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The total electorate given in Tables | and 2 is slightly lower than in Table
3 because many of the attainers (people becoming 18 over the period) would
not have been eligible to vote at the last general election. One simple way in
which this rise can be modelled is to include attainers in the electorate (and
ignore losses such as deaths). This is done in the remaining tables, which give
a projected total electorate for Britain of 42,528,000 by the time of the next
election. Such a figure would not be out of line with the statistics in Table 3.
Thus to calculate electorates for the new constituencies, we sum the 1991
electorates of wards including attainers to simulate the increase in people
registering to vote (still excluding people not born in the Commonwealth or
Ireland).

The number of adults living in each of the new constituencies was
calculated as before, although this time the 1991 wards were used as basic
spatial units. The number of people born outside the Commonwealth and
Ireland but living in each constituency was again subtracted from the
estimated number of adults to give an estimate of the number of people who
are eligible to vote in each of the new constituencies. We have not made any
estimate for the effects of population change and migration between 1991 and
1996 as this is likely to be minor compared to the effect of changing the
boundaries and it is also extremely difficult to do. The first results of this
exercise are shown in Table 4, which produces identical statistics to those in
Table 1, but for the new constituencies using the slightly larger electorates.
The estimate of which party would win each seat was made by transferring
the results from the old seats to the new assuming no local variation (they are
thus approximate, but fine for our purposes).

If Table 4 1s compared to Table 1, the most obvious difference is that fewer
people will be missing in 1996. Less obvious however is that the missing will
have become more concentrated. The 20 seats in Table 4 contain 31 per cent
of all the missing voters. The 20 old seats containing the most missing voters
in 1992 accounted for less than a quarter of that year’s total. This may well be
one effect of the boundary changes which, of course, ignored the missing
people and so could easily have had the effect of concentrating them into
particular areas. The average Conservative constituency now has 2754 fewer
electors than before, whereas the average Labour constituency has 2787 more
(these figures can be calculated from Table 5). This is to be expected as the
primary purpose of the boundary review was to equalize the size of
constituencies. Although the average Conservative-held constituency now
contains 4220 more electors than the average Labour-held one, only 3739 of
these are adults eligible to vote. By ignoring the missing voters the Boundary
Commissioners have made the House of Commons more equal than they

know!
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TABLE 4
NEW CONSTITUENCIES WITH THE MOST VOTERS MISSING IN 1996
Seat 1992 Adults  NCbom Electors Missing
Winner*

1 Islington North Lab 72032 7698 55650 8684
2 Plymouth Sutton Con 77134 1427 66736 8965
3 Folkestone & Hythe Con 74309 2395 64443 7500
4  Hammersmith & Fulham  Con 94476 13522 72731 8223
5 Glasgow Maryhill Lab 59249 1092 56969 5866
6 Islington South & Finsbury Lab 66307 5831 54443 6033
7 Aldershot Con 86987 3465 7536 8201
8  Spelthorne Con 73456 2318 64291 6890
9 Vauxhall Lab 84387 9479 67962 6947
10 Regents Park &

Kensington N. Con 98576 21487 69959 7130
1T Kingston & Surbiton Con 81869 4744 70238 6887
12 Hamilton North & Bellshill Lab 58228 458 58879 4977
13 Bethnal Green & Bow Lab 75181 3710 65485 5986
14 Streatham Lab 84361 6964 71008 6389
15 Birmingham Ladywood Lab 79332 1556 71943 5833
16 Bristol West Con 88017 3867 77906 6244
17 Acton & Shepherds Bush Con 86511 12911 68324 5276
18 Newport West Lab 60420 1134 55294 3992
19 Blackpool South Con 81523 1103 75039 5411
20 Poplar & Canning Town Lab 70421 3756 62190 4475

Missing
(%)

13
12
10
10
10
10
10
10

9
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Notes: The respective figures for Britain as a whole were: Adults, 43,730,035; NCborn,
1,283,514; Electors, 42,528,137; Missing, 412,731; Missing (%), 1.
*The party which is marked as having won each seat in 1992 is an estimate made by
examining the socio-economic characteristics of the wards which changed constituencies
due to boundary changes (using the 1991 census).

Party Adults

Old Consrituencies
Conservative 73957
Labour 64053
Liberal Dem 60135
Nationalists 56071

New Constituencies
Conservative 70644
Labour 66021
Liberal Dem 59761
Nationalists 51807

TABLE 5
ARITHMETIC AVERAGE CONSTITUENCY POPULATIONS BY PARTY

NCborn

2504
1513
1415

919

2413
1529
1458

745

Eligible

71453
62540
58720
55152

68231
64492
58303
51062

Electorate

71276
61515
58804
55682

68522
64302
59333
52718

Missing

785
1412
461
54

509
862
301

25
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The Missing in the Next Gene:
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NEW CONSTITUENCIES: WHEF

Seat 1992
: Winne

1 Acton & Shepherds Bush  Con ne
2 Vale of Glamorgan Con*
3 Portsmouth South Con*
4 Blackpool South Con*
5 Regents Park &

Kensington N Con ne
6 Plymouth Sutton

(was Drake) Con ne
7 Lincoln

(mostly old Lincoln) Con ne
8§ Croydon North Con ne
9  Mitcham & Morden Con
10 Exeter Con*
11 Hammersmith & Fulhami  Con ne
12 Edinburgh West Con ne

13 Folkestone & Hythe Con
14 Bristol West

(with part NW) Con ne’
15 Brighton Pavilion Con*
16 City of Chester Con*
17 Torbay Con
18 Dover Con
19 Eastbourne

(mostly old area) Con ner
20 Aldershot

(mostly old area) Con ne

Notes: The respective figures for Brit:
1,283,514; Electors, 42,528,137;



NS AND PARTIES YEARBOOK 1996 MISSING VOTERS IN BRITAIN, 1992-96 45
The Missing in the Next General Election

VOTERS MISSING IN 1995 : s o
What will be the political importance of the missing voters at the next

om  Electors  Missing  Missing election? Table 6 was created by the same procedure used to create Table 2,
%) but using the new seats and new electorates. The results are quite surprising.
98 55650 2684 13 Despite a fall in .thc average numbeT of missing Yoters by a third in
2T 66756 8969 12 | Conservative constituencies, there are nine constituencies where the number
95 64443 7500 10 i of eligible adults missing 1s more than twice the Conservative majority. Three
22 72731 8223 10 ! of these are seats which were identified in Table 2 but five of them are
92 56963 3866 10 essentially new seats (some information on their old parts is given in the table
31 54443 6033 10 ; J . i
65 7536 8201 10 in parentheses). These are new seats which are both vulnerable and contain
18 64291 6890 10 many unregistered adults who would be eligible to vote if they chose to
79 67962 6947 9 ’ register.
87 69959 7130 9
44 70238 6887 9 TABLE 6
58 58879 4977 9 NEW CONSTITUENCIES: WHERE MISSING VOTERS WILL MATTER IN 1996
10 65485 5986 8
64 71008 6389 g Seat 1?92 Adults NCborn Electors  Missing Vu!n_er
s6 71943 5833 7 Wik =abilicy
O o 7 | Acton & Shepherds Bush  Connew 86511 12011 68324 5276 !
i 68324 5276 7 2 Vale of Glamorgan Con* 60847 1381 67244 1314 5
34 55294 3992 7 3 Portsmouth South Con* 83831 1874 77282 4699 5
03 75039 5411 7 4  Blackpool South Con* 81523 1103 75039 5411 5
56 62190 4475 7 5 Regents Park &
Kensington N Con new 98576 21487 69959 7130 10
: were: Adults, 43,730,035; NCborn, i 6 Plymouth Sutton
1; Missing (%), 1. | (was Drake) Con new 77134 1427 66756 8969 28
h seat in 1992 is an estimate made by i 7 Lincoln
he wards which changed constituencies (mostly old Lincoln) Con new 68327 1589 65119 1651 37
8 Croydon North Connew 87055 4318 80076 2661 39
$ Mitcham & Morden Con 68269 2837 61603 3829 44
10 Exeter Con* 83917 2104 76605 5226 58
11 Hammersmith & Fulham Con new 94476 13522 72731 8223 71
OPULATIONS BY PARTY 12 Edinburgh West Con new 66372 1359 66074 3018 103
i 13 Folkestone & Hythe Con 74309 2395 64443 7500 116
ligible Electorate Missing i 14 Bristol West
(with part NW) Con new 88017 3867 77906 6244 138
15 Brighton Pavilion Con* 1753 3459 66008 2286 151
16 City of Chester Con* FL133 1730 68570 1446 154
714
6252(3) Z:E’I]g 11?; 17 Torbay Con 75997 1653 70764 3598 160
18 Dover Con 71884 1798 69646 440 190
58720 58804 461 19" Eastboiia
55152 55682 54 (mostly old area) Con new 75890 2936 70623 2352 205
20 Aldershot
(mostly old area) Con new 86987 3465 75369 8201 209
6823 68522 509
54492 64302 862 Notes: The respective figures for Britain as a whole were: Adults, 43,730,035, NC born,
58103 59333 301 1,283,514; Electors, 42,528,137; Missing, 412,731.
51062 52718 25
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Modelling the Missing

Finally, where are the missing voters? Are particular types of constituencies,
or special combinations of local conditions, associated with the incidence of
missing voters? A preliminary answer can be obtained through regression
analyses in which the dependent variable is our missing voter estimate. In the
following analyses, we use two dependent variables: the number of estimated
missing voters, and the missing voters as a percentage of the constituency
electorate. The analyses are carried out for the old (the 1983) constituencies
(Table 7).

TABLE 7
MISSING VOTERS: REGRESSION MODELS (SIGNIFICANCE LEVELS IN PARENTHESES)

Missing Missing
voters voters (%)

Tory vote % t-1 -11.25 (0.520) -0.02 (0.574)
Tory margin t-1 -19.71 (0.018) -0.03 (0.050)
House price (£ “000s) 1991 -6.83 (0.526) -0.02 (0.400)
% with negative equity 1993 9.26 (0.303) 0.01 (0.633)
% change in house prices 1989-91 2.60 (0.583) 0.00 (0.585)
% migrants 1991 204.60 (0.000) 0.36 (0.000)
Winning purty 1987
Labour 714.82 (0.016) 1.24 (0.012)
Alliance -383.21 (0.425) -0.63 (0.431)
Nationalist -62.38 (0.940) -0.10 (0.940)
Region
Strathclyde -474.40 (0.457) -0.47 (0.656)
East Scotland -1138.51 (0.100) -1.88 (0.103)
Rural Scotland -1268.10 (0.088) -2.17 (0.080)
Rural North -234.06 (0.677) -0.55 (0.555)
Industrial N East -653.05 (0.320) -1.21 (0.268)
Merseyside 418.78 (0.534) 0.64 (0.567)
Greater Manchester 354.05 (0.551) 0.73 (0.459)
Rest North West -280.82 (0.606) -0.45 (0.617)
West Yorkshire -268.38 (0.672) -0.57 (0.589)
South Yorkshire -932.38 (0.192) -1.71 (0.149)
Rural Wales -844.43 (0.228) -1.35 0.247)
Industrial § Wales 281.54 (0.666) 0.48 (0.657)
West Midlands 599.39 (0.287) 1.08 (0.248)
Rest West Midlands -479.97 (0.340) -0.74 (0.378)
East Midlands -126.50 (0.777) -0.17 (0.818)
East Anglia -775.57 (0.128) -1.23 (0.145)
Devon/Cornwall 304.14 (0.569) 0.49 (0.582)
Wessex 54,37 (0.895) 0.02 (0.979)
Inner London 222.54 (0.659) 1.00 0.232)
Quter London 173.83 (0.684) ' 0.70 (0.321)
Outer Metropolitan 433.39 (0.258) 0.80 (0.212)
Constant -186.03 -0.39
R? 0.12 0.13
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Possible explanations for the size of the ‘missing’ electorate in a
constituency include: the political situation in the constituency; the economic

cular types of constituencies, j : . . e : ; )
. . e situation there: levels of migration; the region in which the constituency 1s
ociated with the incidence of . : : . .
. i situated; and local differences in the working practices of electoral
obtained through regression 0 . y
S . registration officers.
missing voter estimate. In the : . -
; Much of the discussion of missing voters to date has suggested that the
bles: the number of estimated o
. largest groups of missing voters are poll tax evaders, the homeless, and those
rcentage of the constituency ; . e
. - : alienated from contemporary politics. None of these groups is likely to be
old {the 1983) constituencies i : e e P
Conservative supporters. The implication is that missing voters should be

most numerous in seats where the Conservatives are weak. Conservative
electoral strength at the 1987 election is included in the regression models,

NCE LEVELS IN PARENTHESES) therefore, as are dummy variables for which party won the seat then
Missing 7 (C'on.servative seats are exclu;led and serve as the comparison group). qung
oters (96) ‘ missing from the electoral register may also be an extreme form of abstention.
We already know that abstention rates are lower in marginal seats (where each
:gg :g-g% Eg-g;g; vote is more likely to count) than in safe seats. It seems plausible, therefore,
26) 002 (0.400) to expect that the size of the missing electorate is related to the marginality of
23) 0.01 (0.633) the seat. We therefore also include a measure of marginality for the
3(3}; g-g‘g Egg{g}g; Conservatives in 1987. Where the party won the seat, the marginality measure
’ ' is the Conservatives’ percentage share of the vote minus the share of the party
16) 124 (0.012) in second place; whete the Conscrvatives did not win, the measure is the
25) 063 (0431 winning party’s percentage share minus that of the Conservatives. The
) 030 (0340 marginality measure is always positive, therefore, but tends towards zero as
57 T (6.656) seats become more marginal for the Conser\{ati.ves.
009 188 (0.103) _ A corollary of the argument that missing voters are largely non-
88) 2,17 (0.080) Conservatives is that they are likely to be drawn from among less affluent
;3 (1)3? Eg;gg; _ groups of the population. To assess this, we include a series of measures of
34) 064  (0.567) local affluence, based on focal housing market conditions in the early 1990s.
51) 0.73  (0.459) The three measures are: the average house price in each seat in 1991 (in
3‘23; 8‘5‘3 Eggég £7000s); the change in house prices between 1989 and 1991 (the period was
92 171 (0.149) marked by a property recession); and an estimate of the proportion of the
28) 2135 (0.247) electorate with negative equity (where the resale value of a house is less than
g% ?-gg Eggig; the mortgage) in 1993. If missing voters are from less affluent areas, we
40) 074 (0378) would expect that there would be more missing voters in areas with low and
7 017  (0818) ? falling house prices and with many affected by negative equity.
;égg éig Eg;gg * Disappearing from the electoral register might be a simple consequence of
195) 002 (0979 moving house and not being included in the enumeration. To the extent that
139) 7 100 (0:232) this is the case, missing voters are a relatively short-term phenomenon. It also
:22 L Egg%g implies that there should be more missing voters in areas where there are
_0:39 ’ ! many migrants than in areas where few people move house. To assess this, we
0.13 include a measure from the 1991 Census indicating the proportion of the

population in each seat who had been resident at a different address in the
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previous year, This gives us a surrogate for population mobility.

Finally, there may be some regional factor at play. Missing voters may be
more numerous in some parts of the country than in others. We therefore
include a series of dummy variables for geographic regions (the Outer South
East region is omitted and serves as the comparison group). For instance, well
known cultural factors such as the tradition of high turnouts in Wales often
have clear geographical characteristics.

As the final regression models show, few of these factors had any bearing
on the distribution of missing voters. Only the marginality of the seat, whether
Labour controlled it, and the proportion of migrants there had impacts. As we
expected, there were more missing voters in seats where the population was
relatively mobile than in seats where the population was static. This makes
clear intuitive sense. Furthermore, missing voters were more common in
Labour-held seats than they were in Conservative ones. However, against our
expectations, the more marginal the seat was for the Conservatives the greater
the number of missing voters. On the assumption that missing voters are
mainly non-Conservatives (the preponderance of missing voters in Labour
seats supports this), the implication is that the Conservatives may well have
been helped by the missing voter phenomenon in 1992, since it meant the
absence from the register of potential voters opposed to the Conservative
party in key marginals during an unusually close-fought election (compared
to the 1980s).

Overall, however, the equations provided a poor fit to the data: only
around 12 per cent of the original variance was accounted for. There remains
a large unexplained element underlying the geography of the missing voters.
This may reflect differences between local Electoral Registration Officers in
how they pursue non-registration.

Conclusion

In short — as The Times article with which we began this article implied — it
may well be in the Labour Party’s interest to get more adults to register to vote
and in the interests of the Conservative Party to hinder this process. The
creation of new consliluencies was more important in areas where the missing
voters could make a difference. We may assume that many of the voters who
have already come back are likely to vote Labour, if they vote, and that
Labour will do better among voters as a whole. The next election could then
be very close (Cornford er al, 1995). Given that scenario, the ‘missing of
Shepherds Bush' may well count more than the ‘disgusted of Tunbridge
Wells’.
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