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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. 



124 4 CHAPTERCHAPTER 5 

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)-
**  (0.012) 
**  (0.014) 

--
0.129***  (0.001) 

**  (0.004) 

Left-Right Left-Right 
Distance Distance 

**  (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 
-- Level 1, Vote Choice + Slopes 

ll  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)-
**  (0.019) 

0.125**(0.015)--
0.106***  (0.012)-

**  (0.016)-

--
0.148***  (0.011) 

-0.029***  (0.006) 

Left-Right Left-Right 
Distance Distance 

**  (0.021) 
0.056**  (0.024) 

**  (0.020) 
**  (0.015) 
**  (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 wil l 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. . 



CONTEXTUALCONTEXTUAL DETERMINANTS 155 

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)

**  (0.018)-

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

Left-Right Left-Right 
Distance Distance 

**  (0.016) 
**  (0.013) 
**  (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 availabilit y 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 wil l discuss these findings in more 
detail. . 

5.44 Conflict withi n 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 
-- 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)-

44 (0.015) 

--
0.159***  (0.010) 

**  (0.006) 

Left-Right Left-Right 
Distance Distance 

**  (0.015) 
**  (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 wil l 
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. 


