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Leave vote was strongest in regions most economically dependent on EU

The regions with the highest share of votes for Leave also tend to be the most economically
intertwined with the EU. A higher percentage of East Yorkshire & Northern Lincolnshire’s economic
output is sold to other EU countries than is the case for any other UK region, yet 65 per cent of its

electorate voted to Leave
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Referendum results: Press Assocation
EU trade research: John Springford, Philip McCann, Bart Los and Mark Thissen
Graphic by John Burn-Murdoch / @jburnmurdoch

This is now “the geography of discontent”?
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> Key Q: what explains regional Brexit vote?
[= “globalisation In crisis?” conference theme]

> Why add a regional personality perspective?
> How can this be done?

> Estimation results for Brexit

> Conclusions
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Why/how could psychology explain this voting map?
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Explaining the Brexit vote

> Benchmark paper: Becker, Fetzer and Novy (2016)

http://voxeu.org/article/fundamental-factors-behind-
brexit-vote

> Economics vs demography/education vs public
filnances vs (previous) political preferences vs EU
exposure: 5 (very large!) sub-sets of explanations

> Sample: 380 Local Authority Districts (LAD) for UK



Table 5 Predictors of Brexit Vote: Economic Structure, Wages and Unemployment

{1} (2] )] {4 (3) () 7 i8] =) {1m (11} 17 [13)
Retail employment share (2001) FOI9=+ 5514 432" L4186 43R1** 473" 4260 AP+ 319\ 3&e™ 385t 1A 3Aaee
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Manufacturing employment shane (2001} 3621 3dsag* ATE™ I 37T 1030 37EI™ LD12' L1 L1 LlZ2T L]
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Motex Table reports results from 05 mﬁ'l:eu'lnni The dependent variable is the share of the Lemve vote in 2 local authority ara in England, Scotland and Wales Empirical models selecied using
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“Economics” only 1 sub-set of explanatory variables. Take away:
large residual.......
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Regional Personality Data

> Survey on “Big 5” personality dimensions (openness,
conscientiousness, neuroticism, agreeableness and
extraversion)

> N=417,217 for UK
> Individual data (Big 5 and additional biographical info)

> Aggregated to LAD level (380 LADs in UK))
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Reasons for a geography of personality

1. Selective migration

2. Social influence

3. Ecological influence

(Rentfrow et al, 2012)
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The relevance of Big 5 for

> Economic outcomes: Garretsen et al (2017); Lee
(2016); Huggins/Thompson (2016); Obschonka et
al (2016)..........

> Election outcomes: Gerber et al (2011), Samek

> What about Openness or Neuroticism for
Instance?



VARIABLES

Traumatic Experience

Neuroticism

New Town

Landlocked

Distance to London

Krugman Spes. Index

Size (log)

Young Population

Constant

Observations

Neuroticism
(First stage
results)

0.120***

(0.0357)

-0.0250**
(0.00944)
0.00204
(0.00831)
2.57e-05
(2.41e-05)
0.0659

(0.0447)

-0.00319

(0.00455)
0.0783

(0.0594)

2.376%*
(0.167)

63

Output Growth

-10.01*
(4.800)
1.204%%*
(0.373)
0.211
(0.138)
-0.000867
(0.000632)
2.261

(1.362)
0.128*
(0.0736)
0.303
(1.585)
30.49*
(14.21)
63

Dependent Variable:

Output Growth
Employment Growth (Deviation from
National)
-8.559** -313.9**
(3.702) (125.3)
1.180*** 24.05%**
(0.341) (7.790)
0.115 5.829
(0.108) (3.510)
-0.00106** 0.00356
(0.000515) (0.0179)
0.685 55.45
(0.913) (39.10)
-0.0202 0.743
(0.0754) (1.713)
1.682 4.355
(1.265) (41.10)
25.06** 907.7**
(10.97) (367.2)
63 63

Employment Growth
(Deviation from National)

-254.4%*
(100.8)
23.68%**
(7.752)
3.887
(3.004)
-0.0157
(0.0129)
1457

(24.62)
-2.663*
(1.589)
29.77
(33.30)
750.6**
(296.0)
63
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> Other IV examples for UK regions using Big5
Rentfrow data:

1. Obschonka et al (2017) “In the shadow of coal™:
here, Big5 are instrumented with 19th century econ
development (=coalfield sites) in UK ....

2. Lee (2016), “Psychology and the geography of
Innovation™ Big5 (conscientiousness) instrumented
with 19th century Irish migrants across UK regions

3. Look for cases where IV is not/less needed
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Big 5 personality data and political outcomes

> Why Is causality not or less of an issue?

> Findings mainly on individual voting (Gerber et al
2011)

- Liberalism and openness
- Conservatism and conscientiousness
- Take the case of Trump vs Clinton (Samek, 2017)
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How relevant are Big5 for Brexit vote

> Univariate regression with Openness: ad|. R2=0.453

> Previous table: R2=0.643 (> 0.5 with only Big5)

> What if we add dominant economic , social and
demographic explanations to the model: D




Leave vote was strongest in regions most economically dependent on EU

The regions with the highest share of votes for Leave also tend to be the most economically
intertwined with the EU. A higher percentage of East Yorkshire & Northern Lincolnshire’s economic
output is sold to other EU countries than is the case for any other UK region, yet 65 per cent of its

electorate voted to Leave
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Referendum results: Press Assocation
EU trade research: John Springford, Philip McCann, Bart Los and Mark Thissen
Graphic by John Burn-Murdoch / @jburnmurdoch

Back to our puzzle.........



TABI.FE 1 The Remain vote share explained

Drepandent variableas

RFFEFMATN vote (% of total district vote )

1) 2D (3>
EXTRAVERSION -16.7017 2682
(2. 174) (5. 000
AGREEABLENESS 49.183777 31.696
(13_564) (7.658)
NEUROTICISMA -38. 104" 4. 038
(10.512) (5.583)
OPENNESS 87 654 30.848 "
(6. 177 (4. 126)
CONSCIENTIOUSNESS -34 634" -15. 506"
(10_702) (5. 0O00)
Population (1. 000 o.oasT" o.00sT"
(0 002 (0.002)
AManufaciuring {%e of total emplovinent) -0 250" -0 198"
(0.083) (0.068)
Tnemplovment {%e of active population) 0.587" 0.383
(0.265) (0.257)
Age (median) —0. 477" -0 453"
(0.085) (O.OF7)
Higher Education (% of population) 1.1997 7 09337
(0095 (0. OO0
# Educational Qualific. (%% of populatio) O.152 -3 122
(0. 145) (0. 143)
Immigration (% of population) —0_ 140" —o 166"
(0.045) (0.037)
Scotland dummy S 732777 15.5906
(0,905 (1.096)
Constamt 28 784" 138 27o™"
(5.509) (S2.759)
O servations 380 380 F80
Adjusted R2 0.866 0643 0.8921

Mote: *p-wvalue =01 *%* pwvalue-—0_05

wEEEL-wvalue=0_01 _
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About results for openness

> Could it have swung the vote?

- 1 s.d. increase In openness implies a 5,87% increase
In Remain vote! (column 2)

-In full model: 1,61% increase

> Openness ranks 4th in set of 14 explanatory variables

> Related new study (Obschonka et al 2017): similar
findings for Brexit
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Conclusions/research agenda

> More on_theory (why Big5 matters for these
outcomes)

> BIg5 of whom? ((non)native?; age?......)
> Policy implications or interventions (examples....)

> BUT: including psychology leads to a better
understanding of economic and political geography,
and to a better understanding of spatial impact of
structural changes



