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Preface e 

Thiss book focuses on voters' reasoning, or  the process by 
whichh individuals reach vote choice. In the literatur e on 
votingg and elections this is also referred to as the calculus of 
voting.. It is usually assumed that such reasoning does not 
varyy among voters. While classical studies in electoral 
researchh discuss variation in voters' reasoning (Campbell et 
al.. 1960), state of the art empirical electoral research still 
implicitl yy assumes that such differences do not exist and that 
aa single model of vote choice applies to the entire electorate 
inn the same way. In contrast, the thesis of this book is that the 
reasoningg underlying voting is not homogenous. Generally 
speaking,, not all voters wil l base their  vote choice on the 
samee reasoning. Rather  they can be expected to rely on 
differentt  considerations when casting a ballot. 

Suchh variation in the calculus of voting may occur 
acrosss voters. Under  seemingly identical conditions, one 
voterr  may choose the party with the perceived highest 
competencee in economic affairs and another  voter  may cast a 
ballott  for  the party with the preferred foreign policy. Such 
variationn in voters' reasoning may, however, also occur 
acrosss contexts. A voter  may consider  predominantly 
environmentall  issues in one election and in a subsequent 
electionn this voter  may change his or  her  mind, disregarding 
thee previous reasoning based on environmental issues, and 
votee for  the most reliable politician instead. The objective of 
thiss book is to shed light on these differences. The main focus 
iss therefore not to analyse citizens' actual votes or  election 
outcomess but the processes by which voters come to such 
choices. . 
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Butt  why are these processes of significance? What is 
relevantt  about research on the calculus of voting that makes it 
interestingg beyond scientific curiosity? Two central 
argumentss can be put forward. First, in several democracies 
theree is a heated discussion between political actors and 
scholarss of political science alike about the consequences of 
thee institutional settings of political systems. This occurs not 
onlyy new democracies, like the transition countries of Central 
andd Eastern Europe, but also established democracies, as 
illustratedd by electoral reforms in France, Italy , and New 
Zealand.. Institutional settings are the object of intense debate 
becausee they are presumed to affect voters' behaviour  and 
therebyy election outcomes (e.g., Nohlen &  Kasapovic 1996; 
Sartorii  1997). Certain conjectures as to the consequences 
whichh institutional settings have appear  repeatedly. But as far 
ass individual voters are concerned, there is littl e empirical 
evidencee for  the impact of institutional settings on voters' 
reasoning.. Empirical results of this book demonstrate how 
contextuall  settings impact on individuals' calculus of voting 
andd therefore provide ground for  more informed inferences 
onn the consequences of institutional engineering. 

Thee second reason for  the practical use of research on 
thee calculus of voting is the continuous reflection in scientific 
andd public debates on changes in voting behaviour. Several 
scientificc hypothesis on electoral behaviour  have also been 
influentiall  in public debate and it seems accepted by many 
politicall  observers that voting has become increasingly 
personalisedd (cf. Lass 1995), party loyalties are diminishing 
(e.g.,, Dalton &  Wattenberg 2000), or  that we are currently 
witnessingg the death of ideology (Bell 1965). Al l such 
inferencess implicitl y refer  to the individual calculus of voting, 
which,, for  example, is expected to relate less to ideology and 
moree to the personal qualities of politicians. In that respect, 
ann empirical analysis of the calculus of voting can give an 
ideaa whether  such expectations are (un)founded and what 
changess may be expected in the future in different 
democracies. . 
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Too folly understand the calculus of voting it is 
necessaryy not only to have information on different voters but 
alsoo to have information on different voters casting ballots 
underr  different contextual settings. That is why the empirical 
analysiss of this book is based on an individual level model of 
votingg behaviour  across several democracies, a research 
designn that is often referred to as multilevel analysis. Such an 
empiricall  approach provides an opportunity to incorporate 
trait ss of voters as well as trait s of political contexts in an 
individuall  level explanation of voters' reasoning. 

Thee empirical analysis of the calculus of voting in this 
bookk is based on voters' evaluations of three political objects 
theyy presumably take into account when casting ballots: the 
partyy as an object of affection, the political leader  of a party, 
andd the policy of a party. In other  words, voters may regard 
votingg in different ways: as a choice between parties, as the 
selectionn of personnel for  public office, and/or  as a preference 
forr  policy positions. More detailed information on the vote 
functionn wil l be provided in Chapters 1 and 2. The calculus of 
votingg as decision-making process is estimated by linkin g 
suchh party, politician, and policy orientations to vote choice. 
Thee alternative to estimating the calculus of voting is to use 
respondents''  self report on the reasons for  their  voting 
behaviourr  as indicative of their  calculus of voting. The latter 
measuree though appears less reliable as wil l be elaborated in 
Chapterr  2. That is why the calculus of voting is retrieved and 
nott  observed. The extent to which voters from different 
contextss or  voters with different individual characteristics are 
moree sensitive to parties, political leaders, or  policies wil l be 
testedd by means of interactions between such characteristics 
andd political objects. 

Data Data 
Thee most suitable data currently available to approach the 
researchh outlined above have been collected in the context of 
thee so-called Comparative Study of Electoral Systems 
(CSES)) project. This is a collaborative project of election 
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studyy teams around the world. Each of these teams included a 
modulee of identical questions in respective national election 
surveys.. Data on thirt y parliamentary elections held in 
twenty-sevenn democracies between 1996 and 2002 is 
analysedd in this book. The range of countries analysed in the 
bookk covers democracies from all over  the world. Besides 
establishedd democracies, countries from Asia, Eastern 
Europe,, and South America are also included in the analysis. 
CSESS is in this respect a unique dataset that notably describes 
individuall  political behaviour  under  very different political 
circumstances.. A full report on the data wil l be provided in 
Chapterr  2. 

ContentsContents of the Book 
Thee subsequent chapters are structured as follows. First, 
researchh on the calculus of voting is related to existing 
theoriess of voters' reasoning. Also, prior  studies on 
differencess in such reasoning are briefly reviewed and 
discussed.. Two general approaches are distinguished in 
Chapterr  1: studies emphasising the role of voters' individual 
characteristicss for  differences in their  reasoning of vote 
choicee and studies focusing on political contexts being 
determinantss of such variation. The empirical approach 
adoptedd in this book lends itself to analyse both individual 
andd contextual accounts in a single model. Major  questions of 
researchh design and the strategy of analysis are explicated in 
Chapterr  2. The conceptual and statistical intricacies of a 
multilevell  approach will be discussed in particular . More 
mundanee but also crucial problems related to incomplete data 
inn surveys are discussed in the chapter  as well. Associated 
withh Chapter  2 is set of appendices that reports specifics of 
practicall  procedures and measurement of variables. Chapter  3 
reportss how the importance of parties, leaders, and policies 
variess systematically across political systems. This supports 
thee central thesis of the book, namely, that voting can be 
regardedd as a heterogeneous choice process. Yet, this result 
doess not tell what may account for  the differences reported. 
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Inn accordance with the distinction between individual and 
contextuall  explanations, Chapter  4 elaborates this 
heterogeneityy on the individual level and Chapter  5 does the 
samee at the contextual level. In Chapter  4, demographic 
backgroundd and the political awareness of respondents are 
analysedd as moderating factors between party, politician, and 
policyy evaluations and vote choice. The contextual Chapter  5 
containss a wide range of characteristics of political systems as 
potentiall  moderators: institutional settings, party system, 
availabilit yy of mass media, and the economic context of 
countries.. A final empirical analysis of Chapter  6 integrates 
alll  individual and contextual variables into a single model. 
Thiss makes it possible to address the question whether 
individuall  differences or  contextual variation are more 
importantt  to explain heterogeneity in the choice process. In a 
finall  Chapter  7 central results are summarised and their 
theoreticall  as well as practical implications are discussed. 
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Chapterr 1 
Theoreticall  Outline 

Politicall  scientists often use the term * calculus of voting' 
whenn they refer  to the process in which voters integrate 
evaluationss and considerations related to different choice 
alternativess into their  decision on how to vote. The use of the 
phrasee 'calculus' does not imply that voters consciously 
'compute''  their  decision but rather  that their  behaviour  is 
consistentt  with the empirical information about their 
orientationss and evaluations and with the construction of such 
aa calculus as modelled by an analyst. The term is most 
frequentlyy used in the rational choice paradigm (e.g., Riker  & 
Ordeshookk 1968). However, this does not imply that the 
notionn of a calculus of voting is merely restricted to a 
'rational ''  calculation of 'expected outcomes' of supporting 
onee or  the other  political party or  candidate. The evaluations 
andd considerations that voters bring to bear  upon their  choice 
cann be of all kinds. They may concern questions of politics 
butt  they may also be utterly apolitical. Some citizens may try 
too consciously take into account the 'costs' and 'benefits'  of 
votingg for  a specific option while others may, for  example, 
tosss a coin to decide which option to support with their  vote. 

Thee aim of this book is to investigate the calculus of 
votingg or, more particularly , systematic differences in this 
calculuss between voters. This chapter  provides a synopsis of 
previouss research in this field. In doing so, it addresses two 
pointss in particular . First, it discusses a number  of elements 
orr  objects that may be contained in individuals' calculus of 
voting.. Second, it looks at factors that impinge on the 



16 6 CHAPTERCHAPTER 1 

importancee of these objects in the calculus of voting. The first 
pointt  focuses on the elements of the calculus of voting and 
theirr  relation to different theoretical tradition s in electoral 
research.. The second point is directed to the question of why 
thee calculus may vary between individuals. The answer  to 
thiss question may be located in differences at the level of 
individuall  voters, or  alternatively, in differences at the level 
off  contexts in which voters operate and where elections take 
place. . 

1.11 Obj  ects of Voters' Reasoning 

Thee study of the calculus of voting requires the analyst to 
decidee which objects to consider  as its elements. This may 
alsoo be referred to as the definition of a common vote 
function.11 This involves the question of which objects can 
plausiblyy be considered to be relevant for  voters' choice in 
parliamentaryy elections across a wide range of political 
systems.22 This section also discusses how these objects relate 
too existing theories of electoral research. 

11 Note that the term 'vote function' can have two meanings. First, the 
expressionn is often used to describe the total collection of factors 
determiningg the vote. Second, the term is also used to describe a specific 
sett of factors determining the vote as defined or measured by an analyst. 
Hence,, in the former case 'vote function' is used in theoretical terms and 
inn the latter case it is used in empirical terms. The difference between 
bothh derives from the fact that the specific measurement of a total (or 
complete)) vote function is always imperfect. To distinguish both 
interpretations,, the specific vote function measured in this book (see 
Chapterr 2 and Appendix 2) will be referred to as the specific, empirical, 
orr selected vote function. 
22 This approach is not without problems, however. The definition of a 
commonn vote function across a large number of systems tends to limit the 
numberr of independent variables predicting vote choice that have been 
measuredd in a sufficiently comparable way. Compared to a model that 
explainss voting in a single country, a common vote function across 
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Parties,Parties, Politicians, and Policies 
Whichh objects are the main external stimuli of vote choice? 
Harropp and Mille r  (1987: 106) distinguish five objects of 
voters''  thoughts: (a) political substance, (b) institutions, (c) 
politicians,, (d) groups, and (e) voters themselves.3 

Politicall  substance refers to issues, policies, goals, 
ideologies,, or  values. When casting a ballot, voters do so to 
expresss preference for  some policy, ideology, etc. Some 
citizenss may cast a ballot, for  example, to support ideas of 
liberalismm or  to support a strict abortion policy. The object of 
institutionss includes basically parties and governments. 
Voterss may cast their  vote so as to express their  preference 
forr  a party or  government. Politicians are the thir d object of 
voters''  thoughts. Individual s may very well cast a ballot 
solelyy to support a particular  political leader. The remaining 
twoo categories of objects of voters' thoughts distinguished by 
Harropp and Mille r  (1987), groups and voters themselves, are 
inn my view conceptually different from the first  three. Harrop 
andd Mille r  (1987: 109) introduce the object 'group' by saying 
thatt  'Voters often link parties to social groups". The alleged 
representationn of one's own social group by some party 
(politicianss could equally well represent a group) is perhaps a 
basiss for  a positive evaluation of a political object. But the 
politicall  object of vote choice is in this case party (or 
politician)) rather  than social group. Finally, the voter-
categoryy is also not a trul y external object of voters' thoughts. 
Whenn people think about themselves in relation to politics, 
thee individual voter  is rather  the internal reference category 

politicall  systems usually contains fewer variables. Gains in comparability 
aree obtained at the expense of exhaustiveness of empirical vote functions. 
33 Campbell et al. (1960) speak in this respect of the objects of 
identification.. Lasswell (1936) refers to the basic 'stuff of politics and 
Lauu (1989) names candidates, issues, groups, and parties as generic 
politicall  constructs. 
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forr  the evaluation of external political objects such as parties, 
politicians,, or  policies. 

Evaluationss of political objects are in all likelihood 
interrelated.. For  instance, voters wil l presumably not support 
aa political leader  without considering his or  her  party 
affiliatio nn or  policy positions. Likewise, voters wil l 
incorporatee current leadership and ideological stands when 
evaluatingg political institutions such as parties or 
governments.. It is unlikely, however, that orientations 
towardss any one of these objects are completely determined 
byy the other  one. In general they wil l contain unique variance 
ass well as share variance between them. 

Itt  is not necessary to assume that each voter  holds 
orientationss towards each of thesee objects. Voters may regard 
ideologicall  stands or  policy positions as the only object that 
countss and ignore which party or  political leader  maintains 
suchh ideas. Voters may equally well support some politician, 
maybee due to his or  her  charisma, without having any idea 
aboutt  that politician' s party affiliatio n or  ideological stands 
andd it is also conceivable that voters solely follow their  party 
andd that they are insensitive to its policies and personnel. 

Whenn viewed from this perspective, vote choice is a 
functionn of evaluations, assessments, ratings, affects, and 
imagess of three political objects: institutions, politicians, and 
politicall  substance (cf. Mille r  &  Shanks 1996; Wessels 
2001).. By limitin g the common vote function to these 
objects,, the question addressed in this book can be specified 
ass whether  or  not all voters weigh these three political objects 
too the same extent in their  calculus of voting. Hence, 
variationn in the calculus of voting as understood in this study 
referss to the degree to which individuals differ  in the weight 
theyy give to parties/governments, leaders/politicians, and 
policies/ideologiess when making their  vote choice. Do voters 
relyy on party competition, on leadership, or  on abstract 
ideologiess when casting a ballot? And under  which 
circumstancess are parties, politicians, or  policies more or  less 
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relevant?? Are particular  kinds of voters more likely than 
otherss to base their  choice on a specific political object, or, do 
particularr  contextual features of elections impinge on the 
weightt  of each of these objects? 

.... And Their Relation to Electoral Research Traditions 
Threee strands of theory dominate electoral research: a 
sociologicall  approach, a social-psychological approach, and a 
rationall  choice approach (cf. Harrop &  Mille r  1987; Roth 
1998).. These three approaches differ  in how they 
conceptualisee vote choice. The sociological approach refers 
too choice as a function of the socio-demographic background 
off  voters (Lazarseld et al. 1944). The social-psychological 
approachh sees the vote as expressing identification with 
partiess (Campbell et al. 1960), while the rational choice 
approachh emphasises the perceived benefits from 
governmentall  activity (Downs 1957). These three approaches 
aree not mutually exclusive, however. Typically, in many 
empiricall  studies, each seems to be relevant to some extent. 
Ass a consequence, many analysts habitually explain vote 
choicee by combinations of variables that stem from these 
differentt  theoretical traditions. 

Theoriess of electoral research make different 
hypothesiss about the motivations of individual voting 
behaviour.. They do not disagree, however, in linkin g political 
objectss to vote choice. The question whether  or  not views on 
politicall  objects (parties, politicians, and policies) are 
motivatedd by social background, rational weighing of costs 
andd benefits, or  psychological identification is a somewhat 
differentt  one than the question whether  or  not such views on 
politicall  objects impact on vote choice. It seems therefore 
justifiabl ee to adopt a theoretically non-aligned analysis of 
objectss of voters' thoughts affecting vote choice. 

AA theoretically non-aligned conceptualisation of the 
actt  of voting as the result of the evaluations of political 
objectss is helpful for  the comparative analysis in this book. 
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Thesee concrete objects are in all likelihood applicable across 
differentt  political systems. Irrespective of characteristics of 
partyy systems, cleavage structures, or  democratic tradition s in 
differentt  political systems, parliamentary elections relate in 
onee way or  the other  to parties/governments, politicians, and 
policies/ideologies.. It would be much more difficul t to focus 
onn the sources of orientations towards these objects which are 
specifiedd in the major  approaches to electoral research as 
discussedd above. This becomes apparent when notions that 
havee mostly been developed in a particular  context are 
replicatedd in other  contexts. The (lack of) transferabilit y of 
thee idea of party identification and its measurement from the 
USS to different political systems is presumably the most 
prominentt  example of this problem (cf. Thomassen 1976; 
Gluchowskii  1978; van der  Eijk &  Niemöller  1983). 

1.22 Variatio n in Voters' Reasoning 

Studiess of voting behaviour  frequently estimate individual 
decision-makingg processes of vote choice in a way that 
assumess that respective measured vote functions apply 
uniforml yy to all voters in the electorate. They represent a 
solutionn for  a population that is assumed to be homogeneous 
inn its calculus of voting (Rivers 1988; Glasgow 1999). 

Whil ee the assumption of a single decision-making 
processess that is valid for  all voters enables the simplification 
off  a complex analysis, it is rather  implausible. Some voters 
mayy make their  vote decision on the basis of, for  example, 
evaluationss of politicians while others may emphasise 
policiess in their  vote function. Moreover, it may very well be 
thatt  a single voter  relies on different decision rules in 
differentt  situations. A voter  may, for  example, give more 
weightt  to parties' economic policies when 'the' economy is 
weakk rather  than when the economy is booming. A prior i 
assumptionss of populations that are homogenous in their  vote 
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functionn appear  in any case unwarranted. Presumably, no 
singlee model of vote choice can claim to explain all vote 
decisionss but at best to be applicable to different degrees to 
differentt  groups of voters. The central expectation of this 
studyy is that voters' decision processes are more 
appropriatelyy characterised by heterogeneity than by 
homogeneity. . 

AA growing body of empirical studies offers evidence 
forr  such variation in voting behaviour. Rivers (1988) and 
Glasgoww (1999, 2001) show on the basis of data from the US 
thatt  citizens do not uniforml y apply the same considerations 
inn their  vote decision. Van der  Eijk et al. (1996) and Knutsen 
(1995a)) demonstrate heterogeneity in voting behaviour  across 
countries.. Differences in the calculus of voting at different 
pointss in time are documented by, for  example, Dalton et al. 
(1984),, Crewe and Denver  (1985), and Frankli n et al. (1992) 
forr  several Western democracies. Studies on variation in 
voters''  reasoning can be clustered in two categories: (a) 
studiess that emphasis heterogeneity in the process of vote 
choicee by focusing on characteristics of individual voters, and 
(b)) studies that emphasise such differences by focusing on the 
characteristicss of the choice situation, the context of 
elections. . 

IndividualIndividual  Determinants of the Calculus of Voting 
Citizenss may differ  in their  political reasoning, that is, in the 
variouss stages of the decision-making process that eventually 
leadss to vote choice. Following Converse (1964) there is 
increasingg awareness that differences in political 
sophisticationn have to be taken into account. Formation, 
coherence,, and stability of opinions are more likely if people 
aree politicall y informed (e.g., Sarat 1975; Sniderman et al. 
1986;;  Zaller  1992; Alvarez &  Brehm 1997; Bartle 2000). 
Sophisticationn is not only found to moderate the structure of 
politicall  attitudes but also their  relevance for  vote choice. 
Highlyy educated, politicall y interested, or  sophisticated 
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citizenss take issues and ideologies into account more often 
whenn casting a ballot than the rest of the electorate (Pattie & 
Johnstonn 2001; van der  Brug et al. 2002; Kroh 2003). 

Voters''  reasoning depends not only on individuals' 
politicall  sophistication but also on electoral experiences and 
politicall  socialisation (Converse 1969; Inglehart 1977). Far 
reachingg social, economic, and technological changes in 
Westernn democracies sparked a lively discussion among 
sociall  scientists about their  consequences for  people's 
politicall  behaviour  (e.g., Huntington 1974; Bell 1976; Barnes 
&&  Kaase 1979). One key expectation with regards to the 
calculuss of voting was that voters' reasoning may become 
moree expressive, volatile, and less dependent on traditional 
loyaltiess to social groups and parties (Dalton et al. 1984; 
Frankli nn et al. 1992). Traditional patterns of voting behaviour 
basedd on such loyalties are supposed to decline. Presumably, 
thee process of generational replacement weakens cohorts 
whosee calculus of voting is traditional and strengthens 
cohortss whose voting behaviour  is less determined by social 
andd political cleavages (Frankli n et al. 1992). Other 
manifestationss of the changing nature of the voting process 
aree the emergence of so-called 'new politics' such as 
environmentall  issues, minorit y politics, and values of 
democraticc participation (e.g., Inglehart 1977; Müller -
Rommell  1989). 

Anotherr  example of variation in the calculus of voting 
acrosss voters is related to the term of issue saliency. Classic 
votingg studies by Berelson et al. (1954) and Campbell et al. 
(1960)) already argue that issues in an electoral campaign do 
nott  have the same impact on all voters. Studies on issue 
saliencyy suggest that issues often have their  own 'public' . 
Abortion ,, for  example, may be more salient for  women than 
forr  men and issues related to pensions may be more salient 
forr  older  voters than younger  ones. Hence, one would expect 
thatt  the effects of policies on vote choice are moderated by 
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saliencyy (RePass 1971; Rabinowitz et al. 1982; van der  Brug 
1997). . 

Yett  another  basis for  heterogeneity in the calculus of 
votingg is to be found in differences in media that voters are 
exposedd to. Priming studies show that the considerations on 
whichh political evaluations or  choices rest are moderated, or 
'primed' ,, by exposure to certain information from mass 
mediaa (Iyengar  &  Kinder  1987; Krosnick &  Kinder  1990; 
Krosnickk &  Brannon 1993). Media in this view affect the 
cognitivee processes that lead to a decision by making certain 
informationn available, accessible, and in the end applicable 
forr  the evaluation of a political object (cf. Peter  2002). 
Presidentiall  approval is the most frequently used application 
off  primin g studies. These studies demonstrate that media 
primin gg of new political issues (e.g., Iran-Contra s disclosure, 
warr  on Iraq) may change their  importance for  the evaluation 
off  the president from ineffective to highly relevant. Media 
exposuree not only 'primes' the evaluation of political objects 
suchh as presidents but also moderates considerations of vote 
choice,, as can be shown for  the Netherlands (Kroh 2003). 
Voterss exposed to different media outlets rely on somewhat 
differentt  vote functions when casting a ballot. 

Too summarise, several scholars see the cause for 
differencess in voting behaviour  in the differences between 
individuall  voters. Political sophistication, political 
socialisation,, and media consumption are likely to strengthen 
somee considerations in the decision-making process of vote 
choicee and to weaken others. Yet, it may also be argued that 
votingg is not a solely autonomous and self-directed decision 
off  individual voters. It is also heavily dependent on political 
circumstances.. As a consequence, variations in the calculus 
off  voting may also be caused by contextual differences. 

ContextualContextual Determinants of the Calculus of Voting 
AA number  of authors stress that differences in the calculus of 
votingg may depend on contextual differences. Duverger 
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(1954),, for  example, refers in this respect to the 
psychologicall  effects of electoral systems. An underlying 
assumptionn of related studies is that due to differences in 
contextuall  units, individual voting behaviour  cannot be 
consideredd to be homogenous across contexts. Variation in 
thee calculus of voting across political systems is frequently 
explainedd by institutional differences and by variation in 
politicall  supply (Cox 1997; Klingemann &  Wessels 2000). 
Contextuall  accounts for  individual voters' reasoning are less 
commonn than individual level explanations. This has partly to 
doo with lack of appropriate data sources. The growing 
numberr  of international collaborative projects in electoral 
researchh in recent years, however, indicates increasing 
scientificc interest in patterns of voting behaviour  across 
politicall  systems. The Comparative Study of Electoral 
Studiess (CSES), the data of which are used in this book, the 
Europeann Election Studies (EES), the Eurobarometer, the 
Europeann Social Surveys (ESS), and the World Value 
Surveyss (WVS) can all be named in this respect. 

AA weakness of many empirical studies on electoral 
behaviourr  across political systems is that the possibilities of 
suchh an approach are often not fully utilized. Sometimes, 
individuall  level analysis is limited to a small number  of 
countriess (e.g., Granberg &  Holmberg 1988; Whitten & 
Palmerr  1996). The comparison of a small number  of political 
systemss cannot go beyond a descriptive analysis since it 
obstructss a conceptual interpretation of contextual effects. 
Alternatively ,, some studies integrate a larger  number  of 
contextss but aggregate individual behaviour  (e.g., 
Klingemannn &  Wessels 2000; Curti s &  Blais 2001). The 
strategyy of aggregating individual information comprises the 

44 According to Przeworski and Teune's (1970) discussion of the 
comparativee approach, a contextual analysis of few contextual units 
shouldd not be regarded as real comparative analysis. When analysing just 
twoo or three countries, it is impossible to replace proper country names 
withh explicated theoretical concepts. 
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problemm of ecological fallacy as far  as inferences for  the 
individuall  level are concerned. This is unfortunate since we 
aree after  all interested in individual behaviour. A number  of 
studiess on electoral turnout demonstrate that one can 
fruitfull yy investigate variation in individual level political 
behaviourr  across a large number  of contexts. Anduiza-Perea 
(1997)) or  Karp and Banducci (2000), for  example, employ 
thee possibilities of an hierarchical analysis in which 
individuall  level models are integrated across a high number 
off  contextual units. That this is not yet frequently done for 
modelss of vote choice has in my opinion to do with 
methodologicall  complications related to the study of vote 
choicee in multipart y elections.5 

AA second limitatio n of many studies on voters' 
reasoning,, irrespective of whether  they are based on 
individuall  or  contextual explanations, is the restriction to 
smalll  numbers of explanatory variables. Previous work in this 
fieldd often remained disconnected and focused solely on 
singlee clusters of explanations, discarding other  accounts. 
Pattiee and Johnston (2001), for  instance, demonstrate 
heterogeneityy in voters' decision-making across levels of 
formall  education. However, they do not control for  any other 
individuall  variables. Likewise, many studies analyse 
heterogeneityy only for  single elements of voters' reasoning 
andd not for  more comprehensive vote functions. Curti s and 
Blaiss (2001), for  example, analyse the relevance of leadership 
effectss across electorates but do not take other  possible 
componentss of voters' reasoning into account, such as 
policies,, party evaluations, etc. They are therefore vulnerable, 
ass relevant variables may have been omitted, giving rise to 
biass in the coefficients that are investigated. 

55 The first problem is to analyse vote choice in multiparty contests in one 
individual-levell  model. The second problem is to do so equivalents 
acrosss several contexts, which vary in the number of parties analysed. The 
thirdd problem lies in estimating voting behaviour by means of a multilevel 
approach.. For a detailed discussion of this point see Chapter 2. 
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Onee goal of this study is to overcome these 
methodologicall  limitation s of previous analyses in the 
calculuss of voting. Differences in voting behaviour  are 
analysedd simultaneously across multipl e levels (individuals 
andd contexts) in an individual level model of vote choice. The 
applicationn of a multilevel model of voters' reasoning makes 
itt  possible to address questions that could not be analysed 
before. . 

Thiss book provides primaril y descriptive knowledge 
onn differences in the calculus of voting. The lack of 
systematicc analysis on the calculus of voting across 
individual ss and contexts so far  disposes this emphasis. In this 
respectt  the study is explorative and not designed to rigorously 
testt  any single hypothesis stated in the literature. Certainly, 
theoreticall  assertions are used to derive empirically testable 
expectations.. This, however, is not done to test the quality of 
suchh theories but to channel the descriptive analysis. 



Chapterr  2 
Designn and Analysis 

Basedd on theoretical considerations, the previous chapter 
elaboratedd that a small number  of objects are likely to be 
relevantt  for  voters when they cast their  ballots: 
parties/governments,, leaders/politicians, and policies/ 
ideologies.. I also argued that the impact of considerations 
concerningg these objects can be expected to vary across 
voterss and contexts. The objective of this chapter  is to 
explicatee how this expectation of heterogeneity in the 
individuall  calculus of voting is conceptualised and analysed 
empirically.. The large number  of potential approaches to the 
studyy of voters' reasoning is constrained rigorously by the 
availabilit yy of data. Presenting the possibilities and 
shortcomingss of the obtainable data at the outset allows me to 
bee more concise in the remainder  of this chapter  by paying 
lesss attention to unfeasible paths of analysis. For  that reason, 
aa first section of this chapter  describes briefl y the empirical 
dataa that are used throughout this book. A second section 
discussess the measurement and interpretation of the calculus 
off  voting. This involves an account of how voters' thoughts 
onn parties/governments, leaders/politicians, and policies/ 
ideologiess are approximated empirically. Third , intricacies of 
thee cross-national comparison of the calculus of voting are 
discussed.. This entails particularl y the clarification of causal 
relationss between individual and contextual levels of analysis. 
Fourth,, I wil l argue why a particular  statistical tool 
(multilevell  conditional logit modelling) is most appropriate 
forr  the analyses to be undertaken in this study. Finally, I will 
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proposee a new solution for  the ubiquitous problem of how to 
treatt  missing data. 

2.11 Data: The Comparative Study of Electoral 
Systemss (CSES) 

Thee set of data sources that enables the research of this book 
iss very small. The design of the study requires individual 
levell  data on the calculus of voting in many different 
contexts.. The Comparative Study of Electoral Systems 
currentl yy provides the most suitable data in this respect.6 The 
CSESS is a collaborative program of cross-national research 
conductedd by election study teams in over  fift y democracies. 
Thee data of a first round7 of CSES were collected between 
19966 and 2002 and at the time of writin g this report, data of 
thirty-eigh tt  elections in thirty-fou r  political systems is 
available.. Some of these were not useful because of the lack 
off  variables of central importance (orientations towards 
parties,, politicians, and policies, and of course, vote choice) 
orr  because they pertain to presidential, rather  than 
parliamentaryy elections. A detailed report on the selection of 
surveyss is included in Appendix 2. Parliamentary elections 
fromfrom  the following political systems are analysed: Australia, 

66 Other potentially relevant studies are the European Election Study 
(EES),, the Eurobarometer, the European Social Survey (ESS), and the 
Worldd Value Surveys (WVS). Since Eurobarometer, European Social 
Survey,, and World Value Survey do not directly focus on voting 
behaviourr they are less suited for my purpose than CSES and EES. The 
decisionn to use CSES instead of EES is based on the much larger variety 
off  political systems included in CSES. The EES is limited to the member 
statess of the EU, which are somewhat similar in terms of institutional 
settingss and social structure. The CSES, conversely, provides data from 
democraciess around the world. 
77 The CSES so far encompasses two modules: a first module has been 
conductedd from 1996 until 2002 and a second module since 2002. In these 
modules,, two somewhat different questionnaires have been fielded. 
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Canada,, Britain , the Czech Republic, Denmark, Germany, 
Hongg Kong, Hungary, Iceland, Israel, Japan, Korea, Mexico, 
thee Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Peru, Poland, 
Portugal,, Romania, Russia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, 
Switzerland,, Taiwan, and the Ukraine. 

Thee dataset consists of micro as well as macro data of 
analysedd countries. Individual-level data derives from the 
post-electionn surveys in the countries participatin g in CSES. 
Ass data and codebooks of CSES are available to the scientific 
communityy without restrictions, a detailed description of the 
dataa collection in each of the countries does not have to be 
providedd here. Such information is reported in the CSES 
Codebookk (Sapiro &  Shively 2002) that can be obtained from 
thee WebPages of the CSES project just like the dataset itself.8 

2.22 Conceptualising the Calculus of Voting 

Att  the outset of any analysis of heterogeneity in voters' 
reasoning,, elements of such reasoning have to be measured 
empirically.. Four  aspects of this measurement are of 
particularr  relevance and are discussed below. First, how can 
choicee processes that are not directly observable nevertheless 
bee studied empirically? The second section deals with the 
measurementt  and interpretation of the analysed vote function 
consistingg of evaluations of parties/governments, 
leaders/politicians,, and policies/ideologies. Third , the 
consequencess of potential bias due to omitted variables are 
discussed.. The final section deals with the relation between 
indicatorss selected for  the vote function and theoretical 
tradition ss in electoral research. 

MeasuringMeasuring Voters' Decision-Making Processes 
Thiss book aims to investigate heterogeneity in the calculus of 
voting.. This implies that I am not primaril y interested in the 

Forr detailed information see http://www.umich.edu/~cses/. 

http://www.umich.edu/~cses/
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choicee that people make in the voting booth, but rather  in the 
processs that gives rise to this outcome. As only the outcome 
off  this decision-making process is observable, the question 
arisess how to analyse the process itself. Two solutions to this 
problemm are usually suggested: first , analysing respondents' 
self-reportt  on the considerations for  their  vote choice, and 
second,, to estimate the decision process from observable 
informationn about the outcome and about putative causes. 

Thee usefulness of the first  approach is limited. The 
calculuss of voting is likely to be more complex and wil l 
possiblyy incorporate a larger  set of considerations than are 
likelyy to be captured by one open-ended question that asks 
respondentss about the reasons of their  vote choice. Moreover, 
itt  is unlikely that all aspects of the choice process are fully 
conscious.. For  respondents to accurately report their  calculus 
off  voting would require an enormous detachment and 
capacityy to enquire their  own behaviour. Rahn et al. (1994: 
532)) show on the basis of US data that 'Voters' reports of the 
reasonss for  their  preferences were principall y 
rationalisations." " 

Kaplann (1964) makes in this respect the distinction of 
'actt  meaning' and 'action meaning'. The former  is the 
respondent'ss account of his behaviour  and motivations. The 
latterr  is the analyst's account thereof. Apart from the 
difficult yy of knowing one's own motivations, there are the 
followingg two problems. First, 'act meaning' is cast in 
idiosyncraticc terms that are not necessarily comparable 
betweenn respondents. In search of 'action meaning', the 
analystt  cannot guarantee that the same variables are used to 
analysee all cases, thus ensuring inter-subject comparability. 
Second,, there are interview problems at hand. Neither 
interviewerr  nor  respondent are trained to really probe 
motivationss and also the interview setting is not conducive 
forr  doing that. 

Duee to these limitation s of self-reports on voters' 
decision-makingg processes, I wil l follow the path of statistical 
inferencee to retrieve characteristics of voters' reasoning from 
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observablee information on respondents. Linkin g a set of 
considerationss with vote choice allows the estimation of their 
effectss and therefore to reconstruct the decision process post 
hoc.. Multivariat e patterns of covariance form the basis of this 
'reversee engineering' that results in a description of the 
decision-process. . 

MeasuringMeasuring Voters' Views on Parties, Politicians, and 
Policies Policies 
Sincee it is aim of this study to investigate differences in the 
calculuss of voting across individuals and political systems, 
thiss calculus has to be measured in a standardised form that 
appliess to all units of analysis (individuals and political 
systems).. In other  words, vote choice has to be regressed on 
ann identical set of explanatory variables that are potentially 
relevantt  to citizens in different political systems.9 Modelling 
thee calculus of voting as a mixtur e of orientations towards 
parties/government,, leaders/politicians, and 
policies/ideologiess as suggested in Chapter  1 seems an 
approachh that is practical for  country comparative analysis. In 
spitee of the large number  of potentially relevant empirical 
evaluations,, images, affects, etc with respect to 
parties/governments,, leaders/politicians, and 
policies/ideologies,, the data available from the CSES project 
havee only few indicators that are comparable across 
countries.. ° The following three indicators measure voters' 
viewss on political objects. 

99 To what extent these variables are actually relevant will be assessed 
empiricallyy in Chapter 3 by means of country-specific analyses of the 
selectedd vote function. 
100 Even if data on voters' orientations towards specific issues (e.g., 
euthanasia)) would be at the disposal of a researcher for many countries, 
thee question is to what extent such data is truly comparable. For instance, 
duee to the specific context of elections, the issue of euthanasia was highly 
salientt in the Dutch parliamentary election of 1998 but irrelevant for 
manyy other parliamentary elections analysed. It is questionable to what 
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 Party leaning. The first object of voters' reasoning -
parties/government-- is measured by the variable of 
partyy leaning, known to most scholars as the party 
identificationn question of the Michigan model of vote 
choicee (Campbell et al. 1960). 

 Leader sympathy, A sympathy rating (like-dislike) of 
partyy leaders measures voters' evaluations on the 
secondd political object -politicians/leaders- on an 
eleven-pointt  scale. 

 Left-right distance. Voters' considerations with 
respectt  to the thir d political object -
policies/ideologiess - are indicated by the distance 
betweenn respondents' positions and the perceived 
positionss of parties on an eleven-point left-right 
scale.11 1 

Thee restrictive nature of these three empirical 
indicatorss is severe in the light of the peak number  of 
potentiallyy relevant orientations, evaluations, affects, and 
imagess that people may have with respect to these three 
classess of objects. However, this problem derives from the 
lackk of comparable survey data. Considering the difficultie s 
off  international collaborative data projects, such as CSES, the 
restrictionn to a few comparable variables is a common one 
thatt  cannot be solved here. Yet, I argue that the three 
indicatorss of party leaning, leader  sympathy, and left-right 
distancee are not a less-than-ideal solution. If one would be 
allowedd to pick only one indicator  for  each class of object, it 
wouldd be likely that it would be these three that were chosen 
byy collaborators of the CSES project. In other  words, in view 
off  the literature, these indicators can be considered to be of 

extentt the effect of euthanasia on vote choice lends itself to be interpreted 
ass indicative for an issue orientation of vote choice across countries. 
111 More detailed information on all three variables is reported in Appendix 
2. . 
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particularr  importance. This is basically the case because these 
variabless are frequently reviewed as very general or  even 
genericc orientations (e.g., Jackson 1975b; Knutsen 1995b). 

Voters''  views on politics are not brought into being 
byy a single election and they are not reinvented in each 
electionn all over  again. Certain orientations are embedded in 
structuress (or  schemata) of long-term memory and are known 
too be highly stable over  time (e.g, Mille r  et al. 1986; Lau 
1989;;  Huckfeldt et al. 1999). Such chronically accessible 
pointss of orientation may be, for  example, an ideological 
standd or  the attachment with a party. A characteristic of these 
generall  orientations is that they moderate specific 
considerationss that may be due to the actual situations of an 
election.. In other  words, voters evaluate, for  instance, the 
issuee position of one party in the light of their  general 
leaning/aversionn towards this party. Likewise, voters' 
evaluationn of, for  example, the integrity of one political 
leaderr  wil l be affected by their  overall orientation towards 
thiss politician. Specific considerations (view of party' s issue 
position,, integrity of the candidate) will , however, also 
contributee to long-term orientations (party leaning, general 
politiciann orientation) but the predominant causal direction 
betweenn general and specific orientations is that the former 
determinee the latter  (e.g., Jackson 1983; Peffley &  Hurwit z 
1985). . 

Electorall  research suggests that party leanings, leader 
evaluations,, and left-right distances resemble such general 
orientations.. The measure of the last political object -
policies/ideologies-- the distance between parties' and voters' 
positionss on the left-right continuum is often described as a 
'superr  issue' (e.g., Laver  &  Budge 1992). As Fuchs and 

122 In the literature, the term 'ideology' is also frequently used to describe 
thee left-right scale. The view of the left-right scale as ideology follows 
Downs'' (1957) notion of ideologies as being generalisations of single 
issues.. In this respect the left-right scale may be regarded as ideology. 
However,, to avoid confusions with the use of the term in other instances 
('ideology'' as referring to '-isms' such as communism, liberalism, etc.) I 
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Klingemannn (1990) and Knutsen (1995b) argue, left-right 
coverss not only the traditional socio-economic cleavage but 
incorporatess increasingly new political issue dimensions. 
Severall  scholars demonstrate by means of causal modelling 
thatt  the left-right scale is antecedent to many specific policy 
orr  issue orientations (e.g., Kunz et al. 1993). Similarly , the 
variablee of party leanings is considered to be a general 
measuree of party orientations. The variable has been designed 
too specifically measure long-term views on parties (Campbell 
ett  al. 1960). Numerous studies indicate that such an 
interpretationn holds in the sense that party leanings are 
antecedentt  to many specific evaluations of parties (e.g., 
Jacksonn 1975b; Page &  Jones 1979). Finally, I assume that 
thee same patterns hold for  orientations towards politicians 
andd that sympathy ratings of political leaders are general 
evaluationss that affect more specific perceptions of politicians 
suchh as integrity , reliability , or  competence. 

Inn sum, the literatur e on electoral research reviews 
partyy leanings, like-dislike evaluations of politicians, and the 
left-righ tt  scale as general (or  even generic) measures for 
orientationss towards parties, politicians, and policies. Yet, 
onee may still object that a model of vote choice that 
incorporatess only three explanatory variables omits several 
factorss that may be relevant for  vote choice. To what extent 
thiss may be a problem for  the analysis of this book is briefly 
discussedd in the following paragraphs. 

OmittedOmitted Variable Bias 
Thee use of only a limited number  of explanatory variables to 
modell  vote choice risks results to be biased owing to omitted 
variables.. Such bias potentially occurs if (a) omitted variables 
aree significantly affecting the dependent variable and if they 
aree also strongly related to the independent variables included 
inn the model. Yet, (b) only omitting causally antecedent 

refrainn from the use of the term 'ideology' and will refer to the left-right 
scalee as general policy orientation. 
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explanatoryy variables may bias the estimation of causally 
decedentt  explanatory variables (e.g., King et al. 1994). Such 
omittedd variable bias results in incorrect parameter  estimates 
thatt  limi t the ability to make predictive inferences. 

Too illustrat e this point consider  the following 
example::  the model on the calculus of voting in this book 
doess not account for  economic issues, which many 
applicationss have shown to be relevant for  voting (e.g., 
Fiorinaa 1981; Jung 1982; Lewis-Beck 1988; Paldam 1991). It 
iss likely that voters' evaluations of parties in terms of 
competencee in this field are positively related to party 
leanings.. Respondents may, for  example, ascribe higher 
economicc abilities to the party they feel close to and therefore 
seee performance with their  partisan-glasses, or, they may 
preferr  certain parties because of perceived economic 
performances.. Hence, one has to conclude that missing out 
variabless on economic evaluations fulfil s the first  condition 
off  omitted variable bias. One could easily think of other 
exampless of omitted variables that are correlated with the 
dependentt  variable of vote choice and the independent 
variabless of party leaning, leader  evaluation, and left-right 
distance. . 

Thee causal relationship in the example presented (the 
perceivedd economic performance of a party and the leaning 
towardss a party) is, however, highly relevant for  the question 
off  whether  omitting the effect of voters' perception of parties' 
economicc performances on vote choice biases the estimated 
effectt  of party leanings. This is only the case if the former  can 
bee considered antecedent to the latter  (condition b). In other 
words,, only if voters feel close to a party because of 
perceivedd economic performances (and that they do not view 
economicc performance with their  partisan-glasses), the 
estimatedd effect of party leanings on vote choice may be 
biased. . 

Ass alluded to in the previous subsection, I consider 
explanatoryy variables of the estimated vote function (party 
leanings,, leader  evaluations, and left-right distances) to be 



36 6 CHAPTERCHAPTER 2 

veryy general (or  even generic) orientations towards parties, 
politicians,, and policies. The prevailing wisdom in the 
literatur ee on (political) attitudes and opinions is that general 
evaluations,, for  the most part, determine specific evaluations. 
Hence,, omitting variables on specific evaluations does not (or 
nott  strongly) bias the estimated effect of general evaluations 
off  parties, politicians, and policies. In the example provided 
inn the previous paragraphs, omitting a variable on the 
perceivedd economic performance of parties does in all 
likelihoodd not bias the estimated effect of the general party 
evaluationn (party leaning) in models reported in this book.13 

Al ll  things considered, parameter  estimates of the vote 
functionn of party leanings, leader  evaluations, and left-right 
distancess are possibly somewhat overestimated due to the 

133 If one thinks that certain antecedent variables of party leanings, leader 
evaluations,, and left-right distances are omitted in the analysis, one can 
makee an informed guess about the direction and the size of possible 
omittedd variable bias (King et al. 1994). Positive correlations of omitted 
variabless with dependent and independent variables result in 
overestimatingg the effects of variables that have been included (party 
leaning,, leader evaluation, and left-right distance). At the same time, a 
quitee different problem will unavoidably result in estimates of effects that 
aree too low in comparison to their true value. The methods of analysis that 
wil ll  be used throughout this book are not capable of taking the 
consequencess of measurement error into account when estimating effect 
parameters.. Like all variants of the regression model, they assume that the 
dependentt variable is measured without error. Violations of this 
assumptionn result in estimates of effects that are less efficient and more 
uncertain.. Moreover, even though measurement error in the independent 
variabless does not lead to bias, it increases the standard error of estimates 
inn ways that are not calculated by regression algorithms themselves. For 
alll  practical purposes, regression models assume all variables to be 
measuredd without error, an absolutely implausible assumption. 
Measurementt error, however, results in attenuation of observed 
associationss between variables, hence to underestimation of effects. How 
thee effects of these different problems -omitted variables and 
measurementt error- add up is impossible to say in general terms. They do 
tendd to eliminate each other. For the rest, this book is as much plagued by 
thesee problems as eventually all of the relevant literature, which also 
reliess heavily on regression approaches. 
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biasingg effect of all kinds of factors that impinge on vote 
choicee but for  which I cannot control because they are not 
availablee in the data. However, while only three 
considerationss of vote choice are included in the model, the 
analysiss presented in Chapter  3 wil l show that about half of 
thee variance of vote choice is explained by these three 
variabless alone. This is a reasonably high variance reduction 
forr  a model of vote choice and leaves not much room for 
omittedd variables. The vote function that I estimate cannot 
claimm comprehensiveness. Voters are likely to apply all kinds 
off  different considerations in addition to the three that wil l be 
estimatedd here. Some of these wil l be of a political nature, 
somee wil l be apolitical in character. But this lack of 
comprehensivenesss does not necessarily invalidate the efforts 
inn this study, namely to explore heterogeneity in the 
importancee of these considerations included across 
individual ss and political contexts. 

Parenthesis:Parenthesis: Parties, Politicians, and Policies and the 
MichiganMichigan Model of Vote Choice 
Thee Michigan model of vote choice noticeably influences 
measuress of the calculus of voting. This is foremost true for 
thee variable of party leanings (Campbell et al. 1960). The 
choicee of variables does, however, not imply that I adopt a 
Michigan-vieww of voting in this book. The selection of this 
votee function is rather  driven by the fact that variables meet 
withh the required criterion of analysis, as outlined before. 
Partyy leanings, like-dislike evaluations of politicians, and 
left-righ tt  distances and are variables that most generally 
measuree voters' views on parties, politicians, and policies. 
Thiss theoretically non-aligned analysis of the selected vote 
functionn has implications for  the interpretation of these 
variabless and for  the supposed relationship between them.14 

144 This theoretically non-aligned view of variables included in the selected 
votee function is supported by literature on these measures. As indicated in 
Chapterr 1, several scholars express doubts about a narrow interpretation 
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First,, I adopt a broad interpretation of measures for 
voters''  views on parties, politicians, and policies and refer  to 
themm as general evaluations of- or  orientations towards these 
objects.. The general character  of these measures, as alluded 
too above, supports such an interpretation. Therefore, party 
leaningss are not interpreted as lifelong psychological 
identificationss but as general party evaluations.15 Likewise, 
like-dislik ee evaluations of party leaders are interpreted as 
generalisedd evaluations of politicians and left-right distances 
aree seen as general policy orientation.16 

Second,, in line with the theoretically non-aligned 
viewview on measures of general party, politician, and policy 
orientationss I do not suppose any relationship between these 
variabless as frequently suggested in the literatur e on the 
Michigann model of vote choice. The initia l proposition was 
thatt  (long-term) party identifications influence (short-term) 
evaluationss of candidates and issues17 (Campbell et al. 1960). 

of,, for instance, the measure of party identifications as suggested by 
Campbelll  and his colleagues (1960) (e.g., Budge et al. 1976). This is 
particularlyy true for applications of the measure outside the USA 
(Thomassenn 1976; Gluchowski 1978; van der Eijk & Niemoller 1983). 
155 For that reason I use the term 'party leaning' instead of 'party 
identification'' throughout the book. To avoid becoming repetitive I also 
referr to party leanings as party adherence, general party evaluation, party 
orientation,, and party attachment. 
166 One may object that the wording of survey questions asks respondents 
too evaluate these political objects on basis of different standards. Such 
wordingg mentions 'being close' in case of party leanings, 'like-dislike' in 
casee of leaderr evaluations, and 'positions' in case of left-right distances. 
Thesee differences are, however, not systematically discriminated 
throughoutt this book. I will refer to connotations in wording at points 
wheree they may arguably have consequences and may conflict with 
interpretationss of explanatory variables as general evaluations of parties, 
politicians,, and policies. 
177 Again, research on the Michigan model of vote choice suggests that 
suchh propositions may not hold empirically. In opposition to this 
traditionall  view, non-recursive interpretations of the relationship between 
thesee different elements of the Michigan model have been proposed 
(Jacksonn 1975a; Fiorina 1981). 
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Duee to uncertainties about the relationship between political 
objectss in voters' reasoning, party, leader, and policy 
evaluationss are not modelled or  interpreted as being 
antecedentss or  consequences of each other. 

2.33 The Comparative Analysis 

Sincee it is a central expectation of the study that the context 
off  elections moderates the individual calculus of voting, a 
comparativee perspective of individual voting behaviour  is 
indispensable.. Comparative analysis is understood in this 
bookk as a multilevel data problem in the same vein as 
propagatedd by Przeworski and Teune (1970). Variation in the 
dependentt  variable (individuals' calculus of voting) is 
assumedd to be a function of lower-level (individual ) as well 

11 ft 

ass higher-levell  (contextual) determinants. The two problems 
too be solved in such a perspective are: (a) identifying causal 
relationshipss between different levels of analysis and (b) 
distinguishingg effects between these levels.19 

RelationshipsRelationships between Contextual and Individual Levels 
Thee first  problem related to the multilevel nature of the 
comparativee analysis is to specify relationships between 
differentt  levels. Does context directly affect individual vote 
choice,, making it an intrinsi c part of the reasoning of voters? 
Or,, does context moderate the individual reasoning of the 
decisionn but not directly affect vote choice? To illustrat e the 
problemm of causal relationships, consider  Figure 2.1. 

Inn Stein Rokkan's (1963) terms, this can be labelled as analysis of 
macroo (characteristics of elections), micro (characteristics of voters) 
explanationss respectively of a micro-micro relationship (evaluations of 
choicee options affecting vote decisions). 
199 A third problem of the comparative approach is how to estimate 
individuall  and contextual effects most accurately. A description of 
multilevell  techniques and their application in the analysis of this book is 
givenn in Section 2.4. 
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Figuree 2.1 Individual and Contextual Determinants of the 
Calculuss of Voting 

Contextual l 
Characteristics s 

i i r r 

Individua l l 
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Figuree 2.1 distinguishes contextual characteristics of 

electionss (e.g., institutional settings, economic context, etc.), 
individuall  characteristics of voters (e.g., age, education, etc.), 
evaluationss of choice options (voters' orientations towards 
parties,, politicians, and policies), and individual vote choice. 
AA box in Figure 2.1 combines evaluations of choice options 
andd vote choice to what I call the individual calculus of 
voting,, or, the reasoning of vote choice. The arrows in Figure 
2.11 represent direct and indirect effects on vote choice. Not 
alll  of these effects are studied in this book. Dotted arrows 
standd for  possible determinants of vote choice that are 
ignoredd and solid arrows denote causal relationships that are 
analysed.. To spell out what these paths represent and what 
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thiss study aims to explain, I wil l briefly discuss and illustrat e 
ideass behind the arrows in Figure 2.1. 

Eachh of the direct effects on vote choice signifies 
possiblee considerations of the individual vote decision. As 
discussedd in Section 2.1 on the conceptualisation of the 
calculuss of voting, I analyse voters' evaluations of parties, 
politicians,, and policies as determinants of vote choice. In 
otherr  words, this study estimates the direct effect of 
evaluationss of choice options on vote choice (solid line) 20 

omittingg direct effects of characteristics of elections and 
voterss (dotted lines).21 

Figuree 2.1 includes four  indirect effects: two mediated 
effectss of contextual and individual characteristics on vote 
choicee via the evaluation of choice options and two 
moderatingmoderating effects of contextual and individual 
characteristics.. The latter  two may be described as indirect 
effectss of vote choice or  as direct effects on the individual 
calculuss of voting. The research question of this book focuses 
onn these moderating effects of contextual and individual 

Issuee voting models, for example, illustrate the (solid) line between 
evaluationss of choice options and vote choice. These studies show that 
theree is a direct link between orientations to choice options (parties' 
policyy stands) and vote choice (e.g., Enelow & Hinich 1984; Rabinowitz 
&&  MacDonald 1989). 
211 The direct arrow from contextual characteristics to vote choice finds 
empiricall  support in studies on tactical voting. Voters take the context of 
electionss in the form of constraints of institutional settings and the 
competitivenesss of elections into account when casting ballots (e.g., 
Franklinn et al. 1994; Blais & Nadeau 1996; Alvarez & Nagler 2000; Blais 
ett al. 2001). Explanations of vote choice that are based on socio 
demographicc variables, such as models of class voting, are examples for 
thee effect of individual characteristics on vote choice (e.g., Lazarsfeld et 
al.. 1944; Nieuwbeerta & Ultee 1999). 
222 The fact that I omit the direct effect of individual and contextual 
characteristicss on vote choice entails that I also do not control for the 
possibilityy that some of the effects of individual and contextual 
characteristicss is mediated by evaluations of choice options (dotted lines). 
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characteristicss on vote choice (solid lines). Chapter  4 
focusess on the moderating effects of individual characteristics 
andd Chapter  5 on the moderating effects of contextual 
characteristicss for  the effect of evaluations of parties, 
politicians,, and policies on vote choice. These chapters 
investigate,, for  instance, to what extent politicall y 
sophisticatedd voters weigh political objects differently than 
lesss informed voters when casting ballots, or  whether  certain 
institutionall  settings affect the importance of parties, 
politicians,, or  policies for  actual choice. 4 

Theree are four more classes of moderating effects possible in Figure 
2.1.. Individual traits may moderate (a) direct individual and (b) contextual 
effectss and contextual traits may also moderate (c) direct individual and 
(d)) contextual effects on vote choice. Due to the fact that I omit direct 
effectss (dotted lines) of individual and contextual characteristics on vote 
choice,, I also do not analyse to what extent these considerations are 
moderated.. To illustrate what these indirect effects stand for, consider the 
directt effect class as individual trait may have on of vote choice. This 
effectt may be moderated across individuals and contexts. The effect of 
classs is (a) possibly larger for voters who are very consciousness of their 
classs membership and (b) for countries that know a politicised socio-
economicc cleavage. As direct contextual effect consider the extent to 
whichh voters rely on information about the competitiveness of elections 
(tacticall  voting). This direct effect on vote choice may vary across groups 
off  voters that (c) differ in political sophistication and may vary between 
(d)) political systems of proportional representation and first-past-the-post 
systems.. One may argue that not all voters are necessarily aware of the 
closenesss of a race (individual moderating effect) and in the second case 
onee may argue that the question which party or candidate receives most 
votess (race between the two largest options) does not have the same 
importancee for systems of proportional representation than for first-past-
the-postt systems (contextual moderating effect). 
244 Figure 2.1 also includes a reciprocal effect between individual and 
context,, which is not analysed in this book. The example of the previous 
footnotee on the association between class voting, class-consciousness, and 
aa politicised class-cleavage may illustrate this point as well. It may be that 
thee extent to which individuals have a distinct class-consciousness affects 
thee likelihood that class cleavage is politicised in a country. It may, 
however,, also be that individuals in a political system with a strong class 
cleavagee have a higher likelihood of developing a class-consciousness. 
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Thee choice to analyse these three arrows does not 
meann that other  causal relationships do not exist or  that they 
aree not a fruitfu l field of research. It only refers to the 
constraintss of available data and the reasoned simplification 
off  a complex subject such as the calculus of voting. The 
primar yy focus of this research is to identify determinants 
(individuall  and contextual) of the calculus of voting (the 
effectt  of party, politician, and policy evaluations on vote 
choice)) and not to provide a comprehensive explanation of 
votingg behaviour. 

Individual,Individual, Compositional, and Contextual Effects 
Havingg discussed the first problem of the comparative 
approach,, identifying causal relationships between different 
levelss of analysis, I now turn to the second problem, 
attributin gg variation in the dependent variable to independents 
att  different levels of analysis. Analysing the calculus of 
votingg across individuals and across contexts inherently 
referss to two sources of variation and two levels of analysis. 
Thee first  source of variation is individual and relates to 
variabless such as education, age, attitudes, beliefs, etc. The 
secondd source is contextual and includes, for  example, 
institutionall  characteristics and characteristics of the party 
system.. Contextual characteristics only vary at the contextual 
level,, thus they are constant within contexts. Individual 
characteristics,, however, do not only vary on the individual 
levellevel but also in terms of their  distributio n on the contextual 
levellevel as illustrated in Figure 2.2. 
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Figuree 2.2 Different Effects in the Comparative Analysis 
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Consistentt with Marsh's (2002) terminology, I will 
usee the term 'compositional variation' to refer to individual 
specificc variance across higher-level contextual units, such as 
differencess in the distribution of age or education across 
countries.255 The term (relative-) individual variation describes 
individual-levell  factors adjusted for their contextual variation. 
Iversenn (1991) calls this contextual analysis with relative 
effects:: what matters for variation of the dependent variable is 
nott necessarily the absolute value of an individual-level, 
independentt variable but the value relative to the distribution 
off  the individual-level variable in the higher-level unit. The 

Inn the literature the terms 'pseudo-contextual variation' or 
'distributionall  variation' are used equivalently (Johnson et al. 2001). 
Lazarsfeldd and Menzel (1969: 427) refer in this respect to the "analytical 
propertiess of a collective (precinct) composed of individuals." Contextual 
propertiess may not always relate to the mean of an individual-level 
variablee in an analytical unit, but also to the standard deviation, a 
correlation,, etc. (Lazarsfeld & Menzel 1969). 
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distributio nn of individual level variables across contextual 
unitss is usually approximated by the mean of the variable in 
eachh context (Iversen 1991; Snijders &  Bosker  1999; Zorn 
2001).. (Relative-) individual effects are therefore explanatory 
variabless centred by the group mean within contextual units. 

ProblemsProblems of Compositional Variation 
AA general problem of analysis across countries is the 
comparabilityy of measurements of individual-level variables. 
Thiss concerns demographic variables like education as well 
ass opinion questions such as responses on the left-right scale. 
Suchh problems occur  in the form of calibration problems as 
welll  as diminished reliabilit y and validity of compositional 
variation.. Such incomparabilities across countries may 
originatee from differences in the applicability of answer 
categories,, differences in data collection, and differences in 
thee meaning of individual-level measures. These three points 
aree briefly outlined in the following paragraphs. 

Answerr  categories of survey questions are not always 
applicablee to all countries. This results in calibration 
problemss in comparative survey research. Whereas the 
comparabilityy of answer  categories on 'age' or  'sex' of 
respondentss is widely regarded as unproblematic, the 
equivalencee of educational degrees or  the frequency of 
churchh attendance is definitely more problematic, because 
responsee categories to such survey questions may differ 
acrosss countries.26 As a case in point, consider  the 
comparisonn of educational degrees between the USA and 
Germany.. The US educational system knows two stages 
(highh school degree, university degree) whereas the German 
systemss know three stages (Hauptschulabschluss/ Mittler e 

Inn fact, some of the individual level variables provided by CSES have 
somewhatt different answer categories. For instance, CSES collaborators 
fieldedd the variable of church attendance usually with five, but sometimes 
withh only four response categories. For more detailed information on 
thesee differences see Appendix 3 and the CSES codebook. 
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Reife,, Abitur , university degree). The answer  category 'high 
schooll  degree' in the USA is neither  identical to the German 
answerr  category 'Mittler e Reife' nor  'Abitur '  and responses 
too the survey question * education' are therefore not full y 
comparablee between both countries. Similar  problems exist 
whenn considering other  systems. 'Church attendance' is 
anotherr  variable that is notorious for  its difficultie s in 
comparativee studies. Religious services are held in dissimilar 
formatss and in different frequency across societies. 'Union 
membership''  is yet another  variable where response 
categoriess may have different meanings due to dissimilar 
organisationall  principles. To compensate for  these 
calibrationn problems2 I  do not investigate compositional 
effectss of individual variables like 'education', 'union 
membership',, 'urban residence', and 'church attendance' in 
thiss study but only (relative-) individual effects. For  reasons 

Moreover,, measures of 'church attendance' and 'union membership' do 
nott only face calibration problems in comparative research but also 
validityy problems. Does an indicator of, for instance, 'church attendance' 
tapp the same theoretical construct in all societies? It may be that 'church 
attendance'' measures religiosity in one country but social conformism in 
another.. See the third point of this subsection for validity problems. 
288 An extreme case of calibration problems represents the variable of 
'politicall  knowledge' as analysed in this study. Different knowledge 
questionss have been asked across countries. The cross-country variation 
off  the scale is therefore coincidental and does not reflect any systematic 
differencess in the degree of political knowledge across electorates. 
Moreover,, as country-specific scaling analyses of knowledge items reveal, 
aa single scale does not reliably represent all factual knowledge questions 
(seee Appendix 3 for more information). Therefore, compositional 
variationn of the knowledge scale is, just as compositional variation of 
variabless like 'education' and 'church attendance', not modelled in the 
analyses. . 
299 As can be shown formally and as is illustrated by exemplary analyses of 
relativee and absolute effects, parameter estimates of variables centred by 
group-meanss are identical to the ones of absolute values (Kreft & Leeuw 
1995;; Snijders & Bosker 1999). This is because centring is a linear 
transformationn of variables and does not alter the estimation of effect 
parameters.. Also, excluding compositional effects from the analysis of 
(relative-)) individual variables does not generate omitted variable bias, 
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off  consistency this is also not done for  those compositional 
variabless that have stable answer  categories across countries 
lik ee 'sex' or  'age'.30 

Differencess in data collection across countries may 
diminishh the reliabilit y of compositional variation of 
individual-levell  variables. Even if election study teams across 
countriess intend to include identical questions and identical 
responsee categories in their  surveys, translation of the 
questionss and mode of data collection are probably not 
completelyy identical. Small changes in measurement can 
generatee differences in responses across countries, which are 
mistakenlyy treated as substantive differences if one does not 
correctt  for  such measurement error. As Saris (1997) shows 
forr  Eurobarometer  data, both language and the mode of data 
collectionn affect response probabilities for  survey questions 
acrosss countries. Preferably one would test (and subsequently 
correct)) for  different response functions in surveys across 
countriess before variables are used for  a substantive analysis 
off  country differences. However, such an approach requires 
multipl ee responses for  the same concept in each country. 
Sincee such data are not available in the CSES project, I can 
onlyy make the reader  aware of possible biases in the country 
comparativee analyses due to differences in data collection. 

Differencess in the meaning of survey questions across 
countriess are the thir d uncertainty related to the comparison 
off  individual-level variables. Such differences may diminish 
thee validity of variables across countries. The comparison of 
responsess to opinion questions like the left-right scale or 

becausee the correlation between (relative-) individual and compositional 
variabless is by definition zero (because compositional variation is 
constantt within contexts and relative individual variation is constant 
acrosss contexts). 
300 Entering compositional variables in the analysis is a sensible strategy if 
itt rests on theoretical grounds (Snijders & Bosker 1999). Can one expect 
thee composition of age or sex across countries to be directly related to 
voters'' reasoning? In my view this is perhaps possible but it is probably 
nott central for the analysis of the calculus of voting. 
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partyy loyalty may be questioned due to differences in the 
meaningg of these concepts across countries. Do respondents 
inn Peru understand the terms left and right in the same way as 
respondentss in Iceland do? Is the same concept measured? It 
iss rather  unlikely that the substantive meaning of left and 
rightt  is identical in all countries. Knutsen (1995b), for 
example,, demonstrates for  several Western democracies that 
differentt  issues and ideologies are summarized under  the 
scalee (see also van der  Brug 1997). But it is also very 
implausiblee to assume that all respondents within a single 
countryy understand all survey questions exactly in the same 
way.. Van der  Eijk and Niemöller  (1983: 225-247) use open-
endedd questions to demonstrate that for  the Netherlands 
respondentss comprehend terms of 'left '  and 'right '  in 
differentt  ways. But as they also show, these terms have the 
samee instrumental meaning across individuals. Even if voters 
disagreee on what 'left '  exactly means they all classify a 
communistt  party as leftist, etc. The same is assumed to be the 
casee across countries. For  the aim of this study it is not 
necessaryy that respondents in different countries utilise the 
samee substantive factors when evaluating parties, politicians, 
andd policies. But I do assume that mat they use party 
leanings,, leader  evaluations, and left/right for  the same 
purpose::  to derive a vote decision from these evaluations. In 
thee literatur e of the comparative approach this is referred to 
ass functional equivalence (Przworski &  Teune 1970; Dogan 
&&  Pelassy 1984). Hence, the variables included in the vote 
functionn are assumed to be functionally comparable across 
countries. . 

311 As analyses of Chapter 3 will show, this assumption is supported by the 
data:: party leanings, leader evaluations, and left-right distances 
significantlyy affect vote choice in all contexts (with one exception). See 
particularlyy the subsection on 'The Applicability of the Vote Function'. 



DESIGNDESIGN AND ANALYSIS 49 9 

2.44 Choice of Statistical Model 

Thiss book investigates variation in voters' reasoning across 
individual ss and contexts. More specifically, it studies 
variationn in the effect of party leanings, leader  evaluations, 
andd left-right distances on vote choice. Integrating all 
individual ss and contexts into a single model of vote choice 
allowss an analysis of the moderating effect of individual and 
contextuall  characteristics for  the weight of party, politician, 
andd policy orientations for  vote choice. Such an analysis of 
voters''  reasoning in an integrated (or  pooled) model across 
individual ss and contexts requires two features from statistical 
modelss which traditional regression models do not account 
for.. This refers, first,  to the multinomial structure of the 
dependentt  variable 'vote choice' in multipart y contests, and 
second,, to the multilevel data structure across individuals and 
contexts. . 

Thee dependent variable of 'vote choice' varies in the 
numberr  of categories across political systems simply because 
off  differences in the number  of contesting parties in these 
elections.. Moreover, these categories include quite different 
typess of alternatives, from socialist to right wing parties, in an 
unorderedd form. Several attempts to order  categories of vote 
choicee in multipart y contests can be distinguished in the 
literature .. Different parties could be grouped in stable 
categoriess of party families, which apply to each country. Or, 
onee may transform vote choice into a dichotomy (for 
example,, 'governmental'  versus 'opposition' parties, 'liberal ' 
versuss 'other' , etc.) or  an interval-level set of party positions 
onn a particular  dimension (e.g., a left-right dimension). Such 
solutions,, however, are unsatisfactory. They replace the 
dependentt  variable of 'vote choice' with a single aspect of 
it ,, 2 leaving out all sorts of other  considerations of vote 

Thee single aspect would be, for example, a reasoning that concerns 
solelyy differences between party families, governmental versus opposition 
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choicee that are also likely to be relevant for  voters' reasoning. 
Ass wil l be elaborated below in the section on conditional 
logitt  models, observed electoral utilitie s and the application 
off  discrete choice models enables us to overcome these 
obstacle. . 

Thee analysis of voters' reasoning in an integrated 
modell  across individuals and contexts by means of traditional 
regressionn techniques rests on the assumption that the 
underlyingg sample of individuals has been drawn randomly 
fromm all individuals (and thereby all contexts) of the world. 
Thiss is not the case for  data from the CSES or  probably any 
cross-nationall  data set. Such data are habitually collected in a 
two-stepp sampling procedure of drawing contextual units and 
thereafterr  (nested) individuals within these contexts. This 
hierarchicall  data structure impairs traditional regression 
methodss and requires multilevel techniques, as I wil l argue in 
thee section below on multilevel models. 

Whichh statistical tools allow for  the most accurate 
inferencess on variation in the calculus of voting, given the 
designn and available data? The following two subsections 
reportt  technical adaptations of traditional regression models 
thatt  account for  the problem of analysing vote choice in 
multipart yy elections (conditional logit model) and the 
analysiss across multipl e levels (multilevel model). These two 
sectionss depict the statistical model applied in the empirical 
analysiss of this book, a multilevel conditional logit model. 
Appendixx 2 provides the formal definition of the model. 

ConditionalConditional Logit Model 
Thee first  problem of the analysis of voters' reasoning that 
cannott  be handled by traditional regression models is the 
multinomiall  structure of the dependent variable of 'vote 
choice'.. Two ways of analysing vote choice in multipart y 

parties,, liberal versus other parties, or left versus right parties. A 
comprehensivee analysis of vote choice should, however, potentially 
includee all such considerations. 
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electionss are proposed in the literature: the analysis of 
observedd party utilities33 (Tilli e 1995; van der  Eijk et al. 
1996;;  van der  Eijk 2002; van der  Eijk &  Kroh 2002; Kroh & 
vann der  Eijk 2003) and the application of discrete choice 
modelss (Fuchs &  Kühnel 1994; Whitten &  Palmer  1996; 
Alvarezz &  Nagler  1998; Quinn et al. 1999; Thurner  2000; 
Glasgoww 2001). Both approaches follow the logic of utilit y 
theoryy (e.g., Fishburn 1970; Ben-Akiva &  Lerman 1985: 31-
57).. Voters' reasoning is regarded as a decision process in 
whichh voters, first , evaluate each available choice alternative 
accordingg to a set of attributes (or, external political objects). 
Subsequently,, voters select the most preferred alternative, or 
inn other  words, the alternative with the perceived maximum 
utility . . 

Thee first approach, analysing complete preference 
orderss by observed party utilities, creates a dependent 
variablee liiat varies between respondents and between parties 
thatt  can be analysed straightforwardl y across political 
systems.344 Discrete choice models on the other  hand estimate 
partyy utilitie s instead of observing them. Based on attributes 
off  parties and characteristics of voters these utilitie s are 
derivedd iteratively, assuming a choice according maximum 

333 In comparison with the categorical variable of vote choice, questions 
aboutt the electoral utilities are asked for each party separately. The 
wordingg of a well-known example is: "We have a number of parties in 
<country>> each of which would like to get your vote. How probable is it 
thatt you will ever vote for the following parties? Please specify your 
viewss on a 10-point scale where 1 means "not at all probable" and 10 
meanss 4tvery probable". " Analysing observed party utilities instead of the 
categoricall  variable of vote choice has several advantages. Most 
importantly,, they allow the analysis at a complete preference order of 
partiess (Kroh & van der Eijk 2003). Discrete choice models of the 
categoricall  variable 'vote choice' have to estimate (unobserved) party 
utilities.. Whereas this is unproblemaric in the two party case, it becomes 
increasinglyy difficult and inaccurate if the number of parties in a political 
systemm is high (vann der Eijk & Kroh 2002). 
33 See Oppenhuis (1995), van der Eijk and Franklin (1996), and van der 
Brugg et al. (2003) for applications. 
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utilit yy (McFadden 1974; Hausman &  Wise 1978; Hausman & 
McFaddenn 1984). Because the CSES data do not contain 
observedd utilitie s or  preferences,35 discrete choice models 
havee to be used. 

Thee analysis of moderating effects of individual and 
contextuall  characteristics for  the weight of party leaning, 
leaderr  evaluation, and left-right distances for  vote choice 
impairss the estimation of single effect parameters of party, 
politician,, and policy evaluations for  each context or  for  each 
partyy elected. The goal should rather  be to estimate single 
effectt  parameters for  party, politician, and policy orientations 
thatt  hold for  all units of analysis as well as the 
increments/decrementss of these values dependent upon 
individuall  and contextual variables. In other  words, one does 
nott  want to have parameter  estimates of, for  example, party 
leaningss for  the Social Democrats in Denmark, the 
Democraticc People's Party in Korea, the Liberal Democratic 
Partyy in Slovenia, etc. but one would like to have one 
estimatee for  party leanings that holds across all voters, 
parties,, and political systems only to be altered for  specific 
individuall  and contextual characteristics if a compelling need 

355 Using 'party sympathy ratings' that is actually included in the CSES as 
aa substitute for electoral utilities turns out not to be feasible (Kroh 2001). 
AA comparison of the properties of the question about electoral utilities 
(likelihoodd of ever voting for parties) and the 'party sympathy ratings' 
basedd on data of the Dutch parliamentary election study 1994 reveals that 
partyy sympathy is to a considerably lesser extent able to explain vote 
choice.. Whereas 93% of the respondents vote for the party with the 
highestt electoral utility, this is only true for 72% of the respondents in 
casee of the sympathy ratings. Moreover, these ratings reflect different 
causall  relationships with respect to orientations towards choice options. 
Evidently,, sympathy for a party is neither a necessary nor a sufficient 
conditionn for vote choice. Sympathy ratings measure only part of voters' 
reasoning,, namely feelings/sympathy and does not sufficiently account for 
considerationss such as party competences. 
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existss to add such variations. This limit s alternative discrete 
choicee models to the conditional logit model.36 

Thee conditional logit model has two shortcomings, 
whichh should be kept in mind. First, all discrete choice 
modelss may produce biased estimates (van der  Eijk and Kroh 
2002).. Second, within the class of discrete choice models the 
mostt  proper  models for  vote choice are those that allow for 
errorr  correlations, such as Mixed Logit models (McFadden & 
Trainn 2000). Yet, the choice of the Conditional Logit model 
iss a consequence of the availabilit y of data and of the 
requirementss of the research question. As long as there is not 
moree adequate data or  methods available -and CSES is 
alreadyy a major  step towards studying electoral behaviour 
comparatively-- the chosen approach is in my view most 
appropriate.3 3 

Conditionall  Logit conceptualises the f individuals utility of the ƒ 
choicee as UtJ = j3xfj + M,-,. The choice unspecific estimate /? makes an 
integratedd comparison of vote functions possible. Refer to Appendix 2 for 
aa formal description and a brief discussion of the conditional logit model. 
Althoughh the multinomial logit model is often advocated and accepted as 
appropriatee way to model vote choice comparatively (Whitten & Palmer 
1996),, it yields at best a series of non-integrated separate country 
analyses.. Multinomial logit/probit conceptualise the th individuals utility 
off  the fh choice as Uy = $x, + utj. The choice specific estimate $ makes 
ann integrated comparison of vote functions impossible. Other (advanced) 
discretee choice models that can handle violations of the assumption of 
Independencee of Irrelevance Alternatives (HA) are also inadequate for the 
pooledd analysis. Their correction of error correlations between choices is 
basedd on country specific choice groupings, owing to which their solution 
too HA violations is incomparable in a pooled model across contexts. 
Mixedd logit and multinomial probit models for discrete dependent 
variabless that cope for DA, correct for covariance between error u,y and/* 
choice.. The choice specific estimate correction y} impairs an integrated 
comparisonn of vote functions (Hausman & Wise 1978; Alvarez & Nagler 
1998;; McFadden & Train 2000; Glasgow 2001). 
377 As Coombs (1964: 5) puts it: "all knowledge is the result of theory -we 
buyy information with assumptions- "facts" are inferences, and also are 
dataa and measurements". In mis sense, knowledge is bought by assuming 
thatt weaknesses of the statistical model do not affect substantive empirical 
results.. As indicated before, this study is considered explorative. 
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MultilevelMultilevel Model 
AA problem that relates to the intricacies of the comparative 
approachh is the accurate estimation of effects across different 
levelss of analysis. The multi-stage sampling process of first 
selectingg countries and then individuals within countries 
leadss to a hierarchical structure of data. Disturbance terms 
havee to be specified for  both draws, for  the sample of 
countriess and for  the sample of individuals within countries. 
Ann ordinary analysis of pooled cross-sectional data in several 
countriess does not take adequate account of the first 
disturbancee term. Moreover, in multi-stage samples, 
individual ss of the overall sample are not full y independent 
fromm one another. To assume that error  exists only at the 
individuall  level leads to underestimation of standard errors 
andd to subsequent biases. 

Inn recent years, new statistical methodologies have 
beenn developed to overcome this problem by applying 
multilevell  techniques (Bryk &  Raudenbush 1992; Goldstein 
1995;;  Snijders &  Bosker  1999). These methods are also 
becomingg standard in political science (Western 1998; 
Steenbergenn &  Jones 2002) and they are increasingly applied 
inn studies of electoral behaviour  (Charnock 1997; Lubbers et 
al.. 2000; Pickery 2002). 

Multilevell  analysis is used in this study by estimating 
aa conditional logit model of vote choice with random 
residualss for  the slopes of explanatory variables (party 
leaning,, leader  evaluation, and left-right distance) across 
countries.. This means that effect parameters of the vote 
functionn are allowed to differ  across contextual units. A 
(random)) sample of countries allows stochastic inferences 

Assumptionss are required to obtain explorative answers. These, in turn, 
aree useful if they trigger more appropriate measures in subsequent 
researchh and in the end improve knowledge on voters' reasoning. 
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aboutt  these effect parameters across political systems. A 
formall  specification is provided in Appendix 2. The 
multilevell  model produces not only more realistic estimates 
off  effect parameters and standard errors but also lends itself 
too a decomposition, of variance of the dependent variable and 
off  variance in effect parameters between levels of analysis. It 
iss therefore possible to define how much variation in the 
pooledd data is due to contextual heterogeneity. I will 
demonstratee this point in Chapter  3. 

2.55 Incomplete Data 

Ass in most other  surveys, response to stimuli in the CSES 
dataa is far  from perfect. Respondents often state that they 
havee no opinion on a survey question or  they refuse to give 
ann answer. Moreover, some variables of the CSES module are 
nott  included in all country surveys. Hence, individual level 
dataa of this study are frequently incomplete. This becomes 
problematicc when the incidence of missing data is so high 
thatt  variables of interest cannot be included in the analysis. 
Ann even more problematic situation arises when countries 
cannott  be integrated in the pooled model because not all 
variabless of interest have been included in the respective 
survey.399 Loss of efficiency in the estimation of parameters 

Clearly,, the question has to be addressed to what extent countries 
includedd in CSES can be regarded as a random sample of democracies in 
thee world. There is for example no African democracy in the sample, and 
aa strong bias exists towards European countries. The only criterion to 
includee a country in the sample is the availability of data rather than a 
randomm draw. However, to conclude that multilevel techniques are not 
applicablee seems to me untenable. Lack of a random sample of countries 
impliess that standard errors in a multilevel model are underestimated. To 
rejectt the method and to apply ordinary tools, however, means even to 
increasee this problem. In my opinion, the multilevel technique provides 
thee best statistical model for the given data. 
399 In the Spanish survey, for example, the church attendance question is 
nott included. As a consequence, one could leave out Spain from the 
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mayy also be problematic when missing data are excluded, 
leadingg to a reduced sample size. It is therefore preferable to 
includee missing data in the analysis rather  than deleting or 
excludingg them. 

Selectionn bias can be the result of a listwise deletion 
off  incomplete data, one of the standard procedures of 
handlingg missing data. This goes back to the likelihood of 
missingg data. Data can be missing completely at random 
(MCAR)) or  missing at random, MAR 40 (Schafer  1997; King 
2001;;  Allison 2002). In the first  case, MCAR, the occurrence 
off  missing data is uncorrelated with any other  variable in the 
dataset.. A listwise deletion of incomplete data wil l 
approximatelyy generate a random subsample of the original 
N.N. To the extent that incomplete data are related to other 
variabless in the dataset, MAR, listwise deletion of these 
missingg data wil l generate a biased subsample. It is an 
empiricall  question whether  or  not correlations are evident 
betweenn patterns of incomplete data and variables of the 
analysedd dataset. 

Tablee 2.1 below reports the proportion of complete 
dataa for  two orientations of the vote function, leader 
evaluationss and perceived left-right positions. I do not report 

pooledd analysis across all countries, or, one could exclude the variable of 
churchh attendance from explanatory models. Both alternatives evidently 
aree unattractive. Keeping in mind that the CSES is a collaborative project, 
itt is little surprising that local expediency occasionally overrules shared 
comparativee aspirations, with the consequence that not all questions are 
includedd in all surveys. The cross section of countries and variables that is 
aimedd at in this book therefore becomes rapidly small when no solution 
forr missing data is found. 
400 A third category of missing data distinguished in the literature is 
nonignorablee missing data, NI. Nonignorable missing data denotes a case 
inn which missing data is related to the true but unobserved score. If 
wealthyy individuals are more likely to respond with a "don't know" to 
questionss regarding their income, nonignorable missing data is 
encountered.. This form of missing data requires specific treatment 
(Heekmann (1976) models for selection bias) and is not included in the 
followingg discussion of the missing data problem. 
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thee corresponding figures on party leanings because there are 
veryy few missing cases on the question in all analysed 
politicall  systems. Whereas it seems difficul t for  many 
respondentss to place parties on a left-right scale or  to evaluate 
alll  political leaders of a political system, they do not have 
problemss to report whether  or  not they feel close to a party. 
Thee first column of the table indicates how many parties are 
analysedd per  country and how many options respondents 
thereforee have to evaluate. Which specific parties and 
politicall  leaders this are can be obtained from Table A2.3 in 
Appendixx 2. The second column reports the percentage of 
respondentss found to evaluate all the leaders of all parties. 
Forr  example, 94% of the Australians know and evaluate the 
fourr  party leaders, which are included in the analysis of 
votingg behaviour  in this political system. Likewise, 70,7% of 
Australianss manage to place themselves and these four  parties 
onn a left-right scale. Figures indicate that the likelihood of 
incompletee data clearly is different across countries and can 
reachh up to 70% of a national sample, like in Hong Kong.41 In 
thee comparison across country surveys, Norway and 
Denmarkk have the lowest numbers of missing cases on the 
left-righ tt  scale with about 10% in respective samples. More 
thann half of respondents have incomplete information on the 
left-righ tt  scale in Hong Kong, Korea, New Zealand, 
Romania,, Russia, Slovenia, Taiwan, and the Ukraine. The 
numberr  of missing cases seems to be above average in 
transitionn democracies. Such differences may simply be 
explainedd by the fact that citizens in established democracies 
havee had more time and experience to evaluate parties than 
citizenss in new democracies. Another  explanation would be 

411 This does not mean that 70% of the sample does not have information 
onn any political leader, but that 70% of respondents has missing 
informationn for at least one party leader. If, for example, the political 
leaderr of a small party happens to be unknown to a large part of the 
electorate,, all these cases are neglected in a solution of listwise deletion. 
Figuress therefore do not necessarily indicate how well informed 
respondentss in different countries are. 
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thatt  parties in transformation democracies are more volatile 
inn their  ideological positioning than in established party 
systemss (e.g., Fish 1995; White et al. 1997). It may therefore 
bee more difficul t for  voters in transition countries to locate 
parties''  ideological stands. Similar  result can be obtained 
fromfrom  the comparison of missing data on leader  evaluations 
acrosss countries. Less than 50% of the samples know all 
politicianss in Hong Kong 2000, Mexico 2000, and the 
Ukraine,, whereas more than 90% of Australian, Canadian, 
Danish,, Norwegian, Spanish, and British citizens know all 
politicianss ascertained by CSES in their  political system. 
Again,, orientations to political objects (politicians) are found 
moree frequently in traditional Western democracies.42 

Evidently,, the number  of missing cases across countries 
reflectss an important aspect of these political systems. 

Splittin gg the British sample exemplarily into 
subsampless with low, medium, and high education43 

illustratess that systematic differences exist not only in the 
cross-countryy comparison but also within countries: less 
educatedd citizens apparently have more problems in 
evaluatingg parties in terms of leader  evaluations and left-right 
distances.. The gap in the share of missing cases on the left-
rightt  scale between low and highly educated respondents is 
aboutt  27 percentage points. 

Thiss descriptive observation of non-random country differences in the 
proportionn of missing data is matched by comparisons of bivariate 
correlationss and means. The proportion of missing data on leader 
evaluationss is positively correlated with the proportion of missing data on 
left-rightt distances across the analysed 30 contexts (r = 0.62; n = 30; t-
test;; p < 0.01). Moreover, splitting the sample of countries between 
establishedd and transition democracies allows the comparison of the 
proportionn of missing data for both groups. The group of transition 
democraciess consists of the Czech Republic, Hong Kong, Hungary, 
Poland,, Romania, Russia, Slovenia, and the Ukraine. The proportion of 
incompletee data on the left-right scale in this group of countries is 
significantlyy higher man in otheT democracies (« = 30; F-test; p < 0.05). 
433 For the operationalisation of the variable education see Appendix 3. 
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Tablee 2.1 Percentage Complete Data on Leader 
Evaluationss and Left-Right Distances 

Australiaa 1996 
Canadaa 1997 
Czechh Rep. 1997 
Denmarkk 1998 
Germanyy 1998 
Hongg Kong 1998 
Hongg Kong 2000 
Hungaryy 1998 
Icelandd 1999 
Israell  1996 
Japann 1996 
Koreaa 2000 
Mexicoo 1997 
Mexicoo 2000 
Netherlandss 1998 
Neww Zealand 1998 
Norwayy 1997 
Peruu 2001 
Polandd 1997 
Portugall  2002 
Romaniaa 1996 
Russiaa 1999 
Sloveniaa 1996 
Spainn 1996 
Spainn 2000 
Swedenn 1998 
Switzerlandd 1999 
Taiwann 1996 
Ukrainee 1998 
UKK 1997 

UK,, Low Education 
UK,, Medium Education 
UK,, High Education 

NumberNumber of 
partiesparties to be 

evaluated evaluated 
4 4 
4 4 
6 6 
6 6 
5 5 
6 6 
6 6 
5 5 
5 5 
3 3 
5 5 
6 6 
3 3 
3 3 
6 6 
6 6 
6 6 
6 6 
6 6 
6 6 
4 4 
6 6 
5 5 
3 3 
3 3 
6 6 
4 4 
3 3 
4 4 
3 3 
3 3 
3 3 
3 3 

%% Valid: 
Leader Leader 

Evaluation Evaluation 
94.0 0 
94.8 8 
85.8 8 
93.2 2 
64.5 5 
65.3 3 
29.5 5 
89.2 2 
83.7 7 
84.5 5 
72.9 9 
56.9 9 
70.2 2 
35.2 2 
52.1 1 
64.7 7 
94.4 4 
72.3 3 
73.3 3 
77.3 3 
76.1 1 
75.4 4 
78.5 5 
94.9 9 
82.0 0 
68.6 6 
75.5 5 
69.5 5 
18.9 9 
93.2 2 
90.9 9 
96.5 5 
98.6 6 

%% Valid: 
Left-Right Left-Right 
Distance Distance 

70.7 7 
58.6 6 
80.4 4 
88.5 5 
76.7 7 
30.8 8 
28.0 0 
65.3 3 
61.8 8 
72.6 6 
54.6 6 
42.1 1 
53.0 0 
55.9 9 
63.5 5 
44.4 4 
90.9 9 
52.5 5 
64.2 2 
62.3 3 
44.5 5 
45.8 8 
47.7 7 
78.9 9 
79.1 1 
77.2 2 
76.1 1 
35.3 3 
38.0 0 
71.3 3 
64.4 4 
78.7 7 
91.6 6 

Note.Note. Incomplete information is defined as 'don't know' or 'haven't heard 
off  answers on a survey questions. Data Source. CSES. 
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Tablee 2.1 demonstrates that the likelihood of missing 
dataa is related to other  variables in the dataset. Hence, 
incompletee data are not missing completely at random, 
MCAR,, which would permit a listwise deletion of incomplete 
data.. Rather, one encounters data being missing at random, 
MAR ,, which produces possibly biased results if one were to 
usee listwise deletion. This MAR finding concerns 
comparisonss between as well as within countries. In the next 
chapterss I wil l demonstrate that voters' reasoning is not 
identicall  for  groups of different education or  in different 
countries.. Therefore, it is likely that listwise deletion 
generatess selection bias. In addition to potential biases, 
differencess in the occurrence of incomplete data may also not 
bee ignored from a substantive point of view: they constitute 
ann important element of variation between different 
democraciess and between different voters. 

Thee discussion above leads to the conclusion that 
theree are several reasons to incorporate rather  than delete 
missingg data in the analysis This can only be done by 
replacingg a missing data value by a valid one, a procedure 
knownn as substitution, replacement, or  imputation. Ad hoc 
methodss for  a data imputation such as mean substitution or 
substitutionss by the midpoint of valid values are arbitrar y and 
moree importantl y do not solve the problems related to data 
missingg at random44 (King et al. 2001). Data augmentation 
techniquess and related methods have been proven to replicate 
unobservedd data most effectively (Rubin 1987; Schafer  1997; 
Kin gg et al. 2001). These methods aim to retrieve unobserved 
dataa using information in the observed cases. They try to 
arriv ee at a reasonable guess for  missing scores. Such 
proceduress are often regarded as the proper  tools for  the 
inclusionn of missing data in statistical analysis (Allison 
2002). . 

444 Mean substitution of incomplete data approximately yields the same 
(possiblyy biased) estimates as a procedure of listwise deletion. For a proof 
seee Appendix 3. 
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Yet,, existing imputation techniques rest on the 
assumptionn that behind the missing data true, but unobserved 
scoress exist. Incomplete data in this view are a problem of 
measurementt  or  of observation. In many cases this is a 
plausiblee assumption. If, for  example, respondents state not to 
knoww their  age or  their  income, one can safely assume that 
theyy nevertheless have a specific age or  income. This is even 
soo when respondents have not even been asked to state their 
agee or  income. The approximation of missing data by some 
kindd of multivariat e 'guess' is therefore a sensible strategy. 
Forr  that reason, missing data on variables of the socio 
demographicc background of respondents, such as their  age, 
theirr  education, their  residence, their  church attendance, and 
theirr  union membership are replaced by estimates of the true 
scoress using an EM (Expectation Maximization) procedure.45 

Butt  measurement problems are not the only cause for 
incompletee data. They my also originate from insufficient 
informationn by respondents. If respondents are asked to state 
theirr  opinion on a stimulus, this requires from them certain 
information ,, namely, that they understand the stimulus and 
thatt  they have an opinion on it. A 'don't know' answer  on an 
opinionn question may be a true answer, which, however, 
cannott  be located on the response scale. In this case existing 
imputationn techniques lack justification and are therefore not 
applicable.. It does not make sense to retrieve a score that 
doess not exist. Since there is no existing technique to handle 

455 The EM algorithm generates maximum likelihood estimates for missing 
dataa in the means and covariance matrix in two steps. The first £ step 
(expectation)) imputes missing data with a linear prediction that results 
fromm regressing all variables on each other (starting values are mean 
scores).. The second M step (maximization) uses the imputed data to 
generatee new predicted scores for the means and covariance matrix. 
Additionall  to the linear prediction (which tends to underestimate the true 
variance)) the method incorporates the residual variance of the prediction 
inn the imputation procedure. These two steps are repeated until the 
estimationn converges. See Appendix 3 for variables included in the EM 
imputationn of the variables 'age', 'education', 'church attendance', 'rural 
andd urban residence', and 'union membership'. 
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thiss kind of missing data, I propose a new method of 
imputation.. This method of 'multipl e white-noise imputation' 
iss a solution to the problem of incomplete data when these are 
causedd by insufficient information. This method wil l be 
appliedd in this study to impute incomplete data on perceived 
leaderr  sympathies and on self-placements and party 
placementss on the left-right scale. If respondents state not to 
knoww where a party can be placed on a left-right continuum, 
thiss answer  is not treated as a measurement problem but as a 
lackk of sufficient information regarding the stimulus of the 
surveyy question. The same is true for  the evaluation of 
politicall  leaders. If  respondents state not to know a certain 
politician,, it is regarded the true answer  since it is unlikely 
thatt  all voters are familiar  with the entire political elite of a 
system. . 

Readerss interested in the method of multipl e white 
noisee imputation, its theoretical justification , formal basis, 
numericall  properties, and empirical application are referred to 
Appendixx 1 of this book. For  readers not interested in the 
detailedd description of the procedure it may be noted that the 
methodd basically substitutes missing data by random values 
inn the metric of the underlying scale. These random values 
keepp the empirical distributio n in the valid data intact. The 
mainn consequence of such a white-noise imputation is that 
estimatedd effect parameters based on purely random-imputed 
dataa equal zero. Effect parameters in the whole sample are 
thereforee reduced in magnitude according to the proportion of 
incompletee data. To give an example, suppose that the 
proportionn off  incomplete data on the leader  sympathy scale is 
higherr  in country A (60% valid response) than in country B 
(80%%  valid response). Suppose furthermor e that a regression 
modell  explaining vote choice by leader  evaluation based on 
listwisee deleted missing data would produce in both countries 
ann effect parameter  of pAB ~ 0.5. Now, instead of deleting 
missingg data, all incomplete information on the sympathy 
ratingg in both countries is randomly substituted. The same 
regressionn model explaining vote choice by leader  sympathy 
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wil ll  now produce an effect parameter  that equals zero for 
thosee respondents who do not know respective politicians. It 
iss therefore assumed post hoc that respondents did not take 
sympathyy towards a political leader  into account in their  vote 
decisionn if they never  heard of this leader. Since this occurs 
moree often in country A than in country B, effect parameters 
wil ll  be * dragged' closer  to zero in A (approximately 
fifi AA = 0.5 x 0.6 = 0.3 ) than in B (approximately 
fifi BB = 0.5 x 0.8 = 0.4 ). Apart from its theoretical justification , 
thiss method has the advantage over  existing data 
augmentationn methods that it avoids artificia l inflation of 
effectt  parameters and of fit measures (such as Rr). 





Chapterr  3 
Differencess in the Calculus of Voting 

Thee central argument of this book is that there is no reason to 
expectt  the calculus of voting to be identical between voters 
andd between contexts. This means that not all individuals 
reachh their  vote choice in the same way, but rather  they 
weighh evaluations of political objects (parties, politicians and 
policies)) differently when casting their  ballot. Given a vote 
functionn that includes party leanings, leader  evaluations and 
left-righ tt  distances, some voters may, for  instance, be more 
sensitivee to the evaluation of politicians in their  vote choice, 
whilee others may be guided more by policies, etc. Such 
variationn in the calculus of voting may find its origins in (a) 
differencess in the characteristics of individual voters and (b) 
differencess in the characteristics of the choice situation, i.e. 
thee context of elections. 

Thee objective of this chapter  is to investigate 
empiricallyy differences in the calculus of voting. In a 
conditionall  logit regression of vote choice on party leanings, 
leaderr  evaluations, and left-right distances, variation in the 
calculuss of voting means technically that effect parameters of 
thee three explanatory variables are not the same across units 
off  analysis. Such differences in effect parameters can be 
foundd to exist either  across individual voters (level 1) or 
acrosss contexts (level 2). Two approaches exist to model such 
variationn in effect parameters: random effect models and 
interactionn models. Both methods follow a similar  logic. In 
fact,, random effects (or, random slopes) are sometimes also 
referredd to as random interactions between groups. Such 
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randomm effects estimate group-specific parameter  estimates. 
Too the extent that variation exists in effect parameters of 
partyy leaning, leader  evaluation, and left-right distances 
acrosss groups, a random effects model approximates the data 
moree appropriately than an ordinary regression model. Such 
variationn implies subsequently that the assumption of 
ordinaryy regression models of equal effect parameters for  all 
unitss of analysis (individuals and context) cannot be 
maintained. . 

Inn comparison to random effect models, interaction 
modelss do not estimate parameter  effects for  each group but 
forr  different values of an interacting variable, which in the 
studyy of this book can be located either  at the individual or  at 
thee contextual level. Hence, random effect models estimate 
unconditionall  variation in effect parameters and interaction 
modelss measure conditional variation for  different values of a 
moderatingg variable. In that respect, random effect 
specificationss are more general than interaction specifications 
andd therefore preferable if one is interested in the amount of 
variationn in effect parameters per  se. However, from a 
substantivee point of view, interaction models are more 
instructivee as they provide the analyst with information about 
whywhy groups of voters or  contexts differ  in their  reasoning of 
votee choice. The study of this book aims to obtain (where 
possible)) both kinds of information in two steps: first , 
randomm slopes models estimate how much variation there is 
perr  se in the reasoning of vote choice across individuals and 
contexts.. Second, interactions added to the random slopes 
specificationn explain such variation and reduce thereby 
randomm effects estimated in the first  step. This chapter 
investigatess the first step in which a random effects model 

Forr a formal description of random effect models see e.g. Greene 
(2000:: 567). Note mat multilevel models as discussed in Chapter 2 (and 
formallyy depicted in Appendix 2) belong to the category of random effect 
models.. Multilevel models are specific in that they refer to group-specific 
effectss on a higher, contextual level. 



DIFFERENCESDIFFERENCES IN THE CALCULUS OF VOTING 67 7 

estimatess the variation in the calculus of voting (the base 
model).. The results thereof demonstrate that parameter 
estimatess of party leaning, leader  evaluation, and left-right 
distancee vary significantly across contexts. Chapters 4, 5, and 
66 focus on the second step and add to the random effects 
specificationn individual (Chapter  4) and contextual (Chapter 
5)) interactions that explain the slope variation of party 
leanings,, leader  evaluations, and left-right distances 
substantively. . 

Thiss first  random slopes model (the base model) thus 
providess information on differences in the calculus of voting. 
Subsequentt  analyses incorporating interactions explain, and 
thereforee diminish, this slope variation. A second section of 
thiss chapter  deals with the question of how such diminished 
slopee variation between different model specifications lends 
itselff  to be used as a measure for  the explained (slope) 
variancee in the calculus of voting at the individual and the 
contextuall  level of analysis. A thir d section briefly describes 
country-specificc parameter  estimates, which serves as a 
preliminar yy exploration in patterns of the individual calculus 
off  voting across contexts. Such context-specific estimates of 
thee vote function wil l also be used to describe the 
applicabilit yy of the vote function to different contexts, to 
distinguishh between long-term and short-term contextual 
variation,, and to illustrat e empirical implications of the 
'white-noise''  imputation of incomplete data as described in 
Chapterr  2 and Appendix 1. 

3.11 The Base Model 

Att  the outset, a limitatio n of the estimated base model must 
bee noted. I have argued until now that voters within as well as 
acrosss political systems differ  in the extent to which they rely 
onn party, politician, and policy orientations in their  vote 
choice.. This idea suggests most naturally the use of a random 
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effectss model with random slopes of party, politician, and 
policyy evaluations both at the individual and the contextual 
level.. The applied multilevel model provides only random 
parameterss at the contextual level. Although the estimation of 
randomm effects at both levels appears ideal for  the given 
problem,, the lack of appropriate software that calculates such 
aa model in an acceptable amount of time and with sufficient 
accuracyy makes this impossible. Heterogeneity in voting 
behaviourr  can therefore only be shown across but not within 
countriess by means of a random effects model. Nonetheless, 
heterogeneityy at the individual level wil l be investigated in 
Chapterr  4 by means of interaction terms between individual 
characteristicss of voters and the components of the vote 
functionn (party, politician, and policy orientations). 

Thee estimation of the simple vote function (multilevel 
conditionall  logit model) as described in Chapter  2 and as 
formall yy defined in Appendix 2 is performed in three 
consecutivee steps, reported in Table 3.1 below. First, a null 
modell  without any independent variable estimates the 
originall  variance for  all nested models as Log Likelihood of-
52,432. . 

Second,, independent variables (party leaning, leader 
evaluation,, and left-right distance) are added to the 
specificationn of the null model, resulting in Model 2. This 
modell  estimates only fixed effects, assuming that mean 
parameterr  estimates for  party, leader, and policy preferences 
explainn vote choice uniforml y for  all 33,968 respondents in 
alll  contexts. It does not take account of the hierarchical 
structuree of the data across multipl e levels. The reduction in 
Logg Likelihood indicates a McFadden Pseudo R* of the fixed 
modell  of 0.47.47 In view of the empirical literatur e on vote 
choice,, a variance reduction of almost 50% may be regarded 

477 McFadden's (1974) Pseudo R2 as a measure of goodness of fit  can be 
calculatedd from the reduction in Log Likelihood between the null model 
andd a model including explanatory variables. The estimate follows in the 
givenn example asp2 =1- 27,757 / 52,432 ~ 0.47. 
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ass satisfactory. Results of the ordinary conditional logit 
regressionn show that party leanings, (/ = 107, /-values are not 
reportedd in Table 3.1),48 leader  evaluations (/ = 98), and left-
rightt  distances {t = -49) all significantly impact on vote 
choice.49 9 

Whil ee it is assumed in an ordinary regression model 
thatt  independent variables have a homogenous impact on 
votee choice, the reported random effects model (Model 3 in 
Tablee 3.1) allows for  slope variation of party leaning, leader 
evaluation,, and left-right distance across contexts. To the 
extentt  that this multilevel specification improves model fit, 
thee Log Likelihood wil l be reduced when moving from a 
fixedfixed effects model (Model 2) to a random effects model 
(Modell  3). As reported in Table 3.1, model fit  indeed 
improvess in terms of Log Likelihood (difference LL -1,154) 
iff  random effects of party leanings, leader  evaluations, and 
left-righ tt  distances across countries are added to the fixed 
effectss model. A likelihood ratio test on the difference 
betweenn both models would of course be highly significant.50 

Thee /-values are easy to calculate as the ratio between parameter 
estimatee and standard error. In the given example it is t = 0.S9209 / 
0.005544 ~ 107. 
499 Since explanatory variables have been standardised before the analysis, 
effectt parameters can also be interpreted in terms of relative magnitude. 
Althoughh the /-value for the effect of party leanings is the highest of the 
threee explanatory variables, the relative impact of leader evaluations turns 
outt to be stronger than the impact of party leanings and left-right 
distances. . 
500 -Log Likelihood's as measure of lack of fit between model and data 
cann be used to compare model improvement between two specifications. 
Thee fixed effects specification estimates three parameters: party leaning, 
leaderr evaluation, and left-right distance. The random effects specification 
estimatess on top of these three parameters six additional ones: the 
variancee parameters for party leaning, leader evaluation, and left-right 
distance,, and the covariance parameters for party leaning/leader 
evaluation,, party leaning/left-right distance, and leader evaluation/left-
rightt distance. The -Log Likelihood difference between both models 
specificationss is % distributed with degrees of freedom defined by the 
numberr of additional variables. Hence, the difference between both 
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Thiss indicates that a multilevel model describes voting 
behaviourr  more appropriately than an ordinary regression 
model.. However, in terms of Pseudo R~ the gain is less 
impressive::  knowledge about varying slopes across contexts 
improvess the overall explanation of vote choice from a R~ of 
0.477 in Model 2 to a R2 of 0.49 in Model 3. 

Thee last part of Table 3.1 reports the parameters of 
Modell  3. It contains, first of all, information on the vote 
functionn across all respondents and countries (fixed effects: 
ƒ?).. These fixed effects are the mean parameter  estimates of 
partyy leanings, leader  evaluations, and left-right distances 
aroundd which country-specific effects vary. These estimates 
basicallyy confirm the results of the ordinary pooled model 
(Modell  2). Standard errors are, however, somewhat larger 
thann in Model 2. This reflects the fact that the results are not 
estimatedd from a single random sample of 33,968 
respondentss but from 30 (clustered) country samples. Second, 
thee random effects part contains information on variances and 
covariancess of slopes across contexts. Significant variance 
estimatess clearly demonstrate systematic variation in the 
impactt  of party leaning, leader  evaluation, and left-right 
distancess on vote choice across contexts. This finding 
indicatess the central thesis of this study in a contextual 
perspective,, namely that the calculus of voting is 
heterogeneous.. Differences in the reasoning of vote choice 
aree no longer  a premise but an empirical finding. 

specificationss with six degrees of freedom (due to six additional 
variables)) of-1,154 LL is highly significant 
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Tablee 3.1 Base Models of Voters' Reasoning: (Multilevel) 
Conditionall  Logit Models of Vote Choice in 30 
Contexts s 

ModelModel 1: Null Model 
Modell  Fit 

NN Individual s 

Logg Likelihood 
Mcc Fadden R2 

ModelModel 2: Fixed CL Model 
Fixedd Effect 
P P 

Modell  Fit 
^^  Individual s 

Logg Likelihood 
Mcc Fadden R2 

ModelModel 3: Multilevel Model 
Fixedd Effects 

0 0 
Randomm Effects 
GG Party Leaning 

GG Leader  Evaluation 

GG Left-Right Distance 

Modell  Fit 
NN Individual s 

NN Contexts 

Logg Likelihood 
Mcc Fadden R2 

PartyParty Leaning 

0.592***  (0.006) 

0.626***  (0.007) 

0.011***  (0.001) 
0.0011 (0.001) 

-- 0.001 (0.001)

Leader Leader 
Evaluation Evaluation 

1.133***  (0.012)-

1.018***  (0.013)-

0.105***  (0.007) 
0.008**  (0.004) 

Left-Right Left-Right 
Distance Distance 

33968 8 
-52,432.0 0 

0.00 0 

**  (0.011) 

33968 8 
-27,757.0 0 

0.47 7 

**  (0.019) 

0.041***  (0.004) 

33,968 8 
30 0 

-26,602.9 9 
0.49 9 

Note.Note. **p<0.01;*/7< 0.05; standard errors in parentheses. Data Source. 
CSES. . 

Thee variances of the parameter estimates can be 
interpretedd as follows. The mean parameter estimate of, for 
example,, leader evaluation across all 33,968 individual 
respondentss and 30 elections is p = 1.018. The standard 
deviationn across countries is estimated as 

ss = -Ja2 = VO.105 = 0.324. The mean slope  two times the 
standardd deviation gives the lower and upper bounds of 95% 
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off  all parameter estimates across contexts. The estimate of 
leaderr evaluation therefore ranges between 0.370 
(=1.018-2x0.324)) and 1.666 (=1.018+2x0.324) for 
95%% of all contexts. Applying such calculations to all three 
parameterss of the vote function, yields the estimates reported 
inn Table. 3.2. 

Tablee 3.2 illustrates that each element of the vote 
functionn differs in its effect considerably across contexts. In 
termss of range, the parameter estimate of leader evaluations 
iss most variable, followed by the left-right distances. The 
relevancee of party leanings -even if significantly 
heterogeneous-- is most similar across countries. It appears 
thatt party leanings are used as consideration of vote choice 
ratherr uniformly across political systems. Taking the ratio 
betweenn the upper and the lower bound of parameter 
estimatess as criterion for variability, it is clear that 
considerationss of left-right distance are particularly variable 
acrosss contexts. In some contexts this effect is almost 
negligiblee and in other ones it is highly important for vote 
choice. . 

Tablee 3.2 Variation in Parameter Estimates 
(Modell  3, Table 3.1) 

Lowerr bound, 95% 
Meann Estimate 
Upperr bound, 95% 
Rangee upper and lower bound 

Ratioo upper and lower bound 
DataData Source. CSES. 

Party Party 
Leaning Leaning 

0.416 6 
0.626 6 
0.836 6 
0.420 0 
2.01 1 

Leader Leader 
Evaluation Evaluation 

0.370 0 
1.018 8 
1.666 6 
1.296 6 
4.50 0 

Left-Right Left-Right 
Distance Distance 
-0.154 4 
-- 0.559 
-0.964 4 

0.810 0 
6.26 6 

Fromm the covariances of parameter estimates across 
contextss one can learn to what extent these variations are 
interrelated.. For instance, in a context in which party leanings 
aree strongly applied, are leader evaluations also highly 
pertinent,, or are they less relevant for vote choice? Slope 
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variationss of party leaning, leader  evaluation, and left-right 
distancee are almost unrelated. Only leader  evaluations and 
left-righ tt  distances are positively associated (er  = -0.008),51 

whichh implies that in countries where a strong effect of leader 
evaluationn is observed, left-right distances also have a 
somewhatt  higher  impact. This covariance estimate can be 
transformedd to a correlation coefficient of r - -0.12.52 These 
correlationss are weak, most of them not even significantly 
differentt  from zero (p < 0.05). This indicates that party 
leanings,, leader  evaluations, and left-right distances do not 
competee with each other  as considerations for  making a 
choicee on the ballot. Such competition would exist if 
correlationss were highly negative.53 These considerations also 
doo not replace each other, as would be the case with highly 
positivepositive correlations. That would indicate that the entire vote 
functionn is more applicable in some countries and much less 
meaningfull  in others. This evidently is not the case. 

3.22 Explained Variance 

Changess in Pseudo R2 or  Log Likelihood measure reduction 
off  (unexplained) variance of the dependent variable, here: 

Notee that highly negative values of left-right distances indicate a strong 
effect.. A negative covariance between leader evaluations and left-right 
distancess refers therefore to a positive association. 
522 Correlations of parameters are not reported in tables throughout this 
bookk since they do not provide additional information from a substantive 
pointt of view. They can of course be calculated from the reported 

covariancee matrix as r = cov(x,>')/(^var(jif)VvarO;))- The correlation 
betweenn the effect of leader evaluation and left-right distance for example 
cann be calculated as r = -0.008 /(V0.105 x VO.041) = -0.122. The 
correlationn between party leanings and leader evaluations estimates as r = 
0.0400 and the correlation between parry leanings and left-right distances 
ass r = -0.025. 
533 The correlation would be positive if involving left-right distances. See 
footnotee 51. 
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votee choice. But the aim of this study is not to improve the 
explanationn of vote choice itself but to investigate differences 
inn the calculus of vote choice, hence, to predict slope 
variationn within the vote function. Therefore, total R2 or 
absolutee Log Likelihoods only incompletely serve as 
indicatorss for  the quality of models (Snijders &  Bosker  1999: 
99-109).. Instead, a R' measure that relates to slope variation 
displayss the success or  failur e of models more accurately.54 

Too construct such a measure, one first has to separate slope 
variationn from the total variation of the model. As a solution 
too this problem, it has been suggested to calculate a total 
unexplainedd slope variance for  different model specifications. 
Sincee this total is comparable between nested models 
(Goldsteinn 1995, see especially Chapter  3), it provides a basis 
forr  calculating the variance reduction between the base 
modell  and subsequent models that include interaction 
terms.555 For  the applied conditional logit model I propose to 
usee the comparison of Log Likelihoods between nested 
ordinaryy and multilevel model specifications to separate the 
slopee variation.56 The following paragraphs describe this 
practicee of variance decomposition. 

344 In many applications of the multilevel approach, variance parameters 
aree used to gauge the explanatory power of contextual explanations. 
Unfortunately,, this straightforward heuristic cannot be applied in the 
studyy of this book. This has to do with the complex variance structure 
acrosss several random slopes and across two levels of analysis. 
Dependingg on the direction of included interaction terms, estimated 
variancee parameters might even increase. This means that the size of the 
estimatedd variance parameter of, for example, leader evaluation is not 
necessarilyy smaller in a model that explains most of the random effect. 
Forr more information on this point see footnote 85 in Chapter 4. 
555 However, procedures to calculate total variances as suggested in the 
literaturee are unfortunately inapplicable for the analysis reported in this 
book.. These existing methods are designed for OLS models and binary 
logit/probitt models (cf. Snijders & Bosker 1999), but not for the 
Conditionall  Logit models that are used in this book. 
566 Keep in mind that all reported models of this book are nested. They are 
basedd on the identical set of respondents. The only difference between the 
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Modelss 2 and 3 reported in Table 3.1 can be seen as 
thee 'base models' for  the following chapters. They include 
onlyy orientations towards parties, politicians, and policies as 
explanatoryy variables of vote choice. Recall that the 'gain' in 
termss of model fit  of a random slope specification (Model 3) 
comparedd with an ordinary conditional logit model (Model 2) 
iss IX -1,154. In other  words, the estimated total slope 
variationn in the model equals this LL -1,154. The aim of the 
nextt  chapters wil l be to explain this slope variation in the 
calculuss of voting, thus, to reduce this 'gain' of a random 
slopee specification compared with an ordinary specification. 
Addingg explicit interactions between evaluations of political 
objectss (parties, politicians, and policies) on the one hand and 
contextuall  characteristics on the other  hand, to the base 
modell  explains variation in voters' reasoning substantively 
andd wil l thereby replace some of the estimated slope variation 
acrosss contexts.57 A random slope specification wil l improve 
ann ordinary model specification to an increasingly lesser 
extent.. Ultimately, if interactions explain all slope variation 
completely,, a random slope specification of voters' reasoning 
(includingg these interactions) estimates the same effect 
parameterss and the same reduction in Log Likelihood than an 
ordinaryy cconditional logit specification (including these 
interactions). . 

basee model reported in Table 3.1 and following models is that more 
explanatoryy variables are added. Log likelihoods can therefore be 
comparedd across models. 
577 This heuristic can be applied for contextual variation only as the model 
onlyy estimates variation in slopes across contextual units. As outlined 
before,, preferably one would like to estimate a model that conceptualises 
variationn in parameters across voters (level 1) and countries (level 2). 
Thiss should allow separating slope variation across individuals and slope 
variationn across contexts from the total variance. Due to technical 
limitations,, only random effects for the contextual level are included in 
thee model estimation. Therefore it is only possible to distinguish 
contextuall  slope variation. But it is not possible to discriminate how much 
off  the remaining variance is due to slope variation at the individual level. 
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Thee separation of slope variation from the total 
variancee at the contextual level leaves two measures of 
variancee reduction based on the comparison of Log 
Likelihoodss across different nested models. As described 
above,, a first /^-measure calculates the amount of 
unexplainedd variance of random slopes at the contextual level 
byy comparing two different (but nested) model specifications, 
onee estimated with random slopes, and the other  without 
randomm slopes. A second /^-measure calculates the relative 
reductionn of the remainder  variance by comparing the 
unexplainedd variance of a random slope model with the 
amountt  of variance in the null model after  subtracting 
contextuall  slope variation (LL -1,154). This second R2-
measuree therefore involves variance of the dependent 
variablee 'vote choice' and the (unobserved) slope variation at 
thee individual level. 

Equationn 3.1 gives the formal expressions of the first 
off  these two measures. L($f ) denotes the Log Likelihood of 

thee estimated specification of a model with only fixed effects 
(here::  party leaning, leader  evaluation, left-right distance, 
pluss interactions). L(0r) denotes the Log Likelihood of a 
modell  with the same variables plus random slopes (here: for 
party,, leader, and policy orientations). The superscript B 
signifiess the model specification of the base model including 
onlyy main effects (see Models 2 and 3 in Table 3.1). 

,, L{ê,)-L{êr) 

' ' ^^  L(ê*)-L(9?) 

Thee second measure of goodness of fit indicates 
variancee reduction at the individual level. Recall that the 
proportionn of explained variance at the individual level refers 
too the dependent variable of vote choice, including random 
slopee variation at the individual level. The individual slope 
variation,, however, is not distinguishable from the overall 
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variancee since it is technically not feasible to estimate a 
randomm slopes model simultaneously at the contextual and 
thee individual level. That is why the i^-measure at the 
individuall  level only imperfectly indicates the success of 
individuall  level accounts, which is to explain slope 

egg 7 

variation.. Estimates are, however, reported since Rr values 
aree more intuitivel y readable than improvements in Log 
Likelihoods.. The notation of equation 3.2 is equal to the 
notationn of equation 3.1. The additional superscript N denotes 
thee null model in which no explanatory variables are 
included.. This null-specification estimates the maximum Log 
Likelihoodd of all nested models (here: -52,432 LL) . 

nn22 =1 ^ ^  (3 2)59 

PMPM L{ê»)-{L{ê*)-L0?)) K '  } 

Thee proposed estimate for  a R2 value for  the 
individuall  level in a multilevel model basically follows 
McFadden'ss (1974) suggestion of a Pseudo R~ in an ordinary 
Conditionall  Logit model. The only difference is that the 
maximumm Log Likelihood of the second level, 
L(0f)~L($r),L(0f)~L($r),  is subtracted from the maximum Log 

588 Interaction effects between variables of the vote function and 
contextuall  and individual characteristics reduce slope variation. Yet, 
slopee variation adds littl e to the explanation of the overall variance as the 
differencee between Models 2 and 3 at the contextual level illustrates. The 
samee is in all likelihood true for random slopes at the individual level. 
Hence,, even if interaction terms between elements of the vote function 
andd individual characteristics explain slope variation considerably at the 
individuall  level, the ^-measure at the individual level (equation 3.2) wil l 
nott detect this reduction as it is hardly sensitive to slope variation. 

599 For the study of this book, equation 3.1 equals p1^paÛ 1=l— -̂  

~~ L(ê) L(è) 
andd equation 3.2 equals pi . . = 1 —M ,M

 r—-r--= l—,« T,„
^^ ^ ^Levell -52,432 -(-1,154) -51,278 
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Likelihoodd of both levels, L(6N). As described in the 

previouss step, the comparison of a fixed and a random base 
modell  can estimate the maximum variance at the second 
level.. This procedure leaves only variance at the individual 
levell  in the measure of the goodness of fit. 

Tablee 3.3 illustrates the practice of variance 
decompositionn as applied in this book. Log Likelihood values 
off  five nested models are reported. The first  three rows are 
obtainedd from Table 3.1. The null model without any 
explanatoryy variables estimates an overall Log Likelihood of 
-52,432.. The fixed effects model (Model 2, Table 3.1) 
reducess unexplained Log Likelihood to -27,757. Hence, -
53,4322 - (-27,757) = -24,675 LL , or  47% of the variance, 
hass been explained by the introduction of party leanings, 
leaderr  evaluations, and left-right distances. Taking account of 
thee hierarchical structure reduces the unexplained variance 
furtherr  to -26,603. Knowledge of the hierarchical structure 
thereforee adds -27,757 - (-26,603) = -1,154 LL . Variance at 
thee second level is not due to the dependent variable of vote 
choicee but to random slopes across political systems. 
Althoughh this Log Likelihood of -1,154 is explained in a 
technicall  way by the random part of Model 3, it is not 
explainedd in substantive terms. Rather, it defines the total 
variancee of the model at the second (contextual) level and is 
thereforee reported in the column of unexplained variances. 
Fromm the comparison of explained and unexplained variances 
att  the first  level one can calculate the share explained at the 
individuall  level. Explained variance at the second level of the 
thir dd model is by definition zero. 
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Tablee 3.3 Decomposition of Variance across Levels of 
Analysiss and Nested Models 

Modell  1: Null Model 
Modell  2: Fixed Effects Base Model 
Modell  3: Multilevel Base Model 
Modell  4: Fixed Effects Interaction Model 
Modell  5: Multilevel Interaction Model 

ExplainedExplained Unexplained 

1 1 
0 0 

24,675 5 
24,675 5 
31,611 1 
24,908 8 

Levell  of Analysis 
22 1 2 
-- 52,432 
-- 27,757 
00 26,603 1,154 
-- 26,944 

5800 26,370 574 

PseudoPseudo R" 

11 2 
0.000 -
0.477 -
0.488 0.00 
0.499 -
0.499 0.50 

Note.Note. Cell entries in the columns 'Explained' and 'Unexplained' denote -
Logg Likelihoods. Data Source. CSES. 

Supposee the two additional Models 4 and 5, which 
includee interaction terms with individual and contextual 
characteristicss in the specification, one model without and 
onee model with random effects for  party leanings, leader 
evaluations,, and left-right distances at the contextual level. 
Thee results of Models 4 and 5 are taken from the final model 
off  voters' reasoning, estimated in Chapter  6 of this book. The 
fixedd and the random specification of this interaction model 
estimatee a Log Likelihood of -26,944 and -26,370 
respectively.. Hence, knowledge of the context-specific 
effectss adds to the fixed specification only -26,944 - (-
26,370)) = -574 LL . Recall that this gain in the multilevel 
basee model was -1,154 LL . The introduction of interaction 
termss has therefore explained 1 - (-574)/(-l,154) = 50% of 
slopee variation at the contextual level. The explained variance 
att  the individual level remains with a Pseudo R2 of 0.49 
almostt  constant. Note that Log Likelihood values for  each 
modell  can be added up to the Log Likelihood of the null 
modell  of -52,432. This procedure of comparing nested 
modelss wil l be applied in the empirical analyses of the 
followingg chapters. Of particular  importance is the variance 
reductionn on the second level, which is due to contextual 
differencess in the importance of parties, politicians, and 
policies. . 
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3.33 Country-Specific Results 

Whil ee variances in parameter  estimates tell us that the 
calculuss of voting in fact differs across contexts, a descriptive 
analysiss of these differences tells us where party leanings are 
particularl yy pertinent, where voters are strongly affected by 
considerationss about political leadership, and where they are 
particularl yy sensitive to parties' policy stands. Country-
specificc effect parameters of party leaning, leader  evaluation, 
andd left-right distance can be derived in two ways. First, an 
ordinaryy Conditional Logit model of the vote function 
(Modell  2, Table 3.1) can be estimated for  each context 
separately,, yielding estimates of effect parameters for  each 
context.. Second, based on the multilevel conditional logit 
modell  of the vote function (Model 3, Table 3.1) one can 
derivee posterior  mean estimates.60 These posterior  means 
denotee country specific increments/decrements from the 
meann estimated effect parameters. Whereas separate analyses 
alwayss generate unbiased estimates of the true parameters, 
posteriorr  means have the tendency to be biased towards the 
estimatedd overall mean effect parameters (cf. Snijders & 
Boskerr  1999). Country-specific parameter  estimates of an 
ordinaryy conditional logit model (Model 2) are therefore 
reportedd in Figures 3.1 to 3.3 below instead of posterior 
means.. More detailed information on these country-specific 
modelss can be found in Table A.2.2 of Appendix 2. 

DescriptiveDescriptive Findings 
Figuree 3.1 contains information on the variabilit y of the 
parameterr  estimate of party leanings across the thirt y 
parliamentaryy elections that were analysed. These parameter 
estimatess and their  standard errors are also reported in Table 
A2.22 of Appendix 2. Figures 3.1 to 3.3 contain information 

Posteriorr mean estimates are sometimes also referred to as empirical 
Bayess predictions (cf. Snijders & Bosker 1999). 
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onn the main effects of party leanings, leader  evaluations, and 
left-righ tt  distances in all contexts (Model 3) and specify the 
regionn of  one standard deviation around these main effects. 
Inn the Ukraine, Australia, Switzerland, and Sweden party 
leaningss are particularl y relevant for  vote choice. * 
Respectivee effect parameters are above the narrow band 
aroundd the main effect plus one standard deviation. On the 
otherr  hand, parliamentary elections in Spain (in 1996), the 
Netherlands,, Peru, Slovenia, Mexico (in 1997), Canada, and 
Romaniaa are found to have especially weak party attachment 
effectss (below the one standard deviation band). In all 
countries,, however, party leanings affect vote choice 
significantly.62 2 

611 Voting behaviour in Russia and Poland is also noticeably affected by 
partyy leanings. Hence, party leanings seem surprisingly important in 
transitionn democracies. This rinding questions a narrow interpretation of 
partyy leanings as long-term attachments (see Section 2.2 of Chapter 2). A 
discussionn of the merits of the variable 'party identification' for the 
comparativee analysis of voting across political systems will be provided 
inn the conclusions of Chapter 7. 
622 With the exception of left-right distances in Hong Kong, all reported 
effectt parameters are significant with p < 0.05 (see Table A2.2 of 
Appendixx 2). 
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Whenn turnin g to parameter  estimates of leader 
sympathyy one finds a larger  range of values across countries 
thann for  party leanings as documented in Figure 3.2. 
Parameterr  estimates are above average in many Eastern 
Europeann countries. Very strong leadership effects are 
observedd for  Hungary, the Czech Republic, and Romania. 
Particularl yy weak effects exist in the 2000 election in 
Mexico,, in Japan, and 2000 in Hong Kong.63 Voters in Asian 
democraciess on the whole seem to base their  vote choice less 
onn considerations of leadership than voters elsewhere. Yet, 
irrespectivee of how small the effect of leader  evaluations for 
votee choice may be, the variable nonetheless significantly 
affectss individual vote choice in all elections analysed. 

Finally,, country-wise parameter  estimates of left-right 
distancess are reported in Figure 3.3. This effect parameter 
variess strongly across contexts. Left-righ t distances are 
especiallyy important in the Netherlands, in Spain (at least in 
thee 2000 election),64 in Denmark, the Czech Republic, 
Iceland,, Portugal, and Switzerland65 (more than one standard 
deviationn higher  than the main effect). Voters appear  less 

Thee effect of political leadership is also relatively weak in Israel. This 
maybee considered a surprising finding. However, keep in mind that this 
studyy analyses the 1996 Knesset election, in which the prime minister was 
electedd in a direct and popular election external to the parliamentary 
election.. Analyses of Chapter 6 will show that the direct election of the 
primee minister detracts leadership effects from parliamentary election 
acrosss countries, which may explain this at first sight surprising finding. 
644 There is a substantive gap between parameter estimates of left-right 
distancess in the 1996 and in the 2000 Spanish election. In a subsection of 
thiss chapter on 'Election-Specific Variation'11 discuss such differences in 
effectt parameters within political systems in particular. 
655 The strong effect of left-right distances in Switzerland may also be 
consideredd surprising. The high fragmentation of governments in 
Switzerlandd may provide an account for this finding (see Chapter 6). To 
thee extent mat many parties join in coalitions, voters seem to use the left-
rightt scale to locate their preferred coalition-constellation. Specific party 
orr politician evaluations tend to be less pertinent since not a single party 
orr a single politician can govern the country unaccompanied. 
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concernedd about policy preferences (in terms of left-right 
distances)) outside Western Europe. In Hong Kong, the effect 
off  left-right distances is even close to zero. 

Thesee country differences are not the result of random 
variation.. Heterogeneity in the calculus of voting across 
democraciess seems to show systematic patterns that may well 
bee explained by characteristics of these countries. A 
descriptivee examination of Figures 3.1 to 3.3 leads to the 
expectationn that, for  example, left-right voting is supported 
byy contextual characteristics that Scandinavian countries 
havee in common. Yet another  conjecture is that the impact of 
partyy leanings is comparatively low in countries that 
experiencedd an early dealignment of traditional social 
cleavagess like Britain , New Zealand, and Canada (Frankli n et 
al.. 1992). 

Suchh interpretations of the descriptive results, 
however,, are not conclusive. One may come to different 
plausiblee conjectures. The Britain , New Zealand, and Canada 
nott  only have an early dealignment of partisanship in 
commonn but also share, for  instance, a common history in the 
Britis hh Empire. Hence, it may be the legacy of political 
culturee or  institutional settings dating back to their  common 
history,, which accounts for  a weak impact of party leanings 
inn these countries. Eyeballing a descriptive analysis can 
neitherr  support nor  refute such inferences with any certainty. 
AA systematic analysis is necessary to state with some 
certaintyy which aspects of a political systems influence 
variationn in the strength of these factors on vote choice. 
Chapterr  5 focuses on this question, analysing by means of 
interactionss to what extent contextual characteristics 
determinee voters' reasoning. 

TheThe Applicability of the Vote Function 
Thee comparative study of this book is based on the 
expectationn that voters in all political systems (potentially) 
considerr  party, leader, and policy evaluations when casting a 
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ballot.. This may be regarded as a somewhat problematic 
assertionn since these concepts are the product of electoral 
researchh in just some of these countries. It may very well be 
thatt  individuals' vote choice rests on entirely different 
motivationss in countries external to the small number  of 
frequentlyy analysed advanced democracies. Although it is not 
possiblee with the given data to assess whether  respondents in 
differentt  political systems comprehend concepts of, for 
example,, left and right in the same way, it is possible to 
demonstratee that these evaluations of political objects 
(parties,, politicians, and policies) serve a similar  function in 
alll  countries,66 namely, to derive vote choice. Country-
specificc findings on the vote function provide information on 
thee relevance of the chosen vote function and by implication 
alsoo on the functional equivalence of party, leadership, and 
policyy evaluations across contexts. Two empirical criteri a can 
bee used in this respect. First, does each object of the vote 
functionn (parties, politicians, and policies) exert a significant 
impactt  on vote choice in all contexts? Second, does the 
completee vote function explain vote choice to a reasonably 
highh degree in all contexts? If these two conditions hold, it 
appearss plausible to regard the chosen vote function as 
sufficientlyy relevant in different political systems. 

Figuress 3.1 to 3.3 and in more detail Table A2.2 in 
Appendixx 2 show that party leanings, leader  evaluations, and 
left-righ tt  distances affect vote choice significantly in nearly 
alll  cases. The only exception is Hong Kong, where the 
parameterr  estimate of left-right distances is not significantly 
differentt  from zero. This finding generates the next question: 
iss this caused by factors of the context that may override or 
crosscutt  the importance of policy orientations (that can be 
summarisedd by the left-right distance) or  by the fact that the 
left-righ tt  scale does not play a role in Hong Kong at all (since 
itt  is functionally not transferable). In other  words, does Hong 

Forr a brief discussion of the term 'functional equivalence' see Chapter 
2. . 



88 8 CHAPTERCHAPTER 3 

Kong,, with respect to voters' reasoning, belong to the same 
'population''  as the other  countries? The first  interpretation 
impliess that voters think in terms of a left-right continuum, 
however,, they do not under  all circumstances apply the scale 
inn their  calculus of voting. The weak impact of policy 
orientationss on vote choice in Hong Kong may be explained 
byy trait s that hold across contexts. Suppose a specific 
electorall  system is found to downplay the effect of the left-
rightright  scale and Hong Kong happens to grasp this specific 
electorall  structure. Another  explanation could be that a 
specificc election campaign does not focus on policy 
differencess but on qualities of political leaders. In such cases, 
thee finding of ineffective left-right distances in Hong Kong is 
nott  a peculiarity of the context but a consequence of 
institutionall  settings or  short-term factors of elections. The 
secondd explanation is based on the idea that voters in Hong 
Kongg are different from voters in any other  country analysed. 
Itt  is not only that citizens of Hong Kong do not apply such 
policyy evaluations in their  calculus of voting, but that they do 
nott  even hold them. This implies that Hong Kong ought to be 
excludedd from the analysis because the chosen vote function 
doess not apply to this context. In my opinion, there is 
evidencee that the first  explanation is more plausible. 

First,, respondents in Hong Kong have no particular 
problemss in stating their  own position or  the perceived 
positionss of parties on the left-right scale. Voters apparently 
havee an idea what left and right  means. Second, the extent to 
whichh consensus exists within electorates about placements 
off  parties on the left-right scale (perceptual agreement) is 
higherr  in Hong Kong 2000 than in many established 

Chapterr 5 will introduce a measure of perceptual agreement on parties' 
left-rightt position as proposed by van der Eijk (2001). The measure 
describess the extent to which consensus exists within electorates about 
placementss of parties on an ordered rating scale (here: the left-right scale). 
Moree detailed information on 'perceptual agreement' and country-specific 
estimatess of the measure can be obtained from Appendix 4. 
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democraciess for  which the applicability of the scale is beyond 
doubtt  such as, for  example, Germany or  the UK. Hence, 
voterss in Hong Kong more than voters in Germany or  the UK 
sharee a common perception of (parties on) the left-right scale. 
Thiss suggests that the left-right scale is functionally 
transferablee to the context of Hong Kong even if its effect on 
votee choice is indistinguishable from zero. Third , perceived 
distancess on the left-right scale significantly affect vote 
choicee for  some parts of the electorate, namely the highly 
educatedd respondents.68 Finally, in Chapters 5 and 6, 
contextuall  features of elections are identified which moderate 
thee relevance of left-right distances for  vote choice. These 
factorss turn out to be particularl y important in Hong Kong, 
whichh explains the weak effect of left-right distances 
empiricallyy (see Tables 6.2 and A4.8). Hence, the fact that 
thee country-specific effect parameter  of left-right distances is 
indistinguishablee from zero is caused by specific, explicable 
factors,, and not by its irrelevance as such. Therefore, I 
considerr  the case of Hong Kong as belonging to the same 
'population''  as the other  countries. 

Thee second criterion for  evaluating the relevance of 
thee vote function for  different systems is the extent to which 
itt  reduces the overall variance of the dependent variable. This 
iss documented in Table A2.2 in Appendix 2. Country-specific 
modelss of the vote function show that the variance reduction 
inn vote choice varies between a McFadden's Pseudo R2 of 
0.244 in Hong Kong and a R2 of 0.72 in the Ukraine. 
Disregardingg these extreme cases, Pseudo R' ranges roughly 
betweenn 0.30 and 0.65 in the other  countries. A vote function 
thatt  contains party, politician, and policy evaluations 
thereforee explains vote choice to a considerable degree in all 

Inn the group of highly educated respondents in the 1998 survey of Hong 
Kong,, left-right distance has a negative effect on vote choice at a 90% 
significancee level (education is split in 3 groups of low, medium, and high 
education;; see Appendix 3 for more information on the variable). This 
findingg is not separately reported elsewhere in this study. 
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contextss investigated. It is not the case that the vote function 
utterl yy fails to explain vote choice in any of the political 
systems.. Also the range of the variance reduction appears to 
mee fairl y acceptable. From these figures one cannot conclude 
thatt  this specific vote function is only relevant in some 
countries. . 

Overall,, party leanings, leader  evaluations, and left-
rightright  distances are important for  vote choice in all contexts. 
Howw important exactly, is a function of individual 
characteristicss of voters and of contextual characteristics of 
electionss and is therefore not identical at all times and all 
places. . 

Election-SpecificElection-Specific Variation 
AA point of possible concern in results reported in Figures 3.1 
too 3.3 is the differences in parameter  estimates within one 
countryy but between elections. The data analysed include two 
parliamentaryy elections in Hong Kong (1998 and 2000), in 
Mexicoo (1997 and 2000), and in Spain (1996 and 2000). For 
Hongg Kong, the results for  each of these two elections are 
veryy similar. In Mexico this is also true for  the effect of left-
rightright  distances but not for  party leanings and leader 
evaluations.. The effect of party leanings is stronger  in the 
20000 than in the 1997 election, the effect of leader 
evaluationss is stronger  in the 1997 than in the 2000 election. 
Finally,, the two Spanish elections of 1996 and 2000 give rise 
too quite different results. In the 2000 election, voters follow 
theirr  party, leader, and policy preferences much more than in 
thee first analysed parliamentary election of 1996. 

Inn this book, context is analysed and discussed in 
termss of stable characteristics that can be ascribed to 
democracies.. These include institutional settings, the party 
system,, etc. Differences in parameters estimated between 
electionss such as these documented for  Mexico and Spain, 
demonstratee that the context of elections is not constant in 
onee country. This may be, for  instance, because parties have 
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weakk or  strong leaders in different elections, which wil l 
increasee or  decrease leadership effects. Likewise, some 
electionn campaigns wil l emphasise policy differences 
betweenn parties and therefore increase the role of left-right 
distances.. As a consequence, differences in voters' reasoning 
betweenn countries as reported in Figures 3.1 to 3.3 not only 
reflectt  differences in stable country characteristics but also 
differencess in characteristics that are specific to particular 
elections.. Hence, the comparative analysis of country 
differencess based on only one (and in some cases two) 
observation(s)) per  country contains slippage. In principle, 
thee kind of analyses reported here makes it possible to 
disambiguatee long-term and short-term contextual influences 
onn the vote function. This 'only' requires a sufficiently large 
numberr  of elections for  each country, in conjunction with 
systematisedd information about long-term and short-term 
aspectss of election contexts. Data on several observations 
(elections)) per  country that would avoid capitalising on what 
mayy be an atypical election, however, are currently not 
availablee from the CSES project. 

Onee could argue mat one of the parliamentary 
electionss in Spain or  in Mexico can be regarded the regular 
casee and that the other  one is likely to be the atypical one. In 
Mexico,, the election of 1997 marks a significant 
transformationn of the political system. For  the first  time since 
1929,, the hegemonic Institutional Revolutionary Party lost its 
majorit yy in Congress (Klesner  1997). Since many voters 
switchedd from the dominating party of the system to 
alternativee options, it stands to reason that party leanings had 
comparativelyy weak effects in this particular  election. From 

Yett one may expect this slippage to be constraint by individual-level 
stability.. Lau (1989) in his study of chronically accessible political 
schemataa finds high stability over time in the way voters evaluate political 
objectss on the basis of panel data from the US. Voters who comprehend 
politicss as, for example, competition between preferred and non-preferred 
politicianss in one election, tend to rely on similar standards in the 
subsequentt election as well. 
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thatt  perspective, the 2000 election in Mexico may be 
regardedd as the more typical case and 1997 as a critical 
electionn (Key 1955; Converse 1966). For  Spain, the 1996 
electionn marked the end of 14 years of socialist governments. 
Thee election campaign revolved littl e around traditional 
issuess such as economic performance and concentrated more 
onn various kinds of scandals and incidents. The victory of the 
Popularr  Party under  Jose Mari a Aznar  was caused by massive 
volatilit yy in the electorate (Delago &  Nieto 1997). The 2000 
electionn may in contrast be described as more stable or 
ordinary .. The dominating issue of that campaign was the 
economicc performance of the government (Delgado &  Nieto 
2001). . 

However,, to exclude allegedly deviating elections 
basedd on such ad hoc 'explanations' seems unwarranted. It 
wouldd be very worrisome to include in a contextual analysis 
onlyy those elections that fit alleged contextual knowledge. 
Thiss judgement may rest on possibly false or  outdated 
information .. Therefore, all elections are kept in the analysis, 
remindingg the reader  that country differences also refer  to 
peculiaritiess of elections, which add to the possible error  of 
thee contextual analysis. 

VariationVariation in the Calculus of Voting and Incomplete Data 
Treatment Treatment 
Sectionn 5 of Chapter  2 and Appendix 1 explain the 'white-
noisee imputation' of incomplete data that is used in the 
analysess reported in this book. These sections discuss under 
whichh circumstances such a procedure is to be used, for 
whichh variables 'whit e noise imputation' is applied in this 
book,, and what the consequences of this procedure are. To 
summarisee the argument, 'don't know' answers or  'haven't 
heardd of answers on the perceived party and self placements 
onn the left-right scale and on questions about leader 
evaluationss are treated as lack of information or  opinion on 
thee stimulus of the survey question. Absence of an opinion 
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lendss itself to 'whit e noise imputation' . Hence, if respondents 
statee for  example not to know a certain politician, such 
responsess are replaced by random value on the sympathy 
ratingss drawn from the distributio n of valid responses. 
Therebyy the association between this specific leader 
evaluationn and respective vote choice is by definition zero in 
thee group of respondents who do not have an opinion on this 
particularr  politician. 

Thee reader  should be aware of the implications of this 
missingg data treatment for  the findings reported in this book. 
Too illustrat e that point, consider  the following example. As 
reportedd in Table 2.1 in Chapter  2, 93% of all respondents in 
Denmarkk report an opinion on all six political leaders about 
whomm questions were asked in the Danish survey while the 
proportionn of respondents reporting an opinion on all six 
politicall  leaders in Peru is only 73%. Considering that the 
effectt  between leader  evaluation and vote choice is zero for 
alll  respondents who report not to know a certain politician, 
thee proportion of 'forced' zero-effects (or, white noise) is 
higherr  in Peru than in Denmark. Figure 3.2 and Table A2.2 in 
Appendixx 2 reports the same effect of leader  evaluations for 
votee choice for  both countries (ft = 1.21). This can be seen as 
ann unconditional result that applies to all respondents in 
Denmarkk and Peru, in which the ratio of incomplete 
informationn in a country has been taken into account and of 
thee effect in the section of the sample with complete 
information .. If these respondents would be included in the 
analysiss that report an opinion on all leader  evaluations, the 
resultss would look different. In that case, the effect of 
leadershipp in Peru would be stronger  than in Denmark. In 
sum,, the conditional parameter  estimates that are habitually 
reportedd in the literatur e and the unconditional effect 
parameterss as estimated in this book are different. For  the 
reasonss that were elaborated in Sections 2.5 and Appendix 1, 
thee latter  should be regarded as a more useful characterisation 
off  the entire sample. 
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3.44 Differences in the Calculus of Voting: 
Summaryy of Findings 

Thiss chapter  had these objectives: first , to provide evidence 
supportivee of the notion that voters' reasoning can be 
regardedd heterogeneous. Different voters weigh party 
leanings,, leader  evaluations, and left-right distances 
differentl yy in their  calculus of voting. A random effects 
modell  of vote choice illustrates this across contexts. Similar 
variationn in the calculus of voting between groups of voters 
withi nn a single political system wil l be analysed in the 
followingg chapter  by means of interaction models. 

Thee second purpose of the chapter  is to define the 
amountt  of variation in the calculus of voting, hence to split 
variationn between the dependent variable vote choice and 
randomm slopes of party leaning, leader  evaluation, and left-
rightt  distances. I introduce two i^-measures for  the 
decomposedd variance of (a) slope variation at the contextual 
levell  and (b) the reaming variation at the individual level. 
Thee following chapters wil l account for  this slope variation in 
thee calculus of voting by means of interaction terms between 
independentt  variables and contextual variables. The success 
off  such explanations can be quantified by these separate R~ 
measures. . 

Third ,, this chapter  reported brief explorations into 
contextt  specific parameter  estimates of the vote function. 
Thesee provide a first glimpse of differences in patterns of 
voters''  reasoning across political systems. Taking stock of 
thiss chapter's empirical findings, three points appear  worthy 
off  emphasis and wil l be discussed more full y in Chapter  7. 

Theree is empirical support for  the idea that voters do 
nott  respond uniforml y to political objects (parties, leaders, 
andd policies) when casting a ballot. Such variation is evident 
acrosss political contexts. While voters apply party leanings 
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ratherr  homogenously in their  vote choice, they weigh leader 
evaluationss and left-right distances very differently across 
politicall  systems. 

AA descriptive analysis of voting behaviour  across 
contextss shows that party leanings are particularl y important 
inn the Ukraine, Australia and Switzerland. Leader  evaluations 
aree particularl y pertinent in Eastern European democracies 
andd rather  ineffective in Asian political systems. Finally, left-
rightright  distances have high importance in what is often referred 
too as Western European consensus democracies. 

Thee chosen conceptualisation of the calculus of 
voting,, comprising party leaning, leader  evaluation, and left-
rightright  distance, explains vote choice to a considerable degree 
(R(R22 = 0.47). Also, each element of the vote function has a 
significantt  impact on vote choice in all analysed political 
systemss (with Hong Kong as a sole exception). Therefore, 
thiss vote function can be considered as relevant to describe 
votee choice across different political systems. 

Thee next chapter  focuses on individual sources of 
heterogeneityy in the vote function. By means of interaction 
modelss I wil l show (a) that voting is different across 
individual ss within political systems and (b) that such 
differencess relate (in part) to voters' social background and 
politicall  awareness. 





Chapterr  4 
Individua ll  Determinants of the 
Calculuss of Voting 

Thee analyses of the preceding chapter  demonstrated that 
voterss do not always rely on the same calculus when casting 
theirr  ballot. Depending on the circumstances, voters give 
differentt  weight to party leanings, leader  evaluations, and 
left-righ tt  distances. The aim of this and the following two 
chapterss is to investigate the sources of this variation in the 
calculuss of voting. This chapter  focuses on individual level 
variabless and Chapter  5 on contextual factors that affect 
voters''  reasoning. In Chapter  6, these separate models wil l be 
combinedd in a full explanation. The strategy of first analysing 
differentt  sources of variation separately has advantages over 
attemptss to immediately combine all sources in a single 
model.. First, partial analyses allow me to elaborate 
expectationss and findings for  separate sources of variation 
withoutt  the need to complicate these by the interrelations 
betweenn different determinants. The latter  can be relegated to 
Chapterr  6 that reports the complete analysis. Developing the 
fulll  analysis step by step therefore has the advantage of 
makingg the line of argument in the book more intelligible. 
Second,, separate analyses make it possible to assess the 
explanatoryy power  of rivalling  accounts. For  example, is the 
partyy system of a political system more important for 
variationss in voters' reasoning than the availability of mass 
media?? Questions like this can only be answered if such 
characteristicss are analysed separately. Third , the possibility 
too compare the findings of partial analyses with those of the 
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ful ll  model helps to gauge the consequences of the 
interrelationn between different sources of variation in voters' 
reasoning.. Differences between results of partial and full 
modelss indicate whether  it is optional or  necessary to control 
forr  related variables to obtain unbiased effect parameters.70 A 
moree detailed discussion of omitted variable bias and 
differencess between the partial and the full model 
specificationss is provided in Chapter  6. The drawback of this 
stepwisee approach is, however, that the results based on the 
partiall  analyses have to be regarded as preliminar y as they 
mayy be different after  controlling for  related variables. 

Thee analyses of this chapter  focus on the question of 
whetherr  or  not voters' characteristics impact on the calculus 
off  voting. Chapter  1 reviewed the literatur e in this respect 
whichh argues that voters' reasoning may vary due to 
differencess in political sophistication (e.g., Pattie &  Johnston 
2001),, different information they are exposed to71 (e.g., 
Krosnickk &  Kinder  1990), variation in perceived issue 
saliencyy (e.g., RePass 1971), experiences during political 
socialisationn (e.g., Inglehart 1977), etc.72 In general, as voters 

Forr instance, is it advisable to estimate the effect of education on 
variationss in the calculus of voting without controlling for the age of 
respondents?? Analysing effects of education and age in a first step 
separatelyy and in a second step jointly can help to answer this question. 
Too the extent that the effect of education differs significantly between 
bothh model specifications, controlling for age is necessary to obtain an 
unbiasedd estimate for the effect of education. 
711 Priming studies suggest individual media consumption as a source of 
thee heterogeneity in voters' reasoning (Iyengar & Kinder 1987; Krosnick 
&&  Kinder 1990; Krosnick & Brannon 1993; see also Kroh 2003). 
Unfortunately,, variables on individuals' media exposure are not 
obtainable.. However, the relevance of mass media is investigated in 
Chapterr 5 in the form of the aggregated media availability in different 
societies. . 
722 One can think of many more individual characteristics that may be of 
relevancee for voters' reasoning as, for instance, voters' ideological 
position,, political values, degree of political cynicism, political interest, 
personalityy traits etc. The characteristics mentioned in the main text are 
thee ones most frequently cited in the literature. 
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perceivee the political competition in elections in their  own 
way,, they will rely on different calculi of voting. Variation in 
voters''  perception of elections may originate from their  views 
onn politics, their  informational basis, their  social and political 
background,, etc. The available data allow me to focus in this 
chapterr  on voters' social background and political 
awareness733 as determinants of voters' reasoning. 

Thiss chapter  consists of three parts. The first  part 
elaboratess and investigates why and to what extent voters' 
sociall  background determines individual variation in the vote 
function.. The second part introduces voters' political 
awarenesss as a determinant of individuals' calculus of voting. 
Thee major  findings of the chapter  are summarised in the thir d 
section. . 

4.11 Social Background: Demographics 

Classicall  approaches to the study of electoral behaviour 
focusedd on voters' social background characteristics as 
explanatoryy variables of vote choice (Lazarsfeld et al. 1944; 
Berelsonn et al. 1954).74 Although voters' social background 
seemss to have become less important for  the explanation of 

7311 will use the term of political awareness throughout this book to denote 
thee extent to which voters' are politically informed. The term awareness 
acquiress in the literature often additional meanings and is therefore 
somewhatt imprecise. However, as I rely repeatedly in this book on the 
notionn of 'being politically informed' and as the phrase of 'the extent to 
whichh voters are politically informed' is rather awkward, I use the simple 
termm of awareness instead. 
744 On the aggregate level of political systems, social cleavages resemble 
thee link between social groups and parties (Lipset & Rokkan 1967). Such 
cleavagess date back to 19 century processes like nation building or 
industrialisationn and divide societies into groups that differ in their 
affiliationn to political parties, which allegedly represent interests of these 
sociall  groups. Depending on specific historical or socio-structural context 
off  societies these linkages might occur in different constellations (e.g., 
Knutsenn 1989; Lane & Ersson 1994; Lijphart 1999). 
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votee choice in many societies, is has not entirely lost its 
relevancee (e.g., Nieuwbeerta &  Ultee 1999; Evans 1999). As 
sociall  background (still) is important for  vote choices, one 
mayy plausibly expect that social background also impacts on 
thee reasoning of mis decision. But in which ways may voters' 
demographicss arguably do so? I wil l distinguish two 
argumentss in this section. A first argument relates to the 
distinctionn between socially aligned and non-aligned voters, 
orr  in other  words, the distinction between socially more or 
lesss embedded voters. A second argument relates to the 
stabilisingg effect of age for  party leanings. 

SocialSocial Embeddedness 
Severall  authors note that in recent decades the effect of 
traditiona ll  social cleavages on vote choice weakens due to 
sociall  modernisation (e.g., Dalton et al. 1984; Crewe & 
Denverr  1985; Frankli n et al. 1992). One aspect of this social 
modernisationn is the disbanding of traditional social groups 
andd networks and a rising individualisation in many societies 
(e.g.,, Beck 1983). Increasing levels of urbanisation and 
mobility ,, secularisation, and diminishing social class 
differencess are indicative for  the decline of traditional social 
bondss (e.g., Dalton et al. 1984; Schnell &  Kohier  1995). I 
expectt  citizens to vote less according to cleavage-motivated 
partisanshipss when they have no or  weak bonds with 
churchess and social classes,75 and when they live in urban 
areas,, i.e. when they live in neighbourhoods with supposedly 
weakerr  social bonds.76 

Ass traditional social cleavage loyalties are 
increasinglyy ineffective for  vote choice (e.g., Dalton & 

755 In the German context, for example, many scholars speak in this respect 
off  the 'neue Mittelschichf (cf. Brinkmann 1988). 
766 One may object that I omit cognitive mobilized as an important factor 
off  the dealignment of traditional social cleavages (e.g., Dalton et al. 
1984).. I will return to this point in Section 4.2. This section will focus 
specificallyy on the effects of political knowledge and education (as 
indicatorss for cognitive mobilization) on voters' reasoning. 
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Wattenbergg 2000), voters nowadays orient themselves more 
accordingg to short-term aspects of elections, such as issues 
(Niee et al. 1976; Pierce &  Hagener  1982) or  candidates 
(Lanouee &  Headrick 1994; Dalton et al. 2000). Empirical 
evidencee in several Western democracies indicates that issue 
votingg profit s most from a decline in socio-structural voting 
(Frankli nn et al. 1992). In view of this literatur e one may 
expectt  that the reasoning of vote choice differs between 
sociallyy aligned and non-aligned, or  more specifically, 
sociallyy embedded and socially non-embedded voters: the 
formerr  more strongly supporting their  own social group when 
castingg ballots and the latter  relying particularl y on short-
termm orientations of elections, such as policy and candidate 
evaluations.. Therefore, I expect lack of embeddedness to 
positivelyy moderate short-term factors of elections, namely 
evaluationss of politicians and policies.77 

ElectoralElectoral Experience 
Thee Michigan approach of vote choice discusses a second 
argumentt  for  the relevance of demographic variables for  the 

Too turn this argument on its head means that socially aligned voters 
castt their ballots (more strongly) according to their position relative to 
sociall  cleavages in societies and not (so much) according to issues and 
candidates.. The design and the data of this study impair the estimation of 
thee direct effect of social background variables on vote choice (see 
Chapterr 2). It is therefore not possible to investigate this expectation. One 
mayy link social ties indirectly to estimated components of the vote 
function.. Campbell et al. (1960) depict the explanation of vote choice by 
thee picture of a funnel of causality, in which voters' social background 
andd political values affect their party identification and their party 
identificationn in turn affects short-term considerations of vote choice, 
suchh as evaluations of policies and candidates. As party leanings originate 
fromfrom social background, they may be considered the component of the 
votee function that resembles in part the effect of voters' social 
backgroundd on vote choice. One may therefore expect that aligned voters 
relyy on party leanings (instead of issues and candidates) more often when 
castingg ballots. However, as this is a very indirect argument, I do not refer 
too it in the main text. 
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analysiss of voters' reasoning. Converse (1969) notes that 
voterss adopt party loyalties during political socialisation and 
thatt  these loyalties strengthen by electoral experience.78 Their 
stabilityy is therefore not equal over  lif e span. Since younger 
citizenss cannot base their  vote decision on past electoral 
experiences,, their  choice relies less persistently on party 
loyalties.. Following this argument I expect electorally 
experiencedd voters to base their  vote decisions on party 
leaningss more often than electrorally inexperienced voters. 

MeasurementMeasurement and Empirical Findings 
Threee variables are obtainable from CSES that resemble trait s 
off  social embeddedness. Union membership of respondents is 
usedd as a proxy for  (working) class embeddedness. Voters 
nott  associated with labour  unions wil l presumably be less 
affectedd by class differences. Church attendance is 
interpretedd as a proxy for  a loyalty to the own religious 
background.. Again, one may expect more dealigned voters 
amongg respondents who do not attend religious services. 
Finally,, urban (versus rural ) residence may also indicate 
sociall  dealignment.79 Age is used as a proxy for  electoral 
experiencee of citizens.80 

Forr the transferability of Converse's (1969) notion of time and 
partisanshipp to other political systems see Gluchowski (1983). 
799 The available measures are imperfect. There may be, for instance, many 
respondentss who attend frequently religious services but do not vote in 
accordancee with their social background (as religiosity is may be not 
politicisedd in political systems) and many respondents who do not attend 
religiouss services may vote in line with their social group membership (as 
beingg an atheist may be a political statement in some societies). An 
alternativee approach to obtain data on voters' degree of alignment is to 
estimatee it. Estimating the effect of social background variables on vote 
choicee in statistical models generates such data. This approach seems for 
thee purpose of this book, however, deficient due to problems of 
endogeneity.. Estimating the impact of social background on vote choice, 
assumingg that the magnitude of this effect measures 'alignment', and 
usingg this measure again to explain to what extent social background 
impactss on vote choice is highly recursive. Preferably, one would like 
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AHH possible interaction effects between the four 
backgroundd variables (age, union membership, church 
attendance,, and rural/urba n residence) and the three 
componentss of the analysed vote function (party leaning, 
leaderr  evaluation, left-right distances) are estimated in a 
multilevell  model of thirt y parliamentary elections.81 This 

havee measures of respondents degree of alignment that are external to 
actuall  voting behaviour. One may, for instance, construct a alignment or 
embeddednesss variable on basis of voters' perceived social group 
loyaltiess (e.g., class loyalty, church loyalty, etc.). As such data are 
unavailable,, the use of proxies for such measures (union membership, 
churchh attendance, etc.) appears a reasonable solution. 
800 One may object that electoral experience does not relate to age 
uniformlyy in all political systems analysed. In transition democracies, old 
voterss may have as little electoral experience with the new political 
systemss as young voters have. This, however, reduces experience literally 
too the number of times an individual participates in free elections. For 
transitionn democracies this implies that (old) voters entered the new 
politicall  system without any predisposition. In the literature this is also 
referredd to as the tabula rasa thesis (cf. von Winter). This thesis does not 
fitt with the empirical observation that many voters in transition 
democraciess follow stable political loyalties in their vote choice (e.g., 
Kaasee & Klingemann 1994; Miller & Klobucar 2000; Brader & Tucker 
2001).. Such findings appear plausible to me, as voters during communism 
didd have political experiences. These may have differed substantially 
fromm voters in Western societies, however, they should nonetheless 
enablee citizens to develop some stable political opinions (even if this only 
concernss the question whether or not voters support the communist party). 
II  would therefore argue that citizens of Eastern Europe did not start from 
scratchh in the first free parliamentary election as suggested in the tabula 
rasaa thesis. In the context of East Germany, some scholars argue in this 
respectt that quasi party attachments may have emerged during communist 
timess (Bluck & Kreikenbom 1993). Yet, the situation of the GDR has 
beenn a specific one within the countries of the former Warsaw Pact. GDR 
citizenss were highly informed about the political system of the FRG by 
Westt German mass media which facilitated such quasi attachments. In 
short,, I consider age to be a reasonable proxy for electoral experience 
acrosss political systems. 
811 Interaction models usually require including all main effects in the 
analysis.. This is done for the main effects of party leaning, leader 
evaluation,, and left-right distance. However, the main effects of 
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meanss that on top of the specification of a random effects 
modell  as reported in Table 3.1 in the previous chapter, twelve 
interactionn terms are included. Results of this analysis are 
presentedd in Table 4.1. All explanatory variables of the 
modell  have been transformed to a standard normal 
distributio nn before the analysis. In models in which 
interactionn terms are included, centring has the advantage that 
correlationn between independent variables is decreased 
(Jaccardd et al. 1990; Aiken &  West 1991). The variance of all 
variabless has been fixed to 1 to allow comparability of the 
sizee of parameter  estimates.83 Note for  the interpretation of 
thesee effects that individual level variables like age, union 
membership,, etc are standardised in each country separately. 
Thiss is necessary because the calibration of these variables is 
nott  always comparable across countries. Their  compositional 
variancee is therefore uninterpretable.84 The implication for 
thee interpretation of interaction effects is that they have to be 
readd as derivations from the country mean of the moderating 
variable.. Hence, the main effect of, for  instance, party 

individuall  characteristics such as age or urban residence are omitted since 
theirr effect on discrete vote choice is not computable. This is because they 
aree constant across choices. For an illustration of this see Appendix 2. 
Thus,, in the chosen statistical approach the main effects of variables like 
agee and urban residence cannot be specified and therefore cause no 
omittedd variable bias. 
822 This entails party leaning, leader evaluation, and left-right distance as 
welll  as age, union membership, church attendance, and urban residence. 
Interactionss between components of the vote function (e.g., party leaning) 
andd individual characteristics (e.g., age) thereby follow a standard normal 
distributionn as well. 
833 This is, however, at the expense of the interpretability of these 
parameters.. In this study, their comparability is more important than 
predictionss derived from models, which would argue in favour of 
preservingg the units of the independent variables. The key interest here is 
nott to make exact inferences on how large the effect is of, for example, 
leaderr evaluations for religious or working-class respondents, but whether 
religiosityy or working-class membership increases or decreases leadership 
effects. . 
844 For a discussion of this point see Chapter 2. 
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leaningss with po - 0.486 refers to respondents that are of 
averagee age in their  countries (see Table 4.1). The interaction 
effectt  between age and party leanings of pAge — 0.038 
signifiess an increase (decrease) of the relevance of party 
leaningss in the vote function of respondents, above (below) 
thee average age in a population. 

Tablee 4.1 reads as follows. The row denoted by fio 
providess information on parameter  estimates and standard 
errorss of the main effects of party leaning, leader  evaluation, 
andd left-right distance. The second row, denoted by pAge 

reportss information on interactions between the variable age 
onn the one hand and party leanings, leader  evaluations, and 
left-righ tt  distances on the other  hand. Hence, each column 
combiness results on a single component of the vote function 
moderatedd by individual level characteristics. Random 
effects,, <r, reported in the second part of the table provide 
informationn on variances and covariances of the estimated 
parameterss of main effects across thirt y contexts.85 

Ass mentioned in Chapter 3, the magnitude of these variance parameters 
iss not comparable between models. One cannot say that the variance of 
thee coefficient of leader evaluation is slightly reduced from <r = 0.105 in 
thee base model (Table 3.1) to <r = 0.102 in the interaction model (Table 
4.1).. This is because the basis for calculating (co)variances has changed 
byy the introduction of moderating effects (Goldstein 1995). In the base 
modell  of this book (Table 3.1), the computational basis for (co)variance 
estimatess is the deviation of context-specific effect parameters from the 
estimatedd main effects across all respondents and contexts. In all other 
modelss reported in this book, interactions are added to this base 
specification.. This means that the estimation of (co)variances does not 
relatee to the context-specific increments/decrements from the overall 
mainn effects as in the base model but to deviations from the conditional 
mainn effects defined by the moderating variables. As these moderating 
variabless potentially correlate with each other and as they potentially 
affectt parameter estimates of party leaning, leader evaluation, and left-
rightright distance in a similar direction, it is possible that covariances change 
fromfrom significant to insignificant or positive to negative between model 
specifications.. This does, however, not mean that considerations of vote 
choicee are per se interrelated across contexts. Chapter 3 shows for the 
basee model that this is not the case. A meaningful interpretation of 
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Tablee 4.1 Social Background and Voters' Reasoning: 
Multilevell  Conditional Logit Model of Vote 
Choicee in 30 Parliamentary Elections 

Fixedd Effects, Level 1 
Po o 
PP Age 

PP Labour  Union 

PP Church Attendance 

PP Urban Residence 

Randomm Effects, Level 2 
OO Party Leaning 

OO Leader  Evaluation 

OO Left-Right Distance 

Modell  Fit 
•^^ Individuals 

NN Contexts 

Logg Likelihood 
R 2 2 

r vv Level 1, Vote Choice + Slopes R 2 2 

"" Level 2. Random Slopes 

PartyParty Leaning 

0.486***  (0.007) 
0.038***  (0.006) 
0.0055 (0.006) 

-0.015**  (0.006)-
-- 0.004 (0.006) 

0.016***  (0.001) 
0.0000 (0.001) 
0.0044 (0.006) • 

Leader Leader 
Evaluation Evaluation 

1.002*** (0.015)-
0.0033 (0.012) 
0.0055 (0.012) • 

•• 0.004 (0.012) 
0.0111 (0.012)-

--
0.102*** (0.002) 

•0.029*** (0.003) 

Left-Right Left-Right 
Distance Distance 

0.529*** (0.015) 
0.0166 (0.011) 

•0.026** (0.012) 
0.0111 (0.012) 

•0.039*** (0.012) 

--
--

0.061*** (0.006) 

33968 8 
30 0 

-26600.7 7 
0.48 8 
0.03 3 

Note.Note. ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; standard errors in parentheses. 
DataData Source. CSES. 

Thee first conclusion one can draw from Table 4.1 is a 
veryy general one: voters' individual characteristics have some 
moderatingg effect on the calculus of voting; four of the 
twelvee interaction effects are significant. This confirms the 
centrall thesis of this book, namely, that voters' reasoning is 
heterogeneous.. Voters do not make use of a uniform 

covariancee parameters of interaction models requires reporting and 
interpretingg the conditional main effects, the country-specific deviances 
fromm these effects, as well as their interrelation for all three components 
off the vote function. I will do so for the full model of voters' reasoning 
reportedd in Chapter 6. For all analysis of Chapter 4 and 5 I refrain from 
describingg (co)variances as they are not directly interpretable. However, 
ass (co)variance parameters are an integral part of the estimation procedure 
off the Multilevel Conditional Logit model, I document them in the tables 
off this book. 
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decision-makingg process when casting ballots. Whereas 
findingss of a random slope model (Table 3.1) in the previous 
chapterr  demonstrate that voting differs across political 
systems,, the results of the interaction model of Table 4.1 
showw that voting also differs (within political systems) 
betweenn individuals. 

Althoughh findings confirm the idea of heterogeneity 
off  the vote function in general, socio-demographic variables 
doo not tell much about voters' specific reasoning of vote 
choice.. As expected, age as proxy for  electoral experience 
moderatess positively the effect of party leanings. In other 
words,, older  voters rely more strongly on party leanings in 
makingg their  vote choice than younger  voters do. What also 
fit ss with my expectations is that voters in urbanised areas 
weighh policy evaluations more strongly in their  vote choice. 
Thiss finding may be explained by the argument that 
politicall yy non-aligned voters are overrepresented in urban 
areass and that these non-aligned voters more often rely on 
short-termm factors of elections, such as issues. Two findings 
aree unanticipated: church attendance moderates negatively 
thee effect of party leanings and union membership relates 
positivelyy to the effect of left-right distances.86 The parameter 

Thee two moderating effects of union membership and urban residence 
forr policy voting may be traced back to a higher cognitive mobilisation of 
thesee groups of voters. In all likelihood, policy voting requires more 
politicall information than other considerations of vote choice (e.g., 
Campbelll et al. 1960; Stokes 1963) and is therefore more frequently used 
byy politically informed citizens (e.g., Pattie & Johnston 2001). Arguably, 
memberss of labour unions and voters living in urbanised areas may be 
cognitivelyy more mobilised and are therefore more sensitive to policies 
(e.g.,, Dalton et al. 1984). The correlation matrix of individual 
characteristicss in Table A3.2 of Appendix 3 supports this conjecture. 
Theree is a positive correlation between union membership and urban 
residencee on the one hand and variables of political awareness on the 
otherr hand. This argument in fact formulates an omitted variable problem. 
Ass soon as one controls for the cognitive mobilisation of respondents, the 
moderatingg effect of union membership and urban residence on policy 
votingg should be weaker or disappear. Section 4.2 will introduce 
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estimatee of leader  evaluation is unaffected by any of the 
backgroundd variables in this analysis. This finding may be as 
seenn indicative for  the presumption that processes of 
dealignmentt  (diminished class differences, secularisation, and 
urbanisation)) strengthen the role of policies in voters' 
reasoningg in particular  but leave the impact of leader 
evaluationss unchanged.87 

Too illustrat e the magnitude of interactions consider 
thee one between age and party leanings. The base effect of 
partyy leanings is estimated as p0 = 0.486, the moderating 
effectt  of age as fiAge = 0.038. The moderated effect of party 
leaningss can be computed for  different values of the 
moderatingg variable age. This can be illustrated by looking at 
threee different values: the mean value of the moderating 
variablee and the mean value  one standard deviation (e.g., 
Aikenn &  West 1991). Recall that age had been transformed to 
aa standard normal distributio n to allow straightforwar d 
comparabilityy of effect parameters. Hence, the mean of the 
agee variable is zero and the standard deviation is one. The 
expectedd effect of party leanings for  different levels of age 
cann therefore easily be calculated as 
0.4866 + (0.038 x (-1)) = 0.448 for  respondents who are one 
standardd deviation younger  than the mean, 
0.486++ (0.038x0) = 0.486 for  respondents with mean age, 

measuress of voters' political awareness, which allow an investigation of 
thee link between union membership, urban residence, political awareness, 
andd policy voting. The conjecture of an omitted variable problem will be 
takenn up again in Chapter 6 where I estimate the moderating effects of 
socio-demographicc variables while controlling for the political awareness 
off respondents. The analysis will show mat the moderating effect of union 
membershipp and urban residence respectively on policy-oriented voting is 
insignificantt when controlling for the political awareness of respondents. 
877 It has to be critically noted, however, that the set-up of the analysis 
presentedd and the available measures do not enable a definite answer in 
thiss respect. Also, linking up union membership, church attendance, and 
urbanisationn with the concept of dealignment is not without problems. 
Thee presumption is therefore considered provisional. 
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andd 0.486 + (0.038 x 1) = 0.524 for  respondents who are one 
standardd deviation older  than the mean.88 The same procedure 
cann be applied to any other  interaction term reported in this 
book. . 

Thee change in model fit  between the model reported 
inn Table 4.1 and the base model of this book reported in 
Tablee 3.1 is only marginal. Adding moderating effects of 
voters''  social background is almost irrelevant for  the 
explanationn at level 1 (individuals). Applying the 
decompositionn of variances as proposed in Chapter  3, leads to 
aa Pseudo R2 at the individual level that is identical to the one 
off  the base model. This is hardly surprising when keeping in 
mindd that the variance at the individual level contains 
foremostt  variance of the variable vote choice and to a lesser 
extentt  slope variation.89 The R2 measure at the contextual 
level,, conversely, relates exclusively to slope variation, i.e. 
variationn of the slopes of party leanings, leader  evaluations, 
andd left-right distances across contexts. Individual level 
interactions,, however, do not explain this contextual variation 
(levell  2). This is the consequence of diminishing 
compositionall  variation in individual voter  characteristics. 
Individua ll  trait s were centred in each context. Thus, these 
variabless vary within countries but are constant across 
contexts.. Since (relative) individual level moderators do not 
varyy across contexts, they also do not impinge on slope 
variationn across contexts. 

Too exemplify the moderating effect for unstandardised values consider 
dataa from the Dutch CSES sample: the mean age in this country-sample is 
44.55 (party leaning effect = 0.486). Respondents one standard deviation 
youngerr than the mean are 28 years old (party leaning effect = 0.448) and 
respondentss one standard deviation older man the mean are 61 years old 
(partyy leaning effect = 0.524). 

Forr a discussion see Section 3.2 in Chapter 3. 
900 Due to calibration problems of individual characteristics, their 
compositionall variation is often uninterpretable. For a discussion see 
Chapterr 2. 
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4.22 Political Awareness: Knowledge and Education 

Thee reasoning of vote choice may arguably be expected to 
varyy across voters that differ  in terms of the amount of 
politicall  information they hold. Citizens may vote for  a party 
orr  candidate without much political information about it, or 
aboutt  available alternatives. One does not need, for  instance, 
informationn about policy positions to decide how to vote. 
Otherr  citizens may be equipped with lots of information and 
applyy this to, for  instance, weigh out pros and cons of parties' 
platformss on a number  of issues when casting their  vote. 
Beforee assessing the impact of individual awareness on the 
votee function it is necessary to first elaborate the information 
requirementss of the three components of the vote function 
analysedd in this book. In other  words, does a reasoning based 
onn party leanings, leader  evaluations, or  left-right distances 
requiree much or  littl e political information? 

Threee scholarly tradition s emphasise the importance 
off  political information for  voters' reasoning. First, several 
studiess (e.g., Palfrey &  Poole 1987; Sniderman et al. 1991; 
Sariss 2003) link up with previous findings on the formation 
off  opinions and the stability of attitudes (Converse 1964; 
Achenn 1975; Marku s &  Converse 1979; Judd et al. 1981; 
Zallerr  1992). Second, studies of a declining partisanship 
discusss the effects of increasing levels of cognitive 
mobilizationn for  the role of party leanings in voters' 
reasoningg (Campbell et al. 1954, 1960; Dalton et al. 1984). 
Third ,, within the rational choice paradigm the role of 
politicall  information for  the calculus of voting is discussed 
underr  the term of 'uncertainty' of decisions (Downs 1957; 
Simonn 1957; Fuchs &  Kiihnel 1994). 

First,, in the period following Converse's (1964) 
conclusionn that most citizens do not hold meaningful beliefs 
onn central political issues, a number  of studies tried to 
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investigatee the processes that result in voters' political 
attitudes,, beliefs, and consequently their  vote choice. This 
traditio nn has generated a large number  of different models,91 

twoo of which are of particular  relevance here. Converse's 
(1964)) 'black and white model'  states that uninformed voters 
havee unstable beliefs and tend therefore to vote almost 
randomly.. Consequently, if this model holds, all three 
componentss of the vote function I analyse should fail to 
explainn vote choice for  know-nothings (Palfrey &  Pool 
1987).. Sniderman et al. (1991) on the other  hand argue that 
uninformedd voters will avoid information-intense bases of 
votee choice such as ideologies and policies by using a 
criterionn of like-dislike instead. Following this argument, 
votee choices of uninformed respondents should be based 
particularl yy on likes and dislikes, which are mostly tapped by 
thee leader  sympathy variable. 

Second,, the traditional Michigan model 
conceptualisess party identification as a helpful device for 
voterss to orientate themselves in a complex political 
environmentt  (Campbell et al. 1954, 1960). Loyalties to 
partiess are seen as a political compass that requires less 
politicall  information and attention than navigating on the 
basiss of issue positions or  candidate evaluations which 
changee frequently between elections (Fiorina 1981; 
Huckfeldtt  et al. 1999). Such an interpretation of party 
leaningss leads to the presumption that voting based on this 
orientationn is particularl y important for  uninformed citizens. 
Knowledgeablee voters, in contrast, can easily access short-
termm influences of the campaign, such as issues and candidate 
evaluationss and use these in their  vote choice.92 

Sariss (2003) lists eleven different models. 
922 Studies of dealignment emphasise the effects of rising cognitive 
mobilizationn (due to educational expansion and the spread of mass 
communication)) in recent decades as a cause for declining partisanships 
inn Western democracies (e.g., Dalton & Wattenberg 2000). Bases of vote 
decision-makingg that require little information therefore become less 
important t 
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Third ,, since the early days of rational choice studies it 
hass been noted that a definition of rationalit y that includes the 
presencee of perfect information often does not hold 
empirically.. An assumption of complete information 
regardingg the choices and the constraints of a decision 
thereforee seems unwarranted in many applications of the 
theory.. Broader  definitions of rationalit y that allow for 
incompletee information and uncertainty in decision-making 
processess appear  more realistic (Downs 1957; Simon 1957).9 

Applicationss of the rational choice approach in electoral 
studiess point out that uncertainty is especially apparent in 
votee decisions94 (Downs 1957; Weisberg &  Fiorina 1980; 
Himmelweitt  et al. 1985; Popkin 1991). To reduce this 
uncertainty,, voters need additional information, but obtaining 
andd processing extra information requires (limited) resources. 
Thee *low-information-rationality '  of citizens refers to 
mechanismss that reduce information costs and allow voters to 
makee their  vote decisions with a reasonable certainty (Popkin 
1991).. Among possible mechanism to reduce information 
costs,, two are important with respect to the vote function 
investigatedd here. First, using general preferences instead of 
specificc political evaluations. In this respect, all three 
elementss of the vote function are generalisations of specific 
elements.955 Condensing issues to general policies (left-right ) 
iss such an information shortcut (Downs 1957; Fuchs & 
Kühnell  1994). Party leanings are most likely abridgements of 
specificc party evaluations and liking' s of political leaders are 
generalisationss of specific standards like competence, 
reliability ,, character, etc. Hence, the rational choice approach 

Simonn (1957) uses the term of 'bounded rationality' in this respect. 
944 Popkin (1991) describes the vote decision as an investment model in 
contrastt to the consumption analogy used by Himmelweit et al. (1985). 
Characteristicc of an investment is, that the outcome and consequences of 
choicess are highly uncertain. 
955 Chapter 2 discusses the general (or even generic) character of party 
leanings,, leader evaluations, and left-right distances compared to other 
basess of vote choice. 
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leadss to the conclusion that party leanings, left-right 
distances,, and leader  sympathies are all three information 
shortcutss since they are generalisations of specific 
evaluations.966 A second mechanism to reduce information 
costss is the use of diffuse and affective qualities of political 
objects,, here: parties, politicians, policies (Fuchs &  Kühnel 
1994).. The most 'affective' consideration included in the vote 
functionn of this book is leader  sympathy. Left-righ t distances 
andd party leanings on the other  hand are considerations that 
mostt  likely rest on some political substance and require a 
relevantt  degree of political information. Sympathy for 
politicians,, however, may be a generalisation of opinions 
regardingg these leaders which may be apolitical. Voters may 
conceivablyy assess leaders without any political 
information. " " 

Inn short, all of these three approaches emphasise the 
rolee of information for  decision-making processes in 
electionss with overlapping conclusions. Al l three approaches 
concedee that specific bases of vote choice require more 
politicall  information than others do. Hence, individuals' 
reasoningg of vote choice hinges to some extent upon the 
amountt  of political information they hold. Many studies 
confirmm such expectations empirically, showing that educated 
andd interested citizens more often rely on ideologies and 
issuess in their  vote decision (Pattie &  Johnston 2001; van 

Thiss implies that the more informed one is, the less one needs to rely on 
thesee imperfect generalisations. The importance of these three 
componentss (and the impact of specific orientations) would then be weak 
forr informed citizens. This conjecture can, however, not be tested with the 
set-upp of this study, which does not contain specific evaluations in the 
measurementt of the vote function. 
977 Several scholars argue accordingly that a personalisation of voting may 
bee a strategy of simplification that is based on the easy available 
informationn of mass communication. Assessments of political leaders 
mayy be based on criterion from everyday experience (Kepplinger et al. 
1994;; Lass 1995; Vetter & Gabriel 1998). For instance, voters may form 
opinionss about politicians on the basis of outward appearances without 
informationn about their policy positions, etc. 
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Wijnenn 2001; van der  Brug et al. 2002; Kroh 2003). 
Althoughh all three elements of the given choice model -party 
leanings,, leader  evaluations, and left-right distances- are to 
somee extent ways to simplify a complex political 
environment,, they can be ranked in terms of their  implied 
informationn requirements. Vote decisions based on left-right 
distancess presumably require the most political information, 
followedd by party leanings, and last leader  evaluations.98 

Evenn though left-right distances are a generalisation of 
specificc issues and are therefore a simplification, to connect 
parties''  stands and one's own position on a policy scale 
requiress a certain degree of political awareness. The same is 
truee for  party leanings. But given the fact that party leanings 
presumablyy contain an affective element, they require, I 
imagine,, less political information. Because vote choice 
basedd on leader  sympathies requires from citizens only that 
theyy consider  whether  they like or  dislike certain politicians, I 
expectt  this consideration of vote choice to demand the least 
amountt  of political information." 

Measuringg political information is a task that is not 
straightforward ,, due to the complexity as well as the latent 
formm of the construct (Converse 1964; Klingemann 1979; 
Luskinn 1987). In the literature, different measures based on 
differentt  indicators can be summarised under  the general 
termm 'politica l information'. 100 Converse (1975) distinguishes 

Forr a similar ranking see Saris (2003). 
999 According to Converse's (1964) idea of a black and white model, many 
citizenss have random political opinions. If voters' views on parties, 
politicians,, and policies truly are to some extent random answers on 
surveyy questions, such orientations conceivably impact less 
systematicallyy on vote choice. In other words, if voters hold unstable 
evaluationss of parties, politicians, and policies, these considerations are 
unlikelyy to impact strongly on vote choice. As unsystematic political 
orientationss are usually linked to unawareness, one may expect that 
politicall evaluations in general display less impact on vote choice among 
lesss informed citizens (see Palfrey & Pool 1987). 
1000 Specific examples of this class of measures are known as, for example, 
politicall knowledge, sophistication, conceptualisation, awareness, or 
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threee sources of awareness: the capacity, the willingness, and 
thee sophistication of citizens. The capacity encompasses the 
cognitivee ability of respondents to process information in 
general.. This dimension is mainly linked to the education and 
knowledgee of respondents. The second dimension, 
willingness,, denotes the degree to which respondents 
consciouslyy collect political information and also their 
proclaimedd interest in politics. The thir d dimension, political 
sophistication,, describes the abilit y of respondents to link 
informationn to pre-existing political belief systems. 

Thee political awareness of citizens is conceptualised 
inn this book by respondents' education and political 
knowledge,, therefore measuring only the first dimension, the 
capacity.. 01 Both variables lack international comparability. 
Formall  education was discussed in Chapter  2. It does not lend 
itselff  to comparative analysis across countries, as the 
structuress of educational systems are very different. Political 
knowledgee is measured in the country surveys of the CSES 
byy a set of (three) factual questions that varies across 
countries.. Moreover, the three available knowledge items 

involvement.. They are often based on indicators such as education, 
politicall interest, attention to political news, issue familiarity, the ability 
too place oneself and parties on ideological scales, factual political 
knowledge,, consumption of political media, or the stability of opinions. 
Althoughh different measures and different terms are used, they are often 
usedd interchangeably with regard to their supposed effects on voters' 
reasoning. . 
1011 For a detailed description of the construction of the variables see 
Appendixx 3. Even though it would be possible to construct an indicator of 
politicall sophistication on the basis of respondents' 'correct' party 
placementss on the left-right scale, I refrain from doing so because of the 
potentiall problems of endogeneity between such an indicator and the left-
rightt distances. Moreover, such a proxy for political sophistication may 
alsoo be (too) closely linked to variables like polarisation of party systems 
orr perceptual agreement between voters (both variables will be introduced 
inn Chapter 5), which are also based on responses to the left-right scale. 
Alternativee data regarding the willingness of respondents to collect 
politicall information are not included in CSES. 
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cannott  be validly combined into a single knowledge scale in 
alll  surveys. Hence, knowledge scales differ  between 
countriess in their  empirical foundation (dissimilar  items) and 
inn their  distributio n (dissimilar  number  of categories). In spite 
off  these differences I assume that the resulting measure is 
functionallyy equivalent across countries.103 To remove 
unwarrantedd and uninterpretable compositional variation, 
educationn and political knowledge are transformed to a 
standardd normal distributio n in each country before the 
analysis. . 

Thee results of Table 4.2 confirm most of my 
expectationss and are in line with empirical results from 
previouss studies: highly educated and knowledgeable voters 
aree more likely to vote according to left-right distances, 
whichh supposedly require a lot of political information (Pattie 
&&  Johnston 2001; van der  Brug et al. 2002; Kroh 2003). A 
calculuss of voting based on party orientations, on the other 
hand,, occurs more often among less educated respondents. 
Interestingly,, and unanticipated, it turns out that 
knowledgeablee voters also weigh leadership evaluations more 
heavilyy in their  vote choice. Clearly, the vote function is 
linkedd to the political awareness of citizens. Some vote 
calculii  require more political awareness than others. 

1022 Results of a country-specific Mokken-scale analysis are reported in 
Appendixx 3. In seventeen contexts, the three available items form at least 
aa weakly scalable four-point knowledge scale (H > 0.3). In seven 
contexts,, one item fails weak scalability and I form a three-point 
knowledgee scale with the remaining two items instead. In six contexts, no 
dataa on factual knowledge is available (Table A3.1, Appendix 3). 
1033 For a detailed discussion see Chapter 2. 
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Tablee 4.2 Political Awareness and Voters' Reasoning 

Fixedd Effects, Level 1 
Po o 
PP Education 

PP Political Knowledge 

Randomm Effects, Level 2 
O""  Party Leaning 

0""  Leader  Evaluation 

°° Left-Right Distance 

Modell Fit 
™™ Individual s 

•NN Contexts 

Logg Likelihood 
R~L*vell 1, Vote Choice + Slopes 
P 2 2 

I VV Level 2. Random Slooes 

PartyParty Leaning 

0.665*** (0.009) 
-0.025*** (0.006) 
0.0033 (0.007) 

0.015*** (0.001) 
-0.008*** (0.001) 

0.0055 (0.006) 

Leader Leader 
Evaluation Evaluation 

0.915*** (0.016) 
0.0233 (0.013) 
0.088*** (0.014) 

--
0.097*** (0.001) 
0.011*** (0.003) 

Left-Right Left-Right 
Distance Distance 

-0.430*** (0.020) 
-0.104*** (0.012) 
-0.102*** (0.013) 

--
--

0.061*** (0.006) 

33968 8 
30 0 

-26489.5 5 
0.48 8 
0.02 2 

Note.Note. **  p<0.0l;* p< 0.05; standard errors in parentheses. 
DataData source. CSES. 

Thee model reported in Table 4.2 has a higher variance 
reductionn in terms of Log Likelihood than previous models. 
However,, decomposing the variance between levels of 
analysiss indicates that voters' awareness does not contribute 
veryy much to the explanation of vote choice or contextual 
variationn in terms of R2}0*  Nevertheless, differences in 
educationn and political knowledge are quite relevant for 
voters'' reasoning, as can be assessed by the variation in 
parameterss across levels of the two moderating variables. 
Thesee differences are largest for the effect of left-right 
distances.. When comparing respondents who are one 
standardd deviation below the mean of education and one 
standardd deviation below the mean of political knowledge, 
thee effect of left-right distances on vote choice is -0.224. For 
respondentss who are high in education and knowledge (one 

Inn part this has practical reasons. In the first case this has to do with 
thee basis of variance, which is vote choice and not the slope of party 
leanings,, leader evaluations, and left-right distances within contexts. In 
thee latter case this is caused by centring variables in each context. 



118 8 CHAPTERCHAPTER 4 

standardd deviation above each average), the weight of left-
rightright  is -0.636.105 In other  words, for  voters who combine 
formall  education and political knowledge, left-right distances 
aree almost three times as important in their  reasoning of vote 
choicee than for  respondents who rank lower  in both aspects. 

Tablee 4.2 indicates that party leanings are a reasoning 
off  the less educated. Voting for  the most preferred leader  and 
especiallyy policy (in terms of left-right ) appears to require a 
certainn level of awareness. Unexpectedly, leadership effects 
aree stronger  for  knowledgeable voters. This finding stands in 
oppositionn to many scholars who suggest that voting on the 
basiss of considerations regarding political leadership is more 
likelyy to be found among ignorant voters (e.g., Kepplinger  et 
al.. 1994; Vetter  &  Gabriel 1998). Yet, what may explain this 
surprisingg finding is the pattern of incomplete information on 
politicianss as reported in Chapter  2. Table 2.1 clearly 
illustratedd that not all voters are familiar  with the political 
elitee of a political system. Voting for  political leaders 
requiress some knowledge of these politicians, which is 
evidentlyy not always present.106 Apparently it is easier  to 
statee that one feels close to a party and to use such loyalty in 
reachingg vote choice than to incorporate evaluations of 
politicianss into vote decisions.107 Maybe stereotypes of the 
kindd of voters who give much weight to leadership 

Recalll the procedure of predicting values of the moderated variable for 
differentt values of the moderating variable as discussed in Section 4.1. 
Thee predicted value of the effect of left-right distances for respondents 
whoo are less educated and less knowledgeable (mean minus one standard 
deviation)) than the average respondent can be estimated as 
-O.4300 + ((-l)x(-0.1O4)) + ((-l)x(-0.102)) =-0.224. The predicted 
weightt of policies in the vote function for well-educated and 
knowledgeablee respondents follows as 
-0.4300 + (1 x (-0.104)) + (1 x (-0.102)) = -0.636. 
1066 See Table 2.1 in Chapter 2 on incomplete data on leader evaluations. 
1077 Possibly, because answering the survey question on party leanings 
requiress a single evaluation, whereas leader orientations are asked for 
severall politicians. 



INDIVIDUALINDIVIDUAL DETERMINANTS 119 9 

considerationss have to be reconsidered. A personalisation of 
individuall  political behaviour  may not always be indicative 
off  a lack of involvement or  even ignorance. 

4.33 Individual s and the Calculus of Voting: 
Summaryy of Findings 

AA brief summary of preliminar y empirical findings without 
elaborationn of their  theoretical implications (which are 
discussedd in Chapter  7) results in highlighting three major 
results::  first,  heterogeneity in voters' reasoning can be 
locatedd at the individual level within political systems. 
Citizenss do not use party leanings, leader  evaluations, and 
left-righ tt  distances uniforml y in their  calculus of voting. 
Voters''  characteristics explain differences in the reasoning of 
votee choice to some extent. 

Thee second point concerns the explanations of these 
differences.. Two accounts of variation in voters' reasoning 
havee been emphasised: the social background and the 
politicall  awareness of respondents. Approaches of the social 
backgroundd of citizens and their  consequences for  voting 
behaviourr  have less impact on individual variation in the 
appliedd vote function than education and political knowledge. 
Generallyy speaking, it is less important for  the explanation of 
voters''  reasoning to identify who voters are than how much 
theyy know. 

Third ,, examining results for  each element of the vote 
functionn separately, the applicability of left-right distances 
turnss out being most affected by characteristics of voters. 
Formall  education (/ = 8.5),108 political knowledge (t = 7.8), 
andd urban residences (/ - 3.4) moderate the weight of policy 
orientationss for  individual vote choice positively. Party 
leaningss decline in relevance for  young (t = 6.6) and well-

/-valuess are not reported in Tables 4.1 and 4.2. 
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educatedd (jt = 4.3) voters. Only political knowledge (t = 6.4) 
iss found to increase the importance of leader  evaluations 
significantly. . 

Althoughh leader  evaluations have in Chapter  3 proven 
too be the component of the vote function that varies most 
acrosss countries, individual-level determinants for  such 
variationn could hardly be found from the variables 
investigatedd here. This indicates that it may be the context of 
electionss and not the character  of the individual voter  that 
promotee or  discourage personalised voting. An explanation of 
voters''  reasoning therefore seems short sighted if the political 
environmentt  and the trait s of a society are not also taken into 
account.. Chapter  5 wil l deal with such questions, analysing 
thee relevance of contextual characteristics of elections for 
voters''  reasoning. 



Chapterr  5 
Contextuall  Determinants of the 
Calculuss of Voting 

Chapterr  3 showed that citizens weigh party leanings, leader 
evaluations,, and left-right distances differently in their 
individuall  calculus of voting. The analyses presented in 
Chapterr  4 provided evidence that heterogeneity in voters' 
reasoningg can partly be ascribed to characteristics of voters. 
Thee success of individual level explanations turns out to be 
ratherr  limited, however. For  example, these analyses left 
almostt  unexplained under  which circumstances voters do or 
doo not apply leader  evaluations in their  calculus of voting. I 
expectt  that not only characteristics of voters but also 
contextuall  features of elections generate heterogeneity in the 
reasoningg of vote choice. The central focus of this chapter  is 
thee specification of aspects of the context that matter  for 
voters''  reasoning. 

Howw does the context of an election affect individual 
behaviour?? Although particular  moderating effects wil l be 
explicatedd separately in the following sections, my general 
argumentt  is that contextual settings shape the supply side of 
individuall  vote choice. This supply side entails more than the 
sett  of parties on offer, but also the characteristics of this set, 
suchh as its competitiveness, polarisation, etc.109 The notion 

Moreover,, the context may provide incentives for specific vote 
choices.. Duverger (1954) refers to this as the psychological effects of 
politicall systems. A contextual characteristic such as the electoral formula 
nott only translates votes into seats, but also affects voters' instrumental 
behaviour,, because their knowledge of this mechanism allows them to 
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thatt  the context of elections moderates considerations of 
citizenss can plausibly be expanded to the more general social 
orr  economic situation of a country. It is quite likely that, for 
example,, vote choice in Peru is based on different 
considerationss than in Switzerland, simply because both 
democraciess are dealing with different challenges. Figure 2.1 
inn Chapter  2 illustrates how contextual effects are understood 
inn this study. To recapitulate, context is conceptualised as a 
moderatorr  between orientations towards political objects 
(party,, leader, and policy) on the one hand and vote choice on 
thee other  hand. 

Onee can think of numerous contextual factors that 
potentiallyy affect the calculus of voting. The institutional 
systemm and the party system are often considered to be of 
greatt  importance (e.g., Cox 1997; Wessels 1999; Klingemann 
andd Wessels 2000). But competitive relations between 
parties,, with their  implications for  the likelihood of single 
partyy governments or  coalition governments, are also likely 
too do so. Beside the narrowly defined political sphere, 
communicationn about politics in mass media is often 
supposedd to be relevant for  the calculus of voting. Extensive 
scientificc and public debate about the influence of television 
onn electoral campaigns and voters' reasoning alludes to this 
(cf.. Radunski 1980). Although less closely related to voting 
thann characteristics of the political or  media system, the 
economyy may also be seen as relevant for  the question of 
howw voters arriv e at their  vote choices. The economic climate 
variess across countries and thereby also the potential for 
economicc conflict within polities. Voters' reasoning may be 
sensitivee to such differences. More specifically, societies 
occupiedd with reaching general welfare and income equality 

anticipatee its effects, and to adapt their own behaviour (for a discussion of 
instrumentall voting behaviour see e.g., Franklin et al. 1994). As Chapter 2 
onn the design of this study elaborates, I do not estimate such direct effects 
off contextual variables on vote choice. 
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mayy be characterised by more traditional voting behaviour 
thann societies that solved these problems to a considerable 
degreee (Frankli n et al. 1992). 

Potentiall  contextual determinants as mentioned so far 
concernn long-term characteristics of political systems, such as 
institutionall  settings, the availabilit y of mass media, etc. It 
may,, however, also be that short-term fluctuations within 
politicall  systems, such as the closeness of an election race, 
affectt  voters' reasoning.111 In this study, however, I wil l 
focuss exclusively on relatively stable and long-term features 
off  political systems, thereby omitting short-term variabilities. 
Thee absence of well-established insights into the contextual 
sourcess of heterogeneity in voters' reasoning, and the 
resultingg need for  an exploratory approach, argue against 
overburdeningg this study, hence this restriction.11 It appears 
prudentt  to focus first of all on a set of stable contextual trait s 
beforee engaging in short-term contextual trait s of elections 
thatt  potentially add a dynamic element to the analysis of 
voters''  reasoning. 

Thiss chapter  is structured as follows. A first section 
discussess and analyses to what extent political institutional 
settingss shape the individual calculus of voting. A second 
sectionn analyses the consequences of the nature of political 
supplyy and competition for  voters' reasoning. This section 
focusess on characteristics that can be summarised as trait s of 
partyy systems. The thir d section of this chapter  deals with the 
impactt  of the media context and the fourth section with the 
economicc climate of countries. All sections are organised in a 

Thee term 'traditional' refers in this respect to voting behaviour that is 
closelyy related to cleavage loyalties. 
1111 See van Egmond (2003) for an argument as to how the closeness of an 
electionn race impacts on the reasoning of turnout. 
1122 There is also a limit to the number of contextual variables to he 
includedd in the analyses that derives from the number of analysed 
contextuall units. In the study of this book I analyse thirty parliamentary 
elections.. In order not to exhaust my degrees of freedom, I restrict myself 
too (only) ten contextual variables. 
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similarr  fashion. They start with a discussion of theoretical 
expectations.. This is followed by a brief outline of the 
measurementt  of relevant variables, after  which follows a 
reportt  of the empirical findings. 

5.11 The Distribution of Power: Institutional 
Settings s 

Thee contextual aspects of political systems that are probably 
thee most closely related to the reasoning of vote choice are 
thee legal settings that define the position of political power 
andd that govern the transformation from votes into 
parliamentaryy seats. Of such characteristics, I expect two 
aspectss in particular  to generate important consequences for 
thee calculus of voting. One of these is a derivate of the 
electorall  system, namely the threshold for  electoral 
representation.. The other  relates to the political importance of 
aa parliament, which is partly determined by the relationship 
betweenn legislative and executive powers. This aspect is 
capturedd by the distinction between parliamentary and 
presidentiall  systems. 

ElectoralElectoral Threshold 
Thee term 'electoral threshold' denotes the constraints of 
electorall  systems for  (small) parties to gain electoral 
representation.. Such constraints are institutionalised in the 
formss of electoral formula, district magnitude, and legal 
thresholds.1133 An electoral formula of pluralit y or  majority , 

1133 It may be objected that a number of other characteristics of electoral 
systemss are omitted. Lijphart (1984), for example, also distinguishes as 
importantt dimensions of electoral systems supplementary seats and ballot 
structure.. The first is unlikely to substantially affect voters' 
considerationss of vote choice. With regard to the ballot structure, the 
numberr of political systems in the dataset using forms of ballot casting 
otherr than categorical choice is simply too small to be analysed. 
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smalll  electoral districts (few seats are allocated in one 
district) ,, and high legal thresholds result in a high electoral 
threshold.. One may also refer  to the effective electoral 
thresholdd as the difference between majoritaria n electoral 
systemss and systems of proportional representation.114 This 
subsectionn provides two arguments as to why a low threshold 
off  electoral representation (systems of proportional 
representation)) may provide incentives for  sincere voting 
behaviour.. Klingemann and Wessels (2000: 1) define sincere 
votingg "as the possibility to maximize individual utilit y 
withoutt  compromise."  The model of a vote calculus that is 
analysedd in this book includes three preference ratings: party 
leanings,, leader  evaluations, and left-right distances. Choice 
iss regarded as emanating from the 'best'  combination of these 
threee preference orders. This means for  the given example 
thatt  I expect effect parameters of party, politician, and policy 
orientationss to be high for  sincere voters. 

Thee first reason why proportional representation may 
favourr  sincere voting derives from the weaker  constraints on 
electorall  representation of small parties in particular . 
Accordingg to Klingemann and Wessels (2000), restrictive 
electorall  systems impede sincere voting behaviour. Voting 
forr  the most preferred option only makes sense if it is likely 
thatt  this option can win parliamentary representation, i.e. that 
itt  can win at least one seat. This is not always the case as the 
mostt  preferred party might be too small to gaining at least 
onee seat.115 If characteristics of electoral systems limi t the 

1144 The term of majoritarian systems is used in this book to describe in a 
singlee term system characteristics of electoral formula (majority and 
plurality)) and district magnitude (single member districts). In the 
literaturee on electoral systems the phrase of first-past-the-post-systems is 
usedd similarly. The term of 'systems of proportional representation' refers 
inn contrast to PR electoral formula in multimember districts. 
1155 According to the paradox of turnout, casting a ballot is never sensible 
sincee a single vote will not decide the outcome of an election. Therefore, 
itt should not make a difference to voters whether or not their most 
preferredd party is likely to win any parliamentary seats. But reality shows 
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chancess of parties or  candidates to acquire representation, 
votingg for  a less preferred option that does have good chances 
forr  electoral representation is a sensible alternative to sincere 
votingg (Cox, 1997; Klingemann &  Wessels 2000). Clearly, 
majorit yy and pluralit y formula, small electoral districts, and 
legall  thresholds all impose limit s on the chances of small 
partiess to win seats in parliament.116 Proportional 
representationn and the existence of large electoral districts, in 
contrast,, make it possible even for  small parties to win at 
leastt  one seat and to acquire parliamentary representation. As 
supporterss of parties with littl e electoral support anticipate 
suchh constraints, trait s of majoritaria n formulas in small 
electorall  districts and the presence of legal thresholds should 
decreasee sincere voting, hence, decrease the parameter 
estimatess of party leanings, leader  sympathy, and left-right 
distances.117 7 

thatt voters do not share this theoretical objection to the use of a rational 
choicee perspective in the context of voting. Brennan and Lomasky (1993) 
suggestt that voters' utility of casting ballots derives not only from 
governmentall activity but also from expressing their own political 
preferences.. Franklin (2003) notes that purely individualistic views of the 
paradoxx of turnout disregard the instrumental benefits of voting, 
stemmingg from the collective character of elections. The argument that 
onee 'wastes' votes when supporting a party that has no chance of winning 
seatss may be considered as incorrect or at least problematic by many 
academics,, yet many voters nonetheless accept it. 
1166 Black (1978), Cain (1978), Abramson et al. (1992), and Blais and 
Nadeauu (1996) show under which conditions strategic voting occurs 
underr majority formula and Gunther (1989) does the same for 
proportionall representation. But to my knowledge, only Cox (1997) and 
Klingemannn and Wessels (2000) compare both forms with each other. 
1177 In the literature the term 'sincere voting' is often contrasted with 
strategicc or tactical voting. Hence, the decision to vote for a second or 
thirdd ranked option implies a strategic consideration. Blais et al. (2001: 
344)) define a strategic vote as "a vote for a party (candidate) that is not 
thee preferred one, motivated by the intention to affect the outcome of the 
election."" A problem of the study of strategic or tactical voting in this 
bookk is that no direct measures for such motivations exist (see also Blais 
&& Nadeau 1996, Alvarez & Nagler 2000, and Blais et al. 2001 on their 
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Comparativelyy high parameter  estimates of party, 
leader,, and policy orientations in systems with proportional 
representationn may, however, also arise from a different 
mechanism.. One of the foremost functions of parliamentary 
electionss for  political systems is the selection of political 
personnel.. But which personnel is elected? Do voters in 
parliamentaryy elections select single candidates in their 
municipalities,, do they decide over  vote shares of candidates 
onn party lists, or  do they decide between some exposed 
nationall  politicians on the question of who will govern a 
country?? Each of these points probably holds in principl e in 
alll  democracies, though, different settings of electoral 
systemss lay emphasis on one or  the other  element. 

Majoritaria nn democracies focus on the selection of 
individuall  members of parliament (in single member 
districts)) from a local perspective. Voters in majoritaria n 
democraciess thus presumably evaluate local candidates as 
potentiall  members of parliament when making their  vote 
choice.. This is reinforced by elected candidates 
comprehendingg their  role not only as representative of their 

proceduress of estimating strategic voting). There is usually no data on 
voters'' expectations about the outcome of an election. One could, 
however,, implicitly gauge the degree of strategic voting by means of two 
assumptions.. The first assumption is that all voters maximise their 
preferences.. Second, it may be assumed that unexplained variance in vote 
choicee is (only) due to random error and strategic motivations. The latter 
assumptionn states that there are no other omitted aspects of evaluation that 
shouldd have been included in the vote function. If voters hold preferences 
butt do not vote accordingly, they do so because they try to affect the 
outcomee of elections. This is of course a strong argument that is unlikely 
too hold in this form empirically. Though, it is also not utterly implausible. 
Iff voters hold preferences but do not vote according to these preferences it 
appearss likely that there are tactical or strategic motivations for this. Since 
thiss argument is not without problems, I do not use the phrase tactical 
votingg (which implies a specific motivation) in the main text but conclude 
moree cautiously mat voters most likely make some kind of concession 
(withoutt implying any particular motivation) if they do not vote for their 
mostt preferred party, leader, or policy. 
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ownn party and its voters but particularly as representative of 
theirr home constituency (e.g., Searing 1985). In democracies 
off proportional representation, conversely, voters are in all 
likelihoodd focused on national parties, politicians, and 
policiess and not on local representation. In such systems, also 
memberss of parliament see their role as being a representative 
off their party. In the Netherlands or in Israel, for example, 
wheree for all practical purposes only a single national 
constituencyy exists in which all seats are distributed, voters' 
reasoningg is presumably not occupied with local politics and 
singlee candidates but with national politics. Arguably, this 
differencee has consequences for the vote function analysed in 
thiss book. Because the available data on party leanings, 
leaderr evaluations, and left-right distances predominantly 
relatee to the national political arena,118 one may expect them 
too be more relevant in the vote calculus in systems of 
proportionall representation than in majoritarian democracies. 
Hence,, the chosen vote function does not measure all 
possiblee considerations of vote choice in majoritarian 
democracies;; it specifically misses evaluations of local party 
candidates.111 Therefore I expect party, leader, and policy 

Inn case of leader evaluations, for instance, respondents are explicitly 
askedd to evaluate national party leaders. 
1199 Keep in mind the discussion on omitted variable bias in Chapter 2. The 
expectationn in fact states that variables (evaluation of local party 
candidates)) are omitted for certain countries (majoritarian democracies) 
andd not for others (democracies of proportional representation). If this 
thesiss holds it indicates a weakness of the estimated model. In all 
likelihood,, however, evaluations of local party candidates are positively 
relatedd to evaluations of their parties in the national arena. Therefore, the 
potentiall omitted variable bias overestimates the effect of (national) party, 
leader,, and policy orientations in majoritarian systems but not in 
democraciess of proportional representation (for gauging direction of 
omittedd variable bias see King et al. (1994: 168-182)). Note, that I expect 
thatt (national) preference orders are more relevant under the latter and 
lesss relevant under the former institutional settings. Potential omitted 
variablee bias most likely downplays expected differences. Any test of this 
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evaluationss to have more impact on vote choice in countries 
thatt  have an electoral system of large electoral districts and a 
formulaa of proportional representation than in majoritaria n 
systemss of single member districts. 

SoSo far  two rivalling  accounts have been presented 
leadingg to the same expectation, namely that parameter 
estimatess of (national) party, leader, and policy preferences 
aree likely to be higher  in systems of proportional 
representationn and lower  in majoritaria n democracies.120 I f 
thiss expectation is borne out, which of these two arguments is 
true?? In my view, both accounts probably hold to some 
extent.. However, given the data and design of this study, it is 
nott  possible to disentangle any effects of constraints on 
representationn (first account) or  local considerations (second 
account). . 

AA digression at this point relates to the discussion in 
thee literatur e about the effects of specific institutional settings 
onn the 'personalisation' of politics (Carey &  Shugart 1995; 
Poguntkee 2000; Curtice &  Blais 2001). This question is 
sometimess discussed using the term 'presidentialisation' of 

effectt is therefore biased towards the null-hypothesis. Rejecting Ho can 
thuss not be regarded as an artefact caused by omitted variables. 
1200 The argument at this stage of the thesis is based on a ceteris-paribus 
logic:: what is the expected effect of the effective threshold on voters' 
reasoningg keeping all other factors constant. But effective thresholds are 
nott unrelated to other potential determinants of the calculus of voting and 
effectss of these other factors are therefore not constant. For instance, 
effectivee thresholds may affect the number of parties on offer (e.g., 
Duvergerr 1954). If that were true, the effect of effective threshold for 
voters'' reasoning may be a mediated one; mediated by the number of 
partiess in a political system. Section 5.2 introduces a measure of the 
effectivee number of parties in a political system and elaborates what 
consequencess the number of choice options arguably has for voters' 
reasoning.. Chapter 6 will analyse the moderating effects of electoral 
thresholdd and number of parties in a single model and therefore control 
forr the interrelation between both variables. This analysis will show that 
thee effect of electoral threshold is almost unchanged between a partial and 
aa full model. Hence, the ceteris paribus logic seems to hold as far as 
electorall threshold is concerned. 
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politics.. As Blais and Massicotte (1996: 62) stress, 
"pluralit yy and majorit y systems result in the election of an 
individual,individual, whereas in PR, seats are distributed" . This notion, 
however,, refers to local party candidates and not to the 
nationall  party elite. As mentioned above, respondents' views 
onn local party candidates have not been measured. It is 
thereforee not possible with the given data to gauge whether 
politicianss (sum of local and national politicians) in systems 
off  pluralit y and majorit y have more impact on vote choice 
thann politicians in systems of proportional representation.122 

1211 The term 'personalisation' of politics is used in this book instead of the 
termm 'presidentialisation' of politics. Presidentialisation refers initially to 
thee style of government. Especially in Britain, but also in Germany and in 
otherr countries, observers of politics note a tendency in recent decades 
towardss a presidential logic in parliamentary systems (Folely 1993; 
Döringg 1991). With respect to voting, it is presumed that candidates for 
primee minister become increasingly more important for individual vote 
choice.. Personalisation, in contrast, denotes a general tendency that 
favourss politicians (and not only potential prime ministers) over parties. 
Hypothesess of a personalisation of individual voting behaviour find only 
mixedd empirical support, however (Crewe & King 1994; Kaase 1994; 
Mughann 1993; Vetter & Gabriel 1998; Schmitt & Ohr 2000; Pappi & 
Shikanoo 2001). 
1222 This is another example for a potentially problematic ceteris paribus 
argumentt (see footnote 120). It is commonly suggested that majoritarian 
democraciess are more affected by a presidentialisation of politics since 
"theyy tend to assign a comparatively strong role to the head of the 
government"" (Poguntke 2000). It is further argued that elections in 
pluralityy and majority systems are a choice between two alternative prime 
ministers.. A presidentialisation in these systems is therefore more likely 
thann under proportional representation (Bean & Mughan 1989; Swanson 
&&  Mancini 1996). Hence, the effective number of governmental parties 
mayy in fact mediate the effect of majoritarian systems on voters' 
reasoning.. The following Section 5.2 on the competition for governments 
containss a variable on the effective number of governmental parties in 
contextss and therefore provides a measure to analyse the effect of the 
structuree of governments on voters' reasoning. Clearly, the electoral 
systemm determines to some extent the appearance of different 
governmentall forms (Lijphart 1999; see also Appendix 4 for respective 
correlations).. However, as both concepts are not deterministically related 
andd thus not interchangeable, a discussion of contextual effects on voters' 
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PresidentialPresidential versus Parliamentary Systems 
Thee second aspect of political institutions to be analysed 
dealss with the question whether  voters' reasoning in 
parliamentaryy elections differs between presidential and 
parliamentaryy political systems, and if so, in which way? 
Again,, two rival  arguments can be thought of, which in this 
casee lead to somewhat dissimilar  expectations. The analyses 
laterr  in this book therefore provide some indication which 
accountt  holds in the light of empirical findings. 

Thee first argument contends that parliamentary 
electionss have different functions in presidential and 
parliamentaryy political systems. Parliamentary elections in 
parliamentaryy systems have the function of determining 
executivee power  whereas they do not have this function in 
presidentiall  systems. More specifically, lower  house elections 
inn parliamentary systems decide not only the share of seats in 
parliamentt  but subsequently also on futur e governments and 
primee ministers. In Britain , Germany, or  the Netherlands, for 
instance,, voters presumably also evaluate choice options in 
thiss light, for  example, by considering qualities of potential 
candidatess for  prime minister  when casting a ballot (cf. 
Ankerr  1992). In presidential systems, conversely, 
parliamentaryy elections decide on the share of seats in 
parliamentt  but not on the head of the executive. The latter 
functionn is covered by the direct and popular  election of the 
president.. I expect this difference between parliamentary and 
presidentiall  systems to have consequences for  voters' 
reasoning.. In parliamentary systems much more than in 
presidentiall  ones, voters may express preferences on who 

reasoningg should try to disentangle different relationships. The 
interrelationn between both variables is picked up in Chapter 6 again, 
whichh estimates the impact of both variables in a single model. This 
analysiss will show that the effect of electoral threshold is stable across the 
separatee and the full model. Moreover, electoral threshold and effective 
numberr of governmental parties have a unique impact on voters' 
reasoning. . 
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shouldd be the future leader  of a country. Again, in 
presidentiall  systems this consideration is relegated to 
presidentiall  elections. I therefore expect that leadership 
effectss in parliamentary elections are more evident in 
parliamentaryy systems than in presidential systems. 

Thee second argument centres on the phenomenon of 
secondd order  elections (Reif &  Schmitt 1980). Voters tend to 
usee elections that are perceived as less important (second 
orderr  elections) to express preferences relating to a perceived 
moree important political arena (first order  arena). For 
instance,, voters in European elections tend to express 
preferencess on national politics in their  vote choice (Reif & 
Schmittt  1980; van der  Eijk et al. 1996) and voters in US 
congressionall  midterm elections sometimes seem to use their 
votee as a referendum on the president (e.g., Tufte 1975). 
Hence,, citizens tend to articulate evaluations about the first -
orderr  political arena when casting a ballot in the second-order 
electionn (congressional elections and European elections). 
Thee example of the USA illustrates that in parliamentary 
electionss of presidential systems, voters not only consider 
politicall  aspects that relate to the political arena of the 
parliamentt  but also consider  aspects related to the 
presidency.1244 Consequently, one may expect that the vote 

Althoughh parliamentary elections in parliamentary systems have 
consequencess for the composition of the executive, systems vary greatly 
inn the predictability for voters of the relationship between parliamentary 
compositionn and executive composition. Such predictability is arguably 
veryy high in political systems with single party governments (for example 
thee UK) and low in countries with fragmented coalition governments (for 
examplee the Netherlands). In the latter case, not only elections but also 
coalitionn negotiations decide which of the possible coalition 
constellationss materialises. As the following section on party systems 
containss a measure for such predictabilities (the effective number of 
partiess in government), I will return to this question at that point. 
1244 The CSES data contains no information on how respondents in 
presidentiall systems evaluate the current presidency, how they regard the 
balancee of power between parliament and president, etc. This results in 
omittedd but potentially relevant variables. Such bias, however, makes it 
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functionn analysed in this book is more applicable to 
parliamentaryy systems than to presidential systems and that 
effectt  parameters of party, leader, and policy orientations are 
therebyy higher  in parliamentary and lower  in presidential 
systems. . 

MeasurementMeasurement and Empirical Findings 
Twoo variables were constructed to measure the characteristics 
off  the institutional settings of political systems. Electoral 
formula,, district magnitude, and legal thresholds are 
combinedd into a measure of effective thresholds. The 
effectivee threshold encompasses the share of votes that are 
necessaryy to win at least one seat in an electoral district and 
thereforee summarises the effect of the number  of seats 
allocatedd in one district and legal thresholds (Taagepera & 
Shugartt  1989; Lijphar t 1994). This indicator  relates more 
directlyy to the logic underlying my expectations (see above) 
thann each of its elements separately does.125 It also 
demonstratess that, at least in this report, the categorical 
distinctionn between majorit y and pluralit y formula and a 
formulaa of proportional representation does not suffice. 
Rather,, political systems can be located on a continuum that 
rangess from a pure proportional representation democracy 
withh a very low effective threshold to a pure majoritaria n 
system.1266 In my view, the measure of effective threshold 

moree difficult to reject the null-hypothesis stated in the expectation. 
Hence,, substantive findings are no artefact of omitted variable bias. See 
footnotee 119 for a related argument. 
1255 Another argument not to analyse electoral formula, district magnitude, 
andd legal threshold separately is their close interrelation. For example, the 
districtt magnitude in systems of plurality or majority is almost always 
one,, and legal thresholds are only known in systems of proportional 
representation. . 

Too illustrate this point, consider the case of Spain that has an electoral 
systemm of proportional representation. Spanish electoral districts vary in 
sizee between 3 and 34 seats per district. Even though in all districts seats 
aree distributed according to a formula of proportional representation, in 
districtss where only 3 seats are allocated, the electoral logic resembles 
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resembless such a gradation most accurately. The second 
characteristicc of institutional contexts is a binary variable that 
distinguishess between parliamentary and presidential 

128 8 

systems. . 
Thee expected moderating effects of traits of the two 

institutionall characteristics for voters' reasoning are tested by 
meansmeans of cross-level interactions between voters' evaluations 
off parties, politicians, and policies on the one hand and these 
contextuall characteristics on the other hand. The results of 
thee analysis are reported in Table 5.1. 

Tablee 5.1 can be read in the same way as those in 
Chapterr 4: the row denoted by fio includes information on the 
mainmain effects of party, leader, and policy evaluations. The 
rOW SS d e n o t ed b y /? Effective Threshold a nd ƒ? Presidential System COntaÜl 

thee estimated moderating effects of these variables for party, 
leader,, and policy orientations. Empirical findings 
demonstrate,, first of all, that institutional settings are relevant 
forr voters' reasoning. All six possible interaction terms are 
significant.. A high effective threshold reduces, as expected, 
sinceree voting by negatively moderating the impact of leader 
evaluationss and left-right distances. Party leanings, however, 
gainn slightly in importance. A reasoning of vote choice that is 
basedbased on loyalty towards parties seems more pertinent under 
institutionall settings that restrict electoral representation of 
minorr parties. Party leanings are perhaps resistant against the 

moree a first-past-the-post-system (or at least more so than in districts with 
344 seats). Hence, Spanish electoral districts can be located at different 
pointss of a scale that ranges from a purely PR to a purely majoritarian 
systems. . 
1277 As the district magnitude varies within political systems (see previous 
footnote),, I estimate the effective threshold on the level of electoral 
districts.. This implies that this contextual variable has more degrees of 
freedomfreedom than other contextual variables that relate to entire political 
systems.. For more detailed information on the construction of the variable 
seee Appendix 4. 
1288 Again, for more detailed information on the construction of the 
variablee see Appendix 4. 
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possibilityy that the supported party may not find electoral 
representation.. Whereas voters are willing to make 
concessionss as far as leader or policy preferences are 
concerned,, they seem more reluctant to act against party 
loyalties.129 9 

Tablee 5.1 Institutional Settings and Voters* Reasoning 

Fixedd Effects, Level 1 
Po o 
PP Effective Threshold 

PP Presidential System 

Randomm Effects, Level 2 
GG Party Leaning 

GG Leader  Evaluation 

°° Left-Right Distance 

Modell Fit 
^**  Individual s 

NN Contexts 

Logg Likelihood 
RR Level 1, Vote Choice + Slopes 

RR Level 2. Random Slooes 

PartyParty Leaning 

0.602*** (0.007) 
0.019*** (0.006)-
0.017** (0.007)-

0.009*** (0.001) 
0.013*** (0.001) 

-- 0.003 (0.010) • 

Leader Leader 
Evaluation Evaluation 

1.218*** (0.014)-
•0.167*** (0.012) 
•0.042*** (0.014) 

--
0.129*** (0.001) 

•0.013*** (0.004) 

Left-Right Left-Right 
Distance Distance 

•0.503*** (0.014) 
0.074*** (0.011) 
0.107*** (0.013) 

--
--

0.045*** (0.005) 

33,968 8 
30 0 

-26,558.0 0 
0.48 8 
0.19 9 

Note.Note. **/7<0.01;*p< 0.05; standard errors in parentheses. 
DataData Source. CSES. 

Ass argued above, the second interpretation to the finding may be that 
voterss in majoritarian systems are more occupied with local candidates 
thann voters in PR systems, which may reduce the relevance of national 
party,, politician, and policy concerns. In that case one could argue that 
partyy leanings more than leaders and policies relate to the national as well 
ass to the local level and are therefore relatively more important in 
majoritarainn democracies. In the main text, I emphasise the first 
interpretationn of the finding that relates to constraints of electoral systems 
forr minor parties and candidates since this argument is more frequently 
citedd in the literature (e.g., Cox 1997; Klingemann & Wessels 2000). 
Note,, however, that the second interpretation of the finding cannot be 
excludedd empirically on the basis of data reported here. 
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Thee second contextual indicator, distinguishing 
presidentiall  and parliamentary systems, generates similar 
patternss in voters' reasoning than effective thresholds. Leader 
andd policy preferences are less relevant for  vote choice in 
presidentiall  than in parliamentary systems. This finding fits 
withh the expectations that parliamentary elections in 
presidentiall  systems may be related to evaluations of the 
presidency.. The second expectation, that leader  evaluations 
mayy lose relevance for  vote choice when a major  political 
officee is elected directly by presidential elections, finds less 
support.. The moderating effect is in the expected direction, 
however,, leadership effects do not differ  substantially 
betweenn parliamentary and presidential systems as 
expected.133 Party leanings are, again, found to somewhat 
compensatee for  a lack of sincere voting for  leaders and 
polices.. It may be argued that party loyalties are more 
resistantt  against considerations external to the national 
parliament.. Irrespective of evaluations of the president, 
partisann voters appear  to follow their  conviction. It has to be 
keptt  in mind, however, that these results are preliminar y 
findingss since I do not so far  control for  intervening effects. 
Thee full analysis in Chapter  6 wil l indicate whether  or  not 
thesee findings remain unaltered when controlling for  other 
contextuall  effects. 

Institutiona ll  characteristics of political systems 
contributee significantly to the explanation of heterogeneity in 
thee calculus of voting. Almost 20% of the total variance of 
randomm parameters can be accounted for  by the two 
moderatingg variables of effective threshold and presidential 
systems.. The proportion of explained variance at the 
individuall  level, however, remains, as in all previous 

Ass explanatory variables are standardised, the magnitude of 
moderatingg effects can be compared across variables. The moderating 
effectt of presidential systems is larger for policy orientations (fi Presidential 
spin,spin, = 0.107) than for leader evaluations 0 Presidential system = -0.042), 
whichh does not fit with the second expectation. 
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analyses,, constant at 48%. In sum, the electoral system of a 
countryy appears highly relevant for  the individual calculus of 
voting.. Certain institutional settings provide incentives to rely 
onn orientations towards certain political objects in a more 
pronouncedd way than on others. Party leanings are less 
affectedd by such constraints than leader  evaluations and left-
rightt  distances. 

5.22 Competition for Government: The Party 
System m 

Mostt  of the literatur e on party systems suggests that the 
featuress of the supply side in elections are relevant for  the 
processs leading to vote choice (e.g., Klingemann &  Wessels 
2000).. It seems reasonable to expect that the diversity of 
choicee options or  their  relation to each other  affect 
considerationss of (any) choice process. This may hold, 
irrespectivee of whether  such decision concerns voting for  a 
party,, purchasing a product, choosing a mode of 
transportation,, etc.131 But, which are the main characteristics 
off  party systems, or  in other  words, the characteristics of the 
politicall  supply, voters are confronted with? Several 
classificationss of party systems have been proposed in the 
literature .. In early categorizations, the number  of parties, the 
competitivenesss of opposition parties, the existence of single-
partyy governments, party strengths, and ideological distances 

1311 To illustrate this point consider the example of choosing a mode of 
transportation.. Suppose several persons have the choice between walking 
andd bicycling in order to get from A to B. Suppose furthermore that a new 
buss line is introduced, which connects A and B. Hence, the number of 
choicee options is increased. Not only the choice itself may be a different 
onee since buses are available but also the reasoning of this decision. A 
neww consideration of the choice situation could be the price of a bus 
ticket.. Whereas the choice between walking and bicycling does probably 
nott include monetary costs, the possibility of taking the bus introduces the 
questionn whether persons are willing to spend money on transportation. 
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aree indicated as the most important aspects of party systems 
(Duvergerr  1954; Dahl 1966; Blondel 1968; Rokkan 1968; 
Sartorii  1976). More recently, efforts are made to evaluate and 
summarizee different approaches more systematically 
(Niedermayerr  1996; Mair  1998; Lane &  Ersson 2000). 

II  wil l discuss three characteristics of party systems, 
beginningg with the possible effects of the variety of supply 
forr  voters*  reasoning. Does it make a difference, for  instance, 
iff  voters are confronted with few party alternatives or  with 
manyy and does it make a difference whether  these parties are 
distinguishablee in ideological terms? Second, the question is 
discussedd whether  it matters how clearly structured party 
systemss are in ideological terms. Finally, I discuss the 
possiblee effects that coalition governments versus single 
partyy governments may have for  the reasoning voters rely on 
inn their  vote choice. 

VarietyVariety of Supply: Number of Parties and Polarisation 
Ass Klingemann and Wessels (2000) demonstrate, a large 
diversityy of vote options facilitates sincere voting. It is more 
likelyy that voters find their  optimal choice in political systems 
withh many choice options than that they wil l in countries 
wheree only a few parties are competing for  government. In 
thee latter  case, voters may evaluate the relatively optimal 
partyy as not very favourable in absolute terms.132 The same 
argumentt  may plausibly be expanded from sheer  quantity to 
ideologicall  diversity. If voters perceive parties as 
ideologicallyy diverse, this may promote sincere voting since 

Thee transportation example from the previous footnote may be used to 
illustratee this point, too. Suppose some commuters do not like physical 
activityy and therefore consider the choice between walking and bicycling 
ass the almost indistinguishable choice for the least of two evils. The 
introductionn of a bus line not only changes the choice situation but also 
increasess the likelihood that more persons find their optimal mode of 
transportation. . 
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moree voters are able to find their  optimal choice. As a 
varietyy of supply -in terms of the number  of parties as well as 
ideologicall  diversity- facilitates voters to vote for  their 
optimall  choice, it can be expected to increase sincere 
voting.1344 Hence, I expect that effect parameters of party 
leaning,, leader  evaluation, and left-right distances are 
positivelyy related to the number  of parties and the 
polarisationn of party systems. 

ClarityClarity of Supply: Perceptual Agreement on Parties' 
Positions Positions 
Itt  is often assumed that the ideological stands of parties are 
losingg their  clarity in Western societies in recent decades 
sincee political demands (and as a result also supplies) are 
becomingg more pluralisti c (e.g., Wessels 1991). Parties' 
ideologicall  stands may therefore be (perceived as) less 
coherentt  than in earlier  times. Likewise, many transition 
democraciess are supposed to have less developed party 
systemss and therefore low clarity in parties' positions (cf. 
Whit ee et al. 1997; Mille r  &  Klobucar  2001). Irrespective of 

1333 A related argument leads to the same expectation. It has been 
suggestedd that a high polarisation may threaten many voters. In a 
polarisedd context, they may fear to be governed by a party that proposes 
policies,, highly conflicting to voters' own positions. As a consequence of 
thiss perceived threat, they may strongly 'stick' to their political views 
whenn casting ballots. In contexts where polarisation is low, conversely, 
thee disparity between different possible governments is small and voters 
mayy not necessarily fear a government that does not maintain their own 
ideas,, as alternatives are very similar. The trend of sticking to one's own 
viewss (sincere voting) gets stronger in polarised systems and tactical 
considerationss gain importance in less polarised systems. This argument 
hass been applied for the strength of party identifications across contexts: 
thee strength of such attachments increases in polarised political situations 
(Bowlerr et al. 1994; Wessels & Klingemann 2001; Schmitt & Holmberg 
1995). . 
1344 This is irrespective of whether a variety of supply pleases voters 
(becausee it facilitates them to straightforwardly find their optimal choice) 
orr threatens them (because they fear, for instance, being governed by a 
partyy they entirely dislike). See the previous footnote for me latter point. 
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thee cause for  unclear  party positions, such lack of ideological 
clarit yy presumably has consequences for  voters' reasoning. In 
bothh cases, scholars expect that respective party systems fail 
too integrate voters ideologically, and that ideological 
considerationss thus become less important for  vote choice. In 
general,, one may expect vote choice to be less sincere when 
partyy systems lack comprehendible ideological clarity . I f the 
politicall  supply of party systems is perceived as incoherent 
byy the electorate it wil l be very difficul t for  voters to develop 
consistentt  party, leader, and policy preferences and to base 
votee choice on such considerations. Two specifications to this 
generall  expectation appear  plausible. 

First,, to the extent that party systems lack the 
ideologicall  clarity (at least in the perception of the 
electorate),, it becomes less likely that policy stands wil l be a 
reliablee and commonly used orientation of vote choice. 
Hence,, I expect -given the vote function of this book- that 
policyy evaluations (as measured by left-right distances) lose 
importancee if party systems lack ideological clarity.135 

Second,, Poguntke (2000) suggests that a decline in 
ideologicall  cohesion of party systems offers opportunities for 
leadershipp effects to exert themselves. If voters do not know 
whatt  parties stand for, they may switch to alternative bases of 
votee choice, such as the sympathy of party leaders. Sartori 
(1997::  37) likewise argues that voting for  political leaders 
(notabless or  chieftains) may be more relevant when party 
systemss are less structured, whereas voting for  abstract party 
imagess goes along with well-established party systems. The 
lackk of stable and coherent party systems is often seen as 
explanationn why vote choice in transition democracies, such 
ass Russia, depends so heavily on political leaders (e.g., White 
ett  al. 1997). That such a propensity for  leadership exists in 
transitionn democracies was confirmed by the country-specific 

1355 As Oppenhuis (1995) and van der Eijk et al. (1996) show, left-right 
votingg becomes more important if electorates widely agree on the 
ideologicall positioning of parties. 
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descriptivee analysis of voters' reasoning in Chapter  3. Voting 
forr  the preferred party leader  is particularl y widespread in the 
Hungary,, the Czech Republic, Romania, and Russia (see 
Figuree 3.2). Hence, given this account one may expect that 
politician-orientedd voting is not hampered (or  possibly even 
promoted)) when party systems lack ideological clarity . 

CoalitionCoalition versus Single Party Governments 
Whereass the discussion above dealt with constraints and 
incentivess that can be ascribed to the supply provided by 
partyy systems, I now turn to the prospective outcome of 
electorall  competition. I expect that voters when casting a 
ballott  take into consideration whether  the future government 
wil ll  in all likelihood be a single party government or  a 
coalitionn government. In some cases it will be difficul t for 
voterss to develop well-founded expectations in this regard, 
butt  in many cases it is likely that they will have no difficult y 
too do so. Voters in Britain , for  example, can expect from 
manyy decades of experience that in all likelihood a single 
partyy government wil l come into office. Dutch voters on the 
otherr  hand 'know' that executive power  has to be shared 
betweenn coalition partners. Irrespective of the actual situation 
off  an election and simply based on past experience, voters 
mayy well have expectations about how fractionalised 
governmentss wil l be in a given political system. I assume that 
voterss are aware of such prospects when casting a ballot. This 
assumptionn is not unrealistic in light of empirical findings on 
tacticall  voting: many voters are able to make a fairl y accurate 
predictionn on the chances of different parties to win seats or 
too predict who wil l form a government (Frankli n et al. 1994; 
Alvarezz &  Nagler  2000; Blais et al. 2001). I wil l emphasise 
twoo points in this respect. First, the effect of the uncertainty 
off  vote choices due to unpredictabilities that relate to the 
behaviourr  of single parties participatin g in coalition 
governments,, and second, a personalisation of vote choices in 
casee of single party governments. 
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Thee literatur e on economic voting provides some 
relatedd insights on the question as to why coalition 
governmentss may generate uncertainties in voters' reasoning. 
Severall  scholars of economic voting suggest that the extent to 
whichh credit and blame for  economic performance is ascribed 
too incumbent parties differs between single party and 
coalitionn governments (Lewis-Beck 1988; Powell &  Whitten 
1993;;  Anderson 1995; van der  Brug et al. 2001). Powell and 
Whittenn (1993) find evidence in their  cross-national analysis 
thatt  single party governments are more strongly held 
accountablee for  their  actions in office than the parties that are 
memberss of coalition governments. For  the same reason that 
itt  becomes more difficul t for  voters to hold single parties 
accountablee for  their  specific performance in coalition 
governments,, it may also become more difficul t for  many 
voterss to obtain distinct electoral preferences for  single 
partiess based on such performances. Conversely, clear 
responsibilitiess between single party government and 
oppositionall  parties may provide a more unambiguous 
electorall  choice for  voters. 

AA second type of uncertainty of vote choice in 
coalitionn government systems relates to prospective 
outcomes.. To illustrat e this point, suppose a voter  strongly 
supportss the proposed fiscal policy of party A. Suppose 
furthermor ee that this voter  can expect from past electoral 
experiencee that the supported party wil l have to share 
politicall  power  with other  parties in case it becomes part of a 
futur ee government. Under  such circumstances it is uncertain 
whetherr  party A is able to implement its fiscal policy 
proposal,, since it has to win support for  this from the other 
memberss of the coalition. Even if voters have a clear 
preferencee for  single parties, leaders, or  policies, they have to 
considerr  that these preferences are only partiall y realized by 
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coalitionn cabinets. Moreover, highly fragmented 
governmentss may diminish for  voters the predictabilit y of the 
relationshipp between parliamentary composition and 
executivee composition. In countries where a single election 
outcomee allows several possibly coalition constellations, 
negotiationss among parties decide on the futur e government. 
Again,, this may discourage voters from using specific party 
evaluationss in their  reasoning of vote choice. Voters may 
disregardd their  first preference for  a party and vote so as to 
maximisee the chances for  a preferred coalition constellation 
instead.. Both forms of uncertainty, the one related to the 
evaluationn of the performance of members of the previous 
coalitionn government and the other  related to the composition 
andd the policy of a futur e coalition may reduce sincere 
voting.. I expect that, as a result, parliamentary elections that 
aree likely to give rise to single party governments endorse 
voterss to opt sincerely for  the most preferred party, leader, 
andd policy. In other  words, I expect governmental 
fragmentationfragmentation to negatively moderate effect parameters of 
partyy leanings, leader  evaluations, and left-right distances. 

Severall  authors note that single party governments 
strengthenn leadership effects (Bean &  Mughan 1989; 
Swansonn &  Mancini 1996; Poguntke 2000; Curtice &  Blais 
2001).. Political systems that predominantly have single party 
governmentss are supposed to exhibit more personalised 
politicall  competition since elections in these systems tend to 
bee a confrontation between two candidates for  prime 
minister.. This is also true for  coalition governments with a 
singlee dominating party, a constellation that is often found, 

Off course, voters in systems mat know single party governments also 
havee to consider that parties may break their pledges once they are in 
office. . 
1377 In the German context, for example, many supporters of the two large 
parties,, the social democratic SPD and the Christian democratic 
CSU/CSU,, vote tactically by opting for possible coalition partners 
(B90/Grünenn and FDP) to ensure that these smaller parties pass the 
electorall threshold of 5%. 
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forr example, in Germany. Moreover, prime ministers of 
singlee party governments presumably have more power than 
theirr colleagues in coalition governments, which also would 
strengthenn leadership effects in these systems (e.g., Poguntke 
2000).. I therefore expect that single party governments 
increasee the relevance of political leadership for vote choice. 

MeasurementMeasurement and Empirical Findings 
Fourr variables describe the structure of party systems. First, 
thee effective number of parties reflects the actual quantity of 
partyy supply. The calculation of the effective number of 
partiess follows Laasko and Taagepera's (1979) definition.138 

Second,, the polarisation of party systems indicates the 
ideologicall diversity of options. The measurement of 
polarisationn is based on the perceived left-right positions of 
parties.. Following Klingemann's (2002) proposal, 
polarisationn is measured as the weighted average distance 
betweenn all pairs of parties on a left-right scale.1 Third, the 
clarityy of party positions is measured by the inter-respondent 
agreementt on parties' perceived positions on the left-right 

Forr more detailed information on the construction of the variable see 
Appendixx 4. One might object that the absolute rather than the effective 
numberr of competing parties measures the quantity of supply more 
directly.. In other words, what counts is the number of parties that appear 
onn the ballot. Such a measure has a major drawback, however. In most 
parliamentaryy elections there are a number of parties (candidates) 
competingg for seats in parliament that could be labelled as 'obscure'' and 
thatt never receive more than a handful of votes. The vast majority of the 
electoratee presumably does not consider these parties as viable options for 
votee choice. Moreover, most voters will not even be aware of the 
existencee of these parties and candidates. In my opinion, the absolute 
numberr of parties across political systems measures to a large extent the 
amountt of legal constraints for (obscure) parties to compete in elections 
andd not the perceived number of truly viable options. The effective 
numberr of parties, in my opinion, accurately measures the quantity of 
optionss while accounting for their viability (party size). 
1399 See Appendix 4 for more information on the variable. 
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scalee as proposed by van der Eijk (2001). High agreement 
impliess that parties' policy positions are sufficiently 
comprehensiblee to a large part of the electorate. It derives 
fromfrom a situation in which parties occupy a well-defined 
positionn on the left-right scale and are successful in 
communicatingg this to the electorate.141 The measure 
thereforee indicates whether or not parties' policy stands are 
sufficientlyy noticeable to voters. Taking this meaning of the 
agreement-measuree across electorates, I interpret the variable 
ass the perceived ideological clarity of party systems.142 

Thee variable of perceptual agreement measures the unimodality of a 
frequencyfrequency distribution on an ordered rating scale. If all respondents 
consentt to placing a party on one value of the rating scale (here: left-right 
scale),, perfect agreement is achieved. If half of the respondents place a 
partyy at one extreme end of the scale and the other half at the other end, 
perfectt disagreement is apparent. For more information on the measure 
seee Appendix 4. 
1411 That is, however, not the only possible way to interpret the measure. 
Perceptuall agreement on party stands contains information on voters and 
parties.. In the main text I only stress the relevance of the coherence of 
parties'' stands. Though, it may be that some electorates are more 
knowledgeablee than others and therefore have a more precise idea where 
too place parties on the left-right scale. 
1422 A point of concern may be the possibility that the measure of structural 
agreementt on party positions simply indicates the usage of the left-right 
scalee for vote choice. This refers to a potential problem of endogeneity. It 
mayy be that structural agreement is the consequence and not the cause of 
frequentlyfrequently applied left-right distances across political systems. What one 
wouldd at least expect -if there is truly endogeneity evident between 
measuress of left-right distances and agreement on parties' positions on the 
left-right-- is that interactions between the agreement measure and 
attributess of the vote function (party, leader, and policy) exclusively 
increasee the effect of left-right distances. Structural agreement, as 
reportedd in Table 5.2 and the full model in Table 6.1 is, however, not 
foundd to moderate only to left-right distances but to do so for all three 
elementss of the vote function. Hence, the indicator appears to measure 
moree than just the relevance of the left-right scale in a political system, 
butt properties of party competition in general. A similar objection could 
bee made for the indicator of polarisation, which is also based on the left-
rightright scale. Polarisation also affects all three components of the vote 
functionn and not just the one based on the left-right scale, as the separate 
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Finally,, the variable of the effective number  of governmental 
partiess measures the distinction between coalition 
governmentss and single party governments. The variable 
calculatess the average effective number  of parties in office in 
thee twenty years prior  to the analysed lower  house election.143 

Tablee 5.2 below reports the results of a model of the 
calculuss of voting including interaction terms between 
characteristicss of countries' party system and voters' party, 
leader,, and policy orientations. Trait s of party systems are 
clearlyy relevant for  voters' reasoning of vote choice, 
especiallyy for  the application of left-right distances and leader 
evaluations.. Ten out of twelve interaction terms significantly 
moderatee the effect of the different considerations of vote 
choice.. The model adds only marginally to the explained 

analysiss in this section will show (Table 4.2). The full model in Chapter 6 
indicatess that the polarisation of party systems does not even affect left-
rightt distances significantly. 
144 For more information on the construction of the variable see Appendix 
4.. Similar to the measure of the effective number of parties in a party 
system,, also the effective number of governmental parties is calculated by 
takingg into account the size (number of parliamentary seats) of parties in 
cabinets.. Coalition governments can be very dissimilar in their 
appearancee and their functioning. As a case in point, in the German case 
usuallyy one of the two large parties forms a coalition with a much smaller 
party.. This is currently the Social Democratic SPD and the Green Party 
B90/Diee Grünen. At other times this was the Liberal Party FDP with 
eitherr the Christian Democratic Party CDU/CSU or the Social Democratic 
Party.. At the end of the 60s Germany was briefly governed by a grand 
coalitionn of Christian Democrats and Social Democrats. In all these cases 
thee absolute number of governmental parties is two. However, only in the 
casee of the grand coalition two equal parties shared power. In all other 
cases,, one party is the predominant partner and the other party the junior 
partner.. The appearance and functioning of the latter coalition form can 
bee located somewhere between a single party government and a coalition 
off equal partners. Such differences between coalition governments are 
coveredd by the measure of the effective number of parties in government. 
Thee estimated value for Germany (value 1.33) fits with what is said 
before:: German governments can usually be located between single party 
governmentss (value 1) and coalitions of two truly equal parties (value 2), 
withh most leaning to the first type. 
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variancee at the individual level. However, 30% of the 
contextuall  variation can be explained by characteristics of 
partyy systems, which is the highest Pseudo R2 at the 
contextuall  level of all analyses so far. 

Givenn the preliminar y findings reported in Table 5.2, 
doess a high variety of supply increase sincere voting? The 
expectationn finds support when looking at the variable of the 
polarisationn of party systems. A high polarisation increases in 
particularr  the weight of leader  and policy orientations, but 
also,, albeit less dramatically, the effect of party leaning. The 
quantityy of supply (the effective number  of parties) is, 
however,, not found to increase sincere voting. It is apparently 
nott  the case that voters more often vote for  their  optimal 
choicee only if there are enough valid alternatives. 

Thee expectation that the perceived ideological clarity 
off  party systems (perceptual agreement) provides ground for 
sinceree voting behaviour  is clearly supported by the empirical 
findings.findings. Effect parameters of party leanings, leader 
evaluations,, and left-right distances are downwardly 
moderatedd if parties' positions on the left-right scale are not 
recognisablee to voters. Conversely, in political systems in 
whichh voters have a clear  idea what parties stand for, and 
agreee upon this, sincere voting for  the preferred party, leader, 
andd policy is widespread. Not only the effect of policy 
evaluationss gains from party systems' ideological clarity . 
Moree to the point, findings do not indicate that the 
importancee of political leadership increases when ideological 
clarit yy is low, as has been suggested in the literatur e (Sartori 
1997;;  Poguntke 2000). 
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Tablee 5.2 Party Systems and Voters' Reasoning 

Fixedd Effects, Level 1 
Po o 
PP Effective Number  of Patties 

PP Polarisation 

PP Perceptual Agreement 

PP Eff. Number  of Gov. Parties 

Randomm Effects, Level 2 
GG Party Leaning 

GG Leader  Evaluation 

GG Left-Right Distance 

Modell Fit 
NN Level 1, Individual s 

NN Level 2. Contexts 

Logg Likelihood 
•K-- Level 1, Vote Choice + Slopes 

«•"Levell 2. Random Slopes 

PartyParty Leaning 

0.596*** (0.006) 
-0.0100 (0.010) 
0.031*** (0.007) 
0.014** (0.006) 

-0.0144 (0.008)-

0.014*** (0.001) 
0.032*** (0.002) 

-0.005** (0.002) • 

Leader Leader 
Evaluation Evaluation 

0.950*** (0.015)-
•0.084*** (0.019) 
0.125**(0.015)--
0.106*** (0.012)-

•0.099*** (0.016)-

--
0.148*** (0.011) 

-0.029*** (0.006) 

Left-Right Left-Right 
Distance Distance 

•0.498*** (0.021) 
0.056** (0.024) 

•0.114*** (0.020) 
•0.096*** (0.015) 
•0.079*** (0.018) 

--
--

0.047*** (0.006) 

33,968 8 
30 0 

-26,610.6 6 
0.48 8 
0.30 0 

Note.Note. ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; standard errors in parentheses. 

Thee expectation that coalition governments introduce 
uncertaintyy in voters' reasoning -and thereby generate less 
sinceree voting behaviour- finds no support in the preliminary 
results.. The existence of coalition governments does per se 
nott induce an ambiguous choice situation for voters. The 
fragmentationfragmentation of governments increases the weight of policy 
orientationss and decreases the weight of leader orientations. 
Thee latter finding backs the expectation that contests for 
singlee party executives or governments with a single 
dominantt coalition partner may promote a personalisation of 
voters'' reasoning. Because prime ministers in single party 
governmentss are more powerful than their colleagues in 
fragmentedfragmented cabinets and because voters presumably 
comprehendd a race for a single party government as a contest 
betweenn two candidates for prime minister, they will give 
greaterr weight to the evaluation of political leaders in their 
calculuss of voting. 
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Inn brief, this section focused on the consequences of 
thee supply side of political systems for  voters' reasoning. 
Initia ll  empirical findings indicate that voters noticeably 
considerr  the structure of competition for  government when 
castingg ballots. A highly sincere voting behaviour  is, 
accordingg to these preliminar y results, pronounced in 
politicall  systems where the supply of parties is distinct 
(polarised)) and recognisable (high perceptual agreement). 
Personalisationn of voting may be expected in systems with 
knowingg single party governments. 

5.33 Communication of Elections: The Availabilit y 
off  Mass Media 

Doess exposure to mass media affect vote choice? This is one 
off  the questions of central interest in political communication 
research.. Early empirical studies of the Columbia School 
refutedd the hypothesis that persuasive media content directly 
affectss vote choice (Lazarsfeld et al. 1944; Berelson 1954). 
Moree recently, several studies demonstrate that media 
informationn indirectly impacts on voters views on politics 
(Iyengarr  &  Kinder  1987; Iyengar  &  Simon 1993; Krosnick & 
Brannonn 1993; Goidel et al. 1997; Pan &  Kosicki 1997; 
Mille rr  &  Krosnick 2000). Different criteri a that citizens 
employy to evaluate a political stimulus are sometimes 
activatedd by media content, a phenomenon often referred to 
ass 'priming'. 144 Priming affects the cognitions which wil l be 
available,, accessible, and in the end applicable for  the 
evaluationn of a stimulus (cf. Peter  2002). As can be shown for 
thee Netherlands, exposure to different media modes also 
*primes''  the reasoning of vote choice (Kroh 2003). Preferably 
onee would like to test effects of mass media for  voters' 
reasoningg using individual level data on media exposure. 

Seee Chapter 1 for a brief discussion. 
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Sincee this information is not available in the CSES data, I 
lookk at the relevance of mass communication by aggregate 
indicatorss of the availabilit y of media content to the citizens 
inn a system. 

Theree are basically two arguments as to why the 
availabilit yy of mass media contents in a society might be 
relatedd to voting behaviour. First, as argued above, media 
exposuree on the individual level has proven to be relevant for 
thee reasoning of vote choice. It seems plausible to expect that 
suchh individual level effects are mirrore d on the aggregate 
levell  of political systems.145 I therefore expect that the 
availabilit yy of different kinds of media influences the extent 
too which the different components of the vote function are 
relevantt  for  an electorate.14 Second, an effect of aggregated 
mediaa availabilit y may reflect more than just the sum of 
individuall  level relationships. The consequences of mass 
mediaa for  politics are suggested to occur  at several stages of 
thee political process. Modern mass communication is 
supposedd to affect democratic competition (von Alemann 
1997;;  Sarcinelli 1998), inner-party democracy (Niedermayer 
2000),, and electoral campaigns (Bowler  &  Farrell 1992; 
Schmitt-Beckk &  Pfetsch 1994).147 The availabilit y of 
newspaperss and TV provides opportunities and constraints to 

Schmitt-Beckk (2000) shows that the impact of mass media on vote 
choicee indeed differs across countries. 
1466 Availability of media information from different media does not imply 
necessarilyy that these media are used to acquire or expose oneself to 
politicall information, but I assume that these phenomena are positively 
related.. Thus availability is a proxy for exposure and media consumption. 
1477 This implies that in all democracies analysed, media on average have 
similarr effects. This would not be the case in countries where political 
informationn is monopolised, government-dominated, etc., hence, that do 
nott have a free and competitive media system. However, as I focus on 
democraticc systems only, it appears reasonable to assume that media 
potentiallyy impact on voters' reasoning in all contexts analysed in this 
book. . 
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politicall  actors. Thus, the availabilit y of some medium 
may,, above some threshold, affect not only voters exposed to 
thiss medium but an entire electorate via changes on the 
contextuall  level, for  instance in campaign styles. A growing 
bodyy of literatur e deals with the consequences for  voting of 
thee expansion of different media. In this book I distinguish 
twoo consequences for  voters' reasoning. These two effects 
relate,, first , to the amount of political information provided 
byy mass media and, second, to the 'typical '  format of 
presentationn used in different media. 

MassMass Media and Political Information 
Masss media provide the public with easily available political 
information .. Societies in which mass media are extensively 
distributedd therefore supply voters with extensive -or  at least 
easilyy accessible- political information. Many empirical 
studiess demonstrate that in general media exposure positively 
affectss individuals' knowledge about politics (Blumer & 
McQuaill  1968; Schönbach 1983; Weaver  1996; Norri s & 
Sanderss 2002). This entails factual knowledge available 
aboutt  issues and familiarit y with candidates (Patterson 1980), 
ass well as providing information that helps voters link their 
ownn ideological stands with the positions of parties (Berelson 
ett  al. 1954; Blumer &  McQuail 1968; Iyengar  &  Kinder 
1987).. Which mode of mass communication (TV, 
broadsheets,, tabloids, etc) matters most for  political 
knowledgee is still a question of heated debate (Schönbach 
1983,, Mondak 1995; Graber  2001; Norri s &  Sanders 2002). 

Onee may expect that the more mass media are 
availablee in a society, hence the more its voters wil l have 
politicall  information and, moreover, that exposure to such 
informationn increases individuals' political knowledge. 

Forr an example see the second part of this section on 'TV versus 
Newspaper',, which suggests that the expansion of TV may have altered 
thee logic of electoral campaigns by increasing the focus on (personal) 
characteristicss of political leaders (e.g., Schönbach 1993; Mughan 2000). 
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Politicall systems with widely accessible mass media allow 
voterss to develop informed opinions on parties, politicians, 
andd policies. I therefore expect that the accessibility of mass 
mediaa in a country increases the effect of all three kinds of 
politicall orientations (here: party leanings, leader evaluations, 
andd left-right distances) for vote choice. This expectation has 
too be specified further, however. 

Severall scholars suggest that the development of 
modernn mass media is partly responsible for declining 
partisanships.. Party leanings are said to weaken when modern 
massmass media become more widely accessible, because citizens 
doo not have to rely (anymore) on party loyalties when casting 
aa ballot. They are sufficiently informed to also take short-
termm elements of electoral campaigns like candidates and 
issuess into account when voting (Dalton et al. 1984; Schmitt-
Beckk 1994). In line with this argument, the empirical findings 
off Chapter 4 indicated that party leanings are less relevant 
amongg highly informed (more specifically: highly educated) 
respondents.. The findings reported in Chapter 4 also showed 
thatt policy voting and politician-oriented voting is stronger 
whenn respondents have more political knowledge. Hence, I 
expectt -modifying the general expectation stated above- that 
policyy voting in particular, and to a lesser extent also political 
leadershipp considerations, gain importance with mass media 
availabilityy whereas the effect of party leanings in political 
systemss may even decrease. 

TVTV versus Daily Newspapers 
Manyy scholars have suggested that the growing importance 
off television during the past decades has transformed the 
logicc of political communication (e.g., Robinson 1976; 
Iyengarr 1991; Pfetsch 1991; Holtz-Bacha 1994; Schmitt-
Beckk & Schrott 1994). This is said to be the effect of 
televisionn news, which requires the visualisation of 
information,, which is apparently less required of newspapers. 
Focusingg on politicians instead of issues often enables the 
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visualisationn of political information, i.e. party strategists 
adaptt  to these new circumstances by placing greater  emphasis 
onn the role of politicians than in the past (Radunski 1980; 
LeDucc 1996; Semetko 1996). TV based mass communication 
iss therefore often suggested to have across-the-board effects 
onn all voters and not only on those exposed to them (Couvret 
ett  al. 1995; van der  Brug &  van der  Eijk 2000). This 
personalisationn may lead voters to rely increasingly on 
politiciann orientations when casting ballots (Mughan 2000). 
Previouss efforts to empirically test this proposition of 
increasedd personalisation of voting behaviour  over  time did 
nott  find compelling evidence to either  refute or  support it 
(Kaasee 1994; Vetter  &  Gabriel 1998; Schmitt &  Ohr  2000; 
Pappii  &  Shikano 2001). As TV based mass communication is 
oftenn supposed to personalise individual voting behaviour 
(Farrelll  &  Bowler  1992; Poguntke 2000), I expect that leader 
evaluationss gain importance when television dominates mass 
communication.. As press more than TV allows to 
communicatee abstract information, such as issues and 
ideologies,, I expect that policies (left-right distances) gain 
importancee when newspapers dominate mass communication. 

MeasurementMeasurement and Empirical Findings 
II  constructed two variables at the contextual level to 
investigatee the relevance of availabilit y of mass 
communicationn for  voters' reasoning. First, the mean number 
off  daily newspapers per  household in a country is used as a 
proxyy for  the accessibility of political information from 
newspapers.1499 Second, the mean number  of TV sets per 
householdd in a country is taken to indicate to what extent 
televisionn news is accessible in a political system.150 Table 

Thee proxy is, of course, far from perfect. It does not, for instance, 
distinguishh between newspapers of greatly different information values, 
suchh as tabloids or broadsheets. 
1500 For more detailed information on the construction and the data source 
off the variables see Appendix 4. Both indicators are indirect measures of 
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5.33 reports the moderating effects of these two variables for 
party,, politician, and policy considerations. The interaction 
termss are highly significant, but explain less variance than the 
institutionall characteristics and party system variables did 
(Sectionss 5.1 and 5.2). The variables of media accessibility 
accountt for (a limited) 8% of variance in the slopes of the 
componentss of the vote function, when these are allowed to 
varyy between systems. 

Thee results are only partly in accordance with the 
expectations.. The expectations about differential effects of 
televisionn and newspaper availability in particular lack 
empiricall support. For both media, I find effects in the same 
direction,, and not as was expected, in different directions. 
Largerr availability of both mass media enhances the weight 
off party leanings and left-right distances, while reducing the 
impactt of leader evaluations. The availability of mass media 
-bothh TV and newspapers- seems to be more important than 
hee differences between different kinds of media.151 

consumptionn of, or exposure to, political information (see footnote 146). I 
assumee that the mean number of TV sets (daily newspapers) in one 
countryy indicates the degree to which TV news (newspapers) are used as 
sourcee for political information. These are strong assumptions. It may be 
that,, for example, television is widely accessible, yet, citizens rely solely 
onn information from newspapers as far as politics is concerned. Firmer 
indicatorss on media exposure are necessary to validate the findings 
reportedd in this section. Thus, these findings stand under the reservation 
off sub-optimal operationalisation. 
1511 In line with the argument that is behind the expectation, newspapers 
havee a stronger (negative) effect on leader evaluations than TV, and also 
havee a stronger effect in the expected direction on policy considerations 
(left-rightt distances). However, the full model of Chapter 6 (which 
includess all individual and contextual moderating effects) will show that 
thee effects of newspaper accessibility are weaker once I control for related 
effects. . 
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Tablee 5.3 Availabilit y of Mass Media and Voters' Reasoning 

Fixedd Effects, Level 1 
Po o 
PP TV Distributio n 

PP Newspaper  Distributio n 

Randomm Effects, Level 2 
OO Party Leaning 

""  Leader  Evaluation 

33 Left-Right Distance 

Modell Fit 
NN Individuals 

NN Contexts 

Logg Likelihood 
RR Level I , Vote Choice + Slopes 

** •• Level 2. Random Slooes 

PartyParty Leaning 

0.654*** (0.007) 
0.037*** (0.006) • 
0.026*** (0.007)-

0.010*** (0.001) 
-0.016*** (0.001) 
-0.022*** (0.002) 

Leader Leader 
Evaluation Evaluation 

0.938*** (0.014) -
•• 0.222** (0.014) • 
•0.449*** (0.018)-

--
0.125*** (0.008) 
0.068*** (0.006) 

Left-Right Left-Right 
Distance Distance 

•0.644*** (0.016) 
•0.033** (0.013) 
•0.081*** (0.021) 

--
--

0.127*** (0.012) 

33,968 8 
30 0 

-26,632.3 3 
0.48 8 
0.08 8 

Note.Note. ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; standard errors in parentheses. 
DataData Source. CSES. 

Thee results reported in Table 5.3 also do not support 
thee expectation that high media availability reduces the 
weightt of partisanship in voters' reasoning. On the contrary, 
votingg behaviour in political systems with widely accessible 
mediaa is more strongly determined by party attachments. 

Thee findings suggest that widely available media 
promotee a non-personalised vote choice. The negative 
interactionn effect between media accessibility and the effect 
off political leadership is among the strongest of all partial 
analyses.. In Chapter 7,1 will discuss these findings in more 
detail. . 

5.44 Conflict within Polities: The Economic 
Context t 

Thee countries analysed in this book vary greatly in terms of 
theirr economic climate. For instance, the GDP per capita of 
thesee systems ranges from less than US$ 1,000 in the Ukraine 
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too more than US$ 35,000 in Norway and Japan. These 
figuresfigures imply that the Ukraine faces totally different 
economicc and social conflicts than Norway and Japan. 
Numerouss studies show that the economy is indeed relevant 
forr  the political competition between parties and candidates 
ass well as for  individual voters (cf. Jung 1982; Lewis-Beck 
1988).11 But in which ways does the economic context of 
countriess arguably moderate the importance of party, leader, 
andd policies in the reasoning of vote choice? The literatur e on 
thee calculus of voting does not provide an instant answer  to 
thiss question. Studies of the dealignment approach, however, 
makee a related argument as to how (economic) changes over 
timee within several Western democracies may be relevant for 
changess in voters' reasoning (Frankli n et al. 1992). I wil l 
makee use of this argument to derive plausible expectations on 
thee question in which ways the economic context between 
countriess may arguably affect the calculus of voting. I 
concentratee on two aspects of the economic context, which I 
regardd as particularl y relevant: affluence and income 
inequality. . 

AffluenceAffluence and Income Inequality 
Ass discussed in Chapter  4, the emergence of party systems at 
thee aggregate level as well as cleavage loyalties at the 
individuall  level can be traced back to social cleavages in the 
latee 19th and early 20th century (Lipset &  Rokkan 1967). With 
respectt  to the economic context, the socio-economic class 
cleavagee is of particular  importance. This cleavage is well 
knownn to many countries and relates, in simple terms, to the 
distributio nn of limited resources within societies. In Section 
4.1,, I refer  to the argument that the relevance of social 
cleavagess may decline due to an increasing individualisation 

Thesee figures relate to the year 2000, see Table A4.4 in Appendix 4 for 
moree information. 
1533 A well-known answer to the question what affects voting behaviour is 
"it'ss the economy, stupid". 
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andd a diminishing social embeddedness in traditional social 
groupss and networks, such as classes (e.g., Beck 1983; 
Daltonn et al. 1984; Schnell &  Kohier  1995). In section 4.2,1 
referr  to a second argument that sees cognitive mobilisation as 
aa source of the increasingly smaller  impact of social 
backgroundd on vote choice (e.g., Dalton et al. 1984). A thir d 
argument,, which is made to explain the decline of the 
relevancee of, for  instance, class membership for  voting 
behaviour,, does not relate to individual but to contextual 
changes::  Frankli n et al. (1992) argue that to the extent that 
conflictss underlying cleavages weaken, simply because 
conflictss are solved or  appear  less pressing, cleavage loyalties 
aree less relevant for  vote choice. In other  words, to the extent 
too which established societies solved the problem underlying 
thee class cleavage, which I defined in simplified terms as a 
conflictt  about the distributio n of limited resources, socio-
economicc background has become less important for 
individuals''  calculus of voting. Returning to the example of 
thee Ukraine and Norway, a GDP per  capita of more than US$ 
35,0000 in Norway indicates that an economic cleavage is 
muchh weaker  in this society than in the Ukraine where the 
GDPP per  capita is less than US$ 1,000. In the latter  more than 
inn the first case one may expect a conflict than concerns the 
distributio nn of limited resources, as these resources are more 
'limited ''  in the Ukraine than in Norway. 

Thee argument stated so far  relates to the affluence of 
societies.. It may, however, also be transferred to the degree 
off  equality in an economic context. As the economic 
cleavagee as defined above concerns the distribution of 
limitedd resources, one may expect a highly uneven division 
off  income to increase the potential for  economic conflict in a 
polity .. Moreover, this should strengthen a voting behaviour 
thatt  relates to socio-economic background variables. As 
notedd before, this is a very simplified view of economic 
conflictss in different societies. For  instance, equality as a 
normativee concept is not equally shared by all societies, thus 
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itt may be context-specific. A specific level of income 
equalityy may be considered too egalitarian in the USA and 
tooo unequal in welfare states like Sweden. But as inequality 
doess not uniformly indicate socio-economic conflict within 
politiess (cf. Lichbach 1989), neither does (the lack of) 
affluence.. Again, affluence may not be regarded as a 
normativee goal to the same extent in all societies. In this 
respect,, Wessels (1991) writes about the erosion of the 
growthh paradigm of industrial societies. As fewer citizens 
regardd affluence or growth as a normative goal, such 
variabless lose their function as proxies for (the lack of) socio
economicc conflict. In sum, the simplified argument that 
affluencee and equality are indicators for economic conflict in 
politiess is a problematic one in the light of the complex 
naturee of socio-economic cleavages in a cross-national 
perspective.. However, I do make this argument to derive 
sensiblee expectations for the effect of economic contexts on 
voters'' reasoning, and I do not aspire to investigate socio
economicc cleavages across contexts as such. Therefore, this 
simplificationn seems reasonable. Moreover, the objections 
raisedd before are of an empirical and not of a categorical 
nature:: they can potentially be included in empirical 
models.155 5 

Ass elaborated in Chapter 4, as consequences of weak 
cleavagee loyalties for the reasoning of vote choice one may 

Moreover,, the extent to which equality is considered a normative goal 
variess over time. Several scholars note that in Western societies since the 
1980s,, citizens increasingly regard equality as less important 
(Middendorp). . 
1555 For instance, the objection that equality as a normative concept is not 
equallyy shared by all citizens and societies implies a moderating effect of 
individuals'' norms and values (towards equality) on the effect of the 
economicc context (in terms of equality) on the degree of economic 
conflictt in polities. Without including such moderating effects, the 
argumentt formulated in the main text refers to the average effect of 
affluencee and equality on the degree of economic conflict across 
countries. . 
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expectt a decrease in the impact of social background 
variabless on vote choice and an increase of short-term factors 
off elections, such as leader and policy orientations. Hence, I 
expectt the affluence and income equality of societies to 
positivelyy moderate the effect of leader evaluations and left-
rightright distances in the vote function analysed. 

MeasurementMeasurement and Empirical Findings 
TwoTwo variables measure the economic context of a country: 
affluencee is measured by the GDP per capita and the 
(inequalityy of a society by the Gini-Index of income 
inequality.156 6 

Tablee 5.4 Economic Context and Voters' Reasoning 

Fixedd Effects, Level 1 
Po o 
PP GDP per capita 

PP Inequality (Gini Index) 

Randomm Effects, Level 2 
OO Party Leaning 

OO Leader Evaluation 
CTCT Left-Right Distance 

Modell Fit 
•^^ Individuals 

NN Contexts 

Logg Likelihood 
•K-- Level 1, Vote Choice + Slopes 
Tj2 2 
•**•• Level 2. Random Stones 

PartyParty Leaning 

0.494*** (0.008) 
-- 0.025** (0.007) • 
-0.040*** (0.007)-

0.019**0.019** (0.002) 
-0.008*** (0.002) 

0.006*** (0.002)-

Leader Leader 
Evaluation Evaluation 

1.146*** (0.015)-
0.199**0.199** (0.016)-

•0.0144 (0.015) 

--
0.159*** (0.010) 

•0.073*** (0.006) 

Left-Right Left-Right 
Distance Distance 

•0.581*** (0.015) 
•0.117*** (0.015) 
0.096*** (0.015) 

--
--

0.100*** (0.010) 

33,968 8 
30 0 

-26,590.5 5 
0.48 8 
0.11 1 

Note.Note. ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; standard errors in parentheses. 
DataData Source. CSES. 

Preliminaryy findings reported in Table 5.4 suggest 
thatt the economic climate of a country has considerable 
impactt on the individual calculus of voting. Five out of six 
interactionn terms significantly moderate effects of the 

Highh values on the Gini-Index refer to high income inequality. For 
detailedd information on the variables see Appendix 4. 
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componentss of the vote function. Whereas the goodness of fir 
remainss unchanged at the individual level, these aspects of 
thee economic context account for 11% of the contextual 
variationn in the vote function applied. 

Ass anticipated, affluence and income equality are 
foundd to enlarge the effect of policy voting (left-right 
distances)) across contexts. Party leanings, for which I did not 
formulatee any specific expectations, are more important in 
contextss with low GDP per capita and high income equality. 
Unanticipatedd is that the effect of leader evaluations is not 
positivelyy moderated by affluence and equality. On the 
contrary,, affluence reduces the relevance of political 
leadershipp as a consideration of vote choice. As in the 
previouss section on the distribution of mass media in 
societies,, empirical findings on political leadership challenge 
expectations:: voting for the preferred politician is particularly 
commonplacee in societies that are characterised by less 
accessiblee mass media and less affluence. This last point will 
bee discussed in the concluding Chapter 7. 

5.55 Contexts and the Calculus of Voting: Summary 
off Findings 

Thee objective of this chapter was to describe to what extent 
thee context of elections moderates the considerations 
individualss apply in their vote choice. The chapter focused on 
long-termm and rather stable characteristics of political 
systems,, such as institutional settings, the party system, the 
accessibilityy of mass media, and the economic climate of 
countries.. The following three points briefly summarise the 
preliminaryy empirical findings of this chapter. 

First,, the major finding is that the context of elections 
doess indeed affect the calculus of voting. Properties of 
politicall systems noticeably moderate a reasoning of vote 
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choicee based on the evaluations of parties, political leaders, 
andd policies. 

Second,, this chapter  stresses two kinds of contextual 
variables.. The first type concerns the political environment of 
democracies,, such as institutional settings and the supply of 
partyy systems. The second form concerns the social and 
economiceconomic environment  ̂ which has political relevance but is 
nott  directly linked to the act of voting. The analysed trait s of 
aa society are the availabilit y of mass media and the economic 
context.. All such variables significantly affect the calculus of 
voting,, however, the analyses show that in terms of the 
explainedd variance of random slopes at the contextual level, 
thee political environment is more important for  voters' 
reasoningg than the state of the society.157 

Third ,, contextual characteristics of elections seem to 
impactt  on the effect of leader  evaluations more than on the 
effectt  of left-right distances and left-right distances appear 
moree affected than party leanings. The three single most 
importantt  moderating effects (in terms of f-values) of the 
(preliminary )) partial analyses of leader  evaluations are the 
availabilit yy of newspapers (/=24.4, as the following /-values 
nott  reported in Tables 5.1 to 5.4), the availability of TV sets 
(*=15.9),, and effective thresholds 0=14.2). The most 
importantt  moderating effects for  left-right distances are the 
differencee between presidential and parliamentary systems 
(f=8.2),, GDP per  capita (/=7.9), and effective thresholds 
(f=7.8).. Finally, party leanings are most affected by the 

Thee partial analyses estimate a reduction in contextual slope variance 
off party leanings, leader evaluations, and left-right distances of R2 = 0.19 
forr traits of institutional settings, R2=  0.30 for traits of party systems, R2= 
0.088 for traits of media accessibility, and /f2 = 0.11 for traits of the 
economicc context of societies. Categorising the first two clusters of 
variabless as characteristics of the political environment and the latter two 
clusterss of variables as characteristics of the social and economic 
environment,, one has to conclude that the political environment is more 
relevantt for contextual variation of individual voting behaviour. 
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distributio nn of TV sets (f=5.8), income inequality (f=5.6), and 
polarisationn of party systems (t=4A). 

Ass stated earlier, the findings of Chapters 4 and 5 are 
preliminar yy ones because the partial models omit relevant 
effects.. As the correlation matrix of contextual characteristics 
inn Appendix 4 shows, the party system of countries is highly 
relatedd to the institutional settings and the accessibility of 
masss media to the affluence of countries. In order  to take 
suchh interrelations into account, and thus to arriv e at a better 
specifiedd model, in Chapter  6 I wil l report a model in which 
alll  these variables are simultaneously analysed. 



Chapterr  6 
Individua ll  and Contextual 
Determinantss of the Calculus of 
Voting g 

Thee analyses in Chapters 4 and 5 demonstrated that both 
individuall  characteristics of voters and contextual features of 
electionss influence voters' reasoning. These analyses shed 
lightt  on the question of how much each level of analysis 
separatelyy contributes to the explanation of differences in the 
calculuss of voting. In general, contextual trait s appear  more 
importantt  in this respect than individual characteristics. 
Specifically,, the political environment of countries 
(institutionall  settings and characteristics of party systems) 
seemss more relevant for  explaining differences in voters' 
reasoningg than the socio-economic environment (media 
availabilit yy and economic climate). At the individual level, 
politicall  awareness of individuals (education and political 
knowledge)) was more important than voters' demographic 
backgroundd (age, church attendance, etc.) for  variation in the 
calculuss of voting. 

AA weakness of the separate analyses in previous 
chapterss is, however, that each of them focuses on only a few 
individuall  or  contextual characteristics at a time.158 In each, 
relevantt  variables related to the phenomenon of interest are 
omitted,, opening the possibility of bias parameters. The 

Thiss criticism applies, however, to many empirical studies on the 
calculuss of voting as has been elaborated in the synopsis of previous 
researchh in Chapter 1. 
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objectivee of this chapter  is to validate the findings of previous 
chapterss by simultaneously analysing all moderating 
variabless that were included in the separate analyses in 
Chapterss 4 and 5. 

Thee resulting model can be used to predict and thus to 
explicatee differences in the calculus of voting for  the 
countriess in this study. Chapter  3 provided a descriptive 
analysiss that showed how important components of the vote 
functionn are for  each of the countries when no moderating 
influencess are modelled (see particularl y Figures 3.1 to 3.3). 
Thesee country-specific estimates demonstrated, for  example, 
thatt  leader  evaluations are strong in Romania but weak in 
Israel,, etc. The full model that will be elaborated in this 
chapterr  replaces proper  names of countries in the descriptive 
analysiss with theoretical concepts and provides arguments as 
too why voters in Romania rely more heavily on leader 
preferencess when casting ballots than voters in Israel do 
(Przeworskii  &  Teune 1970). What is the difference between 
Romaniaa and Israel that makes politician-orientated voting so 
muchh stronger  in the first of these countries but so weak in 
thee latter? This explication of country specific patterns in 
voters''  reasoning is based on predictions of the magnitude of 
effectss of components of the vote function which are derived 
fromfrom  the parameters of the full model. 

Inn this chapter, I first  describe the findings from a 
single,, integrated model of voters' reasoning. Special 
attentionn wil l be given to the question of how divergent 
findingsfindings between the partial and full models can be 
interpreted.. Subsequently, I describe and discuss linear 
predictionss for  each country of effect parameters of party 
leanings,, leader  evaluations, and left-right distances. These 
aree based on the full model specification. These predictions 
aree compared with the observed country specific parameter 
estimatess reported in Chapter  3. The differences between 
thesee two sets of findings (the residuals) wil l briefly be 
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analysed.. A final section summarises the empirical findings 
off  this chapter. 

6.11 The Full Model 

II  have argued that the findings of partial models in Chapters 4 
andd 5 may differ  from those of the full model and that the 
latterr  are more accurate as the full model contains more 
controll  variables. This is, however, only half of the story. 
Beforee reporting the results of the full model, I wil l start with 
aa more general discussion of differences between the partial 
andd full model specifications and the implications of such 
differences. . 

DifferencesDifferences between the Partial and Full  Models 
Too recapitulate the discussion on omitted variables in Chapter 
2,, the problem of biased parameter  estimates due to omitted 
variabless can be isolated to very specific circumstances. The 
firstfirst  necessary condition for  such bias is that the omitted 
variablee is significantly correlated with the dependent 
variablee and that it is highly interrelated with independent 
variabless that are included in a model (e.g., King et al. 1994). 
Second,, in such a case the parameter  estimates of 
independentt  variables are only biased when the omitted 
variablee is causally antecedent to the independent variables 
thatt  are included in the model. If the omitted variables are not 
antecedent,, the parameters of the included independent 
variabless are correctly estimated.159 

Preferablyy one would like to estimate the relationship between 
variabless on different causal stages by means of a causal model that 
accountss for such an order of variables. The discrete variable of vote 
choicee in multiparty systems makes it impossible to use causal modelling, 
whichh would allow taking hypothesised causal ordering into account. 
Moreover,, the complications of introducing interaction terms (which are 
essentiall to the research of this book) in causal models makes this class of 
modelss unattractive for this study (cf. Kenny & Judd 1984). The findings 
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Too give an example from the analysis of this book, 
institutionall  settings and trait s of party systems significantly 
affectt  voters' reasoning, as was demonstrated in the first two 
sectionss of Chapter  5. These moderating variables are also 
highlyy correlated (see Table A4.5 in Appendix 4). Thus, by 
virtu ee of the first condition, when one of these variables is 
omitted,, the parameter  of the other  is vulnerable to omitted 
variablee bias. In view of the literatur e on political systems it 
iss not surprising to find correlations between characteristics 
off  party systems and institutional settings. Several scholars 
arguee that the party system of a country is to some extent a 
consequencee of institutional arrangements, such as the 
electorall  formula of countries (Duverger  1954; Lijphar t 
1990).. Hence, according to the prevailing wisdom in the 
literatur ee about this relationship, the order  of causality 
betweenn party system and institutional settings is that vis-a-
viss each other  the former  is the descendent variable and the 
latterr  the antecedent one. Under  the assumption that the 
supposedd causal ordering of intuitional settings and party 
systemm is correct, an unbiased estimate of the effect of party 
systemss on voters' reasoning can only be obtained if one 
controlss for  institutional settings. The effect of institutional 
setting,, however, is estimated correctly without controlling 
forr  characteristics of party systems. 

AA full model is necessary to obtain unbiased estimates 
off  variables that are descendent of an omitted variable. But 
whatt  happens to antecedent variables in a full model 
specification,, considering that the effect of these variables is 
alreadyy correctly estimated in partial models? Part of the total 
effectt  of the variable (as estimated in the partial model), wil l 
bee mediated by descendent variables. The residual effect of 
ann antecedent variable in a full model thus encompasses the 
direct,, i.e. the unmediated effect of that variable. A full 

off this book are therefore based on a regression model that implicitly 
assumess that all explanatory variables are at the same causal level, i.e. 
causallyy unordered. 
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specificationn does not estimate incorrect or  biased effect 
parameterss -neither  for  descendent nor  for  antecedent 
variables-- but parameter  estimates have to be interpreted 
differentl yy for  variables with different causal status. Note that 
effectss of antecedent variables in the full model are 
interpretedd not as the total effects but as the unmediated 
effectss of these variables. If one is interested in the question 
off  whether  or  not a variable has an effect on voters' reasoning 
att  all (total effect) for  antecedent variables one should inspect 
findingss of the separate analyses in Chapters 4 and 5. For 
descendentt  variables, on the other  hand, the estimates from 
thee full model can be interpreted as total effects of these 
variabless and deviating findings for  these variables in the 
partiall  models are incorrect because of omitted variable bias. 
Thiss discussion of differences in interpretation between 
separatee and full models rests on the assumption that the 
causall  ordering of variables is known. For  many of the 
moderatingg variables of this book, such agreement on causal 
relationss is exceptional.160 Another  problem to the definition 
off  causal relations is that a variable might be cause and 
consequencee of another  variable.161 

Inn sum, the full model specification as reported below 
usuallyy generates more accurate parameter  estimates than 

Withh respect to the relation between institutional settings and parry 
systems,, some scholars argue that this relationship is driven by the 
underlyingg cleavage structure of societies (e.g., Neto & Cox 1997; Lane 
&& Ersson 2000). Thus, in the example provided, not all scholars share the 
prevailingg wisdom on the causal ordering of variables. 

Inn the analysis of cross-sectional data it is not clear whether, for 
example,, characteristics of the political system or characteristics of the 
economicc system have to be modelled as antecedent or descendent 
variables.. Lijphart (1999), for instance, ascribes differences in the macro-
economicc performance of countries (economic growth, inflation, 
unemployment,, etc.) to patterns of consensus versus majoritarian 
democracies.. But in the light of historical developments, the reverse 
causall relation is also true: variables like economic growth or 
unemploymentt are highly relevant for the appearance of political systems, 
suchh as the fragmentation or polarisation of party systems. 
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partiall  models. Occasionally, however, parameter  estimates 
off  the full model should not be interpreted as total effects but 
ass unmediated effects. In such cases, I wil l give particular 
attentionn to differences between full and partial model 
specificationss and the interpretation of respective effect 
parameters. . 

FindingsFindings of the Full  Model 
Tablee 6.1 reports the findings of a full multilevel model of 
votee choice. The three main effects of party leaning, leader 
evaluation,, and left-right distance have been included in the 
specificationn together  with all forty-eight interactions 
(individuall  as well as contextual) that were included in the 
partiall  models in Chapters 4 and 5. Random components for 
party,, politicians, and policy evaluations at the level of 
contextss are also reported. Most results on main effects and 
interactionn terms differ  littl e from the earlier  findings of the 
partiall  analyses. Some differences, however, do exist 
betweenn separate and single analysis that have implications 
forr  substantive interpretations. This occurs, as one would 
expect,, particularl y when moderating variables are closely 
interrelatedd (see Tables A3.2 in Appendix3 and A4.5 in 
Appendixx 4). 

II  wil l discuss the empirical findings of the full model 
forr  clusters of moderating variables that were used in 
Chapterss 4 and 5. Five such clusters can be distinguished in 
Tablee 6.1: demographic variables, political awareness, 
institutionall  settings, party systems, availability of mass 
media,, and the economic context of political systems. In a 
finall  section I will focus on general patterns in empirical 
findings.. Table 6.2, which reports the prevalent findings of 
Chapterss 4 to 6 on moderating effects in a simplified form 
(positive/negativee and significant/insignificant effects), 
facilitatess such a focus on general patterns. 
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Tablee 6.1 Full Mode 

Fixedd Effects, Level 1 
MainMain Effects 

Po o 
IndividualIndividual Interactions 

PP Age 
PP Union Membership 

PP Church Attendance 

PP Urban Residence 

PP Education 

PP Political Knowledge 

ContextualContextual Interactions 
PP Effective Threshold 

PP Presidential System 

KK  Effective Number  of Parties 

pp Polarisation 

PP Perceptual Agreement 

PP Ef l Number  of Gov. Parties 

PP TV Sets per  Household 

PP Newspapers per  Household 

PP GDP per  Capita 

PP Income Inequality (Gini Index) 

Randomm Effects, Level 2 
GG Parry Leaning 

GG Leader  Evaluation 

GG Left-Right Distance 

Modell Fit 
NN Level 1, Individual s 

NN Level 2, Contexts 

Logg Likelihood 
RR Level 1, Vote Choice + Slopes 

RR Level 2. Random Slopes 

off Voters' Reasoning 
PartyParty Leaning 

0.580*** (0.007) 

0.034*** (0.006) 
0.0077 (0.006) -

-0.016*** (0.006) 
-0.0000 (0.006) -
-0.015** (0.006) 
-0.0033 (0.007) 

0.057*** (0.009)-
0.0011 (0.009) • 
0.095*** (0.013) 

-0.029*** (0.010) 
0.086*** (0.012) 

-0.036**(0.009)) • 
0.030*** (0.007)-
0.021** (0.009)-
0.0100 (0.011)-
0.0144 (0.010) -

0.011*** (0.001) 
0.010*** (0.001) 
0.0077 (0.008) 

Leader Leader 
Evaluation Evaluation 

1.114*** (0.014) 

0.0066 (0.012) 
0.0044 (0.012) 
0.0000 (0.013) 
0.0055 (0.012) 
0.0211 (0.013) 
0.090*** (0.014) 

•0.185**(0.019) ) 
-- 0.272** (0.022) 
0.055** (0.023) 
0.143*** (0.019) 
0.055** (0.026) 

•0.229*** (0.018) 
•0.165*** (0.015) 
•0.074*** (0.022) 
•0.194*** (0.027) 
•0.125*** (0.023) 

--
0.094*** (0.001) 
0.0055 (0.006) 

Left-Right Left-Right 
Distance Distance 

-0.537*** (0.015) 

-0.0099 (0.012) 
-0.0133 (0.012) 

0.0088 (0.012) 
-- 0.017 (0.012) 
-0.102*** (0.013) 
-0.099*** (0.013) 

0.094*** (0.022) 
-- 0.009 (0.039) 

0.083*** (0.036) 
-- 0.025 (0.023) 
-0.116*** (0.030) 
-0.076*** (0.021) 
-0.063*** (0.018) 

0.053** (0.024) 
-- 0.036 (0.049) 

0.090*** (0.036) 

--
--

0.063*** (0.010) 

33,968 8 
30 0 

-26,369.7 7 
0.49 9 
0.50 0 

Note.Note. **p<0 .01 ;*p< 0.05; standard errors in parentheses. 
DataData Source. CSES. 

Sociall Background: Demographics. 
Thee demographic interactions yield similar effect parameters 
inn the full model as in the partial model reported in Table 4.1. 
Thee only difference is that formerly significant moderating 
effectss of labour union membership and urban residence on 
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policyy voting lost their  significance. This is mainly the 
consequencee of controlling for  education and political 
knowledge::  members of unions and respondents from 
urbann areas do not have a higher  propensity to vote on the 
basiss of policy considerations per  se, but they are in general 
moree politicall y aware than other  individuals and are 
thereforee found to apply policy preferences more 
frequently.frequently.163163 When considering this cluster  of moderating 
variables,, the general conclusion is that voters' background 
variabless do not provide much insight into voters' reasoning. 
Thee only stable effect is the higher  likelihood of older  people e 
too vote according to party leanings, a finding that fits with the 
ideaa of party leanings being stabilised by electoral experience 
(Conversee 1969). 

Politicall  Awareness: Knowledge and Education. 
Voters''  political awareness has the same interactions in the 
fulll  model as in the partial analysis reported in the second 
sectionn of Chapter  4 (Table 4.2). Education and political 
knowledgee strengthen policy voting in particular . Also, 
votingg for  preferred political leaders is more widespread 

Seee the correlation matrix of individual characteristics reported in 
Tablee A3.2 in Appendix 3. Union membership and urban residence on the 
onee hand are positively correlated with education and political knowledge 
onn the other hand. Individual level moderating variables like age, church 
attendance,, etc. do not contain compositional variation across contexts 
(forr a discussion of this point see Chapter 2). Because of this, individual 
levell variables do not correlate with contextual level variables. 
Consequently,, reduced effect parameters of demographic variables can 
onlyy be ascribed to the introduction of the within-system variation in 
educationn and political knowledge. 
1633 Note that this is not necessarily to say that union membership and 
rural/urbann residence do not have an effect on voters' reasoning (total 
effect).. That depends on whether union membership and rural/urban 
residencee are cause or consequence of political awareness. In the former 
casee one may argue that the effect of union membership and rural/urban 
residencee is mediated by political awareness. In the latter case one may 
arguee that such effects are spurious. 
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amongg knowledgeable citizens. The importance of party 
leaningss is slightly reduced by education. These findings are 
inn line with the results of previous studies: voting according 
too policies/ideologies supposedly requires a great deal of 
politicall  information and is therefore more prevalent amongst 
politicall yy sophisticated citizens (e.g., Pattie & Johnston 
2001;;  van der  Brug et al. 2002; Kroh 2003). Somewhat 
surprisingg is the finding that voting for  political leaders is not 
aa particular  manifestation of low information rationality , 
ratherr  it is enhanced by high levels of knowledge. 

Distributio nn of Power: Institutional Settings. 
Twoo features of the institutional arrangements of political 
systemss have been included in the analysis: effective 
thresholdd and a binary variable that distinguishes between 
parliamentaryy and presidential systems. The first of these two 
variabless shows similar  interaction parameters in both the 
partiall  (Table 5.1) and the full model (Table 6.1). For  the 
dichotomyy effect parameters of presidential versus 
parliamentaryy systems the results differ  noticeably, however. 

Highh effective thresholds appear  to restrict voting 
behaviourr  based on leader  and policy evaluations. Party 
leaningss are stronger, however, in restrictive electoral 
systems,, which can be interpreted as indicative of voters 
beingg less willin g to compromise their  party loyalty than their 
leaderr  and policy preferences. Party leanings are maybe more 
resistantt  against institutional constraints for  small parties and 
thereforee more persistently applied, even if the effective 
thresholdd for  parliamentary representation is high. 

Inn the separate analysis of Section 5.1, the existence 
off  presidential elections was found to decrease the effect of 
left-righ tt  distances and to slightly reduce the relevance of 
politicall  leadership. This was interpreted as a possible 
consequencee of omitted variables in presidential systems: 
voterss may use lower  house elections in presidential systems 
ass a confidence vote for  the president. Therefore, preferences 
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relatedd to tower  house politicians and policies are not as 
decisivee for  vote choice as they are in parliamentary systems. 
However,, the estimates of the full model tell a somewhat 
differentt  story. Whereas voting for  party and policy 
preferencess is unaffected by the distinction between 
parliamentaryy and presidential systems, leadership effects are 
sharplyy reduced in the latter  case. This confirms a second 
expectationn mentioned in the discussion of Section 5.2. I 
suggestedd that the concurrent selection of chief political 
personnell  by presidential elections may detract from 
leadershipp effects in lower  house elections. Under  such a 
constellationn voters presumably consider  qualities of 
potentiall  candidates for  prime minister  much less in their 
calculuss of voting than voters in parliamentary systems do. In 
thee latter  case, lower  house elections (which are analysed 
throughoutt  this book) are the only major  national contest to 
decidee upon executive political personnel and voters may 
thereforee pay more attention to characteristics of politicians 
ass potential prime minister. 

Whichh interpretation is empirically plausible, lower 
housee elections in presidential systems being a confidence 
votee for  the president or  lower  house elections in presidential 
systemss being irrelevant for  deciding who heads the 
executive?? The comparison of the results from the full and 
thee partial models allows one to choose between these two 
rivalrival  interpretations. As explained above, the full model is 
superiorr  to the partial ones if the explanatory variable under 
considerationn is descendent of correlated explanatory 
variabless or  if they are of equal causal antecedence. 
Presidentiall  versus parliamentary systems is only correlated 
withh perceptual agreement on parties' left-right position (r = 
-0.42)) and GDP per  capita (r  = -0.60).164 Presidentialism is, 
iff  anything, not antecedent to these correlated variables. 
Therefore,, its moderating effect parameters should be 
estimatedd while controlling for  these correlations as is done 

Seee Table A4.5 in Appendix 4. 
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inn Table 6.1 Apparently, voters in lower  house elections of 
presidentiall  systems are less concerned about a futur e head of 
governmentt  and their  vote choice is therefore much less at 
politicians::  the difference between presidential and 
parliamentaryy systems has no significant moderating effect 
onn party leanings and policy evaluations but strongly 
moderatess the importance of leadership for  vote choice (/? = -
0.272).165 5 

Competitionn for  Government: The Party System. 
Thee partial analysis of Section 5.2 suggested that a larger 
effectivee number  of parties decreases the relevance of leader 
andd policy orientations for  vote choice. Table 6.1 shows quite 
differentt  results, however. The difference is caused by 
controllin gg for  variables that are correlated and antecedent to 
thee effective number  of parties, in this case the effective 
threshold.1666 Higher  effective thresholds co-occur  with a 
smallerr  effective number  of parties (r  = -0.49) (see also 
Duvergerr  1954).167 Because of this context, I consider 
findingss on the effective number  of parties in Table 6.1 more 
relevantt  than those of the partial models: the effective 
numberr  of parties increases the effect of party and leader 
evaluationss and decreases the impact of policy preferences. 

Thee effect of party systems' polarisation also differs 
betweenn partial and full model specifications in spite of the 

1655 See Table 6.1. 
1666 The necessity to control for traits of institutional settings applies also 
too the other variables measuring characteristics of party systems. 
Perceptuall agreement on party stands as well as the effective number of 
governmentall parties are negatively correlated with effective thresholds 
(bothh r = -0.45, see Table A4.5 Appendix 4). Parameters of these 
variabless in the full model (Table 6.1) therefore appear more relevant than 
thosee of the partial model (Table 5.2). 
1677 See Table A4.5 in Appendix 4. The effective number of parties in a 
politicall system is also significantly correlated with the distribution of TV 
sets.. Yet I do not see how either one would be construed as a 'cause' of 
thee other. I therefore consider this correlation as being generated by 
happenstancee rather than by causal relations. 



174 4 CHAPTERCHAPTER 6 

absencee of any significant correlation between this and all 
otherr  moderating variables. In the partial model 
polarisationn strengthens the effect of all three orientations 
(party,, politician, and policy). The full model, however, 
suggestss that polarised party systems particularl y strengthen 
leader-orientedd voting behaviour. Policy preferences are 
unaffectedd and party leanings even lose slightly in 
importancee when party systems are highly polarised. 

Onee of the expectations elaborated in Chapter  5 was 
thatt  the variety of supply in terms of quantity (effective 
numberr  of parties) as well as ideological disparity 
(polarisation)) provided by party systems facilitates sincere 
votingg behaviour: such variety of supply allows more voters 
too find their  optimal choice. This expectation is only partiall y 
supportedd by the full model reported in Table 6.1. Rather, it 
seemss to become more difficul t for  voters to orient 
themselvess in policy terms in fragmented party systems. To 
thee extent that fragmentation renders the entire array of 
policyy stands complex, Table 6.1 suggests that voters may 
switchh to information short-cuts such as party loyalties 
instead.. This interpretation links up to individual level 
findingsfindings in Section 4.2. Sophisticated voters were found to 
followw their  policy preference more frequently whereas party 
leaningss appeared a consideration of low-information-
rationality .. Fragmentation of party systems increases the 
amountt  of political information needed to develop consistent 
policyy preferences, and thus increases the number  of people 
forr  whom party leanings (policy orientations) gain (lose) in 
importance.169 9 

Seee Table A4.5 in Appendix 4. As there is no significant correlation 
betweenn polarisation and any other contextual trait it is impossible to state 
withh certainty which other variables generate these differences between 
thee partial and the full model specification. Consequently, it is impossible 
too state which of these models is more appropriate. 
1699 This conjecture can be tested by three-way interactions between party 
leaningss respectively left-right distances, political knowledge, and the 
effectivee number of parties. However, testing for plausible three-way 
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Thee estimated moderating effects of the variable of 
perceptuall  agreement on parties' left-right positions does not 
differr  much between the partial and full models. For  both 
specifications,, the results are in accordance with the 
expectationn that the clarity of party systems promotes sincere 
votingg behaviour. When citizens perceive positions of parties 
onn the left-right scale in the same way, party, leader, and 
policyy evaluations all have more impact on vote choice than 
otherwise. . 

Thee effective number  of governmental parties is 
foundd to strongly reduce leadership effects in voting 
behaviourr  in the partial model (Table 5.2), and even more 
pronouncedd so in the full model (Table 6.1). This finding fits 
thee expectation that voters are much more likely to regard an 
electionn as a competition between two candidates for  prime 
ministerr  when a single party government rather  than a 
coalitionn government is a plausible outcome. Moreover, 
primee ministers of single party governments may be regarded 
ass more powerful than their  counterparts in coalition 
governments,, which again makes leadership considerations 
moree important (cf. Bean &  Mughan 1989; Swanson & 
Mancinii  1996; Poguntke 2000). 

Thee full model suggests a modest decline in the effect 
off  party leanings in the presence of coalition governments 
thatt  was not significant in the partial analysis. At the same 
time,, the positive moderating on policy evaluations is even 
moree prevalent in the full than in the partial model. The 
processs by which coalitions are formed provides a plausible 
accountt  for  these results. Parties generally join in coalitions if 
theyy occupy compatible policy platforms. The distance on the 
left-righ tt  scale between two parties is a good approximation 

interactionss falls beyond the scope of the study. Moreover, the 
computationallyy intense specifications of this book (the full model of 
Tablee 6.1 took eight weeks to converge; see Appendix 2) make it almost 
infeasiblee to analyse more complex models. 
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off  this compatibility in most political systems. Therefore, 
left-righ tt  orientations become a focal consideration of vote 
choicee in coalition systems. Since voters foresee that not a 
singlee party or  politician wil l single-handedly govern the 
countryy they wil l weigh party and leader  evaluations less in 
theirr  vote decision. 

Communicationn of Elections: The Availabilit y of Mass 
Media. . 
II  argued in Chapter  5 that the easy availabilit y of mass media 
decreasess the cost of political information and thus facilitates 
ann informed vote choice based on party, leader, and policy 
preferences.. I also suggested that TV-based mass 
communicationn may strengthen leadership orientations in 
individuals''  calculus of voting. The findings of the partial 
analysiss were more or  less in line with the first  expectation 
butt  clearly not with the second one. Apart for  a single 
exception,, the full model reported in Table 6.1 yields the 
samee patterns of results as the partial one. The moderating 
effectt  of newspaper  circulation on policy voting has changed 
fromfrom  positive to negative: the more daily newspapers are 
available,, the smaller  the impact of policy orientations on 
votee choice. 

Thee most important result of these mass 
communicationn variables is the sharp decline in the impact of 
politicall  leadership when mass media are more widely 
available.. The full model suggests that particularl y the 
availabilit yy of television as a source of information affects 
leadershipp considerations for  vote choice, a finding that 
clearlyy runs counter  to the persistent assertions in the 
literatur ee of a personalisation of vote choice due to the 

Yet,, in many instances, coalitions form without compatible policy 
positionss (e.g., 'the purple coalition(s)' formed in 1994 and 1998 in the 
Netherlandss (cf. Anderweg & Irwin 2002)). Such counter examples seem, 
however,, to be the proverbial exceptions to the rule (Gallagher et al. 
2001). . 
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expansionn of television-based mass communication (cf. 
Farrelll  &  Bowler  1992; Mughan 2000). 

Conflictt  within Polities: The Economic Context. 
Ass I discussed in detail in Chapter  5,1 expect that high levels 
off  affluence and income equality are linked to strong effects 
off  leader  and policy orientations on vote choice. The full 
modell  supports such expectations as far  as the moderating 
effectss of income equality is concerned, while in contrast to 
myy expectations, higher  levels of GDP per  capita 
substantiallyy reduce leadership effects. 

Thee full model (Table 6.1) differs from the partial one 
(Tablee 5.4). As explained earlier, the full model does not 
yieldd estimates of total effects for  those variables that are 
causallyy antecedent to other  ones included in the same 
regressionn model. A significant correlation exists between 
GDPP per  capita on the one hand and the availabilit y of daily 
newspaperss on the other  hand (r  = 0.51). It is plausible to 
regardd GDP per  capita causally antecedent to newspaper 
circulation.. The partial model then better  reflects the total 
effectt  of the antecedent variable GDP per  capita.171 The Gini-
Indexx of income inequality and perceptual agreement on 
parties''  positions are also significantly correlated (r = -0.62). 
Thiss correlation does not represent, in my view, a causal 
relationship.. Income equality is in all likelihood no 
preconditionn for  intra-personal consensus about parties' 
positionss on the left-right scale. I therefore regard the 
findingss concerning the Gini-index in the final model more 
pertinentt  than the uncontrolled findings of the partial 
analysis. . 

Thatt explains why the negative interactions between GDP per capita 
andd party leanings on the one hand and the positive interaction between 
GDPP per capita and left-right distances on the other hand become 
insignificantt in the full model. In this case, I mus consider the findings 
fromfrom Table 5.4 more pertinent than those of the full model. 
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Inn summary, high levels of affluence and income 
equalityy encourage voting for  the preferred policy. Moreover, 
incomee equality seems to enhance leadership effects while 
affluencee impedes them. 

Generall  Patterns: Individual s and Contexts 
Tablee 6.2 summarises the (different) findings of the partial 
andd the full models and indicates which findings I consider 
moree pertinent. The table specifies by +/- whether  or  not a 
moderatingg effect is significant and of which direction this 
effectt  is.17 ++/— signifies the more pertinent finding in the 
lightt  of the discussion in previous subsections. As elaborated 
inn the previous paragraphs, the full model is usually 
consideredd to generate more pertinent findings with the 
exceptionn of the antecedent variables age, effective threshold, 
andd GDP per  capita. In these cases one may inspect partial 
modelss to interpret the findings as total effects.173 

1722 In Tables 3.1 to 6.1, a negative (positive) moderating effect on left-
rightright distances signified a positive (negative) association as small 
distancess refer to a higher likelihood of voting for a specific party. To 
makee Table 6.2 more readable, and in contrast to the previous tables, I use 
++ (-) to indicate a positive (negative) effect also for policy orientations. 
1733 For a discussion of this point see the discussion of omitted variable 
biass in this chapter. 
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Tablee 6.2 Pertinent Moderating Effects of the Partial and the 
Fulll  Models 

IndividualIndividual Interactions 
Age e 
Unionn Membership 
Churchh Attendance 
Urbann Residence 
Education n 
Politicall Knowledge 

ContextualContextual Interactions 
Effectivee Threshold 
Presidentiall System 
Effec.. No. of Parties 
Polarisation n 
Perceptuall Agreement 
Eff.. No. Gov. Parties 
TVV Sets per HH 
Newspaperss per HH 
GDPP per Capita 
Incomee Inequality 

Party Party 
Partial l 

++ + 

--

--

++ + 
+ + 

+ + 
+ + 

+ + 
+ + 
~ ~ 
--

Full l 

+ + 

— — 

— — 

+ + 

++ + 
--

++ + 
— — 
rr  T 

++ + 

Politician Politician 
Partial l 

+ + 

— — 
--
--
+ + 
+ + 
--
--
--
--

Full l 

++ + 

--
— — 
++ + 
++ + 
++ + 
— — 
— — 
~ ~ 
--
--

Policy Policy 
Partial l 

+ + 

+ + 
+ + 
+ + 

— — 
--
--
+ + 
+ + 
+ + 
+ + 
+ + 

-H--

--

Full l 

++ + 
++ + 

--

— — 

++ + 
++ + 
++ + 
— — 

~ ~ 
Note.Note. +/- denotes significant moderating effects of the partial and the 
fulll models that are not pertinent ++/-- denotes significant moderating 
effectss of the partial and the full models that are pertinent 

Thee full model reported in Table 6.1 only marginally 
improvess the goodness of fit  at the individual level. However, 
thee moderating effects of contextual characteristics explain 
moree than half of the slope variation at the contextual level. 
Tabless 6.1 and 6.2 show that contextual variables are better 
ablee to explain variations in the calculus of voting than 
individuall  level variables. Twenty-four  out of thirt y 
contextuall  moderating effects of the full model are significant 
att  p < 0.05, contrasted with only six out of eighteen of the 
individuall  moderating effects. One may conclude from this 
resultt  that variations in contexts are more important than 
variationss in individual characteristics in accounting for 
heterogeneityy in voters' reasoning. Two qualifications have 
too be made to this statement. The first  in view of the 
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availabilit yy and measurement of variables, and the second in 
vieww of the differences between the components of the vote 
function. . 

Inn my analyses, fewer  individual level differences 
weree included than contextual differences. This is mainly the 
consequencee of the paucity of relevant individual-level 
informationn in the CSES data. For  contextual information, I 
amm not restricted to this survey as it can be obtained from 
variouss data sources. The emphasis on contextual variables 
alsoo relates to the motivation of this study. The scarcity of 
previouss empirical work in this field is largely caused by a 
lackk of appropriate data, a condition that has been alleviated 
byy the unique data of the CSES project, which promote a 
focuss on contextual characteristics in particular . For  these 
reasons,, variations in contexts are more extensively analysed 
thann variations in voters. Another  problem of individual level 
measuress compared with contextual variables is their  low 
reliability .. Problems of cross-country comparability and 
missingg data affect individual level variables more directly, 
resultingg in measurement error, than they affect contextual 
variables.1744 These differences in the availabilit y and quality 
off  individual and contextual measures necessitate some 
cautionn when stating that contextual differences matter  more 
thann individual ones to account for  differences in voters' 
reasoning.. Nonetheless, the finding that (even with more than 
30,0000 cases) many individual characteristics do not 
significantlyy moderate the weights in the calculus of voting is 
quitee astonishing. I very much doubt that a better 
measurementt  of individual level variables would yield 
differentt  conclusions about the moderating importance of 
individuall  level variables. 

AA second qualification about the relative importance 
off  contextual and individual variations relates to differences 
betweenn the three components of the vote function. Context 

Yett in terms of validity, individual variables are superior to contextual 
variables.. The latter are mainly measured by proxies. 



INDIVIDUALINDIVIDUAL AND CONTEXTUAL CHARACTERISTICS 181 

'matterss more' to different extents for  each of these. The 
assertionn clearly holds for  party leanings and leader 
evaluations,, while the importance of left-right distances is 
notablyy affected by both individual and contextual variables. 
Thee political environment in terms of institutional settings 
andd party systems moderates the relevance of party leanings 
predominantlyy for  vote choice. The relevance of leader 
evaluationss for  vote choice depends above all on the political 
environmentt  and societal characteristics (media availabilit y 
andd economic context). Individua l trait s hardly affect the 
importancee of leadership, with the exception of political 
knowledge.. The weight of left-right distances in voters' 
reasoningg is mostly affected by the political awareness of 
citizenss and the variety and clarity in political supply offered 
byy party systems. This suggests that casting ballots on the 
basiss of policy considerations is the most demanding element 
off  the analysed vote function. Demanding for  voters as well 
ass for  political systems, as it requires capable citizens and a 
comprehensiblee policy supply. 

6.22 Linear  Prediction of Party, Politician, and 
Policyy Effects 

Thee full model reported in Table 6.1 can be used to account 
forr  country-specific patterns in the calculus of voting. Figures 
3.11 to 3.3 of Chapter  3 reported such differences between 
contextss when distinguishing them by proper  names only. 
Thesee figures suggested, for  example, that voters in the 
Ukrainee and Australia rely on party leanings in particular  for 
theirr  vote choice, while voters in Peru and the Netherlands do 
thiss to a far  lesser  extent. Voting for  the most preferred 
politicall  leader  was found to be particularl y common in 
Hungaryy and the Czech Republic, but less relevant in Japan 
andd Hong Kong. Finally, left-right distances are highly 
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importantt  for  vote choice in the Netherlands but almost 
irrelevantt  in Hong Kong and Korea. 

Too what extent can these findings be understood as 
thee consequence of the characteristics of these political 
systems?? In order  to assess this, I derive linear  predictions of 
thee effect-magnitude of parties, politicians, and policies, 
givenn the values of contexts on the moderating variables 
includedd in Tale 6.1.175 Moreover, comparing these linear 
predictionss of effects with the estimated ones (Figures 3.1 to 
3.3)) enables me to investigate residual effects for  (groups of) 
countriess and thus to gauge the need for  additional contextual 
variabless that affect the reasoning of vote choice. 

Too illustrat e the procedure of deriving linear 
predictionss for  the effect magnitudes, consider  the following 
simplifiedd model of vote choice, y, including as explanatory 
variabless party leaning, xi, leader  evaluation, Jtj, left-right 
distance,, JĈ , and all interaction terms between these three 
independentt  variables and a moderating variable, z. 

yy = fi1xl+j32x2+j33x3+j3nxlz + j321x2z + finx3z (6.1) 

Notee that equation 6.1 is a simplification of the 
appliedd multilevel conditional logit model and does not 
containn an intercept, the main effect of z, or  the random 
structuree of the model across contextual units. These would 
makee the formal expression unnecessarily complex for  the 
purposee of this illustratio n and are therefore omitted.176 

Equationn 6.1 can of course be rewritten in terms of partial 
derivatess of predicted effects of party leaning, dxj, leader 
evaluation,, dx29 left-right distance, 8x3, conditional on the 
levelss of z (see Equation 6.2). Brackets have been added to 

Thee values of political systems on these moderating variables are 
reportedd in their unstandardised form in Appendix 4. 
1766 The 'correct' formal expression of the applied statistical tool, the 
multilevell conditional logit model, can be obtained from Appendix 2. 
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highlightt  the main and interaction effects of party, leader, and 
policyy orientations respectively. 

&-&-  = (A + pnz) + & + fi21z) + (A + Ai*) (6-2) 
OX OX 

Thuss the interpretation of ft, ft,  and ft is that they 
indicatee the effect that occurs when the value of z is zero. 
Sincee all variables are centred, the mean of the moderating 
variable,, z, is zero. The effect of, for  example, leader 
evaluation,, x?, in a particular  case can be calculated as the 
summ of the main effect, ft, and the moderating effect, ft/, 
conditionall  on the value of z in the specific case. Using 
Norwayy as an example and GDP per  capita as a moderating 
variable,, the relevant coefficients from Table 6.1 are ft = 
1.1144 and ft; -  -0.194 respectively. Norway's score on GDP 
perr  capita is zNorwqy = 1.79. This score corresponds to 
Norway'ss unstandardised GDP per  capita of US$ 36,198.177 

Consequently,, the calculated value for  the leadership effect in 

Norwayy is fi2.Nomav = 0.114+(-0.194xl.79) = 0.77. This is 

lowerr  than the average value for  all countries, which is ft  = 

1.114.. The prediction for  Peru, a country with low GDP per 
A A 

capita,, is j32Peni =1.36 and consequently higher  than the 
meann effect.178 The same can of course be done for  all 
contextuall  trait s and for  all countries. Since individual level 
interactionss are reduced by their  compositional variance, they 

Thee variable GDP per capita is transformed to a standard normal 
distributionn before the analysis. The GDP per capita of Norway in 2000 of 
US$$ 36,198 is thereby transformed to a value of 1.79. These values can 
alsoo be obtained from Table A4.7 in Appendix 4 reporting all predicted 
valuess of leadership effects. 
1788 The GDP per capita in Peru in the year 2000 of US$ 2,085 is 
transformedd to a value of -1.27. See the previous footnote for more 
information. . 
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doo not contribute to the explanation of country differences. 
Summingg up main effects and all contextual moderating 
effectss gives the linear  prediction of the full model. The 
extentt  to which the effects from Chapter  3 and these 
predictedd scores match indicates the success of contextual 
explanationss for  each country. 

Thiss procedure of deriving linear  predictions of 
effectss has been applied to each component of the vote 
functionn analysed (party, politician, and policy evaluations) 
andd for  each country. The resulting effects of party leanings, 
leaderr  evaluations, and left-right distances are reported in 
Tablee 6.3 and Tables A4.6 to A4.8 of Appendix 4. In Table 
6.33 the predicted effects are contrasted with observed effects 
fromfrom  Chapter  3 for  each country. The tables in Appendix 4 
specifyy these overall predictions for  each of the contextual 
trait ss analysed in this book. 

Tablee 6.3 reads as follows: columns denoted by fic 

reportt  observed effects estimates of party leanings, leader 
evaluations,, and left-right distances for  each context as 
obtainedd from Figures 3.1 to 3.3 and Table A2.2 of Appendix 
2.. Columns denoted by fic report the overall predicted 
effectss derived from the full model and calculated in the 
mannerr  described above. The difference between these two 
valuess indicates the extent to which the empirically found 
magnitudee of an effect (derived from Chapter  3, using proper 
namess as 'explanatory' variables) cannot be explained from 
thatt  country's scores on the moderating variables. These level 
22 residuals represent contextual factors that have not been 
capturedd by the moderating variables employed in the full 
model.. They may be regarded as indicative of 'omitted' 
contextuall  variables, and the 'unique' character  of countries 
andd elections. 

Seee Chapter 2 for a discussion of this point. 
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Tablee 6.3 Linear Predictions of the Effects of Parties, 
Politicians,, and Policies on Vote Choice and Its 
thee Observed Estimates 

AUSS 1996 

CANN 1997 

CZE.1996 6 

DKK 1998 

GERR 1998 

HK1998 8 

HK2000 0 

HUNN 1998 

ICLL 1999 

ISRR 1996 

JAPP 1996 

KORR 2000 

MEXX 1997 

MEX2000 0 

NETT 1998 

NEZ1996 6 

NORR 1997 

PERR 2001 

POLL 1997 

PORR 2002 

ROMM 1996 

RUSS 1999 

SLOO 1996 

SPAA 1996 

SPAA 2000 

SWE1998 8 

SWI1999 9 

PartyParty Leaning 

fie fie 
0.91 1 

0.43 3 

0.66 6 

0.66 6 

0.55 5 

0.53 3 

0.60 0 

0.59 9 

0.65 5 

0.56 6 

0.58 8 

0.66 6 

0.42 2 

0.72 2 

0.35 5 

0.52 2 

0.73 3 

0.36 6 

0.72 2 

0.67 7 

0.45 5 

0.75 5 

0.41 1 

0.32 2 

0.70 0 

0.82 2 

0.82 2 

fie fie 
0.63 3 

0.65 5 

0.58 8 

0.62 2 

0.48 8 

0.58 8 

0.69 9 

0.49 9 

0.57 7 

0.64 4 

0.78 8 

0.61 1 

0.40 0 

0.41 1 

0.60 0 

0.62 2 

0.65 5 

0.45 5 

0.45 5 

0.53 3 

0.55 5 

0.50 0 

0.51 1 

0.56 6 

0.58 8 

0.62 2 

0.55 5 

0c-fie 0c-fie 
0.28 8 

-0.22 2 

0.08 8 

0.04 4 

0.07 7 

-0.05 5 

-0.09 9 

0.10 0 

0.08 8 

-0.08 8 

-0.20 0 

0.05 5 

0.02 2 

0.31 1 

-0.25 5 

-0,10 0 

0.08 8 

-0.09 9 

0.27 7 

0.14 4 

-0.10 0 

0.25 5 

-0.10 0 

-0.24 4 

0.12 2 

0.20 0 

0.17 7 

LeaderLeader Evaluation 

fie fie 
1.37 7 

1.37 7 

2.29 9 

1.21 1 

1.25 5 

0.80 0 

0.70 0 

2.50 0 

1.52 2 

0.73 3 

0.59 9 

0.79 9 

0.84 4 

0.20 0 

0.82 2 

1.58 8 

1.40 0 

1.21 1 

1.19 9 

1.20 0 

1.83 3 

1.61 1 

1.13 3 

0.83 3 

1.24 4 

1.20 0 

0.93 3 

fie fie 
0.97 7 

0.98 8 

2.00 0 

1.40 0 

1.40 0 

0.70 0 

0.73 3 

1.80 0 

0.69 9 

0.69 9 

0.22 2 

0.42 2 

0.54 4 

0.67 7 

1.27 7 

1.39 9 

1.46 6 

1.51 1 

1.30 0 

1.40 0 

1.25 5 

1.14 4 

0.92 2 

1.70 0 

1.64 4 

1.71 1 

0.47 7 

fie-fie fie-fie 

0.40 0 

0.39 9 

0.29 9 

-0.19 9 

-0.15 5 

0.10 0 

-0.03 3 

0.70 0 

0.83 3 

0.04 4 

0.37 7 

0.37 7 

0.30 0 

-0.47 7 

-0.45 5 

0.19 9 

-0.06 6 

-0.30 0 

-0.11 1 

-0.20 0 

0.58 8 

0.47 7 

0.21 1 

-0.87 7 

-0.40 0 

-0.51 1 

0.46 6 

Left-RightLeft-Right Distance 

fie fie 
-0.33 3 

-0.27 7 

-1.03 3 

-1.06 6 

-0.50 0 

0.03 3 

-0.05 5 

-0.59 9 

-0.96 6 

-0.67 7 

-0.36 6 

-0.14 4 

-0.39 9 

-0.38 8 

-1.09 9 

-0.53 3 

-0.75 5 

-0.20 0 

-0.50 0 

-0.87 7 

-0.16 6 

-0.41 1 

-0.42 2 

-0.24 4 

-1.08 8 

-0.72 2 

-0.87 7 

fie fie 
-0.41 1 

-0.35 5 

-0.89 9 

-0.93 3 

-0.71 1 

-0.12 2 

-0.22 2 

-0.63 3 

-0.79 9 

-0.56 6 

-0.71 1 

-0.36 6 

0.13 3 

0.01 1 

-0.79 9 

-0.67 7 

-0.68 8 

0.04 4 

-0.84 4 

-0.70 0 

-0.26 6 

-0.47 7 

-0.58 8 

-0.73 3 

-0.77 7 

-0.81 1 

-0.82 2 

fie-fie fie-fie 

0.08 8 

0.08 8 

-0.14 4 

-0.13 3 

0.21 1 

-0.15 5 

-0.17 7 

0.04 4 

-0.17 7 

-0.11 1 

0.44 4 

0.20 0 

-0.52 2 

-0.39 9 

-0.30 0 

0.14 4 

-0.07 7 

0.24 4 

0.34 4 

-0.17 7 

0.10 0 

0.06 6 

0.16 6 

0.49 9 

-0.31 1 

0.09 9 

-0.05 5 
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TAI1996 6 

UKR1998 8 

UKK 1997 

0.51 1 

1.33 3 

0.55 5 

0.61 1 

0.87 7 

0.62 2 

-0.10 0 

0.46 6 

-0.07 7 

0.73 3 

1.06 6 

1.20 0 

0.59 9 

1.50 0 

1.08 8 

0.14 4 

-0.44 4 

0.12 2 

TableTable 6.3 continued 

-0.144 -0.73 0.59 

-0.566 -0.28 -0.28 

-0.633 -0.39 -0.24 

Note.Note. Cell entries denote effect coefficients. Data Source. CSES. 

CountryCountry Specific Linear Predictions 
Sincee Chapter 3 discusses already observed effects of party, 
leader,, and policy evaluations, /?<•, in detail, I refrain from 
suchh discussion at this point. Linear predictions of these 

effects,, Pc, from the specified contextual variables, however, 

providee new information. Given their scores on these 
variables,, the Ukraine and Japan have the highest estimated 
potentiall for party oriented voting behaviour (pPartyc - 0.87 
andd 0.78 respectively). In Mexico, Poland, and Peru on the 
otherr hand, party leanings are of little importance (PParty,iC< 

0.46).. The Czech, Hungarian, Swedish, and Spanish 
electoratess are predicted to weigh political leadership more 
stronglyy in their vote calculus than people in other countries 

(Ppolmaan(Ppolmaan c> 1-63). Conversely, Asian democracies such as 

Japann and Korea are predicted to show weak orientations 

towardss politicians {PpoMcicm̂
 = 0.22 and 0.42 respectively). 

Denmark,, the Czech Republic, and Poland have contextual 

characteristicss that promote policy voting (Ppohcy,c = -0.93, -

0.89,, and -0.84 respectively) whereas the electorates of 
Mexicoo and Peru are expected to hardly respond to parties' 

policyy positions ( fiPolic>lc > 0). 

Thesee overall linear predictions can of course be 
furtherr specified. It can be explicated which (contextual) 
characteristicss in particular contribute to these predicted 
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propensitiess for  certain components of the vote calculus. 
Why,, for  example, is vote choice in Romania more dependent 
uponn the evaluation of party leaders than in Israel? This 
cannott  be gauged from overall linear  predictions reported in 
Tablee 6.3, but the more specific linear  predictions for  each 
contextuall  variable as reported in Tables A4.6 to A4.8 of 
Appendixx 4 can help to answer  such questions. According to 
Tablee A4.7, political leadership considerations are very 

pertinentt  in Romania (overall linear  prediction PPoMcim.#OM = 

1.25)) because mass media are poorly established and GDP 
perr  capita is low. This can be concluded from the separate 
linearr  predictions of these trait s in Romania that are 
substantiallyy above average. In Israel, on the other  hand, it is 
predominantlyy the direct election of the prime minister  in the 
19966 election that diminishes leadership effects from the 
parliamentaryy election. The existence of coalition 
governmentss also appears to lower  the importance of 
politician-orientedd considerations for  vote choice. Israel's 
veryy low effective threshold for  electoral representation and 
itss high number  of effective parties in parliament prevent the 
effectt  sinking even lower  (see Table A4.7). However, the 
directt  election of a prime minister, polarisation, and coalition 
governmentss drag the effect more strongly down than other 
contextuall  trait s pull it up, which leaves Israel with a rather 

loww overall potential for  political leadership (^Potiticim;ISR
= 

0.69). . 
Thee variable-specific linear  predictions can easily be 

usedd to arriv e at what //"assertions. For  instance, to what 
extentt  wil l an electoral reform alter  voters' reasoning? As a 
casee in point consider  Israel, which institutionalised a direct 
electionn of prime ministers in 1992 and restored the purely 
parliamentariann system in 2001 (Diskin 2002). In the 1996 
Knessett  election analysed in this book, voters thus cast a 
ballott  for  the allocation of seats in parliament and a ballot for 
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thee selection of a prime minister. As elaborated, the full 
modell  in Table 6.1 ascribes the rather  low politician-effect in 
thee parliamentary election of this year  to a certain extent to 
thee direct and popular  election of the prime minister. A 
sensiblee what //"assertion is a prediction of leadership in the 
20033 Knesset election, which has been held again without the 
directt  election of the prime minister. Correcting the overall 

predictionn of the politician-effect in Israel of PPoMciaii.1SR = 

0.699 for  the 'loss' of politician-oriented voting that originates 
fromm the direct election of the prime minister,181 results in a 
neww prediction of leadership in the 2003 Knesset election of 

PPolmaan,ISR~PPolmaan,ISR~ 1-23, hence higher  than the average politician-
effectt  in all countries. This example also provides a clear  test 
forr  the analysis provided in this book. If  the argument holds 
thatt  presidential systems diminish leadership effects in 
parliamentaryy elections, the 2003 Knesset election should 
havee a much stronger  leadership effect than the 1996 one, 
whichh is close to the predicted value of 1.23. 

Country-SpecificCountry-Specific Residuals 
Thee differences between observed and predicted parameters 
(residuals)) reported in Table 6.3 demonstrate that the 
estimatedd full model is in some contexts better  able to 
correctlyy predict the observed effects of the components of 
thee vote function than in others. It is of course not surprising 
thatt  the linear  prediction is incorrect in some cases. After  all, 
thee model explains 'only' half of the contextual variance in 
parameterr  slopes (see Table 6.1). There is still quite some 

Inn 1996 and 1999, the Knesset was elected together with the prime 
ministerr (Diskin 2002). 
1811 The model predicts a leadership effect in presidential systems of 0.81 
andd in parliamentary systems of 1.35 (see Table A4.7 in Appendix 4). 
Thus,, the 'gain' in leadership in parliamentary systems is 1.35 - 0.81 = 
0.54.. Adding this 'gain' to the overall leadership prediction for Israel 
resultss in a new prediction of 0.69 + 0.54 = 1.23. 
1822 Due to the limits of a single study, this test is not provided here. 
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uncertaintyy left. But how can this slippage be interpreted 
substantively?? There are basically three possible ways to look 
att  these residuals. Residual variation may be caused by (a) 
randomm taste-variation across political contexts, it may be (b) 
errorr  due to the selection of single elections per  context, or  it 
mayy derive from (c) omitted variables. In my opinion, 
theree is evidence for  all three explanations of residual 
variancee in Tables 6.2 and A4.6 to A4.8. The following 
paragraphss illustrat e the three different sources of residual 
variancee by examples. However, I do not aim to give an 
extensivee interpretation of all country specific residual 
effects. . 

Thee two analysed Spanish elections of 1996 and 2000 
providee an ideal example to illustrat e the different sources of 
residuall  variance. Recall that observed effects of parties, 
politicians,, and policies in these two elections are very 
different1844 (see fie column in Table 6.3). In the 1996 
parliamentaryy election the effects of all three elements of the 
votee function are smaller  than in the 2000 election. 

Tablee 6.3 shows that the model overestimates the 
effectt  of leader  evaluations for  both Spanish elections. 
Country-specificc peculiarities in voters' reasoning (error-typ e 
a,, random taste variation) may contribute to this (repeated) 
overestimationn of leadership effects in Spain. Such country 
specificc taste variation has not been captured by the 
contextuall  variables employed in the full model. One may 
alsoo refer  to the unexplained country differences as the 
politicall  culture of political systems.185 If residuals solely 

AA fourth source of residual variance is (unsystematic) measurement 
error,, which can to a large extent be summarised in (b): selection of only 
aa single election per country. 
1844 A detailed report of these differences is provided in Chapter 3. 
1855 The term 'political culture' is therefore used to denote that residuals in 
comparativee models are nothing more than random taste variation. This 
assumess that all relevant contextual variables have been taken into 
account.. To the extent that residuals are more man random error and also 
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reflectt  random taste variation, or  political culture, one may 
tryy to explicate what it is about the unique Spanish political 
culturee that makes voters less guided by leadership 
considerations,, than one would have expected given the 
characteristicss of the Spanish system. The answer  to this 
questionn requires a country specific qualitative analysis of 
residualss based on contextual knowledge.186 

Tablee 6.3 also shows that the linear  prediction, p, of 
thee party and the policy effect is in between the observed 
effectss in 1996 and 2000. The deviating residual effects of 
bothh elections may therefore reflect peculiarities of respective 
electionss (error-typ e b, single observations). For  party and 
policyy effects, the prediction is somewhat less 'off for  the 
20000 than for  the 1996 election. Thus, the 2000 Spanish 
electionn may be regarded as more typical than the 1996 
election.. If  this account is likely to hold one has to explicate 
whatt  it is about the particular  1996 election that generates 
strongg effect residuals.187 

Thee two possible interpretations (error-typ e a and b) 
soo far  rest on the assumption mat the above estimated model 
coverss all relevant contextual determinants of voters' 
reasoningg and that the residual variation is unsystematic with 
regardd to the model specification. This is a strong 
assumption.. After  all, only ten contextual variables have been 
includedd in the model. Explanatory variables may have been 

containn components of omitted variables, this usage of the term 'political 
culture'' may hide explicable contextual factors. 
1866 To the extent that these unique features could be explicated, they 
wouldd represent dichotomous contextual factors on which one country 
(e.g.,, Spain) scores T (or presence) and all other countries '0' (or 
absence). . 
18711 suggested in Chapter 3 that the 2000 election is more usual than the 
19966 election, because the 1996 election marked a critical change in the 
Spanishh political landscape, accompanied by massive electoral volatility. 
Thee residual-effects in Table 6.3 for the two Spanish elections support 
thiss conjecture to some extent, as predicted effects are closer to the 
observedd ones in 2000 than in 1996. 
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omittedd that account for  some of the slippage. The thir d 
interpretationn of residuals would therefore be in terms of 
omittedd variables (error-typ e c). Is it possible to observe 
patternss in the residuals that suggest variables that could still 
bee relevant? An example for  similar  patterns in the residuals 
acrosss contexts is politician oriented voting behaviour  in 
Easternn European transition democracies. In these countries 
(withh the exception of Poland and the Ukraine), the model 
tendss to underestimate leadership effects. An omitted 
contextuall  variable that may account for  this underestimation 
off  politician oriented voting could relate to the age of 

1RR R 

democracies.. As always, detection of omitted variables 
dependss on systematic searches of 'candidates', as well as on 
thee necessary 'brain wave' and occasionally on luck. This 
studyy is not the place for  the first  of these, the second and 
thir dd evidently did not occur  (yet). 

Onee would need enormous contextual knowledge of 
alll  thirt y analysed elections to assess whether  the 'unique' 
politicall  culture of a democracy, the peculiarities of an 
election,, or  omitted variables account for  the residuals. Such 
detailedd residual analysis, however, is beyond the scope of 
thiss study and would exceed my present contextual 
knowledge.. Of all possible approaches to the study of voters' 
reasoning,, a qualitative analysis is not the aim of this book. 
Onn the contrary, it the ambition is to contribute to the 
knowledgee on voters' reasoning by quantitatively detecting 
patternss in the voters' reasoning across voters and contexts. 
Thee discussion of the previous paragraphs shows that such an 
analysiss has its limitation s and is not able to provide all 
answers. . 

AA binary variable that clusters countries (an Eastem-Europe-dummy) 
doess not suffice for this objective since such a variable is only a proper 
namee and does not explain why Eastern European voters orientate more 
onn politicians as predicted. 
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6.44 The Full Model and it s Predictions: Summary 
off  Findings 

Thee objective of this Chapter  is twofold. First, to validate 
partiall  models on individual and contextual determinates of 
thee calculus of voting that were earlier  presented in Chapters 
44 and 5. This is accomplished by a full model that controls 
forr  antecedent and concurrent effects and reduces the risk of 
omittedd variable bias. The second objective of this Chapter  is 
too provide linear  predictions of parameter  estimates for 
differentt  political systems. These linear  predictions allow the 
analystt  the expected strength of, for  example, politician 
orientedd voting behaviour, given the characteristics of the 
differentt  democracies. Such predictions also lend themselves 
too explicate what it is about specific democracies that 
explainss the importance of parties, politicians, and policies in 
thee vote calculus of their  citizens. The most important 
findingss of this chapter  are the following: 

Controllin gg for  concurrent and antecedent explanatory 
variabless is particularl y necessary for  contextual variables. 
Partiall  analyses of the impact of characteristics of political 
systemss tend otherwise to be affected by omitted variable 
bias. . 

Inn the comparison of different approaches to the 
questionn of what determines differences in the calculus of 
voting,, contextual accounts are more successful in explaining 
suchh differences than individual accounts. 

Thee three most important determinants of party 
leaningss in the calculus of voting are the effective number  of 
partiess (/? = 0.095), perceptual agreement on party stands (fi  = 
0.086),, and effective thresholds (p = 0.057). Hence, the 
politicall  environment in particular  (i.e. institutional settings 
andd party systems) moderates the relevance of party leanings 
forr  vote choice. Neither  the economic context nor  individual 
variabless have strong moderating effects on voting on the 
basiss of the party one feels close to. 
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Thee single most important impediments for  leadership 
effectss in parliamentary elections are a presidential system (ft 
== -0.272), coalition governments (ft = -0.229), and affluence 
(ft(ft  = -0.194). Hence, the relevance of leader  evaluations for 
votee choice depends above all on the context of elections. 
Politicall  and societal conditions are highly relevant while 
individuall  trait s —with the exception of political knowledge-
doo not affect leadership effects at all. 

Policyy voting is particularl y strengthened by 
perceptuall  agreement on parties' stands (ft = -0.116), voters' 
educationn (ft = -0.102), and political knowledge (ft = -0.099). 
Hence,, two clusters of explanations most notably account for 
variationss in the effect of left-right distances in voters' 
reasoning::  political awareness of citizens and the clarity of 
politicall  supply offered by party systems. 

Providedd empirical findings of this and the previous 
threee Chapters, the final Chapter  7 wil l discuss these results 
fromm a broader  perspective and focus on their  theoretical as 
welll  as practical implications. 





Chapterr  7 
Conclusions s 

Inn this concluding chapter  I wil l briefly summarise major 
empiricall  findings of the research reported in this book. 
Followingg this account of what has been done and found, I 
wil ll  discuss some unexpected findings in the light of 
scholarlyy debates and offer  tentative interpretations for  these 
unanticipatedd results. In a thir d section, I wil l briefly discuss 
thee practical implications of the research of this book. Finally, 
II  wil l address the question what has not been done in this 
studyy but what appears to me relevant for  futur e research on 
thee calculus of voting. 

7.11 What has been Done: Summary of the Study 
andd Its Findings 

Thee starting point of this study is the thesis that arrivin g at a 
votee choice is not a homogenous decision-making process 
acrosss all voters. In accordance with empirical research in 
thiss field I suggest that individuals come to their  vote choice 
byy heterogeneously relying on different kinds of 
considerationss (e.g., Rivers 1988; Glasgow 1999). Such 
considerationss relate to generic political constructs such as 
parties,, politicians, governments, ideologies, or  policies (cf. 
Harropp &  Miller  1987; Lau 1989). In other  words, some 
voterss may weigh parties more heavily in their  individual 
votee function, others may rely more strongly on the 
evaluationn of political leaders, and yet other  ones may 
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emphasisee policy considerations in their  vote choice. 
Previouss research suggests that such differences are not just 
randomm taste variation but systematically relate to 
characteristicss of individual voters and to characteristics of 
thee choice situation, the context of elections. In the literatur e 
onn voters' reasoning, political awareness, social background, 
politicall  socialisation, and media exposure are probably the 
mostt  frequently mentioned individual-level factors that 
generatee variations in individuals' calculus of voting. There 
is,, however, also a growing body of literatur e that addresses 
thee question of variation between contexts. Social change, the 
politicall  environment, and election campaigns are contextual 
factorss that affect the reasoning of vote choice. So far, no 
unifiedd research traditio n has emerged about the factors that 
leadd to differences in voters' reasoning. Rather  bits and 
piecess of an emerging approach are scattered throughout the 
politicall  science literature, often implicitl y addressing 
questionss concerning heterogeneity of the calculus of voting. 

Thee analysis in this book focuses on three political 
objectss that almost all most voters presumably take into 
considerationn when casting a ballot: parties, politicians, and 
policies.. This study investigates to what extent voters rely on 
orientationss to these three objects, and how this varies 
betweenn individuals and contexts. Methodologically, these 
questionss are approached by a multilevel analysis (random 
slopee model) of the impact of party, politician, and policy 
orientationss on vote choice, using survey data about 30 
democraticc parliamentary elections around the world. Three 
indicatorss measure voters' considerations related to these 
politicall  objects: party leaning, leader  sympathy, and left-
rightt  distance. Individual trait s (age, education, etc.) and 
contextuall  characteristics (institutional settings, party system, 
etc.)) are modelled as interactions that may moderate the 
weightt  of these orientations in determining vote choice. 

Analysess of random effects as well as interaction 
modelss show that voters' reasoning is in fact heterogeneous 
acrosss as well as within political systems. A descriptive 
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analysiss of country specific estimates of the calculus of 
votingg suggests that differences between democracies are 
systematicc and significant. Chapters 4 and 5 report detailed 
explorationss into theoretically plausible determinants of 
variationss in voters' reasoning. These expectations are 
empiricallyy investigated in partial models, each for  one 
clusterr  of explanatory variables. In Chapter  4 the focus is on 
individuall  determinants of heterogeneity in voters' reasoning 
(sociall  background and political awareness) while Chapter  5 
focusess on contextual determinants (institutional settings, 
partyy systems, media availability , economic contexts). These 
analysess are combined in a full model in Chapter  6. 

Thee analyses of individual level characteristics reveal 
thatt  the demographic background of respondents does not 
contributee much to variation in the calculus of voting. The 
onlyy exception is that older  voters rely more distinctly on 
partyy leanings when casting a ballot. More important for 
differencess in the reasoning of vote choice is voters' political 
awareness.. Politically informed voters give more weight to 
policyy and to leader  preferences. Party leanings on the other 
handd are more important for  low-information voters. 

Contextuall  characteristics of political systems are 
muchh better  able to explain heterogeneity in voters' reasoning 
thann individual traits. I distinguish characteristics of the 
politicall  environment, i.e. institutional arrangements and 
partyy systems, and societal conditions, i.e. availability of 
masss media and the economic context. Both clusters of 
contextuall  variables are highly relevant as moderating 
variabless in the calculus of voting. 

Thee effect of party leaning is mostly moderated by the 
politicall  environment. Party preferences are especially 
pertinentt  in political systems in which the effective number  of 
partiess is high, perceptual agreement on parties' positions on 
aa left-right scale is widespread, and the effective threshold for 
electorall  representation restricts the success of small parties. 
Hence,, if voters are confronted with a high number  of 
alternativess that hold recognizable policy stands, voters are 
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inclinedd to draw on party leanings as consideration of vote 
choice.. Party leanings appear  to be resistant against 
incentivess to vote tactically, which are implied in high 
effectivee thresholds for  electoral representation. The two 
mostt  important institutional variables that provide incentives 
too vote for  politicians are the presence of a parliamentary 
systemm and single party government. If lower  house elections 
nott  only decide on allocation of seats in parliament but also 
onn selecting chief political personnel for  futur e government 
(parliamentaryy versus presidential systems) voters put more 
emphasiss on leader  evaluations in their  vote function. This is 
evenn more so when single party governments are dominant in 
aa political system. Under  such conditions, parliamentary 
electionss acquire an aspect of choosing between candidates 
forr  prime minister. Finally, features of the political 
environmentt  that strongly moderate the effect of policy 
evaluationss are perceptual agreement on parties positions on 
too left-right scale and low effective thresholds for  electoral 
representation.. Hence, voting according the left-right 
orientationss is hindered by restrictive institutional settings 
thatt  may exclude minor  parties from parliamentary 
representationn and facilitated by recognisable ideological 
positionss of parties. 

Thee availabilit y of mass media and the economic 
conditionss have some impact on the effects of party leanings 
andd left-right distances. The number  of TV sets per  household 
iss found to significantly increase the weight of party leanings 
andd left-right distances in voters' reasoning. Policy voting is 
alsoo stronger  with greater  income equality. Societal 
conditionss are of particular  importance for  leadership effects. 
Moree specifically, where media information is comparatively 
inaccessiblee (low numbers of TV sets and newspapers per 
household)) and in less affluent societies, voters are more 
inclinedd to vote according their  leader  preference. 
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7.22 Some Unexpected Findings and Their 
Theoreticall  Implication s 

Somee of the results summarised in the previous section are in 
accordancee with more or  less established insights in the 
literature .. Others are not. And for  some of this is not entirely 
clear,, were it only because existing controversies or  debates 
havee yet prevented the formation of 'established' insights. 
Irrespectivee which of these situations apply, the findings 
reportedd are to be regarded as part of an increasing pool of 
empiricall  insights that has to be taken into account when 
inferencess are made about the factors that lead to 
heterogeneityy in voters' reasoning. A few of the more general 
findingsfindings of this study are particularl y surprising when 
comparedd with the existing literatur e or  theoretical 
expectations.. I wil l discuss these in more detail. They 
concern,, first,  the explanatory power  of individual and 
contextuall  accounts for  variations in voters' reasoning, 
second,, the importance of party leanings for  different kinds of 
voterss and in different political systems, and third , variations 
inn the strength of leadership effects in different countries. 

IndividualIndividual  versus Context 
Accordingg to results reported in Chapter  6, contextual 
characteristicss are more important for  explaining variations in 
voters''  reasoning than individual characteristics. 
Differencess in leadership effects particularl y require a 
comparativee perspective across political systems to be 
understood.. This finding stands in contrast to the 
overwhelmingg attention in the scholarly communication for 
individuall  determinants of voters reasoning, and the relative 
neglectt  of contextual determinants. It also underscores the 
importancee of cross-national data projects such as the 

1911 For some conditioning remarks to the statement that 'context matters 
more'' see Chapter 6. 
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CSES.. Moreover, my findings emphasise that a political 
perspectivee on voters' reasoning is more relevant than a 
sociologicall or psychological view. Political institutions and 
thee supply offered by party systems are of much greater 
relevancee for the reasoning of vote choice than differences 
betweenn individuals. 

Thee analysis of policy voting provides a particularly 
tellingg example of the benefits of a comparative analysis of 
voters'' reasoning. Many scholars have pointed out that voting 
forr the 'closest' party on an ideological or issue dimension, 
suchh as left-right, is highly demanding and that such 
behaviourbehaviour can only be expected from politically informed and 
sophisticatedd voters (e.g., Campbell et al 1960; Stokes 1963; 
Pattiee & Johnston 2001). The individual level analysis in 
Chapterr 4 of this book is indeed in accordance with this: 
policyy voting is more prevalent among educated and 
politicallyy knowledgeable voters. The contextual analysis of 
Chapterr 5 shows additionally that not only voter 
characteristicss but also the political supply affects policy 
votingg (as also demonstrated by Oppenhuis 1995; van der 
Eijkk & Franklin 1996; Klingemann & Wessels 2000). A 
reasonablyy small party system (low effective number of 
parties),, that is comprehensible to voters (high perceptual 
agreementt on parties' stands), and open to new parties (low 
effectivee threshold) provides an optimal environment for 

AA comparative perspective on all contextual aspects of elections can, 
however,, not yet be fully exploited with the current CSES data. Preferably 
onee would like to analyse several elections per political system to be able 
too gauge how much variability in the calculus of voting is due to stable 
institutionall settings, social and political change, and the short-term 
featuress of specific election campaigns. For a discussion of 'what has not 
beenn done in this study' see Section 7.4 of this chapter. 
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votingg according policy preferences. This finding points 
outt  that such voting is not just related to the capacities of 
citizenss but that can be promoted or  obstructed by political 
systems.. A 'rational '  public is as much the product of the 
systemm as it is of voters' capacities. 

TheThe Motivational Foundation of Party Leanings 
Partyy considerations have been operationalised in this study 
byy party leanings, identified by a survey question that probes 
forr  "do you feel close to a party?" 194 For  reasons elaborated 
inn Chapter  2,1 do not refer  to this as party identification, but 
ass party leaning. Nevertheless, it is obvious that party 
leaningss have a commonality with party identifications. The 
latterr  concept, incidentally, has increasingly acquired in the 
literatur ee different 'meanings', varying from the original 
Michigann concept (Campbell et al 1960), to Fiorina' s (1981) 
notionn of a 'runnin g tally' , to much weaker  forms of 'some 
kindd of affinit y other  than policy or  politicians'. 

Mostt  of these (usually implicit ) conceptualisations, 
however,, share a common core, as is the case with most 
centredd concepts in political science (cf. van der  Eijk 2001a: 
Chapterr  1). Elements of this common core are a long-term 
stabilityy and a basis in a person's social background. In view 
off  this common core, the findings from this study raise a 
numberr  of serious concerns. First, party leanings are found to 
bee especially relevant for  vote choice in transition 

Interpretingg the 'why' of these systematic conditions requires some 
notionn of a 'causal mechanism' (cf. King et al 1994). For some of these 
conditionss this is obvious. For instance, perceptual agreement on parties' 
standss validates voters' perceptions and thus increases their relevance. For 
otherr conditions, the causal mechanism may involve several links. A low 
effectivee threshold for electoral representation implies that party 
competitionn (on e.g. policy grounds) is not artificially restricted, which 
wouldd diminish parties' responsiveness to voters' policy preferences. 
This,, in turn, would diminish the rational incentive to vote on policy 
grounds. . 

Forr the exact wording of the question see Appendix 2 or the CSES 
codebookk (Sapiro & Shivery 2002). 
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democraciess as reported in Chapter  3. This is problematic for 
alll  conceptualisations of party leanings that emphasise their 
long-termm stability. From this perspective, there just has not 
beenn sufficient time to develop long-term party leanings in 
democraciess in which most parties date back to the early 
1990s.. Obviously, the survey question for  party leanings that 
iss used in the CSES data, taps also other  attitudes towards 
partiess than only these that develop (and endure) over  long 
periodss of time. Second, social characteristics of individuals 
withh the exception of age do not explain whether  voters rely 
onn party leanings when casting ballots (Chapter  4). This is 
problematicc for  the concept to the extent that it presupposes 
thee existence of roots in social affiliation s that are politicised 
inn democracies. More importantl y yet, system characteristics 
weree found to notably moderate the applicabilit y of party 
leaningss (Chapter  6). In virtuall y all kinds of 
conceptualisationss of party identification/attachment/leaning, 
thiss concept is framed in terms of an individual-focussed 
theory.. Yet, the empirical results of this study suggest a 
rationall  choice view of party leanings: they are important to 
votee choice if the context of elections provides incentives to 
makee use of them.195 I f party leanings do not measure the 
commonn core of a class of related concepts but reflect a 
generall  party evaluation it is not surprising that such general 
preferencess are barely affected by individual trait s or  societal 
conditions.. The universality of effects of party leanings 
impliess that the concept is applicable anywhere where parties 
aree a key reference point in the political process. 
Consequently,, as political systems assign more or  less 

Forr these reasons it seems warranted to interpret the variable of party 
identificationn as general party orientation or leaning. Though, the 
consequentt question may be addressed whether there are not more 
appropriatee ways to measure such general (and possibly multiple) party 
preferencess with a higher reliability and validity man this is possible with 
thee somewhat vague (and categorical) formulation "do you feel close to a 
party"? ? 



CONCLUSIONS CONCLUSIONS 203 3 

politicall  power  to parties as political actors, the effects of 
partyy leanings on vote choice vary accordingly. 

Ass digression, these findings are also relevant to the 
analysess of the decline of partisanship, most of which refer  to 
sociall  change as the drivin g factor  behind this decline (e.g., 
Frankli nn et al 1992; Dalton &  Wattenberg 2000). In the light 
off  this debate it is interesting to note that, according to results 
off  this study, individual and societal conditions account less 
forr  the effect of partisanship than the political environment. 
Consequently,, one may ask whether  it is not only social but 
alsoo political change that accounts for  declining relevance of 
partisanshipp for  vote choice; an argument that has received 
littl ee attention so far. 

TheThe Leadership Puzzle 
Ass far  as the effect of political leadership is concerned, the 
empiricall  findings of this book are in several respects 
unexpected.1966 The prevailing wisdom in the literatur e is that 
votingg based on preferences for  politicians is an apolitical 
formm of low information rationality . This kind of motivation 
allegedlyy becomes important when voters lack sufficient 

Nott all of these findings are surprising, however. Interaction effects 
betweenn aspects of the political environment and leadership are widely in 
accordancee with my expectations and with previous comparative research 
(Curtiss & Blais 2001; Poguntke 2000; Carey & Shugart 1995). These 
findingss suggest that leadership considerations are especially unimportant 
inn presidential systems and in countries governed by coalition 
governments.. Under the opposite constellation (single party governments 
inn parliamentary systems) parliamentary elections acquire also an 
importancee as race between candidates for prime minister, thus, a race for 
thee de facto most important office in these democracies. In the literature, 
thesee traits are referred to as a basis for a presidentialisation of 
parliamentaryy elections. This term implies that only considerations about 
candidatess for prime minister (and not those about other politicians) affect 
votee choice. This conjecture may be tested by means of higher order 
interactionss between, first, the evaluation of politicians, second, 
governmentall fragmentation (the binary distinction between parliamentary 
andd presidential systems respectively), and third, a variable that indicates 
whetherr a politician is a candidate for prime minister. 
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informationn for  more demanding considerations of vote 
choice,, such as issue stands of parties, policy proposals, 
ideologies,, etc. (cf. Lass 1995; Vetter  &  Gabriel 1998). Other 
frequentt  conjectures with regard to leadership motivation is 
thatt  it is promoted by the exposure to television as a source of 
politicall  information (e.g., Radunski 1980) or  that the lack of 
clearr  ideological alternatives provided by party systems 
generatess such propensity for  politician oriented voting (e.g., 
Poguntkee 2000). 

Thee findings reported in sections 4.2 and 5.3 are, 
however,, incompatible with several of these expectations: 
politicall  knowledge increases the importance of leadership 
effectss for  vote choice197 and greater  availabilit y of television 
ass a source of political information decreases the relevance of 

10ft t 

leadership.. Moreover, the lack of affluence and the 
polarisationn of party systems also strengthen politician 
orientedd voting behaviour. I wil l offer  three different 
interpretationss for  these apparently surprising findings. The 
questionn of which of these is most appropriate cannot be 
answeredd here. However, for  each of these ideas I wil l derive 
testablee implications. 

Interpersonall  Communication and Leadership 
Leadershipp effects are weaker  when TV information is more 
widelyy available in a society. Because of the alleged 
personalisingg nature of TV information, this is a somewhat 
surprisingg result. Yet, it is only surprising when variations in 
TVV availabilit y would exist in otherwise identical conditions. 
Itt  is unlikely, however, that such ceteris paribus conditions 
exist.. To the extent that mass media are less available, other 
formss of communication, such as newspapers and 

Nott all respondents appear sufficiently familiar with the political elite 
off a country (see Section 2.5). Party leanings rather than leader 
evaluationss have proven to be tool of uninformed voters (see Section 4.2). 
1988 Note that the measures for media availability are based at the 
contextuall level, as individual level information on media exposure was 
unavailable. . 
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interpersonall  communication presumably gain in importance 
ass sources of political information. Particularly , interpersonal 
communicationn is likely to frame politics more in terms of a 
contestt  between few political leaders than in terms of 
differencess between abstract issues and ideologies. If  this 
wouldd be the case, greater  availabilit y of means of mass 
communicationn would diminish voters reliance on informal 
andd interpersonal communication, and thus also the effect of 
considerationss about politicians. I am aware of the 
speculativee nature of this interpretation, but I present it here 
ass a suggestion for  futur e research, not as a tested 
explanation. . 

Politicall  (In)Stabilit y and Leadership 
Citizenss in less prosperous democracies (with a highly 
polarisedd political competition) are found to weigh 
evaluationss of politicians more heavily in their  vote decision. 
Heree too, differences in affluence (or  polarisation) do not 
existt  in otherwise identical conditions. Poorer  (more 
polarised)) societies are often also characterised greater  social, 
economic,, and political instability , which may give different 
connotationss to leadership considerations for  vote choice. 
Voterss in stable post-industrial societies may follow a 
politiciann for  different reasons than voters in unstable 
societies.. In the former  case, such support may be motivated 
byy the desire to express personal likin g and disliking, while 
suchh support may in the latter  case be motivated by the desire 
forr  strong leadership to overcome instabilities of a society. 
Leadershipp considerations focus more than party and policy 
evaluationss on the question who wil l be able to solve crucial 
social,, economic, or  political problems. Conceivably, this 
questionn gains in importance with increasingly difficul t 
socio-economicc problems. 

Inglehartt  (2003) reports a related phenomenon on the 
basiss of an analysis of the data from the World Value Study. 
Respondentss in several countries were asked to indicate 
whetherr  "having a strong leader  who does not have to bother 
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withh parliament and elections"  is a good thing or  not. The 
highestt  support rates (more than 50% of the sample) for  the 
statementt  are found in Romania, the Ukraine, Mexico, and 
Russia,, hence, countries that experienced unstable times in 
comparisonn to other  countries analysed. At least Romania 
andd Russia also show high levels of leader  oriented voting 
behaviourr  as reported in Figure 3.2 of Chapter  3. An easy 
testablee implication of the idea that strong leadership effects 
originatee from social, economic, and political instability 
wouldd be that such effects are more evident among citizens 
whoo perceive the stability of their  polity as low and the 
seriousnesss of problems a country faces as high. 

Post-Communistt  Democracies and Leadership 
AA thir d reason for  the surprising findings related to leadership 
effectss across countries may be found in the differences 
betweenn former  communist systems and other  democracies. 
Sevenn of the ten political systems in the CSES data with a 
GDPP per  capita below US$ 10,000 are transition countries, 
namelyy the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Romania, 
Russia,, Slovenia, and the Ukraine (see Table A4.4, Appendix 
4).4). These same countries also score comparatively low on TV 
andd newspaper  availabilit y (see Table A4.3) and score 
relativelyy high on polarisation of party systems (see Table 
A4.2,, Appendix 4). Hence, behind the effects on leadership of 
GDPP per  capita, of mass media availability , and of 

1999 Here I refer only to those countries reported by Inglehart (2003) that 
alsoo have been analysed in this book. Twenty-three countries are included 
inn both the World Value Study and in this book. Plotting the support rates 
off the quoted statement in these countries (Table 2, Inglehart (2003): 53) 
withh the estimated leadership effect (see Figure 3.2) suggests a curvilinear 
relationship:: very low (less than 20%) and very high support (more man 
50%)) of 'strong leadership' are associated with strong politician-oriented 
votingg behaviour, whereas medium support for the statement (20% to 
50%% support) aree associated with comparatively weak effects of politician 
considerationss on vote choice. This may indicate that the estimated 
leadershipp effect in fact has different meanings for different democracies. 
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polarisation,, may exist an omitted variable: whether  or  not a 
systemm is a post-communist society.200 Al l these countries 
developedd democratic regimes in the fourth wave201 of 
democratisationn between 1990 and 1994 (Huntington 1991; 
Doorenspleett  2001). But why should voters in these 
democraciess vote more on the basis of leader  preference than 
voterss in other  countries? There are two reasons for  this. The 
firstfirst  relates to patterns of political competition in many 
transitionn democracies. Several scholars note that the party 
systemss of these countries may fail to integrate electorates 
ideologically.. Political structures are not yet sufficiently 
establishedd for  voters to develop clear  perspectives of parties 
andd of what parties stand for  (e.g., White et al 1997; Kitschelt 
ett  al 1999). New parties are formed frequently, existing ones 
easilyy shift their  ideological position, or  disappear  again. 
Highh fragmentation and volatilit y and weak programmatic 
crystallisationn of parties indicate that the electorates in these 
democraciess are confronted with many instabilities and 
unpredictabilites.. Under  such conditions, it may be easier  for 

2000 The contextual residuals of the full model specification as reported in 
Chapterr 6 show that leadership is systematically underestimated in 
Easternn European democracies, with the exception of Poland and the 
Ukraine.. In that respect, the discussion of Post-Communism as an omitted 
variablee problem that accounts for the leadership-puzzle serves also as a 
tentativee explanation for the underestimation of leadership effects in these 
countries. . 
2011 Whether this wave is regarded as the third or the fourth wave of 
democratisationn depends on the definition of these waves. Huntington 
(1991)) defines three waves, the last one beginning in the mid 1970s. 
Doorenspleett (2001) argues for a different categorisation and 
distinguishess a separate, fourth, wave of democratisation between 1990 
andd 1994. 
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voterss in transition countries to develop stable orientations 
towardss politicians than to parties and policies. 

Severall  findings, however, do not fit with this 
explanation.. To start, the account implies that parties and 
policiess in transition countries are ineffective for  vote choice 
andd that leader  evaluations are compensating for  this. Yet, 
partyy leanings were found to be highly important for  vote 
choicee in post-communist democracies (see Figure 3.1). 
Althoughh the effect of left-right on voting is somewhat 
smallerr  in post-communist democracies than elsewhere (see 
Figuree 3.3), this does not account for  the very high parameter 
estimatee of political leadership. Moreover, the explanation 
impliess that party positions are unclear  in transition countries. 
Yet,, perceptual agreement of party placements as reported in 
Tablee A4.2 of Appendix 4 is not particularl y low in these 
countries,2033 often it is even higher  than in many established 
democracies,, such as Canada, Germany, or  the UK. Finally, 
thee argument implies that lack of ideological clarity fosters 
leadershipp effects, thus politician oriented voting allegedly 
compensatess for  lack of ideological clarity . The empirical 
resultss in Chapters 5 and 6 contradict this argument, however. 
Perceptuall  agreement on party stands, as indicator  for 
ideologicall  clarity , is positively related to leadership. In other 
words,, lack of ideological clarity decreases rather  than fosters 
leadershipp effects. The findings of this book do not support 
ann explanation for  strong leadership in post-communist 

AA related argument has also been stated for established Western 
democracies.. Poguntke (2000), for example, notes that increasingly 
pluralisticc demands in advanced democracies may dilute ideological 
clarityy of parties. This may be compensated by a personalisation of vote 
choicee instead. So, established Western democracies may have lost what 
lesss established systems try to attain: stable party stands that lend 
themselvess as reliable anchors of vote choice. 
2033 It is still possible that parties in transition democracies have an 
organisationall deficit in terms of programmatic crystallisation as 
suggestedd by e.g. Kitschelt et al (1999). Voters in these countries, 
however,, do not experience this as a lack of clarity of policy positions. 
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democraciess that focuses on not-yet established party 
systems. . 

Thee second interpretation for  the strong leadership 
effectss in transition societies emphasises their  political 
functioningg during communism. In their  study of post-
communistt  democracies, Kitschelt et al (1999) stress the 
relevancee of a communist legacy for  the contemporary 
politics.2044 This argument may plausibly be extended to 
votingg behaviour  as well. Since some communist regimes 
weree highly personalised, with extensive personality cults 
aroundd leaders such as Tito or  Ceausescu, it may be that this 
experiencee still influences voters' reasoning today. Voters in 
transitionn countries who experienced (patrimonial ) leadership 
stilll  consider  political leaders as the central element of their 
vote.. This may, however, not only be true for  what Kitschelt 
ett  al. (1999) call formerly patrimonial communist countries, 
butt  for  post-communist countries in general. Political change 
inn communist times was predominately change of political 
personnell  but not of ideology or  policies. This socialising 
experiencee may still be relevant in all formerly communist 
countries.. A testable implication of this idea is that strong 
leader-effectss should most profoundly be evident among 
olderr  cohorts in Eastern Europe which were politicall y 
socialisedd by experiences under  communism. 

Inn Kitschelt's et al. (1999) view, communist rule can be divided in 
threee forms: bureaucratic-authoritarian, national-accommodative, and 
patrimonial.. The last form applies to Romania, Russia, and the Ukraine 
andd is linked to a strong leaning towards personal leadership. According 
too Kitschelt et al. (1999) the legacy of patrimonial communism becomes 
evidentt in the mode of transition to democracy, the choice of institutional 
settings,, and a weak programmatic crystallisation of contemporary party 
systems. . 
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7.33 Practical Implications of Research on the 
Calculuss of Voting 

Thee preface of this book addresses the question whether 
researchh on the calculus of voting is of any interest beyond 
meree scientific curiosity. I raised two points as to why it is of 
practicall  relevance to know under  which circumstances voters 
aree more sensitive to, for  example, political leadership and 
whenn they rely more heavily on other  heuristics such as, 
partiess and policies. First, institutional settings of political 
systemss are in many democracies (transition democracies and 
establishedd democracies alike) a bone of frequent contention 
betweenn political actors. This is partly because parties and 
politicianss presume that (manipulating) the institutional 
settingg of countries affects voters' reasoning and thereby 
electionn outcomes. The results presented in this book provide 
somee insight into the potential effects of electoral engineering 
onn individuals' calculus of voting. Chapter  6 reports an 
examplee of such predictions. For  the case of Israel, which 
institutionalisedd a direct election of the prime minister  in 
19922 and restored a purely parliamentary system in 2001, the 
consequencess of these institutional changes for  voters' 
reasoningg can be derived from the analyses reported in 
Chapterss 5 and 6.1 wil l focus here on such consequences for 
thee effect of leadership considerations. From Table 6.1 we 
learnn that the abolition of the elected office of the prime 
ministerr  wil l lead to a considerably stronger  effect of 
leadershipp factors in the 2003 Knesset election when 
comparingg this with the 1996 election that was included in 
thee data analysed in this dissertation. In Chapter  6 this 
increasee was calculated to amount to a doubling of the 
strengthh of these considerations in the vote decision. In a 
similarr  way it is possible for  other  countries to estimate the 
effectss on the calculus of voting of some of the institutional 
changess that are occasionally the topic of public debate. 
Obviously,, changes in the calculus of voting do not 



CONCLUSIONS CONCLUSIONS 211 1 

immediatelyy predict changes in the vote shares of the various 
parties,, but they do affect the opportunities and obstacles for 
thee various parties to acquire votes. 

AA second point of extra-academic relevance of this 
studyy concerns the public debate in many Western 
democraciess about alleged changes in the nature of voting 
behaviourr  (i.e., in the calculus of voting), such as a decline in 
partisanshipp (e.g., Dalton &  Wattenberg 2000), alleged 
personalisationn of politics (e.g., Lass 1995), and the end of 
ideologyy (Bell 1965). This book may be used as a source of 
criticall  reflection about some of these hypotheses. The 
comparativee perspective may qualify some national debates 
ass to how far  these countries are affected by such alleged 
trends.. For  instance, many political observers and analysts 
depictedd the 1998 German elections as very personalised. Yet 
inn a comparative perspective this election turns out to have an 
averagee politician effect (see Figure 3.2). Although the 
analysiss presented in this book does not employ an over-time 
perspective,, differences between countries at one point in 
timee may tentatively be seen as indicative for  changes within 
onee country at different points in time. The findings of this 
bookk may therefore be used to arriv e at informed guesses 
aboutt  such trends. For  instance, what if party systems in 
transitionn democracies are further  consolidated? 
Consolidationn may mean less fragmentation, higher 
perceptuall  agreement on parties' policy positions, less 
polarisation,, etc. Plugging the expected scores on these 
variabless for  transition democracies in the regression equation 
estimatedd in Chapter  6, predicts the expected consequences 
forr  voting behaviour.205 

Suchh prediction is very tentative, however. It assumes that the models 
off this book are well specified and that variation between political 
systemss at one point in time approximates variation at different points in 
time. . 
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IAIA  What has not been done: The Omitted Party 
Level l 

Att  a number  of places this study was constrained by 
limitation ss of available data, existing measures, and software. 
Needlesss to say that I would have liked to have better  data, 
betterr  measures, better  statistical methods, etc. I indicated at 
severall  points of the study where classes of variables are 
omitted.. This concerns the construction of a comprehensive 
votee function (Chapter  2), individual determinants of the 
reasoningg of vote choice (Chapter  4), and contextual 
determinantss of the calculus of voting (Chapter  5). As 
moree data wil l become available by the CSES project in the 
nextt  years, some of these restrictions wil l at least partly be 
alleviated.. To the extent that data are available for  different 
pointss in time, one may be able to disentangle short-term 
factorss of election campaigns from long-term factors of 
politicall  systems and trends over  time. 

Apartt  from that, however, one analytical level of the 
studyy of voters' reasoning has not even been touched upon in 
thiss book. This study focuses on individual and contextual 
characteristicss as moderating factors of the calculus of voting 

Thee set up of the analysis contains individual and contextual variables 
thatt determine voters' reasoning in a uniform way. In other words, I 
implicitlyy assume that an individual level interaction is the same in all 
politicall systems analysed and I implicitly assume that a contextual level 
interactionn holds in that way for all individuals. This is of course a 
simplificationn that will probably not hold in this form empirically. As 
indicatedd at several points in this book, such a design omits possible 
three-wayy interactions between the effect of considerations of vote choice, 
individuall characteristics of voters, and contextual characteristics of 
politicall systems. See footnote 169 for an example. 
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butt  ignores the thir d element to voters' reasoning: parties.207 

Nott  only is the party-level of interest per  se, it may also help 
too clarify unexpected findings at the individual and contextual 
level.. For  instance, the findings of this book (as well as of 
manyy previous studies) are in part incompatible with the 
notionn that party leanings as long-term determinant of vote 
choicee are rooted in the social background of voters. The 
questionn "do you feel close to a party?"  seems to tap different 
meaningss for  different respondents. Arguably, some of these 
responsess correspond with the notion of party identifications 
(orr  attachments, or  leanings) while others may derive from, 
forr  instance, temporary support for  the policies of a party. 
Addingg the party level to the analyse and thus incorporating 
informationn on the character  of choice options may help to 
disentanglee such differences in meaning. 

2077 For instance, voters will not necessarily support a single-issue party for 
thee same reasons as a large governmental party. As Scnmitt and Holmberg 
(1995:: 118) put it: "the more extreme the ideological position taken by a 
party,, the more likely it is to attract true believers rather than volatile 
pragmatists."" Anderson (1995) and van der Brug et al. (2001,2003) show 
thatt large parties in government receive more credit and blame with 
regardss to economic performance than smaller coalition partners do. 
Moreover,, voting for large parties will also be linked more strongly to the 
evaluationn of their political leadership since it is more likely that these 
politicianss are potential candidates for prime minister (Curtis & Blais 
2001). . 
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Appendixx 1 
Multipl ee White-Noise Imputation of 
Incompletee Data 

Chapterr  2 on the design of this study contains a section which 
dealss with incomplete data encountered in the analysis of this 
bookk in particular . In this section I suggest that existing 
techniquess for  the treatment of missing data do not apply for 
certainn variables of this book, namely for  leader  evaluations 
andd left-right distances. For  these two variables I suggest a 
specificc treatment of missing cases in the form of a 'white-
noisee imputation' . The objective of this appendix is to give a 
moree general and elaborate argument for  such a 'white-noise 
imputation' ,, a method that is applicable not only for  problems 
encounteredd in the analysis of this book but for  kinds of 
missingg data in general. Due to the general applicabilit y of 
thee technique, I do not refer  specifically to the analysis of 
voters''  reasoning in this stand-alone appendix but illustrat e 
thee argument on the basis of simple examples of (political) 
surveyy research. 

Thiss appendix is structured in six sections. First, I wil l 
veryy briefly review some arguments why missing data may 
becomee problematic for  statistical analysis of survey data and 
whichh tools allegedly compensate for  such problems. Second, 
II  wil l explicate the assumptions on which these methods rest 
andd under  which circumstances such assumptions do or  do 
nott  hold. In a thir d section, I wil l formally develop the 
'white-noisee imputation' of missing data as an alternative to 
existingg imputation procedures and in a fourth section I wil l 
formall yy demonstrate the consequences of the technique for  a 
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simplee OLS model A fifth section provides an empirical 
examplee (voting for the Dutch Greens (GL) in the 1994 
Dutchh parliamentary election) that illustrates the 
consequencess of different missing data treatments. Finally, I 
willl address the question under which circumstances which 
methodd is most suitable. 

A1.11 Types of Missing Data and Alleged Proper 
Wayss to Handle Them 

Incompletee data are a widespread phenomenon in survey 
research.. On the basis of empirical articles published in 
leadingleading American political science journals, King et al. 
(2001)(2001) estimate that about 1/3 of original samples is usually 
deletedd from analyses because of missing scores on single 
variables.. It is commonly acknowledged that incomplete data 
obstructt practical restrictions: one cannot analyse data that 
havee many missing scores, as a listwise deletion of 
incompletee data will leave too few cases for the substantive 
analysis.. Yet another problem of the listwise deletion of 
missingg data, the possibility of selection bias, is often 
ignored. . 

Thee literature on incomplete data distinguishes three 
formss of 'missingness'. Data missing completely at random, 
MCAR,, denotes a situation in which the occurrence of 
incompletee data is not related to any other variable in the 
dataset.. If the generation process of missing scores is random, 
aa listwise deletion resembles a random draw from the original 
sample.. A listwise deletion is thus a sensible solution to the 
missingg data problem because statistical models based on this 
randomm sub-sample will yield approximately the same, 
unbiasedd estimates as statistical models based on the 
completee dataset. However, the smaller sample size makes 
thee estimation less efficient. 
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Thee second form of missing scores, data missing at 
random,, MAR, is central for  the further  discussion. MAR 
referss to a situation in which the likelihood of missing data is 
relatedd to other  variables in the dataset. This is probably the 
mostt  frequent form of missing data: the propensity of 
incompletee answers wil l typically be higher  for  certain groups 
off  respondents. For  instance, in this study incomplete data is 
relatedd the context of political systems and education 
(Chapterr  2). As MAR implies a systematic occurrence of 
missingg data, the listwise deletion of such data contains the 
problemm of selection bias. A listwise deletion of missing data 
inn this book would result in a biased sub-sample in which less 
educatedd respondents are underrepresented. As education 
significantlyy moderates the reasoning of vote choice (Chapter 
4),, any analysis of the calculus of voting generates bias in 
parameterr  estimates if one deletes missing data listwise. 
Accordingg to the literature, imputation techniques handle 
problemss related to MAR most effectively (e.g., Allison 
2002).. These methods estimate unobserved data using 
patternss of relationships in observed cases. The literatur e 
suggestss that of the host of parametric as well as non-
parametricc methods, multipl e multivariat e normal 
specificationss and related methods approximate unobserved 
dataa most effectively (Schafer  1997; King et al. 2001). A 
detailedd discussion of these methods and their  differences is 
beyondd the scope of this book (see e.g., Allison 2002). Yet it 
iss crucial for  the further  argument to note that these methods 
inn principl e belong to a single class of solutions. Applying 
thesee methods means replacing missing data by a reasonable 
guess.. In terms of linear  models, some sort of Y is substituted 
forr  missing scores. 

Thee last form of incomplete data, nonignorable 
missingg data, NI, describes a situation in which the likelihood 
off  missing scores is related to the true value that is 
unobserved.. NI  can be observed, for  example, if wealthy 
respondentss are more reluctant to report their  income. 
Heekmann models for  selection bias are the alleged proper 
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wayy to handle this specific problem of missing data 
(Heekmann 1976). The following paragraphs omit the category 
off  nonignorable missing data, NI, as well as data missing 
completelyy at random, MCAR, and focus instead on solutions 
too the problems of data missing at random, MAR. 

AA L 2 Basis of Missing Data 

Ass argued in the previous section missing data (MAR) 
generatee practical restrictions (not all variables can be 
analysed),, result in an inefficient estimation (fewer  cases), 
andd possibly cause selection bias. In this section I argue that 
assumptionss in imputation techniques about the basis of 
missingg data frequently do not hold empirically. Proposed 
solutionss to these problems are, in my opinion, therefore 
oftenn not applicable, despite their  sophistication. I distinguish 
twoo bases for  missing data in this section: measurement 
problemss and insufficient information. 

AA first possible reason for  incomplete data is 
measurementt  problems. The literatur e on survey research 
containss various examples for  that. These range from 
respondentss hiding the true answer  (income, drug abuse, etc.) 
too social desirability (church attendance, vote turnout, etc). Or 
itt  may simply be the case that respondents want to get 
throughh the questionnaire as fast as possible by giving 'don't 
know''  answers (Tourangeau et al. 2000). Furthermore, 
analystss often cause measurement problems deliberately by 
applyingg split-half techniques: variables are not observe for 
alll  cases of the sample but only for  a certain group or  a 
randomm subsample, which consequently produces a 
considerablee amount of incomplete data. If missing data can 
bee traced back to measurement problems it implies that there 
existss a true score that could not be observed due to these 
problems.. To recapitulate, imputation techniques replace 
missingg scores by a reasonable guess. These methods 
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thereforee apply if one can safely assume that a true value of 
thee unobserved information exists. 

Thee second basis of incomplete data is insufficient 
information .. If  respondents are asked to give a statement on a 
stimulus,, this presupposes that respondents are sufficiently 
familiarr  with the stimulus. However, a 'don't know' answer 
mayy also be a valid response if respondents trul y do not have 
adequatee information with regards to the stimulus. In this 
casee a 'don't know' answer  does not reflect measurement 
problemss and cannot be treated as unobserved data. The true 
scoree is in fact observed, the problem, however, is that this 
valuee cannot be related to the metric of the response scale. It 
doess not make sense to approximate a score that does not 
exist.. Consequently, existing imputation techniques do not 
apply.. To illustrat e this point, suppose an analyst asks 
respondentss throughout Europe whether  or  not they like 
Romanoo Prodi, the president of the European Commission. It 
iss very likely that a considerable fraction of respondents 
statess never  to have heard this name before.208 A 'don't 
know''  answer  is in this case the true answer. Yet one cannot 
relatee the answer  to the like-dislike scale and it is therefore 
nott  possible to include it in the analysis.209 Keeping in mind 

2088 One may expect less missing data on the question in Italy than in the 
restt of Europe, MAR. Also, politically interested respondents probably 
answerr this question with 'don't know' less frequently. If incomplete 
casess are deleted listwise, one introduces selection bias in the sub-sample 
(Italianss and politically interested respondents are over-represented). 
2099 In some applications one finds a solution which Greene (2000: 262) 
referss to as a modified zero-order regression. Missing cases on an 
independentt variable are filled with a constant (e.g., zero) and one enters 
ann additional dummy-variable in the analysis that differs between 
observedd and unobserved cases on the independent variable. However, as 
Greenee (2000) points out, this procedure is algebraically identical to the 
simplee mean substitution. This simple mean substitution generates 
approximatelyy the same (possibly biased) parameter estimates than a 
proceduree of listwise deletion and is therefore no solution to the problem. 
Forr a formal argument on this point see also Greene (2000) or Appendix 3 
off mis book. 
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thatt  incomplete data can be problematic, irrespective of its 
cause,, it is crucial to find a way that allows this information 
too be taken into account. 

All .3 A 'Don't Know' Answer as Valid Response 
andd Its Operationalisation 

Whatt  can be done when one encounters incomplete data 
whosee occurrence is related to other  variables of the analysis, 
MAR ,, and one knows that the basis of missingness is 
insufficientt  information?210 First, a listwise deletion of these 
dataa wil l produce problems as discussed in the previous 
paragraph.. Not all variables can be included in the analysis, 
thee estimation of statistical models is inefficient, and most 
importantly ,, parameter  estimates are possibly biased. 
Deletionn is therefore no solution to the problem. 

Second,, to apply existing imputation techniques even 
thoughh one knows that incomplete data are not due to 
measurementt  problems but rather  to insufficient information, 
meanss to create patterns in the data that do not exist. The 
methodd is indeed not robust to violations of its assumptions. 
Comingg back to the example of Romano Prodi, suppose one 
iss interested in the effect the evaluation of Romano Prodi may 
havee on the overall evaluation of the EU. I f 'don't know' 
answerss on the Romano Prodi question are imputed by 
existingg imputation techniques, relationships found in the 
groupp of informed respondents are imposed on the group of 
uninformedd respondents. This alters the research question. 
Onee does no longer  study the effect of sympathy towards 
Romanoo Prodi for  the assessment of the EU in Europe but the 

Thiss is the problem as described in Chapter 2 of this book: many 
respondentss are found not to know all politicians of a political system and, 
moreover,, these incomplete data are linked to certain political systems 
(e.g.,, Ukraine, Hong Kong) and certain groups of respondents (less 
educated). . 
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relevancee of Romano Prodi for  the evaluation of the EU in a 
fictionall  world in which all citizens have full information. 

I ff  one nonetheless regards estimated results on the 
basiss of imputed data as a reflection of the real world, it is a 
biasedd reflection. Politically ignorant respondents are 
'transformed''  into knowledgeable respondents and therefore 
underrepresentedd in the sample. Selection bias of the listwise 
deletionn is replaced by selective misspecification bias of the 
imputationn of incomplete data. The latter  usually results in 
exaggeratedd effects. I f there is an effect between evaluation 
off  Romano Prodi and the overall evaluation of the EU for 
informedd respondents, this relationship wil l be replicated also 
forr  respondents who state not to know Romano Prodi. But in 
myy opinion this result is artificial . How can the evaluation of 
Romanoo Prodi have a positive/negative effect on the 
evaluationn of the EU in the group of respondents who never 
havee heard of this politician before? 

Thiss section so far  establishes that existing imputation 
techniquess do not apply in the described situation in which 
respondentss lack information with regard to the stimulus of a 
surveyy question. But if not 7, what else to impute? What kind 
off  information is present in valid 'don't know' answer  that 
allowss the analyst to relate a 'don't know' answer  to the 
analysablee response categories of a survey question and 
consequentlyy to analyse all cases in a statistical analysis? 

II  argue that a lack of information (a valid 'don't 
know''  answer) is resembled best by a random answer  on the 
responsee scale. If one would force respondents who do not 
knoww Romano Prodi to give an answer  on the sympathy scale 
anyway,, one usually would expect a random answer. Thus, 
whatt  is in fact unobserved by a 'don't know' answer  in this 
specificc case is an arbitrar y answer  on the survey question. I 
thereforee assume that a substitution of random values for 
incompletee data is what comes closest to the information 
providedd by a 'don't know' answer  that originates from 
insufficientt  knowledge about the stimulus of the question. 
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Butt how are these random responses most likely 
distributed?? First, it seems plausible to retrain the metric of 
thee answer scale. If respondents had been forced to give an 
answerr they would have done this using the answer categories 
offered.. Second, the likelihood with which they would have 
chosenn certain answer categories is unknown.211 Different 
distributionss of the random variable are possible and 
reasonable,, though for practical reasons I propose the 
empiricall univariate212 distribution in the complete cases. The 

Preferably,, one would like to have information from experimental 
surveyy research on response functions for different 'fake' questions. In 
otherr words, how do respondents in an experiment evaluate a politician 
whoo does not exist (and the analyst forces them to give an answer)? 
Wheree do respondents place themselves on counterfeit issue scales? The 
problemm of such an approach is, however, that such answers may depend 
heavilyy on cues provided in the specific stimulus. For instance, even if 
respondentss do not know Romano Prodi, in a forced evaluation they will 
presumablyy consider information that is provided in the question, namely, 
thatt it is a male politician with an Italian name. Such information is likely 
too affect the distribution of responses. If the experimental knowledge on 
responsee functions on a like-dislike scale is based on a stimulus mat 
refers,, for instance, to a female politician with a Dutch name, the response 
functionn may look different. Hence, 'forced' responses may be highly 
sensitivee to cues given in the specific wording of the question and 
experimentall knowledge on such response functions may thus be difficult 
too generalize. 

Onee could equally well select the conditional, or multivariate, 
distributionn in the observed cases. That is to say, one takes into account 
thee response distribution for 'related' cases in the substitution process of 
missingg information. Suppose, for instance, that women evaluate Romano 
Prodii more negatively than men do, thus the distribution of the evaluation 
off Romano Prodi differs between both groups. One could use these two 
distributionss for the generation of two random variables and replace 
missingg cases for women and men separately. The difference between 
univariatee and conditional distributions will for all practical purposes be a 
minorr one. Only if subgroups of the sample significantly differ in their 
responsee function andihe proportion of missing cases significantly differs 
betweenn such groups and the proportion of missing cases in the sample is 
veryy high, the difference between a univariate and conditional random 
distributionn alters the total variance of an imputed variable. The question 
is,, however, if one wants to use information on response functions in 
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randomlyy imputed values thereby become a random draw 
fromfrom  the complete cases. This has useful implications for  the 
estimationss of effect parameters based on imputed datasets, as 
II  wil l explicated in the following section. The proposed 
white-noisee imputation of missing scores, Dmis, that draws 
randomm values from the univariate observed distribution , 
DD00bbss,, can be formulated as 

DDmismis~f{D~f{D obsobs\n^)\n^)  (Al.1) 

I ff  one substitutes values for  incomplete data that are 
thee result of one random draw, computed standard errors are 
underestimatedd (Allison 2002). Randomly imputed scores are 
treatedd as if they are observed. Thereby one disregards that a 
randomm draw does not deterministically retrieve the 
propertiess as defined, but only with a certain probability . The 
possibilityy of falsely relying on an outlier-draw introduces 
uncertaintyy in statistical models which base on randomly 
imputedd data. To control for  this uncertainty and to estimate 
moree adequate standard errors, Rubin (1987) suggests the 
creationn of multipl e imputed datasets. This practice is 
habituallyy applied in other  imputation techniques that rely on 
aa random component (Schafer  1997; King et al. 2001; Allison 
2002).. In each of these generated multipl e datasets, the 
observedd data are identical, as is the algorithm that leads to 
randomm draws. However, each random draw generates 
possiblyy different scores. Parameters (mean, regression 
coefficients,, etc.) estimated on imputed datasets wil l also be 

specificc groups of the sample in the first place. After all, the proposed 
white-noisee imputation rests on the notion that one ought not always 
transferr patterns in the observed cases to incomplete information. To use 
conditionall distributions presumes a certain response from respondents if 
theyy would have been familiar with the stimulus. In the example, women 
wouldd have evaluated Romano Prodi more negatively than men if they 
hadd known him. Hence, it appears from a conceptual point of view more 
warrantedd to rely on less information in the observed cases (univariate 
distribution)) when generating random values for incomplete data. 
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slightlyy different across multiple datasets. On the basis of 
thesee m simulated datasets one estimates m parameters p of 
interest.. The mean point estimate pover all m simulated 
datasetss can be calculated as 

11 m 

Too the extent that these results vary over m datasets, 
onee estimates standard errors of parameters p in the overall 
modell incorporating a punishment function. Hence, the 
standardd error of the point estimate /? derives from the mean 
estimatedd variance of point estimates within each dataset and 
thee sample variance in the point estimate across simulated 
datasets,, correcting for small numbers of m. 

11 m 

SE(p)=-^SE(SE(p)=-^SE(PjPj) ) 

Althoughh there is of course no limit to the number of 
generatedd datasets, five replications have proven to be 
sufficientt for most applications (Allison 2002). 13 

A1.44 Consequences of a Multiple White Noise 
Imputation n 

Whatt are the consequences of a white-noise imputation of 
incompletee data for the analysis of substantive research 
questions?? Suppose one aims to explain variable Y (overall 

2133 Note that this procedure of a white-noise imputation is meant to apply 
too sufficiently large samples. A case-specific descriptive investigation of 
imputedd datasets becomes meaningless since one substitutes arbitrary 
valuess for missing scores. 

\VAR(p\VAR(p}})(\+-) )(\+-) 
m m 

(Al.3) ) 
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evaluationn of the EU) by variable X (evaluation of Romano 
Prodi)) in an ordinary least squares regression. One of the 
mainn interests wil l usually be the parameter  estimate b in this 
regression.. Recall that the least squares slope vector  b 
estimatess as 

bb = [XfXY\XfY] (Al.4) ) 

Supposee furthermor e that respondents often are not 
sufficientlyy familiar  with the stimulus of X (Romano Prodi) 
andd one therefore encounters many missing scores. Let X0bs 
denotee observed values and Xmis missing values on X. 
Splittin gg between complete and missing scores leaves the 
slopee estimate as 

bb = obs obs 

r r 

XobXobs s 

Y Y 
__ mis _ 

- i - l l 

Xobs Xobs 

x x 
__ mis _ 

/ / 

7 7 
abs\x^ abs\x^ 

(Al.5) ) 

Thesee missing values are randomly imputed as suggested 
(equationn A 1.1). Hence I substitute Dmis as a random draw 
fromfrom  the observed data as defined for  Xmis. 

bb = 
XXt t 

D. D. 
obs obs 

f f 

Xobs Xobs 

- i i 

Xobs Xobs 

mis mis 

/ / 
obs\xobs\xa a 

7 7 
obs\xobs\xm m 

(Al.6) ) 

Notee that Dmis is a random variable. The covariance between 
DmisDmis and Y is therefore approximately zero. Note also that I 
definee the distributional properties of Dmis to follow the 
univariatee distributio n in X0bs (since Dmis draws from  X0bs). 
Hencee the variance of Dmis and Xobs are approximately the 
same.. Equation (Al.6) can thus be reduced to 
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M*X]-fc»X,JJ (Al.7) 

Consecutivee steps from (A 1.4) to (Al.7) point up two 
importantt  implications of a white-noise imputation of missing 
data.. First, imputing random values as proposed results in a 
parameterr  estimate that is approximately zero for  respondents 
whoo do not have sufficient information with regards to X. The 
parameterr  estimate b between the evaluation of Romano 
Prodii  and the EU is approximately zero for  respondents who 
doo not know Romano Prodi. This seems a reasonable 
implicationn from what is known about these incomplete data. 
Thee evaluation of Romano Prodi cannot have affected the 
evaluationn of the EU if respondents never  heard the name of 
Romanoo Prodi before. The second implication regards the 
overalll  estimate of b in the whole sample. Equation (Al.7) 
specifiess that the estimation solely rests on the covariance in 
thee observed cases but the variance in all cases. Hence, the 
sizee of b in the whole sample is reduced according to the 
numberr  of missing data in the sample. Incomplete data is in 
factt  replaced by white-noise. As a consequence, fit  statistics 
aree also reduced according the proportion of missing cases. 
Ann example provided in the following section illustrates this 
point. . 

Moree generally, the multipl e white noise imputation 
off  incomplete data avoids problems related to data missing at 
random,, MAR, when they are based on insufficient 
information .. Practical limitatio n can be overcome by 
includingg all cases in the analysis. All variables of interest 
cann be incorporated in the analysis, irrespective of how many 
missingg cases one encounters. The estimation of statistical 
modelss therefore becomes more efficient. Moreover, the 
proceduree prevents selection bias by generating relationships 
(white-noise)) that are not imposed by patterns in the observed 
data. . 



MULTIPLEMULTIPLE WHITE-NOISE IMPUTATION 255 5 

All .5 Example: Voting for GL in the Dutch 
Parliamentaryy Election of 1994 

Ann empirical example of Dutch politics demonstrates the 
consequencess of different missing data solutions (listwise 
deletion,, multil e EMis imputation, multipl e white noise 
imputation)) for  the analysis of a substantive research 
question.. The analysis is based on data from the easily 
accessiblee (ICPSR, Steinmetz Archive, ZA Köln) and well-
documentedd (Anker  &  Oppenhuis 1997) Dutch parliamentary 
electionn study 1994 (DPES'94). 

Inn the example, I aim to explain voting for  the Green-
Leftt  party (Groen/Links, GL) in the parliamentary election of 
1994.. The dependent variable is a ten-point scale on which 
respondentss indicate how likely it is that they wil l ever  vote 
forr  this party (Tilli e 1995; van der  Eijk 2002;;  Kroh &  van der 
Eij kk  2003). I include two independent variables in the 
ordinaryy least square regression. The first  independent 
variablee is the self-placement on a nuclear-plants-opinion-
scalee that ranges from 1 (more nuclear  plants) to 7 (no 
nuclearr  plants). As reported in Table A 1.1, 95% of the sample 
hass an opinion on the issue of nuclear  plants and gives an 
answerr  on the survey question. The second explanatory 
variablee of voting GL is the like-dislike of one of the two 
partyy leaders of GL at that time, Mohammed Rabbae. 
Mohammedd Rabbae was widely unknown in the electorate, 
45%%  of the sample report not to know this politician. The 
resultt  may not be surprising, keeping in mind that there are 
usuallyy more than ten parties represented in the Dutch 
parliamentt  and party leaders of small parties do not get as 
muchh medial attention as leaders of large parties. Moreover, 
Mohammedd Rabbae happened to be especially neglected by 
mediaa during the election campaign (Brants &  van Praag 
1995).. Asking the same question of like-dislike for  the former 
primee minister  (Ruud Lubbers) and the new prime minister 
electedd in the 1994 election (Wim Kok) produces only 
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marginall  non-response. More than 99% of the sample reports 
ann opinion on both politicians. Hence, incomplete data on the 
secondd independent variable is in all likelihood caused by 
insufficientt  information and not by measurement problems. 

Givenn a simple model that explains voting for  GL by 
aa vital issue for  environmental parties, nuclear  power  plants, 
andd the evaluation of the party leader  of GL, Mohammed 
Rabbae,, a reasonable research question could be the 
following::  What was more important for  voting GL in 1994, 
thee nuclear  plant issue or  the leadership of Mohammed 
Rabbae?? Many scholars would probably not approach the 
questionn on the basis of the given data with the argument that 
47%%  of non-response comprises too much slippage to 
sensiblyy draw conclusions. Retaining these reservations, an 
OLSS model based on listwise deleted data suggests that 
Mohammedd Rabbae was more important in voters' reasoning 
thann the issue of nuclear  plants (see estimated parameters and 
standardd errors reported in the first column of Table Al.1). 
Thiss result would probably be considered surprising for 
observerss of Dutch politics. The estimated effects based on 
listwisee deleted data are of course true, as long as one is 
interestedd in the group of respondents who happen to know 
Mohammedd Rabbae. But since one is usually interested in the 
wholee sample, findings are more than doubtful. The results 
alsoo appear  suspicious to someone who is not familiar  with 
Dutchh politics. It is implausible to predict a strong effect for 
thee evaluation of Mohammed Rabbae for  the whole sample if 
thiss variable causes 45% non-response. 



MULTIPLEMULTIPLE WHITE-NOISE IMPUTATION 257 7 

Tablee Al.1 Probability of Voting Groen/Links 

Nuclearr Plants 
M.. Rabbae 
Intercept t 
N N 
R2 2 

Incomplete Incomplete 
Data Data 

5% % 
45% % 

47% % 

Listwise Listwise 
Deletion Deletion 

0.40*** (0.05) 
0.51*** (0.04) 

-- 0.39 (0.30) 
782 782 

0.29 9 

MultipleMultiple EMis 
Imputation Imputation 

0.32*** (0.03) 
0.48*** (0.04) 

-- 0.05 (0.27) 
1468 8 
0.24 4 

Multiple Multiple 
WhiteWhite Noise 
Imputation Imputation 
0.37*** (0.04) 
0.29*** (0.04) 
0.66*** (0.25) 

1468 8 
0.14 4 

Note.Note. ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; standard errors in parentheses. 
DataData Source. DPES'94. 

I ff  one includes missing data in the analysis by an 
advancedd imputation technique, one obtains results reported 
inn the second column. This imputation solution is based on 
thee importance weighted Expectation Maximization (EAfis) 
algorithmm as proposed by King et al. (2001). I generate 
multipl ee datasets using AMELIA  software developed by 
Honakerr  et al. (1999). Without going into details of the 
proceduree it may be noted that there is some agreement 
amongg experts, that this is one of the recommended solutions 
too the missing data problem (Allison 2002). Besides variables 
off  the model, additional variables (age, sex, education, 
interestt  in politics) are included in the imputation process. 
Thee presented results are based on five simulated datasets. 
Resultss of the EMis imputation illustrat e that such imputation 
methodss reduce standard errors of the parameter  estimates by 
includingg all cases in the analysis. From a substantive point 
off  view, however, one finds rather  similar  effect parameters 
thann under  listwise deletion. The counterintuitiv e result is 
confirmedd that Mohammed Rabbae was more important for 
votingg GL than nuclear  plants. What one estimates is how the 
worldd would look lik e if all respondents had known Rabbae. 

Thee thir d column of Table Al.1 reports results based 
onn a multipl e white-noise imputation of incomplete data, 
whichh is also based on five simulated data sets. Again, 
standardd errors are smaller  compared to the solution based on 
listwisee deleted data but effect parameters and the goodness 
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off  fit  statistic are also. According to the number  of missing 
casess (few for  the first and many for  the second independent 
variable)) estimated parameters decrease in size. These results 
correspondd with what one intuitivel y would expect: the 
evaluationn of Mohammed Rabbae is less important for  voting 
GLL  than the issue of nuclear  plants in the whole sample. The 
loww Br also reflects more accurately what one in fact knows 
aboutt  the sample. One has in fact less information than the 
variancee reduction in the first two columns suggests. Given 
thee set of independent variables included in the model, the 
solutionn of a multipl e white-noise substitution realistically 
reflectss the fact that explanations do not apply to almost half 
off  the sample. 

Thee example illustrates that different treatments of 
missingg data considerably affect substantive findings. 
Clearly,, results are different, yet one cannot judge from 
expectationn and prior  knowledge which result is correct. The 
question,, which approach to choose, has to be decided 
alreadyy before the imputation of missing data. The basis of 
thiss decision lies in the applicabilit y of assumptions 
underlyingg different methods. 

All .6 Conclusion: Choosing a Method 

Eachh solution to the missing data problem rests on 
assumptionss about these data. The application of different 
methodss therefore hinges upon the correctness of 
assumptions,, something that has to be judged for  each 
variablee in the dataset separately. To delete all missing data 
withoutt  considering consequences is likely to produce false 
results.. But the idea to throw everything in the imputation 
softwaree and to produce thereby a 'cleaned' dataset is also 
problematic. . 

AA listwise deletion of incomplete data is a sensible 
strategyy if these scores are missing completely at random, 
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MCAR.. If, however, one finds that the likelihood of 
incompletee data depends on variables in the statistical 
models,, MAR, one generates selection bias by listwise 
deletingg all missing cases. The listwise deletion of incomplete 
dataa becomes inappropriat e because the underlying 
assumptionn does not hold. 

I ff  one encounters data missing at random, MAR, and 
onee is confident that measurement problems cause such 
missingg data (a true score for  each missing value exists), 
existingg imputation techniques are the proper  choice. Such 
methodss apply in all those cases in which respondents are 
askedd to report facts like demographics or  past behaviour. 
Irrespectivee of whether  respondents answer  questions on their 
agee or  education, they nonetheless have a certain age and 
education.. Also, when respondents state not to know whether 
theyy attended religious services, they do or  do not go to 
church.2144 For  a number  of variables that do not concern 
facts,, there exists established evidence that measurement 
problemss often generate non-response. The question of 
intendedd electoral participation can be named in this respect 
(cf.. Tourangeau 2000). It seems plausible to assume that all 
respondentss have an idea what is meant by this question and 
whetherr  or  not they consider  to cast a ballot. Missing values 
onn this question most likely reflect measurement problems. 

Thee multipl e white noise imputation is the preferable 
choicee if one knows that the assumption of insufficient 
informationn holds. When respondents are asked to report their 
opinionn (rate/evaluate/prefer/etc.) on an external stimulus one 
hass to take into consideration that the stimulus of the question 
iss possibly unknown to many respondents. If the likelihood of 
measurementt  problems is low but many respondents are in all 
probabilit yy trul y not familiar  with the stimulus, a multiple-

Accordingly,, I impute incomplete data on the social background of 
respondents,, such as age, church attendance, rural/urban residence, union 
membership,, and education applying an EM algorithm in the analysis of 
thiss study. See Appendix 3. 
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whitee noise imputation is a sensible solution. In the CSES 
datasett  the variables of leader  evaluation and the self and the 
perceivedd party placements on the left-right scale fall into this 
category.. It requires a considerable amount of political 
informationn to evaluate each party leader  in a political system 
orr  to place ail parties on the left-right scale. In most cases, 
respondentss report a leader  evaluation or  a party placement 
forr  governmental or  larger  parties but fail to do so for  minor 
parties.. This seems to reflect a legitimate absence of political 
informationn and not measurement problems. I therefore 
imputee missing scores on these two variables applying a 
white-noisee imputation. 

Inn many situations one wil l not know for  sure what 
causedd certain scores to be missing. Research on survey 
responsee should indicate how likely measurement problems 
aree for  different variables. If one does not have enough 
informationn to reject or  support either  the application of 
existingg imputation techniques or  the application of a 
multiple-whit ee noise imputation, the latter  may be regarded as 
thee more conservative method. As illustrated in the empirical 
example,, statistical models based on multipl e white-noise 
imputationss tend to decrease effect parameters. Methods of 
dataa augmentation, conversely, tend to increase effect 
parameterss (or  at least to generate similar  ones than in the 
observedd cases). Hence, the error  one makes when applying 
falselyy existing imputation techniques is to overestimate a 
relationshipp that does not exist. The other  case, where a 
multipl ee white-noise imputation is applied although there is a 
relationshipp underlying incomplete data, means to 
underestimatee relationships in the whole sample. The choice 
forr  a white-noise imputation is therefore the more 
conservativee approach since it tends to underestimate effect 
parameters. . 



Appendixx 2 
Thee Vote Function 

Thiss appendix describes, first , the measurement and 
transformationn of variables included in the vote function in 
moree detail. Second, it explains the construction of the 
analysedd (stacked) dataset. Third , it formally describes the 
statisticall  model applied in the study, the multilevel 
conditionall  logit model. Fourth, in Table A2.2 it reports the 
countryy wise results of the vote function (including only party 
leaning,, leader  evaluation, and left-right distance) for  all 30 
contextss separately. Finally, it documents the selection of 
analysedd elections and parties. Table A2.3 lists all 146 parties 
(andd respective party leaders) included in the study of this 
book. . 

A2.11 Variables of the Vote Function 

Thee dependent variable of the vote function, vote choice, asks 
respondentss for  which party/candidate they cast a ballot in the 
previouss parliamentary election, measured as a categorical 
variable.. Several electoral systems know more than one 
electorall  segment in parliamentary elections. To give an 
example,, voters in Germany's mixed member electoral 
systemm cast a ballot for  a local candidate in single member 
district ss (Erststimme) and a ballot for  a party list at the state 
levell  (Zweitstimme). In this study, only one vote per  context 
iss analysed. The choice for  one specific vote (electoral 
segment)) depends on the relevance of these segments. In the 
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casee of mixed member electoral systems like Germany, I 
analysee the vote for  party lists (Zweitstimme) because the 
secondd electoral segment predominantly defines the 
allocationn of seats in parliament. Section 1 of Appendix 4 
discussess in detail which electoral segment in each country is 
consideredd more important. 

Thee variable 'party leanings' is based on the survey 
questionss 'Do you usually think of yourself as close to any 
particularr  party?' and the follow-up question 'Which party is 
that?'.. Answer  categories for  the latter  are the parties of a 
politicall  system. I do not include additional questions of the 
kindd 'Do you feel very close to this party, somewhat close, or 
nott  very close?' in the construction of the party leaning 
variable,, since they are not consistently asked in all surveys 
off  CSES. This leaves a categorical variable of party leanings 
withh one category for  respondents without a party leaning 
[valuee 0] and one category for  each party of a political system 
[valuess 1, 2, etc.]. 

Leaderr  evaluation is measured by asking respondents 
too rate party leaders on an eleven-point like-dislike scale 
rangingg from 'strongly dislikes political leader' [value 0] to 
'stronglyy likes political leader' [value 10]. 

Left-righ tt  distances are based on perceived party 
placementss and self-placements on the left-right scale. CSES 
surveyss introduce the questions as follows: 'I n politics people 
sometimess talk of left and right. Where would you place 
yourselff  on a scale from 0 to 10 where 0 means the left and 
100 means the right?' and 'Now using the same scale where 
wouldd you place party A-F?\ The absolute difference in 
party-- and self-placements gives the left-right distance as 
analysed.. Small numbers [minimum 0] indicate that 
respondentss perceive the left-right position of a party as close 
too their  own position and large values [maximum 10] indicate 
thatt  respondents see themselves at one end of the scale and 
thee respective party at the other  end. In the case of Japan, 
onlyy a liberal-conservative scale is available, which is 
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substitutedd instead. I assume that, except differences in 
wording,, both scales are functionally equivalent and 
representt  a general policy dimension alongside which the 
partyy systems structure. 

A2.22 Construction of the (Stacked) Dataset 

Thee maximum number  of parties for  which CSES surveys 
separatelyy ascertained party leanings, leader  evaluations, and 
left-righ tt  placements is six. In single countries where less 
thann six parties are represented in parliament (e.g., Taiwan or 
Britain )) CSES collaborators collected data on less than six 
parties.. In cases in which the number  of parties in parliament 
exceedss six, data on the largest parties was collected. This 
applies,, for  example, to the Netherlands or  the Ukraine. 
Hence,, the dataset contains up to six leader  evaluations, up to 
sixx left-right distances, and two categorical variables of vote 
choicee and party leanings (each with six party categories). I 
recodee the latter  two to up to six binary variables which 
correspondentt  to the party-order  of leader  evaluation and left-
rightright  distance. 

Ass a result, the dataset contains variables of vote 
choice,, party leaning, leader  evaluation, and left right 
distancee for  each party of a political system. These variables 
cann be stacked to a new dataset in which a single case 
denotess a combination of party and respondent. To illustrat e 
thiss point, consider  the hypothetical dataset of three 
respondentss evaluating three parties as reported in Table 
A2.1. . 
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Tablee A2.1 Stacked Data Matri x of the Vote Function 

ID ID 

1 1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
5 5 
6 6 
7 7 
8 8 
9 9 

Respondent Respondent 
I I 

1 1 
1 1 
1 1 
2 2 
2 2 
2 2 
3 3 
3 3 
3 3 

Party Party 
j j 

1 1 
2 2 
3 3 
1 1 
2 2 
3 3 
1 1 
2 2 
3 3 

Fbte e 
Choice Choice 

1 1 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
1 1 
0 0 
0 0 
1 1 
0 0 

Party Party 
Leaning Leaning 

1 1 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
1 1 

Leader Leader 
Evaluation Evaluation 

6 6 
4 4 
2 2 
5 5 
4 4 
8 8 
3 3 
9 9 
5 5 

Left-Left-
Right Right 

Distance Distance 
4 4 
2 2 
6 6 
8 8 
3 3 
5 5 
4 4 
7 7 
2 2 

v4ge e 

44 4 
44 4 
44 4 
61 1 
61 1 
61 1 
28 8 
28 8 
28 8 

Theree are as many cases per  respondent as parties are 
analysedd in one political system. In the given example, each 
respondentt  is represented by three cases, the three evaluated 
parties.. Vote choice, party leaning, leader  evaluation, and 
left-righ tt  distance vary across respondents and parties. Note, 
thatt  variation in the variable of party leanings is limited. 
Theree is at most one party leaning per  respondent possible. In 
thee example, the first respondent / = 1 feels close to party./ = 
1,, the thir d respondent i = 3 to party j = 3, and the second 
respondentt  i = 2 states not to have a party leaning. Variation 
off  individual characteristics like age, sex, or  education is also 
limited.. These vary across respondents but not across parties. 

A2.33 The Multileve l Conditional Logit Model: 
Formall  Definition 

Withh the stacked dataset, one can estimate a simple 
conditionall  logit model of the discrete dependent variable 
votee choice. The /*  individual' s utilit y of voting for  the / * 
partyy is given as: 

UyUy = fiX ij + Uij (A2.1) ) 
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Thee conditional logit model assumes that the 
disturbancee term, uy, is identically and independently 
distributedd in accordance with the extreme value distribution . 
XgXg signifies attributes ascribed to parties by respondents, for 
example,, the evaluation of the leader  of party j by respondent 
/.. The model therefore requires from independent variables, 
X,X, to vary across respondents and parties. The variable age 
couldd not be included in the model since it does not vary 
acrosss parties. The probabilit y of voting for  a party estimates 
as: : 

pp -—1—_ (A2.2) 33 z^ 
Analysess reported in this book take account of the 

hierarchicall  data structure across multipl e levels (individual 
andd contextual level). The simple conditional logit model as 
presentedd in equation A2.2 assumes parameter  estimates to be 
homogenouss across contexts. Hence, it estimates a single 
(mean)) /? that holds for  all political systems. In contrast to the 
simplee conditional logit model, a multilevel conditional logit 
modell  as employed in this book does allow for  variation in 
effectt  parameters across contexts, ftc- This complicates the 
equationss presented above as follows: 

t v = / & v + £ * * + »**  (A2-3) 

Thee utilit y of individual i of voting for  party j in 
contextt  c is a function of a scalar  of mean parameter 
estimates,, /?, that hold for  all voters and contexts plus 
contextt  c's deviation from this mean scalar  of parameters 
expressedd by dc. Thus, the context specific parameter 
estimatess as J3C = j3 + Sc. Given this extension of the simple 
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utilit yy function, a multilevel conditional logit model has the 
followingg formal structure: 

PP^k^^M^M^k^^M^M (A2-4) 

Thee model assumes effect parameters to no longer  be 
thee same but to vary across contexts. Hence, effect 
parameterss follow some empirical distributio n 

PPcc ~ fiPc \PiGp)- A random parameter  model estimates 

meann and standard deviation of this distributio n and 
calculatess the probabilit y that individual i votes in context c 
forr  party j conditional on the value of fic. The unconditional 
probabilit yy that individual i votes in context c for  party j is 
thereforee the integral of the ordinary conditional logit model 
(A2.2)) over  all values of pc weighted by the probabilit y of 
observing/?cc (e.g., Glasgow 1999). 

AA technical note is in order  here. Multilevel results of 
thiss book are estimated by means of the software GLLAMM, 
whichh is to my knowledge the only software currently 
availablee that allows estimating a multilevel conditional logit 
modell  as depicted in equation A2.4. A major  drawback of the 
softwaree is that it can only be described as agonisingly slow. 
Ass the developers of the software point out, "th e reason for 
thiss is that numerical integration is used to evaluate the 
marginall  log-likelihood and numerical derivates are used to 
maximisee it"  (Rabe-Hesketh et al 2001: 18). The computing 
timee of the software is a function of the accuracy of the 
estimationn (number  of quadrature points) and the number  of 
variabless included in a model. To achieve empirical results 
withi nn an acceptable time frame, all reported results of this 
bookk are estimated with a rather  low accuracy (four 
quadraturee points for  each random effect), which is less than 
thee default in GLAMM  (eight quadrature points). The term of 
ann 'acceptable' time frame denotes weeks rather  than hours. 

file:///PiGp
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Thee final model of this book reported in Chapter  6, for 
instance,, took more than two months to converge. 

Althoughh it is recommended to estimate models with 
thee highest accuracy possible, using fewer  numbers of 
integrall  points does not yield substantively different findings. 
II  tested this for  the random base model of this book (Table 
3.11 in Chapter  3) by running it with low and high accuracy 
(withh four  and eight quadrature points respectively). From 
thesee two specifications, I derive posterior  mean estimates of 
parameterss of party leaning, leader  evaluation, and left-right 
distancee and compare these with country-wise estimates of an 
ordinaryy conditional logit model of the vote function (Figures 
3.11 to 3.3 in Chapter  3 and Table A.2.2 in Appendix 2). All 
threee sets of estimates produce the same rank order  of 
countryy cases for  all party leanings, leader  evaluations, and 
left-righ tt  distances as that reported in Figures 3.1 to 3.3. 
Posteriorr  mean estimates with high accuracy are, however, 
somewhatt  better  able to discriminate between country-
specificc estimates than a 'thin ' solution of only four 
quardaturee points. In the latter  case, findings appear  more 
clustered.. Since findings are not substantively different and 
highlyy accurate estimates are not obtainable in a reasonable 
timee frame, all reported findings of this book are based on the 
cruderr  estimation of four  quadrature points. 

A2.44 Country-Specific Results of the Vote 
Function n 

Tablee A2.2 reports country-wise results of the simple 
conditionall  logit model of the selected vote function (see 
equationn A2.2). Figures 3.1 to 3.3 of Chapter  3 report the 
estimatedd country-wise parameters for  party leanings, leader 
evaluations,, and left-right distances in form of histograms. 

Notee that these country-wise models, like any 
conditionall  logit model reported in this book, do no include 
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intercepts.. Although it is technically not possible to introduce 
onee overall intercept in conditional logit models, most 
applicationss of the model use binary party-variables (with 
regardd to one party as base-category) as party-specific 
intercepts.. I do not introduce such party-intercepts throughout 
thiss study since the number  of parties in the pooled model is 
tooo high to estimate all of them1 within an acceptable time 
frame.frame. Recall that it took two months for  the full model with 
511 independent variables reported in Table 6.1 of Chapter  6 
too converge. Adding another  116 independent variables in 
formm of party-specific intercepts would tripl e the required 
time.. For  reasons of consistency, I did not include intercepts 
inn the country-specific estimation of the base model as well 
(seee Table A2.2) although it is feasible to do so. Estimating 
thesee models with or  without intercepts, however, does not 
alterr  parameter  estimates for  party leanings, leader 
evaluations,, and left-right distances substantially. Since these 
differencess are rather  small I do not report the results of the 
modelss including party-intercepts. 

Notee also that I transform all explanatory variables of 
thee vote function to a standard normal distributio n #(0;1) in 
eachh country before the analysis. I did this for  two reasons. 
First,, such a transformation allows comparability in the 
parameterr  estimates. Second, an important part of the study is 
basedd on interaction terms between variables of the vote 
functionn and individual and contextual characteristics. 
Modelss based on interaction terms wil l create high 
multicolinearity .. Centring independent variables helps 
reducingg multicolinearit y (Jaccard et al 1990; Aiken &  West 
1991). . 

11 146 (parties analysed) - 30 (one base category for each context) =116 
(party-interceptss to be included). 
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Tablee A2.2 Base Models of Voters' Reasoning: 
Conditionall Logit Models of Vote Choice in 30 
Contexts s 

Australiaa 1996 
Canadaa 1997 
Czechh Rep. 1997 
Denmarkk 1998 
Germanyy 1998 
Hongg Kong 1998 
Hongg Kong 2000 
Hungaryy 1998 
Icelandd 1999 
Israell 1996 
Japann 1996 
Koreaa 2000 
Mexicoo 1997 
Mexicoo 2000 
Netherlandss 1998 
Neww Zeal. 1998 
Norwayy 1997 
Peruu 2001 
Polandd 1997 
Portugall 2002 
Romaniaa 1996 
Russiaa 1999 
Sloveniaa 1996 
Spainn 1996 
Spainn 2000 
Swedenn 1998 
Switzerlandd 1999 
Taiwann 1996 
Ukrainee 1998 
UKK 1997 
Pooled d 

DD „ r Leader PartyParty Leaning „ , ,. '' Evaluation 

0.91**(0.03) ) 
0.43**(0.03) ) 
0.66*** (0.04) 
0.66*** (0.03) 
0.55**(0.02) ) 
0.53**(O.03) ) 
0.60*** (0.05) 
0.59*** (0.04) 
0.65*** (0.03) 
0.56*** (0.06) 
0.58**(0.03) ) 
0.66*** (0.03) 
0.42*** (0.03) 
0.72**(0.03) ) 
0.35*** (0.02) 
0.52*** (0.02) 
0.73*** (0.03) 
0.36*** (0.04) 
0.72**(0.03] ] 
0.67*** (0.04] 
0.45*** (0.05] 
0.75**(0.03; ; 
0.41**(0.03] ] 
0.32*** (0.04] 
0.70*** (0.06; 
0.82**(0.04; ; 
0.82*** (0.04 
0.51**(0.04 4 
1.32**(0.10 0 
0.55**(0.03 3 
0.59**(0.01 1 

1.37**(0.07) ) 
1.37*** (0.06) 
2.29**(0.12) ) 
1.21*** (0.06) 
1.25**(0.05) ) 
0.80*** (0.08) 
0.70**(0.10) ) 
2.50**(0.14) ) 
1.52**(0.09) ) 
0.73**(0.09) ) 
0.60**(0.06) ) 
0.79**(0.06) ) 
0.84**(0.06) ) 
0.20*** (0.05) 
0.82*** (0.05) 
1.58**(0.04) ) 
1.40*** (0.06) 
1.21*** (0.06) 
1.19*** (0.07) 
1.20*** (0.08) 

•• 1.83**(0.13) 
)) 1.61** (0.07) 
•• 1.13**(0.07) 
>> 0.83**(0.07) 
>> 1.24**(0.13) 
>> 1.20**(0.07) 
)) 0.93**(0.07) 
)) 0.73**(0.07) 
)) 1.06**(0.13) 
)) 1.20** (0.06) 
)) 1.13**(0.01) 

Left-RightLeft-Right ModelFU 

Distance Distance 
R2 2 

-- 0.33**(0.07) 0.61 
-- 0.27**(0.05) 0.45 
-1.04*** (0.11)0.70 
-1.06*** (0.07) 0.60 
-- 0.50**(0.05) 0.49 

0.033 (0.06) 0.24 
-- 0.05 (0.09) 0.24 
-0.59*** (0.10) 0.66 
-- 0.96**(0.06) 0.57 
-- 0.67**(0.09) 0.47 
-0.36**(0.05)0.30 0 
-0.14** (0.07)0.35 
-- 0.39**(0.05) 0.30 
-0.38**(0.05)0.31 1 
-1.09**(0.05)) 0.35 
-0.53**(0.03)0.52 2 
-- 0.75**(0.06) 0.57 
-0.20*** (0.07) 0.41 
-0.50*** (0.07) 0.57 
-0.87*** (0.10) 0.64 
-0.16** (0.08)0.57 
-0.41**(0.06)0.62 2 
-0.42**(0.06)) 0.35 
-- 0.24**(0.06) 0.33 
-1.08**(0.11)0.67 7 
-0.72**(0.07)) 0.55 
-0.87*** (0.07) 0.47 
-0.14** (0.07)0.34 
-0.56**(0.15)0.72 2 
-- 0.63**(0.05) 0.49 

N N 
1,628 8 
1,443 3 

994 4 
1,608 8 
1,597 7 

560 0 
288 8 
914 4 

1,274 4 
567 7 
875 5 
620 0 

1,263 3 
1,299 9 
1,530 0 
3,700 0 
1,589 9 

713 3 
1,026 6 

784 4 
671 1 

1,240 0 
978 8 
816 6 
702 2 
914 4 

1,014 4 
717 7 
370 0 

2,168 8 
-0.55**(0.01)) 0.53 33,968 

Note.Note. **  p<0M;*  p< 0.05; standard errors in parentheses. 
DataData Source. CSES. 
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A2.55 The Selection of Countries and Parties for the 
Analysis s 

Thee choice to exclude several country surveys, which are in 
principlee obtainable from the CSES, hinges largely on the 
availabilityy of variables of the vote function. Also the 
selectionn of analysed parties depends on obtainable data for 
partyy leanings, leader evaluations, and left-right distances per 
party.. The release of CSES module 1 from 26 July 2002 
containss data on thirty-nine elections. The given study is 
limitedd to voting behaviour in parliamentary elections. 
Therefore,, I exclude surveys on presidential elections in 
Belaruss 2001, Chile 1999, Lithuania 1997, Peru 2000, and 
Russiaa 2000 from the analysis. I also exclude parliamentary 
electionss in Belgium 1999, both in Flanders and Walloon, 
sincee the variable of party leanings has not been ascertained. 
Thee survey of Thailand 2001 does not include the variable of 
votee choice and in the US election study of 1996 lacks data 
onn the left-right scale. This leaves thirty analysable 
parliamentaryy elections in which at least data on vote choice, 
partyy leanings, leader evaluations, and left-right distances are 
available.. Since this study analyses voting behaviour on the 
levell of national electorates, I do not include regional parties 
inn the analyses if they do not compete at the national level. 
Thiss is the case for Spain (e.g., Convergencia i Unio) or 
Britainn (e.g., Scottish National Party). 

Tablee A2.3 below reports the 146 parties and 
respectivee party leaders in the 30 contexts analysed in this 
book.. This information stems from the CSES codebooks 
(Sapiroo & Shively 2002), which can be obtained from the 
CSESS WebPages. 
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Appendixx 3 
Individua ll  Characteristics 

Thiss appendix describes the construction and transformation 
off  the variables analysed in Chapter  4, the individual level 
determinantss of voters' reasoning. The order  of the following 
sectionss corresponds to the structure in the main text. First, I 
describee the recoding, imputation, and transformation of 
variabless in Section 4.1 'Social Background: Demographics', 
namelyy age, union membership, church attendance, and 
rural/urba nn residence. The second section describes the 
construction,, imputation, and transformation of the variables 
educationn and political information introduced in Section 4.2, 
'Politicall  Awareness: Knowledge and Education'. Finally, 
Tablee A3.2 provides a correlation matrix of all individual 
characteristicss analysed. 

A3.11 Demographics 

Inn case of church attendance and rural/urba n residence, the 
numberr  of answer  categories sometimes differs between 
surveys.. The planning group of CSES intended to have a six-
pointt  variable of church attendance with the response 
categoriess (1) never, (2) once a year, (3) two or  eleven times 
aa year, (4) once a month, (5) two or  more times a month, and 
(6)) once a week attending religious services (see CSES 
codebook;;  Sapiro &  Shively 2002). But in single surveys the 
questionn was sometimes asked omitting categories 3, 4, or  5. 
Too allow for  comparability of the variable, I collapse answer 
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categoriess to a three-point scale of (1) never  [category 1], (2) 
sometimess [categories 2 and 3], and (3) often [categories 4 to 
6]]  attending religious services, with respondents in all three 
categoriess in all surveys. 

Inn case of the variable rural/urba n residence, the 
CSESS setting was a four-point variable of (1) rural area or 
village,, (2) small or  middle-sized town, (3) suburbs or  large 
townn or  city, and (4) large town or  city. Again, in some 
countriess answer  categories do not follow the scheme. Single 
surveyss omit category 3 or  4. The variable is therefore 
collapsedd into a two-point variable of (1) rural [categories 1 
andd 2], and urban [categories 3 and 4] residence. 

Thee problem that the variable of church attendance is 
nott  included in several surveys at all (Canada, Denmark, 
Iceland,, Japan, Korea, Peru, and Spain) weighs more heavily 
thann omitted categories. The same is true for  rural/urba n 
residencee in Hong Kong, Japan, and Britai n and for  union 
membershipp in Peru. As a high number  of contextual units is 
centrall  for  the questions addressed in this book, a strategy of 
imputingg missing data seems preferable to a strategy of 
excludingg explanatory variables or  country cases from the 
analysis.. As discussed at length in Chapter  2 and Appendix 1, 
existingg imputation techniques which approximate an 
unobservedd value by some educated guess, Y, are considered 
properr  tools for  handling missing data (Schafer  1997; King et 
al.. 2001; Allison 2002). The condition for  the application of 
existingg imputation techniques, the existence of a true but 
unobservedd score of missing data, applies for  demographic 
variables,, such as union membership, age, education, 
rural/urba nn residence, and church attendance. For  instance, 
respondentss have a specific age, irrespective of whether  they 
answerr  questions related to their  age. That is why I use 
existingg imputation techniques to substitute missing data on 
thesee variables. 

Thee imputation of demographic variables is based on 
ann EM (Expectation Maximization) algorithm. For  a brief 
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descriptionn of the procedure see footnote 45 in Chapter  2. 
Thee method provides a unique solution for  the imputation of 
missingg data. In other  words, the method does not contain a 
randomm component that would account for  sampling 
differences.. EM algorithms generate a single imputed dataset, 
disregardingg that the application of multipl e imputations is 
oftenn recommended (£Ms algorithm as proposed by King et 
al.. (2001); IP algorithm as proposed by Schafer  (1997)). The 
limitedd capacities of existing software packages, however, 
impairr  the application of multipl e imputation techniques for 
thee substitution process as well as the investigation of 
multipl ee imputed datasets in the substantive analysis. With 
30,0000 respondents and about 50 explanatory variables (see 
thee final model of Chapter  6), models as used in this book 
exceedd the capacities of available imputation software, which 
requiree to at least include all the variables of estimated 
modelss in the imputation procedure as well (e.g., AMELIA  by 
Honakerr  et al. 1999). Recall also that the final model of this 
bookk took about 2 months to converge. Estimating the same 
modell  for  several (at least five are recommended) multipl e 
imputedd datasets certainly inflates computing time. The 
amountt  of data that impairs the application of multipl e 
imputationn techniques may, however, also diminish their 
significance.. The fact that the used dataset, with more than 
30,0000 cases, is very large in all likelihood marginalizes 
samplingg differences across multipl e imputations. 

Thee imputation process is performed in three steps. 
First,, within each country survey, I substitute missing values 
onn demographic variables applying an EM imputation. In this 
firstt  step, I use answer  categories of the national CSES 
collaborators.. Second, I collapse answer  categories in the 
separatelyy imputed datasets as described above to attain 
comparablee categories for  all analysed countries. In a thir d 
step,, I use the transformed variables in the pooled data to 
imputee missing data that are caused by the fact that not all 
variabless are included in all surveys. 
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Thee imputation process of missing data on 
demographicc variables contains variables such as age, gender, 
education,, union membership, income, household size, 
churchh attendance, and rural/urba n residence. Further, I add 
too the imputation procedure dichotomous variables for  the 
categoricall  variables martial status [(1) married, (2) widowed, 
(3)) divorced or  separated, and (4) single], religious 
denominationn [(1) Catholic, (2) Protestant, (3) Orthodox, (4) 
Jew,, (5) Muslim, (6) other, (7) no religious denomination] 
andd employment status [(1) full time, (2) part time, (3) 
unemployed,, (4), student, (5) retired, (6) housewife, home 
duties,, (7) else]. Finally, I include like/dislike of all 
politicianss and self-placement on the left-right scale in the 
proceduree as well as the variable of religiosity. 

Lik ee party leanings, leader  evaluations, and left-right 
distances,, I transform individual characteristics of voters to a 
standardd normal distributio n in each country-sample 
separatelyy before the analysis. There are three reasons for  this 
decision.. First, as discussed in Chapter  2 of the main text, 
compositionall  variance of variables like education or  church 
attendancee is not full y interpretable, primaril y because 
answerr  categories are sometimes different across surveys 
(calibrationn problems). By centring variables in each survey, 
theyy lose their  compositional variation across countries. The 
meann score of individual characteristics is zero in all 
countriess and in the pooled model. Second, since these 
variabless are included as interaction terms in the analysis, 
centringg reduces the problem of multicollinearit y (Jaccard et 
all  1990; Aiken &  West 1991). Finally, a standardised 
variancee of explanatory variables allows comparability of 
effectt  sizes across these variables, which is more important in 
thiss study than the interpretation of results in terms of the 
originall  metric (see Section 4.1 for  an example). 
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A3.22 Education and Political Knowledge 

Thee variable of education as provided by the CSES is based 
onn a cross-national coding scheme of (1) none, (2) 
incompletee primary , (3) primar y completed, (4) incomplete 
secondary,, (5) secondary completed, (6) post-secondary 
trade,, vocational school, (7) university undergraduate degree 
incomplete,, (8) university undergraduate degree completed. 
Codingg schemes in single countries deviate from the above 
categoriess (see CSES codebook, Sapiro &  Shively 2002). To 
havee an equal range and an equal number  of categories of the 
variablee across countries, I collapsed the eight values to a 
three-pointt  scale of (1) secondary incomplete [categories 1 to 
4],, (2) secondary complete [categories 5 and 6], and (3) 
universityy education [categories 7 and 8]. Missing values on 
educationn rarely occur. However, the variable is also included 
inn the EM imputation procedure as described above. 

Thee variable 'political knowledge' is based on three 
factuall  knowledge questions included in the CSES survey. I 
recodedd responses to these three items to (0) if respondents 
faill  to answer  the question correctly and (1) if respondents 
answerr  the question correctly. Not answering factual 
questionss correctly either  means to give a wrong answer  or  to 
statee not to know the answer. If knowledge questions are 
includedd in a survey, the constructed political knowledge 
scalee has no missing cases since 'don't know' answers are 
codedd as incorrect answers. The substance of these political 
knowledgee questions varies across surveys. These questions 
regardd political issues, political institutions, or  knowledge 
aboutt  political actors. For  the exact wording of the items, see 
thee CSES codebook, especially Appendix HX (Sapiro & 
Shivelyy 2002). The questions are supposed to vary in their 
difficult yy in order  to be able to discriminate between 
respondentss with no, low, medium, and high political 
knowledge.. Whether  this was successful and to what extent 
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thesee three items reflect a unidimensional trai t called political 
knowledgee wil l be tested by means of a stochastic cumulative 
scalingg model, Mokken scaling (Mokken 1971; Debets & 
Brouwerr  1989). Table A.3.1 presents the results of country-
specificc scale analyses. Results are obtained by means of the 
softwaree MSP (Mokken Scale Analysis for  Polychotomous 
Items).. The percentage of respondents to answer  a knowledge 
questionn correctly defines the difficult y of an item, which is 
denotedd by d,. Hj  represents the scalability measure for  single 
itemss and H the overall scalability of all three items to a 
unidimensionall  scale. H or  //, values smaller  0.3 are usually 
consideredd to indicate no scalability, respectively a 
nonscalablee item, values between 0.3 and 0.4 to indicate a 
weakk scale, respectively a weak scalable item, values 
betweenn 0.4 and 0.5 reflect a medium scale or  medium 
scalablee item, and values greater  0.5 a strong unidimensional 
scalee or  a highly scalable item. In cases where single items 
faill  the criterion of weak scalability (//, < 0.3), a second scale 
iss constructed with a search procedure among the three 
knowledgee items. Roman numbers I and II  discern the test for 
aa four-point scale (I) and the search for  a three-point scale 
(n). . 
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Tablee A3.1 Construction of a Political Knowledge Scale: 
• • 

AUSS 1996 
CANN 1997 
CZEE 1996 
DENN 1998 
GERR 1998 
HK1998 8 
HK2000I I 
HKK 2000II 
HUNN 1998 
ICLL 1999 
ISRR 19961 
ISRR 1996 E 
JAPP 1996 
KORR 2000 
MEX1997 7 
MEX2000 0 
NETT 19981 
NETT 1998 H 
NEZ1996 6 
NORR 1997 
PERR 2001 
POLL 1997 
PORR 2002 
ROMM 19961 
ROMM 1996 E 
RUSS 1999 
SLOO 1996 
SPAA 19961 
SPAA 1996 n 
SPAA 2000 
SWE1998 8 
SWI19991 1 
SWI19999 n 
TAI1996 6 
UKR1998 8 
UKK 19971 
UKK 1997 n 

Vlokkenn Analysis 
ItemItem 1 

d, , 

0.63 3 
0.47 7 
0.76 6 

--
0.72 2 
0.90 0 
0.91 1 
0.91 1 
0.39 9 

--
0.33 3 

--
0.39 9 

--
0.91 1 
0.68 8 
0.76 6 
0.76 6 
0.68 8 
0.80 0 

--
0.78 8 
0.82 2 
0.57 7 
0.57 7 

--
--

0.35 5 
--

0.96 6 
0.55 5 
0.67 7 
0.67 7 
0.80 0 
0.94 4 
0,72 2 

--

Hi i 

0.48 8 
0.38 8 
0.46 6 

--
0.42 2 
0.44 4 
0.52 2 
0.60 0 
0.33 3 

--
0.29 9 

--
0.49 9 

--
0.81 1 
0.37 7 
0.39 9 
0.76 6 
0.31 1 
0.40 0 

--
0.35 5 
0.63 3 
0.46 6 
0.86 6 

--
--

0.27 7 
--

0.48 8 
0.57 7 
0.29 9 
0.31 1 
0.77 7 
0.35 5 
0.20 0 

--

ItemItem 2 
dd2 2 

0.44 4 
0.86 6 
0.62 2 

--
0.49 9 
0.63 3 
0.53 3 
0.53 3 
0.29 9 

--
0.29 9 
0.29 9 
0.13 3 

--
0.57 7 
0.49 9 
0.48 8 

--
0.74 4 
0.31 1 

--
0.81 1 
0.40 0 
0.41 1 

--
--
--

0.57 7 
0.57 7 
0.31 1 
0.40 0 
0.76 6 

--
0.66 6 
0.42 2 
0.61 1 
0.61 1 

H2 2 

0.42 2 
0.58 8 
0.39 9 

--
0.42 2 
0.34 4 
0.26 6 
0.60 0 
0.35 5 

--
0.29 9 
0.33 3 
0.49 9 

--
0.55 5 
0.42 2 
0.07 7 

--
0.36 6 
0.33 3 

--
0.38 8 
0.47 7 
0.24 4 

--
--
--

0.34 4 
0.38 8 
0.57 7 
0.64 4 
0.22 2 

--
0.67 7 
0.44 4 
0.32 2 
0.37 7 

ItemItem 3 
d3 3 

0.31 1 
0.55 5 
0.61 1 

--
0.12 2 
0.49 9 
0.36 6 

--
0.74 4 

--
0.39 9 
0.39 9 

--
--

0.42 2 
0.44 4 
0.38 8 
0.38 8 
0.35 5 
0.38 8 

--
0.44 4 
0.19 9 
0.31 1 
0.31 1 

--
--

0.63 3 
0.63 3 
0.27 7 
0.70 0 
0.46 6 
0.46 6 
0.52 2 
0.59 9 
0.67 7 
0.67 7 

H3 3 

0.44 4 
0.35 5 
0.39 9 

--
0.51 1 
0.34 4 
0.20 0 

--
0.35 5 

--
0.33 3 
0.33 3 

--
--

0.55 5 
0.46 6 
0.29 9 
0.76 6 
0.41 1 
0.30 0 

--
0.45 5 
0.41 1 
0.55 5 
0.86 6 

--
--

0.33 3 
0.38 8 
0.56 6 
0.43 3 
0.24 4 
0.31 1 
0.72 2 
0.43 3 
0.26 6 
0.37 7 

Scale Scale 
H H 

0.44 4 
0.40 0 
0.41 1 

--
0.44 4 
0.36 6 
0.28 8 
0.60 0 
0.39 9 

--
0.30 0 
0.33 3 
0.49 9 

--
0.59 9 
0.42 2 
0.23 3 
0.76 6 
0.35 5 
0.33 3 

--
0.39 9 
0.49 9 
0.41 1 
0.86 6 

--
--

0.32 2 
0.38 8 
0.56 6 
0.55 5 
0.25 5 
0.31 1 
0.72 2 
0.43 3 
0.26 6 
0.37 7 

DataData Source. CSES. 
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Ass a result of the Mokken scale analysis, one can 
concludee that the set of three items can reliably be added up 
too a 'strong' unidimensional four-point scale of political 
knowledgee in the country surveys of Taiwan, Mexico 1997, 
Sweden,, and Spain 2000. Surveys of Australia 1996, Canada 
1997,, the Czech Republic 1996, Germany 1998, Mexico 
2000,, Portugal 2002, and the Ukraine 1998 show medium 
scalabilityy of all three items. Weak scales are obtained in 
Hongg Kong 1998, Hungary, New Zealand, and Norway. This 
scalee ranges from (1) low political knowledge [no correct 
answer]]  to (4) high political knowledge [all three answers 
correct].. In surveys of Hong Kong 2000, Israel, the 
Netherlands,, Romania, Spain 1996, Switzerland, and the UK 
att  least one item fails the criterion of weak scalability and I 
constructedd a three-point scale of political knowledge using 
onlyy two items, which in all cases can be considered as 
unidimensional.. In Japan, only two knowledge items were 
askedd in the survey. Surveys in Denmark, Iceland, Korea, 
Peru,, Russia, and Slovenia did not contain factual knowledge 
questionss at all. 

Thee additive knowledge scale is the most problematic 
off  all individual level characteristics in terms of international 
comparability.. The scale is constructed using different items 
andd differs in its possible range (three-point scale or  four-
pointt  scale). Also, data are not available for  six out of thirt y 
contexts.. The country-wise transformation of the variable to a 
standardd normal distributio n appears particularl y necessary in 
thiss case. The standardisation of variances to a constant term 
alignss three and four-point scales to a common range. I do 
nott  include the scale in the EM imputation procedure, even 
thoughh data is missing in some countries. Except for 
education,, there is no variable in the dataset that is closely 
relatedd to political knowledge. In case of church attendance, 
forr  example, the variable of religiosity ensures that 
unobservedd data can to some extent be replicated external to 
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explanatoryy models. To avoid the outcome that imputed 
scoress on the knowledge scale come too close to the 
educationn variable (which is included in analyses alongside 
politicall  knowledge), I do not substitute missing values for 
thee knowledge scale. Instead, I  replace missing knowledge 
scoress in countries in which knowledge items have not been 
includedd in surveys with zeros, the mean of the standardised 
variable.. The consequence of such a mean substitution of 
missingg data is that estimated parameters based on the 
imputedd data are approximately the same as those of a 
listwisee deletion. To illustrat e the consequences of a mean 
substitution,, suppose the example of a simple regression of 
variablee X on variable Y with incomplete data on X, withX ^ 
denotingg observed values and Xmis unobserved values on X. 
Thee effect parameter  b can be estimated as 

bb = 

- i - i i 
llobs obs obs obs llobs obs 0fo|*e( ( 

Y Y 
'oft*!*,, , 

(A.3.1) ) 

Equationn A3.2 describes the situation in which one 
substitutess missing cases, XmiSt by the mean value of X in the 
validd cases, x^. 

bb = 'obs 'obs 

'obs 'obs 

-1-1 1 

'obs 'obs 

'obs 'obs 

X X obs obs 

'obs 'obs 

obslx^, obslx^, 

V V 
(A3.2) ) 

Notee that VARC^ ) = COV(XobsYobs) = 0 since X^i s a 
constant.. Hence, equation A3.2 reduces to the slope estimate 
basedd on listwise deleted data. 

°° — \^obs^obs\ l^ofc^AiU.* . J (A3.3) ) 



286 6 APPENDIX3 APPENDIX3 

Meann substitution yields approximately the same 
estimatee of b as the listwise deletion of missing data. The 
advantagee of the mean substitution is that I can include all 
countriess in the analysis. As discussed in Appendix 1, both 
proceduress require that data be missing completely at random 
(MCAR) .. Subsequently, by replacing missing data on the 
knowledgee scale across countries by the mean value of the 
variablee in the pooled model, I assume that the relationship 
betweenn political knowledge and voters' reasoning is the 
same,, for  example, in Iceland where data are missing, as in 
Australi aa where data are available. 

A3.33 Correlations between Individua l 
Characteristics s 

Tablee A3.2 reports correlations between the individual 
characteristicss analysed in this book. These correlations are 
estimatedd on the basis of the imputed dataset of 33,986 cases, 
withoutt  weighting for  different sample sizes across country 
surveys.. Note that these variables contain relative individual 
variationn only, i.e. variation with respect to some country 
mean.. For  instance, a positive correlation between education 
andd political knowledge can be interpreted as positive 
associationn between above (below) average education and 
abovee (below) average political knowledge. These averages, 
however,, refer  to different values in different countries. 
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Tablee A3.2 < 

Age e 
Unionn Members. 
Churchh Attend. 
Urbann Residence 
Education n 
Pol.. Knowledge 

Correlationss between Individual Characteristics 
.. Union Church Urban „ , . Political 
** Members. Attendance Residence Knowledge 

1.00 0 
-- 0.06** 1.00 

0.12*** -0.04** 1.00 
-0.04*** 0.01 -0.06** 1.00 
-0.27*** 0.09** -0.03** 0.18** 1.00 

0.05*** 0.06** -0.03** 0.06** 0.23** 1.00 
Note.Note. **p<0.0l;*p<  0.05. Data Source. CSES. N = 33,986. 





Appendixx 4 
Contextuall  Characteristics 

Thiss appendix provides more detailed information on how I 
measuree the variables of Chapter  5 on contextual 
determinantss of the calculus of voting. Each of the following 
fourr  Sections A4.1 to A4.4 corresponds to the four  sections 
off  Chapter  5: institutional settings (5.1), party system (5.2), 
thee availabilit y of mass media (5.3), and the economic 
contextt  (5.4). A section thereafter  provides a correlation 
matri xx of contextual characteristics across the thirt y contexts 
analysed.. Finally, this appendix reports linear  predictions of 
thee effect of party leanings, leader  evaluations, and left-right 
distancess differentiatin g for  each contextual determinant for 
eachh of the 30 analysed contexts based on the final model of 
thiss book (see Table 6.1 in Chapter  6). 

A4.11 Institutiona l Settings 

II  conceptualise institutional settings of political systems by 
twoo variables: effective thresholds for  electoral representation 
andd parliamentary versus presidential systems. The measure 
off  the effective threshold comprises information on the 
electorall  formula, district magnitude, and legal thresholds. A 
problemm of this measure of effective threshold is the 
existencee of more than one electoral tier  in a single country. 
Thesee tiers often differ  in their  electoral formula and hence in 
theirr  effective threshold, which is why one has to define 
whichh tier  to look at in the analysis. Table 4.1 below reports 
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thee electoral formula (plurality respectively majority formula 
andd proportional representation) for each country, indicating 
inn which country more than one electoral segment exists. To 
illustratee the problem of multiple electoral segments, consider 
thee German mixed-member electoral system. Voters in this 
systemm cast two ballots, one for a local party candidate 
(pluralityy formula) and one for the party list at the state level 
(proportionall representation). The decision to categorise 
electorall systems according to one of the two electoral 
segmentss hinges upon the importance of both tiers for the 
allocationn of seats in the respective electoral system. In 
mixed-memberr electoral systems, such as Germany, 
Hungary,, and New Zealand the second (national) electoral 
segmentt primarily decides over the allocation of seats in 
parliamentt whereas the first segment vote fills these seats 
withh directly elected candidates (first segment) or leaves 
themm open to candidates on the party list (second segment). In 
Japan,, Korea, Mexico, and Taiwan seats are either distributed 
accordingg to plurality formula in a first electoral segment or 
accordingg to proportional representation in a second electoral 
segment.. In these democracies, the ratio of allocated seats 
betweenn both segments favours the first electoral segment. 
Thee second segment can be seen as a corrective to insure 
somee proportionality. In Japan, 300 seats are distributed in 
thee first and 180 seats in the second tier. In Korea the ratio is 
227227 to 46, in Mexico 300 to 200, and in Taiwan 168 to 41. 
Sincee parliamentary seats in these democracies are 
predominantlyy allocated in the first segment, I categorise 
themm according to this segment as plurality electoral 
systems.2155 Poland's electoral system has two segments, both 
functioningg according to proportional representation. Russia 
andd the Ukraine represent the most problematic cases. Both 

Forr the analysis of vote choice in these countries, this entails that I use 
thee plurality vote for Japan, Korea, Mexico, and Taiwan and the PR vote 
forr Germany, Hungary, and New Zealand. See Appendix 2 on the vote 
function. . 
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havee pluralit y and majorit y formula for  the first  and 
proportionall  representation in the second electoral segment 
respectively.. As the number  of seats distributed by each 
segmentt  is almost identical, there is no dominant electoral 
segment.. I categorise both democracies as PR systems since 
CSESS collaborators from both countries provided only the 
variablee of vote choice on the second, PR electoral segment. 

Thee variable of 'effective threshold' denotes a 
thresholdd of representation or  inclusion as proposed by 
Lijphar tt  (1994). The variable is estimated as "th e minimum 
percentagee of the vote that can earn a party a seat under  the 
mostt  favourable circumstances"  (Lijphar t 1994: 25). The 
variablee combines district magnitude and restrictions opposed 
byy legal party thresholds (cf. Taagepera &  Shugart 1989). 

Effectivee Threshold = MAX 
rr 1 ^ 

v s , +l l 
;;  threshold't (A4.1) ) 

withh s» denoting the number  of seats distributed in electoral 
districtt  i, and threshold, signifying the legal threshold of vote 
sharess that is necessary to win a first seat in district i. The 
variablee of the effective threshold is estimated at the level of 
electorall  districts. This means that in countries like Spain, 
wheree the district magnitude varies across electoral units, the 
effectivee threshold is also different across electoral units. 
Hence,, I do not analyse 30 different values of effective 
thresholdd for  the 30 political systems analysed, but as many 
valuess of effective threshold as there are electoral districts in 
thesee 30 contexts. However, results reported in Table A4.1 
aree mean values for  the political system as a whole. The 
superscriptt  2 indicates in which cases effective threshold 
variess within countries. For  single member districts, the 
effectivee threshold estimate reduces from 0.5 to 0.35 because 
suchh a value appears more realistic (Lijphar t 1994). A 
candidatee in a first-past-the-post system rarely needs the full 
50%%  of the votes to win a seat. Usually, more than two 
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candidatess receive a considerable number of votes. This leads 
inn many cases to an allocation of the parliamentary seat at 
aboutt of 35% of the votes. 

Tablee A4.1 Institutional Settings 

AUSS 1996 
CANN 1997 
CZEE 1996 
DKK 1998 
GERR 1998 
HK1998 8 
HK2000 0 
HUNN 1998 
ICLL 1999 
ISRR 1996 
JAPP 1996 
KORR 2000 
MEXX 1997 
MEXX 2000 
NETT 1998 
NEZZ 1996 
NORR 1997 
PERR 2001 
POLL 1997 
PORR 2002 
ROMM 1996 
RUSS 1999 
SLOO 1996 
SPAA 1996 
SPAA 2000 
SWESWE 1998 
SWI1999 9 
TAI1996 6 
UKR1998 8 
UKK 1997 

ElectoralElectoral Formula 

Majority y 
Plurality y 

Proportionall Representation 
Proportionall Representation 
Proportionall Representation1 

Proportionall Representation 
Proportionall Representation 
Proportionall Representation1 

Proportionall Representation 
Proportionall Representation 

Plurality1 1 

Plurality1 1 

Plurality1 1 

Plurality1 1 

Proportionall Representation 
Proportionall Representation1 

Proportionall Representation 
Proportionall Representation 
Proportionall Representation1 

Proportionall Representation 
Proportionall Representation 
Proportionall Representation1 

Proportionall Representation1 

Proportionall Representation 
Proportionall Representation 
Proportionall Representation 
Proportionall Representation 

Plurality1 1 

Proportionall Representation1 

Plurality y 

Effective Effective 

Threshold Threshold 
0.35 5 
0.35 5 
0.05 5 
0.092 2 

0.05 5 
0.202 2 

0.172 2 

0.05 5 
0.102 2 

0.02 2 
0.35 5 
0.35 5 
0.35 5 
0.35 5 
0.01 1 
0.05 5 
0.102 2 

0.062 2 

0.07 7 
0.072 2 

0.112 2 

0.05 5 
0.09 9 
0.112 2 

0.112 2 

0.122 2 

0.072 2 

0.162 2 

0.04 4 
0.35 5 

Presidential Presidential 

System System 
No o 
No o 
No o 
No o 
No o 
No o 
No o 
No o 
Yes s 
Yes3 3 

No o 
Yes s 
Yes s 
Yes s 
No o 
No o 
No o 
Yes s 
Yes s 
Yes s 
Yes s 
Yes s 
Yes s 
No o 
No o 
No o 
No o 
Yes s 
Yes s 
No o 

Note.Note. 1) Systems with two electoral segments; 
2)) Effective threshold varies within country; 
3)) Direct election of prime minister. 
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Thee dichotomous variable distinguishing presidential 
fromfrom  parliamentary systems indicates whether  or  not a 
politicall  system has a direct and popular  election of the head 
off  state (yes=l; no=0). It is necessary to explain the decision 
too categorise Israel in 1996 as a presidential political system. 
Off  course, it was the prime minister  and not the president 
whoo was elected directly in Israel in 1996. However, Israel 
fit ss the discussion of Chapter  5 where I argue that voters' 
reasoningg in parliamentary elections is less personalised 
whenn chief political personnel are externally selected. In this 
respect,, Israel fits into the category. What does not fit  entirely 
iss the term of the category 'presidential systems'. Yet, to be 
moree tangible, I chose the well-known term 'presidential 
systems''  over  an abstract expression of 'external selection of 
chieff  political personnel'. 

A4.22 The Party System 

Variabless measuring characteristics of party systems are the 
effectivee number  of parties, polarisation of party systems, 
perceptuall  agreement on parties' left-right position, and the 
effectivee number  of governmental parties. The measure of the 
'effectivee number  of parties' follows Laasko and Taagepera's 
(1979)) suggestion. 

Effectivee Number  of parties = (A4.2) 

withh \)j, denoting the vote share of party j on the national 
level.. I use the macro-data module of CSES (see CSES 
codebook,, Sapiro &  Shively 2002) to estimate the variable of 
thee effective number  of parties. However, CSES provides 
onlyy information on the six largest parties of political 
systems.. Following Taagepera's (1997) suggestion, I treat the 



294 4 APPENDIXAPPENDIX 4 

categoryy of 'other  parties' according to a least component 
approach.. This approach approximates the number  of parties 
summarisedd as 'others', N, as the average of possible errors. 
Thesee extreme points of possible errors are (a) that a single 
partyy incorporates all votes of the 'other  parties' category or 
(b)) that many parties equally share votes of this category. The 
effectivee number  of parties is estimated as follows: I first 
measuree the variable assuming that the fraction 'other  parties' 
cann be subscribed completely to a single party. Thereafter, I 
calculatee a second score assuming that the residual fraction of 
votesvotes is equally distributed between many 'other  parties' 
(manyy here equals 25). I use the mean of both estimates as 
thee effective number  of parties. Because the residual category 
iss usually small, both estimates of extreme possible errors in 
mostt  cases differ  only marginally. In some cases, this 
approximationn of the effective number  of parties turns out to 
bee less accurate because the upper  and lower  bounds of 
possiblee errors are far  apart. I set the cut off point between 
acceptablee and unacceptable slippage of the approximation 
whenn more than 10% of the votes are summarised as 'other 
parties'.. In these cases, I use additional data sources that 
providee more detailed information on the fraction of small 
partiess to estimate the effective number  of parties. These 
additionall  data sources (see footnotes to Table A4.2), are the 
annuall  issues of the European Journal of Political Research 
onn political data. 

Thee measure of 'polarisation' follows Klingemann's 
(2002)) suggestion. The variable is estimated as the weighted 
meann perceived pairwise distance of parties on a left-right 
scale. . 

H- ll  n-1 

„.. Z Z v i - v l ^ + u - P a l 
Polarisationn = 1 £ ^ 1 > L _ _ (A4.3) 

OTOT*=i *=i 
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wheree p^k denotes the perceived left-right position of party / 
byy voter  k and Vj the share of votes of party i on the national 
level.. The variable is estimated on the basis of respondents' 
perceivedd party placements, thus one generates individual 
polarisation-scoress for  each voter. The mean of the 
individuall yy estimated polarisation variable gives the 
polarisationn of party systems. 

Thee measure of 'perceptual agreement' on parties' 
standss on an order  rating scale is proposed by van der  Eijk 
(2001).. The variable is measured as the mean weighted 
perceptuall  agreement of respondents on the placements of 
partiess on a left-right scale in a political system. The scale 
rangess from -1 to +1, where -1 indicates that respondents 
totallyy disagree on the placement of a party on the left-right 
scale::  half of the respondents place the party at one end of the 
scalee and the other  half of the respondents places the party at 
thee other  end of the scale. Perfect perceptual agreement is 
achievedd if all respondents agree on one value for  the 
placementt  of a party on an ideological scale. Perceptual 
agreementt  is therefore a measure of the unimodality, or  of the 
peakedness,, of a distributio n on an ordered rating scale. 
Estimatingg perceptual agreement for  each party and 
weightingg these estimates by the share of votes of this party 
att  the national level gives the measure of perceptual 
agreementt  for  political systems as reported in table A4.2. For 
aa detailed description of the algorithm of the agreement 
measuree see van der  Eijk (2001).216 

Thee results of the estimation are obtained by means of the 'agreement 
software',, a freeware Excel template that can be obtained on request from 
Ceess van der Eijk (vandereijk@pscw.uva.nl). 

mailto:vandereijk@pscw.uva.nl
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Tablee A4.2 Party Systems 

AUSS 1996 
CANN 1997 
CZE1996 6 
DKK 1998 
GERR 1998 
HK1998 8 
HK2000 0 
HUNN 1998 
ICLL 1999 
ISRR 1996 
JAPP 1996 
KORR 2000 
MEXX 1997 
MEXX 2000 
NETT 1998 
NEZ1996 6 
NORR 1997 
PERR 2001 
POLL 1997 
PORR 2002 
ROMM 1996 
RUSS 1999 
SLOO 1996 
SPAA 1996 
SPAA 2000 
SWEE 1998 
SWII 1999 
TAI1996 6 
UKR1998 8 
UKK 1997 

Effective Effective 
NumberNumber of 

Parties Parties 
3.20 0 
4.08 8 
5.241 1 

4.422 2 

3.23 3 
3.77 7 
4.16 6 
4.442 2 

3.57 7 
6.161 1 

3.88 8 
3.36 6 
3.62 2 
3.14 4 
5.08 8 
4.09 9 
5.05 5 
6.643 3 

4.56 6 
3.61 1 
6.144 4 

6.734 4 

5.885 5 

3.26 6 
3.00 0 
4.53 3 
5.836 6 

2.81 1 
10.674 4 

3.21 1 

Polarisation Polarisation 

2.80 0 
2.24 4 
4.58 8 
3.33 3 
2.58 8 
3.02 2 
2.57 7 
3.41 1 
3.84 4 
2.11 1 
3.26 6 
2.28 8 
3.36 6 
3.97 7 
2.77 7 
3.63 3 
3.16 6 
1.82 2 
4.60 0 
3.46 6 
2.00 0 
4.41 1 
2.93 3 
3.27 7 
2.93 3 
4.23 3 
2.61 1 
2.51 1 
2.38 8 
3.19 9 

Perceptual Perceptual 
Agreement Agreement 

0.43 3 
0.35 5 
0.63 3 
0.66 6 
0.44 4 
0.34 4 
0.50 0 
0.45 5 
0.64 4 
0.47 7 
0.48 8 
0.41 1 

-0.01 1 
0.10 0 
0.55 5 
0.51 1 
0.57 7 
0.11 1 
0.57 7 
0.59 9 
0.29 9 
0.41 1 
0.34 4 
0.56 6 
0.61 1 
0.64 4 
0.51 1 
0.49 9 
0.45 5 
0.44 4 

Effective Effective 
NumberNumber of 

GovernmentalGovernmental Parties 
1977-1996 6 
1978-1997 7 
1991-1996 6 
1978-1997 7 
1978-1997 7 

--
--

1991-1997 7 
1978-1997 7 
1977-1996 6 
1977-1996 6 
1978-1997 7 
1978-1997 7 
1978-1997 7 
1978-1997 7 
1978-1997 7 
1978-1997 7 
1978-1997 7 
1990-1997 7 
1978-1997 7 
1991-1996 6 
1994-1997 7 
1992-1996 6 
1977-1996 6 
1977-1996 6 
1978-1997 7 
1978-1997 7 
1977-1996 6 
1992-1996 6 
1978-1997 7 

1.15 5 
1.00 0 
1.84 4 
1.76 6 
1.33 3 

--
--

1.67 7 
1.91 1 
1.96 6 
1.44 4 
1.53 3 
1.00 0 
1.00 0 
1.96 6 
1.02 2 
1.27 7 
1.11 1 
2.51 1 
1.18 8 
1.52 2 
2.61 1 
2.26 6 
1.00 0 
1.00 0 
1.39 9 
3.75 5 
1.00 0 
1.50 0 
1.00 0 

Note.Note. 1) Data source: Brokl and Mansfeldova (1997); 
2)) Data source: Bille (1999); 
3)) Data source: Valenzuela (2002); 
4)) Data source: Millard et al (2002); 
5)) Data Source: Rose et al 1998; 
6)) Data source: Hardmeier (2000). 

Thee measure of the 'effective number of 
governmentall  parties' in a political system is based on data of 
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thee World Bank project "Database of Political Institutions" 
(Beckk &  Keefer  2001). In a period of 20 years prior  to the 
analysedd elections, the effective number  of parties in each 
governmentt  is calculated as 

11 _w _m_ 
Effectivee No. of governmental parties = — T ^ T ^ ) * (A4.4) 

withh Vtj denoting the share of seats in parliament of ihej-th 
partyy in government in the t-th year. The time index t runs 
fromfrom  1 to n. In most cases, the measure covers a time span of 
nn = 20 years. Note that for  several countries the measure is 
nott  based on 20 years but on a shorter  period. In transition 
democracies,, such as the eastern European countries, only the 
yearss since the first free election in the 1990s were used for 
thee calculation of the measure. Because the elections of Hong 
Kongg analysed are the first of their  kind, a measure of 
(previous)) effective number  of governmental parties seems 
pointless.. In these cases, I substitute the mean value of the 
variable.2177 Hence, the presented estimate of the effective 
numberr  of governmental parties is measured as the mean 
valuee of the number  of parties, weighted by their  number  of 
seats,, in government usually across a period of 20 years. 

A4.33 Availabilit y of Mass Media 

Twoo indicators measure the distributio n of mass media in a 
country::  the 'availabilit y of TV' and the 'availabilit y of daily 
newspapers'.. The first  two columns of Table A4.3 report the 
meann number  of TV sets per  household and the mean number 
off  daily newspapers per  household, based on data of the 
UNESCOO statistics department. These figures relate to the 
yearr  1996. The mean household size in the analysed countries 

Forr the consequences of such a procedure see Appendix 3. 
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iss measured by the country mean of the CSES survey 
questionn of household size. In Australia and Denmark where 
thee variable 'household size' was not included in the survey, I 
substitutee data of the national census bureaus instead. 
Combiningg data from 1996 (UNESCO) with data from each 
electionn year  (CSES) may at first glance appear  problematic, 
however,, the gap between both data points is at most five 
years.. Moreover, the indicator  of the mean household size is 
highlyy stable as figures from Hong Kong, Mexico, and Spain 
illustrate,, countries for  which CSES covers two elections. 
Tablee A4.3 shows that the mean household size in these 
countriess is almost identical between both observed time 
points.. Multiplyin g the mean distributio n of TV sets and the 
numberr  of daily newspapers per  inhabitant with the mean 
householdd size yields the mean number  of TV sets per 
householdd and the mean number  of daily newspapers per 
householdd as reported in the last two columns of Table A4.3. 
Thiss last step is carried out to measure the accessibility of 
masss media. Due to cultural differences, household sizes may 
vary.. But irrespective of differences in household size, all 
memberss of a family possibly have access to TV news 
programss and the daily newspaper(s) of the household. Data 
onn the distributio n of daily newspapers could not be obtained 
forr  Taiwan. I use the mean value of the variable to substitute 
thee missing information for  Taiwan. 
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Tablee A4 J 

AUSS 1996 
CANN 1997 
CZEE 1996 
DK1998 8 
GERR 1998 
HK1998 8 
HK2000 0 
HUNN 1998 
ICLL 1999 
ISRR 1996 
JAPP 1996 
KORR 2000 
MEX1997 7 
MEX2000 0 
NETT 1998 
NEZ1996 6 
NORR 1997 
PERR 2001 
POLL 1997 
PORR 2002 
ROMM 1996 
RUSS 1999 
SLOO 1996 
SPAA 1996 
SPAA 2000 
SWEE 1998 
SWI1999 9 
TAI1996 6 
UKR1998 8 
UKK 1997 

>>  Availability of Mass Media 
TVTV sets 

per per 
Inhabitant Inhabitant 

Daily Daily 
Newspapers Newspapers 

per per 
Inhabitant Inhabitant 

UNESCOUNESCO (1996) 
0.55 5 
0.71 1 
0.53 3 
0.59 9 
0.57 7 
0.28 8 
0.28 8 
0.43 3 
0.35 5 
0.29 9 
0.68 8 
0.33 3 
0.27 7 
0.27 7 
0.52 2 
0.51 1 
0.46 6 
0.13 3 
0.34 4 
0.34 4 
0.23 3 
0.41 1 
0.35 5 
0.41 1 
0.41 1 
0.50 0 
0.45 5 
0.393 3 

0.35 5 
0.51 1 

0.30 0 
0.16 6 
0.25 5 
0.31 1 
0.31 1 
0.79 9 
0.79 9 
0.19 9 
0.54 4 
0.29 9 
0.58 8 
0.39 9 
0.10 0 
0.10 0 
0.31 1 
0.22 2 
0.59 9 
0.08 8 
0.11 1 
0.08 8 
0.30 0 
0.11 1 
0.20 0 
0.10 0 
0.10 0 
0.45 5 
0.33 3 

--
0.05 5 
0.33 3 

Mean Mean 
household household 

size size 

CSES CSES 
2.601 1 

1.98 8 
2.93 3 
2.252 2 

2.36 6 
4.00 0 
4.00 0 
2.86 6 
3.21 1 
4.20 0 
3.67 7 
3.85 5 
4.85 5 
4.84 4 
2.78 8 
4.06 6 
2.29 9 
5.22 2 
3.33 3 
3.20 0 
3.43 3 
2.63 3 
3.53 3 
3.57 7 
3.38 8 
2.50 0 
2.43 3 
5.37 7 
3.32 2 
2.51 1 

TVsets TVsets 
per per 

Household Household 

1.43 3 
1.41 1 
1.55 5 
1.33 3 
1.35 5 
1.12 2 
1.12 2 
1.23 3 
1.12 2 
1.22 2 
2.50 0 
1.27 7 
1.31 1 
1.31 1 
1.45 5 
2.07 7 
1.05 5 
0.68 8 
1.13 3 
1.09 9 
0.79 9 
1.08 8 
1.24 4 
1.46 6 
1.46 6 
1.25 5 
1.09 9 
2.09 9 
1.17 7 
1.28 8 

Daily Daily 
Newspapers Newspapers 

per per 
Household Household 

0.78 8 
0.32 2 
0.73 3 
0.70 0 
0.73 3 
3.16 6 
3.16 6 
0.54 4 
1.73 3 
1.22 2 
2.13 2.13 
1.50 0 
0.49 9 
0.48 8 
0.86 6 
0.89 9 
1.35 5 
0.42 2 
0.37 7 
0.26 6 
1.03 3 
0.29 9 
0.71 1 
0.36 6 
0.34 4 
1.13 3 
0.80 0 

--
0.17 7 
0.83 3 

Note.Note. 1) Data source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (2002); 
2)) Data source: Danmark Statistics (2002); 
3)) Data source: CIA World Factbook (2002) reports 8.8 Mio TV 

setss (1998) and 22.37 Mio inhabitants (2001). 
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A4.44 Economic Context 

Thee fourth section of Chapter  5 on the economic climate of 
contextss adds two new contextual characteristics to the 
explanatoryy analyses: the affluence of societies is measured 
byy the GDP per  capita. The distributio n of this affluence in a 
societyy is measured by the Gini-Index of income inequality. 

Thee Gini index measures the extent to which income 
amongg individuals within an economy deviates from a 
perfectlyy equal distribution . A Gini index of zero represents 
perfectt  equality while a Gini index of 100 means perfect 
inequality.. I obtained figures on both variables from reports 
off  the World Bank statistical department. In single cases, 
identifiedd by footnotes, scores are based on publications of 
thee national statistical bureaus if World Bank data was not 
available.. Data on income inequality do not always refer  to 
thee exact election year. The values reported in the second 
columnn of Table A4.4 are the ones that come closest to the 
electionn year. I could not obtain data on income inequality in 
Iceland.. I use the mean value of the Gini-Index across 
countriess to replace the missing score for  Iceland. 
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Tablee A4.4 Economic Context 

Australiaa 1996 
Canadaa 1997 
Czechh Republic 1996 
Denmarkk 1998 
Germanyy 1998 
Hongg Kong 1998 
Hongg Kong 2000 
Hungaryy 1998 
Icelandd 1999 
Israell 1996 
Japann 1996 
Koreaa 2000 
Mexicoo 1997 
Mexicoo 2000 
Netherlandss 1998 
Neww Zealand 1996 
Norwayy 1997 
Peruu 2001 
Polandd 1997 
Portugall 2002 
Romaniaa 1996 
Russiaa 1999 
Sloveniaa 1996 
Spainn 1996 
Spainn 2000 
Swedenn 1998 
Switzerlandd 1999 
Taiwann 1996 
Ukrainee 1998 
UKK 1997 

GDPGDP per capita in 
US$US$ (2000) 

20,298 8 
22,778 8 
4,942 2 

30,141 30,141 
22,753 3 
23,709 9 
23,709 9 
4,649 9 

30,681 1 
19,521 1 
37,494 4 
9,782 2 
5,805 5 
5,805 5 

23,294 4 
13,441 1 
36,198 8 
2,085 5 
4,082 2 

10,603 3 
1,635 5 
1,726 6 
9,118 8 

14,054 4 
14,054 4 
25,903 3 
32,394 4 
12,4502 2 

639 9 
24,085 5 

IncomeIncome Inequality, 
GiniGini Index (1990s) 

35.2 2 
31.5 5 
25.4 4 
24.7 7 
30.0 0 
51.81 1 

51.8 8 
30.8 8 

--
35.5 5 
24.9 9 
31.6 6 
53.7 7 
53.7 7 
32.6 6 
43.9 9 
25.8 8 
46.2 2 
32.9 9 
35.6 6 
28.2 2 
48.7 7 
26.8 8 
32.5 5 
32.5 5 
25.0 0 
33.1 1 
31.73 3 

32.5 5 
36.1 1 

Note.Note. 1) Data source. Census and Statistics Department, Hong Kong 
(2002); ; 

2)2) Data source. Statistics Bureau, Taiwan (2001); 
3)3) Data source. Statistical Yearbook of Taiwan 1998 reported for 

1996. . 
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A4.55 Correlations between Contextual 
Characteristics s 

Severall empirical studies show that characteristics of political 
systemss are interrelated. For instance, the electoral system of 
countriess determines to some extent the appearance of party 
systemss (Duverger 1954; Rae 1967; Taagepera & Shugart 
1993;; Lijphart 1990; Neto & Cox 1997). Another example is 
thee fragmentation of party systems and governments. A high 
effectivee number of parties in a parliament will probably go 
alongg with a high effective number of parties in government 
(Lijphartt 1999). Yet another example is the economic climate 
andd the distribution of mass media: countries with high levels 
off affluence will most likely be linked to more accessible 
masss media. Such associations carry the danger of 
multicolinearityy for models reported in the main text. To 
assesss the extent to which contextual characteristics are 
interrelated,, Table A4.5 reports a correlation matrix of the ten 
contextuall variables of this book. 

Ass expected, effective threshold, effective number of 
parties,, and effective number of governmental parties are 
correlated.. However, with less than 25% the shared variance 
appearss within acceptable boundaries. Also, perceptual 
agreementt relates significantly to effective thresholds. The 
affluencee of societies is significantly associated with the 
distributionn of mass media (newspapers per household). 
Perceptuall agreement on the left-right scale is higher in 
democraciess of a high GDP per capita (r = 0.44) and high 
incomee equality (r = 0.60). Also, presidential systems on 
averagee have a lower GDP per capita (r = -0.62).218 These 

2188 It seems implausible to conclude from this finding that the existence of 
aa directly elected head of state is causally responsible for weak economic 
performance.. One may speculate whether this is a spurious relationship 
betweenn institutional settings across established and transition 
democracies:: newly established democracies that are unsurprisingly less 
wealthyy may happen to frequently choose presidential systems. A 
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figuresfigures show, in my opinion, that each of the contextual 
variabless contains sufficient independent variance to be 
includedd separately in the explanatory analysis of this book. 
Therefore,, I decided not to derive common factors from 
contextuall  characteristics as done in other  studies of the 
comparativee approach (e.g., Lijphar t 1999). Such a procedure 
wil ll  lead to differences between the partial and full model(s) 
ass discussed in Chapter  6. This wil l be the case especially for 
variabless that are highly interrelated. However, analysing all 
contextuall  characteristics separately provides more detailed 
insightss and seems thus preferable to an approach that 
collapsess single indicators to few common trait s and thereby 
losess information. 

thoroughh investigation of this question is, however, beyond the scope of 
thiss study. 
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A4.66 Country-Specific Predictions of the Vote 
Function n 

II  use in Chapter  6 the above-described contextual 
characteristicss of political systems to derive linear  predictions 
off  parameter  effects of party leaning, leader  evaluation, and 
left-righ tt  distances. Additional to Table 6.2 that reports the 
overalll  linear  predictions of all contextual traits, Tables A4.6 
too A4.8 report such predictions for  each contextual variable 
separately.. The estimated main effect is reported in the upper 
leftt  corner  of each table. Each column represents a single 
contextuall  trait . For  example, the first column of Table A4.6 
reportss the sum of the main effect of party leanings plus the 
moderatingg effect of effective electoral thresholds. The 
secondd column contains information on the predicted effect 
parameterr  of party leanings considering only the main effect 
off  party leanings and the moderating effect of the variable 
'presidentiall  system'. The last but two column reports the 
overalll  linear  prediction derived from the full model and the 
lastt  but one column contains the estimated country-separate 
parameterss of the base model (see also Figures 3.1 to 3.3 of 
Chapterr  3 and Table A2.2 of Appendix 2). The final column 
onn residuals reports information on the unexplained effects of 
partyy leanings, leader  evaluations, and left-right distances, 
thuss the difference between observed and predicted estimates. 
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Tablee A4.6 Linear Predictions of the Party Leaning Effect 
inn 30 Contexts. Linear Predictions are Based 
onn the Full Model Reported in Table 6.1 

MainMain effect 
==  0.580 

AUSS 1996 
CANN 1997 
CZEE 1996 
DKK 1998 
GERR 1998 
HK1998 8 
HK2000 0 
HUNN 1998 
ICLL 1999 
ISRR 1996 
JAPP 1996 
KORR 2000 
MEXX 1997 
MEXX 2000 
NETT 1998 
NEZZ 1996 
NORR 1997 
PERR 2001 
POLL 1997 
PORR 2002 
ROMM 1996 
RUSS 1999 
SLOO 1996 
SPAA 1996 
SPAA 2000 
SWEE 1998 
SWII 1999 
TAI1996 6 
UKR1998 8 
UKK 1997 
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0.688 0.58 0.50 0.59 0.57 0.60 0.59 0.58 0.58 0.58 
0.688 0.58 0.55 0.61 0.53 0.61 0.59 0.56 0.59 0.57 
0.544 0.58 0.62 0.52 0.67 0.56 0.60 0.57 0.57 0.56 
0.555 0.58 0.57 0.57 0.69 0.57 0.58 0.57 0.59 0.56 
0.533 0.58 0.50 0.60 0.57 0.59 0.58 0.57 0.59 0.57 
0.611 0.58 0.53 0.58 0.52 0.58 0.56 0.64 0.59 0.61 
0.599 0.58 0.56 0.60 0.61 0.58 0.56 0.64 0.59 0.61 
0.555 0.58 0.57 0.57 0.58 0.57 0.57 0.57 0.57 0.57 
0.566 0.58 0.52 0.55 0.68 0.56 0.56 0.60 0.59 0.58 
0.522 0.58 0.67 0.62 0.59 0.56 0.57 0.59 0.58 0.58 
0.688 0.58 0.54 0.57 0.60 0.59 0.68 0.61 0.60 0.56 
0.688 0.58 0.51 0.61 0.56 0.58 0.58 0.60 0.57 0.57 
0.688 0.58 0.52 0.57 0.34 0.61 0.58 0.57 0.57 0.61 
0.688 0.58 0.50 0.55 0.39 0.61 0.58 0.57 0.57 0.61 
0.522 0.58 0.61 0.59 0.63 0.56 0.59 0.58 0.59 0.58 
0.533 0.58 0.55 0.56 0.61 0.61 0.64 0.58 0.58 0.59 
0.566 0.58 0.61 0.58 0.64 0.60 0.56 0.59 0.60 0.57 
0.566 0.58 0.70 0.56 0.40 0.60 0.53 0.57 0.57 0.60 
0.544 0.58 0.58 0.52 0.64 0.53 0.56 0.56 0.57 0.58 
0.566 0.58 0.52 0.57 0.65 0.60 0.56 0.56 0.57 0.58 
0.566 0.58 0.67 0.62 0.50 0.58 0.54 0.58 0.57 0.57 
0.544 0.58 0.70 0.53 0.56 0.52 0.56 0.56 0.57 0.60 
0.555 0.58 0.66 0.59 0.52 0.54 0.57 0.57 0.57 0.57 
0.566 0.58 0.50 0.57 0.64 0.61 0.59 0.56 0.58 0.58 
0.566 0.58 0.49 0.59 0.66 0.61 0.59 0.56 0.58 0.58 
0.577 0.58 0.58 0.54 0.68 0.59 0.57 0.58 0.59 0.56 
0.566 0.58 0.65 0.60 0.61 0.46 0.56 0.58 0.59 0.58 
0.599 0.58 0.48 0.60 0.60 0.61 0.64 0.58 0.58 0.58 
0.533 0.58 0.94 0.61 0.58 0.58 0.57 0.56 0.57 0.58 
0.688 0.58 0.50 0.58 0.57 0.61 0.58 0.58 0.59 0.58 
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0.633 0.91 0.28 
0.655 0.43 -0.22 
0.588 0.66 0.08 
0.622 0.66 0.04 
0.488 0.55 0.07 
0.588 0.53 -0.05 
0.699 0.60 -0.09 
0.499 0.59 0.10 
0.577 0.65 0.08 
0.644 0.56 -0.08 
0.788 0.58 -0.20 
0.610.666 0.05 
0.400 0.42 0.02 
0.410.722 0.31 
0.600 0.35 -0.25 
0.622 0.52-0.10 
0.655 0.73 0.08 
0.455 0.36 -0.09 
0.455 0.72 0.27 
0.533 0.67 0.14 
0.555 0.45 -0.10 
0.500 0.75 0.25 
0.511 0.41 -0.10 
0.566 0.32 -0.24 
0.588 0.70 0.12 
0.622 0.82 0.20 
0.555 0.82 0.17 
0.611 0.51 -0.10 
0.877 1.33 0.46 
0.622 0.55 -0.07 

Note.Note. Cell entries denote linear predictions of unstandardised effect 
parameters.. Data Source. CSES. 



CONTEXTUALCONTEXTUAL CHARACTERISTICS 307 7 

Tablee A4.7 Linear Predictions of the Leader Evaluation 
Effectt in 30 Contexts. Linear Predictions are 
Basedd on the Full Model Reported in Table 6.1 

MainMain effect 
==  1.114 

AUSS 1996 
CANN 1997 
CZE1996 6 
DKK 1998 
GERR 1998 
HK1998 8 
HK2000 0 
HUNN 1998 
ICLL 1999 
ISRR 1996 
JAPP 1996 
KORR 2000 
MEX1997 7 
MEX2000 0 
NETT 1998 
NEZ1996 6 
NORR 1997 
PERR 2001 
POLL 1997 
PORR 2002 
ROMM 1996 
RUSS 1999 
SLOO 1996 
SPAA 1996 
SPAA 2000 
SWE1998 8 
SWI1999 9 
TAII 1996 
UKR1998 8 
UKK 1997 
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0.800 1.35 1.07 1.06 1.11 1.26 1.06 1.13 1.04 1.12 
0.800 1.35 1.10 0.95 1.08 1.31 1.07 1.17 1.00 1.17 
1.266 1.35 1.13 1.39 1.17 1.02 1.01 1.13 1.31 1.25 
1.211 1.35 1.11 1.16 1.18 1.04 1.11 1.14 0.87 1.26 
1.266 1.35 1.07 1.01 1.11 1.20 1.10 1.13 1.00 1.19 
1.033 1.35 1.09 1.10 1.08 1.11 1.21 0.90 0.98 0.89 
1.077 1.35 1.10 1.01 1.13 1.11 1.21 0.90 0.98 0.89 
1.222 1.35 1.11 1.17 1.11 1.08 1.16 1.15 1.32 1.18 
1.199 0.81 1.08 1.25 1.18 0.99 1.21 1.04 0.86 1.11 
1.311 0.81 1.17 0.93 1.12 0.97 1.16 1.09 1.06 1.11 
0.800 1.35 1.09 1.14 1.12 1.16 0.58 LOO 0.74 1.26 
0.800 0.81 1.07 0.96 1.10 1.11 1.14 1.06 1.23 1.16 
0.800 0.81 1.08 1.16 0.96 1.31 1.12 1.16 1.30 0.86 
0.800 0.81 1.07 1.28 LOO 1.31 L12 L16 1.30 0.86 
1.322 1.35 1.13 1.05 1.15 0.97 1.06 L12 0.99 1.15 
1.266 1.35 1.10 1.21 1.13 1.30 0.77 1.12 1.16 1.00 
1.199 1.35 1.13 1.12 1.15 1.22 1.24 1.08 0.77 1.24 
1.177 0.81 1.18 1.21 LOO 1.27 1.41 1.16 1.36 0.97 
1.233 0.81 1.11 1.40 1.15 0.78 1.20 1.17 1.33 1.15 
1.222 0.81 1.08 1.18 1.16 1.25 1.22 1.18 1.21 1.11 
1.177 0.81 1.17 0.90 1.06 1.13 1.36 1.11 1.37 1.21 
1.266 0.81 1.19 1.36 1.10 0.75 1.22 1.18 1.37 0.93 
1.200 0.81 1.16 1.08 1.08 0.87 1.15 1.14 1.24 1.23 
1.177 1.35 1.07 1.14 1.15 1.31 1.05 1.17 1.15 1.15 
1.188 1.35 1.06 1.08 1.17 1.31 1.05 1.17 1.15 1.15 
1.155 1.35 1.11 1.33 1.18 1.17 1.15 1.10 0.95 1.25 
1.177 1.35 1.16 1.02 1.13 0.35 1.22 1.13 0.83 1.14 
1.099 0.81 1.05 LOO 1.13 1.31 0.76 1.11 1.18 1.16 
1.266 0.81 1.32 0.98 1.11 1.14 1.18 1.19 1.39 1.15 
0.800 1.35 1.07 1.13 1.11 1.31 1.13 1.13 0.98 1.10 
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0.977 1.37 0.40 
0.988 1.37 0.39 
2.000 2.29 0.29 
1.400 1.21 -0.19 
1.400 1.25-0.15 
0.700 0.80 0.10 
0.733 0.70 -0.03 
1.800 2.50 0.70 
0.699 1.52 0.83 
0.699 0.73 0.04 
0.222 0.59 0.37 
0.422 0.79 0.37 
0.544 0.84 0.30 
0.677 0.20 -0.47 
1.277 0.82 -0.45 
1.399 1.58 0.19 
1.466 1.40 -0.06 
1.511 1.21 -0.30 
1.300 1.19-0.11 
L400 1.20 -0.20 
1.255 1.83 0.58 
1.144 1.61 0.47 
0.922 1.13 0.21 

1.700 0.83 -0.87 
1.644 1.24 -0.40 
1.711 1.20 -0.51 
0.477 0.93 0.46 
0.599 0.73 0.14 
1.500 1.06 -0.44 
1.088 1.20 0.12 

Note.Note. Cell entries denote linear predictions of unstandardised effect 
parameters.. Data Source. CSES. 
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Tablee A4.8 Linear Predictions of the Left-Right Distance 
Effectt in 30 Contexts. Linear Predictions are 
Basedd on the Full Model Reported in Table 6.1 

AUSS 1996 
CANN 1997 
CZEE 1996 
DKK 1998 
GERR 1998 
HK1998 8 
HK2000 0 
HUNN 1998 
ICLL 1999 
ISRR 1996 
JAPP 1996 
KORR 2000 
MEX1997 7 
MEX2000 0 
NETT 1998 
NEZZ 1996 
NORR 1997 
PERR 2001 
POLL 1997 
PORR 2002 
ROMM 1996 
RUSS 1999 
SLOO 1996 
SPAA 1996 
SPAA 2000 
SWEE 1998 
SWI1999 9 
TAI1996 6 
UKR1998 8 
UKK 1997 

-0.38-0. . 
-0.38-0. . 
-0.61-0. . 
-0.59-0. . 
-0.61-0. . 
-0.49-0. . 
-0.52-0. . 
-0.59-0. . 
-0.58-0. . 
-0.64-0. . 
-0.38-0. . 
-0.38-0. . 
-0.38-0. . 
-0.38-0. . 
-0.64-0. . 
-0.61-0. . 
-0.58-0. . 
-0.57-0. . 
-0.60-0. . 
-0.59-0. . 
-0.56-0. . 
-0.61-0. . 
-0.58-0. . 
-0.57-0. . 
-0.57-0. . 
-0.56-0. . 
-0.57-0. . 
-0.53-0. . 
-0.61-0. . 
-0.38-0. . 

53-0.61--
53-0.56--
53-0.50--
53-0.55--
53-0.61--
53-0.58--
53-0.56--
53-0.54--
55-0.59--
55-0.46--
53-0.57--
55-0.60--
55-0.59--
55-0.61--
53-0.51--
53-0.56--
53-0.51--
55-0.43--
55-0.53--
55-0.59--
55-0.46--
55-0.43--
55-0.47--
53-0.60--
53-0.62--
53-0.54--
53-0.47--
55-0.63 3 
55-0.23--
53-0.61 1 

0.53-0.52--
0.51-0.47--
0.59-0.66--
0.54-0.69--
0.52-0.53--
0.53-0.46--
0.52-0.57--
0.55-0.54--
0.56-0.57--
0.50-0.55--
0.54-0.56--
0.51-0.51--
0.55-0.21--
0.57-0.29--
0.53-0.61--
0.55-0.58 8 
0.54-0.62--
0.55-0.29 9 
0.59-0.62 2 
0.55-0.64--
0.50-0.42--
0.58-0.51 1 
0.53-0.46 6 
0.54-0.61 1 
0.53-0.65 5 
0.57-0.67 7 
0.52-0.58--
0.52-0.56 6 
0.51-0.54 4 
0.54-0.53 3 

0.49-0. . 
0.47-0. . 
0.57-0. . 
0.56-0. . 
0.51-0. . 
0.54-0. . 
0.54-0. . 
0.55-0. . 
0.58-0. . 
0.58-0. . 
0.52-0. . 
0.54-0. . 
0.47-0. . 
0.47-0. . 
0.58-0. . 
0.47-0. . 
0.50-0. . 
0.48-0. . 
0.65-0. . 
0.49-0. . 
0.53-0. . 
0.66-0. . 
0.62-0. . 
0.47-0. . 
0.47-0. . 
0.52-0. . 
0.79-0. . 
0.47-0, , 
0.53-0. . 
0.47-0, , 

56-0.55--
55-0.58 8 
58-0.55--
54-0.55--
54-0.55--
50-0.38--
50-0.38--
52-0.57--
50-0.48--
52-0.52--
74-0.46--
53-0.50--
53-0.57--
53-0.57--
56-0.54--
67-0.54--
49-0.51--
43-0.57--
50-0.58--
50-0.58--
44-0.53--
50-0.58--
52-0.55--
56-0.58--
56-0.58--
52-0.52--
50-0.55--
67-0.54--
51-0.59 9 
53-0.55--

0.55-0. . 
0.56-0. . 
0.50-0. . 
0.58-0. . 
0.56-0. . 
0.56-0. . 
0.56-0. . 
0.50-0. . 
0.58-0, , 
0.55-0. . 
0.61-0. . 
0.52-0. . 
0.50-0. . 
0.50-0. . 
0.56-0. . 
0.53-0. . 
0.60-0. . 
0.49-0, , 
0.50-0. . 
0.52-0. . 
0.49-0, , 
0.49-0, , 
0.51-0, , 
0.53-0, , 
0.53-0, , 
0.57-0, , 
0.59-0, , 
0.52-0, , 
0.49-0 0 
0.56-0 0 

-0.41--
-0.35--
-0.89--
-0.93--

59-0.71-1 1 

57 7 
36 6 
35 5 

-0.12 2 
-0.22 2 
-0.63 3 
-0.79 9 

54-0.56 6 
64-0.71 1 

-0.36 6 
0.13 3 
0.01 1 

561-0.79--
-0.67 7 
-0.68 8 
0.04 4 

56-0.84--
-0.70--
-0.26--
-0.47 7 
-0.58 8 

56-0.73--
56-0.77--
64-0.81--
56-0.82 2 
57-0.73--
56-0.28 8 
53-0.39 9 

0.333 0.08 
0.277 0.08 
1.03-0.14 4 
1.06-0.13 3 
0.500 0.21 
0.03-0.15 5 
0.05-0.17 7 
0.599 0.04 
0.96-0.17 7 
0.67-0.11 1 
0.366 0.44 
0.144 0.20 
0.39-0.52 2 
0.38-0.39 9 
1.09-0.30 0 
0.533 0.14 
0.75-0.07 7 
0.200 0.24 
0.500 0.34 
0.87-0.17 7 
0.166 0.10 
0.411 0.06 
0.422 0.16 
0.244 0.49 
1.08-0.31 1 
0.722 0.09 
0.87-0.05 5 
0.144 0.59 
0.56-0.28 8 
0.63-0.24 4 

Note.Note. Cell entries denote linear predictions 
parameters.. Data Source. CSES. 

off unstandardised effect 



Sammenvattingg in het Nederlands 

Ditt  proefschrift is gebaseerd op de gedachte dat de manier 
waaropp kiezers tot hun stemkeuze komen niet onder  alle 
omstandighedenn en niet voor  iedereen (precies) hetzelfde is. 
Inn het desbetreffende jargon: dat het beslissingsproces van 
kiezerss niet homogeen voor  het gehele electoraat is. 
Aansluitendd op ander  onderzoek (o.a. Rivers 1988; Glasgow 
1999)) veronderstel ik dat verschillende soorten kiezers hun 
keuzess maken op grond van verschillende (heterogene) 
overwegingen.. Deze overwegingen hebben betrekking op 
algemenee politieke factoren, zoals de kenmerken van partijen 
enn hun onderlinge relaties, kenmerken van politici , en 
bestaandee ideologieën of issues (Zie ook: Harrop &  Mille r 
1987;;  Lau 1989). Deze heterogeniteitsgedachte houdt in dat 
sommigee kiezers zich bij  hun stemkeuze meer  baseren op 
kenmerkenn van partijen, anderen op hun beoordeling van 
belangrijkee politici , en weer  anderen op politiek inhoudelijke 
overwegingen.. Eerder  onderzoek laat zien dat zulke 
verschillenn niet toevallig van aard zijn maar  dat zij 
systematischh samenhangen met bepaalde kenmerken van 
kiezers,, en met de kenmerken van de situatie waarin kiezers 
zichh bevinden, de context van een verkiezingen. In de 
literatuurr  over  het proces van stemkeuze zijn de factoren die 
hett  meest genoemd worden als oorzaken van heterogeniteit 
dee mate van politieke informatie, de sociale achtergrond van 
kiezers,, politieke socialisiatie en de mate van blootstelling 
aann media. Voor  wat betreft heterogeniteit die voortvloeit uit 
verschillenn tussen contexten is er  nog weinig systematisch 
onderzoekk dat mij  of meer  aanvaarde inzichten heeft 
opgeleverd.. Ondanks de groeiende stroom publicaties kan er 
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echterr  niet gesproken worden van uitgekristalliseerde 
onderzoekstraditiee inzake de factoren die leiden tot 
verschillenn in het beslissingsproces van kiezers. Er  is eerder 
sprakee van een zich ontwikkelende benadering, die 
vermoedenss over  heterogeniteit vaak impliciet benadert, en 
diee nog sterk gefragmenteerd is qua aanpak en resultaten. 

Dee analyse van dit boek richten zich op het bepalen 
vann het (variabele) belang van drie politieke factoren die 
waarschijnlij kk  door  de meeste kiezers in beschouwing worden 
genomenn wanneer  zij  hun stem uitbrengen: partijen, politici 
enn inhoudelijke beleidsoverwegingen. Dit proefschrift 
onderzoektt  welk belang kiezers aan elk van deze drie factoren 
hechtenn en hoe dit varieert tussen individuen en contexten. 
Methodologischh worden deze vragen geanalyseerd met 
behulpp van een zogenaamd multilevel model (meer  specifiek 
eenn random slope model) dat de invloed van partijen, 
politici ,, en beleidsoverwegingen op kiesgedrag schat. Als 
empirischee basis worden enquetegegevens gebruikt die zijn 
vergaardd in het kader  van het CSES project {Comparative 
StudyStudy of Electoral Systems). Deze data hebben betrekking op 
300 democratische verkiezingen in 27 verschillende landen. 
Alss indicatoren voor  de drie soorten kiezersoverwegingen die 
wordenn onderzocht fungeren partij-aanhangerschap, 
sympathiee voor  de leiders van partijen en links-rechts afstand 
tott  partijen. Heterogeniteit in de invloed van deze drie 
factorenn wordt onderzocht door  middel van interacties met 
individuelee kenmerken (leeftijd, opleiding etc.) en met 
omgevingsfactorenn (institutionele inrichting , partijstelsel, 
etc). . 

Dee analyses laten zien dat het proces van stemkeuze 
inderdaadd heterogeen is, zowel tussen als binnen politieke 
systemen.. De beschrijvende analyse in hoofdstuk 3 toont 
systematischee en significante verschillen tussen verschillende 
landen.. In Hoofdstukken 4 en 5 worden de variaties in het 
kiesgedragg gedetaileerder  onderzocht met behulp van partiële 
modellen,, steeds voor  een afzonderlijke cluster  van 
variabelenn die heterogeniteit veroorzaken. In Hoofdstuk 4 ligt 
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daarbijj  de nadruk op individuele kenmerken (sociale 
achtergrondd en politiek bewustzijn), terwij l in Hoofdstuk 5 de 
omgevingsfactorenn nader  worden geanalyseerd (institutionele 
inrichting ,, partijstelsel, beschikbaarheid van massamedia, 
economischee omstandigheden). In Hoofdstuk 6 worden de 
partiëlee modellen gecombineerd tot een volledig model. 

Dee analyse van individuele kenmerken laat zien dat de 
demografischee verschillen weinig bijdragen aan verschillen in 
hett  proces van stemkeuze. De enige uitzondering is dat 
partijaanhangerschapp voor  oudere kiezers van groter  belang is 
dann voor  jongere. Belangrijker  voor  de verschillen in 
kiezersoverwegingenn is de politieke informati e waarover 
kiezerss beschikken. Voor  politiek hoog geïnformeerde kiezers 
zijnn beleidsoverwegingen en voorkeuren voor  politici 
belangrijkerr  dan voor  laag gemformeerden. Omgekeerd is 
aanhangerschapp van een parti j  belangrijker  voor  laag 
geiihformeerdee kiezers. 

Kenmerkenn van de omgeving (kenmerken van 
politiekee stelsels dus) zijn beter  in staat heterogeniteit van 
kiesgedragg te verklaren dan individuele kenmerken. Zowel 
politiek-institutionel ee aspecten als sociale en economische 
omstandighedenn blijken van groot belang te zijn om 
heterogeniteitt  in het proces van stemkeuze te verklaren. 

Hett  belang van parti j  aanhangerschap voor  stemkeuze 
wordtt  vooral beïnvloed door  de politieke omgeving. Deze 
invloedd op partijkeuze is vooral van belang in stelsels met een 
groott  aantal politieke partijen, waarin een hoge mate van 
overeenstemmingg bestaat over  de posities van die partijen op 
eenn links-rechts schaal, of waar  een hoge effectieve 
kiesdrempell  het succes van kleine partijen beperkt. Kiezers 
diee uit een groot en ideologisch helder  geprofileerd aanbod 
moetenn kiezen baseren hun keuze meer  dan anders op 
partijaanhangerschap.. Deze factor  blijk t resistent te zijn tegen 
dee drang tactisch te kiezen, die voortvloeit uit een hoge 
effectievee kiesdrempel. De twee belangrijkste institutionele 
variabelenn die het belang van waardering voor  politici voor 
stemkeuzee beïnvloeden zijn het bestaan van een parlementair 
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systeemm en van een één-partij  regering. Naarmate 
(parlementaire)) verkiezingen niet alleen de zetelverdeling in 
hett  parlement bepalen maar  ook de selectie van 
regeringspersoneel,, leggen kiezers meer  nadruk op hun 
evaluatiee van politici . Dit wordt nog versterkt als 
verkiezingenn impliciet ook een keuze inhouden tussen 
verschillendee kandidaten voor  het premierschap. Ten slotte is 
hett  belang van beleidsoverwegingen vooral sterk in contexten 
mett  een hoge mate van perceptuele overeenstemming over  de 
positiess van partijen op een links-rechts dimensie, en met een 
lagee effektieve kiesdrempel. 

Dee toegang tot massamedia en economische condities 
zijnn vooral van invloed op het effect van 
partijaanhangerschapp en van beleidsoverwegingen. Een groot 
bereikk  van massamedia vergroot significant de invloed van 
partijaanhangerschapp en beleidsoverwegingen op de 
stemkeuze.. De invloed van beleidsoverwegingen wordt ook 
bevorderdd door  een relatief hoge mate van 
inkomensgelijkheid.. Daarentegen verminderen deze condities 
hett  belang van waardering voor  politici . 
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