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Abstract 

This study is based on a data set published in the 2013 Turkey Demographic and Health Survey. 

The ordered logit econometric model is applied to examine the effects of the fertility 

preferences of women on their electoral participation. The results indicate that the number of 

children a woman has is negatively related to her electoral participation. The results also show 

that compared with women who had an additional child under six years and women who had 

an additional child between nine and thirteen years, women who had an additional child 

between six and nine years were less likely to vote. The estimation results indicate that married, 

educated, and high-income women are more likely to vote. These results also show that married 

women are more likely to vote when their income level increases. The estimation results also 

indicate that higher wealth status and educational attainment increase the electoral participation 

of women who have at least one child who is six years or younger. Moreover, the results indicate 

that the electoral participation of older women having a child at six years or younger is lower.  
Keywords: Voter Turnout, Number of Children, Ordered Logit Model, TDHS 2013.  

 

 

Seçim Sandığı mı Çocukların Yemeği mi? Türk Kadınlarının Seçimlere 

Katılımı Üzerine  Uygulamalı Analiz 
 

Özet 

Bu çalışma 2013 yılı Türkiye Demografik ve Sağlık Anketi verileri kullanılarak yapılmıştır. 

Sıralı lojistik regresyon modeli kadınların doğurganlık tercihlerinin, seçimlere katılımları 

üzerine etkilerini incelemek için kullanılmıştır. Çalışma sonuçları; kadınların sahip olduğu 

çocuk sayısı ile seçimlere katılımları arasında negatif bir ilişki olduğunu göstermektedir. 

Çalışma; altı ve dokuz yaş arası ilave bir çocuğu daha  olan kadınların altı yaş altı yada dokuz 

ve on üç yaş arası ilave  bir çocuğu daha olan kadınlara göre daha düşük olasılıkla oy 

kullandığını göstermiştir. Tahmin sonuçları; evli, yüksek gelirli ya da  eğitimli kadınların oy 

kullanmalarının daha olası olduğunu göstermiştir. Sonuçlar; evli kadınların gelir durumları 

arttıkça oy kullanmalarının daha yüksek olasılıklı olduğunu göstermiştir. Tahmin sonuçları; 

altı yaş altı en az bir çocuğu olan kadınların eğitim düzeyleri ve gelir düzeyleri arttıkça oy 

kullanma olasılıklarının arttığını göstermektedir. Bunlara ilaveten, çalışma sonuçları; daha 

yüksek yaşlarda altı yaş altı en az bir çocuğu olan kadınların  daha düşük yaşlarda altı yaş altı 

en az bir çocuğu olan kadınlara göre  daha az olasılıkla oy kullandıklarını göstermiştir.  
Anahtar Kelimeler: Seçimlere Katılım, Çocuk Sayısı, Sıralı Lojistik Modeli, TDSA 2013 
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Introduction 
 

Although women constitute a significant portion of the world population, their electoral 

participation level is low (Kostelka et al., 2018; Inglehart and Norris, 2003). The literature on 

gender gaps in political behavior focuses on cultural explanations (Inglehart and Norris, 2003), 

socioeconomic characteristics (Sapiro, 1981; Burns et al., 2001), group membership (Putnam, 

1993), and political context (Burns et al. 2001; Kittilson and Schwindt-Bayer, 2012). Previous 

studies based on socioeconomic characteristics focus on marital status, age, education, and 

wealth status to explain the low participation of women in the electoral process. However, very 

few studies have focused on the relationship between fertility and voter turnout. This study aims 

to contribute to the relevant literature by examining empirical evidence of the relation between 

the fertility preferences of women and their electoral participation.  

In the voter turnout literature, numerous studies have explained the variations in voter turnout 

across countries and time. Electoral laws and regulations (Jackman, 1987), education (Tenn, 

2007), wealth level (Wolfinger and Rosenstone, 1980; Smets and Van Ham, 2013), age (Blais, 

2000), marital status (Wolfinger and Wolfinger, 2008; Stoker and Jennings, 1995), 

macroeconomic development (Aguilar and Pacek, 2000; Pacek and Radcliff, 1995), and urban–

rural disparity (Thananithchot, 2012) have been reported as factors that affect variations in voter 

turnout.  

 

In the expected utility model of voter turnout proposed by Downs (1957), voting occurs if the 

voter has an expected utility that is higher than the expected cost of voting. According to the 

model, if R = B * P + D – C > 0, the net expected utility (R) is greater than zero, and voting 

occurs1. Therefore, as a rational decision maker, the voter compares the cost and benefits of 

voting. If the cost of voting is greater than its benefits, then the voter chooses not to vote. 

Because the probability of being the pivotal voter is very low (Gelman et al., 1998; Mullingan 

and Hunter, 2003), the model predicts that the voter would not participate in elections, which 

contradicts the high voter turnout rates observed in real life, leading to the phenomenon known 

as the paradox of voting.  
 

Several theories of voter turnout have been developed that focus on those aspects of Downs’ 

(1957) model that fail to address electoral participation in real life. Fowler and Kam (2007) 

criticize Downs’ model of electoral participation by showing that voter turnout is not based 

solely on self-interest but on altruism and social identification. Morton (1987) and Uhlaner 

(1989) emphasize the role of the interests of the groups with which voters are affiliated in their 

electoral participation. The minimax regret theory (Ferejohn and Fiorina, 1974) focuses on the 

regret incurred by voters in the cases where elections result in a tie or one vote short of a tie. 

Degan and Merlo (2004) argued that uninformed voters are more uncertain about the “right” 

candidate, so they abstain from voting because of the high probability of choosing the “wrong” 

candidate. Because of the greater likelihood that uninformed voters would experience regret 

about their choice, there would be a higher turnout of informed voters which would lead to 

biased political outcomes if the informed voters are from a particular socio-economic class.  

 

Other studies focus on genetic factors to explain variations in voter turnout (Fowler et al. 2008; 

Fowler and Dawes, 2008) by showing associations between certain genes (i.e., polymorphism 

of the 5HTT gene) and voter turnout. Sociological studies on voter turnout focus on voting 

                                                 
1 P is the subjective probability of being the pivotal voter; B is the benefits accrued after the party is elected; C is the costs of 

voting, such as money and time; and D is the psychological benefits.  
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history and its effects on future voting behavior by associating parental resources and political 

involvement with initial voting behavior (Plutzer, 2002; Gerber et al., 2003). Resource 

mobilization literature argues that an individual’s wealth level is closely related to voter turnout 

(Brady et al. 1995; Lijphart, 2012; Smets et al. 2013) and that the poor vote less often than the 

rich. There are studies showing that the poor become more prone to vote if left wing parties 

have a high share of the vote (Gallego, 2009; Gimpel et al. 2007).  

Studies on the effects of psychological factors on voter turnout show that gratitude expressions 

(e.g., “thank you”) or feelings of shame or pride due to the disclosure of voting abstention or 

participation (Gerber et al. 2008; Gerber et al. 2010) positively affect voter turnout. Granber 

and Holmberg (1992) and Person (2014) show that electoral participation behavior changes if 

a person participates in a survey on electoral participation, implying that the subject’s political 

behavior might change if the subject’s behavior were observable. Nickerson and Rogers (2010) 

show that the formation of a voting plan enabled by interventions increases electoral 

participation. Gerber and Rogers (2009) show that people who vote irregularly are more 

motivated than regular voters in the presence of high or low voter turnout in the general 

population.  

 

Riker and Ordeshook (1968) argued that people vote to express themselves or to ensure that 

democracy will continue (Downs, 1957). According to the expressive voting theory, voters 

participate in elections to perform voting activities rather than gain benefits from elections 

(Schuessler, 2000). The ethical voting literature (Harsanyi, 1977; Andreoni, 1989; Fowler, 

2006; Jankowski, 2007) focuses on altruistic motives in electoral participation. Some scholars 

have focused on the motive of civic duty in voting (Blais, 2000). According to Blais (2000), 

people vote to help others who would benefit from the election results.  

Additionally, according to both the expressive voting theory and Blais’s (2000) civic duty 

approach, a mother might vote because she feels responsible for ensuring the survival of 

democracy for her children (Downs, 1957). Moreover, a mother might sacrifice resources, such 

as time (waiting in lines at the polling station) and money (costs of commuting or gathering 

information about candidates), to participate in elections and to choose the “right” candidate 

for the future of her children.  

Institutional features, such as compulsory voting, registering to vote before elections, the 

availability of postal voting, and the accessibility of the ballot box have been shown to affect 

voting patterns (Franklin, 1996; Norris, 2003; Gimpel and Schucknecht, 2003; Blais, 2006), 

particularly those of women with children, who have less time for other activities. Another 

institutional factor is campaign expenditures (Cancela and Geys, 2016) that affect the political 

participation of women with children by increasing the probability of obtaining information 

about candidates and political issues. On election day, the availability of caregiving provided 

by the government for children or elderly people increases women’s propensity for voting, 

particularly in societies where women specialize in caregiving. Additionally, household income 

positively affects the voter turnout of women who can afford to pay for caregiving services on 

election day.  

Only a few studies examine the effect of fertility on mothers’ electoral participation. Arnold 

(2013) found that a mother’s voter turnout decreased according to the number of young children 

and the length of voting lines. Wolfinger and Wolfinger (2008) found that parents with children 

were less likely to vote. However, Plutzer (2002) showed that having children had no effect on 

voter turnout.  
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This study aims to fill the gap in the literature by providing evidence of the effect of the number 

of children on the electoral participation level of their mothers. The study is based on the data 

set published in the 2013 Turkish Demography and Health Survey (TDHS). The number of 

previous studies on the voting behavior of the Turkish voter is limited. These studies (Akarca 

and Tansel, 2006, 2007; Çarkoglu, 1997; Baslevent et al., 2005; Güvercin, 2017) were focused 

mainly on the social and economic determinants of party selection by Turkish voters.  

Turkey has one of the largest gender gaps in employment in the world. Following the import 

substitution industrialization period of 1950–1980, in the period of export-led growth 

industrialization, women increased their participation in the non-agricultural economic labor 

force. However, the increase was small (İlkkaracan 2012). In the traditional division of labor, 

the male is the head of the household and participates in the labor market, whereas female 

family members are responsible for home production, which constrains women’s participation 

in the labor market. Furthermore, in addition to the effects of gender-based social norms on the 

labor supply, gender discrimination by employers leads to an insufficient demand for female 

workers in the presence of a large supply of unskilled and non-unionized male workers (Buğra 

and Yakut-Çakar, 2010). Additionally, the export industry (e.g., garment manufacturing), 

which attracts a substantial number of female laborers, has been criticized for reproducing 

gender inequalities and gender-based social norms (Dedeoğlu, 2010). Because the male bread- 

winner model induces the lower participation of women in the economy and politics (Iversen 

and Rosenbluth, 2008), mothers tend to be uninterested in and uninformed about the 

characteristics of candidates and the consequences of elections, which affects the turnout of 

women voters.  

In Turkey, the female labor force participation rate has been around 30 percent and is below the 

OECD average (Atasoy, 2017). One reason for women’s low participation in the labor market 

is that the Turkish state does not provide or subsidize childcare or preschool education 

(İlkkaracan, 2012). According to a survey conducted by the Turkish Statistics Institute in 2006, 

in 91 percent of urban households with children aged 0–5 years, the mother provides the 

necessary childcare. Moreover, the regulations imposed on private early childhood education 

and care services (ECEC) by the Turkish state make access to these services by the poor even 

more difficult (Aran et al., 2016). Therefore, the lack of public ECEC services and an inability 

to afford their high-cost private equivalents negatively affect women’s participation in the labor 

force. Moreover, their low participation in the labor force decreases women’s awareness and 

knowledge of current economic and political issues, thereby affecting the magnitude and quality 

of women’s political participation in Turkey.  

This article is structured as follows. The next section provides information about the data set 

and descriptive statistics. The third section discusses our econometric methodology and model 

and describes the estimation results. The fourth section provides a discussion and conclusion. 

 

1. Data  
 

The data used in the study was gathered from the 2013 Turkish Demography and Health Survey 

(TDHS) conducted by Hacettepe University in Turkey. The TDHS 2013 was a nationally 

representative survey of 11,794 households and 9,746 “ever married” and “never married” 

women of reproductive age (15–49 years). The TDHS 2013 includes data on the socioeconomic 

well-being, demographics, and health status of the surveyed women, including information 

about their electoral behavior. The survey data used in the present study included information 
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about the electoral behavior, number of children, educational attainment, age, marital status, 

wealth level2, geographical region of residence (12 NUTS-1 level regions), rural/urban status, 

birth province, education levels of parents, and language spoken by the respondent in the 

interview.  

Table 1 provides the descriptive statistics of most of the variables used in the study. Because 

the TDHS 2013 also includes information about women who are not eligible to vote some 

irrelevant data was excluded from the sample for the purpose of this study. 

 

 
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics  
 

Variable Number of 

Observations 

Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Minimum Maximum 

Vote in Election 8,375 1.8 .49 0 2 

Age  8,375 33.34 8.7 15 49 

Age  Square 8,375 1187.5 585.2 225 2401 

Years of Education 8,372 7.06 4.4 0 21 

Wealth- Poor Wealth 

Level 

3,586 0 0 0 0 

Wealth –Middle Wealth 

Level 

1,720 1 0 1 1 

Wealth-Rich Wealth Level 3,069 2 0 2 2 

Marital Status-Married 6,640 1 0 1 1 

Number of Living 

Children  

8,375 2 1.7 0 12 

Number of Living 

Children Under Age 6 

8,375 .58 .82 0 5 

Number of Living 

Children Between Age 6-9 

8,375 .24 .49 0 4 

Number of Living 

Children Between Age 9-

13 

8,375 .34 .62 0 4 

Type of Residence -Rural 2,207 1 0 1 1 

Type of Residence -Urban 6,168 2 0 2 2 

 

2. Econometric Models and Estimation Results  

 

The dependent variable is the voting behavior of the women who participated in the 2013 

Turkish Demography and Health Survey. It indicates whether the respondent does not vote, 

votes regularly, or votes irregularly. The number of children of the respondent women is the 

key variable, and X is the set of control variables referred to in the models.  

In this study, the ordered logit model (OLM) is applied to estimate the effect of the number of 

children on voting behavior. The OLM is implemented when the dependent variable is ordinal 

                                                 
2 The Wealth index is constructed using household asset data including ownership of a number of possessions ranging from a 

television to a car, dwelling characteristics, such as source of drinking water, type of flooring material (TDHS, 2013). 
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and can be expressed in categories, as in this study. The OLM is used to establish the association 

between explanatory variables and the set of probabilities of the categories (Grilli and 

Rampichini, 2014).  

The ordinal dependent variable, Vote, has three ordered categories, and it is expressed by two 

equations. The three categories are not participating in elections (Vote = 0), participating 

irregularly (Vote = 1), and participating regularly (Vote = 2). The cumulative probabilities, 

𝑔𝑐𝑖 = Prob (Votei ≤ Votec | Xi ), c = 1, 2, and 3 are related to the explanatory variables through 

the logit function. The parameter αc, thresholds, is in increasing order (α1 < α2 < α3). The 

cumulative model is the following: 

 

 (
𝑔𝑐𝑖

1− 𝑔𝑐𝑖
 ) =𝛼𝑐 - ( β0 + β1Number of Childreni + Θ’Xi)                                                   (1) 

 

The cumulative model of an ordinal dependent variable can be represented by a linear 

regression model with a set of thresholds 𝛼𝑐
∗

. In the model, the ordinal dependent variable with 

C categories—Vote with three categories—can be expressed as a continuous variable with C-1 

categories, such that Votei = Votec if and only if 𝛼𝑐−1
∗ ≤ 𝑉𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑖

∗ ≤ 𝛼𝑐
∗ where Vote* is the 

continuous dependent variable. The error, εi, has a zero mean and constant variance. The 

logistic function in equation (1) is the inverse of the distribution function of the error, εi (Grilli 

and Rampichini, 2014).  

 

The linear regression models are the following: 

 

𝑉𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑖
∗= 𝛽0

∗
 + 𝛽1

∗ Number of Children + Θ*’Xi+ εi                                                     (2) 

𝑉𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑖
∗= 𝜑0

∗
 + 𝜑1

∗ Number of Living Children Under Age 6 + γ*’Xi+ ei                             (3) 

𝑉𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑖
∗= µ0

∗
 + µ1

∗  Number of Living Children Between Age 6-9+ ω*’Xi+ vi                       (4) 

𝑉𝑜𝑡𝑒𝑖
∗= 𝜒0

∗
 + 𝜒1

∗ Number of Living Children Between Age 9-13+ 𝛿*’Xi+ ui                     (5) 

 

 

The models based on these equations are used to unravel the relation between the fertility rate  

of women and their voter turnout. Therefore, the coefficient estimates indicate that the fertility 

choice of women affects their electoral participation behavior.  

 
Table 2. Ordered Logit Regression Estimation Results   

 
Variables 

 
 Model 1 

 
Model 2 

 
Model 3 

 
Model 4  

 
Model 5 

Number of Living 

Children  

-.1*                

(.05) 

    

Number of Living 

Children Under Age 6  

 -.18**    

(.09) 

  -.19** 

(.08) 

Number of Living 

Children Between Age 6-

9 

  -.44 ***    

(.14) 

 -.39*** 

(.12) 

Number of Living 

Children Between Age 9-

13 

   -.24 *              

(.14) 

-.18 

(.13) 

Age .78***         (.11) .8***           

(.12) 

.81***            

(.12) 

.79*** 

(.11) 

.86*** 

(.12) 
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Age Square -.01***    (.001) -.01*** 

(.0017) 

-.01*** 

(.0017) 

-.01*** (.001) -.011*** 

(.0018) 

Years of Education .07*** 

(.02) 

.07***   

(.02) 

.07 ***  

(.019) 

.076*** 

(.02) 

.06*** 

(.02) 

Married .57*** 
(.14) 

.64***     

(.14) 

.5***           
(.13) 

.47*** 
(.13) 

.66*** 
(.14) 

Wealth –Middle Wealth 

Level 

.3*               (.17) .28        

(.18) 

.29*          

(.18) 

.29* 

(.18) 

.27 

(.18) 

Wealth-Rich Wealth 

Level 

.12 
(.19) 

.11         

(.19) 

.13                    
(.19) 

.13            (.19) .1 
(.19) 

Type of Residence -Urban .003           (.13) .01         

(.13) 

.0007                

(.13) 

.003           

(.13) 

.004 

(.13) 

Region- Istanbul -.64** 

(.3) 

-.62**      

(.3) 

-.62**              

(.31) 

-.63**          

(.3) 

-.64** 

(.31) 

Region- West Marmara -1.03***      (.4) -.98                

(.39) 

-1.002***  
(.39) 

-1.02*** 

(.4) 

-1.04*** 

(.39) 

Region- Aegean .07 

(.54) 

.1                    

(.54) 

.08            

(.54) 

.09 

(.53) 

.033 

(.55) 

Region- East Marmara .35                (.34) .37                  

(.33) 

.36                

(.33) 

.36                    

(.33) 

.34 

(.41) 

Region- West Anatolia -.26 

(.34) 

-.24        

(.34) 

-.25                

(.34) 

-.26             

(.34) 

-.26 

(.35) 

Region- Mediterranean .33               (.4) .33           

(.4) 

.34                   

(.4) 

.33 

(.4) 

.34 

(.41) 

Region- West Black Sea -.46 

(.3) 

-.44               

(.31) 

-.42                

(.31) 

-.44         (.31) -.44 

(.31) 

Region- East Black Sea .99*** 

(.38) 

.99***  

(.38) 

.99***           

(.39) 

.98*** 

(.39) 

.99*** 

(.39) 

Region- Northeast 

Anatolia 

.4 

(.46) 

.43         

(.46) 

.39             

(.46) 

.4                (.45) .4 

(.47) 

Region-Central East 

Anatolia 

-.6                (.42) -.6                 

(.42) 

-.56               

(.42) 

-.6 

(.42) 

-.58 

(.43) 

Region-Southeast 

Anatolia 

-.35               (.4) -.35              

(.4) 

-.33           

(.41) 

-.39              

(.41) 

-.31 

(.42) 

 

Number of Observation 

 

8,372 

 

8,372 

 

8,372 

 

8,372 

 

8,372 

Chi2 7907.8 8053.5 6832.2 7160.3 7191.8 

Prob> Chi2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

 

Pseudo R2 

 

.27 

 

.29 

 

.29 

 

.29 

 

.3 
Notes: * significant at 1 percent , ** significant at 5 percent, and *** significant at 10 percent. Clustered standard errors are reported in 

paranthesis where the birth year is used as the cluster unit.  

 

The control variables included in all models are displayed in Table 2: age of the respondent; 

square of the age of the respondent; wealth status; years of education; type of residence; marital 

status; birth province; the education level of the mother and father; and the language used by 

the respondent in the interview. We claim that the number of children of different ages have 
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various effects on the voter turnout of their mothers. Because children of certain ages require 

greater parental control, attendance at elections that requires a significant amount of time is 

difficult for women with young children. Compared with children under 6 years, less parental 

care is required for older children, such as children aged 6–9 years and 9–13 years, who have 

higher bargaining power relative to small age children and the use of parents’ available time. 

Therefore, we provide evidence on the effects of different age groups on the voting behavior of 

women. 

The results displayed in Table 2 show that the total number of children and the number of 

children in different age groups (under 6 years, 6–9 years, and 9–13 years) decreased the 

electoral participation of their mothers. These results imply that education level, age, marital 

status, and wealth level (middle income or low income) increase the electoral participation of 

women with children. The negative sign in the age square variable indicates that at older ages, 

electoral participation is lower. Additionally, the regional dummy variables indicate that living 

in Istanbul, West Marmara compared with the Central Anatolia (the reference region) decreased 

electoral participation whereas living in the East Black Sea region compared with Central 

Anatolia increased electoral participation. High commuting costs due to traffic congestion, 

exhaustive working hours, city life, and low family quality time resulting from high 

urbanization in Istanbul and Western Marmara mostly account for the low electoral 

participation in these regions. Electoral participation in the East Black Sea region, which is 

conservative-nationalist, would be explained by the current incumbent party’s regional ties. 

 
Table 3. Ordered Logit Regression Estimation Results   

 
Variables 

 
 Outcome = No 

 
Outcome= Irregular 

 
Outcome=Regular 

Number of Living Children  

(Model 1) 

.0045*              

(.0024) 

.0006**                     

(.0003) 

-.005**                

(.002) 

Number of Living Children Under 

The Age of 6  (Model 2) 

.008** 

(.0038) 

.001** 

(.0005) 

-.009**                     

(.004) 

Number of Living Children 

Between Ages of 6-9  (Model 3) 

.018*** 

(.0057) 

.002*** 

(.0006) 

-.02***                

(.006) 

Number of Living Children 

Between Ages of  9-13   (Model 4) 

.01* 
(.006) 

.0013**                      

(.0007) 

-.012*                  
(.006) 

 

CONTROL VARIABLES  

 

YES 

 

YES 

 

YES 

Number of Observation 8,372 8,372 8,372 

    
Notes: * significant at 1 percent , ** significant at 5 percent, and *** significant at 10 percent. Clustered standard errors are reported in paranthesis 

where the birth year is used as the cluster unit.  
 

 

As shown in Table 3, the predicted probabilities of voting under assigned categories were 

indicated by increases in the following explanatory variables: number of living children; 

number of living children under 6 years old; number of living children between 6–9 years old; 

number of living children between 9–13 years old. These results showed that if a woman had 

an additional child, the probability of not voting increased by .0045; the probability of voting 

irregularly increased by .0006; and the probability of voting regularly decreased by .005. The 

results showed that if a woman had an additional child under the age of 6 years, the probability 

of not voting increased by .008; the probability of voting irregularly increased by .001; and the 

probability of voting regularly decreased by .009. The results showed that if a woman had an 

additional child between 6–9 years old, the probability of not voting increased by .018; the 
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probability of voting irregularly increased by .002; and the probability of voting regularly 

decreased by .02. The results showed that if a woman had an additional child between 9–13 

years old, the probability of not voting increased by .01; the probability of voting irregularly 

increased by .0013; and the probability of voting regularly decreased by .012. These results 

indicate that having an additional child between the ages 6 and 9 years significantly decreases 

women’s electoral participation. 

 
Table 4. Ordered Logit Regression Estimation Results: Models with Interactions 

  Notes: * significant at 1 percent , ** significant at 5 percent, and *** significant at 10 percent. Clustered standard errors are reported in 
paranthesis where the birth year is used as the cluster unit.  

 

In this study, interaction models were applied to explore the effects of several status variables, 

such as marital status, wealth status, and educational attainment, on voting behavior according 

to the number of children. Arnold (2013) found that low-income families had a lower likelihood 

of voting, whereas having an additional child did not affect the likelihood of electoral 

 

Variables 

 

Model 1 

 

Model 2 

 

Model 3 

 

Model 4 

Number of Living Children -.09*                

(.056) 

   

Number of Living Children 

Under Age 6 

 -.27***          

(.09) 

-.33***       

(.12) 

1.08*** 

(.3) 

Number of Living Children 

Between Age 6-9 

 -.37***          

(.13) 

-.36***        

(.12) 

-.3*** 

(.1) 

Number of Living Children 

Between Age 9-13 

 -.17         (.13) -.16                 

(.13) 

-.04 

(.13) 

Wealth* Married :  Wealth –

Middle Wealth Level 

.96***           

(.24) 

 .  

Wealth* Married :  Wealth 

Rich Wealth Level 

.24                       

(.25) 

   

Wealth*Child6  .27***      (.1)   

Education Years*Child6   .03**           

(.015) 

 

Age*Child6    -.04*** 

(.01) 

     CONTROL VARIABLES YES YES YES YES 

Number of Observation 8,372 8,372 8,372 8,372 

Chi2 17150 1097.9 7593.3 6725.6 

Prob> Chi2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Pseudo R2 .29 .3 .3 .3 
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participation by high-income families. Wolfinger and Wolfinger (2008) showed that married 

couples with children were more likely to vote than separated adults with children.  

In this study, the estimation results indicate that married women with middle incomes have 

higher participation rates in elections compared to with women with low incomes. Moreover, 

it could also be inferred that married women with middle incomes have higher voter turnout 

compared to single women with middle incomes. The estimation results indicate that an 

increase in wealth level increases the electoral participation of women having at least one child 

6 years or younger, which increases the electoral participation of women having at least one 

child 6 years or younger. Moreover, the results indicate the lower electoral participation of older 

women with one child 6 years or younger.  

Overall, these results indicate that wealth, education, and being married contribute positively 

to the electoral participation of mothers. Education and wealth level contribute positively to the 

voter turnout of mothers with a child 6 years or younger. Young children require constant 

attention and interest daily, and election day is not an exception. The results indicate that wealth 

level or being married enables mothers to vote. Furthermore, the results indicate that educated 

mothers with a child 6 years or younger are more motivated to vote compared to uneducated 

mothers having a child 6 years or younger.  

 

Discussion and Conclusion 
 

Very few studies in the voter turnout literature examine the effects of the fertility preferences 

of women on their electoral participation. Moreover, there are only a few studies on the voting 

behavior of the Turkish electorate. The study aimed to fill the gap in the literature by providing 

evidence for a causal relationship between the number of children and the voting behavior of 

Turkish mothers. The findings of this study contribute not only to the fields of electoral 

democracy and Turkish politics but also to the fields of demography and population economics. 

The results of the econometric estimations indicate that education level, age, marital status 

(being married) and wealth level (middle income compared with low income) increase electoral 

participation. The negative sign in the square of age variable indicate that at older ages, electoral 

participation is lower. Additionally, the regional dummy variables indicate that living in 

Istanbul, West Marmara compared to living in the Central Anatolia (reference region) decreased 

electoral participation, whereas living in East Black Sea compared to living in Central Anatolia 

increased electoral participation. 

Specifically, the results showed that if a woman had an additional child, the probability of not 

voting increased by .006; the probability of voting irregularly increased by .008; and the 

probability of voting regularly decreased by .006. The results also showed that if a woman had 

an additional child under 6 years old, the probability of not voting increased by .01; the 

probability of voting irregularly increased by .0013; and the probability of voting regularly 

decreased by .011. The results also showed that if a woman had an additional child from 6–9 

years old, the probability of not voting increased by .02; the probability of voting irregularly 

increased by .002; and the probability of voting regularly decreased by .02. Additionally, the 

results showed that if a woman had an additional child from 9–13 years old, the probability of 

not voting increased by .014; the probability of voting irregularly increased by .0018; and the 

probability of voting regularly decreased by .016. These results indicate that having an 

additional child between the ages of 6 and 9 years significantly decreases electoral participation 

by women. 
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The estimation results show that married women with middle incomes have higher participation 

in elections compared with married women with low incomes. Additionally, the increase in 

wealth level increases the electoral participation of women having at least one child 6 years or 

younger. The results also showed that education increases the electoral participation of women 

having at least one child 6 years or younger. In addition, the results showed that electoral 

participation was lower in older women having a child 6 years or younger. These results indicate 

that wealth, education and being married contribute positively to the electoral participation of 

mothers with children. Education and wealth level contribute positively to the electoral 

participation of mothers having a child 6 years or younger, whereas the age of the respondent 

having a child 6 years or younger age decreases the probability of voter turnout.  

 

These results support Arnold (2013) and Wolfinger and Wolfinger (2008) but contradict 

Plutzer’s (2002) finding that there was no effect of children on voter turnout. The results of this 

study indicate that in Turkey, mothers contribute less to participatory politics, which decreases 

the pressure on political institutions to respond to the demands of women. Furthermore, 

“unequal turnout spells unequal political influence” (Lijphart, 1997, p. 1), which exacerbates 

gender-based inequalities. Because of the low voter turnout of Turkish women with children, 

information about their preferences in social welfare policies, such as caregiving, gender issues, 

and gender wage gap, are not expressed, which negatively affects their already low participation 

in the labor market.  

The political participation of women, particularly mothers, could enable their economic 

empowerment (i.e., their access to decent jobs), which could increase their strength in civil 

society and in local women’s organizations that promote gender equality and woman-friendly 

policies. Increasing women’s participation might also induce political parties to nominate more 

female legislators, whose priorities may differ from those of male legislators (Bratton and Ray, 

2002; Childs, 2004, Güvercin, 2019), and who might increase the pressure on both ruling and 

opposition parties to implement local and universal welfare policies, including free caregiving 

services and maternity leave.  

 

It could be argued that the lack of public caregiving services in Turkey has had a negative 

impact on electoral participation because mothers are unable to vote, register to vote, or access 

information about political and economic issues. In this study, the significance of the relation 

between the dummy variable of children 6 years and younger and income level demonstrates 

that a wealthy mother who can access expensive caregiving services is more likely to vote.  

 

The findings of this study also indicate that older mothers with a small child (6 years or younger) 

have lower rates of voter turnout because of either habit formation or intensive parenting, or 

both. This group of mothers could be assisted through designing electoral institutions, such as 

voting by mail, designing more flexible voting schedules, and by voting incentives such as 

using phone calls or reminder text messages to induce habitual (non-) voters to form a voting 

plan (Nickerson, 2006; Nickerson and Rogers, 2010; Dale and Strauss, 2009). Several studies 

in the literature have shown the significance of spousal interactions regarding politics 

(Zuckerman et al. 2007). Thus, policies could be developed to motivate husbands to encourage 

their wives to participate in elections.  

Moreover, the cost of voting includes gaining access to information about party platforms and 

candidates. The results of this study indicate that the participation of mothers increases with 

their education level; indeed, schooling enhances the ability to analyze political developments. 

Therefore, campaigns such as canvassing door to door and increasing the media coverage of 
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candidates would decrease the cost of obtaining information about politics, which might then 

increase the voter turnout of mothers with low levels of education.  

 

The results of this study provide important information for policy makers and electoral 

institutions regarding low electoral participation. Policies aimed at free caregiving services, 

reminder text messages, door-to-door canvassing, and voting by mail could increase the 

participation of mothers, particularly those with many young children and low incomes. 

Furthermore, civil society, particularly women’s organizations, should provide incentives for 

mothers so that their aggregated preferences for universal welfare state policies could be 

expressed through their full participation in the electoral process.  
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