People Survey and the 2008 Presidential 
Election [Online]. Available: http://ase.tufts.edu/polsci/faculty/portney/studentGross.pdf 
[Accessed August 11 2011]. 

HARRIS, A., WYN, J. & YOUNES, S. 2010. Beyond apathetic or activist youth. Young, 18, 9-32. 
HENDERSON, A. & MCEWEN, N. 2010. A comparative analysis of voter turnout in regional elections. 

Electoral Studies, 29, 405-416. 
HOOGHE, M. 2004. Poltical Socialization and the Future of Politics. Acta Politica, 39, 331-341. 
INSTITUTE FOR CONFLICT RESEARCH. 2006. Youth Participation in the Democractic Process [Online]. 

Available: http://www.community-
relations.org.uk/fs/doc/Youth_Participation_in_Democratic_Process.pdf [Accessed]. 

JEFFRES, L. W., ATKIN, D. & NEUENDORF, K. A. 2002. A Model Linking Community Activity and 
Communication With Political Attitudes and Involvement in Neighbour. Political 
Communication, 19, 387-421. 

JENNINGS, M. K. & STOKER, L. 2002. Generational Change, Life Cycle Processes, and Social Capital. 
Prepared for a Workshop on “Citizenship on Trial: Interdisciplinary Perspectives on the 
Political Socialization of Adolescents”. McGill University, Montreal. 

JONES, M. 2007. Parental Influence on the Political Participation of Young People [Online].  [Accessed 
August 11 2011]. 

KAID, L. L., MCKINNEY, M. S. & TEDESCO, J. C. 2007. Political Information Efficacy and Youth Voters. 
American Behavioral Scientist, 50, 1093-1111. 

KRUGMAN, H. E. & HARTLEY, E. L. 1970. Passive Learning From Television The Public Opinion 
Quarterly, 34, 184-190. 

KWAK, N. 1995. Revisiting the Knowledge Gap Hypothesis: Education, Motivation, and Media Use. 
Communication Research, 26, 385-413. 

LARCINESE, V. 2007. Does political knowledge increase turnout? Evidence from the 1997 British 
general election. Public Choice, 131, 387–411. 

LARISCY, R. W., TINKHAM, S. F. & SWEETSER, K. D. 2011. Kids These Days: Examining Differences in 
Political Uses and and Cynicism on the Basis of Age, Gratifications, Internet Political 
Participation, Political Information Efficacy. American Behavioral Scientis, 55, 749–764. 

LASSE, D. D. 2004. The Effect of Information on Voter Turnout: Evidence from a Natural Experiment. 
American Journal of Political Science, 49, 103-118. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT NEW ZEALAND. 2002. To Vote or Not to Vote: A Snapshot of the 2001 Local 
Government Elections, Wellington, Local Government New Zealand. 

LYONS, W. & ALEXANDER, R. 2000. A tale of two electorates: Generational replacement and the 
decline of voting in presidential elections. Journal of Politics, 62, 1014–1034. 

MCDEVITT, M. & KIOUSIS, S. 2007. The Red and Blue of Adolescence: Origins of the Compliant Voter 
and the Defiant Activist American Behavioral Scientist, 50, 1214-1230. 

MCKINNEY, M. S. & CHATTOPADHYAY, S. 2007. Political engagement through debates: Young 
citizens’ reactions to the 2004 presidential debates. American Behavioral Scientist, 50, 1169-
1182. 

MCLEOD, J. M., SCHEUFELE, D. A. & MOY, P. 1999. Community, Communication, and Participation: 
The Role of Mass Media and Interpersonal Discussion in Local Political Participation. Political 
Communication, 16, 315-336. 

MCNABB, D. E. 2004. Research Methods for Political Science: Quantitative and Qualitative Methods, 
Armonk, NY, M. E. Sharpe. 

http://ase.tufts.edu/polsci/faculty/portney/studentGross.pdf
http://www.community-relations.org.uk/fs/doc/Youth_Participation_in_Democratic_Process.pdf
http://www.community-relations.org.uk/fs/doc/Youth_Participation_in_Democratic_Process.pdf


31 
 

MORGAN, D. 1997. Focus groups as Qualitative Research, Thousand Oaks, Sage. 
MORGAN, D. L., FELLOWS, C. & GUEVARA, H. 2008. Emergent approaches to focus group research. 

In: HESS-BIBER, S. N. & LEAVY, P. (eds.) Handbook of Emergent Methods. New York: The 
Guilford Press. 

MORLAN, R. L. 1984. Municipal vs. National Election Voter Turnout: Europe and the United States. 
Political Science Quarterly, 99, 457-470. 

MOY, P., MCCLUSKEY, M. R., MCCOY, K. & SPRATT, M. A. 2004. Political Correlates of Local News 
Media Use. Journal of Communication, 54, 532-546. 

NIELSEN, A. 2003. Quality of Life in New Zealand’s Eight Largest Cities 2003 [Online]. Available: 
http://www.bigcities.govt.nz/pdfs/Quality_of_Life_2003.pdf [Accessed August 18 2011]. 

NIEMI, R. G. & HANMER, M. J. 2006. VOTER TURNOUT AMONG COLLEGE STUDENTS: New Data and a 
Rethinking of Traditional Theories. the triennial meeting of the International Political Science 
Association. Fukuoka, Japan, July 9-13, 2006. 

NIVEN, D. 2004. The Mobilization Solution? Face-to-Face Contact and Voter Turnout in a Municipal 
Election. The Journal of Politics, 66, 868-884. 

ORR, S. & HOOVER, M. 2005. Youth Political Engagement: why "Rock the Vote" hits the wrong note. 
Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association. Washington, D.C. 

PALFREY, T. R. & POOLE, K. T. 1987. The Relationship between Information, Ideology, and Voting 
Behavior. American Journal of Political Science, 31, No. 3, 511-530. 

PINKLETON, B. E. & AUSTIN, E. W. 2001. Individual Motivations, Percieved Media Importance, and 
Political Disaffection. Political Communication, 18, 321-334. 

PLUTZER, E. 2002. Becoming a Habitual Voter: Inertia, Resources, and Growth in Young Adulthood. 
The American Political Science Review, 96, 41-56. 

POWELL, G. B. 1986. American Voter Turnout in Comparative Perspective. The American Political 
Science Review, 80, 17-43. 

RAHN, W. M. 1993. The Role of Partisan Stereotypes in Information Processing about Political 
Candidates American Journal of Political Science, 37, 472-496. 

RALLINGS, C. & THRASHER, M. 2006. The turnout 'gap' and the costs of voting -  a comparison of 
participation at the 2001 general and 2002 local elections in England. Public Choice, 131, 
333-344. 

REIF, K. 1984. National Electoral Cycles and European Elections 1979 and 1984. Electoral Studies, 3, 
244-255. 

REIF, K. & SCHMITT, H. 1980. Nine second-order national elections - a conceptual framework for the 
analysis of European election results. European Journal of Political Research, 8, 3-44. 

RUSSELL, A., FIELDHOUSE, E. & AL., E. 2002. "Voter Engagement and Young People". UK Electoral 
Commission. 

RYAN, G. W. & BERNARD, H. R. 2003. Techniques to Identify Themes. Field Methods, 15, 85-109. 
SAHA, L. J., PRINT, M. & EDWARD, K. 2005. Youth, Political Engagement and Voting [Online]. 

Available: 
http://www.aec.gov.au/About_AEC/Publications/youth_study/youth_study_2/youth_electo
ral_study_02.pdf [Accessed 13 September 2011]. 

SAMPSON, R. J. 1988. Local friendship ties and community attachment in mass society: A multi-level 
systemic model. American Sociological Review, 53, 766-779. 

SCHEUFELE, D. A., SHANAHAN, J. & KIM, S.-H. 2002. Who Cares About Local Politics? Media 
Influences on Local Political Involvement, Issue Awareness, and Attitude Strength Journalism 
& Mass Communication Quarterly, 79, 427-444. 

SCHMITT-BECK, R. & MACKENRODT, C. 2010. Social networks and mass media as mobilizers and 
demobilizers: A study of turnout at a German local election. Electoral Studies [Online]. 
Available: doi:10.1016/j.electstud.2010.03.011. 

SCHOENBACH, K. & LAUF, E. 2003. Another Look at the 'Trap' Effect of Television - and Beyond. 
International Journal of Public Opinion Research 16, 169-182. 

http://www.bigcities.govt.nz/pdfs/Quality_of_Life_2003.pdf
http://www.aec.gov.au/About_AEC/Publications/youth_study/youth_study_2/youth_electoral_study_02.pdf
http://www.aec.gov.au/About_AEC/Publications/youth_study/youth_study_2/youth_electoral_study_02.pdf


32 
 

SHEERIN, C. A. 2007. Political Efficacy and Youth Non-Voting: A Qualitative Investigation into the 
Attitudes and Experiences of Young Voters and Non-Voters in New Zealand. Master of Arts, 
University of Canterbury  

SIMON, J. & MERRILL, B. D. 1998. Political Socialization in the Classroom Revisited: The Kids Voting 
Program. The Social Science Journal, 35, 29-42. 

SOULE, S. 2001. Will They Engage? Political Knowledge, Participation and Attitudes of Generations X 
and Y. Active Participation or a Retreat to Privacy, Center for Civic Education. 

STATISTIC NEW ZEALAND. 2009. Measuring New Zealand's Progress Using a Sustainable 
Development Approach: 2008, Wellington, Statistics New Zealand. 

STRAMA, M. 1998. Overcoming Cynicism: Youth Participation and Electoral Politics. National Civic 
Review, 87, 71-77. 

TEIXERIA, R. 1992. The Disappearing American Voter, Washington, DC, Brookings. 
VOWLES, J. 2004. Civic Engagement in New Zealand: Decline or Demise? Inaugural professorial 

address delivered at the Conference Centre. University of Auckland, New Zealand. 
WATTENBERG, M. P., MCALLISTER, I. & SALVANTO, A. 2000. How Voting is Like Taking an Sat Test : 

An Analysis of American Voter Rollof. American Politics Research, 28, 234-250. 
WILKINSON, S. 1998. "Focus group methodology: a review". Social Research Methodology, Vol. 1, 

No. 3, 181-203. 
WILSON-KELLY, N. & HAYWARD, B. 2009. What Makes Them Tick? Some Young Women Voters' 

Motivations and Attitudes in Aotearoa New Zealand. In: MCMILLIAN, K., LESLIE, J. & MCLEAY, 
E. (eds.) Rethinking Women and Politics: New Zealand and Comparative Perspectives. 
Wellington: Victoria University Press. 

WOLFINGER, R. E. & ROSENSTONE, S., J. 1980. Who Votes?, New Haven, CT, Yale University Press. 
ZUKIN, C. & SNYDER, R. 1984. Passive Learning: When the Media Environment Is the Message. Public 

Opinion Quarterly, 48, 629-638. 
 

 

 


