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Factors Influencing the Political Orientation of
Seoul Citizens: A Multinomial Logistic Regression

Analysis *

Yunmi Kim T Tae-Hwan Kim ¥

Abstract This paper analyzes the influence of factors such as income,
age, gender, education level, and residential area on the political orienta-
tion of Seoul citizens using multinomial logistic regression models. The
marginal effect of income shows that there is little change across most in-
come brackets, but the probability of being conservative increases sharply
in the highest income bracket, while the probabilities of being moderate
and liberal decrease. The effect of age indicates that, as expected, the
probability of becoming conservative increases and the probability of be-
coming liberal decreases as age increases. The impact of education is not
linear; graduating from college increases the probability of being liberal
and decreases the probability of being conservative. However, obtaining a
graduate degree, such as a master’s or doctorate, results in an increase in
both liberal and conservative probabilities, while the probability of being
moderate decreases. It was also found that women are more likely to be
liberal than men and show very different patterns in the marginal effects
of income, age, and education compared to men.
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Figure 1: DISTRIBUTION OF POLITICAL IDEOLOGIES. This figure shows the
percentage distribution of political orientations, from the extreme left (1) through
the center (6) to the extreme right (11).
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Table 1: POLITICAL IDEOLOGY DISTRIBUTION. This table presents the distribu-
tion of political ideology among Seoul citizens in 2022, expressed as percentages.
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Table 2: THE MULTINOMIAL LOGISTIC REGRESSION RESULTS FOR THE PROBA-
BILITY OF BEING POLITICALLY CENTRIST. This table reports the multinomial
logistic regression results for the probability of being politically centrist.

tgow 49Es ol #UsHA WS} okl AF2) Bl
sl o H = @ﬂ¢dﬂuﬁﬂ4ﬂ4% 457} ARHE ol

li

-
]

e

AL BT 00300 AW= ALE A5 LB O AT
T -03%, AR BE 3 FATHE 04% 0]t} LA XY
A1 3 S ol Eol hu A Reshe o Ao R0l oot

22 AAZTHY Z7]= YT Aol Btk A, o] = ol A AlLE
SA Tt &, BaoA A H AR WSS FH2 53%11 olmg, XK 3
Eof )8t A &7} -0.4%2] A3 F AL FF A o] 534 o A 5dA =
Aol A9 S7HE ul AA o] AR A o7 v 2H50] 0.4% AT
Ohe Aotk 1 39 3532 §E8503% gasty v 2350z



44 Ao BA4F 2 AEH

A 71EHS 2 ShA & 3}
4% | +3A%

A 0,97k 11.06 0.10%%*

100 2H4-300 7+ 0.15%** 4.46 0.027%%*
300 9HA-500 7 -0, 1478 -3.70 -0.03%**
5009F1-7000FS) | 100EHQ | RE | g o7k -3.94 -0.03%**
700 9H-900 7 -0.30%* -1.98 -0.02%**
900 %+ o] A -1k -5.46 -0.17%%*
> 2 -0.03%F% | _34.23 | -0.004%**

A4 A 0.18%%* 5.95 0.02%**
15 E 0.34%k 6.18 0.07%%*
AEHE =5t m = o3l 0.46%** 7.34 0.08%**

) et= 0.81*#* 13.01 0.16%**
& 0.85%** 5.92 (.23
73 3ol 9] | -0.53%** 13.68 -0.09%**

3: AREE o )& FY 22T FA AT (L5 E fy). *, #, w
S 242 10%, 5%, 1% §2)FZol A AR §o). o]

3 ohg 22 A4S 243 A7E ebd Z ol
Table 3: THE MULTINOMIAL LOGISTIC REGRESSION RESULTS FOR THE PROBA-
BILITY OF BEING POLITICALLY PROGRESSIVE. This table reports the multinomial
logistic regression results for the probability of being politically progressive.
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Figure 2: MARGINAL EFFECTS OF INCOME ON POLITICAL PROBABILITIES (SOLID
LINE: CONSERVATIVE PROBABILITY; DASHED LINE: CENTRIST PROBABILITY;
DOTTED LINE: LIBERAL PROBABILITY). This figure shows the marginal effects
of income relative to the reference group ‘less than 1 million KRW per month.
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Figure 3: MARGINAL EFFECTS OF AGE ON POLITICAL PROBABILITIES (SOLID
LINE: CONSERVATIVE PROBABILITY; DASHED LINE: CENTRIST PROBABILITY;
DOTTED LINE: LIBERAL PROBABILITY). This figure shows the marginal effects
of age on political probabilities.
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Flgure 4: CHANGES IN POLITICAL PROBABILITIES BY AGE (SOLID LINE: CONSER-
VATIVE PROBABILITY; DASHED LINE: CENTRIST PROBABILITY; DOTTED LINE:
LIBERAL PROBABILITY). This figure shows the changes in political probabilities
by age.
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Figure 5: MARGINAL EFFECTS OF EDUCATION ON POLITICAL PROBABILITIES.
Marginal effects of education on political probabilities, with ‘junior high school
or below’ as the reference category (solid line: conservative probability; dashed
line: centrist probability; dotted line: liberal probability).
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Figure 6: MARGINAL EFFECTS OF INCOME ON POLITICAL PROBABILITIES: WHEN
INCOME IS SUBDIVIDED INTO 1 MILLION KRW INCREMENTS (SOLID LINE: CON-
SERVATIVE PROBABILITY; DASHED LINE: CENTRIST PROBABILITY; DOTTED
LINE: LIBERAL PROBABILITY). This figure shows the marginal effects of income
using the reference group ‘less than 1 million KRW per month’ when income is
subdivided into 1 million KRW increments.
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Flgure 7: MARGINAL EFFECTS OF EDUCATION ON POLITICAL PROBABILITIES:
WHEN EDUCATION CATEGORIES ARE SUBDIVIDED (SOLID LINE: CONSERVATIVE
PROBABILITY; DASHED LINE: CENTRIST PROBABILITY; DOTTED LINE: LIBERAL
PROBABILITY). This figure shows the marginal effects of education on political
probabilities, using ‘no formal education’ as the reference category.
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Table 4: THE MULTINOMIAL LOGISTIC REGRESSION RESULTS FOR THE PROBA-
BILITY OF BEING POLITICALLY LIBERAL USING A FEMALE DUMMY VARIABLE.
This table presents the multinomial logistic regression results for the probability
of being politically liberal, using a female dummy variable.
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Figure 8: MARGINAL EFFECTS OF INCOME ON POLITICAL PROBABILITIES FOR
MALES AND FEMALES (SOLID LINE: CONSERVATIVE PROBABILITY; DASHED LINE:
CENTRIST PROBABILITY; DOTTED LINE: LIBERAL PROBABILITY). This figure
shows the marginal effects of income using the reference category ‘under 1 million
KRW per month’ , separately for males and females.
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Figure 9: MARGINAL EFFECTS OF AGE ON POLITICAL PROBABILITIES FOR MALES
AND FEMALES (SOLID LINE: CONSERVATIVE PROBABILITY; DASHED LINE: CEN-
TRIST PROBABILITY; DOTTED LINE: LIBERAL PROBABILITY). This figure shows
the marginal effects of age on political probabilities, separately for males and
females.
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Figure 10: CHANGES IN POLITICAL PROBABILITIES BY AGE FOR MALES AND
FEMALES (ACCOUNTING FOR THE CONTROL EFFECTS OF OTHER EXPLANATORY
VARIABLES) (SOLID LINE: CONSERVATIVE PROBABILITY; DASHED LINE: CEN-
TRIST PROBABILITY; DOTTED LINE: LIBERAL PROBABILITY). This figure shows
the changes in political probabilities by age, separately for males and females.
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