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Abstract
Considering that the number of college student beginner voters in the Indonesian 2019 General Election has 
experienced a drastic increase, this research aims to determine the effect of political trust and vote-buying on 
college students’ political participation in the general elections, partially, and simultaneously. This research 
was conducted on 348 active college students in Surabaya, using the purposive sampling technique. The 
scale was used to measure political participation, vote-buying, and political trust was composed itself by the 
researchers. The data analysis techniques used to test the research hypotheses were the Hierarchical Regression 
Test, Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA), and the Andrew Hayes Process. The results of the analysis show 
that political trust (p=0.038), vote-buying (p=0.001) partially, and simultaneously (p=0.000) affect political 
participation. Partially, political trust has a positive effect, while on the other hand, vote-buying has a negative 
effect. In addition, vote-buying is also a significant moderator variable used to strengthen the influence of 
political trust (β=0.658, t=1.984, p=0.048) among college students concerning political participation. In this 
study, vote-buying acts as a quasi-moderator because the effect of Z (vote buying) on Y (political participation) 
and the effect of Z*X1 (vote-buying*political trust) interaction on Y; has been proven to be significant. It can 
be concluded that political trust positively and significantly influences college students’ political participation 
in the general elections.
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Abstrak
Mengingat jumlah suara mahasiswa sebagai pemilih pemula pada Pemilihan Umum (Pemilu) 2019 mengalami 
peningkatan drastis; penelitian ini bertujuan untuk mengetahui pengaruh dari kepercayaan politik dan 
pembelian suara terhadap partisipasi politik mahasiswa dalam pemilihan umum, baik secara parsial maupun 
simultan. Kemudian, pengaruh dari kepercayaan politik terhadap partisipasi politik mahasiswa dengan 
pembelian suara sebagai variabel moderator. Penelitian ini melibatkan 348 mahasiswa berstatus aktif yang 
berada di Surabaya, dengan menggunakan teknik purposive sampling. Skala yang digunakan untuk mengukur 
partisipasi politik, kepercayaan politik, dan pembelian suara dikonstruksi sendiri oleh peneliti. Teknik analisis 
data untuk menguji hipotesis menggunakan Hierarchical Regression Test, Moderated Regression Analysis 
(MRA) dan Andrew Hayes Process. Hasil analisis menunjukkan kepercayaan politik (p=0.038) dan pembelian 
suara (p=0.001) berpengaruh baik secara parsial, maupun simultan (p=0.000) terhadap partisipasi politik. 
Secara parsial, kepercayaan politik berpengaruh positif, sedangkan pembelian suara berpengaruh negatif. 
Selain itu, pembelian suara juga secara signifikan menjadi variabel moderator yang memperkuat pengaruh 
kepercayaan politik (β=0,658, t=1,984, p=0,048) terhadap partisipasi politik mahasiswa. Pembelian suara 
dalam penelitian ini berperan sebagai quasi-moderator, karena pengaruh Z (pembelian suara) terhadap Y 
(partisipasi politik) dan pengaruh interaksi Z*X1 (pembelian suara*kepercayaan politik) terhadap Y; keduanya 
terbukti signifikan. Dapat disimpulkan bahwa kepercayaan politik berpengaruh positif dan signifikan terhadap 
partisipasi politik mahasiswa dalam pemilihan umum.

Kata kunci: kepercayaan politik; pembelian suara; partisipasi politik; mahasiswa
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Introduction

In terms of vote acquisition, beginner voters in Indonesia are voters who have a high potential to gain 
votes in the general elections. Komisi Pemilihan Umum (2014) showed that the number of beginner 
voters was around 27 million out of a total of 147 million voters (Putra et al. 2014). In the 2009 general 
elections, there were approximately 36 million voters out of 171 million, moreover, the number of 
voters aged 17 to 20 years old in the 2014 general elections was around 14 million, while those aged 
20 to 30 years old totaled around 45.5 million. Badan Pusat Statistik (2010) population census, the 
number of people aged 15 to 19 years old amounted to 20.880.734 people consisting of 10.614.306 
men and 10.266.428 women. On the other hand, those aged 20 to 24 years old, totaled 19.891.633 
million people consisting of 9.887.713 men and 10.003.920 women, and if these numbers are added 
up, the total will be 40.772.367. In general, it is assumed that the beginner voters and young voters 
knew as college students will increase in the 2019 general elections.

Various studies, including those conducted in Indonesia, have shown a direct relationship between 
political trust and political participation. Political trust influences the emergence of political 
participation in social movements (Matulessy & Samsul 2013). Wahyudi et al. (2013) showed a 
positive relationship between political trust paired with the satisfaction of democracy and the level 
of political participation. Masturah (2014) also pointed out that trust in the presidential candidates 
influences novice voters’ political participation. Handaningrum & Rini (2014) found that political 
trust is relatively low; however, political participation is relatively high. El Sahn et al. (2013) 
assumed a positive effect from engagement responses on interpersonal groups, voting disadvantages, 
voting usefulness, mass media, party differences, party identification, political trust, and political 
efficacy. There was also found to be a negative influence from political systems on the intention to 
choose someone in the general election. Studies such as those by Goeddeke (2004), Yao & Murphy 
(2007), Carter & Campbell (2011) proved that there is a positive relationship between public trust 
and political participation in the general election. Based on Ondercin & White (2011), there is a 
relationship between trust in a particular candidate and the candidate’s level of knowledge. It is a 
guideline for someone to consider concerning their active involvement in political activity. Dermody 
& Scullion (2008) also reached the same conclusion, specifically that the candidates’ trust has an 
impact on the attitude and political participation of novice voters.

In general, political participation occurs not only because of the interest of an individual or a group 
independently; however also because of other people who ask or even force particular individuals 
or groups to vote. It is known as the mobilization of political participation (Gaffar 1998). In the 
mobilization stage, there is a factor that influences political participation, namely vote-buying. In 
the Indonesian general election, it is known as money politics. Schaffer & Schedler (2007) said that 
in vote-buying, various types of material are often exchanged for voters’ political support regarding 
their political participation. In addition to cash and services, the materials can be in soap, chairs, 
gloves, watches, cement, alcohol, coffee, sugar, instant noodles, cigarettes, shirts, mobile phones, 
fans, cooking oil, and rice. Bratton (2008), in Nigeria found that the forms of vote-buying generally 
offered to the voters are cash (68%), clothing and food commodities (26%), and job opportunities (6%). 

Research regarding vote-buying and political participation conducted by Nurdin (2014) revealed 
that, money politics (vote-buying) has a significant effect on voting behavior. Nurdin (2014)
also emphasized that money politics is unrelated to voting behavior, either sociologically, socio-
psychologically, or rationally. Instead, it is influenced by the competition between candidates, the 
candidates’ materials capability, political tradition, supervision, and law enforcement, the latter of 
which can be relatively weak. Zetra et al. (2015), who examined political participation and vote-
buying or money politics, pointed out that the most common type of money politics is the provision 
of food, clothing, and money, where the giving of money or goods is often done at the time of 
the campaign and partly in the morning before the vote. It is reported that more than half of their 
respondents (69.6%) engaged in money politics (vote-buying). Komisi Pemilihan Umum (2015) 
also assessed the influence of money politics on political participation. Their study showed that 
money politics does not affect voter participation; however, it is interesting to find that most of the 
respondents want there to be money politics involved in general elections.
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Money politics is a typical term used in the political culture of general elections in Indonesia. The 
term describes the political phenomenon of using the influence of money power (in the ‘negative’ 
sense) during the election process. For other countries outside of Indonesia, money politics is a 
new term in political literature (Zetra et al. 2015). In Western political science, the concept that is 
often used to explain money politics in the Indonesian general election is vote-buying. It should 
be noted that vote-buying in various countries has various meanings, and it is often understood 
in different contexts depending on the cultural factors, political traditions, and the election model 
applied (Schaffer & Schedler 2007). In the Indonesian general election culture, vote-buying starts 
from the presidential and legislative elections up to the level of the village head election. Kana (2001) 
pointed out that money politics is typical in the village head election where people often see it as a 
symbol of “tali asih,” (can be described as a form of care or appreciation from the party concerned 
to the community). Komisi Pemilihan Umum (2014) revealed that democracy at a fundamental level 
(village head election) is full of money politics because it is considered something familiar. People 
are not sensitive to the dangers because they do not feel that vote-buying is a behavior that must be 
avoided normatively, it shows a lack of public knowledge about politics.

Electoral politics have realized the potential of the voices of beginner voters who come in large 
numbers in college. One political party has opened up its registration for the 2019 legislative 
candidates, and it has even given the opportunity, not only to its cadres, however also to the public, 
including youths and college students (Tashandra 2017). It shows that college student involvement 
has been taken into account in the world of electoral politics. It is interesting to observe that many 
college students who are part of the political party campaign group are willing to bring their attributes 
as college students to support the candidates. In 2014, around 1.000 college students gathered at 
Hotel Indonesia in Jakarta to declare themselves as the team of one of the candidates (Detik News 
2014). In other areas, one network of college students also participated in the declaration to support 
(Habibi 2014).

In addition to political participation and political trust, the researcher’s primary concern is the trend 
of vote-buying in the general elections. It is known as money politics in the culture of the Indonesian 
general elections. The main target of vote-buying is to gain the sympathy and trust of the voters. 
College students expect to be the pioneers and agents of change on the frontlines in nation-building. 
College students must act as smart voters and keep the electoral process honest, fair, direct, public, 
free, and confidential. It will generate a leader that is reliable for the community. The General Elections 
Commission or Komisi Pemilihan Umum (KPU) also expects the college students’ role to include 
watching the electoral process and reducing the number of abstentions (Berita Satu 2013). According 
to Santrock (2011), beginner voters and young voters are classified as being in the category of early 
adulthood. Santrock (2011) divided early adulthood into 18-25 years old, continuing up until 30 years 
old. As can be seen from the intellectual transition, categorized this stage as the phase of operational 
formal, which can even progress to the point of entering the phase of post-operational formal in terms 
of cognitive development (Santrock 2011). It means that this group already engages in an intricate 
pattern of thought as they can think abstractly, logically, and rationally. Through the perspective of social 
psychology, vote-buying can be assumed to be a reward for either the offender or recipient. In other 
words, vote-buying can strengthen trust in political participation, on the contrary, it can also weaken it.

In the present study, the researcher further addressed whether there is an effect from political trust 
and vote-buying on the political participation of college students in the general elections, both 
simultaneously (H1) and partially (H2). Therefore, the moderating effect of vote-buying (H3) on the 
effect of political trust on the college students’ political participation is essential. 

Research Method

The researchers constructed the measurement of the variables of political participation (α=652), 
political trust (α=957), and vote-buying (α=851). The researchers in this study used construct validity 
and content validity. The main focus was to construct the content of each measuring instrument to 
reflect the conceptual definition. Content validity was fulfilled by conducting a consultation with 
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experts (minimum three) in order to get responses and suggestions along with any changes in the 
questionnaire that have been made. The experts in question were the supervisors of the study and 
associated experts in the field. The instrument’s testing was then conducted in Kendari, Southeast 
Sulawesi Province, from 28th to 30th June 2018. After the tryout, a validity and reliability test was 
performed to fulfill the construct’s validity. The measurement tool for political participation was 
constructed using the aspects of political participation by Cottam et al. (2012) which consisted of 
personal knowledge, knowledge that is known through the mass media, worry, and enthusiasm. 
Political trust examines using the trust dimensions (Lewicki & Bunker 1995). It was widely used 
to measure political trust (Masturah 2014, Rini 2016), including ability, integrity, and benevolence. 
The vote-buying variable was assessed using the indicators from the research by the KPU in 2015. 

The population in this study consisted of active college students in both State and Private Universities 
in Surabaya, totaling 171.974 people based on the data in 2016/2017 from each University contained 
in the database of the Ministry of Research, Technology, and Higher Education (Pangkalan Data 
Pendidikan Tinggi 2018). Based on the table guidelines Sugiyono (2010), 348 college students were 
determined to be the research samples with a significance or error rate of 5% and a confidence level 
of 95%. The sampling was carried out using purposive sampling, and all of the respondents in this 
study (Table 1) reached the compulsory age for voting and had the status of beginner voters ranging in 
age from 17-25 years old (M=20.16, SD=2.126). Novice voters, who are generally college students, 
were selected as participants because there was an increase in voters’ number in the 2019 general 
election (Badan Pusat Statistik 2010). Nowadays, political parties are increasingly aware of the 
potential of novice voters (college students). It can be seen from one political party, allowing college 
students to register as candidates for the 2019 legislative election (Tashandra 2017). This research 
was conducted at the end of 2018 ahead of the 2019 general election in Indonesia. This study’s data 
analysis was done using the Hierarchical Regression Test, Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA), 
and the Andrew Hayes Process using the SPSS 25 windows program to test the hypotheses.

Results and Discussion

Political participation (Table 3) correlates with vote-buying (p=0.001) and political trust (p=0.038). 
Vote buying is related to political trust (p=0.001). Besides that, it is known that age also correlates 
with political trust (p=0.005). Simultaneously, the regression model (Table 4) showed significant 
results (F=9.509, p<.01, R2=.052). There is a partial positive relationship between the variables of 
political trust and the political participation variable (B=.037, t=2.75, p<.01, R2=.012). The vote-
buying variable shows a negative relationship with political participation (B= -.090, t= -3.81, p<.01, 
R2=.031). Overall, the regression model shows that H1 and H2 are accepted.

Table 1.
Demographic characteristics of the participants

Gender
N Age range Education (on going)

Frequency Percentage 
(%) 17-19 20-22 23-25 Bachelor’s 

program
Master’s 
program

Male 191 29 36 44 21 90 11
Female 247 71 110 107 30 229 19
Total 348 100 146 151 51 318 30

Source: Primary data (2018)

The results from the regression statistical test show there to be a unidirectional relationship between 
political trust and political participation among college students. This emphasizes that if political 
trust is improved, then the level of political participation will also increase. The results of this study 
are in line with the research by Dermody et al. (2010) where political trust affected 51% of the 
voters’ behavior. Grönlund & Setälä (2007) also found there to be a positive relationship between 
trust and the decision to vote in the general election. According to Wahyudi et al. (2013), there was 
a positive relationship between political trust and democratic satisfaction in relation to the level 



 325

Masyarakat, Kebudayaan dan Politik Vol. 33, Issue 3, 2020, page 321-331 

of political participation among the college students. Masturah (2014) added that in the context 
of the presidential elections, the trustworthiness of the presidential candidates affects the political 
participation of the beginner voters. Based on the categorization of political trust in relation to the 
subject of the study (Table 2), out of a total of 348 college students, there were 189 college students 
(54.3%) who had a low level of political trust while the other 159 college students (45.7%) claimed 
to have a high level of political trust.

In the political context, political trust is one’s trust in the current political components (Misztal 
2001). It is not just an assessment of policy, it also involves the perception of the information 
and emotional support of the government (Zhang & Wang 2010). Political trust is the hope of 
the community for a leader to be able to respond, aggregate, and articulate people’s demands and 
aspirations (Akhrani 2016). One factor that influences this political trust is the high level of trust in 
the government (Schiffman et al. 2010). Surbakti (1999) said that political awareness and political 
trust are the psychological variables that influence political participation. Cholisin & Nasiwan (2012) 
also proposed that someone with a high level of political awareness and trust in the government will 
tend to be active in terms of political participation.

Table 2.
Variable categorization

Variables Frequency (N) Percentage (%)
Political participation
High 169 48.6
Low 179 51.4
Total 348 100
Political trust
High 159 45.7
Low 189 54.3
Total 348 100
Vote buying
High 183 52.6
Low 165 47.4
Total 348 100

Source: Primary data (2018)

On the one hand, Lewicki & Bunker (1995), Mayer et al. (1995) revealed there to be three dimensions 
contained in trust, namely ability (related to a performance trigger is based on knowledge and 
competencies), integrity (related to the consistency between principles and actions), and benevolence 
(related to the positive behavior shown in and to the public). Misztal (2001) argued that trust is 
closely related to the concepts of social capital, civil society, and social cooperation. The political 
trust in the government is determined by the alignment of the policies of the government with the 
expectations of society at large (Zhang & Wang 2010). The capital elements that shape the social 
capital (Putnam et al.1993) are participation in a network, reciprocity, trust, social norms, values, 
and active acts. Putnam (1995), who examined a case in the United States, showed that low level 
political participation, weakened interpersonal trust levels and decreased levels of sociability in socio-
political life were present. These are the indicators of a decline in the availability of social capital in 
the administration of democratic life in the United States. Therefore social capital in a democratic 
country is very important. Politics is closely associated with social capital because politics cannot be 
separated from the social world (Schyns & Koop 2010).

The statistical regression test results (Table 4) indicate an inverse relationship between vote-buying 
and political participation in college students; in other words, when vote-buying increases, the level 
of political participation decrease. It means that vote-buying will reduce the political participation of 
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college students. Significantly, concerning different research subjects, Nurdin (2014), which found 
that the practice of money politics (vote-buying) has a significant effect on voting behavior. Zetra et 
al. (2015) also examined political participation and vote-buying (money politics). They wrote that 
the most common type of money politics was the provision of assistance in the form of food and 
clothing and money (Nurdin 2014, Zetra et al. 2015). It was often carried out during the campaign 
and ahead of the election event.

Table 3.
Descriptive statistics and the Pearson r correlation

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6
Political participation -
Vote buying -0.177** -
Political trust 0.111* 0.176* -
Gender 0.021 0.084 0.002 -
Age -0.021 -0.065 -0.149** 0.092 -
Education 0.045 -0.055 -0.077 0.052 0.541** -
Mean 37.45 36.98 55.45 1.29 20.16 1.09
Standard Deviation 3.36 7.56 13.50 0.45 2.12 0.28

     N= 348, *p< 0.05, **p< 0,01
Source: Primary data (2018)

Table 4.
Results of the hierarchical regression test
Block 1 Block 2

Political 
trust
β

R2
Vote 

buying
B

R2 

Change R2 Adjusted 
R2

ANOVA 
result (F) Sig. F

Political participation .147 .012 -.203 .040 .052 .047 9.509 .000

Source: Primary data (2018)

Based on the research respondents’ categorization (Table 2), out of 348 college students, 183 college 
students (52.6%) have a high interest in vote-buying. It suggests that the votes of those 183 college 
students can be bought in the general elections. It is assumed that money politics (vote-buying) 
occurs because most voters prefer money or other material things rather than paying attention to other 
indicators such as the candidates’ credibility, personality, and experience in the political realm (Nurdin 
2014). Nurdin (2014), where more than half of the respondents (69.6%) admitted to accepting money 
politics. In vote-buying, many different material types are usually exchanged with voters’ political 
support regarding their political participation in elections. Besides money and services, it can be in 
the form of soap, chairs, sarongs, watches, cement, whiskey, coffee, sugar, instant noodles, cigarettes, 
shirts, mobile phones, fans, cooking oil, and rice (Schaffer & Schedler 2007). Three views can be 
elaborated on in terms of the relationship between vote-buying and voting behavior (Nurdin 2011).

First, the view that money politics has a significant influence on voting behavior such as in the 
research conducted by Bratton (2008) in Nigeria and Kenya is where the practice of vote-buying 
has more influence on people with less education than those with a higher level of education. 
Second, the assumption that money politics does not significantly influence voting behavior such 
as the research by Vicente & Wantchekon (2009) in West Africa is where voting does not have an 
effect even among the poor voters in areas where economic development is relatively low. In that 
study, political education was considered a determining factor for money politics’ effectiveness in 
influencing voter preferences. Third, the perspective that the voters’ response to money politics in 
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each layer of society can vary depending on each society’s social, economic, and cultural conditions. 
Schaffer & Schedler (2002), explained “vote buying carries different meanings in different historical 
and cultural contexts.” For example, in Taiwan, it was found that guests have the habit of giving a 
small gift to their host (Rigger 1994, Nurdin 2011). Muhtadi (2018), showed that vote-buying in 
Indonesia is more concentrated before or during the election day and sometimes before dawn. In 
Indonesia, this phenomenon is known as “Serangan Fajar.” Based on Table 5, it can be concluded 
that the variable of vote-buying strengthens (positive effect) the effect of political trust on political 
participation (p=.048<.050).

Table 5.
Results of the Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA)

Model B Std. Error B T Sig.
Interaction political trust x vote buying .003 .002 .658 1.984 .048

 Dependent variable: Political Participation
Source: Primary data (2018)

The slope for political trust (Figure 1) predicts political participation at each level of vote-buying. 
For low vote buying, political trust b=0.01, t(344)=0.92, p=0.35. It means that for low vote-buying, 
there is no relationship between political trust and political participation. The average between vote-
buying and political trust b=0.03, t(344)=2.96, p=0.00 shows that on average, the political trust gives 
us 0.03 points for the final political participation. For a high level of vote-buying, political trust 
b=0.06, t(344)=3.35, p=0.00. On average, for vote-buying, the political trust gives us 0.06 points for 
the final political participation. The conclusion from the Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA) and 
the Andrew Hayes Model 1 Process tests also proves the third hypothesis (H3) in this study. In the 
first hypothesis test, variable Z (vote-buying) and the Z*X1 interaction have a significant effect on 
variable Y (political participation), vote-buying is included in the quasi-moderator criteria. 

Figure 1.
Simple slopes for political participation, political trust, and vote buying

According to the partial regression test, vote-buying reduces the level of political participation; 
however, in the Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA) and Andrew Hayes tests, vote-buying 
can strengthen political trust’s influence on political participation. It proposes that one of the main 
objectives of vote-buying is to earn voters’ trust in order for them to give their votes to the party 
in question as a part of political participation. In social exchange theory, the rules about exchange 
usually involve reciprocal relationships or repayment in the form of actions in response to the acting 
response (Cropanzano & Mitchell 2005). It can be illustrated as wrapping something negative behind 
a positive mask, in the sense of vote-buying as a vote-buying prize. Suryanto et al. 2012 explained that 
rewards are divided into two types; directly and through associations. The rewards are usually given 



 328

Sumantri & Suryanto: “Vote-buying as a moderator variable”

directly by the candidates or through the campaign team. One of the pillars in democratic countries is 
the involvement of citizens in the general elections. In the modern analysis, political participation is 
an important issue, and it has been extensively studied, especially in developing countries (Budiardjo 
2008). The results of this study indicate that the level of college students’ political participation 
(51.4%) is still low. It needs to be further improved. The voices of beginner voters, especially college 
students, have a high level of potential in elections as they can also act as pioneers, agents of change, 
and on the frontlines in the process of nation-building. Therefore, college students must be smart 
when using their votes and participating in keeping the electoral process honest, fair, direct, public, 
free, and confidential, it will generate a leader who can be the hope of the community.

This study only generalizes the political participation of college students in Surabaya. The researcher 
chose not to reduce the number of respondents based explicitly on the university. The data collection 
of the respondents included five universities in Surabaya, East Java Province, Indonesia. The 
respondents’ characteristics studied by the researchers were age, education, and gender.

Conclusion

It can be concluded that political trust positively and significantly influences college students’ political 
participation in the general elections. It is noted that high political confidence will increase the level 
of political participation and vice versa. Vote-buying significantly harms the political participation 
of college students in the general elections. High vote-buying will reduce the level of political 
participation. If the level of political participation is high, then the rate of vote-buying will below. 
Political trust and vote-buying simultaneously have a significant influence on political participation. 
Vote buying has a significant moderating effect (quasi-moderator) by strengthening political trust’s 
influence on college students’ political participation in the general elections. 
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