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1
Introduction: Volatility and the Quality of

Representative Democracy

Winston Churchill famously stated ‘the best argument against democracy is a five-minute

conversation with the average voter’. Apparently, Churchill did not think highly of the

capacity of the average voter to participate in elections and to choose representatives. The

results of public opinion research seem to confirm this rather pessimistic intuition. Citizens’

levels of information about politics have been found to be ‘astonishingly low’ (Converse,

1975, p. 79), with no indications of improvement over time (Delli Carpini and Keeter, 1996).

Findings as these have led scholars of electoral behaviour and theorists of democracy to

question whether voters are capable of bringing about good representation and democracy

(Berelson et al., 1963; Neumann, 1986; Schumpeter, 1962). While such worries about voters’

cognitive abilities are ubiquitous, they are probably even more pronounced when voters who

switch parties are concerned. The reason therefore is that volatile voters have been found to

be even less informed and knowledgeable than stable voters (Berelson et al., 1963; Converse,

1962).

It is concerns as these that motivate the research presented in this dissertation. Are

party switchers indeed apathetic and uninvolved ‘electoral drifters or rolling stones, who

cast their vote almost at random?’ (Rattinger, 1997, p. 87)? And is their presence to be

considered a threat for democracy? What is needed to determine the empirical validity

of pessimistic accounts is likely to be more than a ‘five-minute conversation’ with a voter.

1
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Therefore, the goal of this dissertation is to investigate in depth the determinants of volatility

and the motivations of voters who switch parties. Given the importance of volatility for

the functioning of electoral democracy, the results shed light on how we should qualify the

impact of party switching on the quality of representative democracy.

In what follows, I elaborate on the importance of a potential for volatility in electoral

democracies. Subsequently, I point out some advantages and disadvantages of volatility that

have been mentioned in the literature. These advantages and disadvantages have received

particular attention because of an allegedly rising trend of volatility. Next, I introduce the

main theoretical frameworks for interpreting the motivations of voters who switch parties,

where I focus on four elements: political sophistication, political disaffection, accountability

and ideological proximity. Finally, I conclude this introductory chapter with the outline of

the dissertation and a short overview of the chapters.

1.1 The importance of changeability

‘The study of stability and change of party systems and electoral behaviour is one of the

most important areas of comparative political research’ (Rattinger, 1997, p. 86)

As Rattinger said, stability and change are a very important area in political research.

This importance is also reflected in a rich literature focusing on change and patterns of

instability. The wealth of this body of research originates not only in the fact that scholars

are intrigued by what is new or what changes (Mair, 1993). More importantly, change

or at least a potential for change can be considered as essential for the well functioning of

democracy. In a democracy ‘no one can win once and for all: even if successful at one time,

victors immediately face the prospect of having to struggle in the future’ (Przeworski, 1986, p.

57). As a result, the fact that parties can win or lose votes — and political competition more

generally — are even considered the essence of what constitutes a democracy (Lipset, 1966;

Strom, 1992). Competitive elections, which are considered as a hallmark for democracy,

are only possible if there is a realistic possibility that a substantial portion of the electorate

will change its party preference.

The importance of change lays in the fact that change, and a potential for change in

general, indicate that political systems are adaptive (Granberg and Holmberg, 1990). And

to allow good representation it is considered crucial that systems are adaptive. The reason

therefore is that representation is commonly assumed to be dynamic. Those dynamics imply

a two-way process. First, if public opinion changes, this should be translated into policy

changing as well (Erikson et al., 2002). Second, citizens should pay attention to and be

responsive to the policies pursued by representatives. The metaphor used to describe this

second element is that citizens should act like a thermostat, whereby the decisions taken

by incumbents lead citizens to adjust their opinions (Franklin and Wlezien, 1997; Wlezien,

1995; Wlezien and Soroka, 2012).
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Electoral volatility can be considered to be promoting both links in a dynamic process

of representation. First, shifts in aggregate-level vote shares from one election to another

can be considered as a signal that citizens want policy change. And even though govern-

ments have previously been found to react to the public opinion in-between elections as

well (Erikson et al., 2002; Esaiasson and Narud, 2013), elections are obviously a more direct

instrument for translating the preferences of citizens into policy (Powell, 2000). As stated

by Dalton (2013, p. 103): ‘The potential variability of electoral outcomes is what gives

elections — and democracy — meaning. The public can steer the ship of state by casting

their votes for a different party to set a new course’. In other words, a direct way in which

volatility allows for the policy that is pursued to be responsive to public opinion is by the

fact that these citizens who have changed their policy opinions also switch parties. There is

an indirect way of generating dynamic representation as well, since the fact that electoral

behaviour is changeable incentivizes ‘a party to adapt its orientation to changing circum-

stances’ (Granberg and Holmberg, 1990, p. 530). Voters could change policy positions over

time simply because they change their minds, or because of changed personal or exogenous

conditions. Good representation implies that these changes in policy positions are also re-

flected in adjustments in the policies that are pursued. Additionally, Nozick (1989) claims

that there should be a regular alternation, or zigzag, of politics. The argument therefore is

that parties in office always and inevitably focus on a limited number of goals and programs.

A shift in who governs is therefore thought to be a requirement for finding the right balance

in what policies are being pursued.

Second, volatility can be interpreted as the electorate responding to what policymakers

are doing. A change in the vote share of the incumbent could then be interpreted as an

indication of the mood of the public opinion about the policies the incumbent has pursued

(Erikson et al., 2002). This mood could be expressed through other means as well, but a

vote can be considered a straightforward tool for holding parties and politicians accountable

for their performances. Powell (2000) describes this as the veto power of the electorate on

the incumbent. In essence, by switching parties voters can either reward or punish the

incumbent, ensuring that incumbents who performed well stay in office while those who did

not are thrown out. This evaluation could relate to the policies pursued by the incumbent, or

to their behaviour in office in general. This latter use would allow voters to punish politicians

who sought personal gain while in office, or to condemn corruption (Costas-Pérez et al.,

2012). Elections have therefore been described as ‘a ‘contingent renewal’ accountability

mechanism, where the sanctions are to extend or not to extend the government’s tenure’

(Manin et al., 1999b, p. 10). Volatility can hence be considered an indication of the fact that

voters hold the governors accountable at election time, and the presence of accountability

is essential in a democracy (Bovens, 2007; Warren, 2014). For accountability to be present,

voters are assumed to retrospectively judge the performances of incumbents. And doing

so fits an image of rationally behaving citizens who have to differentiate between parties



4 CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

(Downs, 1957). Compared to making a vote choice based on the policy positions and

programs of parties, voting retrospectively is also considered a less demanding and less

information intensive way for making good choices (Fiorina, 1981; Key, 1966). Additionally,

Manin (1997) considers the retrospective evaluations by voters as a key to making elections

democratic, since by voting prospectively voters cannot enforce politicians to stick to the

promises that led to their election. So both for dynamic representation as well as for the

mechanism of accountability to function, (the potential presence of) volatility is essential.

The two links, politicians being responsive to changes in public opinion and the public

being responsive to what politicians are doing, are obviously interrelated. The presence of

the second mechanism, the fact that citizens are reacting to policy, also acts to strengthen

the translation of public opinion into policy. The reason therefore is that if politicians

see that citizens are paying attention and reacting to their policies, they are incentivized

to implement the policies that voters want (Franklin et al., 2014; Powell, 2000; Wlezien,

1995). The possibility of being punished by the voters when running for election hence

leads political decision-makers to anticipate the judgement of the electorate. And it is this

element of anticipation, rather than the punishment of voters as such, that is instrumental

in prompting incumbents to represent the citizens in the best possible way (Manin, 1997).

In sum, the potential for change – and hence for electoral volatility – can be considered

crucial for assuring that the citizens’ interests are represented by policymakers and are

translated into policy. Consequently, voters who switch parties and shifts in the vote shares

of parties can be thought to be signalling the dynamic process of representation to be at

work, leading to a better representation of the public opinion. While the potential for

volatility is crucial for the well functioning of representative democracies, volatility as such

is less unequivocally considered a good thing. In the next section, I therefore elaborate

on some commonly referred to advantages and disadvantages of the presence of electoral

volatility.

1.2 Advantages and disadvantages of volatility

First of all, even though volatility can be considered an indication that dynamic represen-

tation is at work, the presence of instability in vote shares and a volatile party system are

thought to hamper good representation. The reason is that a fairly stable party system,

with the same parties running election after election and parties obtaining reasonably sta-

ble vote shares result in more clarity and a coherent choice set. Such a clear-cut choice

set makes it easier for voters to choose the party that will best represent their interests

(Mainwaring and Torcal, 2006; Powell, 2004). Both the fact that voters change parties as

well as splits, mergers and the entry or exit of political parties can lead to obfuscating the

choice set. In general, however, it is especially the latter phenomenon that is considered

problematic for realizing a clear choice set and not so much the fact that voters change
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parties (Powell and Tucker, 2014).

Second, there is a concern that volatility endangers governability. In an increasingly

globalized world, for example, the fact that volatility can impede or render more difficult

negotiating treaties with other states or international actors can be considered ever more

important (Powell and Tucker, 2014). Furthermore, for domestic policies as well volatility

can negatively affect governing when it limits the pursuance of long-term policy goals.

Highly volatile electorates, it is thought, render policy makers uncertain. Because of the

fear of not being re-elected, they opt for short-term successes to satisfy voters instead of

pursuing policies that would – on the long term – be better. The result is that politicians

are being responsive to the will of voters, but that they are not always acting responsibly. In

contrast to governing responsively, responsible politics takes into account the consequences

of decisions on a long-term and for future generations of voters as well (Goetz, 2014; Mair,

2009). Additionally, even being responsive becomes increasingly difficult when the wishes of

a capricious electorate change rapidly (Mair, 2009). Even more worryingly, extreme levels

of volatility are thought to endanger the stability of democratic regimes (Mainwaring and

Zoco, 2007; Powell and Tucker, 2014).

Third, volatility can be linked to policy outcomes as well. And there are some indications

that volatility, or the presence of voters who consider switching parties leads to better

policy outcomes, as evident for example from economic growth or increased welfare. Besley

et al. (2010) argue that more competition encourages incumbents to implement policies

that generate economic growth. They show that in the United States, more competitive

elections are indeed associated with economic growth. The underlying mechanism for this

observation, they claim, is to be found at the level of individual voters and the volatile more

specifically: ‘swing voters, whose voting decision is based on parties’ economic policy choices,

only start to gain electoral influence if political competition exceeds a critical threshold’

(Besley et al., 2010, p. 1330). Furthermore, Bischoff and Siemers (2013) present a game-

theoretical model showing the importance of voters rewarding and punishing incumbents

when voting. Strong supporters tend to have a biased view on how the incumbent performs,

which reduces the quality of policies. If voters deviate from their preferences and vote

retrospectively, however, this effectively incentivizes parties to make better policy choices,

resulting in good policy outcomes. These findings indicate that volatility has the potential

to promote economic growth. But whether that happens is dependent upon volatile voters

voting retrospectively – and taking into account the economy.

1.3 An increase of electoral volatility?

The fact that a potential for change is deemed essential in democracies, renders the study

of stability and change and the determinants of both highly important. Further adding to

that relevance are signals of an increase in electoral volatility over the last couple of decades.
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Initial indications of growing electoral volatility in advanced democracies were published

in the late 1970s and early 1980s (Crewe and Denver, 1985; Pedersen, 1979). These findings

gave rise to a scholarly debate on whether and to what extent electoral results were becoming

increasingly unstable. From this controversy, it is clear that notions of growing levels of

volatility were not easily accepted. Essentially, three main arguments were given to counter

claims of heightened electoral instability in Europe. First, it was argued that in a historical

perspective levels of volatility in the 1970s and 1980s were not exceptional at al. Instead,

a long-term perspective pointed out that the 1950s and 1960s stood out as a period of

remarkable stability. A second argument used was the absence of a general pattern of

increasing levels of volatility across European countries (Bartolini and Mair, 1990; Mair,

1993). Third, it appeared that most of the changes observed concern switching within

particular ideological blocks, implying that theories of cleavages acting to ‘freeze’ voting

behaviour and party systems could still be considered to hold.

By the end of the 1990s, however, it became clear that two of these counter-arguments

were no longer valid. With time, levels of electoral volatility continued to increase and were,

even by those previously labelling patterns of change as largely ‘mythical’, considered to be

at an extreme (Dalton et al., 2002; Mair, 2002). Furthermore, evidence of increasing levels

of volatility was found for a large number of countries. This finding of a surge in electoral

volatility being a cross-national trend strengthened accounts of dealignment being driven

by structural societal processes present in all advanced democracies (Dalton, 2013; Mair,

2002). The third element to counter concerns of heightened levels of volatility, that most

switching takes place within ideological blocks, is still largely unchallenged (van der Meer

et al., 2015).

Even though the evidence of an increase in volatility is accumulating, some questions

remain as well, such as the issue of how levels of volatility have evolved since the turn of

the 21st century? And even more importantly, what the implications of such a pattern are

for representative democracy?

1.4 Evaluating the impact of volatility for representative democ-

racy

The potential for change is deemed of foremost importance in what constitutes a democ-

racy, but the previous sections indicated that actual volatility and the instability of electoral

results are not always considered good for representative democracy or governing. In this

dissertation, I will investigate determinants of volatility as a way to provide an empirically

founded answer to this question. To this end, four elements are identified and focused

upon: political sophistication, political disaffection, accountability and ideological proxim-

ity. While the first two are attitudes of voters, the last two can be labelled elements that

motivate the party choice. In what follows, I will elaborate on the relevance of each of these
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indicators for evaluating the impact of volatility.

1.4.1 It depends who is switching . . .

In the literature, the political attitudes of party switchers are regularly examined and taken

as an indication of the implications of volatility for the well functioning of democracy. Two

main sets of attitudes are commonly referred to: political sophistication on the one hand

and political disaffection on the other.

Political sophistication

The starting point for research on the link between political sophistication and volatil-

ity is the fact that for the well functioning of democracy some change is necessary, but

whether or not these changes are considered ‘good’ depends on the capacities of the voters

introducing it. And the first studies investigating this relation, offered some reasons to be

concerned about the impact of volatility. The work of the Columbia school scholars on

party switching in the course of the election campaign indicated that voters who switched

parties were less informed and involved in politics (Berelson et al., 1963; Lazarsfeld et al.,

1965). This observation led them to frame their findings as a paradox for democracy: ‘the

voters least admirable when measured against individual requirements contribute most when

measured against the aggregate requirement for flexibility’ (Berelson et al., 1963, p. 316).

This Columbia school account of low politically sophisticated and low involved ‘floating

voters’ has since become a regularly invoked characterization of party switchers and the

‘Berelson paradox’ is still an important challenge for research on volatility. The generaliza-

tion of the observations of Berelson et al. (1963) for campaign switching to changing parties

between elections has however been somewhat more contested. Daudt (1961) for example

pointed out that the empirical evidence found in American and British election surveys

did not fit the stereotypical image of voters switching parties from one election to another

being ‘floating voters’. Converse (1962) on the other hand, who in contrast to Daudt (1961)

investigated this question by means of panel data covering multiple elections, found the

‘floating voter’ hypothesis to hold for switching from one election to another as well.

Converse (1962) expected the general hypothesis of higher levels of political sophistica-

tion decreasing citizens’ probability to changing attitudes or behaviour to hold. Addition-

ally, Converse (1962) added a refinement to the ‘floating voter’ hypothesis. The reason for

his revision is to be found in the impact of the flow of information on changes in citizens’

attitudes and behaviours and in the fact that information about politics is not equally dis-

tributed in the electorate. In brief, Converse’s argument is that those citizens who are most

susceptible to change in response to the information they receive are also the voters least

likely to experience new information (Converse, 1962). As a result, the least politically

interested and the least involved – who are in theory very susceptible to being influenced by

new information – do not in reality change because they simply do not perceive the informa-
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tion that would instigate them to change. The implication of those simultaneous processes

is that the link between political sophistication and volatility should be inverted-U-shaped.

At one extreme, the most politically sophisticated are not susceptible to change, which is

in line with the ‘floating voter’ hypothesis. The least politically sophisticated, at the other

extreme, though highly susceptible, do not change because they do not receive the stimuli

to do so. It is evident that this expectation is very much in line with Zaller’s highly influ-

ential Receive-Accept-Sample (RAS)-model for explaining changes in mass opinion (Zaller,

1992). Adding to those theoretical accounts, the expectation of a curvilinear link between

political sophistication and change has in recent years received empirical support in research

on party switching (Kuhn, 2009; Lachat, 2007).

The original ‘floating voter’ hypothesis and Converse’s revision thereof share the assump-

tion that high levels of political sophistication stabilize citizens attitudes and behaviours.

The validity of this assumption for current-day dealigned electorates, however, has been

challenged by Dalton (2007, 2013). Dalton describes a process of cognitive mobilization

of citizens in advanced industrial democracies. Over-time, levels of education have been

increasing strongly and information-sources have multiplied (Dalton, 1984). As a conse-

quence, ‘more citizens now possess the political resources and skills that better prepare them

to deal with the complexities of politics and reach their own political decisions without re-

liance of affective, habitual party cues or other external cues’ (Dalton, 2007, p. 276). The

result of this development is the presence of a growing portion of high politically sophis-

ticated, but independent and therefore fairly volatile voters in advanced democracies such

as the United States or Germany (Dalton, 2007, 2012). In sum, Dalton’s work could be

taken to imply that the process of cognitive mobilization has altered the relation between

variables of political sophistication and volatility. High levels of political sophistication have

come to imply being freed from strong attachments, resulting in more changeable attitudes

and preferences. Research on partisanship, however, challenges such an account. Both the

findings of Marthaler (2008) as well as those of Albright (2009) indicate that the higher

sophisticates have stronger party attachments and this holds for current-day electorates as

well, despite the presence of a societal process of cognitive mobilization.

The importance of political sophistication for democracy can hardly be underestimated,

as knowing what one’s interests are and having clear preferences is considered essential for

democracy. Only if that is the case can elections meet the standards of classic democratic

theory and result in representatives realizing the ‘Common Good’ (Schumpeter, 1962). With

respect to party switching more specifically, given that it is party switchers who are holding

‘the critical balance of power’ (Converse, 1962, p. 578), their level of political sophistication

can be considered even more important. Ideally, therefore, it is exactly these voters who

should meet the high standards of an ideal type citizen. Therefore it is desirable that party

switchers are highly attentive to and informed about politics (Granberg and Holmberg,

1990). As a result, party switchers’ level of political sophistication can be considered as
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an important criterion for evaluating the impact of volatility on representative democracy.

Therefore, in this dissertation, I investigate the level of political sophistication of voters

who switch parties.

Political disaffection

A second set of attitudes that is regularly related to volatility is feelings of political disaf-

fection. Next to the regularly invoked process of dealignment, political scientists frequently

refer to a trend of growing political disaffection in advanced democracies as well (Norris,

1999; Torcal and Montero, 2006; Dalton and Welzel, 2015). The weakening of the link-

ages between voters and parties hence seems to coincide with a trend of decreasing levels

of political trust (Hetherington, 2005; Miller and Listhaug, 1990) and an increased scepti-

cism towards the functioning of democracy (Norris, 1999). It should therefore not come as

a surprise that both processes have previously been linked and the literature offers some

indications of volatility being related to feelings of political disaffection.

At an aggregate level, Anderson (1998) found that levels of satisfaction with democ-

racy are lower in countries where volatility is high. This observation finds support at the

individual level as well, as evident from the fact that voters who switch parties are less

satisfied with the political system and less trusting than voters who choose the same party

in two consecutive elections (Söderlund, 2008; Zelle, 1995). The underlying mechanism for

such observations has been elaborated on by Zelle (1995), who posited a theory of ‘frus-

trated floating voters’. According to this line of thought, party switchers are first and

foremost disappointed about their previous party. A frustrated volatile voter does not eval-

uate alternative parties more positively, but still decides to switch parties as a way to voice

dissatisfaction. Party switching should hence be considered as protest voting, all the more

so because it is associated with a more general sense of dissatisfaction towards all parties

and the political system (Zelle, 1995). If party switching is mostly an expression of political

disaffection and feelings of dissatisfaction with democracy, then obviously, we should not

interpret the presence of volatility as a blessing for democracy. Accordingly, I investigate

the relation between attitudes of political disaffection and party switching.

1.4.2 . . . and why voters are switching

In addition to the political attitudes of party switchers, it seems that what is crucial for

judging the impact of volatility for democracy are the considerations of the voters who

switch parties (Franklin et al., 2014). Two types of considerations are investigated in this

dissertation; accountability and ideological proximity.
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Accountability

The potential of volatility for representative democracy lies in the fact that changes can

serve to hold politicians accountable. Whether this is accomplished hence depends on

whether voters who switch parties are actually doing so in a reaction to the incumbent’s

performances. We know, that for this to be the case, a first requirement is that voters have

the necessary information to evaluate the incumbent (Warren, 2014). A second precondi-

tion is that it is clear for voters who to hold accountable for the policy pursued or decisions

taken (Bovens, 2007). With respect to both conditions, previous research has indicated sub-

stantial individual- as well as contextual-level variation. For example, a sophistication gap

has been demonstrated, pointing out that only high sophisticated voters are performance

voters (Gomez and Wilson, 2006; de Vries and Giger, 2014). Additionally, a rich literature

demonstrates that institutional factors affect the clarity of responsibility, and as a result the

extent to which incumbents are held accountable for their performances as well (Anderson,

2000; Powell and Whitten, 1993; Powell, 2000). We can hence expect to find quite some

heterogeneity in the extent to which voters are choosing a party based on performance eval-

uations. But if performance evaluations guide the choice of party switchers, this could be

considered an indication that volatility is fostering representative democracy. Therefore, in

this dissertation it is analysed whether it is mechanisms of accountability and performance

evaluations that activate voters to switch parties.

Ideological proximity

Accountability voting is only one mechanism to allow for a dynamic process in which the

wishes of the citizens are represented. To allow for good representation, it is equally impor-

tant that voters select parties whose policy preferences match their preferences and interests

(Dalton et al., 2011; Thomassen, 1994). Previous research has already offered indications

of ideological congruence between voters on the one hand and representatives or parties on

the other (Andeweg, 2003; Blais and Bodet, 2006; Dalton et al., 2002; Golder and Stramski,

2010). In dynamic terms, the impact of ideological proximity would imply that if voters,

parties or both change positions over time, this results in voters switching parties as well.

As another criterion to judge whether volatility contributes to realizing representation, this

dissertation therefore takes into account how ideological proximity guides the vote choices

of party switchers.

Depending on scholars’ perspective on what element – choosing proximate parties or

evaluating their performances – is most important for realizing good representation, the

impact of dealignment and volatility are met with different expectations. When focusing

on the impact of retrospective evaluations, the potential of dealignment for strengthening

democracy is usually stressed. Dalton and his colleagues, for example, quite optimistically

suggest that the waning of long-term loyalties could imply that voters are now free to make

a vote choice based on how they judge the performances of candidates and parties (Dalton
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et al., 2002). Researchers with a core interest in voting as a process of choosing the party

that best matches the positions of a voter, by contrast, are more concerned about weakening

linkages between parties and voters. The importance they attach to the role of political

parties in ensuring representation leads these scholars to fear that if parties become less

strong, and increasingly unstable, this will lead to elections being ‘hollowed-out’, with the

focus being on ‘the spectacle and the horse-race’ (Mair, 2006, p. 50) instead of the policy

considerations (Andeweg, 2003; Thomassen and van Ham, 2014).

1.5 Micro- and macro-perspectives

I identified four indicators that will be relied on to investigate the impact of volatility

for the quality of representative democracy: political sophistication, political disaffection,

accountability and ideological proximity. Throughout this dissertation, it is investigated

how these four elements relate to party switching.

The impact of each of the four indicators can be assessed at an individual level. Such

analyses would give insights on whether the behaviour of individual voters who are switch-

ing parties can be strengthening democratic representation. In addition to such a micro-

perspective on party switching, how these individual shifts add up to movements of the

electorate as well can be considered essential for evaluating the impact of volatility for

democracy. As Erikson et al. (2002) claim with respect to the impact of incumbents’ per-

formances on the electorate, regardless of whether some voters are inattentive or acting

randomly, what ultimately matters is whether this behaviour cancels out. If so, the perfor-

mance of the government can still be affecting aggregate movements of the electorate.

Micro- and macro-perspectives give different insights on electoral volatility, its determi-

nants and its consequences. As none of both perspectives should be considered superior to

the other, but rather complementary, micro- as well as macro-analyses of the determinants

of volatility are presented in this dissertation.

1.6 Outline of the dissertation

In this dissertation the central question is what impact volatility has on the quality of rep-

resentative democracy. To that end, three main research questions are investigated: (1)

Is there an evolution in levels of volatility? (2) What (individual as well as supply-side

factors) explain why voters change parties? and (3) What are the implications of volatility

for the vote choice process? In answering these research questions and investigating the

determinants of volatility in particular, the impact of the four elements identified (sophis-

tication, disaffection, accountability and ideological proximity) on volatility is of foremost

importance. The impact of those factors allows to evaluate how volatility affects the qual-

ity of democracy. The dissertation combines a series of articles and working papers. These
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papers can all be read independently, but more importantly, each of them offers a piece of

a larger puzzle. The analyses presented in different chapters provide answers to the three

research questions and combined, they shed light on how volatility affects representative

democracy.

The focus of this dissertation is on electoral volatility, and this concept is investigated

from a macro-perspective (electoral results) as well as from a micro-perspective (individual

voters). To fully understand the mechanisms and implications of volatility, however, it does

not suffice to only look at electoral results or individuals’ vote choices. Vote choices are not

made in a void (Dalton and Anderson, 2010; Thomassen, 2014), but strongly affected by

parties’ and incumbents’ behaviour, by electoral and party systems, by external conditions

such as the state of the economy or by a country’s or an individual’s history. Therefore, a

number of these contextual factors and how these have an impact on volatility are taken

into account in this dissertation.

After this introductory chapter, in Chapters 2 to 5 I investigate trends over time in

electoral volatility. In Chapter 2, the evolution of net volatility in Western Europe since

1950 is investigated. The subsequent chapter (Chapter 3) as well has a macro focus, as

in the third chapter a longitudinal analyses is carried out to investigate how economic

conditions relate to incumbents’ electoral success. Subsequently, I shift the focus to the

micro-level, and in Chapter 4 a longitudinal analyses of different time effects of individual-

level volatility in the Netherlands is presented. Because the repeated cross-sectional data

that are relied on in Chapter 4 still have limitations for investigating over-time changes in

individuals’ behaviour, panel-data are employed in Chapter 5. This chapter offers insights

on individual-level movements in partisanship in Germany.

In Chapters 6 to 8, I investigate individual level determinants of party switching. In

Chapter 6 the focus is on how political sophistication relates to volatility. Two case studies,

zooming in on the Belgian and the German case, are presented to investigate what impact

voters’ levels of sophistication has on their probability to switch parties. In doing so, there

is specific attention to the difference between campaign- and inter-election switching. In

Chapter 7, furthermore, the impact of political sophistication on the ideological distance

that voters bridge from one election to another is investigated. Finally, Chapter 8 focuses

on how attitudes of political disaffection affect party switching and gives an answer to the

question whether voters who switch parties are ‘frustrated’.

In Chapters 9 and 10, attention is given to determinants at the level of the party system.

In Chapter 9, it is analysed how the choice set affects voters’ probability to change parties.

The focus of this chapter is on whether either the number of parties or how ideologically

polarized these parties are triggers voters to switch. Chapter 10 complements these analyses

by investigating how changes within the choice set, and the fact that parties shift ideological

positions more specifically, affect the probability that voters switch parties.

Finally, in Chapter 11, the third research question is investigated. The analyses pre-
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sented in Chapter 11 elucidate differences in the importance of a number of vote choice

determinants for guiding the vote choice of stable and volatile voters. As a result, this

chapter gives an indication of how unstable voting behaviour affects the vote choice pro-

cess.

As a methodological after-tought to the analyses presented in different chapters, in

Chapter 12 I investigate the impact of relying on recall questions for research on volatility

and the link between political sophistication and volatility more specifically.

Chapter 13 is the final conclusion of this dissertation. In this conclusion, the main

findings of each of the chapters are summarized and put in a broader perspective. By

combining the results of different chapters, some tentative answers are given on each of the

three research questions. Furthermore, I elaborate on the main implications of the findings

with regard to the effect of volatility on the quality of representative democracy.
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Samuel Barnes once said that the only constant in electoral research is

that things change.

Dalton (2012: 35)

2
Net Volatility in Western Europe: The

Times They Are A-Changin’1

Abstract

Economic voting theory assumes that on an individual level voters react to economic indi-

cators to hold incumbents responsible for the performance of the economy. On an aggregate

level, this would imply that there is an association between economic indicators and levels

of volatility since voters have to switch parties if they want to punish or reward political ac-

tors. Based on a Time-Series-Cross-Section (TSCS) analysis of the Pedersen Index for West

European countries in the period 1950-2013 we do indeed observe an association between

economic indicators and levels of volatility. This effect furthermore grows stronger over

time, and it is assumed that this is rendered possible by processes of partisan dealignment.

The analysis suggests that European electorates are significantly more likely to shift parties

in response to economic downturn now than they were a few decades ago.

1This chapter is based on the following article: Dassonneville, R. & Hooghe, M. (Forthcoming). Economic
Indicators and Electoral Volatility. Economic Effects on Electoral Volatility in Western Europe, 1950-2013.
Comparative European Politics.
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2.1 Introduction

It is generally assumed that economic indicators have an effect on electoral behaviour, as

voters base their party preference partly on the past performance of the economy. Chang-

ing economic circumstances therefore should be related to electoral volatility: if a gov-

erning coalition does not deliver on its electoral promises, it can be expected that voters

will withdraw their support for the governing parties and this implies they have to switch

their electoral preference (Bischoff, 2013; Mainwaring and Zoco, 2007; Powell and Tucker,

2014; Roberts and Wibbels, 1999; Tavits, 2005). Previous studies on the effect of chang-

ing economic indicators on electoral volatility, however, have found only a limited effect

(Mainwaring and Zoco, 2007). The financial crisis that started in 2008 has had a dramatic

negative impact on economic performance in numerous liberal democracies. If voters switch

parties because of economic considerations, we can expect that they will also do so in the

current period of economic downturn. This is even more likely because previous studies have

established the occurrence of a negativity bias among the electorate, indicating that voters

react more strongly to an economic downturn than to more prosperous periods of economic

growth, that are easily taken for granted (Bloom and Price, 1975; Lau, 1985). Punishing

politicians that are being held accountable for an economic crisis therefore should be asso-

ciated with higher levels of volatility than rewarding politicians for the successful way they

have handled the state of the economy.

Another reason why especially the current economic crisis might be associated with elec-

toral volatility is the fact that, in most liberal democracies, partisanship has been eroding

over the past decades (Dalton et al., 2002). A strong sense of partisanship, or party identity,

can moderate the effect of economic downturn on party choice, as partisans remain inclined

to vote for their preferred party, even if it performs badly in managing the economy. The

fact that the reservoir of partisans has shrunk, implies that an economic downturn now

can have a much more powerful and direct effect on party choice than was the case a few

decades ago (Kayser and Wlezien, 2011). As a result, a strong association between economic

indicators and electoral volatility might be found especially in the current era of weakened

party identifications.

At first sight, it is plausible that the current economic downturn is associated with

high levels of electoral volatility: since 2008 major democracies in Europe have witnessed

radical shifts in electoral results, often resulting in a defeat of the ruling coalition (Bellucci

et al., 2012). Extreme levels of volatility have furthermore been observed for elections

in countries that suffered severely form the economic crisis (Kennedy, 2012; Vasilopoulou

and Halikiopoulou, 2013). Thus far, however, it has not yet been investigated whether

these recent highly exceptional electoral results should be considered as just an ephemeral

phenomenon, or whether they indeed confirm the hypothesized relation between economic

performance and electoral behaviour.

To ascertain whether these recent electoral results can be explained in a meaningful
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manner, we have to take note of a more structural trend towards higher levels of electoral

volatility. It is often assumed that from the 1970s onward, electoral volatility in general is

on the rise, with as a consequence less predictable electoral results and less stability over

time (Crewe and Denver, 1985; Pedersen, 1979). Reviewing the literature on the stability

of party systems and electorates, Bartolini and Mair (1990) found scholars to seemingly

agree on the fact that stability was weakening, although others have also questioned this

quasi-consensus (Mair, 1993). If we want to gain insights in the determinants of recent,

highly volatile elections, it is important to consider them against the setting of a longer,

structural trend towards higher levels of electoral volatility. This leads to the main research

question of this chapter, i.e. to determine whether the current economic downturn has had

a significant effect on levels of electoral volatility, even controlling for the fact that there is

a long-term trend towards higher levels of volatility.

In this chapter, we proceed as follows. We first elaborate on the process of increasing

volatility, and the role of the economy in determining voter behaviour. Subsequently, we

provide more detail on how the data on volatility used in this paper were measured, before

elaborating on statistical methods and results. We end with some concluding remarks and

suggestions for further research.

2.2 Literature review

2.2.1 Increasing volatility?

Ever since the 1970s, scholars have pointed out that electoral results and voting behaviour

are becoming increasingly unstable. Pedersen (1979) is a seminal author in this regard, as

he argued against the notion of frozen party systems, which was prevailing since the work

of Lipset and Rokkan (1967). Pedersen’s findings were soon followed by other empirical

work that indicated increasing levels of electoral volatility in Western democracies (Crewe

and Denver, 1985; Dalton et al., 2002; Drummond, 2006).

At first, the argument of an increase in volatility was not readily accepted in the lit-

erature. Mair (1993, p. 123) for example explicitly questioned the findings of increasing

volatility and called the image of electoral change ‘largely mythical’. Mair’s analyses clarify

that when broadening the time frame, the changes noted by the end of the 1970s were not

exceptional at all. Rather, it is the stability of European party systems during the 1960s

that turns out to be historically unique (Drummond, 2006).

The increase in electoral volatility noted by the end of the 1970s was strongly debated at

first. Ever since, however, empirical evidence on increasing instability has further accumu-

lated. Furthermore, the trend towards electoral volatility identified by the end of the 1970s

seems to have continued throughout the nineties and well into the 21st century (Bischoff,

2013; Dalton et al., 2002; Drummond, 2006; Gallagher et al., 2011; Mair, 2002, 2008). Even

Mair (2002, 2008) later on came to acknowledge the presence of an evolution towards elec-
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toral instability and a rise of the proportion of floating voters all over Europe. As such,

the rise in electoral volatility is considered as an indicator for the alleged trend of dealign-

ment in Western Europe. The aggregate-level findings of an increase of net volatility have

therefore been related to well-documented trends as a decrease in turnout levels (Franklin,

2004; Hooghe, 2014), a decline in party membership (van Biezen et al., 2012; Hooghe and

Kern, 2015), an increase in split-ticket voting and deciding ever later during the electoral

campaign what party to vote for (Dalton et al., 2002).

While the increase in volatility noted in the 1970s has been placed into perspective by

looking at trends over a long period of time, a common approach to make the case for high

levels of volatility in the 1990s and the 21st century is to present average volatility scores

per decade (Bischoff, 2013; Dalton et al., 2002) or to focus attention on extreme volatile

elections in the recent era (Gallagher et al., 2011; Mair, 2002). Before moving towards

explaining net volatility over time, we therefore first provide a descriptive overview of the

evolution of volatility at an aggregate level.

2.2.2 The impact of the economy

The theory of economic voting can be considered as one of the most influential theoretical

foundations in the research on voting behaviour. In essence, the assumption is that voters

hold politicians accountable for the performance of the national economy by rewarding and

punishing them in the voting booth (Fiorina, 1981; Key, 1966; Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier,

2000). Empirical evidence for this relation between the state of the economy and voting

for incumbents is abundantly available. With respect to the micro-level foundations, the

literature on how individuals vote according to the economy extends beyond the Anglo-

Saxon countries, where the theory originated. In multiparty democracies as well, there

are clear indications of economic voting (Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier, 2000; Nadeau et al.,

2013). The analyses of Duch and Stevenson (2008, pp. 337-338) on the economic vote in

a large number of countries, for example, clarify that even though the magnitude of the

economic vote varies from country to country, economic voting is present and ‘pervasive’ in

Western democracies. Investigating the economic vote for parties separately in 15 European

countries, van der Brug et al. (2007, p. 136) as well conclude that economic voting in this set

of countries is ‘widespread’. At a macro-level, the evidence for a link between the economy

and electoral results is somewhat more mixed. In the aggregate, hence, it seems that

there is substantial contextual variation in the impact of the economy (Bengtsson, 2004;

Chappell and Gonçalves, 2000; Powell and Whitten, 1993). Recent work, however, offers

some compelling evidence of a strong macro-level link between the state of the economy

and incumbent parties’ electoral results (Dassonneville and Lewis-Beck, 2014).

While most of the literature on economic voting focuses on the electoral performance

of incumbents (Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier, 2000; Lewis-Beck, 2006), on each of the parties

separately (van der Brug et al., 2007) or on parties with a specific ideological orientation
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(Dassonneville and Lewis-Beck, 2013), it can be argued that the state of the economy will

have an effect on vote switching in general. Söderlund (2008), for example, has pointed out

that economic considerations not just have an effect on an incumbency vote, but that they

might also determine the likelihood to vote for other political parties. At an individual-level,

the mechanism would be one by which voters stick to their previous vote choice when the

economy is performing well. In a context of economic downturn, by contrast, voters are

more likely to desert their previously preferred party. They could do so, first, because they

want a policy change (Tavits, 2005). Second, the state of the economy can lead voters to

vote for new and emerging parties that offer an alternative to the party previously voted

for (Powell and Tucker, 2014; Roberts and Wibbels, 1999). Third, they can have previously

voted for the incumbent and now want to punish the incumbent for the state of the economy

(Mainwaring and Zoco, 2007; Roberts and Wibbels, 1999). The presence of a reward-and-

punishment mechanism therefore leads to the expectation of higher levels of volatility when

voters hold incumbents accountable for worsening economic conditions. It is important to

point out, however, that this process should not be symmetrical: the reaction to an economic

downturn (punishing incumbents) has to be much stronger than the reaction to economic

prosperity for the aggregate-level pattern to be present (Powell and Tucker, 2014). The

economic voting literature offers quite some individual as well as aggregate level evidence

of a grievance asymmetry (Dassonneville and Lewis-Beck, 2014; Nannestad and Paldam,

1997; Singer, 2011b), leading to the expectation that there should be more party-switching

as the economy worsens. At an aggregate level, this of course implies that net volatility too

can be related to economic indicators. As Roberts and Wibbels (1999, p. 577) have argued:

‘Volatility is a cumulative function of individual vote shifts presumably made in response

to retrospective evaluations of economic performance (. . . ) electoral outcomes can be used

to test the effect of national economic performance on aggregate shifts in the electorate’.

Focusing on an aggregate level this means we expect a relation between economic in-

dicators and the level of electoral volatility. Empirical research has shown that both in

established and in developing democracies levels of electoral volatility correlate with unem-

ployment levels, inflation rates or GDP growth rates (Bischoff, 2013; Birch, 2003; Mainwar-

ing and Zoco, 2007; Powell and Tucker, 2014; Roberts and Wibbels, 1999). Even though

some scholars have qualified the effect of the economy by indicating that economic effects

are relatively small (Epperly, 2011; Mainwaring and Zoco, 2007) our hypothesis is:

Hypothesis 1: There is a negative association between economic growth and the level

of electoral volatility.

As we already indicated, partisanship and partisan identity should be considered as a

buffer, isolating party choices from the impact of changing economic circumstances. There

is a strong consensus that political systems are witnessing a process of dealignment over

the last decades, with weakening ties between citizens and political parties (Berglund et al.,

2005; Crewe and Denver, 1985; Dalton, 1984; Dalton et al., 2002). This is apparent from
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empirical evidence showing that the number of people identifying with a party has de-

creased in Europe (Dalton et al., 2002; Kayser and Wlezien, 2011). As partisanship is a

contested concept in a European context (Thomassen and Rosema, 2009), it is important

to note that the impact of traditional cleavages on vote choices as well has been found to

be waning (Evans and Tilley, 2011, 2012; Franklin et al., 2009). Given the importance of

both partisanship and cleavages in the vote choice process, the demise of both elements is

expected to lead to a proliferation of the phenomenon of an unencumbered voter. Within

this segment of the electorate, the whole funnel of causality leading to a vote choice is likely

to be affected.

Following this line of thought, several studies assume a growing impact of short-term

effects on vote choices, including economic effects (Dalton et al., 2002; Franklin et al., 2009;

Freire and Costa Lobo, 2005; Walczak et al., 2012). If voters are no longer encumbered

with party loyalties, they are better able to hold political parties accountable for the state

of the economy in their country. This evolution could imply that voters’ judgements of

the past performance of incumbents becomes more important in the vote choice process,

‘producing a deliberative public that more closely approximates the classic democratic ideal’

(Dalton et al., 2002, p. 60). Kayser and Wlezien (2011) provide convincing individual and

aggregate-level evidence suggesting that economic voting effects are indeed stronger when

partisanship is abated. Considering that the ‘frozen party systems’ of Western Europe

(Lipset and Rokkan, 1967) have gradually eroded over time we expect the impact of the

economy to have increased over time. The expectation is therefore that vote shifts from

one election to another are more strongly driven by economic conditions than they were

decades ago, when party identities still were a stronger determinant of vote choice during

elections. Our second hypothesis therefore reads:

Hypothesis 2: The relationship between economic indicators and electoral volatility

has become stronger over time.

2.2.3 Institutional factors

Besides the economy, various other factors have been found to explain differences in levels of

volatility between countries and over time, and it is obvious that these have to be included

as control variables in the analysis. As already pointed out by Bartolini and Mair (1990),

characteristics of electoral systems have a strong impact on electoral stability. More pro-

portional systems have been found to be more volatile, and it is likely that this is caused by

the fact that proportional systems are more open to the entry of new parties, allowing for

more options to switch (Bartolini and Mair, 1990). Others, however do not find a significant

effect of proportionality on volatility when controlling for other variables (Bischoff, 2013;

Powell and Tucker, 2014). Relatedly, district magnitude has been found to affect volatil-

ity, with higher degrees of instability as district magnitude increases (Powell and Tucker,

2014). Besides the proportionality of an electoral system, changing electoral systems in
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general has been argued to increase volatility (Bartolini and Mair, 1990), but here findings

are not robust across the literature (Bischoff, 2013). Furthermore, presidential systems are

hypothesized to foster volatility because the personalization of the vote that goes along with

presidentialism offers insufficient support for the establishment of stable linkages between

voters and parties (Mainwaring and Zoco, 2007). The empirical evidence, however, does

not always support this hypothesis (Powell and Tucker, 2014).

The party system too has been argued to have an impact on the degree of volatility.

Several scholars have demonstrated that a more fractionalized party system is associated

with higher levels of electoral volatility (Bartolini and Mair, 1990; Bischoff, 2013; Main-

waring and Zoco, 2007; Powell and Tucker, 2014). One explanation for this finding is that

having more parties to choose from increases the number of options that is available to

voters and hence volatility. Pedersen (1979) furthermore argued that with more parties in

a party system, the ideological distance between parties decreases, rendering it easier for

voters to switch to political parties with a related ideological profile.

Another contextual factor that has been found to affect volatility is the time since the

previous election. The more time has passed between two consecutive elections, the higher

are levels of volatility (Bischoff, 2013). Finally, turnout as well is expected to be related

to volatility. When turnout is high, voters with only weak attachments to political parties

as well participate in the election and their party preferences change more easily (Bartolini

and Mair, 1990; Birch, 2003).

If we want to test our hypotheses about the effect of economic indicators on electoral

volatility in a valid manner, it is important therefore that we take these control variables

into account.

2.3 Measuring electoral volatility

Pedersen (1979) developed an index allowing researchers to investigate and compare change

and stability for different party systems. His index of net volatility has become very influ-

ential in the literature on party systems and electorates (Katz et al., 1997). As Powell and

Tucker (2014, p. 124) point out, there is a ‘near-uniform consensus’ on using Pedersen’s

formula for measuring volatility. As compared to individual-level analyses of electoral in-

stability, the main advantage of the Pedersen index is its generalizability, which allows for

valid comparisons between countries and over a long period of time (Bartolini and Mair,

1990).

The Pedersen index of net volatility is calculated by means of data on the vote shares

of parties in two consecutive elections. The index first sums all absolute differences in the

electoral results of parties. Given that wins for some parties automatically equal losses for

other parties, this total amount of change is then divided by two. As a consequence, the

Pedersen index of net volatility ranges between 0 and 100 (see the equation below).
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Pedersen index =
1

2

n∑
i=1

| ∆pi,t |

with pi,t being the vote share of party i at election t and n being the total number of

parties

While Pedersen’s formula to calculate net electoral volatility is straightforward, some

problems do arise when using the index. A major source of difficulties originates from

name changes, mergers and splits of political parties (Ocaña, 2007; Powell and Tucker,

2014). Sikk (2005) lists several possibilities to deal with political parties merging and

splitting when calculating net volatility. As a preferred option he mentions calculating

the difference between a party’s vote share and the summed vote share of its predecessor

parties before a merger, or the successor parties after a split. We follow this suggestion

for the calculations of net volatility presented in this paper. The electoral data used to

calculate net changes are derived from Mackie and Rose (1991) and they were updated with

information from the political data yearbook of the European Journal of Political Research

and with election reports in Electoral Studies and West European Politics. This information

was complemented with data from on-line sources covering the most recent elections (Döring

and Manow, 2012; Nordsieck, 2013). Another issue that has to be addressed is how to

deal with the ‘other’ category in many electoral data (Powell and Tucker, 2014). Given

that information on election results for the established democracies in Western Europe is

available at high levels of detail, we only combined the parties that obtained less than 1%

of the vote to a rest category of ‘other’.2

It has to be acknowledged that the Pedersen index has received quite some criticism.

A first disadvantage of the index is that it does not take into account what parties voters

switch to. Furthermore, the fact that the aggregate level is focused upon is seen as a major

shortfall, because there is assumed to be more electoral switches in the electorate than

what is clear from looking at electoral results (Katz et al., 1997). Additionally, Powell

and Tucker (2014) have shown that the fact that the Pedersen index conflates volatility

caused by the entry of new parties and volatility caused by voters switching between existing

parties is especially troublesome when investigating party system change in post-communist

countries. Nevertheless, the parsimony of the Pedersen index is much appreciated and it

is therefore often used to provide insights in trends over time and differences between

countries (Bartolini and Mair, 1990; Bischoff, 2013; Dalton et al., 2002; Gallagher et al.,

2011). Therefore, our focus on established democracies in Western Europe, the political

context for which the index was originally designed, still makes using the Pedersen index

the appropriate choice for investigating trends in volatility over time and between countries.

Volatility as operationalized by Pedersen is an aggregate-level measure. Previous re-

search, however, has indicated that the index correlates strongly with data for gross individual-

2The dataset used for the analyses in this chapter (Dassonneville, 2015) is publicly available.
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level volatility, as we would expect (Bischoff, 2013). While it has to be remembered that

both measurements obviously are not identical, we believe that investigating net volatility

can provide valuable insights in changes in voting behaviour over time.

2.4 Data and methods

2.4.1 Geographical and time focus

Given our focus on a process of changing economic effects over time, we limit our geograph-

ical scope to established democracies in Western Europe. By doing so, we do not include

the post-communist democracies into the time series. Throughout the time period covered,

countries in Western- as well as Southern-Europe have gone through a process of democ-

ratization in which electoral behaviour gradually stabilized. While this could be thought

to hold for the post-communist democracies as well, previous research has indicated that

volatility in these countries is at an extreme level (Epperly, 2011). Given that we are not

interested in explaining differences between East and West with regard to volatility, the

sample is restricted to the more homogeneous set of countries in Western Europe.

In this chapter we investigate the trend in net volatility for West European democracies

from 1950 onwards. Even though Bartolini and Mair (1990) make a strong argument for

including the interwar period as well, we limit our time frame to the post-1950 period.

We do so, first because rather than replicating what has already been shown by other

scholars, we aim at assessing whether the trend towards increasing volatility still holds or

is perhaps more pronounced during the last decades. Second, when analysing the causes of

electoral volatility at an aggregate level, we are mainly interested in fundamental societal

and political changes and not in the impact of disruptive events like World War I or World

War II (Pedersen, 1979). We calculate net volatility from 1950 onwards, restricting the

timeframe to a stable democratic setting. As such we do not compare elections across

disruptive events, such as the Second World War or its immediate aftermath. A similar

approach is followed for the newer democracies in Southern Europe, where the first index

calculated is for the second election after democratization. As Powell and Tucker (2014)

argue, for reasons of comparability, it is more straightforward to limit the analyses to

parliamentary elections only, which is in line with what other scholars have done.

2.4.2 Measures of the independent variables

Most importantly, we are interested in the effect of the economy on volatility. In the

economic literature in general, different indicators are used to capture the effect of the

economy. In this paper, we test for the impact of GDP growth rates, unemployment rates

and inflation.3 We follow Bischoff (2013) and calculate annual indicators of the election

3Data for GDP come from the Total Economy Database, providing comparative economic data for a
wide set of countries from 1950 onwards (The Conference Board, 2013). Yearly data on unemployment and
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year and we weigh these by the election month.4 Furthermore, as is customary in economic

voting studies, we take into account a one-year lead time for the economic indicator. The

longest time series of economic data available is for GDP growth rates. Given our focus

on change over time and the relatively small number of cases, GDP clearly has advantages

over the other indicators for analytical purposes. For the interaction effects we hence focus

on that indicator only. Doing so, we also follow Kayser and Wlezien (2011, p. 376) who

considered GDP to be ‘the most general objective measure of economic welfare’.

For the institutional variables, as a measure of the proportionality of the electoral sys-

tem, we include the Least Squares Index of disproportionality of the election. This index

is a measure of the degree of proportionality to which votes are translated into seats (Gal-

lagher, 1991). Data come from Gallagher’s database on electoral systems (Gallagher, 2013).

Additionally, we control for the average district magnitude in a country, using data from

Bormann and Golder’s Democratic Electoral System dataset (Bormann and Golder, 2013).5

Following Powell and Tucker (2014) we use the log of this measure in the analyses. Fur-

thermore we include a dummy variable for electoral system changes by means of which

we take into account whether a country changed to a proportional, majoritarian or mixed

system. This variable is created using information from the Bormann and Golder dataset.

Given that there is only one presidential system – Cyprus – in the set of countries analysed,

we cannot reliably assess the impact of presidentialism on volatility.6 As a measure for

party system fractionalization, we include the effective number of parties, lagged by one

election. Data on the effective number of parties comes from Gallagher (2013). Figures on

turnout in elections, finally, come from the IDEA database (IDEA International Institute

for Democracy and Electoral Assistance, 2014).

We furthermore include a number of time variables as well. We add a time variable

which we operationalize as time elapsed since 1950. We also include a measure of the time

passed since the previous election in the analyses. Descriptive statistics of all independent

variables included can be found in Table 2.1.

2.4.3 Models

The dataset constructed for testing our hypotheses can be characterized as Time-Series-

Cross-Section (TSCS) Data (Beck and Katz, 1995). We make use of panel data with elec-

tions nested in countries. As is clear from Table 2.2 the data are unbalanced with between

inflation come from the OECD database. For inflation, we include the logged inflation rate into the models.
4Following the formula proposed by Bélanger and Gélineau (2010, p. 98), which we slightly modify to

ensure a one-year time lag for the economic indicators: ρ = [ρ(t−2) × (12 − σ(t))/12] + [ρ(t−1) × (σ(t)/12],
where ρ is the annual economic indicator, σ is the election month and t is the election year. Data for GDP
come from the Total Economy Database (The Conference Board, 2013), providing comparative economic
data for a wide set of countries from 1950 onwards.

5The Bormann and Golder (2013) data run until 2011, several on-line election sources were consulted to
complete the data on district magnitude for elections after 2011.

6It is important to point out that the results presented are robust to controlling for the impact of systems
in the dataset that are either presidential (Cyprus) or semi-presidential (France and Portugal).
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Table 2.1: Descriptive statistics of independent variables

N Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.

GDP growth rate 311 3.14 2.65 -6.03 18.40
Least squares index of disproportionality 311 4.37 4.11 0.34 25.25
Effective Number of Parties e−1 311 4.23 1.48 2.00 10.28
Average district magnitude (ln) 311 1.94 1.17 0.00 5.01
Electoral system change 311 0.03 0.17 0.00 1.00
Years since last election 311 3.60 1.14 0.00 6.00
Years since 1950 311 34.10 17.45 2.00 63.00
Turnout 311 80.96 11.13 42.25 97.16

Note: e-1 refers to the previous election.

6 and 23 elections during the time period being covered in 21 different countries.

We are mainly interested in the impact of the economy on electoral volatility in countries

and hence in within-country effects. We know however, that other country-specific and time-

unvarying factors affect levels of volatility as well. As Mainwaring and Zoco (2007) argue,

for example, the historical timing of when democracy was established in a particular country

affects how stable electorates are. In order to control for these and other country-specific

effects, we opt for a fixed effects modelling approach. This is considered as an appropriate

method to account for an omitted variable bias (Allison, 2009).

Before analysing TSCS data by means of a fixed effects OLS regression, we have to test

two crucial assumptions. First, that the errors are non-heteroskedastic and second that the

errors are not serially correlated (Beck and Katz, 1995). A Woolridge test of autocorrelation

on the panel dataset used for estimation indicates that autocorrelation is indeed to be taken

into account in the analyses (p-value: 0.011) (Drukker, 2003). In order to correct for the

violation of temporal correlation we present the results of a Prais-Winsten regression with

country-fixed effects, with first order autocorrelation (AR1) specified. Adding country-

fixed effects to the model has the additional advantage of controlling for omitted variables

in the analyses. The time variable characterizing the time series is the number of elections

since 1950 (Epperly, 2011). The autocorrelation component hence takes into account that

subsequent elections are likely to be similar in terms of levels of volatility. Additionally, an

LR-test for panel-heteroskedasticity (p-value: 0.000) indicates that we have to account for

this issue as well (Wiggins and Poi, 2013), which is why we report panel corrected standard

errors (Beck, 2001).7 Self-evidently, other model specifications as well can be thought of to

analyse TSCS-data. In order to validate the robustness of our findings we therefore ran the

analyses for different modelling specifications (OLS, Huber-White estimator, generalized

estimation equation and mixed effects model) and found the effects of interest to be robust

7This exact specification is also used by Kayser and Wlezien (2011) in their aggregate level analysis of
the impact of partisanship on economic voting.
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Table 2.2: Countries and elections included in the analysis

Country Time frame Elections

Austria 1953-2013 19
Belgium 1954-2010 18
Cyprus 1985-2011 6
Denmark 1953-2011 23
Finland 1954-2011 16
France 1956-2012 15
Germany 1994-2013 6
Greece 1977-2012 14
Iceland 1953-2013 19
Ireland 1954-2011 17
Italy 1953-2013 16
Luxembourg 1954-2013 13
Malta 1966-2013 11
Norway 1953-2013 16
Portugal 1976-2011 13
Spain 1979-2011 10
Sweden 1952-2010 19
Switzerland 1955-2011 15
The Netherlands 1952-2012 19
United Kingdom 1955-2010 15
West Germany 1953-1990 11

Note: The Federal German Republic (West Germany) and Germany after unification are considered different
countries in the analyses.

with regard to sign, size and significance level.8

2.5 Results

We first provide a descriptive overview of the evolution of volatility over time. Figure 2.1

graphically presents the Pedersen index for all countries in our dataset from 1950 up to

the most recent election. Looking at the trends for different countries does not suggest a

universal trend of increasing volatility across Western Europe. There is quite some between-

country heterogeneity in the evolution over time. While for some countries there is a clear

and sharp increase in volatility (e.g., Iceland), the Pedersen index remains rather stable or

even decreases over time in other countries (e.g., Luxembourg). Overall, the data hence

show that even though the literature tends to agree on a significant increase of volatility in

European party systems, levels of volatility vary strongly and the over-time trend is more

moderate and differs from country to country as well. This overview of country-specific

trends illustrates the need to take into account contextual-level factors when investigating

8Results not shown but available upon request.
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the link between the economy and volatility. As a result, we should take into account that

differences in terms of the openness of electoral systems as well as differences at the level

of the party system are affecting electoral volatility.

Most importantly, as evident from Figure 2.1, it is only for the most recent decade

that an increase in volatility is clearly present. Levels of net volatility post-2000 are quite

elevated in most of the countries included in this study. It is apparent that the highest levels

of net volatility are in elections in the 21st century for nearly all countries in the sample,

with the notable exception of some countries in Southern Europe that made a transition

toward democracy from the 1970s on (Spain, Portugal and Cyprus). Interestingly, this

closer look at volatility by country also makes clear that the 1960s and 1970s were a time

of remarkable electoral stability in Western Europe, despite the fact that towards the end

of the 1970s scholars increasingly started to write about allegedly rising levels of electoral

volatility.

Figure 2.1: Pedersen index in legislative elections in Western Europe, 1950-2013
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Note: Pedersen index of net volatility by elections and by country (The Federal German Republic before
and Germany after unification are considered different countries in the analyses, but are in the same graph
in the figure).

For assessing the extent to which we can indeed observe an over-time increase of net

volatility in Western Europe we pool the data for the Pedersen index in a single dataset.

In the multivariate analysis presented in Table 2.3, we add a measure for the time elapsed

since 1950. Besides this time variable, we control for the institutional factors that the
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literature suggests to have an effect on the level of volatility. The model fit statistics are

encouraging and the R2-value indicates that by means of our independent variables and the

country-dummies, we succeed in explaining 32% of the variance in net volatility in Western

Europe.

Assessing the impact of these institutional variables first, we can observe that volatility

is significantly higher in more disproportional electoral systems. The literature suggests that

there is more strategic voting (Blais and Gschwend, 2010), stronger reward-and-punishment

mechanisms (Powell and Whitten, 1993) and weaker party attachments (Bowler et al.,

1994), in disproportional electoral systems. All these factors can be thought to induce

party switching at an individual level. This aggregate-level analysis of volatility, therefore,

provides suggestive evidence supporting these individual level mechanisms linking dispro-

portional electoral systems to higher levels of volatility. It does go counter to the claim

made by Bartolini and Mair (1990) that it is the more proportional electoral systems where

volatility is higher. The increased opportunities for holding the majority accountable for its

performance, apparently more than counterbalance this effect of proportionality. Next, and

in line with what the literature suggests, a higher effective number of parties is associated

with higher levels of net volatility. Controlling for these factors, we do not find a significant

effect of district magnitude or electoral system change on volatility.9 For turnout, finally,

we do not find a significant impact on net volatility.

The main variable of interest in this analysis, however, is the time trend. As can be seen

in the results in Table 2.3, there is a positive and significant effect of time on net volatility

in Western Europe. With an estimated coefficient of 0.08, this implies that it takes 10 years

of time for the Pedersen index of net volatility to increase one unit. Over the whole period

covered by our analyses (63 years), the estimated increase is 5 units. Given that the mean

level of net volatility in the sample is 10, a 5 points increase can be considered substantial.

The country-specific trends in Figure 2.1 already indicated that the increase of volatility

over time, which is often taken for granted in the literature, is by no means a uniform or

general trend. The country-specific patterns illustrate quite some variation in the evolution

of net volatility over time. The pooled analysis indicates that, overall, levels of net volatility

in Western Europe have indeed significantly increased since 1950. These observations lead

to some qualification and provide indications of a moderate and non-uniform trend.

Looking at Figure 2.1 and comparing the index of net volatility for the most recent

elections with the trend over time already suggests an impact of the current economic crisis

on electoral stability. In many of the countries included, the Pedersen index is somewhat to

substantially higher in elections after 2008 as compared to the previous period. Furthermore,

the countries for which the difference is quite pronounced (such as Greece, Iceland, Ireland

9While all the indicators related to the electoral and party system are clearly closely related, zero-order
correlations between these indicators (Least squares index of disproportionality, ENEPe−1, average district
magnitude (ln) and electoral system change) are not too high. The Pearson correlation between district
magnitude and the least squares index is -0.527, but other correlations are 0.2 or lower.
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Table 2.3: Explaining net electoral volatility in Western Europe (controls)

B
(s.e.)

Least squares index of disproportionality 0.657∗∗∗

(0.165)
Effective Number of Partiese−1 1.032∗∗

(0.390)
Average district magnitude (ln) -0.396

(1.111)
Electoral system change 2.771

(2.583)
Years since last election 0.596

(0.319)
Years since 1950 0.076∗∗

(0.028)
Turnout -0.002

(0.072)
Constant -0.799

(6.729)

N elections 311
N countries 21
R2 0.323
χ2 97,309.88∗∗

ρ 0.155

Note: Prais Winsten AR1 regression with country fixed effects (not shown). Panel corrected standard errors
are reported. Significance levels: ∗p < 0.05;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗∗∗ p < 0.001. e-1 refers to the previous election.

or Italy) are all countries that were hit severely by the economic crisis. Adding economic

indicators to the multivariate analysis will shed light on whether we can indeed attribute

this apparent surge in volatility to economic conditions.

In Model 1 in Table 2.4, we add the lagged GDP growth rates to assess the impact of the

economy on net volatility. The results indicate a significant negative effect of GDP growth

on volatility, indicating that as the economy grows, volatility declines. As Mainwaring and

Zoco (2007) indicate for a more diverse sample of countries as well, the size of the effect is

rather modest, though. For each 1% increase of GDP in the year preceding the election,

net volatility decreases 0.3 units. While the size of the estimated effect is moderate, the

results provide evidence confirming our first hypothesis. The effects of disproportionality

and the effective number of parties on volatility found in the previous analysis are robust

for including GDP growth rates to the equation. Furthermore, controlling for the impact

of the economy on net volatility, we still observe a significant time trend although in this

model the time effect is slightly weaker than in the previous analysis. As the number of

parties in a system increases, the clarity of responsibility is expected to decrease (Powell
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and Whitten, 1993). We could therefore assume the link between the economy and levels

of volatility to be weaker as the number of parties is higher. This possibility was tested by

the addition of an interaction term between the number of parties and GDP growth, but

this was found not to be significant, so we can conclude that this effect is not mediated by

the size of the party system.10

In Model 2 and Model 3 in Table 2.4, we additionally add inflation and unemployment

rates. For both indicators, the estimated effect is in expected directions, with more inflation

and higher unemployment rates being linked to significantly higher levels of volatility. Note,

however, that significance levels drop for these indicators, which is partly a consequence of

the fact that the sample size is further reduced when these additional economic indicators

are included.

Besides investigating the effect of economic indicators measured at a one year lead time,

one could also argue that it is change in economic conditions under the incumbent govern-

ment or the incumbent’s performance compared to its predecessor that matters (Roberts

and Wibbels, 1999). Preliminary analyses using such indicators for change in economic

conditions, however, did not provide evidence for this claim.11 The fact that short-term

indicators are significantly linked to electoral results, but long-term indicators not, is in line

with previous research (Erikson and Wlezien, 2012; Hibbs, 1987). This finding has been

interpreted to be caused by the fact that voters either are ‘myopic’ and tend to forget about

the state of the economy at earlier points in time or that voters are rational and perceive

the most recent economic conditions to be signalling how the incumbent would perform if

he would stay in office (Erikson and Wlezien, 2012). Furthermore, investigating non-linear

effects of economic conditions on net volatility by means of the inclusion of squared terms

as well did not offer strong evidence of such a pattern.12

Clearly, the economy affects volatility, although the effect is modest. Given negative

values for GDP growth rates across Europe over the last few years, it should not come as a

surprise that levels of volatility were high in recent elections in a number of countries. The

question remains, however, whether the economy is becoming a more powerful predictor

of volatility over time and whether negative economic conditions are associated with more

profound shifts in vote shares than was the case a few decades ago.

Building on the available evidence of decreasing partisanship and a shift towards short-

term voting motives over time, we have hypothesized that the relation between the economy

and vote shifts has become stronger over time. Given that GDP data are available for a

more extended time period than the other economic indicators, we focus on GDP rates only

in the remainder of this chapter. In order to test the hypothesis of change over time we

interact GDP growth rates with the time variable. This time variable is operationalized as

the time elapsed since 1950.

10Results not shown but available upon request.
11Results available upon request.
12Results available upon request.
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Table 2.4: Explaining net electoral volatility in Western Europe (economy)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B B B

(s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.)

GDP growth ratet−1 -0.277∗ -0.453∗∗ -0.967∗∗∗

(0.127) (0.160) (0.216)
Inflationt−1 (ln) 0.815+ 2.364∗

(0.418) (1.023)
Unemploymentt−1 0.296+

(0.157)
Least squares index of disproportionality 0.666∗∗∗ 0.854∗∗∗ 1.160∗∗∗

(0.164) (0.173) (0.248)
Effective number of partiese−1 1.038∗∗ 0.576 0.139

(0.390) (0.392) (0.617)
Average district magnitude (ln) -0.329 -1.699 -1.121

(1.111) (1.038) (1.463)
Electoral system change 2.767 3.057 7.456∗

(2.545) (2.440) (3.255)
Years since last election 0.629∗ 0.773∗ 0.552

(0.310) (0.339) (0.499)
Years since 1950 0.057∗ 0.058 0.059

(0.029) (0.039) (0.091)
Turnout -0.002 -0.047 -0.167

(0.071) (0.090) (0.156)
Constant 0.617 7.715 18.570

(6.687) (8.414) (15.880)

N elections 311 257 116
N countries 21 19 17
R2 0.332 0.380 0.639
χ2 15,338.19 1,017.79 4,390.90
ρ 0.157 0.110 -0.170

Note: Prais Winsten AR1 regression with country fixed effects (not shown). Panel corrected standard errors
are reported. Significance levels: ∗p < 0.05;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗∗∗ p < 0.001. t-1 refers to the previous year, e-1
refers to the previous election.

The results in Table 2.5 provide evidence confirming our second hypothesis, as the

interaction effect is negative and significant. As time goes by, economic growth obviously

becomes more effective in depressing volatility. The results of our analysis indicate that as

time and therefore dealignment proceeds, the economy starts to affect electoral volatility

more intensively. As can be read from the results in Table 2.5, the estimated main effect of

GDP growth on volatility is .38, while its interaction with time is -0.02. The implication of

these estimates is that the net effect of GDP growth on volatility is positive in the earlier

time period, is zero after 19 years in the time series (0.38 + (−0.02 × 19)) and becomes

negative from then onwards. Post-1970 only, therefore, is the net effect of GDP growth on
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volatility negative.

Taking into account a process of increasing effects of the economy, most other effects turn

out to be robust. Both disproportionality and the number of parties are still significantly

related to levels of net volatility. The number of years since the previous election is still

significant at a 0.1-level in this model. As a point of nuance to the analyses, we should

add that even though the effects of the economy and of the interaction with time are in

expected directions, the added explained variance of these indicators is rather low. Our

preferred modelling option (Prais-Winsten with country-fixed effects) does not allow us

to assess model AIC statistics, but this is possible when performing OLS Huber White

robust estimations. Doing so, the R2 statistics increases marginally as GDP growth and its

interaction with time are added while the AIC-statistic decreases somewhat.13

The assumption we make is that dealignment is the intervening mechanism causing a

strengthening impact of the economy on volatility. As dealignment has been found to be

strong and present across Western Europe (Mair, 2002; Dalton and Wattenberg, 2002), the

interaction effect should be present in all countries covered. A mixed effects model in which

the interaction effect was allowed to vary between countries, indicated that the variation

of this effect at the country level is close to zero. Just as dealignment, therefore, the

interaction effect is found across Western Europe, which is compatible with the claim that

dealignment is an intervening mechanism. Additionally, given that estimations on a small-N

sample might be sensitive to the impact of particular countries or outliers, we verified the

robustness of our results by estimating the main model while at each time excluding another

country from the sample. Sign and size of the interaction effect were robust to doing so and

this interaction effect was significant in each of these estimations. Furthermore, excluding

the least and most volatile elections from the sample does not affect the robustness of this

effect either.14

The effect of economic growth on levels of volatility thus grows stronger over time, and

we can also illustrate this in a graphically appealing manner. In Figure 2.2, we plot the

estimated effects of GDP on volatility for different time periods.15 The upper left quarter

of the graph illustrates the estimated effect of the economy on the Pedersen index in 1950.

In that era, at first sight we observe a positive relation, but the safe conclusion is that

the state of the economy did not have a significant effect on volatility, as can be observed

from the wide confidence intervals. As is evident from the plot in the upper right quarter,

the estimated effect of GDP growth rates on volatility in 1970 is close to zero. By 1990,

we observe how the estimated effect of GDP growth rates on the Pedersen index is in

the expected direction (negative) and significant. Two decades later, in 2010, we observe

a strong and sharp decrease of net volatility as economic growth increases. The graph

13Results not shown but available upon request.
14Results of these additional tests are available upon request.
15Effects presented are quantities of interested from 1,000 simulated observations, obtained through the

Clarify-command in Stata (King et al., 2000). Simulations based on OLS Huber White estimation.
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Table 2.5: Over-time change of economic effect on volatility

B
(s.e.)

GDP growth ratet−1 0.378
(0.256)

Least squares index of disproportionality 0.597∗∗∗

(0.163)
Effective Number of Partiese−1 0.846∗

(0.377)
Average district magnitude (ln) -0.593

(1.086)
Electoral system change 2.742

(2.473)
Years since last election 0.619∗

(0.305)
Years since 1950 0.122∗∗∗

(0.035)
Turnout 0.004

(0.070)
GDP growth ratet−1× Years since 1950 -0.019∗∗

(0.006)
Constant -1.533

(6.671)

N elections 311
N countries 21
R2 0.350
χ2 773.53∗∗∗

ρ 0.157

Note: Prais Winsten AR1 regression with country fixed effects (not shown). Panel corrected standard errors
are reported. Significance levels: ∗p < 0.05;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗∗∗ p < 0.001. t-1 refers to the previous year, e-1
refers to the previous election.

illustrates how over time a mechanism of accountability has developed, as voters tend to

react more strongly now to an economic downturn than they did half a century ago. While

immediately after World War II political parties were not held accountable for an economic

downturn, this seems to be the case by 2010. Although the results of the current analysis

do not allow us to draw any final conclusions in this regard, it is very tempting to relate

this trend to the simultaneous decline of party alignment, a process that leaves voters more

open to other voting motives, like satisfaction on economic performance.

Investigating the evolution over time of the relation between the economy and net volatil-

ity clarifies that the association between negative economic growth and high levels of volatil-

ity is a recent phenomenon. This comparison over time allows us to explain why some of

the older research only found a very modest effect of the economy on volatility, and it is
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Figure 2.2: Simulated interaction economic effect and time
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Note: Simulated effect and 95%-confidence intervals of GDP on net volatility over time. Simulated
quantities of interest obtained through Clarify in Stata after running an OLS Huber White estimation. All
other variables set at their mean values.

unlikely that these older insights are still valid in the current era.

2.6 Discussion

We started this chapter from the observation that extreme levels of net volatility in a

number of recent elections across Europe seem to coincide with a period of severe economic

downturn. This anecdotal evidence has led us to investigate what impact the economy

has on electoral shifts at an aggregate level. Looking at Western Europe, we observe an

increase of net volatility over time. While up until 2008 the rise in electoral volatility has

been modest, in the most recent elections, a number of countries have experienced a sharp

increase in volatility levels.

Therefore, we first investigated the relation between the economy and volatility in gen-

eral. Doing so by means of a focus on GDP growth rates, we found a significant effect of

the economy on net volatility, confirming our hypothesis. This finding is not surprising as it

confirms what other scholars explaining volatility have already demonstrated. In line with

previous research, the overall effect of the economy on volatility is robust and significant,

but its size is rather moderate. Nevertheless, it is clear that the recent surge in volatility
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across Western Europe can be partly explained by a deteriorating state of the economy.

Investigating the presence of an association between the economy and volatility, we

additionally argued that this association should have grown stronger over time because

other determinants of electoral behaviour have grown weaker. Partisan dealignment is

expected to have liberated voters from stable party alignments, increasing the potential for

the economy to affect electoral behaviour. The results of our analyses provide suggestive

evidence for this mechanism, as the unencumbered voter is more likely to be affected by

economic considerations. We have assumed that the process of dealignment is causing

the change we observe and our results are compatible with this expectation. We have to

note however, that without a direct test for this mechanism, we can only speculate about

whether this is actually what is driving change. Future research therefore, should find ways

to more directly test whether it is indeed the increase of apartisans in the electorate that

has strengthened accountability.

We do observe an over-time increase of economic effects, with significant mechanisms of

accountability only present in the most recent decades. Electorates are becoming unstable

and although the increase of volatility since the 1950s is rather modest, we do observe a

remarkable surge of net volatility in the most recent elections. Some stability is deemed

essential for a healthy democracy (Bischoff, 2013; Söderlund, 2008), and the demise of long-

term loyalties between citizens and parties might have opened the door for mechanisms of

accountability to affect voting behaviour and hence electoral results. Such an evolution

would be in line with the trends as described in the more optimistic work of Dalton et al.

(2002) on the democratic character of current-day electoral behaviour. Our results indicate

that, over time, economic effects on electoral volatility are becoming stronger. Self-evidently,

we do not have any information about the direction of the shift in electoral preference. It is

still very well possible that the rise in volatility is caused by voters switching, e.g., from one

opposition party to another. In that case, higher levels of volatility would not be associated

with a trend towards stronger accountability. But the least we can say is that our results are

compatible with the occurrence of a more powerful accountability mechanism. If voters want

to reward or punish the current government, they will have to change party preferences,

and this normally means higher levels of volatility. If we would have found that levels

of volatility are stable, or do not react to economic pressure, it would have been hard to

imagine how economic accountability mechanisms could be at work. The fact that we find

volatility to rise leaves open the possibility that this rise leads to, among other possible

explanations, a strengthening of the process of accountability. A first condition for the

occurrence of a truly responsible electorate (Key, 1966) is that traditional voting motives

that are not based on content or performance, should grow weaker over time.

While we find indications of an increased reaction of electorates to the state of the

economy, more research is needed to understand the nature and consequences of this change.

The suggestion of strengthened mechanisms of accountability is an optimistic suggestion.
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On the other hand, the link between worsening economic conditions and political instability

might just as well be reflecting that economic crisis results in political disaffection (Schäfer

and Streeck, 2013). Obviously, the fact that we do not offer a conclusion in this debate is a

direct result of the fact that we are investigating net change, and not the direction of change

at either the aggregate or on an individual level. Some questions therefore remain open.

More specifically, do electorates reward and punish parties that are held to be responsible

for the state of the economy? Or do social and economic grievances lead to a protest vote

when the economy is caught in a downward spiral? If our assumption is correct, we should

be able to find that incumbency effects will have grown weaker over time, especially in a

period of economic downturn. The current results, therefore have to be supplemented with

analyses on changes in individual level voting motives over time. Our results lead us to the

hypothesis that considerations of partisanship should have declined over time, while on the

other hand among these unencumbered voters economic voting motives should have become

stronger over time. Testing that hypothesis more directly at the individual level, however,

falls outside the scope of this chapter.16

16For an analysis testing this more directly, see Chapter 11.



3
The Economic Vote1

Abstract

An abundance of comparative survey research argues the presence of economic voting as an

individual force in European elections, thereby refuting a possible ecological fallacy. But

the hypothesis of economic voting at the aggregate level, with macroeconomics influencing

overall electoral outcomes, seems less sure. Indeed, there might be a micrological fallacy at

work, with the supposed individual economic vote effect not adding up to a national elec-

toral effect after all. Certainly that would account for the spotty evidence linking macroeco-

nomics and national election outcomes. We examine the possibility of a micrological fallacy

through rigorous analysis of a large Time-Series-Cross-Sectional (TSCS) data set of Euro-

pean nations. From these results, it becomes clear that the macroeconomy strongly moves

national election outcomes, with hard times punishing governing parties, and good times

rewarding them. Further, this economy-election connection appears asymmetric, altering

under economic crisis. Indeed, we show that economic crisis, defined as negative growth,

has much greater electoral effects than positive economic growth. Hard times clearly make

governments more accountable to their electorates.

1This chapter is based on the following article: Dassonneville, R. & Lewis-Beck, M.S. (2014). Macroeco-
nomics, Economic Crisis and Electoral Outcomes: A National European Pool. Acta Politica 49 (4): 372–394.
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3.1 Introduction

The first studies on economics and elections forged macro-level links. Different macroeco-

nomic indicators sometimes showed themselves determinants of national incumbent support,

measured in votes or popularity (see the reviews of Nannestad and Paldam (1994), Norpoth

(1996) and Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier (2000)). The inference is that democratic voters are

economic, rewarding the government for good times and punishing it for bad. However, this

inference, reported by itself, remains suspect because of the ecological fallacy (Robinson,

1950; Kramer, 1983). That is, individual voters may not act this way, in which case observed

national economy-election patterns are spurious. To counter this possibility, studies have

moved to the micro-level, examining voters in election surveys. These efforts were initially

on individual democracies notably the United States, France, Denmark, the United King-

dom (see, for example, respectively, Kiewiet (1983), Lewis-Beck (1983), Borre (1997), and

Sanders (2003)). Then, investigations became evermore micro and comparative, stretching

across larger and larger samples of nations (Lewis-Beck, 1988; Duch and Stevenson, 2008).

Over a broad range of democracies, in time and space, survey work supports the economic

voter hypothesis (see the current reviews of Duch (2007), Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier (2007)

and Hellwig (2010)). With minor caveats, then, the ecological fallacy argument has not

been sustained.

However, another classic, the fallacy of composition, has not received the scrutiny it

deserves (Blackburn, 2008, p. 69). That fallacy occurs when the truth of the part is not

true for the whole. An opposite of the ecological fallacy, we label it here the micrological

fallacy, a usage paralleling the micro/macro distinction in economics (where what makes

sense at the micro level may not make sense at the macro level, as the notorious Paradox

of Thrift illustrates). Specifically in election studies, while individual voters may appear

to be economic voters, all voters taken together may not reflect the changing state of the

economy. Put another way, the collective vote of the national electorate might not respond

to national economic conditions, despite a seemingly supportive micro foundation. If this

micrological fallacy holds, then the importance of the economic vote declines greatly. Why?

Because it would suggest that economic evaluation, as expressed by individual citizens, does

not ultimately hold the government accountable. A government presiding over bad national

economic conditions, such as poor growth or rising unemployment, could escape punishment

at the ballot box. Democracy, then, stands badly served. Using a formidable database of

European nations, we examine whether national governments, in fact, are punished (or

rewarded) by votes on the basis of national economic performance. We look at the general

case, voting in normal times, then at voting in times of crisis. Of special interest is the

possibility that governments are held still more accountable for the economy during crisis

periods.

Below, we look at relevant literature and theory, where we elaborate on the possibilities

for the micrological fallacy. That discussion leads to the formulation of two hypotheses
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for testing, with regard to the relationship of macroeconomics and electoral outcomes, one

hypothesis for normal times and another for times of crisis. Then we discuss our European

data pool and our politico-economic measures, followed by an explication of our method-

ology. Our estimated equations are presented in three parts: static, dynamic and crisis.

In conclusion, we reconcile the micrological fallacy and trace a myriad of macroeconomic

effects on European electoral outcomes.

3.2 Literature and theory

The scope of the economic voting literature, now estimated at over 500 articles and books,

makes its summary difficult (Stegmaier and Lewis-Beck, 2013). However, it can be simplified

by focusing theoretically on the classic economic voting paradigm, and substantively on the

relevant comparative findings. With respect to theory, the organizing idea is retrospective

economic voting, wherein the voter judges the economic record of the government, rewarding

or punishing accordingly at the ballot box (Key, 1966; Fiorina, 1981; Lewis-Beck, 1988).

With respect to comparative findings, we examine essentially European studies, first at the

micro-level, then at the macro-level. Reviewing the micro-level investigations, where the

data are national surveys and the dependent variable is a measure of the incumbent vote,

they converge on the notion that sociotropic economic evaluations matter (Anderson, 2000;

Fernández-Albertos, 2006; van der Eijk et al., 2007; Duch and Stevenson, 2008; Hellwig,

2008; Lewis-Beck et al., 2008; Nadeau et al., 2013). When the respondent perceives the

economy has worsened over the past year, they are significantly more likely to declare a

vote against the government or the governing coalition.

The most recent of these micro-level efforts repeatedly tests the economic voting hy-

pothesis with the largest micro pool yet (40 surveys from 10 European nations Denmark,

France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and the United

Kingdom). The authors conclude: ‘The economy is not a mirage. Voters see it, and see

it rather clearly . . . Economic perceptions, properly understood, have a greater impact than

previously imagined’ (Nadeau et al., 2013, p. 565). These strong micro-findings contrast

to mixed macro-level findings, from Eastern as well as Western Europe. These aggregate

analyses may uncover statistically significant relationships between an objective economic

indicator and incumbent vote support, but they can be substantively weak (Tufte, 1978;

Paldam, 1991; Powell and Whitten, 1993; Chappell and Gonçalves, 2000; Fidrmuc, 2000;

Bengtsson, 2004). Moreover, there is no agreement on relevant indicators. As Lewis-Beck

and Stegmaier (2000, p. 211) ask, ‘Which one? . . . It could be unemployment, inflation or

growth’, because the answer varies depending on the study. In summarizing this aggregate

work, the far-reaching investigation of Bengtsson (2004, p. 764) concludes that ‘one over-

arching result from this and other studies does, however, seem to be that the fundamental

economic effects . . . are rather weak or non-existent’. These spotty results reinforce our fear
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that the micrological fallacy has been at play, leaving the macro-level apparently free of any

serious economic-election connection.

The micrological fallacy stands opposite of the ecological fallacy. While both are fallacies

of inference, the latter makes the mistake of inferring the part from the whole, for example,

inferring individual economic voting from aggregate patterns connecting macroeconomic

indicators and election outcomes. The former, in contrast, makes the mistake of inferring

the whole from the part, for example, inferring an aggregate economic-election connection

from individual patterns of economic voting. In comparative economic voting research,

the door stands open to the commitment of a micrological fallacy, given the contradiction

between the microlevel, individual survey results and the macro level, aggregate results.

That is, strong micro findings co-exist with weak to non-existent macro findings. Two initial

micro possibilities might explain this apparent inconsistency. First, individual economic

perceptions of the national economy could be based on error. Second, these economic

perceptions could be accurate, but not add up to the observed macroeconomic condition.

The first possibility was originally posed by Kramer (1983) in his critique of the survey

as an instrument for measuring the economy. In particular, he saw sociotropic retrospective

items as error-laden, with respondents in the same survey exhibiting widespread disagree-

ment over the condition of the national economy. Part of this error could come from partisan

bias for or against the incumbent party (Evans and Andersen, 2006), and another part from

general misinformation (Anderson, 2007, p.280). Current comparative work suggests that

these sources of measurement error do not exercise significant effects, once instrumental

variable controls are imposed (Nadeau et al., 2013). But other sources of measurement

error could be at work. Much of the survey research bases itself on indirect measures of

the vote, for example, vote intention. It is easy to imagine that vote intention correlates

less than perfectly with actual vote. Moreover, it may well correlate with the independent

variable of economic perception in biased ways. Further, even assuming vote intention has

no systematic measurement error, it usually represents a cross-sectional response in a slice-

in-time survey. Therefore, it does not measure a change in vote intention in response to a

real change in the economy, as economic voting theory implies.

What about the second possibility, concerning how individual perceptions add up to the

objective macro-result? If individual voters perceive the national economy without error,

then when those opinions are aggregated they should represent national performance, for

example, if each voter accurately sees positive economic growth, then those perceptions,

when aggregated, will show positive economic growth. This inference holds even if, only on

average, voters correctly perceive positive economic growth; the assumption here is that the

error term in the vote equation lacks correlation with the economic perception (Lewis-Beck

et al., 2013). However, that error term may be correlated with economic perceptions. For

example, vote turnout, an omitted variable reflected in the error term, could influence vote

choice. A typical case could be when the voter sees a strong economy and so does not
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bother to vote, since things are going well (Lewis-Beck and Lockerbie, 1989). Under such

a scenario, the economic motivation behind the vote would not be accurately reflected in

the aggregate electoral outcome. Such a result could help explain rather weak aggregate

economic voting results in the face of apparently strong individual assessments.

The two foregoing individual-level possibilities for inducing a micrological fallacy concern

the ‘part’ of the ‘whole’. There is also a third (aggregate-level) possibility, concerning just

the ‘whole’ the measurement of the macroeconomy itself. Obviously, if at the aggregate-

level the economy is improperly, or incompletely, measured in a model predicting electoral

outcomes, then its effect might not register. As noted, the leading measures have been

versions of unemployment, inflation or growth (at different lags). We would argue that the

growth variable stands least likely to feed the micrological fallacy, because of its empirical

precision and conceptual breadth. GDP growth, as Norpoth et al. (1991, p. 5) suggested

some time ago, allows us to formulate models with an economic indicator ‘as global as

possible . . . to capture the shifting weighting scheme utilized in the political economic calculus

of the democratic voter’. This measurement strategy receives support, in a preliminary way,

in the findings of Wilken et al. (1997). Their early cross-sectional examination of 38 world

elections (from developed and underdeveloped democracies, 1988-1994) concludes that for

‘every percentage point of GDP growth in the election year, [the incumbent] party stands to

gain 1.4 percent of the vote’ (Wilken et al., 1997, p. 307). Further, more recent economic

voting work, by Singer (2011b) and van der Brug et al. (2007), explicitly supports the use

of GDP growth, over inflation and unemployment measures, on grounds that it yields the

largest effect. These foregoing considerations lead us to our first hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Positive (negative) GDP growth yields increases (decreases) in incum-

bent vote support.

We expect Hypothesis 1 to be supported as a general proposition, when tested against

our macro data set on European electorates. Such support would be all to the good for, as

Paldam (1991, p. 11) observes: ‘It is highly desirable if models are general and institution

free, so that the same basic model works across countries and over time’. After all, the

model being tested derives itself from the pure theory of the economic vote. However, as

subsequent research has shown, the economic vote, even if a pure force, can be conditioned

by institutions and events (Powell and Whitten, 1993; Nadeau et al., 2002). Therefore, we

do explore further tests, especially on the clarity of responsibility idea, as shall be seen

below.

Of further interest are the electoral effects of the recent international economic crisis,

beginning around 2008 (see, in particular, the respective special symposiums of Escobar-

Lemmon and Whitten (2011), Lewis-Beck et al. (2012) and Lewis-Beck and Whitten (2013)).

With economic policy reform supreme on the agenda of most European governments, we

might expect to find there a strengthening of the economic voting effect. If the link between

the economy and incumbent vote share becomes more pronounced in times of economic
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crisis, then the relation between the economy and incumbency voting would be asymmetric.

Different strands of evidence can be marshaled for this asymmetry argument. First, voters

have sometimes been found to be more responsive to negative economic information, as

opposed to positive economic information. Given that people are risk averse, negative

messages receive more weight (Lau, 1985). This effect can be further enhanced by negativity

bias in the media as well (Soroka, 2006, 2014). Second, issues on top of voters’ heads are

more salient factors determining their vote (Bélanger and Meguid, 2008). For example,

Fournier et al. (2003, p. 57) claim that ‘issue importance influences the capacity to rate the

government’s performance: individuals who feel that an issue is important are more likely

to evaluate the government on that issue’.

More specifically, in times of economic recession, the economy would have more salience

to voters. For one, because information on the economy is more easily accessible in times

of crisis, according to the work of Singer (2011b). Further, Singer (2011a) shows that

during an economic recession more citizens perceive the impact of the economy on their

personal situation. These findings accord with the earlier European results from Nannestad

and Paldam (1997), who showed the presence of a grievance asymmetry at the individual

level. Danish voters’ evaluations of the economy were stronger predictors of support for

government parties when voters perceived a worsening economy, as opposed to an improving

economy. However, not all micro studies support such a result. Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier

(2013), in their current review of the problem, conclude that overall micro-level evidence

on the asymmetry hypothesis is ‘mixed’. With regard specifically to its presence in times

of economic crisis, the debate still continues (for a review there, see Singer (2011b)). Given

the different theoretical arguments (and scattered empirical evidence) for an asymmetric

economic vote induced by the condition of crisis itself, we tentatively offer our second

hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: During economic crisis, GDP growth relates more strongly to incumbent

vote support.

3.3 Data and measures

The data set covers 359 elections in 31 European countries. While countries outside of

Europe are not covered, the focus on this region allows near-exhaustive coverage in a large

and balanced national time series pool, from 1950 onwards. Furthermore, recent financial

and economic crises warrant a focus on the European context. Several European countries

have suffered severely in the post-2008 period, in a pattern of crisis referred to as a ‘domino

effect’, because of the interdependence of these economies within the European Union (Bel-

lucci et al., 2012, p. 469). While the crisis has had an especially profound impact in the

European periphery (Lewis-Beck and Nadeau, 2012), overall considerable variation exists

in the lived experiences of these European economies (LeDuc and Pammett, 2013). Even
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though European countries share similarities, their substantial differences remain. This

combination of unity and diversity, then, makes Europe an ideal context to test theories of

economic voting (LeDuc and Pammett, 2013).

For the measures themselves, country-level data were collected from a number of different

sources. The principal dependent variable in the analyses is incumbent vote share. Election

results data come from Mackie and Rose (1991), supplemented by election reports in Elec-

toral Studies and the European Journal of Political Research. In addition, online sources

were consulted for information on the most recent elections (Nordsieck, 2013). Government

coalition information comes from the ‘Parliament and Government Composition Database’

(ParlGov), which covers most OECD countries for the post-war period (Döring and Manow,

2012). Incumbent vote shares were then calculated by summing the vote shares of all par-

ties that were in the government coalition before the elections. To determine what splinter

parties or new parties are to be considered incumbents, we consulted the country-specific

information found in election reports in Electoral Studies and the European Journal of Po-

litical Research. As can be observed in Figure 3.1, the distribution of incumbent vote shares

in our data set shows considerable variation, and roughly follows a normal curve (skewness

= 0. 44).

Figure 3.1: Dependent variable: Incumbent vote share (in percentage)
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Besides the incumbent vote share, the electoral weight of the incumbent and partisan

effects should eventually be controlled for as well. Consequently, in order to develop dy-
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namic models, we make use of the incumbent vote share in the previous election (e-1). For

calculating this variable, the same method was applied and the same sources were used as

for the construction of the dependent variable, incumbent vote share.

Investigating the effect of the economy on incumbent vote shares, a number of macroe-

conomic indicators can be looked at. As already noted, we focus on the GDP growth rate.

An additional advantage of using GDP growth rate as the economic indicator in our anal-

yses is that long-term time series are available for most OECD countries. For the current

article we make use of data on GDP growth rates as reported by The Conference Board

(2013), which allows us to go back to 1950. Specifically, we measure the GDP growth rate

for the year before the election year. This lag structure makes sense, given retrospective

theory, which suggests voters evaluate the economy over the past year.

Other variables are also measured. To capture the concept of clarity of responsibility we

make use of three different measures. First, the effective number of parties in parliament is

included to take into account the clarity of available alternatives (Anderson, 2000). There-

fore, we make use of the index of Laakso and Taagepera (1979), as measured and published

by Gallagher (2013). Second, the number of parties in government is measured, using data

from the ParlGov database (Döring and Manow, 2012). Third, using the same ParlGov

database, we measure the presence of caretaker governments before an election, including

a dummy variable where 1 = the presence of a caretaker government precedes the election,

and 0 = otherwise. In our ‘Challenges’ section below, we also discuss the measurement of

other control variables that were introduced.

Testing the second hypothesis, on the effects of economic crisis, requires more than one

measure, because ‘crisis’ can be conceptualized in different ways. The first way, popular in

the media now, focuses on the economic shifts of the post-2008 period. To assess the effects

of this current economic crisis, a crisis dummy is included, with all elections from 2008 =

1, while elections before that = 0. The second way, which takes a longer view, focuses on

theoretical identification and empirical measurement of a year of economic crisis, regardless

of where that year may fall along the time spectrum. To assess this sort of crisis, which

in principal could occur at any time, we separate out the negative growth figures, labeling

them as years of economic crisis. To calibrate the effect of this negative, as compared

with positive, economic growth, we model the process via spline regressions. Descriptive

statistics on all variables included in the analyses are listed in Table 3.1.

We include the countries in Central and Eastern Europe, as well as those of Western

Europe, repeatedly and regularly measured over time. For almost all Western European

countries the time series starts in 1950. For Central and Eastern European countries, the

data usually begin around the mid-90s (when they devised functioning competitive elec-

tions). These time frames then, correspond to the periods in which democracy was clearly

established, a prerequisite for testing our hypotheses. With respect to Germany, before

unification only West Germany is included, but from 1989 onwards the unified country is
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Table 3.1: Descriptive statistics of independent variables

N Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.

Incumbent vote share 359 45.72 15.79 5.60 96.80
Incumbent vote sharee−1 359 50.36 14.03 10.20 97.90
GDP growth rate 359 3.27 3.41 -12.84 20.81
GDP growth rate (-) 359 -0.30 1.29 -12.84 0.00
GDP growth rate (+) 359 3.57 2.80 0.00 20.81
Caretaker government 359 0.09 0.29 0 1
ENEPe−1 359 4.47 1.70 1.70 13.82
Number of parties in government 359 2.20 1.15 1 6
Crisis (2008 onwards) 359 0.11 0.32 0 1

Note: e-1 refers to the previous election.

included. Both are treated as separate countries in the analyses. The full set of countries

(31), and elections (359), is quite heterogeneous, as can be observed in the listing of Table

3.2.

3.4 Methods

The data compose a Time-Series-Cross-Section (TSCS), a structure to be taken into account

when modelling. Therefore, different approaches were considered. As a baseline, we esti-

mated static models on the effects of different variables on incumbent vote share (without

controlling for the previous electoral score of the incumbents). Different modelling strate-

gies were investigated. First, a näıve pooled ordinary least squares model was examined,

its standard errors corrected for the country clusters. Second, a fixed effects (FE) model

was developed, in which the country-level effects were simply controlled for by means of

country dummies (Allison, 2009). Third, a random effects generalized least squares (GLS)

model was applied, enabling us to fit an estimator that controls for heteroskedasticity and

autocorrelation. Fourth, because in general the estimates of a GLS estimation are less effi-

cient, a random coefficient model was estimated by means of a maximum likelihood (ML)

procedure as well (Hox, 2010). After static models were explored, dynamic models were

developed, with a control on the effect of the electoral result of incumbent parties in the

previous election (as a lagged dependent variable - LDV). As with the static models, four

approaches were investigated: an OLS pooled model, a FE model, a random effects GLS

model and a random effects ML model.

While all the approaches are robust to the basic hypotheses, we favor the FE models

(with panel corrected standard errors - PCSE), which we present in Table 3.3. The estimates

of the static model (see Model 1, Column 1, Table 3.3) allow an accounting of non-observed

heterogeneity and a treatment for omitted variable bias (via inclusion of country FE). In

addition, we provide PCSE (Beck and Katz, 1995), which address the heteroskedasticity
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Table 3.2: Countries and elections included in the analyses

Country # % Period

Austria 18 5.01 1953-2008
Belgium 18 5.01 1954-2010
Bulgaria 5 1.39 1994-2009
Cyprus 7 1.95 1981-2011
Czech Republic 5 1.39 1996-2010
Denmark 23 6.41 1953-2011
Estonia 5 1.39 1995-2011
Finland 16 4.46 1954-2011
France 15 4.18 1956-2012
Germany 5 1.39 1994-2009
Greece 14 3.90 1977-2012
Hungary 5 1.39 1994-2010
Iceland 19 5.29 1953-2013
Ireland 17 4.74 1953-2011
Italy 16 4.46 1953-2013
Latvia 5 1.39 1995-2011
Lithuania 5 1.39 1996-2012
Luxembourg 12 3.34 1954-2009
Malta 10 2.79 1966-2008
Norway 15 4.18 1953-2009
Poland 6 1.67 1993-2011
Portugal 11 3.06 1980-2011
Romania 6 1.67 1992-2012
Slovak Republic 6 1.67 1994-2012
Slovenia 6 1.67 1992-2011
Spain 10 2.79 1979-2011
Sweden 19 5.29 1952-2010
Switzerland 15 4.18 1955-2011
The Netherlands 19 5.29 1952-2012
United Kingdom 15 4.18 1955-2010
West Germany 11 3.06 1953-1990
Total 359 100.00 1952-2013

issue. However, under this modelling specification a problem of significant autocorrelation

remains. A traditional test for autocorrelation should not be applied to these pooled time

series data. In addition, the fact that incumbent coalitions differ from election to election

renders a Woolridge test for autocorrelation (based on first differenced regression) inappro-

priate. Therefore, as an alternative we saved the residuals of Model 1, comparing them

with the residuals of a model in which both the dependent and the independent variables

are lagged one election. These residuals correlate 0.69, making apparent an autocorrelation

problem. For this reason we add a LDV in Model 2 (see Column 2, Table 3.3). This step
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renders the model dynamic, changing its interpretation and explicitly taking into account

the dependency of incumbent vote support on its previous result. This second model (FE

PCSE LDV) embodies the specification Beck and Katz (1995, 2009) recommend for dealing

with TSCS data, particularly in this political science context.2

Table 3.3: Effect of the economy on incumbent vote shares

Model 1: Static Model 2: Dynamic
FE PCSE FE PCSE LDV

B B
(s.e.) (s.e.)

Incumbent vote sharee−1 0.844∗∗∗

(0.043)
GDP growth 0.713∗∗ 0.737∗∗∗

(0.214) (0.146)
Caretaker government 3.190 2.136

(2.670) (1.519)
ENEPe−1 -2.614∗∗∗ 0.780

(0.493) (0.438)
Number of parties in government 7.009∗∗∗ 0.347

(1.013) (0.576)
Constant 56.629∗∗∗ 2.730

(4.937) (3.318)

Country FE included? Yes Yes
N elections 359 359
N countries 31 31
R2 0.611 0.809

Note: e-1 refers to the previous election. Significance levels: ∗p < 0.05;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗∗∗ p < 0.001 (two-tailed
test). Panel corrected standard errors are reported.

3.5 Main results

The analyses presented in Table 3.3 are encouraging. First, regardless of whether we con-

sider a static or a dynamic model, the fit statistics are strong according to the R2-values.

With respect to effects of the independent variables, we begin the discussion with Model 1.

2It is known that estimates from an FE and LDV model may be biased, with this bias increasing as t
(that is, number of elections in a country) becomes smaller. One approach to overcoming this source of bias
is to use a difference GMM (generalized method of moments) estimator. But these data cannot be fully
considered as panels, since we are not following the same incumbents over time. Rather, the incumbent
parties change from election to election. Consequently using, for example, an Arellano and Bond estimator
with its automatic autocorrelation correction (at two lags of the dependent variable) would be incorrect.
The results from several Monte Carlo simulations, however, indicate that, assuming a sound specification,
the approach used here in dynamic Model 2 performs as well or better than more complicated instrumental
variables (IV) estimators (Adolph et al., 2005, p. 18) (see also Beck and Katz (2009) and Judson and Owen
(1999)).
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Looking at the control variables, two attain statistical significance. These results suggest

that as the number of parties in government increases, the incumbent vote share increases.

Furthermore, the incumbent vote share will tend to be smaller, when the system in gen-

eral has a larger number of parties. Finally, whether a caretaker government was in office

before the election does not significantly affect the incumbent vote share. These structural

results are comforting, if unsurprising. What about our main variable of interest, GDP?

We observe that it appears to have a statistically significant and substantively important

effect. Specifically, a 1 percentage increase in GDP growth yields about a 0.7 percentage

point increase in incumbent support. This is a rather large effect, as it does not fall far

from unit elasticity (with its 1:1 percentage ratio).

The Model 1 results indicate strong economic effects. It could be argued, however, that

in order to investigate the effect of the economy on electoral success and failure, starting

points have to be taken into account. More specifically, it may be that current incumbent

support partly derives from past incumbent support. At the micro level, that process would

operate through something like the persistence of partisan identification. At the macro level,

in addition to picking up that pattern, past vote share would tap into independent variables

omitted from the model specification (including missing variables on political context or

issues, such as immigration or crime). Thus, it acts as a very strong control, increasing

predictive power and applying a tough test for the survival of GDP effects. Furthermore,

the reported presence of serial autocorrelation in Model 1 argues for the inclusion of a LDV.

In Model 2, therefore, we take Model 1 a step further, including incumbent vote share in

the previous election as an independent variable.

As such, Model 2 incorporates a time component, becoming dynamic and providing

further insight into the effect of the economy. According to its estimates (see Column 2,

Table 3.3), the effect of the GDP growth rate remains significant, even increasing its level

(to p<0.001). Moreover, its strength persists. Indeed, the size of its coefficient is about

equal for both modelling approaches (at 0.7). We can say, with more confidence, that the

state of the economy affects incumbent support on election day. Further, the explanatory

power of Model 2 is considerably higher, with an R2-value indicating that about 80 per cent

of the variance in incumbent vote share is explained. Last, but not least, we can report

that building on this specification we tested the possibility of interaction effects relating to

the clarity of responsibility hypothesis (Powell and Whitten, 1993); no significant results

were found there.3 These null findings are almost certainly due to the powerful controlling

effects of the lagged incumbent vote share variable on the right-hand side, and its capturing

of the influence of omitted variables.

3Results are not shown, but are available on request.
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3.6 Crisis results

Our first hypothesis, on the relationship of GDP growth and incumbent support, receives

strong confirmation from the findings in Table 3.3. What about our second hypothesis,

where we expect the economy to relate more strongly to incumbent electoral success during

an economic crisis? In order to investigate this possibility different approaches are taken.

First, we examine whether the link between the economy and incumbent vote share is more

pronounced after the recent economic and financial crisis, that started roughly in 2008.

We investigate this by means of a simple crisis dummy, scored 1 for elections from 2008

onwards (that is, 41 out of the 359 elections), and 0 otherwise. For testing, we explore the

impact of this crisis dummy by itself, and in interaction with the GDP variable. These

estimates appear in Table 3.4. The simple 2008 crisis dummy falls far short of statistical

significance in both the static and dynamic models (see, respectively, Columns 1 and 3).

Further, the interaction crisis term falls far short of significance in the static model, and

only achieves marginal significance in the dynamic model. These null, fragile results lead

us to the following conclusion: while the incumbent governments of Europe may have been

punished by the post-2008 economic crisis, that punishment has been no greater than for

economic downturns occurring in other periods. The 2008 economic crisis, then, has not

engendered unique effects on incumbent party vote shares of the region.

The fact that the economic blows falling on elected governments after 2008 are not

unique does not mean that they were not real blows. But it does mean that another

process may be going on. Perhaps economic crisis, rather than being temporally specific,

works whenever the economy takes a serious downturn. In other words, the crisis period

need not be, in fact should not be, time bound. Thus, we focus on economic downturn in

general, by modelling spline regressions. Recall that spline regression has value when the

research question concerns what produces differences in slope (Marsh and Cormier, 2002).

Operationalizing zero GDP growth as the turning point (and therefore the spline knot), we

can investigate whether the GDP growth effect is more or less pronounced depending on

whether it is positive or negative. Thus, we investigate differences in the size of the effect

for negative and positive GDP growth rates, respectively. In order to estimate such a spline

regression model, two variables are created. A first variable called GDP (–) corresponds

to GDP growth rates if these are negative, but takes on the value of 0 otherwise. The

second variable called GDP (+) has values corresponding to the GDP growth rates when

these are positive, but takes on a value of 0 otherwise. Doing so we use the natural and

straightforward zero threshold for investigating asymmetric economic effects first offered by

Nannestad and Paldam (1997).

Applying this spline regression approach, we can observe any differential effects (see

Columns 2 and 4, Table 3.4). Are negative GDP growth rates more determining for in-

cumbent vote share? The results of the spline regression models in Table 3.4 confirm this

expectation. In the static, as well as in the dynamic, models both the effects of positive
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Table 3.4: Crisis effects on incumbent vote shares

Model 1: Static Model 2: Dynamic
FE PCSE FE PCSE LDV

Interaction Splines Interaction Splines
Crisis x GDP regression Crisis x GDP regression

B B B B
(s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.)

Incumbent vote sharee−1 0.845∗∗∗ 0.844∗∗∗

(0.041) (0.043)
GDP growth 0.575∗ 0.601∗∗∗

(0.244) (0.143)
Negative GDP growth 0.988∗ 1.001∗∗

(0.474) (0.387)
Positive GDP growth 0.631∗ 0.657∗∗∗

(0.267) (0.146)
Post-2008 crisis -3.668 -1.951

(2.219) (1.576)
Post-2008 crisis x GDP growth 0.322 0.675∗

(0.303) (0.319)
Caretaker government 3.442 3.434 2.448 2.370

(2.646) (2.731) (1.486) (1.528)
ENEPe−1 -2.640∗∗∗ -2.627∗∗∗ 0.810 0.768

(0.494) (0.504) (0.426) (0.449)
Number of parties in government 7.132∗∗∗ 7.032∗∗∗ 0.355 0.370

(1.019) (1.028) (0.543) (0.596)
Constant 57.103∗∗∗ 56.916∗∗∗ 3.001 3.010

(5.048) (5.036) (3.316) (3.394)

Country FE included? Yes Yes Yes Yes
N elections 359 359 359 359
N countries 31 31 31 31
R2 0.615 0.611 0.812 0.810

Note: e-1 refers to the previous election. Significance levels: ∗p < 0.05;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗∗∗ p < 0.001 (two-tailed
test). Panel corrected standard errors are reported.

and of negative GDP growth attain significance. In addition, in the two models, the co-

efficient for negative economic growth is larger than the coefficient for positive economic

growth. Clearly, the results are robust and straightforward: negative economic growth has

more importance for incumbent electoral results. While the coefficients differ depending on

the specific model, the negative spline coefficient approaches twice the magnitude of the

positive spline coefficient (respectively, 0.99/0.63 and 1.00/0.66). These findings suggest

that the effect of the economy, looked upon from a macro perspective, almost doubles in

times of economic recession, compared with times of economic growth. Both coefficients are

positive, indicating that as the economy is doing better, incumbents obtain a larger share of
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the votes. For example, moving from a 2 per cent to a 1 per cent GDP growth rate has close

to twice the effect on incumbent support, compared with moving from 1 to 2 per cent GDP

growth rate. Clearly, economic crisis, understood as the general phenomenon of negative

economic growth, intensifies the impact of GDP change on incumbent vote, so supporting

our second hypothesis.

3.7 Challenges

Thus far, we have found strong support for our two central hypotheses, in terms of the

functioning of these European democracies. First, in general, economic growth relates to

incumbent vote support as expected. In particular, negative economic growth generally

yields decreases in incumbent vote support. Second, the relationship between economic

growth and incumbent vote support strengthens under economic crisis. In particular, it

takes an asymmetric form, with negative economic growth having a greater impact than

positive economic growth. As firm as these findings appear to be, they are not immune from

challenge. In this section, we consider several relevant challenges, from the measurement

of the dependent variable of incumbent vote and the independent variable of economic

performance, to the specification of the noneconomic independent variables. Below, we

consider these in turn, beginning with the measurement questions, and ending with the

specification questions.

Initially, we face the question of whether the dependent variable should be incumbent

coalition votes (as it is now), or (the more restricted) prime minister party votes. The latter

has been argued by some to be relatively more affected by economic outcomes (Anderson,

2000; Duch and Stevenson, 2008). To test this possibility, we simply substituted prime

minister party vote share for the dependent variable (and the LDV on the right-hand side)

in the basic dynamic Model 2 of Table 3.3. Contrary to rival argument, the general effect of

the economy now appears halved (that is, a GDP growth coefficient of only 0.39, compared

with its Table 3.3 value of 0.74).4 In addition, our hypothesis of asymmetrical economic

effects fails of support, when the dependent variable is prime minister party support. At

least two reasons for these weaker findings present themselves. First, while the distribution

of vote share of the incumbent coalition approximates normality, the distribution of prime

minister vote share variable is noticeably skewed. Second, while ruling coalitions generally

have a combined vote share close to 50 per cent across these countries, the electoral strength

of the prime minister’s party varies much more, according to country- and electoral-system-

specific characteristics. This fact renders the pooled approach a more blunt instrument of

analysis. Clearly, given the distributional complexities embedded in this large TSCS data

set, our more global dependent variable measure of incumbency support appears preferred.

With respect to the key independent variable – the economy – we have relied on our

4Results not shown, but available upon request.
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GDP measure. But we might reasonably ask what would happen if a leading rival indicator

– the unemployment rate – were used. Therefore, we perform the main analyses with change

in unemployment rates instead of GDP growth as the economic variable. It is operational-

ized as the difference between the unemployment rate 1 year before the election year, and

the unemployment rate 2 years before the election year. The necessary data, from the IMF

World Economic Outlook Database (IMF, 2013), make for a smaller sample, only covering

elections from 1980. Still, the results are suggestive. First, in an estimation comparable

to that of Model 2 (Table 3.3), where GDP is substituted by unemployment, one observes

that rising unemployment rates significantly harm incumbent vote share, as expected. In

addition, replicating the crisis analysis of Model 2 (Table 3.4) with the substitution of the

unemployment variables suggests similar asymmetrical effects. As expected, increasing un-

employment (hinting at a deteriorating economy) has a more profound effect on incumbent

vote share, compared with decreasing unemployment (hinting at a growing economy).5 We

can therefore conclude that the findings of an asymmetrical economic effect presented in

the manuscript are not likely driven by specificities of the GDP growth indicator. Hence,

we continue to favor the GDP measure over this unemployment measure. In addition to

the theoretical and empirical reasons already advanced, using the unemployment measures

gives an available sample size of just 181, about half that of Table 3.3. Moreover, in part

because of this smaller sample, the statistical significance levels are not nearly as impressive.

Beyond the above considerations of measurement of the key dependent and independent

variables, there could be concern over whether more predictor variables should be added

to the specification. On that issue, it is important to first recall that the dynamic model

contains a LDV on the right-hand side of the equation. Fortunately, the presence of this

LDV also acts as a control on omitted variables (assuming they also operate at t-1). While

this makes for considerable confidence in the desirable statistical properties of the GDP

coefficients, attention to other available independent variables still has merit. There are

two in particular: globalization and democratic history. Take the former first. The process

of globalization has been important over the period covered (1950-2013). We especially

want to know whether, in accounting for globalization, economic growth still functions

asymmetrically under crisis. Therefore, we investigate the main and interaction effects of

globalization, as measured by trade openness, adding it to the specification (of the dynamic

FE PCSE LDV model of Table 3.4, Column 4). Following Fernández-Albertos (2006), we

use as a measure the sum of imports and exports of a country divided by GDP. Data

were obtained from the World Bank database and are available only from 1960 onwards, so

yielding a somewhat smaller sample size (The World Bank, 2013b,a). Looking at the results,

in Table 3.5 (Column 1), we observe that trade openness has neither statistically significant

main or interaction effects. Hence, globalization, as measured by trade openness, does

not seem to alter the reported asymmetrical effects of GDP growth rates. Furthermore,

5Results not shown, but available upon request
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these spline regression effects from GDP sustain their significance, with negative growth

continuing to exercise about twice the effect of positive growth.

Table 3.5: The mediating effect of trade openness and years of democratic stability

Model 1: Dynamic Model 2: Dynamic
FE PCSE LDV FE PCSE LDV

B B
(s.e.) (s.e.)

Incumbent vote sharee−1 0.780∗∗∗ 0.831∗∗∗

(0.057) (0.048)
Negative GDP growth 2.306∗ 0.925∗

(1.061) (0.425)
Positive GDP growth 1.101∗∗ 0.563∗

(0.408) (0.249)
Trade openness -0.030

(0.048)
Trade openness x Negative GDP growth -0.031

(0.023)
Trade openness x Positive GDP growth -0.009

(0.007)
Years of stable democracy -0.096∗∗∗

(0.028)
Years of stable democracy x Negative GDP growth 0.003

(0.006)
Years of stable democracy x Positive GDP growth -0.004

(0.004)
Caretaker government 2.693 1.600

(1.870) (1.604)
ENEPe−1 0.875 1.079∗

(0.449) (0.435)
Number of parties in government 0.453 0.590

(0.684) (0.603)
Constant 5.887 6.681

(4.661) (3.517)

Country FE included? Yes Yes
N elections 331 359
N countries 31 31
R2 0.773 0.819

Note: e-1 refers to the previous election. Significance levels: ∗p < 0.05;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗∗∗ p < 0.001 (two-tailed
test). Panel corrected standard errors are reported.

Take the second specification concern raised, regarding the different democratic histories

of these nations, most notably those who were formerly communist systems. Rather than

simply including a post-communist dummy in the analyses, we offer a more general opera-
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tionalization of experience with electoral democracy. We add to our key model the ‘years of

stable democracy’, a variable that we created by means of information from the Polity IV

data set (Marshall and Gurr, 2012). We present the results in Table 3.5 (Column 2). The

main effect of years of democracy is negative and significant, indicating that as countries

have more experience with electoral democracy, incumbents tend to obtain a smaller vote

share. However, the interactions of years of democracy with negative and positive GDP

growth are not significant, indicating that the different electoral histories for democracy do

not affect the mechanism of economic voting in the region. This conclusion receives rein-

forcement by observing that the two key coefficients, for negative GDP growth and positive

GDP growth, are very close in magnitude to their original values in the key model of Table

3.4 (Column 2).

Besides the question of differing democratic histories, the question arises of different

levels of economic development, which might bias growth effects on incumbent support. For

example, would a percentage point of economic growth in the United Kingdom (a developed

industrial economy) have the same effect on incumbent support as a percentage point of

economic growth in Romania (a post-communist developing economy)? Given the economic

heterogeneity of this national pool, we should address the matter. An especially efficient

way to do so involves the use of random effects estimation instead of a FE model. That

is, rather than controlling away the variance at the country-level via country dummies (as

done with a FE model), we explicitly investigate this variance (Hox, 2010). Such a random

coefficient ML estimation procedure allows the investigation of varying intercepts between

countries, but also of random slopes. To see whether there is variation between countries

in the effect of a specific variable – here GDP growth – one examines these random slopes.

In Table 3.6 we present the results of random effects ML models (using the specification

of Table 3.4, Column 2). The first equation offers the base model, where random country

intercepts are specified; in the second equation we also assess any significant country-level

variance in the effect of GDP growth. A number of conclusions can be drawn. First, the

earlier findings in the manuscript are robust to a random effects ML specification, where

we observe again an asymmetrical effect of economic voting on the incumbent vote share.

Second, a significant and substantial amount of variance in incumbent vote share exists at

the country level. Third, and most pointedly, we do not observe significant country-level

variation in the effect of GDP growth on incumbent vote share (as shown in the σ2-values

at the bottom of the table). The economic development level, country-to-country, does not

significantly impact the economic voting coefficient. In addition to making this clear, the

result supports our more direct FE approach (of the earlier tables).
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Table 3.6: Random slope of GDP growth

Model 1: Dynamic Model 2: Dynamic
Random effects ML Random effects ML

Incumbent vote sharee−1 0.849∗∗∗ 0.855∗∗∗

(0.044) (0.044)
Negative GDP growth 1.159∗∗∗ 1.189∗

(0.347) (0.481)
Positive GDP growth 0.572∗∗∗ 0.594∗∗∗

(0.158) (0.173)
Caretaker government 1.683 2.723

(1.527) (1.559)
ENEPe−1 0.253 0.280

(0.386) (0.386)
Number of parties in government 0.697 0.585

(0.622) (0.623)
Constant -2.770 -3.049

(2.929) (2.930)
σ2 countries 26.135∗∗ 26.726∗∗

(9.527) (10.571)
σ2 negative GDP growth 0.983

(1.220)
σ2 positive GDP growth 0.104

(0.215)

N elections 359 359
N countries 31 31
ρ 0.332 0.356
LL intercept -1532.7302 -1532.7302
LL full model -1248.7998 -1247.7375

Note: e-1 refers to the previous election. Significance levels: ∗p < 0.05;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗∗∗ p < 0.001 (two-tailed
test).

3.8 Discussion

Economic voting seems undeniable, according to the numerous micro-level, election survey

studies undertaken around the democratic world. These results refute the charge of an

ecological fallacy, with respect to the inference that economic perceptions influence vote

choice. However, economic voting theory has another charge to overcome, that of com-

mitting a micrological fallacy. We have argued the plausibility of the notion that, while

individual citizens may be economic voters, the entire electorate itself may not act like an

economic voter. In other words, those individual economic vote choices might not add up

to a macroeconomic impact on the incumbent governments vote share. This possibility

we base not only on logic, but on the weak empirical results from numerous aggregate in-

vestigations, which have attempted to link macroeconomic fluctuations to overall electoral



56 CHAPTER 3. THE ECONOMIC VOTE

outcomes.

Herein, we attempt to show a micrological fallacy has not been committed, by demon-

strating an unambiguous connection between GDP growth and aggregate incumbent vote

share in European democratic elections. We explore a very large pool of elections (359) from

many countries (31) over an extended time period (1950-2013). While the countries confine

themselves to the European continent, they nevertheless represent considerable political and

economic heterogeneity. Our analyses, and their various challenges, reveal sharp and power-

ful effects. In general, a one percentage point change in economic growth produces almost a

three-quarter percentage point change in incumbent vote support. This clear confirmation

of our first hypothesis has merit in its own right. However, it has a double importance, by

its refutation of the micrological fallacy. That macro refutation of the micrological fallacy,

along with the micro refutation of the ecological fallacy, make for a perfect marriage. With

unparalleled confidence, we can assert that economic voting is real, and really matters.

This confidence allowed us to pursue our second hypothesis with vigor. Economic crisis

alters the impact of growth on the vote, rendering it asymmetric. Economic crisis, defined

as negative GDP growth, can occur anywhere along the time line. And, when these bad

economic times occur, its electoral impact is magnified, compared with economic good times.

Specifically, the cost in incumbent votes from an economic bust (for example, a negative

growth of –1 per cent) comes to about double the benefit in incumbent votes received from

an economic boom (for example, a positive growth of +1 per cent). Thus, we see that

governments are punished more for bad economic policy than they are rewarded for good

economic policy. Perhaps that is as it should be, for it pushes governments to work harder

at reducing mass hardship. Further, this asymmetry in reward and punishment suggests

that leaders are held especially accountable for poor performance. If so, it serves as a useful

reminder to elected officials that the people are paying attention.



4
New Generations, Volatile Voters?1

Abstract

Political behaviour has been changing all over Western Europe and electoral volatility is one

of the facets of politics in which this change is apparent. Theories on the stabilization of

political attitudes and behaviour in lifetime and the slow rate at which change in the elec-

toral arena is found to proceed, have led to the assumption of generational replacement as

the mechanism driving change. The Netherlands, however, provide a remarkably different

case of this trend in electoral volatility. The country has shifted from an example of how

cleavages stabilize politics to one of the most electorally volatile countries in Europe. The

Dutch surge in electoral volatility thus contrasts with expectations of a slow process driven

by generational replacement. Starting from this apparent contradiction between the evolu-

tion of volatility in the Netherlands and theories on generational replacement, this chapter

investigates time effects of electoral volatility. The study is based on an age, period and

cohort analysis on the repeated cross-sectional data of the Dutch Parliamentary Election

Studies, 1971-2010. Based on characteristics of such repeated cross-sectional data, individ-

uals are cross-classified in birth cohorts and election years respectively, which overcomes the

identification problem inherent in cohort analyses. Results of a Cross-Classified Random

Effects Model (CCREM) indicate that, contrary to the hypothesis of new generations caus-

1This chapter is based on the following article: Dassonneville, R. (2013). Questioning Generational
Replacement. An Age, Period and Cohort Analysis of Electoral Volatility in the Netherlands, 1971-2010.
Electoral Studies 20 (1): 37-47.
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ing the increase in volatility, the Dutch change can be attributed primarily to period effects.

As such, the analyses indicate that a general shift in the Dutch electorate has caused the

growth in volatility and that supply-side factors should probably be analysed when trying

to explain electoral volatility.

4.1 Introduction

Voting behaviour in Western Europe has changed considerably over the last decades. The

description of Lipset and Rokkan of frozen party systems no longer seems valid and the

continued importance of cleavages for voting choices has been questioned (Franklin et al.,

2009). Additionally, partisan dealignment is argued to have eroded the bonds between

parties and voters and to have altered voting behaviour in Western Europe. A cognitively

mobilized electorate no longer bases its voting choices on partisanship or cleavages. Instead,

voting choices have become subject to short-term factors and voting behaviour has thus

become more volatile (Dalton, 1984, 2013; Dalton et al., 2002).

Empirical support for these fundamental changes in voting behaviour has been accu-

mulating in the last decade (Dalton et al., 2002; van der Brug, 2010). However, as is the

case for most political changes, shifts in voting behaviour proceed very gradually, which

has led scholars to assume that a process of generational replacement causes these changes

(Franklin, 2004; Hooghe, 2004; van der Brug, 2010; van der Brug and Kritzinger, 2012). A

large and growing number of studies have already investigated the impact of generational

replacement on changing political attitudes or political behaviour (Franklin et al., 2004;

van der Brug, 2010; van der Brug and Kritzinger, 2012). These studies, however, are faced

with the challenge of a perfect linear dependency between age, period and cohort, pre-

venting researchers from analytically distinguishing between these three time-related effects

(Glenn, 1976; Mason et al., 1973; Yang and Land, 2006). Recently, Yang and Land (2006,

2008) have drawn attention to the opportunities provided by pooled cross-sectional sur-

veys to solve this time effects puzzle. In a repeated cross-sectional design, individuals can

be cross-classified in period groups and cohort groups. This cross-classification breaks the

linear dependency of age, cohort-membership and survey period for an individual. Using

this method on cross-sectional data in political science, researchers have turned to testing

whether the theories of generational replacement are accurate.

Several Western European countries have witnessed a trend of electoral instability over

the last few years, but the degree to which the consequences of dealignment have become

apparent differs from country to country. The Netherlands have been characterized as ex-

tremely unstable in comparison with what is observed across Europe (Mair, 2008). This

is all the more surprising because the Netherlands were once an example of how cleavages

structure voting behaviour and thus stabilize a party system (Andeweg and Irwin, 2009).

The Dutch party system is by now a very typical and almost extreme example of a volatile
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electoral setting, with recent Dutch elections ranking among the most volatile in Europe

since World War II (Mair, 2008). This sharp increase raises questions on the validity of

generational replacement theories to explain electoral change. Therefore, in this chapter,

the time effects contributing to electoral volatility in the Dutch party system are investi-

gated. To disentangle aspects of age, period and cohort related to generational replacement

theories, a Cross-Classified Random Effects Model (CCREM) is developed on the pooled

cross-sectional data of the Dutch Parliamentary Election Survey (DPES), 1971-2010. This

dataset includes representative election surveys for thirteen Dutch national elections since

1971.

The chapter begins with an overview of the literature on changing voting behaviour and

dealignment and more specifically on the mechanism of generational replacement driving

political change. I will also elaborate on the exceptional position of the Netherlands in

this matter and on why this specific case seems to contradict theories on generational

replacement. Next, the data and methods will be explained and this is followed by a

presentation of the results and a discussion of their implications.

4.2 Change driven by generational replacement

4.2.1 Changing voting behaviour

Since the 1970s, an increasing number of studies have indicated that voting behaviour in

Western industrialized countries is in a state of flux (Dalton, 1984; Dalton et al., 2002;

Pedersen, 1979; Rose and McAllister, 1986). These findings on change contradict the hy-

pothesis of frozen party systems (Lipset and Rokkan, 1967). With their freezing hypothesis,

Lipset and Rokkan (1967) linked the apparent stability of party systems in Europe to the

role of social cleavages. In their view firm cleavages in society characterize and determine

political conflict, leading citizens to vote according to their membership of social groups, as

produced by the cleavage structure.

The thesis of cleavage-based stability has been challenged on a number of grounds.

Shortly after Lipset and Rokkan had published their theory, the idea of stability was already

considered out of date (Aarts and Thomassen, 2008). First, some studies pointed to the

declining explanatory power socio-structural factors provide with regard to voting choices

(Franklin et al., 2009). Second, the rise of ‘new cleavages’ and post-materialist issues in the

electoral arena shows the demise of the cleavage model to explain voting behaviour (Kriesi,

2010; van der Brug, 2010; van der Brug et al., 2009). Furthermore, short-term factors such

as campaigns and a focus on individual candidates are expected to become increasingly

important in voting behaviour (Dalton et al., 2002; van der Brug, 2010; Walczak et al., 2012).

Although quite a few studies aim to counterbalance this tendency and continue to stress

the relevance of social class, religion and other social cleavages for voters’ party preferences

(Brooks et al., 2006; Elff and Roßteutscher, 2011), it is clear that voting behaviour is
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changing significantly.

Most studies assume that changes in voting behaviour can be explained by invoking

structural social changes, which have an impact on the way citizens relate to the political

system. The focus on wider changes in society as explanations for change in political

behaviour and attitudes is partly due to the central role that generational replacement has

in the work of influential scholars such as Inglehart or Putnam (Alwin and McCammon,

2006). A number of scholars, however, focus on demand-side factors and on how institutional

and political factors affect political behaviour. As a compromise between both views, De

Graaf et al. (2001) suggest that an interplay between social and political factors drives

change in voting behaviour. Although political factors are clearly relevant as well, the fact

that changes in electoral behaviour are found across the industrialized world, indicates that

specific institutional factors cannot be expected to be the main drivers of change. Rather,

broader processes within society are likely to be causing alterations in political behaviour

found in a large number of countries (Dalton, 2013). Therefore, in order to understand

what causes political volatility, the focus in this chapter is firmly on society, and more

particularly on voters.

More generally, the bonds between parties and voters are argued to be eroding and fewer

people identify with a particular party. This process of dealignment may well be caused by

the cognitive mobilization of the electorate. Thanks to educational progress, newer voters

are better informed and more politically aware. Furthermore, most voters nowadays have

the necessary skills to process an unprecedented amount of political information that new

media provide them with. These cognitively mobilized voters, then, no longer need the

guidance of partisan cues when voting (Dalton, 1984; Dalton et al., 2002). Dealigned voters

are thus more susceptible to the influence of short-term factors on their political preferences.

Therefore, their voting behaviour is also expected to be less stable (Dalton et al., 2002).

It is clear that voting behaviour is changing, that socio-structural factors are of less

importance in voting choices and that voters are less loyal to their parties. As a consequence,

electoral volatility is expected to be rising. These findings have led scholars to reflect on the

normative implications of this evolution in voting behaviour. On the one hand it is argued

that electoral volatility produces unpredictability and uncertainty (Roberts and Wibbels,

1999). Moreover, compared to voters relying on partisan cues, a volatile electorate might

be more vulnerable to manipulation and demagogic appeals (Dalton et al., 2002). On the

other hand, voters without a stable party preference are more likely to take politicians’

performance into account when casting their vote. This effectively ensures a mechanism of

accountability in the electoral arena. Furthermore, well-reasoned voting choices, in which

issue-positions are taken into account may come to replace loyal partisanship (Aarts and

Thomassen, 2008). In order for this to happen, however, voters are expected to be informed

about and interested in politics (Dalton et al., 2002).
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4.2.2 Generational replacement

For different reasons, changes among the electorate are expected to be driven by generational

replacement. First, a process of cognitive mobilization was expected to cause alterations in

general and dealignment more specifically (Dalton, 1984), as has indeed become apparent

over the last few decades. The role of education is crucial in this reasoning. Its importance in

society has increased gradually, with levels of education rising from generation to generation.

This in itself introduces an aspect of generational change. As a consequence, it can be

assumed that electoral changes associated with this process of cognitive mobilization are

also driven by a process of generational replacement. Second, individuals’ political attitudes

and their behaviour are shown to remain quite stable in voters’ lifetime. After a period of

political socialization early in life, political attitudes and opinions tend to change more

incrementally (Alwin and Krosnick, 1991; Jennings et al., 2009). Moreover, partisanship

inheritance is found to be an important determinant of party choice, and high correlations

are found between parents’ and their offspring’s party preferences (Jennings et al., 2009;

Niemi and Jennings, 1991). Although these preferences are not unresponsive to short-

term factors, parents’ influence and therefore stability of vote choices does not disappear

completely (Niemi and Jennings, 1991). Third, theories on the formative years are an

additional reason to expect a major impact from generations. The specific political and

societal context in which citizens become politically socialized is expected to leave an imprint

throughout their lives (Franklin, 2004; Plutzer, 2002). Fourth, political change is found to

proceed very gradually. Changes in political attitudes, turnout or voting behaviour are all

small and they only occur step by step. Therefore, generational replacement is expected

to be the mechanism driving change, with generation after generation becoming slightly

different in political behaviour from the previous one. As such, small changes accumulate

and contribute to the alterations in political behaviour that have lately been observed

(Franklin, 2004; Hooghe, 2004; van der Brug, 2010). With regard to declining turnout, the

mechanism of generational replacement has been investigated and found to be apparent in

quite a number of studies by now (Blais et al., 2004; Franklin et al., 2004; Gallego, 2009;

Wass, 2007). For voting behaviour as well, significant differences have been found in what

explains the vote choices of different generations (van der Brug, 2010; Walczak et al., 2012).

Research on change over time is faced with the problem that different aspects of time

are easily confounded. Although it is difficult to distinguish the effects of age, cohorts

and periods, they signify different aspects of change and point to distinct evolutions. Age

can establish whether there are differences between young and old voters. Adding cohort

effects can clarify whether such differences disappear as these voters grow older or whether

differences between groups of voters are expected to remain stable. Furthermore, period

effects should inform us on whether all voters, regardless of their age or membership of

a certain birth cohort are equally affected by change (Blais et al., 2004; Gallego, 2009;

Wass, 2007). Analyzing these three time effects (age, periods and cohorts) for electoral
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change should therefore provide information about the longitudinal trend and can hint to

what could be expected for the future. If only age effects are of importance, then life-

cycle theories can explain differences between age groups. If so, then no over-time change

is expected to be found unless the age distribution in a society changes fundamentally.

Significant cohort effects would hint at the importance of the impressionable years, leaving

an imprint on particular cohorts throughout their lives, and should indicate a gradual

but accumulating change over time. Significant period-effects, finally, can indicate the

occurrence of changes in electoral behaviour driven by the specific time context affecting

the whole electorate. Additionally, disentangled time effects not only provide a glimpse of

the future, they also provide hints at what substantive indicators are driving change. While

cohort differences are associated with processes of broad societal change, period effects are

assumed to reflect changes in the party system. Therefore, identifying the most important

time effects can provide preliminary evidence on what causes increasing electoral volatility

(Evans and Tilley, 2011; Jansen et al., 2011). The main question guiding the analysis,

therefore, is to determine to what extent age-, cohort- or period-effects are responsible for

the observed rise in electoral volatility in the Netherlands.

4.2.3 The Dutch electoral context

Changes in voting behaviour and increasing electoral instability have been found in several

countries across Western Europe. The Dutch case exemplifies this overall trend: in the

1950s and 1960s, the Netherlands was still a model of the stabilizing impact of cleavage

structures for political behaviour (Andeweg and Irwin, 2009; Mair, 2008). As in other

countries, the opening up of party competition and an increasing importance of short-term

factors in vote choices and for election results had already been noted some decades ago.

Traditional parties were losing grip on their ‘heartlands’ and had to convince voters by

means of other arguments than those of traditional identification with a religious or social

group (Irwin and van Holsteyn, 1989; van Holsteyn and Irwin, 2003). The decline in the

importance of the cleavage structures for voting behaviour in the Netherlands seemed to be

driven both by societal and political changes (De Graaf et al., 2001; van der Brug, 1999).

In the current era, the Dutch electorate has become one of the most volatile in Europe,

as is apparent from comparisons of aggregate volatility (Mair, 2008). The Pedersen indices

for net volatility in Dutch elections since the Second World War, are presented in Figure

4.1 Furthermore, to allow for comparison, the Pedersen index for elections in a number

of other West-European countries has been included as well. The graph illustrates the

increase in volatility observed by scholars in the 1970s. With hindsight, however, the changes

noted in the 1970s were not as important as was then thought. Elections after 1990 were

much more volatile compared to those from the time before. Furthermore, a comparison



4.2. CHANGE DRIVEN BY GENERATIONAL REPLACEMENT 63

Figure 4.1: Pedersen index of net electoral volatility, the Netherlands in comparative per-
spective, 1945-2012
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with other countries highlights the trend of volatility in the Netherlands. Indeed, the

Pedersen index for Dutch parliamentary elections has evolved from median to one among

the highest in Western Europe. Figure 4.1 thus illustrates the claims made by Mair (2008)

with regard to the remarkable path followed by the Netherlands. Theories of generational

replacement are generally substantiated by findings of slow changes in political behaviour.

The sudden increase in electoral volatility in the Netherlands, however, might indicate

that other processes have caused political change. The decline of cleavage politics in the

Netherlands has been investigated by a number of scholars. The process observed in the

Dutch context is called ‘depillarisation’, referring to the erosion of structural cleavages in

society and in politics more specifically (Lijphart, 1989). Due to the erosion of cleavages,

electoral change and volatility now characterize politics in the Netherlands (Aarts and

Thomassen, 2008; Irwin and Van Holsteyn, 2008; Mair, 2008). Moreover, the substantial

increase in volatility has led researchers to scrutinize other factors than socio-structural

ones. Mair (2008) argued that the combination of weakening social cleavages and the easy

accessibility of the Dutch electoral system resulted in the strong unpredictability observed.
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4.2.4 Hypothesis

An increase in aggregate levels of volatility in the Netherlands has been observed from the

1970s onwards and evidence is still accumulating. This growing volatility and unpredictabil-

ity of electoral behaviour and election results is a trend which is apparent in a number of

countries across Western Europe. Although these changes are mostly explained by processes

of generational replacement, the sudden and sharp increase of volatility in the Netherlands

suggests that other processes might be at work.

The apparent contradiction between theories on generational replacement and the pace

of change in the Netherlands calls for an analysis of the time effects causing volatility in

the Netherlands. Both general theories on electoral change and literature on depillarisation

in the Netherlands link the changes with generational replacement processes. The sharp

increase of volatility in the Dutch electorate, however, raises doubts about the idea of

generational replacement as the mechanism causing volatility. Therefore, the hypothesis

in this chapter is that besides generational change, the analysis will show that significant

period effects are apparent as reasons for the Dutch volatility.

4.3 Data and methods

The analysis is based on cumulative data from the Dutch Parliamentary Election Studies

(DPES) of 1971, 1972, 1977, 1981, 1982, 1986, 1994, 1998, 2002 and 2006 (Aarts et al.,

2010).2 Additionally, data from the 2010 Dutch Election Survey were included in the

analysis.3 These data sources provide repeated cross-sectional observations of representative

and random sample national election surveys in the Netherlands (Todosijev̀ıc et al., 2010).

The entire dataset consists of data for 22,417 respondents, with between 1,526 and 2,623

respondents for each year. Although the election surveys were independent from each

other, the cumulative dataset contains identical and harmonized variables for each survey

(Schmeets and van der Bie, 2008). As a result, the dataset is suitable for a longitudinal

analysis of evolutions in electoral behaviour over the period 1971-2010. Repeated cross-

sectional data allow to analyse the effects of age, period and cohort in a single analysis

despite identification problems (Wass, 2007; Yang and Land, 2008). Furthermore, a cross-

sectional design is preferred to panel studies because it does not suffer from panel bias due

to varying attrition rates for each subsequent wave (Wass, 2007).

The dependent variable ‘Volatility’ was constructed by means of a recall question. If

a respondent reported having voted for a different party in the previous election than the

2Data from 1989 were excluded because respondents were not asked to indicate their year of birth. As a
result age and birth cohorts could not be calculated for 1989. Data for 2003 were excluded because of the
paneldesign for that year’s election survey. The same respondents were interviewed in 2002 and 2003. As a
consequence, a recall-question was not included and the dependent variable could not be constructed in the
same way as for the other election years.

3I am grateful to Henk van der Kolk (University of Twente) for providing the data of the 2010 national
election study.
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one s/he reported having voted for in the election of the survey year, voting behaviour

was coded as volatile. Recall data are considered to be imperfect measures for electoral

volatility, because voters are found to overreport consistency (Dalton, 2000; Waldahl and

Aardal, 2000).4 However, because these recall errors are expected to be consistent over time

(Dalton et al., 2002), the measurement should not distort analyses of the long-term trend

in electoral volatility. Furthermore, a comparison of the vote shares from recalled survey

data with real election results suggests that the recall data from the Dutch election studies

are a good representation of previous voting behaviour.5

For the construction of the dependent variable only respondents who reported having

voted in both the current and the previous election, and who remembered both vote choices

are included.6 Non-voters are therefore not included, which reduces the dataset to 12,952

respondents, of which 3,584 (27.7%) reported volatile voting behaviour. Because of missing

data on some of the independent variables, the sample used for the estimation is further

reduced to 12,018 respondents, with 27.6% of them reporting having switched parties.

The main independent variables of interest are the various time aspects related to the

theory of generational replacement. In line with previous research on generational trends,

I discern age, cohort and period effects (Alwin and McCammon, 2006; Glenn, 1977). Age

is self-evidently the age of the respondent when taking part in the survey. For the period

effects, the year of the election and therefore the year in which the survey was organized

is included. With regard to electoral volatility, because shifts can occur from one election

to another, it makes sense to operationalize period effects as election effects. Cohorts and

generations are often used as synonyms or confounded. In essence, a generation is a cohort

or group of cohorts which lived through the same events and is therefore influenced by

them (Mannheim, 1928). Consequently, while each generation is a birth cohort, not every

cohort can be called a generation (Alwin and McCammon, 2006; Glenn, 1977). For the

operationalization of cohorts in the data, respondents were coded based on their birth year

in 10-year intervals. In previous research, both 5-year and 10-year birth cohorts have been

used. I used 10-year cohorts, because this results in larger groups and more reliable esti-

mates. Furthermore, the use of 10-year birth cohorts implies that cohort and period groups

are about equal in size. This leads to a more straightforward interpretation and comparison

of both time effects.7 Additionally, an analysis with 5-year intervals was conducted, which

resulted in largely similar findings.8

Besides the time variables, socio-structural variables are included, which can be assumed

4See also Chapter 12 for more information on the impact of employing recall questions.
5The recalled and actual vote shares from the parties included in the recall-questions are included in

Appendix A.
6Splits and mergers of parties were also taken into account. For example, if a new merger-party partici-

pates in the election, all respondents who reported having voted for one of the parties involved in the merger
were coded as stable voters.

7The oldest respondents are brought together in a larger pre-1900 interval.
8Detailed results not shown but available upon request.
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to have an impact on electoral volatility. The impact of substantive factors associated with

the assumed process of slow change causing electoral volatility can thus also be assessed.

Additional variables used in the analysis are gender, educational level, social class and re-

ligious denomination. Furthermore, with a view to the idea that cognitive mobilization

causes dealignment and a rise of electoral volatility, the impact of political interest is con-

trolled for. Educational level is a categorical variable referring to the highest educational

level of the respondent (elementary, lower or vocational, secondary, middle level vocational

or higher level secondary and higher level vocational or university education). Social class

is defined as a categorical variable of self-assigned membership of a social class (working

class, upper working class, middle class, upper middle class and upper class).9 The religious

denomination variable refers to self-declared membership, which is recoded into the cate-

gories Catholic, Dutch Reformed, Calvinist, other religion and no religion. The political

interest variable refers to respondents’ self-declared interest in politics (on a 1-3 scale) (To-

dosijev̀ıc et al., 2010). Strong socio-structural predispositions are expected to lead to fairly

stable party preferences and vote choices (Lachat, 2007). For this reason, those identifying

themselves with lower social classes and those reporting a religious denomination could be

expected to be less volatile in their political choices. Educational levels and political interest

can be assumed to be proxies of respondents’ level of political sophistication. What effect

sophistication has on electoral volatility is debated in research, with some stressing that

political sophistication leads to stability (Albright, 2009; Berelson et al., 1963; Lazarsfeld

et al., 1965; Marthaler, 2008) and others arguing that rising levels of sophistication co-occur

with an increase in volatility (Dalton, 1984; Dalton et al., 2002). As another option, schol-

ars have suggested that political sophistication would have a non-linear effect on volatility,

with highest levels of switching among those with an average level of political sophistication

(Converse, 1962; Kuhn, 2009; Lachat, 2007). To take these theories into account, political

interest is included as a categorical variable. Descriptives for all the independent variables

used in the analysis are listed in Table 4.1.

All research analyzing different time effects related to societal change needs to find a

solution to the identification problem, which is inherent in cohort analysis. Because age,

cohort and period are linearly dependent, the effects of these three time aspects cannot be

separated analytically (Glenn, 1976; Mason et al., 1973; Rodgers, 1982; Yang and Land,

2008). As a consequence of this problem, researchers usually leave one of the effects out

of the analysis or impose functional restrictions to their models (O’Brien, 2011). In voter

turnout research, for example, a common approach is to model age as a continuous variable,

but to include dummies for both period and cohort effects (Blais et al., 2004; Wass, 2007).

Another solution that allows for estimating effects of age, periods and cohorts is to include

cohort characteristics as proxies for cohort effects into a modelling framework (O’Brien

9The publicly available cumulative dataset of the Dutch Parliamentary Election Studies does not include
ISCO-codes, therefore although an objective measure of class membership would be preferable, the subjective
measure is used.
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Table 4.1: Descriptive statistics of the independent variables in the analysis

N Mean St. Dev. Min. Max.

Age 12,018 47.93 15.94 19 97
Year 12,018 1992.30 13.28 1971 2010
Cohort 12,018 1939.89 19.98 1890 1980
Female (ref. male) 12,018 0.50 0.50 0 1
Educational level
Elementary 12,018 0.22 0.41 0 1
Lower or vocational 12,018 0.18 0.39 0 1
Secondary 12,018 0.15 0.35 0 1
Middle level vocational or Higher level secondary 12,018 0.23 0.42 0 1
Higher level vocational or University 12,018 0.22 0.42 0 1
Social Class
Working class 12,018 0.22 0.42 0 1
Upper Working class 12,018 0.09 0.28 0 1
Middle class 12,018 0.50 0.50 0 1
Upper middle class 12,018 0.17 0.37 0 1
Upper class 12,018 0.02 0.15 0 1
Religious denomination
Catholic 12,018 0.34 0.47 0 1
Dutch Reformed 12,018 0.19 0.39 0 1
Calvinist 12,018 0.08 0.28 0 1
Other religion 12,018 0.04 0.19 0 1
No religion 12,018 0.35 0.48 0 1
Political interest
Not interested 12,018 0.20 0.40 0 1
Fairly interested 12,018 0.64 0.48 0 1
Very interested 12,018 0.16 0.37 0 1

Source: DPES 1971–2010.

et al., 2008; Rodgers, 1982). Including substantive variables to capture time effects has

the additional advantage of being more informative as to what causes change (De Graaf,

1999). This modelling approach has been challenged as well, because it is implausible that

a particular variable captures the full cohort effect. Additionally, even when a good proxy

variable is found, the linear dependency of the time effects is not sufficiently addressed

(Glenn, 2006). New and possible solutions to the identification problem in cohort analysis

are still developing. In this regard, mixed models have been considered as another way to

tackle the age-period-cohort identification problem (O’Brien et al., 2008; Yang and Land,

2006, 2008). For example, Yang and Land (2006, 2008) have suggested an approach which

takes full advantage of the increasing number of repeated cross-sectional studies available

for social scientists. By conceptually treating respondents of pooled cross-sectional surveys

as cross-classified in cohort- and period-groups, these time effects can be treated as random
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in a multilevel design. It is argued that a hierarchical specification is needed to take into

account that people from a certain birth cohort or people in a particular year are not

independent (Yang and Land, 2006). This approach has the additional advantage of not

treating different time effects as merely additive, which is a major point of criticism on

age-period-cohort analyses (Glenn, 1976; Knoke and Hout, 1976). The mixed specification

therefore allows for time effects to vary across groups. It has been used by several scholars

to allow for estimating age-, cohort- and period-effects within a single analysis (O’Brien

et al., 2008; Yang and Land, 2006, 2008). Furthermore, comparing a fixed-effects model

with a random-effects hierarchical specification, Yang and Land (2008) conclude that the

latter should be preferred. While confident that the hierarchical specification provides a

valid way of separating the effects of age, periods and cohorts on electoral volatility, one has

to acknowledge that this is yet another approach to deal with a dilemma that researchers

have been struggling with for several decades by now (Glenn, 2006).

Analyzing the effects of age, cohorts and periods by means of a Cross-Classified Random

Effects Model (CCREM) implies that individuals are cross-classified as members of a birth

cohort on the one hand and as voters in an election year (the period) on the other. Table

4.2 illustrates this cross-classification for the DPES, with the percentage of voters reporting

volatile behaviour for each birth cohort and each election year respectively. Additionally,

the sample sizes for each birth cohort (last column) and each election year (bottom row) are

included in Table 4.2. The findings in the table suggest that both cohort and period effects

are at work, with the percentage of volatile voters increasing over time (election years) and

with the younger birth cohorts being more volatile compared to the older birth cohorts.

However, effects are still confounded in the evolution across birth cohorts or across election

years, since volatility for the oldest birth cohorts is only measured in the first election years

and volatility in the last election years does not take into account the oldest birth cohorts.

This is exactly what is overcome by means of the CCREM in the subsequent analysis. The

increase in the percentage of voters reporting volatile voting behaviour over time, as clear

from Table 4.2, does confirm the increase in electoral volatility in the Netherlands suggested

by figures on net volatility.
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Table 4.2: Percentage of volatile voters cross-classified by birth cohort and election year
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4.4 Results

What time effects significantly contribute to the rise in electoral volatility in the Netherlands

is assessed by means of a CCREM. The probability of reporting volatile voting behaviour

in two subsequent parliamentary elections is estimated. Estimated logit coefficients and

standard errors of fixed effects and variance components of the random effects are reported

in Table 4.3.

In a first model (Model 1), only time effects are included. Age is a fixed effect and birth

cohorts and election years are specified as random. According to this model, there is a

significant negative effect of age, indicating that party preferences remain stable throughout

a person’s life.10 With regard to the effects of cohorts and periods, the variance components

of a model that only includes age as a fixed indicator, provide a first indication of the overall

effect of both time elements (Frenk et al., 2013). As can be seen from the lower part of

Table 4.3, there is no significant variation in volatility between birth cohorts, but there is

in election years. Furthermore the variance at the level of birth cohorts is estimated to be

practically zero. These statistics therefore indicate that the increase in volatility noted in

the Netherlands and apparent from Table 4.2 as well, is mainly driven by period effects

and therefore by specific elections. While birth cohort effects are estimated to be virtually

nonexistent, there is substantial variation at the level of election years. Random effects of

election years are not included in Table 4.3, but are graphically represented in Figure 4.2.

The next model (Model 2 in Table 4.3) includes additional socio-structural variables of

gender, education, social class and religious denomination. As a result, it can be assessed

to what extent these factors, linked to slow processes of change, are causing the increase in

volatility in the Netherlands. A first finding is that men and women are not significantly

different with regard to chances for volatility. Second, there are some effects of respondents’

educational level. Respondents with a lower, secondary or higher level secondary education

are more likely to switch votes compared to voters with only primary education. Voters with

a university degree are not significantly different from respondents with only primary edu-

cation. This finding might already confirm the curvilinear effect of political sophistication

on electoral volatility described by other scholars, with highest levels of volatility among the

group with an average level of sophistication (Converse, 1962; Kuhn, 2009; Lachat, 2007).

Although voters’ educational levels cannot serve as an exact measurement of political so-

phistication, they may well provide an indication of it or an association with it. Third,

for social class, results indicate that those respondents who describe themselves as being

a member of the upper class have a significantly lower probability to switch preferences

compared to the working class. Finally, there are some significant effects of respondents’

religious denomination on electoral volatility as well. All groups, Dutch reformed, Calvinist,

10Additionally, the squared effect of age was tested to take into account a curvilinear effect of aging on
volatility. This proved to be non significant and therefore only the main effect of age is included in the
models.
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other religious groups and those without a religious denomination appear to be significantly

less volatile in voting behaviour compared to Catholic respondents, which is the reference

category. This finding might be a reflection of several processes of secularization among

various religious groups. Catholics were secularized first and fast. This may have led to less

loyal voting and to more volatility in this group (Aarts and Thomassen, 2008). While the

analysis indicates that socio-structural variables are relevant for explaining which voters

are volatile and which voters are stable in their voting behaviour, these variables do not

explain change over time. The absence of cohort-effects already hinted at the limited im-

pact of social change, and the variance components indicate that socio-structural elements

cannot explain a lot of the period effects either.

Building on the previous model, Model 3 additionally includes political interest as a

categorical variable. The model thus allows us to test the assumption of a curvilinear effect

of political sophistication on volatility, taking the form of an inverted U-shape with most

volatility among citizens with an average level of political sophistication. This hypothesis

does not hold for the present analysis, however, since those who report to be fairly interested

in politics do not show significantly more volatile political behaviour compared to those

who report not to be interested in politics. Furthermore, including political interest as a

categorical variable into the model can provide insights into whether cognitive mobilization

is the mechanism causing the increase of volatility observed. As is clear from the variance

components, however, including political interest does not explain change over time as

reflected in cohort or election year effects.

Figure 4.2 provides an extra illustration of the effects election years on electoral volatility.

In the graph Bayesian estimates of the effects of election years are presented as predicted

probabilities (Yang, 2008; Frenk et al., 2013). This concerns the net effects of the election

years, as estimated in Model 1, with the other variables kept at their means.11 As Figure

4.2 clarifies, election year effects are substantial. A strong, although non-constant, increase

in volatility over time is obvious. Comparing different elections, the high probability for

volatility in 1981 is noteworthy. From 1994 onwards, then, volatility is constantly at a

higher level. The horizontal line in Figure 4.2 represents the overall intercept and indicates

the divide in the period observed, with all elections after 1990 being more volatile than

average.

Besides an analysis of the variance components to assess overall effects of birth cohorts

and election years on electoral volatility, an F-test can be performed. This is suggested

to be a more reliable indication of overall effects, particularly in analyses with a limited

number of periods or birth cohorts (Frenk et al., 2013). F-tests are based on a comparison

of log likelihood statistics for different models, in which no random effects, only cohort

effects, only year effects and both effects are included.12 The results of these tests for

11The estimated effect is constructed from information on the estimated intercept and estimated random
cohort effects. Coefficients are then converted into predicted probabilities.

12For a logistic regression the formula for the F-statistic, suggested by Frenk et al. (2013) is: ((l0 - lmax)/(r-
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Table 4.3: Cross-classified random effects model of electoral volatility in the Netherlands,
1971-2010

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B (s.e.) B (s.e.) B (s.e.)

Fixed Effects
Intercept -0.13 (0.18) ns -0.14 (0.20) ns -0.29 (0.21) ns
Age -0.02 (0.00) ∗∗∗ -0.02 (0.00) ∗∗∗ -0.02 (0.00) ∗∗∗

Female (ref. male) 0.07 (0.04) ns 0.05 (0.04) ns
Educational level (ref. elementary)
Lower or vocational 0.23 (0.08) ∗∗ 0.23 (0.08) ∗∗

Secondary 0.24 (0.09) ∗∗ 0.25 (0.09) ∗∗

Middle vocational/higher level secondary 0.18 (0.08) ∗ 0.19 (0.09) ∗

Higher vocational/university 0.10 (0.09) ns 0.12 (0.09) ns
Social class (ref. Working class)
Upper working class -0.01 (0.09) ns -0.01 (0.09) ns
Middle class 0.04 (0.06) ns 0.05 (0.06) ns
Upper middle class 0.01 (0.09) ns 0.03 (0.08) ns
Upper class -0.48 (0.17) ∗∗ -0.45 (0.17) ∗∗

Religious denomination (ref. Catholic)
Dutch reformed -0.37 (0.06) ∗∗∗ -0.37 (0.06) ∗∗∗

Calvinist -0.52 (0.09) ∗∗∗ -0.52 (0.09) ∗∗∗

Other religion -0.33 (0.12) ∗∗ -0.32 (0.12) ∗∗

No religion -0.25 (0.05) ∗∗∗ -0.25 (0.05) ∗∗∗

Political interest (ref. not interested)
Fairly interested 0.14 (0.06) ns
Very interested 0.15 (0.08) ns
Random Effects Variance Components
Cohort 0.00 (0.00) ns 0.00 (0.00) ns 0.00 (0.00) ns
Election Year 0.32 (0.14) ∗ 0.29 (0.13) ∗ 0.29 (0.13) ∗

Log likelihood -6,642 -6,597 -6,595
AIC 13,292 13,229 13,227
BIC 13,322 13,354 13,368
N 12,018 12,018 12,018

Note: Logit coefficients reported for fixed effects, standard errors between brackets. Significance: ∗∗∗ < .001
, ∗∗ <.01, ∗ <.05. Method used: Cross-classified random effects two-level model in Stata. Source: DPES,
1971-2010.

the analysis including only age and the random effects, indicate that only period-effects

contribute significantly to an explanation of differences in volatility. Adding birth cohorts

m)) / (lmax)/(N-r), in which l0 is the -2LL statistic for the fixed effects only model and lmax is the -2LL
statistic for the model including random effects. N is the total number of observations, m is the number of
explanatory variables at the first level and r is the sum of m and the number of cohorts and/or periods. For
the null hypothesis of no effects to be rejected this F-statistic should be larger than the critical value of an
F(r-m, N-r) distribution
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does not significantly improve the explanatory power of the model.13 Therefore, the F-

tests confirm the finding of the variance component analysis that change in volatility in

the Netherlands is mainly driven by period effects affecting all birth cohorts equally. Not

only did volatility increase in the Netherlands over the period observed, turnout decreased

at the same time (Andeweg and Irwin, 2009). One could argue that because the previous

analysis of volatility is limited to voters turning out to vote in two consecutive elections,

the effect of turnout can bias findings. Cohort effects in electoral volatility might not be

apparent because the youngest birth cohorts do not (always) turn out to vote. In order to

take this possibility into account, in another operationalization of volatility, those voters

who switch from not voting to voting or vice versa are also included as volatile voters. For

this dependent variable as well, CCREM indicates no significant variance at the level of

birth cohorts but a large and significant variance at the level of election years.14

Figure 4.2: Estimated election year effects: predicted probabilities of volatility
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Note: Predicted probability of volatility and 95% confidence intervals by election year. Bayesian estimates
of random election year effects based on Model 1 in Table 4.3. Source: DPES, 1971-2010.

4.5 Discussion

Political change is generally expected to be driven by a process of generational replacement.

This assumption is based on findings of a strong stability of political attitudes and behaviour

13The F-statistic for the cohorts only effects is 0.47, the statistic for the period effects only model is 4.60
and for a model with both random effects it is 2.51. While the F-statistic for the period effects only model
and the full model pass the critical value for 95% confidence, the F-statistic for cohorts only does not.

14Analysis on 14,655 cases, of which 36.12% were coded as volatile.
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throughout citizens lives and because change is observed to proceed gradually. In the last

few decades the trend towards increasing post-materialism in Western societies, for example,

has been attributed to a process of generational replacement. Although the identification

problem in cohort analysis hinders an assessment of the precise time effects, previous re-

search seems to suggest that for changes in electoral behaviour, a better understanding of

these effects is important. The decrease of turnout levels in Western industrialized coun-

tries, for example, is found to be explained to a considerable extent by the entry of new

generations into the electorate (Blais et al., 2004; Franklin et al., 2004; Wass, 2007).

With regard to electoral volatility in the Netherlands, however, the sudden and strong

increase of volatility contradicts theories of generational replacement. Therefore, significant

period effects were also expected to cause the rise in volatility of the Dutch electorate.

Results of the age, period and cohort analysis indeed showed significant variance at the

level of election years. Moreover, no indications for a mechanism of generational replacement

driving volatility in the Netherlands were found. Controlling for the impact of the three

time-related effects (age, period and cohort), election years are noticeably the strongest

predictors. The strength of period-effects with regard to electoral volatility indicates that

in the Dutch case all generations are affected by an increase in volatility. Furthermore,

societal processes linked to composition effects or cognitive mobilization are not suggested

to be causing the change either.

The importance of period-effects in explaining increasing volatility is not only incon-

sistent with assumptions of generational replacement, it has some normative implications

as well. Findings of significant and strong cohort-effects would imply a hardly reversible

increase of volatility over time. It would point at a mechanism of one cohort after the

other reporting consistently higher levels of volatility. It would take the entry of several

birth cohorts with consistently lower levels of volatility to reverse the trend. The strong

period-effect found, however, suggests that the increase in volatility is mainly caused by

elections and contextual effects. Likewise, specific elections could decrease electoral volatil-

ity significantly across birth cohorts and age groups and this could therefore occur fairly

rapidly.

The current findings, indicating that not generational replacement but period-effects

have caused the increase in electoral volatility, therefore lead to a new research question on

the causal mechanisms of electoral volatility in the Netherlands. Given that period-effects

are strong, political actors and institutional factors should now be analysed in research on

the reasons for volatility. A likely culprit is the party system. If, for example, ideological

distances between political parties have eroded, as is often claimed, voters would be more

likely to shift from one party to another. This indeed would amount to a clear period-effect

as all voters, irrespective of their age or birth cohort, are equally exposed to this lack of

a strong ideological profile among political parties. The media system too, might be a

plausible candidate to explain period effects.
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Furthermore, the analysis in this chapter indicates that to investigate trends in electoral

behaviour, it is not warranted to focus exclusively on voters themselves. While attitudinal

shifts typically occur through means of generational replacement, electoral behaviour, is also

determined by supply-side determinants, such as the strategy of candidates and political

parties, the media context or electoral rules. Period-effects are much more easily explained

by such a supply-side approach than by assuming fundamental changes in attitudes among

voters. Studies on changes in the link between voters and political parties, therefore should

also take into account changes in political parties, party systems or media systems.

The result that cohort-effects are much less important in explaining volatility than

period-effects, raises a number of questions with regard to previous findings. It is remarkable

that research on time effects explaining the decrease in turnout in Western Europe does find

generations to be crucial. Since both are linked to the process of dealignment, one would

intuitively expect the same time effects for both a decrease in turnout and an increase

in electoral volatility. Therefore, the deviating results found for electoral volatility either

signify that both processes are fundamentally different and caused by different processes

over time or that different approaches to solve the identification problem distort findings

considerably. For this reason, further research should clarify whether a CCREM framework

with regard to other aspects of dealignment, such as decreasing turnout, is consistent with

what was found for electoral volatility.

The current analysis obviously suffers from some important limitations. First, it should

be noted that the analysis is restricted to a single country. As stated above, the Dutch case

is a highly exceptional one, because of the rapid transition towards higher levels of electoral

volatility. This sudden increase already hinted at other mechanisms than generational

replacement to explain change. It also meant that the Netherlands was a good case to

study because of its obvious trend towards higher political volatility, a trend that is not

clearly established for all Western democracies (Drummond, 2006). On the one hand it

can be assumed that this provides us with ample empirical evidence about the alleged

rise in electoral volatility. A counter-argument, however, might be that exactly because

of its exceptional trajectory, the evidence from the Netherlands cannot be generalized to

other Western societies, where the transition towards more electoral volatility occurred more

gradually. Expanding the current research to other Western societies should inform us about

whether these findings can indeed be generalized. Second, cross-sectional data were used in

this analysis, which allowed to disentangle the effects of age, periods and cohorts. Making

use of the advantages of cross-sectional data in order to estimate time effects, however,

implied that recall data had to be used for the operationalization of electoral volatility.

Previous research shows that this type of recall questions is biased. At first sight, there

is no reason to be overly concerned about this bias, because the recall questions are a

fairly good reflection of real election results and because there is no reason to expect the

quality of recall questions to change over time. As switches in party preferences over time
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can obviously be captured more reliably by means of panel data, a longitudinal panel data

study of time effects on electoral volatility would be highly interesting. This would imply,

however, that other approaches have to be taken to deal with the identification problem.

Third, the analysis is limited to electoral volatility only. Therefore, further research is

needed on the generational effects of dealignment, with attention for more indicators of this

change in political behaviour and with the inclusion of more countries to allow for a more

substantive view on the evolution of political change in the Western industrialized world.



5
The Decline of Party Identification in

Germany1

Abstract

Party identification traditionally is seen as an important linkage mechanism, connecting

voters to the party system. Previous analyses have suggested that the level of party identity

is in decline in Germany, and this chapter first expands previous observations with more

recent data. These suggest that the erosion of party identity continues up to the present

time. An age-period-cohort analysis of the data of the German Socio-Economic Panel

(SOEP) suggests that period effects are significantly negative. Furthermore, it can be

observed that throughout the 1992-2009 observation period, education levels and political

interest have become more important determinants of party identity. Contrary to some of

the literature, therefore, it can be shown that the loss of party identity is concentrated among

groups with lower levels of political sophistication, indicating that the socio-economic profile

of the group with a sense of party identification has become more distinct compared to the

population as a whole. In the discussion, we investigate the theoretical and democratic

consequences of this trend.

1This chapter is based on the following article: Dassonneville, R., Hooghe, M. & Vanhoutte, B. (2012).
Age, Period and Cohort Effects in the Decline of Party Identification in Germany: An Analysis of a Two
Decade Panel Study in Germany (1992-2009). German Politics 21 (2): 209-227.
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5.1 Introduction

Earlier research has demonstrated quite convincingly that the level of party identification

in the former West Germany has steadily declined over the period 1977-2002 (Arzheimer,

2006). Especially the two main parties have lost support, and given the literature on the

relation between party identity and voter preference, it can easily be assumed that the

decline of party identification is causally related to the perennial decline of the vote share of

the two main parties in the German political system (Sanders et al., 2002). While in 1994

Christian Democrats and Socialists jointly obtained 77.9 per cent of the vote, this was down

to 67.3 per cent in 2009. A possible explanation for this trend might be that the gradual

decline of party identification described by Arzheimer has accelerated since the turn of the

century. It is important, therefore, to provide an update of the work by Arzheimer (2006)

to introduce new evidence on the evolution of party identification in Germany.

Understanding the dynamics of party identification, however, also requires that we can

identify more exactly who develops or loses a party identity. The conclusion of Arzheimer

(2006) was that the downward trend could be observed among all groups in society, without

any major exceptions, but it has to be noted that for this observation he was dependent on

repeated cross-sectional observations. Although such data obviously provide very valuable

insights, they are less suitable to detect long-term trends, as ideally this requires panel data

that allow us to track the same respondents over time. As is well known, aggregate-level

trends do not necessarily inform us about individual trajectories during the life cycle. In

this article, we present the results of such a panel analysis using the data of the German

Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP), with 258,225 observations for the period 1992-2009. The

main advantage of this kind of analysis is that it allows us to determine in a more exact

manner among which groups the assumed loss of party identity is concentrated during this

period. The data also allow us to distinguish between age-, period- and cohort-effects, a

step that has not yet been taken in previous research. Given the richness of the German

data, we use Germany as a case to develop new insights on the process of party dealignment

in general.

In what follows, we first review the literature on the importance of party identification,

before presenting in more detail our data and methods. We will present statistical evidence

with regard to the trends in party identification. Which groups tend to identify with a party,

and can we describe the influence of time on party identification as age-, period- or cohort-

effects? Next, and building on previous work by Arzheimer (2006), we use an autoregressive

panel analysis to ascertain among which groups the trends in party identification can be

detected. We close with some observations on the current relevance of the concept of party

identification to understand electoral behaviour in Germany.
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5.2 Literature

5.2.1 Party identification in Germany

Party identification has been a central concept within the literature on voting behaviour ever

since the authors of The American Voter stressed its importance (Campbell et al., 1960).

This pioneering election study presented the vote choice process as a funnel of causality.

Short-term factors such as candidate images, election campaigns and issues were found

to have an impact on the vote. Somewhat contrary to expectations, however, Campbell

et al. (1960) found partisanship to be by far the most important determinant of vote choice

(Bafumi and Shapiro, 2009; Lewis-Beck et al., 2008). The enormous number of publications

referring to the concept and employing it to explain voting behaviour offer evidence for

the statement that party identification is ‘the most important concept in modern electoral

behaviour research’ (Dalton, 2007, p. 274). The Michigan School scholars conceptualised

partisanship as a psychological identification. The origins of partisanship were traced back

to a period of political socialisation early in the life cycle. Even before adolescents have a

firm understanding of politics, they already acquire a party identification through a process

of parental socialisation (Jennings and Niemi, 1981; Kroh and Selb, 2009). Furthermore, the

role of peers and the school environment in the acquisition of party identification has been

stressed by several scholars (Hess and Torney, 2005; Jennings and Niemi, 1981; Torney-

Purta, 2002). Once acquired, partisan identity is conceived as remaining stable throughout

life. Furthermore, partisanship is not only expected to have a strong impact on vote choice,

it is also seen as providing direction to political behaviour and attitudes in general (Campbell

et al., 1960; Nie et al., 1979).

Although party identification is a central concept in voting behaviour research, it is also

much debated and discussed in the scholarly literature (Green and Palmquist, 1990). Espe-

cially the assumed persistence and rigidity of partisanship has been criticised. During the

1970s several publications showed the responsiveness of partisanship to retrospective eval-

uations of government performance, to election campaigns and to politicians’ personalities.

Authors building on this idea disavowed the perception of partisanship as originating from

a period of early socialisation and its alleged stability (Fiorina, 1981; Franklin, 1984; Green

and Palmquist, 1994; Lohmann et al., 1997). The description of stable partisanship that was

given in The American Voter might have been accurate during that period of observation,

they claimed. The apparent weakening of partisan attachments from the 1970s onwards,

however, challenged the validity of their theoretical framework for the more recent period

(Dalton, 2007). Therefore the image of partisanship as an unmoved mover was contrasted

with a discourse on declining partisanship. Besides the number of party identifiers, the

importance of partisanship on vote choice was also clearly in decline. Even for the consid-

erably reduced group that still claimed to be a party identifier, partisanship was no longer

a strong predictor for vote choices, so it was claimed (Nie et al., 1979). Increasing levels
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of electoral volatility, of split-ticket voting and of voters deciding ever later in the election

campaign what party to vote for, then, are all attributed to this weakening of partisanship

(Dalton, 2012; Dalton et al., 2002; Lachat, 2007).

The concept of party identification has not only been challenged on conceptual and the-

oretical grounds, but also on empirical grounds. More specifically, the question has been

raised whether population surveys are indeed a good mechanism to measure party identifica-

tion in a reliable manner. It has been argued that respondents’ answers to questions about

their partisanship are strongly influenced by short-term forces as candidate images and elec-

tion campaigns. As a consequence there is a substantial measurement error which would

wrongly lead to conclusions about unstable party identification (Green and Palmquist, 1990,

1994; Neundorf et al., 2011). While the impact of short-term forces on party identification

might indeed be apparent, this does not exclude the possibility of analysing the long-term

trend of party identification. It is important in this regard, however, to allow for a distinc-

tion between times of election campaigns, when citizens are intensively exposed to all kinds

of political information and ‘normal’ periods, when we assume political communication to

be much less intensive.

As most European election studies are largely inspired by the work of these US trend-

setters, the concept of party identification was transferred to Europe. Scepticism about the

applicability of partisanship in European voting research arose in several countries, most

notably in the Netherlands (Budge et al., 1976). Thomassen and Rosema (2009) showed

quite convincingly that party identification and vote choices were correlated too strongly to

allow for disentangling both in the Netherlands. To explain the stability of voting behaviour

in European multiparty systems, European scholars more often stressed the importance of

cleavages in society. European voters were expected to vote according to their social back-

ground, with membership of religious groups and social classes as important determinants.

Because of the impact of these long-term stable attitudes for the vote choice in European

societies, European party systems were considered to be ‘frozen’ (Lipset and Rokkan, 1967).

Despite the criticism that has been formulated against the use of the concept of par-

tisanship within a European context, other authors have argued in favour of the concept

within multiparty systems as well (Holmberg, 1994). With regard to Germany, partisanship

is considered a valid concept and therefore it has often been investigated within the German

electoral context (Arzheimer, 2006; Dalton and Bürklin, 2003; Schmitt-Beck et al., 2006;

Schoen, 2007; Zelle, 1995; Zuckerman and Kroh, 2006). Since the 1970s, several German

election studies and questionnaires have aimed to measure partisanship in Germany by

means of a question echoing the standard US question of party identification (Schmitt-Beck

et al., 2006). This long tradition of asking for party identification allows the sketching of a

long-term trend of partisanship within the country. In the first decades after the foundation

of the German Federal Republic, ever more voters had strong party identifications and felt

attached to a particular political party. By the end of the 1970s, this upward trend was re-
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versed in the West German Länder. Similar to what is found in the United States, scholars

found that the proportion of citizens with a party identification declined, while the share of

independents in the electorate increased. The phenomenon of party dealignment could thus

be discerned in Germany as well (Dalton, 2003; Zuckerman and Kroh, 2006). This decrease

of partisanship among the West German electorate is not found to arise from a sudden shock,

but proceeds slowly and constantly (Arzheimer, 2006). In the former German Democratic

Republic (GDR), with almost 20 per cent of the voters, the share of non-partisans in the

electorate is even larger than in the West Germany (Schmitt-Beck and Weick, 2001). This

high number of citizens without a party identification is interpreted differently in both parts

of the country, however. In the West, the gradual decline of the percentage of partisans

indicates that dealignment causes the absence of strong party identifications within the elec-

torate. The eastern part of the country, on the other hand, is considered a pre-alignment

electorate, because of the short period of stable democracy (Dalton, 2003). Most previous

research on partisanship in Germany has focused on the more homogeneous western elec-

torate only (Neundorf et al., 2011; Schmitt-Beck et al., 2006). In this chapter, however, we

explicitly incorporate citizens from both East and West and we aim at explaining different

levels and trends in partisanship in both groups.

5.2.2 Theoretical Explanations for Declining Partisanship

When it comes to explaining the downward trend in partisanship in Germany, several causal

mechanisms have been formulated. Because of the gradual decline of party identification

within Germany, references are made to dealignment trends throughout the Western indus-

trialised world (Dalton, 2003, 2012). Therefore, the causes of the decline in partisanship

are largely similar to what is mentioned for other countries facing a downward trend in

the proportion of party identifiers. In several contributions and articles Dalton analyses

dealignment in Germany and investigates the reasons for it. His main argument is similar

to what he indicates as of foremost importance for dealignment in the United States as

well. Dalton stresses the link between a gradual decline of partisanship in society and a

simultaneous process of cognitive mobilisation. Cognitive mobilisation theory assumes that

citizens now have both the skills and the resources to be much better informed voters com-

pared to some decades ago. This is due to rising levels of education on the one hand and

a media revolution on the other. Because those informed voters no longer have to rely on

partisanship as a short-cut when casting a vote, the number of apartisans in the electorate

increases. These apartisans are politically sophisticated, but also politically independent

(Dalton, 1984, 2012; Dalton et al., 2002). Other authors acknowledge that at an aggregate

level, the process of cognitive mobilisation is associated with higher levels of apartisanship.

At an individual level, however, the more highly educated among the youngest and cogni-

tively mobilised generations are found to be strong partisans (Albright, 2009; Marthaler,

2008). As such, analyses of cross-sectional data leave a puzzle of aggregate trends not being
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reflected in data at the individual level.

Similar to analyses made in other advanced industrial countries, scholars pay specific

attention to the role of cleavage structures and class voting when studying dealignment in

Germany. In the 1950s and 1960s voters in the Federal German Republic predominantly

endorsed the traditional parties CDU/CSU and SPD. They did so because the social groups

they belonged to were of foremost importance and clearly aligned to the traditional political

parties (Scarrow, 2004). Social cleavages therefore resulted in quite stable party identifi-

cations, with church-goers identifying with CDU/CSU and blue-collar workers being SPD

partisans. Due to secularisation and the expansion of the middle class, however, the tra-

ditional groups in society are shrinking in size. Furthermore, social class voting has lost

most of its importance (Arzheimer, 2006; Conradt and Dalton, 1988; Dalton, 2003, 2012).

Therefore, while social cleavages once were seen as stabilising partisanship and freezing the

party system, they are no longer believed to fulfil this role. Other scholars have tried to

counter these arguments and they stress that although the numbers of manual workers and

church-goers has sharply declined, these social cleavages still shape electoral behaviour in

Germany (Elff and Roßteutscher, 2011).

In the western part of Germany the trend towards dealignment was already noticed in

the 1970s and 1980s. For voters in the eastern part of the country, the 1990 unification

elections were a first introduction into a multiparty context largely dominated by Socialists

and Christian Democrats (Scarrow, 2004; Zuckerman and Kroh, 2006). Because they had

not been exposed to party politics in a multiparty system before, researchers expected

and found East German voters to be partisans less often and to have a more fluid party

identification (Dalton, 2003; Schmitt-Beck and Weick, 2001; Zuckerman and Kroh, 2006).

After unification then, as East Germans’ experience with the party system would further

develop, their party identification was expected to strengthen. Due to the context of gradual

dealignment in the western part of the country, however, Dalton foresaw a rather slow

process of stabilising party attachments (Dalton, 2003). With regard to voting behaviour

in West Germany, it is now clear that unification accelerated the decline of class voting

and dealignment already apparent in the west before 1990 (Scarrow, 2004). A review

of the literature on electoral behaviour and politics in Germany makes clear that when

analysing long-term trends distinguishing between East and West is a necessary precondition

(Arzheimer, 2006; Elff and Roßteutscher, 2011; Zuckerman and Kroh, 2006).

Electoral and political change are processes that appear to proceed very gradually and

slowly. For this reason, generational replacement is mostly seen as the mechanism causing

the shifts that are apparent on an aggregate level (Alwin and Krosnick, 1991; Franklin,

2004; Hooghe, 2004). For dealignment too, scholars stress the impact of the entrance of

new generations into the electorate to explain this process (Dalton, 2007; Nie et al., 1979).

For Germany as well, the declining importance of partisanship is attributed to the new

generations entering the political arena (Conradt and Dalton, 1988; Dalton, 2012; Schmitt-
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Beck et al., 2006). According to the logic of Dalton, it is the newer generations that are

expected to be affected most strongly by the process of cognitive mobilisation. Traditional

groups and cleavages in society are of less importance for the youngest generations as well.

Furthermore, the mechanism of early socialisation and the inheritance of parents’ party

identification, too, might explain why generation after generation, the number of partisans

decreases once the trend has started.

While statements about a dealignment trend and of the process of generational replace-

ment are abundant, there are not all that many studies offering empirical evidence that

these processes actually occur in Western democracies. This is mainly a consequence of

the data used to describe and analyse dealignment. Most researchers use cross-sectional

data to illustrate differences over time and between generations (Arzheimer, 2006; Dalton,

2012; Nie et al., 1979). In order to offer convincing evidence for the claim that the entrance

of new generations is of foremost importance for the dealignment trend, however, what is

needed is a thorough analysis of longitudinal panel data, focusing on the occurrence of age-,

period- and cohort-effects.

5.2.3 Hypotheses

The theoretical framework sheds light on some expectations about which citizens are ex-

pected to be apartisans. Furthermore, some hints are given concerning when people are

expected to give up their party identification.

According to the cognitive mobilisation theory of Dalton (2012, 2007), we expect that

citizens with high levels of political sophistication are less likely to be party identifiers. It

has to be noted, however, that Albright (2009) argues for the reverse relation: the higher

the level of political sophistication, the more likely citizens are to have a strong party

identity and preference. Arzheimer (2006), too, finds a positive relation between political

sophistication and partisan identity. Nevertheless, in line with most of the dealignment

literature, we assume a negative relation between political sophistication and partisanship,

as is predicted in most of the work of Dalton. Therefore we expect both a high level of

interest in politics and higher levels of education to be negatively associated with levels of

partisanship. Furthermore, focusing on a European country, we expect a profound impact

of class cleavages on partisanship as well. Similar to the traditional literature on the impact

of social groups on party identification, we argue that those citizens with firmly entrenched

memberships of traditional groups in society are more often party identifiers. We therefore

expect those citizens without a religious denomination and belonging to the middle class

to have higher chances of being apartisan (Christopher, 2001; Lachat, 2007). Respondents

who are socially embedded, such as church-goers or members of trade unions, on the other

hand, are expected to be partisans.(Zuckerman and Kroh, 2006) Because men are expected

to be more interested and involved in politics, we also control for the effect of gender on

partisanship (Schmitt-Beck et al., 2006). Furthermore, the history and specific constellation
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of the German political system leads us to take the difference between former inhabitants

of East and West Germany into account. Those citizens that used to live in the GDR and

their descendants are expected to be less likely to be partisan.

The unique longitudinal panel we use for the analyses allows the disentangling of different

time-related variables and their alleged impact on dealignment. First, we take into account

the effect of ageing on partisanship. A large body of literature, among which The American

Voter is one of the most influential examples, argues that party identification stabilises

as citizens get older. According to the aging-stability hypothesis, citizens’ partisanship

stabilises year after year due to the electoral experience voters acquire over their lifetime

and election after election (Alwin and Krosnick, 1991; Campbell et al., 1960; Visser and

Krosnick, 1998). Proponents of the life-cycle hypothesis, furthermore, assume that towards

the end of the life cycle citizens become susceptible to change again (Visser and Krosnick,

1998). Therefore, we investigate the effect of both age and age squared on respondents’

likelihood of reporting partisanship. A second set of time-related variables should take

into account the secular decline of partisanship over time and an increase in the number

of party identifiers when elections are close (Zuckerman and Kroh, 2006). While we can

expect sudden changes during campaign periods, we are mostly interested in the long-term

trends with regard to party identification.

5.3 Data and methods

These hypotheses will be tested using the German SOEP, a longitudinal cross-sectional

time series or unbalanced panel study which has only rarely been used by political scientists

(Neundorf et al., 2011; Schmitt-Beck et al., 2006). It is representative for the population of

Germany at each wave, by using frequent refreshment samples (Kroh, 2010; Wagner et al.,

2007).

Only panel data can provide insights on change over time at the individual level. Despite

the fact that repeated cross-sectional data are better suited for estimating the effects of age,

periods and cohorts at the same time, only a panel structure allows statements to be made

about the effects of ageing (Claggett, 1981; Schmitt-Beck et al., 2006; Wass, 2007; Yang,

2008). Such panel data should span a long period of time to allow for life-cycle effects on

the one hand and period-effects on the other to become apparent (Claggett, 1981; Kroh and

Selb, 2009). The SOEP data used in our analyses meet these criteria and provide a unique

opportunity to investigate age- and period-effects on the evolution of party identification.

The SOEP is one of the very few datasets that allows for such an analysis. These annual

surveys were carried out from 1984 in West Germany and included inhabitants of the former

GDR in the sample from 1990 onwards. Although previous research did make use of this

unique dataset to investigate partisanship and dealignment, as far as we know, scholars

have not previously taken full advantage of the panel data to disentangle age-, period- and
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cohort-effects (Schmitt-Beck et al., 2006; Zuckerman and Kroh, 2006).

A first question that will be tackled is the variation over time in party identification.

This variation can be seen as the outcome of three distinct but interrelated effects: age,

period or generation (Glenn, 1976; Mason et al., 1973; Rodgers, 1982; Ryder, 1965). Age,

or the passing of time for an individual since his year of birth, could have an effect on party

identification in the sense that older people identify more with a party than young people.

A period-effect means that there is an influence of the time at which the question was posed.

Generational or cohort-effects mean that the formative period of an individual has a lasting

influence on his behaviour through time. Although these three phenomena have a distinct

meaning, in practice it is impossible to distinguish between them, as they share a linear

dependence. Age is the period minus the cohort. Distinguishing age, period and cohort has

caused a vigorous debate in the social sciences, with a number of possibilities to investigate

the different effects.

The first possibility is to investigate only two of the three effects, and omitting or

controlling for the third, smallest effect (Firebaugh and Davis, 1988; Glenn, 1976). A second

possibility is constraining some parameters in the model, and testing different models with

different constraints (Knoke and Hout, 1976; Mason et al., 1973). This mechanical solution

has been shown to give unreliable and hard to interpret estimates, and they do not always

correctly identify significant interactions or non-linear effects (Glenn, 1976). The third and

most elegant solution is to replace at least one of the time variables with a proxy measuring

an underlying mechanism responsible for the effects. This last option presupposes that

the influence of each effect on the problem at hand is clear, and that such proxy data are

available (Rodgers, 1982).

In our analysis, we chose for the first option. Not only is this a methodologically

sound option that allows us to fully investigate our data, it also allows us to investigate

the non-linearity of two time effects and their interactions. Furthermore, as we are using

longitudinal data, it allows us to investigate age and period effects better than when using

a cross-sectional study.

As we want to investigate party identification, and look into differences over time be-

tween inhabitants of East and West Germany, we are limited to observations since 1992.

The question on party identification has only been posed to both East and West Germans

from that year onwards. A time frame from 1992 to 2009 includes 18 yearly observations,

which allows us to arrive at reliable and stable conclusions regarding the influence of time

on party identification. To improve the reliability of our analysis regarding age effects, we

further limit the panel study to respondents between 18 and 80 years old. Moreover, since

in Germany voting age is 18, we expect respondents to acquire a strong sense of party

identification only from that year onwards. As such, we are analysing 258,225 observations

of a total 30,988 individuals. On average we have eight observations for each person, with

a minimum of one and a maximum of 18.
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In the following paragraphs we will first present the variables used in this analysis, and

subsequently we provide a description of the evolution of party identification over time.

After investigating the presence of age-, period- and cohort-effects, we will analyse party

identification from a longitudinal perspective by using multilevel estimation techniques.

5.3.1 Dependent variable: party identification

What exactly we call party identification is of major importance for this analysis. We refer

to party identification in general, without focusing on specific parties. This definition of

party identification is motivated by both practical and theoretical reasons. First, a practical

reason is that we are constrained by the way the data were collected. The question included

in the SOEP questionnaire is framed in such a way as to ask whether a respondent identifies

with a party, without asking for the name of the specific party. The English translation of

the question is as follows: ‘Many people in Germany are inclined to a certain political party,

although from time to time they vote for another political party. What about you? Are

you inclined – generally speaking – to a particular party?’ Only if the respondent answers

in the affirmative on this question is the precise party asked for. In this analysis we will not

analyse party-specific identification, which has already been done with regard to the German

case (Neundorf et al., 2011). Rather, we will look at the question of party identification in

general because we assume this is most strongly expressing the attitudinal linkage between

voters and the party system as a whole. A second and more theoretical reason for analysing

party identification in general is that our aim is to investigate broader societal trends. This

approach to party identification allows us to test to what extent citizens have the feeling

that their interests are being represented by the party system. This closeness to a particular

party is contrasted to an indifference towards politics in general. As such we focus more

on the relation between citizens and the party system in general, and not on the relation

between parties and their supporters.2

Within the scholarly literature, partisanship is often used as a thermometer of dealign-

ment in society. Authors present a trend of growing dealignment and increasing numbers of

apartisans in Western industrialised democracies (Dalton et al., 2002). Therefore, if there is

indeed a trend of growing dealignment in Germany, this should also be apparent in levels of

net electoral volatility. In order to assess whether the evolution of net volatility in Germany

indeed hints towards a fundamental shift in levels of party identifiers, we plot volatility in

Germany over time. In Figure 5.1 the Pedersen index of electoral volatility between 1953

and 2009 is presented. Although this is a crude measurement, the Pedersen index is the

2The dependent variable in the analysis is party identification, measured as a dichotomous variable.
As such we do not include the strength of partisanship, which can be considered another aspect of party
identification. The focus on the presence or absence of partisanship is in line with previous research on the
evolution of party identification over time and therefore allows us to compare our findings with those of
other scholars. Furthermore, the question on the presence/absence of a party identification comes closer to
the original concept of partisanship as an unmoved mover, and it is exactly because of this conceptualisation
that party identification is considered a central element for understanding electoral behaviour.
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most often used indicator for investigating electoral volatility on an aggregate level (Katz

et al., 1997; Pedersen, 1979).

As is clear from Figure 5.1, net volatility declined between 1953 and 1992, but we can

observe a strong increase in levels of net volatility in Germany over the last two decades.

Noteworthy is the sudden rise of volatility after 2002, which is mainly due to major vote

shifts in West Germany. In the eastern part of the country, on the other hand, levels of

volatility were initially high and have stabilised somewhat.

Figure 5.1: Pedersen index of net electoral volatility in Germany, 1953-2009
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Note: Net volatility is calculated separately for Germany as a whole, for the Länder of the former East
Germany, and for the Länder of the former West Germany, to which we also add the results for Berlin.
Sources: Bartolini and Mair (1990), complemented with own calculations. Election results obtained from
http://www.bundeswahlleiter.de/

5.3.2 Independent variables

Our aim is to disentangle age-, period- and cohort-effects on party identification trends.

Two important factors of interest are age and survey year. We include the quadratic term

of each variable, to investigate nonlinear effects on party identification. A third time-related

variable is a respondents’ generation, which is coded as a period of ten years, based on the

year of birth. Gender is included as a background variable.

Respondents’ educational level is expected to have an important influence on party

identification. We recoded education in three dummy variables: low education means that

http://www.bundeswahlleiter.de/
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the respondent had (at most) a degree of higher secondary education; the reference category

is middle education, which equals a finished high school degree; higher education means the

respondent achieved a tertiary degree.

To distinguish inhabitants of the former GDR from those living in the western Länder,

the location of residence in 1989 is used. Since religious affiliation is a characteristic that

can change over time, but is not measured in each wave, we coded the variable in each

wave according to the religious affiliation mentioned in the closest year available. Being a

member of a trade union was coded in the same way, as this was not questioned every year

either.

Political interest is a single item, with four answering categories ranging from ‘not at

all’ to ‘very much’. The variable election year is coded here as the observation closest to

actual elections. As the fieldwork of the survey mostly takes place in the first months of

the year, this means it is actually the year after the elections.

The descriptive statistics of the independent variables are listed in Table 5.1.

Table 5.1: Descriptive statistics of the independent variables

N Mean St. Dev. Min. Max.

Age 258,225 46.49 15.94 18 80
Survey Year 258,225 2001.59 5.02 1992 2009
Educational level
Low 258,225 0.44 0.50 0 1
Middle 258,225 0.37 0.48 0 1
High 258,225 0.18 0.39 0 1
Living in the GDR in 1989 258,225 0.29 0.45 0 1
Member of trade union 258,225 0.15 0.36 0 1
Religious affiliation
Catholic 258,225 0.29 0.45 0 1
Protestant 258,225 0.33 0.47 0 1
Other or non denominational 258,225 0.38 0.48 0 1
Political interest 258,225 2.27 0.81 1 4
Election year 258,225 0.23 0.42 0 1

Source: SOEP 1992-2009.

5.4 Results

A first indication of the time effects can be developed by looking at some data visualisations.

We can have some insight into the period effects by mapping the average percentage of

party identifiers in the population each year using weights to correct for sample imbalances.

These weights ensure each separate survey year is representative for the German population.

Furthermore, we distinguish between the trends in Germany as a whole and in West and

East separately.
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Figure 5.2 depicts the evolution of party identification over time. It is clear that over

time, there is a slight decline in party identification. Inhabitants from the former GDR have

a party identification significantly less often compared to inhabitants of West Germany. The

electoral cycle has a clear influence on party identification, as identification peaks in the

observation closest to a year with national elections. This illustrates the mobilising effect

of elections. As the 1999 level of party identification was never achieved afterwards, it is

nevertheless very likely that there is a structural trend behind the year to year decline.

Figure 5.2: Evolution of party identification by being a former inhabitant of East or West
Germany (1992-2009)

Source: SOEP 1992-2009, own calculations.

To investigate the magnitude of age, period or cohort, Yang (2008) suggests using graph-

ical representations. Where the mean curve over age by generation shows a distinct profile,

cohort effects are substantial. Figure 5.3 illustrates that generational effects do not play a

large role in the decline of party identification in Germany, as the mean party identification

level for each age group by generation largely exhibits the same pattern. A preliminary

statistical analysis with a multilevel model only including age-, period- and cohort-effects

points to the same results. As such we assume that age and period are responsible for the

largest effects on party identification. Despite the fact that in some of the literature the

existence of cohort-effects is assumed, these are not obvious in the current dataset.
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A more thorough analysis of the evolution of party identification can be achieved by

using multilevel logistic models, with observations nested within persons, as this is a panel

study (Table 5.2). Multilevel or random effects models make it possible to separate the

variance in two levels, so that it is clear what part of the change depends on variation

in time within one person and what part depends on time-invariant differences between

persons (Snijders and Bosker, 2012). Our analysis uses a random intercept model, which

means that we allow different starting points for each individual. In a first step, the null

model is estimated. This model separates the variance in a period-dependent part and a

person-dependent part. The proportion of variance depending on the higher level, in this

case the person, is shown in the intra-class correlation coefficient (ICC), or ρ. In a second

step information is added to the model. To investigate the evolution of the influence of

variables over time, interactions between survey year and each variable are included in the

last step. As the coefficients of logistic models are difficult to interpret, the odds ratios are

reported instead of the exponentiated coefficients. An odds ratio higher than one means a

positive effect, while an odds ratio lower than one is a negative effect.

Figure 5.3: Average party identification for each age group by birth cohort

Note: Scatterplots of proportion of the age cohort reporting a party identification according to age. N =
258,255. Source: SOEP 1992-2009.

The null model, not including any information, shows that 72 per cent of the variance
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can be attributed to differences between persons, while 28 per cent depends on change

within the same person over time. In practice this means a large share of the respondents

switched from not having a party identification to having one, or vice versa, between 1992

and 2009. The fact that the majority of the variance is still on the person level justifies our

random effects approach. It shows that differences between persons are more pronounced

than differences over time of the same person.

In Model 1, which includes all the main effects, except for political interest, the most

important socio-demographic determinants for party identification are shown to be age,

gender, education and living in the former GDR. Older, higher educated or male respondents

and those living in the West have a very high probability of having a party identification.

The age effect has an inverted U-shape, showing that party identification rises relatively

fast over the first part of the life cycle, remains relatively stable in later life, and diminishes

slightly in old age. Being Catholic, Protestant or a trade union member also heightens

the level of party identification. A separate analysis was conducted for inhabitants of

East and West respectively. Except for the age-effect not being quadratic but linear for

inhabitants of the former GDR, all the found associations have similar strength and are

in the same direction. Therefore there is no need to further differentiate between the two

parts of the country. These effects largely confirm our hypotheses, but the size of these

associations is remarkable. In contrast to Dalton’s argument, party identification is clearly

higher among the classically privileged social groups: older citizens, men and the highly

educated. Compared to women who finished high school, a more highly educated man has

a party affiliation about four times more often. If the woman additionally was from the

former GDR, while the man lived in the West, he will have a party affiliation 12 times more

often. The strong explanation of social background is further shown by the fact that this

simple model accounts for about 20 per cent of the total variation. This illustrates the fact

that social structure and engagement in civil society still has a significant influence on party

identification, in contrast to arguments about the decline of party affiliation. Controlling

for all these variables, a time trend can also be discerned: over time, fewer Germans have

a party identification, although elections give a temporary boost to party affiliation. This

effect, however, remains limited to the year of the election and does not alter the long-term

declining trend. The fact that the quadratic term of the survey year is significant and

negative means that it is shaped like an inverted U, and that this process is becoming more

intense than at the start of the observation period.

In Model 2, interactions with survey year are included to investigate to what extent the

influence of these socio-demographic variables changes over time. Especially the influence of

a respondent’s educational level is increasing over time. Being a Catholic also has a stronger

influence over time, while being a member of a trade union is losing its effect. There is also a

slight increase of the effect of age over time. To summarise, we can conclude that in general

the gap between those having a party affiliation and those without is growing over time,
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and the role of social background is increasing rather than diminishing. East and West, on

the other hand, are growing closer to each other. It has to be noted that this is especially

the case because the levels of party affiliation among citizens in the West are dropping, and

not because they are rising among inhabitants of the former GDR. Although adding the

interaction with the period illustrated some interesting tendencies, they do not contribute

much to the substantial explanation, which is illustrated by a very small rise in explained

variance.

In Model 3 we include political interest and its interactions with survey year and ed-

ucation. Contrary to Dalton’s expectation, mainly the politically interested have a party

affiliation. The interactions between political interest and educational level are also mean-

ingful, and they further strengthen the main effects of educational level. In practice the

interactions mean that political interest has a significant effect on party affiliation among

the less well educated, and a smaller effect among the more highly educated. Nevertheless,

the strong baseline effects of both political interest and education show clearly that party

affiliation is more prevalent among the highly educated, and politically interested, which

are often the same groups in society. Furthermore, although political interest absorbs some

of the effects of educational level and gender, the previously found associations remain

statistically significant and theoretically meaningful.

5.5 Discussion

We started this chapter from the observation that party identification is in decline in Ger-

many, and that this represents a form of alienation from the political system in general, and

more specifically towards the party system. Based mostly on the writings of Dalton, our

assumption was therefore that the loss of party identity would be concentrated among the

politically sophisticated. In order to disentangle age-, period- and cohort-effects, we relied

on 18 panel waves with a total of some 258,000 observations.

This investigation into the evolution of party identification in Germany leads to a number

of clear conclusions. First, birth cohorts do not seem to play a significant role in the on-going

decline of party identification. Basically we find the same patterns for all cohorts, so contrary

to expectations a relatively straightforward process of generational replacement apparently

is not the main cause for the decline of party identification in Germany. Second, the decline

witnessed by Arzheimer (2006) is still on-going, and is mainly due to negative period effects.

Although the erosion seems to slow down, the downward trend is still apparent and this

suggests a growing level of party dealignment throughout German society.

Our findings furthermore suggest that the stratification between those with a party iden-

tification and those without is becoming more pronounced during the observation period.

We already knew from previous research that party membership is more prevalent among

men, older citizens and those with a higher socio-economic status. The current analysis sug-
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Table 5.2: Multilevel logistic regression of party identification (1992–2009)
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gests that this is also the case for party identification. What is more surprising, however,

is that these differences have grown during the observation period in a significant manner.

This means that those with a party identity are even less representative of the population

as a whole in 2009 than they were in 1992. Inequalities in this regard have only become

stronger.

There are four major consequences arising from this conclusion. First, it can be expected
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that the further decline in party identification will have consequences for the study of

the determinants of electoral behaviour. The finding that the earlier described trend of

decreasing partisanship in Germany has continued since the 1990s has implications with

regard to research on voting behaviour. Although the concept of party identification has

been disputed in a European context, within Germany partisanship has been considered an

important element in the vote choice process. As such, partisanship is traditionally included

in voter surveys and is applied within models of voting behaviour. The results of the current

analysis, however, suggesting that party identification continues to decrease throughout

the electorate, imply the need for a reconsideration of models of voting behaviour within

Germany as well. The group of party identifiers further diminishes and this group seems to

be increasingly less representative for the electorate at large. Therefore partisanship might

become increasingly less relevant as an explanatory variable for election results in Germany;

short-term factors should probably be looked at to explain vote choices.

The second consideration is theoretically relevant. Dalton has argued that party dealign-

ment is a matter of political sophistication: those who are politically interested and knowl-

edgeable no longer need the heuristic short-cut of a party identity to be able to form an

opinion on political matters. This analysis in fact suggests the exact opposite: those with

high levels of education and political interest (the two most obvious indicators for political

sophistication) actually are more likely to report a party identity in 2009 than in 1992.

Contrary to the expectation of Dalton, party identity remains strongest among the polit-

ically sophisticated, although it has to be mentioned that the effect of political interest

is even stronger among those with low levels of education. So the loss of party identity

is concentrated among those without political interest and relatively low education levels.

This means we do not observe the rise of a new generation of critical, independent and

knowledgeable citizens, but rather the gradual alienation of a large part of the population

from the party system. Further analyses will have to determine why our results differ from

the ones presented by Dalton (2012). Most notably, not only the period under investigation

is different for the two studies, it also has to be noted that while Dalton relies on repeated

cross-sectional observations we fully exploit the panel data that are available, and this too

might lead to different results.3

This brings us to the third consequence that deals with matters of democratic respon-

siveness and representativeness. Political parties traditionally served as the main linkage

mechanism between citizens and the political system. We already knew that party mem-

bership and, to a lesser extent, also party identification were unequally distributed within

society. But this stratification has become much stronger during the observation period.

This implies that political parties increasingly turn to political enclaves, and we can no

longer take for granted that they actually are linked with the mainstream population of

a country. If only the highly educated and the politically interested still identify with a

3For different interpretations on this issue, see Dalton (2014) and Dassonneville et al. (2014).
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political party, how can we expect that parties still maintain a high level of connectedness

with society as a whole?

Fourth, those still having a party identification tend to be the highly educated, those

who are integrated in society via a religious affiliation or trade union membership, and those

with an interest in politics. Whiteley (2011) already expressed his concern about the fact

that party members have become more and more distinct from the population as a whole,

and his fear is that this will imply that parties are less able to represent the population.

What the current analysis demonstrates is that this process does not just occur with regard

to membership, but also with regard to the broader indicator of party identity. As such,

the lack of connectedness depicted so vividly by Whitely might even be stronger than was

originally suggested. Political parties not only lose members, they also lose citizens who are

still able to identify with their party project.
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6
Political Sophistication and the Timing of

Party Switching

6.1 Electoral volatility, political sophistication, trust and ef-

ficacy in Belgium1

Abstract

In this section, I investigate voter volatility and analyse the causes and motives of switching

vote intentions. The impact of two main sets of variables linked to volatility in the literature

are investigated; political sophistication and political disaffection. Results show that voters

with low levels of political efficacy tend to switch more often, both within a campaign and

between elections. In the analysis, I differentiate between campaign volatility and inter-

election volatility, and by doing so show that the dynamics of a campaign have a profound

impact on volatility. The campaign period is when the lowly sophisticated switch parties.

Those with higher levels of interest in politics have switched their intention before the

campaign has started. The data for this analysis are from the three wave PartiRep Belgian

Election Study (2009).

1This section is based on the following article: Dassonneville, R. (2012). Electoral Volatility, Political
Sophistication, Trust and Efficacy: A Study on Changes in Voter Preferences during the Belgian Regional
Elections of 2009. Acta Politica 47 (1), 18–41.
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6.1.1 Introduction

Voters are much more volatile than they were some decades ago (Dalton et al., 2002; Mair,

2002). People no longer vote for the same party election after election and are much more

hesitant when deciding what party to vote for on Election Day. All this leads to election

results being more unpredictable, larger seat changes in parliament than was common in the

past and the rise of new parties. The phenomenon of ‘electoral volatility’ comes in different

guises, all related to each other; voters split tickets when possible, decide ever later what

party to vote for and change parties from election to election (Lachat, 2007). The aim of this

section is to broaden insights on shifting party preferences and the causal mechanisms behind

this kind of volatility. Within the literature and depending on the design of the analysis, two

types of switching party preferences are distinguished. Inter-election volatility, on the one

hand, measures switching party choices from election to election. Campaign volatility, on

the other hand, is about changing party preferences in the course of an election campaign.

In this section, I explicitly distinghuish both types and refer to campaign switchers when

speaking about campaign volatility, and to inter-election switchers when switching from

one election to another is being dealt with. Electoral volatility is expected to be on the

rise, as the alignments between parties and voters weakens (Dalton and Wattenberg, 2002).

Moreover, voters who change party preferences or vote choices are seen as very important

for determining the final election results. This is why parties tend to focus on those voters

who are undecided or might change their party preferences during the campaign (Hayes and

McAllister, 1996). Although an essential role is ascribed to voters who switch preferences,

relatively little is known about their characteristics.

In general, two theoretical perspectives on the link between (political) sophistication

and individual electoral volatility can be discerned. The first perspective, put forward by

scientists of the Columbia school, was a negative one. They sketched an image of an unin-

formed and uninterested volatile voter: ‘Stability in vote is characteristic of those interested

in politics and instability of those not particularly interested’ (Berelson et al., 1963, p. 20).

These findings were in contradiction to an ideal situation, in which highly sophisticated

citizens change opinions, in order to prevent parties from relying on ‘simplistic or dema-

gogic appeals’ during campaigns (Granberg and Holmberg, 1988, p. 181). A second group

of scholars have a more optimistic view on volatility. They assume that the volatile voter

comes close to the image of the ideal citizen. Such a citizen is highly informed and makes

her/his own independent (voting) choices instead of relying on sociological predispositions.

The educational and media revolutions cause a process of dealignment. This then leads

to election results being more unpredictable and higher levels of volatility (Dalton and

Wattenberg, 2002). According to the second school of thought, sophistication thus leads

to more volatility, whereas the Columbia school stressed the stabilising impact of political

sophistication. Both perspectives are not only diametrically opposed to each other, they

also have a different focus. Although the Columbia school scholars focus on individual vot-
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ers, the second perspective is dealing with volatility on an aggregate level and gives a time

perspective. Subsequently, the inference is made to the characteristics of individual voting

behaviour.

As mentioned before, I distinguish between two types of volatility in this section; cam-

paign volatility and inter-election volatility. The distinction between changing during a

campaign and changing from election to election was already made by Berelson et al. (1963).

Although both kinds of volatility are related, there is no logical connection between the two

and they should be distinguished analytically from each other (Lachat, 2007). Campaign

switching might be expected to be directly driven by campaign information and efforts to

converse voters, whereas inter-election volatility is not. Lachat (2007) is one of the few

authors explicitly investigating the difference between both dynamics. He did find some

fundamental differences in the factors causing both types of volatility. In this section, I

therefore analyse both phenomena at the same time and explicitly distinguish both. I fo-

cus on similarities and differences in the dynamics at work in inter-election and campaign

volatility. Moreover, a stringent distinction between the two types of volatility is opted for.

Although the common analytical design of both types of volatility implies a partial overlap

between both, I explicitly avoid doing so. In the current section, inter-election volatility

implies a change in party preferences between one election and the beginning of the next

election campaign. Campaign volatility, as is common in other analyses, signifies a change

in party preference from the start of the election campaign to Election Day. By doing so,

I deviate from common operationalisations and lose the possibility to fully compare the

results with those from other research. The advantage of this specific operationalisation,

however, is that I can fully differentiate between types of volatile voters according to the

timing of their switch, either between election campaigns or during the campaign.

Volatility is best studied by means of panel data, they provide the most correct accounts

of voting preferences and shifts in voting behaviour. Recall questions, on the other hand,

tend to overrate consistency (Crow, 2005; Granberg and Holmberg, 1990; Waldahl and

Aardal, 2000). For analysing both inter-election and campaign volatility at the same time,

a long-term panel is thus appropriate. Without such a dataset being available, I make use of

a short-term panel (giving insight on campaign volatility) that includes a recall question on

previous voting behaviour (used to analyse inter-election volatility). By doing so, and aware

of the limitations of the data, I follow the working method of Lachat (2007). The PartiRep

voter survey, conducted in the context of the 2009 regional elections in Belgium, provides

such data for the Belgian context. It had a three-wave panel design, and is therefore suitable

to measure campaign volatility. The first wave of the survey also included a recall question

on voting behaviour during the 2007 federal elections in Belgium.
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6.1.2 Theoretical aspects

Political sophistication and volatility

Political sophistication is a concept often cited when thinking about an ideal democracy,

where citizens are expected to be fully informed about politics and make well-reasoned vote

choices (Lazarsfeld et al., 1965; Granberg and Holmberg, 1990; Dalton and Wattenberg,

2002). With regard to electoral volatility, the question arises whether voters switching

party preferences or vote choices are those fully informed or those with a very low level of

political sophistication. In the first case, voters start floating exactly because they know

a lot and see the pros and cons of different parties. In the latter case, a voter is volatile

because s/he has really no idea what parties stand for and is not interested in it either.

There are different aspects in political sophistication and consequently different ways

of measuring the level of political sophistication of voters. Lachat (2007, p. 65) describes

citizens with a high level of political sophistication as following: ‘Experts should have a

higher level of political knowledge and display better organized and better developed political

schemas. Furthermore, it is more likely that they will be exposed to political information,

will be more engaged in political activities and will be politically more involved.’ When

analysing political sophistication, one thus can take political knowledge, political schemas,

exposure to political information, political participation and involvement in politics into

account. Depending on the data available and personal judgements about what matters

most, different authors measure political sophistication by means of different factors or

sets of factors. Political knowledge, however, is believed to be the best single indicator for

political sophistication (Lachat, 2007).

Over the past decades, political sophistication is expected to have increased, as a conse-

quence of both higher levels of education and a media revolution. Dalton calls this evolution

a process of cognitive mobilisation. It has become easier to obtain information about politics

and because of higher levels of education, people are also better equipped to comprehend

and deal with that information. According to Dalton, the main consequence of cognitive mo-

bilisation is that voters now make their vote choices independently and are no longer guided

by partisan cues. An ever smaller part of the electorate thus consists of party identifiers

(Dalton, 1984, 2006). The loosening of the bonds between voters and parties subsequently

creates the potential for greater volatility (Dalton et al., 2002). This cognitive mobilisation

theory is questioned by some empirical findings. Some researchers show that people with a

high level of cognitive mobilisation tend to be strong party identifiers (Marthaler, 2008; Al-

bright, 2009). According to these results, political sophistication does not lead to volatility,

but to stability in party preferences. These findings concord with the original floating voter

hypothesis of the Columbia school, stating that especially the uninformed and uninterested

voters are volatile (Berelson et al., 1963; Lazarsfeld et al., 1965).

There is clearly a lot of uncertainty about what effect political sophistication might have



6.1. ELECTORAL VOLATILITY IN BELGIUM 101

on volatility. Voters with high levels of political sophistication might be either more or less

volatile (Delli Carpini and Keeter, 1996). As there are different opinions on the relationship

between political sophistication and volatility, some scholars tried to find explanations for

the paradoxes and contradictory findings. In one single analysis, Granberg and Holmberg

(1991) found volatile voters both to be more and less informed. The volatile voter was

uninformed in the United States, whereas in Sweden, volatile voters are mostly interested

non-partisans. In their search for an explanation for this remarkable finding, Granberg and

Holmberg point to the differences in party systems between both countries. In Sweden,

parties are the primary actors, whereas in the United States, election campaigns are much

more focused on candidates. According to the researchers, in a candidate-centred system,

the apathetic voters are more likely to change their preferences during a campaign. Another

way out of the conundrum is by saying that both scholars stating that more sophistication

leads to volatility and those saying that less sophistication induces volatility are right. When

doing so, the relationship between volatility and sophistication is expected to be nonlinear.

Converse (1962) points to such a relationship, and expects volatility to be highest among

those voters with a moderate level of political sophistication. Lachat (2007) stays within

this tradition in his analysis of voter volatility. Moreover, he thinks that two different

processes can lead to stability in voting behaviour. Some people are stable in their vote

choice because of strong sociological predispositions. Others have stable voting preferences

because of a high level of political sophistication. For the Belgian context, an analysis of

the 2009 regional elections shows that political interest has a stabilising effect on the vote

choice in Flanders. For the French-speaking part of Belgium, no significant effect in either

direction is found (Walgrave et al., 2010).

Literature on the impact of political sophistication on voter volatility clearly is incon-

clusive. What effect sophistication has on voter volatility – stabilizing, leading to more

volatility or a nonlinear effect – is unclear. In this section, I follow the traditional ‘floating

voter hypothesis’, also confirmed by recent findings, and expect political sophistication to

lead to stability in vote intentions.

Hypothesis 1: Political sophistication decreases voter volatility.

The disaffected volatile voter

Zelle (1995) was not convinced about different theories trying to explain volatility by means

of levels of education, political interest or social characteristics. After showing that those

theories insufficiently explain volatile behaviour, he develops the ‘frustrated floating voter’

hypothesis. His argument is that voters behave volatile in a ‘mood of protest’. According

to Zelle (1995, p. 340) floating voters are: ‘somewhat less satisfied with the political system,

less trusting in parties, and less happy about their favoured party’. More recently, Dalton

and Weldon (2005) investigated the impact of distrust in parties on electoral behaviour.

They state ‘distrust in parties stimulates a marked increase in voter volatility’ (Dalton and
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Weldon, 2005, p. 944). Moreover, they also demonstrate that trust in parties is correlated

to satisfaction with democracy and the democratic process in general. Söderlund (2008),

then, investigated whether volatility is mainly caused by voters’ opinion on a specific party

or by ‘attitudes towards politics in general’ (Söderlund, 2008, p. 218). His findings point to

the first possibility, volatility is significantly related to how voters perceive the performance

of their preferred party. This last approach fits within reward-punishment theories devel-

oped by rational choice scholars who state that voters judge the performances of parties and

vote accordingly (Fiorina, 1981; Key, 1966). Although dissatisfaction about parties’ perfor-

mances is an important reason for changing party preferences or vote choices, it cannot be

considered as a fundamental voter characteristic. Rather than such a short-term and fluid

attitude, we are interested in the impact of long-term stable politic attitudes on volatility.

The longterm stable political attitudes having an impact on volatility mentioned by Zelle

(1995) and Dalton and Weldon (2005) – satisfaction with democracy and political trust –

are aspects of the ‘political disaffection’ concept. This concept contains two elements, on

the one hand there is institutional disaffection, and on the other there is political disen-

gagement. First, indicators for institutional disaffection are institutional confidence and

external political efficacy. Second, political disengagement can be operationalised by means

of political interest, political salience and internal political efficacy (Torcal and Montero,

2006). Political disengagement could be considered as the opposite of political sophistica-

tion, and is thus taken into account within our analysis. Institutional disaffection is what

Zelle (1995) and Dalton and Weldon (2005) point at and should also be included in an

analysis about characteristics of volatile voters.

Although, up so far, there is very little work done on the impact of institutional disaf-

fection on volatility, results unambiguously point at its destabilising effect. Consequently, I

expect voters with low levels of political trust and external political efficacy, variables used

to measure institutional disaffection, to be more volatile in their party preferences and vote

choices.

Hypothesis 2: Political trust and external political efficacy decrease voter volatility.

Party identification

A central concept in the accounts on volatility of Dalton and his colleagues is party iden-

tification (Dalton, 1984; Dalton and Wattenberg, 2002; Dalton, 2007). As the amount of

people having a fixed party identification decreases (this process is called dealignment),

people are much more volatile. Ever since the concept of party identification has been put

forward by the Michigan school scholars (Campbell et al., 1960), it has been seen as a cen-

tral voting choice cue. As a consequence, faced with higher levels of volatility, decreasing

levels of party identification are expected to cause this phenomenon. Although the con-

cept of party identification is generally accepted within American literature, its presence

and applicability outside the United States has been questioned. As has been convincingly
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shown by Thomassen and Rosema (2009), it is not possible to use party identification as

conceptualised within the United States, as a voting cue within a European context. As

a consequence, partisanship should not be used to explain voter volatility within Europe

either. Moreover, because of the difficulties in applying and operationalizing party identifi-

cation within Europe and Belgium more specifically, party identification is not commonly

asked for within voter surveys. The PartiRep survey did not include measures on party

identification either.

Campaign volatility versus inter-election volatility

Most of the literature dealing with both kinds of volatility (campaign volatility and inter-

election volatility) does not postulate different mechanisms for the two types. Voters volatile

from election to election are expected to have the same characteristics as voters changing

party preferences within a single campaign. At least, this is what is commonly expected and

assumed when analysing volatility in general (Berelson et al., 1963; Granberg and Holmberg,

1990). Lachat (2007) was among the first to explicitly differentiate campaign volatility from

interelection volatility. He empirically separated both and investigated the dynamics behind

the two phenomena. Lachat’s results indeed point to some fundamental differences, both

concerning the long-term trend of the two types and concerning what drives campaign and

inter-election volatility (Lachat, 2007).

Guided by the few findings of previous research on the two types of volatility (campaign

and inter-election) and their causes, I expect to see some fundamental differences between

campaign switchers and inter-election changers. Moreover, using a more stringent differ-

entiation between both types of volatility without any overlap, if there are fundamental

differences between the two types of volatility, they should be more pronounced for this

operationalisation.

Hypothesis 3: Campaign switchers and voters switching preferences from one election

to the beginning of another election campaign can be empirically differentiated from each

other.

6.1.3 Data and methods

For the analyses I make use of the data from the PartiRep Belgian election survey, that

was organized at the occasion of the Belgian regional elections of 7 June 2009 (Deschouwer

et al., 2009). The survey had a panel design, with respondents interviewed three times.

During the first wave, between the end of February and the end of May 2009, respondents

were interviewed face-to-face. A follow-up interview, by telephone, was conducted in the

last 2 weeks before Election Day. The post-electoral wave consisted of a telephone interview

as well and took place between the end of June and the end of August 2009. For the first

wave, a total of 2,331 interviews were conducted and the response rate was 48.3 per cent.
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In the second wave, 1,845 respondents were interviewed again and 1,698 participated in the

post-electoral wave.

The panel design of the PartiRep survey provides the appropriate data to analyse cam-

paign volatility. In line with Lachat (2007), I make use of a recall question in the survey to

compare the dynamics of campaign volatility and inter-election volatility. The advantage of

this method is that it allows analysing different kinds of volatility for the same respondents,

even though the panel is short-term. The main disadvantage of this method, however, is

that it makes use of data collected by means of a recall question.

As voter volatility is a dichotomous variable, binary logistic regression models are esti-

mated. A voter who was entitled to vote for the 2007 election either indicated that s/he

would vote in the same way (0) or for a different party in 2009 (1) (Table 6.1).2 For the

analyses, I consider a respondent inter-election volatile when s/he indicated different voting

behaviour for the 2007 election compared to the party preference in the first wave of the

2009 survey. By doing so, I completely distinguish inter-election volatility from campaign

volatility. There is no overlap between the two, and the 2009 campaign does not influence

our measurement of inter-election volatility. Concerning campaign volatility, as there were

three waves, different possibilities could lead to a voter being coded as an intra-campaign

switcher (see Table 6.2).3

Both for inter-election volatility and campaign volatility, a majority of the respondents

reports stable voting behaviour. About 33 per cent of the respondents indicated a different

vote intention for the 2009 regional elections in the first wave of the survey compared to the

recalled vote in the 2007 federal elections. To assess the level of volatility in 2009 and for

comparing with previous elections, I also calculated the percentage of the respondents that

changed preferences between the 2007 (the recall) and 2009 elections (the reported voting

behaviour in wave three of the survey) in Table 6.3. Of all respondents that participated in

the three waves of the survey, 40.4 per cent indicated a different vote choice for 2009 than

for 2007. This figure is somewhat higher than previous findings on individual inter-election

volatility in Belgium (De Winter et al., 2006; Baudewyns et al., 2009). Of all respondents

participating in the three waves of the survey, about 37 per cent changed party preferences

2An important difference between the 2007 and the 2009 elections is the cartels that took part in the
election. In 2007, both CD&V/N-VA and SP.A/Spirit were on the election ballots as cartels. At the time
of the 2009 election, both cartels had split up. CD&V, N-VA, SP.A and SLP (the heir of Spirit) all formed
a separate list. As a consequence, whenever a respondent indicated to have voted for a cartel in the 2007
federal election and for one of its now independent parts in the 2009 election, this was coded as stable voting
behaviour. This might mean that we somewhat underestimate inter-election volatility, it is, for example,
quite plausible that some Christian democrat voters shifted to the Flemish nationalists in 2009. For 2007,
however, we have no other data than voting behaviour for the cartels, we have no way of registering which
party a respondent would have voted for if the cartel consisted of two separate lists.

3The reported voting behaviour in each wave might be a certain party, but might as well be an indication
to cast a blank or invalid vote or an indication not to turn out to vote. Non-voters are also included in the
analysis, non-voting is seen as a voting preference, just as party preferences are. Whenever a voter switches
from a party preference to ‘non-voting’ or vice versa, the voter is coded as a volatile voter. A voter who
indicates not to vote throughout the waves in the survey is coded as a stable voter.
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during the campaign. Comparing this figure with numbers of campaign volatility in other

political systems (Blais, 2004), the degree of volatility during the 2009 campaign turns out

to have been quite high. As is stated in another analysis of the 2009 campaign (Walgrave

et al., 2010), we should nuance this high number somewhat. The campaign period covered

by the PartiRep survey is 3 months, whereas research on campaign volatility usually focuses

on changes in the month before Election Day (Blais, 2004).

Table 6.1: Inter-election volatility (recall 2007 – wave 1 2009)

Recall 2007 Vote intention 2009 Volatile (1) or % of respondents
(wave 1) (wave 1) not volatile (0) (N = 2025)

A A 0 67.4
A B 1 32.6

Note: Coding and percentages of voters changing voting preferences from 2007 (recall) to the start of the
2009 campaign. Source: PartiRep Voter Study 2009. Unweighted data

Table 6.2: Campaign volatility (three waves 2009)

Week 14-3 Week 2-1 Post-electoral Volatile (1) or % of respondents
not volatile (0) (N = 1388)

A A A 0 62.8
A A B 1 37.2
A B B 1
A B A 1
A B C 1

Note: Coding and percentages of voters changing voting preferences during the 2009 campaqign. Source:
PartiRep Voter Study 2009. Unweighted data

Table 6.3: Inter-election volatility (recall 2007 – wave 3 2009)

Recall 2007 Vote intention 2009 Volatile (1) or % of respondents
(wave 1) (wave 3) not volatile (0) (N = 1481)

A A 0 59.6
A B 1 40.4

Note: Coding and percentages of voters changing voting preferences from 2007 (recall) to 2009 (vote recall).
Source: PartiRep Voter Study 2009. Unweighted data.

This analysis focuses on voter volatility in the Belgian electoral context. Some pecu-

liarities about the Belgian political system should thus be clarified. First, Belgium has a

multiparty system. The number of parties is expected to have an impact on the amount

of volatility. More parties lead to a higher level of volatility, as there are more possibilities

for voters to give their vote to (Pedersen, 1979). Second, within Belgium, there are two
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completely separate party systems. All parties either focus on the Dutch speaking voters,

or on the French speaking citizens. As a result of this integral separation, both the amount

of parties and their ideological positioning differ strongly in each part of the country (De-

schouwer, 2009). Third, the Belgian political landscape is marked by the presence of a

system of compulsory voting. Casting a ballot is not obligated, but enfranchised citizens

should come to the polling station on Election Day. As a result, turnout levels are very high

in Belgium, usually more than 90 per cent (Quintelier et al., 2011). The analysis is based

on the Belgian regional elections of 2009, but Belgian regional elections are perceived as

first order especially when — as was the case in 2009 — they do not coincide with federal

elections (Rihoux et al., 2007).

In the analysis, the impact of political sophistication and (institutional) disaffection

on volatility is focused upon. The variables dealing with political sophistication, are ‘the

regular suspects’ political knowledge and interest in politics. Further, political participa-

tion, exposure to the media and talking about politics to acquaintances are controlled for,

as Lachat (2007) mentions that the highly sophisticated are more involved in politics and

more exposed to it. Further, internal political efficacy and levels of education are added

to the set of political sophistication measures. The level of education of respondents is a

categorical variable. The reference category is ‘no or an elementary school degree’; which

is contrasted to ‘unfinished high school’, ‘finished high school’ and ‘higher education de-

gree’ levels, respectively. Modernists state that with increasing educational levels volatility

should rise. The argument is that people with more cognitive skills are better informed and

more independent. People with a higher education no longer stick to a certain party because

of their social status or religious denomination (Dalton, 1984). Education is expected to

have an indirect impact on volatility; it is of importance because it affects both political

knowledge and political interest (McAllister, 2002). Empirical results, however, do not find

any effect of education on the level of volatility (McAllister, 2002; Crow, 2005). Taking

different aspects of political sophistication into account (instead of constructing a single

index of political sophistication) allows for a differentiation between their effects (Krosnick,

1990).4 For political knowledge, the scores of respondents on five political knowledge ques-

tions was used. The variable interest in politics was measured by means of a self-reporting

0-10 scale of interest in politics. The variable ‘political participation’ was constructed by

means of some traditional participation questions. As the distribution of answers on these

items was very unequal (most respondents indicated ‘never’), the items were transformed

into dummies and summed, resulting in a participation score between 0 and 10. The effect

of exposure to the media was included in the analysis by means of self-reported scores for

exposure to TV news, newspapers and radio. The variable ‘talking about politics’ consists

of a sum scale of self-reported talking about politics to friends, colleagues and family. For

4As a lot of variables introduced in the analysis could be expected to be related to each other, the presence
of multicollinearity was investigated. Tolerance statistics, however, were never below 0.5 whereas the highest
VIF estimate was 1.9. These estimates do not point to a collinearity problem.



6.1. ELECTORAL VOLATILITY IN BELGIUM 107

institutional disaffection, the variable political trust was measured by means of the scores

respondents gave for their trust in different political actors and institutions. Finally, both

internal and external efficacy were measured by means of a battery of questions focussing

on political efficacy (for coding details and scale reliability statistics, see Appendix B).

Furthermore, the socio-structural variables age, religion, language, gender and social

class are controlled for. First, age is expected to have a stabilizing impact on volatility.

The argument is that older people, having voted several times in the past and having made

up their minds at those instances, are less responsive to new information. That is why

they are also expected to be less volatile in their vote choice, both between elections and in

the course of an election campaign (Dalton, 1984). As some scholars point at a declining

stability of political attitudes in old age (Sears, 1981; Alwin and Krosnick, 1991), a nonlinear

effect of age on electoral volatility is investigated as well. A second socio-structural variable

controlled for is religiousness. Religion is one of the main societal cleavages on which

parties have developed in Belgium. Religious denomination is still significantly correlated

to party choice (Botterman and Hooghe, 2012; Knutsen, 2004). If a voter is inclined to

vote for a certain party because of religion, her/his voting behaviour is expected to be

quite stable. In line with Walgrave et al. (2010), I expect religiousness to be a predictor of

non-volatility. The key variable determining electoral stability should be religious practice

(Kuhn, 2009). Language is our third socio-structural factor, and it is specific for the Belgian

case. Volatility is anticipated to be higher when there are more parties or relevant parties

competing in elections (Pedersen, 1979; Kuhn, 2009). In Flanders, this number is definitely

higher than in the French-speaking part of Belgium. Moreover, controlling for language

should take cultural differences between the two regions into account. Fourth, gender is

included in the analyses, as there are some indications that women are somewhat more

volatile than men in their vote choice (Hayes and McAllister, 2001). The impact of social

class on volatility as well is investigated. Zelle (1995) states that, within the modernist

school, especially members of the new middle class are expected to be more volatile in their

party preferences.

Besides socio-structural variables, the impact of ideology on voter volatility is controlled

for. Depending on the specific dynamics of a campaign, scientists from time to time expect

either voters on the right, or on the left to be more volatile. Sometimes, the left side of the

ideological spectrum is crowded with parties, causing especially left voters to hesitate what

party to vote for. At other instances, party competition is focused on the right side of the

spectrum. In 2009, more volatility was anticipated among right-wing voters (Walgrave et al.,

2010). Another way of taking political ideology into account is by looking at ideological

extremeness, as Lisi (2010) has shown. People with a more extreme ideological profile are

then expected to have more stable vote choices, because those voters are expected to be

least dealigned. Political parties also tend to focus on the median voter. As a consequence,

political competition is strongest in the centre of the ideological spectrum. Voters with a
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moderate ideological profile should, therefore, be more volatile. As the concepts of left and

right are quite familiar within the Belgian political context, a large majority of respondents

was able to place herself/himself on the left-right axis. As a consequence, contrasting those

respondents with an ideological position to those not able to place themselves on a left-right

scale was not an option for the analysis. Descriptive statistics for all independent variables

are listed in Table 6.4.

Table 6.4: Descriptives statistics of the independent variables in the analysis

N Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.

Language 1,549 0.34 0.47 0.00 1.00
Gender 1,549 0.52 0.50 0.00 1.00
Age 1,549 48.05 17.30 18.00 88.00
Age2 (divided by 100) 1,549 26.08 17.15 3.24 77.44
Religious practice 1,549 2.46 1.97 1.00 7.00
Social class 1,546 2.00 1.06 1.00 4.00
Level of education 1,548 2.85 0.96 1.00 4.00
Leftright self-placement 1,519 4.97 1.94 0.00 10.00
Ideological extremeness 1,519 1.34 1.40 0.00 5.00
Political knowledge 1,549 2.25 1.53 0.00 5.00
Interest in politics 1,548 4.66 2.53 0.00 10.00
Political participation 1,527 1.87 1.58 0.00 9.00
Media use: newspaper 1,549 2.60 2.06 0.00 5.00
Media use: TV news 1,549 3.90 1.54 0.00 5.00
Media use: radio 1,549 3.76 1.79 0.00 5.00
Talking about politics 1,549 3.83 2.79 0.00 10.00
Internal political efficacy 1,541 4.01 2.11 0.00 10.00
Political trust 1,511 5.11 1.50 0.00 9.00
External political efficacy 1,540 3.81 2.29 0.00 10.00

Note: Descriptives of the independent variables in the analysis. Data were weighted according to socio-
demographics. Source: PartiRep voter Study 2009.

6.1.4 Results

The hypotheses are tested by means of two binary logistic regressions. The advantage of

testing for campaign volatility as a dichotomous variable (respondents could mention one,

two or three different parties) is exactly that it allows for a comparison with inter-election

volatility (Hypothesis 3). In both regression analyses, language is included as a control

variable, but no separate analyses were conducted for each of the regions. The reason

therefore is that, regardless of the completely different electoral systems and differences

in numbers of parties, volatility in both regions was about equal in size, especially for

inter-election volatility.5

5Between 2007 and 2009, 32.4 of the Dutch-speaking and 32.9 per cent of the francophone voters was
volatile. While 40.5 per cent of the Flemish voters was volatile during the campaign, 32.8 per cent of the
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Although both phenomena – inter-election volatility and campaign volatility – are ex-

pected to be related, they are analysed separately. However, the correlation between both

types of volatility in our dataset is reported in Table 6.5. The results indicate a significant

Pearson correlation of 0.26 (p≤0.001). This rather low number strengthens the assumption

that the two types of volatility are related but different and should thus be distinguished

from each other when analysing volatility. Of those voters who reported the same prefer-

ence in the first wave of the 2009 survey as they recalled from 2007, 72.1 per cent sticked

with this preference throughout the campaign. From those who switched between 2007 and

2009, 45 per cent was stable throughout the following campaign.

Table 6.5: Crosstab inter-election and campaign volatility

Campaign stable Campaign volatile Total

Inter-election stable (%) 72.1 27.9 100
(619) (240) (859)

Inter-election volatile (%) 45.1 54.9 100
(818) (242) (441)

Source: PartiRep Voter Study 2009. Unweighted data. (N=1300)

The results of the logistic regression analyses are presented in Table 6.6. As can be

read from the table, most effects are in expected directions. Of the political sophistica-

tion variables, only interest in politics has a significant impact on both types of volatility.

Further, voters who participate more switch significantly less during the election campaign.

Remarkably, the effect of political interest within a campaign is in opposite directions of the

effect from election to election. Within the campaign period, voters with a higher level of

interest in politics tend to switch their voting preference less. Over the longer inter-election

period, however, higher interest in politics increases volatility. The analysis of campaign

volatility lends support to the Columbia school ‘floating voter hypothesis’. They stated that

volatile voters are highly uninterested in politics. The inter-election volatility analysis, by

contrast hand, is in line with Dalton’s cognitive mobilisation theory. The volatile voters are

those with the highest level of political sophistication. This reversal of the effect of interest

in politics is surprising, and was not anticipated. However, there might be a logical expla-

nation for these seemingly contradictory results. Part of the explanation might be found in

the fact that campaign volatility and inter-election volatility were strictly separated. The

difference between interested and non-interested voters thus lies in the timing of their vote

choice. An interested voter has made up her/his mind before the election campaign. We

can assume that a highly interested voter has made a deliberate choice and consequently

sticks with this choice during the campaign. As an interested voter probably follows politics

more regularly, this voter has the time to screen parties and make a vote choice. Neither the

French-speaking voters was.
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ideas of the interested voter, nor the position of the different parties on fundamental issues

still changes during the campaign. Therefore, there is no reason for the interested voter to

change her/his vote intention during that period. A voter with a low level of interest, on

the other hand, still has to make up her/his mind when the election campaign takes off.

This voter has to make a vote choice in the heat of the campaign, as a consequence, there

is more reason for hesitation. Besides political participation, only interest in politics has

a significant impact on volatility. Although political knowledge is said to be the most im-

portant indicator for political sophistication, because it is driven by both political interest

and cognitive aspects, not political knowledge but interest in politics turns out to be the

key variable in our analysis of political sophistication. This finding is consistent with what

Luskin (1990) has shown about political sophistication. He found interest in politics to be

by far the most influential variable for political sophistication. In a sense, the other political

sophistication variables included in the analysis could thus be considered as deviates from

the key variable; interest in politics, which is the variable significantly related to volatility.

As only political interest has a significant effect on both types of volatility, the explanatory

power of the ‘political sophistication’ variables for volatile behaviour is limited. Especially

within a campaign period, however, political sophistication is of importance when predict-

ing vote switching. The first hypothesis, that political sophistication decreases volatility,

can only be partially confirmed. Interest in politics is significantly related to volatility,

but surprisingly the direction of the effect changes depending on the time before Election

Day. Except for political participation, the other political sophistication variables do not

reach a conventional level of significance. The effect of sophistication on volatility is linear

(adding the squared variants of political knowledge and interest in politics did not result

in significant effects in the model), but the direction changes depending on the time before

Election Day.

The second hypothesis as well, that the (institutionally) disaffected are more volatile,

can be partially confirmed. Only one of our indicators to take disaffection into account,

external efficacy, is significant. The higher the external efficacy of voters, the more stable

their vote intentions and voting behaviour. Especially people with low levels of external

efficacy, voters who think their vote makes no difference and has no impact, switch vote

intentions more often. There is no significant relationship between volatility and political

trust.

With respect to the control variables, Flemish voters are indeed more volatile than

their French-speaking compatriots. This difference, however, is only visible for campaign

volatility. Gender is not significantly related to volatility. Age has a stabilizing impact on

campaign volatility, but not on inter-election volatility. The squared variant of age is not

significantly related to any of the types of volatility, meaning that the effect of age is not

curvilinear. Religiousness, as anticipated, has a stabilizing effect on voting behaviour. The

effect, however, is only significant between election periods. Although this variable is not
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significantly related to campaign volatility, it is a strong predictor for interelection volatility.

Religion used to be one of the main societal and political cleavages within Belgium. The

results in Table 6.6 show that religion is still an important stabiliser for voting behaviour

between elections, but religiousness does not prevent voters from switching preferences

throughout the campaign and thus from hesitating during the campaign period. The control

variable social class has no significant impact on inter-election volatility. The model based

on socio-structural variables explains 3.2 per cent of the variance in inter-election volatility

and 4.1 per cent of the campaign volatility variance.

The left-right position of voters is not related to volatility. There is thus no clear pattern

of either voters on the left or on the right of the ideological spectrum being more volatile.

The impact of this variable was investigated for for both language groups separately as well,

as the different constellation of the party system at each side of the language border might

have an impact on this variable. In none of the language groups, however, the left-right

position of voters had a significant impact on volatility. The second ideological variable

included is ‘ideological extremeness’. This variable is significantly related to volatility,

indicating that voters who report a more extreme ideological position on the left-right scale

are more stable in their vote intention.

In line with the third hypothesis, I anticipated to find fundamental differences between

voters volatile within a single campaign and voters switching vote intentions from election

to election. This hypothesis can be confirmed. First, inter-election switchers have different

sociological profile than campaign switchers, other factors determine campaign and inter-

election volatility. Second, concerning political sophistication, the effect of political interest

on volatility within a campaign is in opposite directions compared to volatility between

elections. The two types of volatility therefore can and should be clearly distinguished from

each other.

6.1.5 Discussion

Research on what drives voter volatility is often coloured by a normative dimension. The

fundamental question then is whether ‘the floating voters’ are those with high levels of

political sophistication, political efficacy and trust in politics or those disaffected from pol-

itics and with low levels of political sophistication. This discussion is normative because of

our general understanding of how democracy should function and how an ideal democracy

should look like. In an ideal context, voters make informed choices and cast their votes after

having considered the programmes, policy proposals and past realisations of the different

parties. If the more sophisticated voters are most volatile, this would mean that deliberate

choices precede electoral switching. If, on the other hand, people who switch parties are

those with significantly lower levels of political sophistication and the highly frustrated, the

question arises what determines the gains and losses of parties on Election Day.

With regard to the concept ‘disaffection’ the image is clear. Both inter-election and
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Table 6.6: Binary logistic regression with campaign volatility and inter-election volatiliy as
dependent variables

Campaign volatility Inter-election
B (s.e.) B (s.e.)

Socio-structural
Language (ref: Dutch) -0.577∗∗∗ (0.136) -0.072 (0.136)
Gender (ref: male) 0.013 (0.132) -0.090 (0.135)
Age -0.056∗ (0.022) -0.017 (0.024)
Age2 (divided by 100) 0.042 (0.024) 0.006 (0.025)
Religious practice -0.063 (0.034) -0.126∗∗∗ (0.035)
Social class (ref: other)
Labour 0.035 (0.203) -0.160 (0.209)
Middle class 0.109 (0.180) -0.172 (0.184)
High class 0.021 (0.246) -0.184 (0.242)
Nagelkerke R2 0.041 0.032
Ideological position
Left-right -0.034 (0.033) -0.002 (0.034)
Ideological extremeness -0.142∗∗ (0.045) -0.121∗∗ (0.046)
Nagelkerke R2 0.006 0.007
Political sophistication
Education (ref: no/elementary)
Unfinished high school 0.085 (0.236) -0.130 (0.255)
Finished high school 0.289 (0.227) 0.411 (0.241)
Higher education/university degree 0.073 (0.256) 0.326 (0.267)
Political knowledge -0.039 (0.047) -0.041 (0.048)
Interest in politics -0.072∗ (0.033) 0.082∗ (0.034)
Political participation (0-10) -0.098∗ (0.044) -0.010 (0.044)
Exposure to media
Newspapers -0.053 (0.032) -0.042 (0.032)
TV News 0.042 (0.045) -0.046 (0.046)
Radio 0.057 (0.036) 0.060 (0.038)
Talking about politics (0-10) 0.029 (0.027) 0.023 (0.027)
Internal efficacy (0-10) 0.006ns (0.037) 0.033 (0.038)
Nagelkerke R2 0.040 0.026
Political (dis)affection
Political trust 0.034 (0.048) -0.086 (0.048)
External efficacy -0.154∗∗∗ (0.032) -0.159∗∗∗ (0.032)
Nagelkerke R2 0.025 0.018

Nagelkerke R2 (full model) 0.135 0.105

Note: Logit coefficients and standard errors (between brackets) are reported. Significance ∗ ≤0.05 ; ∗∗ ≤0.01
; ∗∗∗ ≤0.001. Because non-active people were overrepresented in the sample, data were weighted according
socio-demographics. Source: PartiRep Voter Study 2009.

campaign switchers are more likely to have a low level of external efficacy. These findings are

in accordance with the negative view on volatility. For political sophistication, results differ
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depending on the type of volatility. Campaign switchers are significantly less interested in

politics. Between elections, by contrast, switchers have significantly higher levels of political

sophistication. The main difference between both is the timing of the vote intention switch.

The highly sophisticated have made their vote choice before the campaign takes off and

stick with it (as can be seen in Table 6.5, of those who switched between 2007 and 2009,

45 per cent remained stable throughout the campaign). People with low levels of interest

in politics, on the other hand, change preferences during the campaign. The results in this

section clarify that generalisations about volatile voters are not possible. The differentiation

between inter-election and campaign switchers is a necessary condition when analysing voter

volatility, especially when focussing on the link between political sophistication and voter

volatility.

The results might mean that those voters who change during the campaign, switch

at random, cause uninformed. On the other hand, this result might also point to the

importance of political campaigns for the lowly political sophisticated and those apathetic

from politics. The campaign is then the incentive for those voters to think about their party

preferences and to change them when they feel the need to do so.

The results point to a different timing for changing voting preferences depending on the

level of political sophistication of voters. The analysis, however, has some limitations as well.

First, panel data are used to investigate campaign volatility, but a recall question is relied

on for analysing inter-election volatility. A full panel design might provide more precise

data and make comparisons more accurate. Second, the analysis focuses on a snapshot in

time, the 2009 regional elections and it is limited to one geographical area; Belgium. Further

research should therefore make clear whether the results can be generalised to other contexts

and moments in time. Moreover, the use of experiments might provide more straightforward

indications about the effects of campaigning for both low- and high-sophisticated voters.
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6.2 The Timing of Volatility in the 2009 German Election

Campaign6

Abstract

This section investigates the link between political sophistication and electoral volatility.

Showing that there is disagreement in the literature on whether switching party preferences

is related to low or high levels of political sophistication, it is then argued that the effect

of sophistication on vote switching might differ depending on when switching is measured.

The effect of timing on volatility is investigated by means of the Short-term panel of the

2009 German Longitudinal Election Study. Results indicate that timing indeed matters,

while sophistication increases the probability of switching parties before the campaign, the

effect of political sophistication becomes more negative as Election Day draws near.

6.2.1 Introduction

Electoral volatility is a central concept in political research and has even been called ‘one

of the most important areas of comparative political research’ (Rattinger, 1997, p. 86).

Despite a rich literature investigating the causes and consequences of volatility, the link

between political sophistication and electoral volatility is still debated. The ‘floating voter’

hypothesis, launched by the pioneers of voter studies at Columbia University (Berelson

et al., 1963; Lazarsfeld et al., 1965), links volatility to a lack of information and little

interest in politics. A number of scholars countered this one-sided view of volatile voters

by pointing out that different types of volatile voters could be thought of. These scholars

argued that volatile voters could be highly politically sophisticated as well (Bybee et al.,

1981; Converse, 1962). The apparent simultaneous rise in educational levels and information

sources available for voters on the one hand and the increase in volatility on the other, have

led Dalton (2012, 2013) to question the rather pessimistic image of unsophisticated volatile

voters. He argues that the electorate has fundamentally changed over the past decades

and that by now we could observe that changes in party preferences are quite pronounced

among the higher educated and voters who are highly interested in politics.

A large group of scholars has already tried to disentangle the link between political so-

phistication and vote switching and different approaches have been taken to do so (Granberg

and Holmberg, 1990; Kuhn, 2009; Lachat, 2007; Zaller, 2004). The fact that this topic has

received wide scholarly attention is not surprising; whether it is the high or the low po-

litically sophisticated who are most prone to change parties is at the heart of democratic

theory. As Berelson et al. (1963) have pointed out, given that volatile voters hold the

balance of power, vote switchers are preferably high politically sophisticated.

6This section is based on the following article: Dassonnville, R. (2014). Political Sophistication and Vote
Intention Switching. The Timing of Electoral Volatility in the 2009 German Election Campaign. German
Politics 23 (3): 174–195.
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What has been somewhat neglected in the literature, however, is the difference be-

tween volatility from one election to another and within-campaign volatility. While the

first scholars investigating volatility – partly due to the data at hand – focused on cam-

paign volatility only, a number of scholars consequently assume that the factors found to

be related to switching vote intentions in an election campaign are also determinants of

switching parties from one election to another (Converse, 1962; Kuhn, 2009; Lachat, 2007).

When campaign and inter-election volatility is distinguished between, some essential differ-

ences between both phenomena do show up. Lachat, for example, who is one of the few

scholars explicitly distinguishing between these two types of volatility, indicates different

trends. In the long term, Lachat finds campaign volatility to be increasing, but he does not

observe a similar pattern for inter-election volatility. This contrast leads Lachat (2007) to

conclude that inter-election volatility signifies realignment, while campaign volatility can

be considered an indicator of over-time changes in the vote choice process.

Even though inter-election and campaign volatility are only rarely distinguished be-

tween, it is argued in this section that it might be essential to do so. This is especially

true because most of what we know on volatile voters is based on research investigating

campaign volatility only. Previous research has indeed suggested that when strictly sepa-

rating changes within an election campaign from changes in-between elections, the effect of

political sophistication on electoral volatility is in opposite directions. As evident from the

previous section, in the Belgian multiparty context, political sophistication has been found

to increase the probability for inter-election switching, but to decrease the probability of a

switch during the campaign period (Dassonneville, 2012). As such, these findings suggest

that it is essential to take both types of switching and the aspect of timing into account

when investigating the link between political sophistication and volatility.

In this section, this gap in the current literature is addressed by a specific focus on the

difference between campaign volatility and inter-election switching in the German context.

In a first step, it is investigated whether, as was previously found for Belgium, the link

between political sophistication and volatility differs for both types of volatility. In a second

step, this section seeks to gain insights into the mechanisms of potential differences. Are

differences inherent to differences between campaign and non-campaign periods, or are

differences merely an artefact of time and the fact that as the campaign unfolds, Election

Day draws near?

These questions are investigated through an analysis on vote switching by respondents

in the Short-term panel of the German Longitudinal Election Study. Methodologically, mul-

tilevel event history analysis techniques are used, which allow investigating vote (intention)

switching over time. The focus is on vote switching in the run-up to the German 2009 elec-

tions, as such the spotlight is on volatility in a multiparty context that has previously found

to be affected by a trend of dealignment and in which a considerable degree of instability

has been reported (Dalton, 2003; Lachat, 2007).
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The section starts with an overview of the literature on the link between political so-

phistication and electoral volatility. In the review of the literature there is specific attention

for differences between campaign volatility and inter-election volatility and the aspect of

timing. Next comes the description of the data and the method chosen. Subsequently,

the results are presented and interpreted and the section ends with a discussion on the

implications of the findings and limitations of the current study.

6.2.2 Literature review

Electoral volatility driven by political sophistication?

Originally hinted at in the 1970s (Pedersen, 1979), it is by now considered an established

fact that political behaviour and voting more specifically are becoming increasingly unstable

(Dalton et al., 2002; Mair, 2008). To some extent, electoral volatility is deemed essential.

If voters switch parties, this implies that there can be real competition between parties.

Additionally, if voters are to hold governing parties accountable, they should be open to

change parties from one election to another (Bischoff, 2013). The increase of volatility has

also led to concerns, however. Effective representation and governability are thought to be

at risk in a context of extreme instability (Mainwaring and Zoco, 2007).

Even before scholars noticed an increase of volatility, the pioneers of voting behaviour re-

search already investigated the phenomenon of volatility. The findings on campaign switch-

ing presented in their studies led them to a rather pessimistic conclusion: ‘Stability in vote

is characteristic of those interested in politics and instability of those not particularly in-

terested’ (Berelson et al., 1963, p. 20). The implication of this finding is that, contrary to

the Downsian idea of rational voting, it is the least interested in politics who switch votes

most during an election campaign. Consequently, alterations in election results and in gov-

ernment seem to be driven by changes among the least interested part of the electorate.

While from an idealistic perspective on democracy some flexibility within the system is

considered essential, this flexibility should be introduced preferably by sophisticated voters.

The contradiction between the findings of Berelson and his colleagues and an ideal-type

democracy has therefore been labelled the ‘Berelson paradox’ (Converse, 1962; Granberg

and Holmberg, 1990).

Empirical evidence hinting at the fact that it is the less informed and less involved voters

who hold the balance of power further accumulates. Both in the USA and in a European

context, scholars have indicated that partisans are significantly more informed about and

interested in politics (Albright, 2009; Dassonneville et al., 2012; Marthaler, 2008). Those

without a strong identification with a particular party, by contrast, who are also more prone

to change preferences, are less informed about and less involved in politics.

A more optimistic account on volatile voters has been put forward by Dalton (1984,

2012, 2013). He asserts that current electorates can no longer be compared to the voters

surveyed by the Columbia school scholars. In the 1950s voters were in general less edu-
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cated and they had access to much less information compared to present-day voters. Voters

remedied this lack of information by developing long-term attachments to political parties

based on social characteristics or partisanship (Dalton and Bürklin, 2003; Shively, 1979).

A process of cognitive mobilisation, however, with rising levels of education and sources

for political mobilisation multiplied, has armed voters to choose parties independently. As

a result, habitual party loyalties have become redundant for these voters. With partisan-

ship weakened across western industrialised countries, the potential for switching party

preferences has increased considerably. According to the process described by Dalton, the

group of apartisans – and therefore also the group most likely to change preferences – is

increasingly characterised by high levels of political information and involvement in politics

(Dalton, 2013).

The literature does contain more nuance than the mere opposition between scholars ar-

guing that political sophistication decreases volatility on the one hand and scholars pointing

out that sophistication increases the probability of switching parties on the other. As such,

a number of publications empirically indicate that the relation between political sophistica-

tion and the probability of campaign switching is curvilinear. While the least sophisticated

voters are not likely to be exposed to political information and consequently not likely to

change preferences, the most sophisticated voters have well developed political attitudes,

rendering them resistant to change. As a consequence, according to these authors, it is the

middle sophisticated voters who are most likely to switch parties (Converse, 1962; Kuhn,

2009; Lachat, 2007). The arguments on which this line of thought is based are grounded

in the literature on information processing (Zaller, 1992) and are therefore suited best for

understanding campaign volatility. Nevertheless, scholars assume that the same curvilinear

pattern is likely to be found for inter-election switching as well (Converse, 1962; Kuhn,

2009; Lachat, 2007).

Campaign volatility versus inter-election volatility

The relation between low levels of interest in politics and party preference switching es-

tablished by Berelson and his colleagues was originally one found for campaign switchers

only. On the question whether this finding could be generalised to inter-election switching

as well, they were much more hesitant (Converse, 1962). The issue of comparability be-

tween campaign switching and inter-election volatility has remained a point of debate ever

since. While there is agreement that one should distinguish between both concepts because

they are inherently different, the same mechanisms are usually assumed to be related to

both types of volatility (Granberg and Holmberg, 1990; Kuhn, 2009). One reason for this

continued assumption is rooted in data constrains. While panel data on single election cam-

paigns are abundantly available, data following the same voters for longer periods of time

and covering several elections are scarce. This then leads to a reliance on recall data for

investigating switching parties from one election to another, which is generally considered
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an imperfect measure (Converse, 1962; Kaase, 1965; Waldahl and Aardal, 2000).7

As a consequence of these data constraints, only a limited number of publications explic-

itly distinguish between campaign and inter-election volatility. Given a reliance on findings

based on campaign volatility, when different patterns between campaign volatility on the

one hand and inter-election volatility on the other hand are found, these contrasts tend to

be interpreted as surprising (Dassonneville, 2012; Lachat, 2007).

The argument put forward in this section is that when investigating the link between

political sophistication and volatility, finding differences for campaign volatility and inter-

election volatility respectively should not be considered surprising. This is all the more true

if one focuses on differences in the timing of switching and explicitly differentiates switching

before the election campaign and campaign switching (Dassonneville, 2012). Such a strict

division implies that inter-election switching refers to switching to another party before

the subsequent election campaign takes off. Campaign switching, by contrast, refers to

switching parties during the subsequent election campaign. A number of arguments can be

thought of to be causing differences.

First, previous research in the field of political communication has indicated that polit-

ical experts and political novices respond differently to the information to which they are

exposed to in the media. In research on priming, for example, hypotheses are formulated

that remind us of the ‘floating voter hypothesis’ of Berelson et al. (1963). Scholars in this

field expect and find evidence indicating that political novices are to a larger extent in-

fluenced by media messages compared to politically sophisticated citizens (Iyengar et al.,

1984; Krosnick and Kinder, 1990). For political campaigns more specifically, Zaller (2004)

has indicated that low informed voters are most responsive to election-specific influences.

Well-informed voters, by contrast, have well-developed political attitudes and quite often a

strong identification with a particular party. As a result, these citizens look at the campaign

with a partisan lens and campaign messages only have a limited impact on their attitudes

(Bartels, 2002; Boyd, 1986; Campbell et al., 1980; Zaller, 1992). Consequently, within the

context of an election campaign more specifically, the high sophisticated can be expected

to have a low probability of switching parties. The low sophisticated, by contrast, can be

expected to be highly susceptible to change in a campaign period more specifically because

this is when information on parties reaches them.

Second, we can gain insights from the literature on the timing of the vote choice as well.

Several authors have indicated that being highly interested in politics, being attentive to

political information and high levels of political knowledge all lead to deciding earlier what

party to vote for (Catellani and Alberici, 2012; Chaffee and Choe, 1980; Fournier et al., 2004;

Gopoian and Hadjiharalambous, 1994; Schmitt-Beck and Partheymüller, 2012). As Schmitt-

Beck and Partheymüller (2012, p. 301) conclude based on their reading of the literature: ‘a

lack of political involvement on the part of the voters impeded both their capacity and their

7For an in-depth analysis of the quality of recall-questions and their impact, see Chapter 12.
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motivation to arrive at a voting decision, leading to delayed choices’. Consequently, if voters

change preferences, the least sophisticated are expected to do so during the campaign, while

the high sophisticated – who are early-deciding – are more likely to have done so before

the campaign took off. Highly sophisticated voters, having decided early, are furthermore

unlikely to change their minds subsequently. The low sophisticated voters, on the other

hand, who cannot rely on well-developed political attitudes or strong dispositions are more

likely to alter their choice before coming to a final decision on what party to vote for.

Previous research on the time of the voting decision clearly leads to the expectations that

the low sophisticated should have a high probability of changing parties during the election

campaign. At the same time, given that the high sophisticated tend to decide early, if these

voters switch parties, they should be doing this before the campaign period.

For high sophisticated voters, the literature leads us to expect that the probability of

switching parties is highest before the election campaign takes off and this merely by the

fact that this group generally decides early. Additionally, in case parties have shifted ideo-

logically since the previous election, only the high politically sophisticated can be thought

to be aware and to change parties accordingly (Budge et al., 2010). This is so because

gaps in political knowledge are generally higher outside of the information-rich contexts

that election campaigns provide (Fraile, 2013). For low sophisticated voters, on the other

hand, the probability of switching parties should be highest during the campaign. This

expectation is driven both by the fact that this group tends to decide late and by the fact

that the low sophisticated have been found to be more susceptible to campaign information.

These expectations tie in with previous research that indicated that when investigating

inter-election volatility and explicitly distinguishing this from changing during the cam-

paign, high levels of political sophistication increase the probability of switching parties

but political sophistication decreases the likelihood of switching parties during an election

campaign (Dassonneville, 2012).8 This finding is expected to hold for the German political

context as well, which leads to the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: Political sophistication increases the probability of inter-election volatil-

ity.

Hypothesis 2: Political sophistication decreases the probability of campaign volatility.

The mechanisms underlying these hypotheses are one of susceptibility to change as the

amount of information exposed to accumulates and one of the timing-of-voting decision.

Both mechanisms can be thought to continue affecting the relation between political so-

phistication and volatility as Election Day draws near. If so, we should not merely think

of a distinction between the campaign period and what comes before, but of a more or

less continuous process by which the high sophisticated voters’ probability to switch parties

decreases as the election draws near, while the low sophisticated voters’ probability should

8See section 6.1.
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increase as one approaches Election Day. This then leads to the expectation of an interac-

tion between political sophistication and time, implying that as Election Day comes close,

the effect of political sophistication on volatility becomes more negative.

Hypothesis 3: The closer to Election Day, the stronger the negative effect of political

sophistication on volatility.

The German electoral context

There has already been quite some scholarly attention for the evolution of party identifica-

tion and the stability of party preferences in Germany. These studies provide indications

of change over the past decades, with an erosion of the bonds between voters and political

parties through a gradual process of dealignment (Arzheimer, 2006; Dalton, 2012; Lachat,

2007; Neundorf et al., 2011; Schmitt-Beck et al., 2006; Weldon and Nüsser, 2010). Further-

more there is already a long tradition of investigating electoral volatility as well within the

German context (Kaase, 1965; Schoen, 2000; Zelle, 1995).

Investigating the link between political sophistication and volatility for the German

electoral context implies that a number of specificities of this context have to be considered.

More specifically, one can expect to find a substantial amount of switching among the high

sophisticated. The main reason therefore is that strategic voting is promoted within the

German electoral system and political culture, due to the presence of an electoral threshold

and the formation of coalition governments. The openness of German parties about their

preferred coalition partner and fear for the smaller parties to fall short of the electoral

threshold convinces voters to refrain from their sincere vote for one of the larger parties and

to support a small party instead. These preferred coalition partners are also ideologically

close and one can distinguish between a conservative CDU/CSU-FDP block on the one hand

and a leftist SPD-Green block on the other hand (Gschwend, 2007; Meffert and Gschwend,

2011; Shikano et al., 2009). Given that voters have to be aware of preferred coalitions and

how close an election is, that is, whether or not the small coalition partner is in need of votes,

strategic voting requires some level of political sophistication (Meffert and Gschwend, 2011).

Furthermore, as Lachat argues, the asymmetry between large and small parties within the

ideological blocks of political parties, might explain why the high politically sophisticated

are more likely to switch preferences within that block. Large political parties receive

more media attention both in the course of the campaign and outside of the campaign

period. As a consequence, the lower politically sophisticated are less likely to receive the

messages of smaller parties, decreasing the probability of switching to the smaller party

within ‘their’ preferred block (Lachat, 2007). These specificities of the German system

necessitate controlling for the presence of strategic considerations when investigating the

link between political sophistication and volatility. Only if we find the expected link between

political sophistication and volatility while controlling for these aspects, we can generalise

our findings outside of the German context as well.
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Focusing on voting behaviour in Germany, one furthermore has to take into account the

heterogeneity of East and West. Although unification dates from 1990 already, differences

between voters in both parts of the country persist. As such, East Germans are found to be

party identifiers less often than their compatriots in the West (Dalton and Bürklin, 2003).

Missing the stabilising impact of party identification, volatility can be expected to be higher

among voters living in the East. On the other hand, vote switching caused by economic

considerations is expected to be less pronounced in East Germany. This is thought to be

so because the reasoning making voters reward or punish the incumbent at election time

is expected to be less strong in newer democracies (Rohrschneider et al., 2012; Söderlund,

2008). Clearly, differences between voters living in the East and voters from West Germany

have to be taken into consideration in the analyses.

Other determinants of electoral volatility

While the debate on the impact of political sophistication on volatility is an important one,

and the focus of this section, other determinants as well have been investigated in the liter-

ature. Because he found theories on political sophistication to have only a limited amount

of explanatory power when investigating volatility, Zelle (1995) proposed the ‘frustrated

floating voter’ hypothesis. Zelle’s main argument is that voters who switch parties are,

very much like citizens abstaining from voting, dissatisfied. As such, volatility should not

be considered a consequence of a lack of interest in politics but an expression of a mood

of protest. Several scholars have more generally linked volatility to political disaffection

and empirical results do point out that volatile voters tend to have lower levels of political

trust and political efficacy and to be less satisfied with democracy (Dalton and Weldon,

2005; Dassonneville, 2012; Söderlund, 2008). Even though this section seeks to investigate

the link between political sophistication and volatility, these concurrent theories cannot be

neglected and should be controlled for in the analyses.

6.2.3 Data and methods

Data

The data used for the analyses presented in this paper are from the Short-term panel of the

German Longitudinal Election Study (Rattinger et al., 2013). The data cover seven survey

waves, conducted between 10 July 2009 and 7 October 2009. The final wave was a post-

electoral wave, for which field work started shortly after the elections that were held on 27

September 2009.9 The data come from a non-probability online panel and active panellists

who were eligible to vote were selected to participate. The selection of respondents was

based on quota for gender, education and age groups. In the first wave 3,376 respondents

9Field work for the first wave: 10 Jul. to 20 Jul. 2009. Wave 2: 24 Jul. to 2 Aug. 2009. Wave 3: 7 Aug.
to 17 Aug. 2009. Wave 4: 21 Aug. to 31 Aug. 2009. Wave 5: 4 Sep. to 13 Sep. 2009. Wave 6: 18 Sep. to
27 Sep. 2009. Wave 7: 29 Sep. to 7 Oct. 2009.



122 CHAPTER 6. THE TIMING OF PARTY SWITCHING

participated, of which 1,289 took part in all seven waves of the Short-term campaign panel

(Rattinger et al., 2012).

The panel does not span several elections, but it provides an extensive overview of

dynamics within an election campaign. Furthermore, a recall question on voting in the

previous election was included in the first wave of the survey. As such, with regard to

the timing of vote switching, we can assess whether changes occurred before the campaign

took off or during the campaign period. Relying on a recall question of previous voting

behaviour, it should be highlighted that this is an imperfect measure for investigating

volatility. A number of mechanisms render recalled vote choices less reliable. First, citizens

strive for consistency, resulting in reports of previous behaviour that are adjusted in the

direction of current behaviour (Festinger, 1957; Waldahl and Aardal, 2000). Second, voters

can provide false reports simply because they are not able to remember previous behaviour.

Third, the issue of social desirability leads voters who did not turn out to vote in elections to

report falsely that they did (Himmelweit et al., 1978; Waldahl and Aardal, 2000). Despite

these shortcomings, given the lack of panel data covering multiple election cycles, relying on

recall data is the ‘only way out’ if one wants to investigate both inter-election and campaign

volatility (Waldahl and Aardal, 2000, p. 387).10 Additionally, not for all types of volatility

the explanatory power has been found to increase when using panel data instead of recalled

behaviour (Schoen, 2000). Comparing inter-election volatility, measured by means of a

recall question and campaign volatility, measured via panel data, we will have to keep in

mind that the different measuring method can potentially affect the findings. The main

question, however, is whether the effect of political sophistication continues to change as the

campaign unfolds and it is for this crucial campaign period that observed vote intentions

can be relied on.

The dependent variable in the analyses is vote switching, which takes the value 0 in

case a respondent is stable and 1 when a respondent switches parties. A respondent can

switch parties up to seven times, with the first possibility for switching being from the

recalled vote choice of 2005 to the vote intention of wave 1. Subsequently a respondent can

change vote intentions at every survey wave, up until wave 7, where the 2009 vote choice is

recalled (see Table 6.7). Volatility is operationalised in a strict sense and refers to switching

between parties only. As a consequence, respondents switching to or from a don’t know

option are treated as missing. This strict operationalisation is opted for in order not to

confuse electoral volatility with uncertainty, undecidedness and deciding late what party

to vote for.11 As is clear from Table 6.7, stability dominates and only 13 per cent of the

observations are switches between parties. Table 6.7 equally illustrates the issue of attrition

10For more information on the use of recall-questions, see Chapter 12.
11As an additional robustness check, the main analyses were also run for the broader operationalisation;

hence including respondents switching to/from don’t know as ‘changing’. The results of these analyses
pointed in the same direction as the results presented in the manuscript, even though statistical significance
was somewhat weaker. These results are not shown but available upon request.
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throughout the panel, while information in wave 1 is still based on 1,418 respondents, in

the final wave only 499 of them can still be included.

Table 6.7: Dependent variable measurement

N stable N volatile Total N
estimation sample

Recall vote choice 2005 (w1) Vote intention (w1) 1,047 371 1,418
Vote intention (w1) Vote intention (w2) 1,192 152 1,344
Vote intention (w2) Vote intention (w3) 982 103 1,085
Vote intention (w3) Vote intention (w4) 838 80 918
Vote intention (w4) Vote intention (w5) 710 74 784
Vote intention (w5) Vote intention (w6) 526 62 588
Vote intention (w6) vote choice 2009 (w7) 452 47 499
Total 5,747 889 6,636

Source: GLES 2009. Short-term Campaign Panel ZA5305, version 3.0.0.

The main interest of this section lies in investigating how political sophistication affects

inter-election and campaign volatility. As a consequence, how political sophistication is

operationalised is of crucial importance for the validity of the analyses. In the literature,

different approaches have been taken to measure citizens’ level of political sophistication,

which can be considered to stand for ‘the extent to which . . . political cognitions are numer-

ous, cut a wide substantive swath, and are highly organized or ‘constrained” (Luskin, 1990,

p. 332). The consensus seems to be that political knowledge is the best single indicator for

measuring sophistication, but other indicators such as political interest or political activity

are also regularly looked at (Lachat, 2007). The data used in this section are from an online

panel and consequently do not include measures of political knowledge. As an alternative,

how Dalton operationalises what he calls ‘cognitive mobilisation’ can be looked at; he relies

on an additive index of levels of education and interest in politics. Dalton defends this index

by stating that the two items ‘make an independent theoretical and empirical contribution

to measuring cognitive mobilization’ (Dalton, 2012, p. 38). Additionally, the two items

seem to be correlating strongly with measures of political knowledge. Similarly, aiming to

measure political sophistication, Lachat relies on a combination of measures of education

and political interest when knowledge questions are not available (Lachat, 2007). Following

these examples, in this section as well an additive index of levels of education and interest

in politics is used as a proxy for the concept of political sophistication. Respondents’ level

of education is measured on a scale from 0 to 412 and political interest is measured in five

12Distinguishing respondents who finished school without a certificate (0); respondents with the lowest
secondary qualification, which is after eight or nine years of schooling (1); respondents with an intermediary
secondary qualification, which is after ten years of schooling (2); respondents who fulfilled the entrance
requirements to study at a polytechnical college/university of applied sciences (3); respondents with a higher
qualification, entitled to study at a university (4).
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categories as well.13 Both of these items were summed, which results in an index of political

sophistication running from 0 to 8.

In order to take into account the impact of political disaffection on volatility, measures of

political trust, satisfaction with democracy and external efficacy are included. For political

trust, the survey questioned respondents on their level of trust in a number of institu-

tions, which could be rated on a scale from 1 (I do not trust at all) to 5 (I fully trust).

Since measures for trust in the Bundestag, the federal government, parties and members

of the German parliament strongly loaded on a one-dimensional scale (Eigenvalue: 2.74,

Explained variance: 68.51 per cent), they were combined into a 1 to 5 sumscale of polit-

ical trust. Second, a measure of satisfaction with democracy is added, which comes from

the single item included in the first wave asking respondents how satisfied they are with

democracy in Germany. The response options for this item range from 1 (very dissatisfied)

to 5 (very satisfied). Third, a measure of external political efficacy is included in the anal-

yses. Therefore scores of respondents on two items included in the first wave of the survey

were summed into a 1 to 5 sumscale. The question wording of the items was the follow-

ing: ‘Politicians care about what people like me think’ and ‘Citizens can hardly influence

politics’ (reverse coding). Respondents could indicate to what degree they agree with the

statements on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) and both items loaded

on a one-dimensional scale (Eigenvalue: 1.22, Explained variance: 61.15 per cent).

One of the arguments put forward in the literature for expecting highly sophisticated

voters to be less likely to switch party preferences is that they are more likely to identify with

a particular party. As a consequence, in order to avoid spurious effects when investigating

the link between political sophistication and vote switching, partisanship is controlled for in

the analyses.14 Furthermore, as was pointed out in the theory section, the German electoral

system can be considered conducive for strategic voting. As a consequence, one can expect

to find indications of a substantial degree of high sophisticated (within-block) volatility

in the German context. To control for the effect of strategic considerations on volatility,

a variable capturing likely strategic voters is included. Therefore, a dummy variable is

included taking the value of 1 for a respondent identifying with one of the major parties

(CDU/CSU or SPD) but having voted for one of their small preferred coalition partners

(FDP or the Greens respectively) at the occasion of the previous election.15

Additionally, some socio-demographical variables are included. Gender and age as well

as the region where a respondent was born (distinguishing respondents born in the West,

in the East and respondents born abroad/respondents without German citizenship) are

13The original coding was reversed, so (0) stands for not interested at all, (1) is slightly interested, (2) is
moderately interested, (3) is very interested and (4) is extremely interested.

14Question wording is: ‘Many people in Germany feel close to a particular political party for a longer
period of time even if they occasionally vote for another party. What about you? In general terms, do you
feel close to a particular political party? And if so, which one?’ The measure included in the first survey
wave is used for the analyses.

15I am grateful to one of the anonymous reviewers of German Politics for this suggestion.
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added. Furthermore, religious denomination (distinguishing Catholic, other Christian de-

nomination, other denomination and no denomination) and subjective class membership

(working class or lower middle class, middle class and upper middle class or upper class)

are controlled for in the analyses. Descriptive statistics of all independent variables included

in the analyses are listed in Table 6.8.

Table 6.8: Descriptive statistics of independent variables

N Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.

Female 6,636 0.45 0.50 0 1
Age 6,636 45.57 13.72 18 80
West German 6,636 0.79 0.41 0 1
East German 6,636 0.19 0.39 0 1
No German/Abroad 6,636 0.02 0.13 0 1
Working or lower middle class 6,636 0.35 0.50 0 1
Middle class 6,636 0.54 0.50 0 1
Upper middle or upper class 6,636 0.11 0.32 0 1
No denomination 6,636 0.37 0.48 0 1
Catholic 6,636 0.28 0.45 0 1
Other Christian denomination 6,636 0.33 0.47 0 1
Other denomination 6,636 0.02 0.13 0 1
Political sophistication index 6,636 5.10 1.51 1 8
Satisfaction with democracy 6,636 3.35 0.89 1 5
External efficacy 6,636 2.73 1.00 1 5
Political trust 6,636 2.81 0.69 1 5
Party identification 6,636 0.92 0.27 0 1
Times switched before 6,636 0.35 0.67 0 5
Strategic voter 6,636 0.06 0.23 0 1

Source: GLES 2009. Short-term Campaign Panel ZA5305, version 3.0.0.

Because some key covariates in the analyses were only measured in the first wave of the

survey, the dataset is necessarily limited to respondents who participated in at least the first

two waves of the survey. Missing values therefore reduced the dataset to 6,636 observations

nested in 1,418 individuals.

Making use of panel data does have some disadvantages of which we should be aware.

First, panel attrition problems may cause the sample to be biased and this bias is likely

to increase in subsequent panel waves. Furthermore, and this is an important caveat for

the current analysis; higher educated and highly interested respondents have been found

to be less sensitive to attrition than low educated or the low interested (Olson and Witt,

2011). Because of the multilevel modelling approach, however, information available on

all respondents taking part in the first two waves is included in the analyses, regardless

of whether these respondents take part in the full panel study. Therefore, although panel

attrition effects should not be discarded, the method chosen reduces these distortions to
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some extent. Second, panel conditioning might be an issue, in which more stability is

reported exactly because panel respondents are asked repeatedly about their vote intentions

(Bartels, 1999; van der Meer et al., 2012). Clearly, the reliance on online panel data and

attrition problems limit the generalizability of the findings presented in this section.

Method

For testing the first two hypotheses, time is not a crucial variable, which is why regular

logistic regression analyses can be employed. The dependent variable for investigating the

first hypothesis is inter-election switching, which takes the value of 1 if a respondent switched

preferences from the recalled 2005 vote to the wave 1 vote intention for the upcoming 2009

elections and 0 if a respondent reports to remain loyal to her/his 2005 vote choice. For

testing the second hypothesis, campaign volatility is looked at. Therefore, the dependent

variable included in the analyses takes the value of 1 if a respondent switched parties at

least once during the campaign and the value of 0 otherwise.

Additionally, this section seeks to investigate the timing of vote switching, with spe-

cific attention for time-differences depending on levels of political sophistication. This aim

renders event history analysis the appropriate methodological tool to investigate the third

hypothesis, for which timing is crucial (Allison, 1984; Box-Steffensmeier and Jones, 2004;

Singer and Willett, 2003). Although the technique of event history analysis lends itself to

investigating panel data and despite being frequently used in the field of sociology, only few

studies employ event history analysis for investigating voting behaviour.16

For testing the third hypothesis, as a first step, the data are converted into a person-

period file, with for each individual as many records as survey waves participated to. What

is then modelled is the time a respondent is at risk of an event (i.e. switching parties) occur-

ring. A respondent is at risk of the event occurring until s/he switches parties or does not

take part in the survey any more, which is labelled ‘censoring’. Given that throughout the

panel survey, respondents could switch multiple times, a repeated events model is needed.

Repeated events can be modelled in different ways, for the current analysis, a ‘total time’

approach is preferred, which implies that for each event, the time since the previous election

is modelled (Kelly and Lim, 2000). Steele has convincingly argued that recurrent events

can be included in a straightforward way in a two-level hierarchical framework, with risk

episodes nested in individuals. Following the approach suggested by Steele (2011), the mod-

els presented are multilevel models for longitudinal data. Obviously, for a single individual,

durations until vote switching are probably correlated. To take this possibility into account,

the model controls for the number of previous switches within the panel (Kelly and Lim,

2000; Steele, 2005). Respondents can switch vote intentions at any time before or during

the campaign, but changes could only be measured when a survey wave was organised. As

a consequence, discrete time hazard models are called for (Steele, 2011).

16Noteworthy exceptions are Kuhn (2009) and Schmitt-Beck et al. (2006).
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6.2.4 Results

As a first step, the link between political sophistication and volatility is investigated for

inter-election and campaign volatility separately. Previous research has indicated that when

strictly separating both types of volatility, and distinguishing between switching parties

before an election campaign starts off and switching during the election campaign, the

effect of political sophistication is in opposite directions (Dassonneville, 2012).

Table 6.9 presents the results of logistic regressions, in which inter-election and campaign

volatility are analysed separately. Inter-election volatility is operationalised as reporting a

vote intention in the first wave of the survey that differs from the recalled vote choice

in 2005. All subsequent switches are operationalised as campaign switching. Given that

campaign switching is possible at different instances, a respondent who switched at least

once during the campaign is operationalised as a ‘campaign switcher’. Because a number of

scholars argue that the effect of political sophistication on both inter-election and campaign

volatility is curvilinear, we also model a nonlinear relation by additionally including the

squared effect of the political sophistication index (Model 2 and Model 4).

In Model 1 the correlates of inter-election volatility, strictly defined as switching before

the campaign, are investigated. Looking at the effect of political sophistication first, only

including the main effect of the political sophistication index indicates a significant and

positive effect. As previous research already indicated, and as hypothesised (Hypothesis 1),

higher levels of political sophistication increase the probability of changing parties from one

election to the next election campaign.

The results for Model 1 furthermore indicate that the claim that political disaffection

should be looked at if one wants to understand the causes for vote switching is warranted

(Zelle, 1995). Higher levels of satisfaction with democracy significantly and strongly de-

crease the probability of inter-election switching and voters with higher levels of political

trust as well are less likely to change parties. The results presented in Table 6.9 additionally

indicate that none of the socio-demographic control variables seems to significantly affect

voters’ probability of inter-election switching. Interestingly, although it is often claimed

that East and West are still highly divergent political systems, the probability of inter-

election switching does not differ significantly in both parts of the country. The effect of

party identification is significant and indicates that respondents who feel close to a party are

clearly less likely to switch parties from one election to the next campaign. The strength of

the effect accentuates the need to control for partisanship when investigating what causes

voters to switch parties. An additional specificity of the German electoral context is the

presence of incentives for strategic voting. The effect of strategic voting in 2005 indicates

that this group of voters is significantly more likely to have changed parties by the start of

the 2009 campaign.
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Table 6.9: Explaining inter-election and campaign-volatility
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Model 2 includes all the independent variables from Model 1 and additionally the squared

term of the political sophistication index, as such a curvilinear effect of political sophisti-

cation on inter-election switching is investigated. Doing so does not indicate a significant

effect of political sophistication on inter-election volatility, which provides additional ev-

idence that the effect of sophistication on inter-election switching is linear. The results

therefore suggest that the first hypothesis can be confirmed; higher levels of political so-

phistication significantly increase the probability of inter-election volatility.

In Model 3 and Model 4 in Table 6.9, using the same set of independent variables, it is

investigated what factors are related to campaign volatility. Given that campaign volatility

was possible at several instances during the campaign, as measured in different waves,

the dependent variable measures whether a respondent has switched parties at least once

during the campaign. As is clear from the results, neither modelled linearly nor modelled

curvilinearly is the political sophistication index significantly related to campaign volatility.

As a consequence, the results do not allow accepting the second hypothesis.

Unlike what holds for inter-election volatility, attitudes of political disaffection do not

seem to be affecting campaign volatility. As was the case for inter-election volatility as well,

the socio-demographical variables do not predict campaign volatility. In line with what was

found for inter-election volatility, then, it is clear that being close to a party significantly

decreases the probability of switching, while being a strategic voter significantly increases

voters’ probability of switching. Given that only two independent variables are significant

predictors of campaign volatility, the explanatory power of Model 3 and Model 4 is very

low.

The previous analyses indicated some crucial differences between inter-election volatility

on the one hand and campaign volatility on the other. In the framework of the current

section, the results most importantly indicated that political sophistication increases the

probability of switching parties from one election to the start of the next election campaign.

Unlike what was hypothesised, political sophistication is not found to decrease the likelihood

of changing parties in the course of an election campaign. The next question then is whether

differences in the effect (or absence of an effect) of political sophistication can be explained

merely by the fact that a campaign period is inherently different from a non-campaign

period, or whether – as stated in the third hypothesis – the effect of political sophistication

becomes increasingly more negative as Election Day draws near? In order to test this, the

timing of party switching is analysed by means of event history modelling techniques.

Table 6.10 presents the results of three models. Model 1 is the main model of the pooled

data including both switching before and during the campaign. In this model volatility

is analysed by means of a random intercept multilevel model, with observations nested

in individuals. The timing of switching is investigated through the inclusion of dummy

variables for subsequent waves of the panel survey. In Model 2 additionally a random

slope of the effect of time and an interactive term between sophistication and the campaign
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period is added. In Model 3, then, political sophistication is interacted with each of the wave

dummies, which allows investigating whether the effect of political sophistication becomes

more negative as the campaign unfolds. The independent variables included in the pooled

models are the same as for the separate analyses of inter-election and campaign volatility.

Additionally, because of the repeated-events framework, the number of times a respondent

has switched before is controlled for.

Looking at the results for Model 1 first, the negative and significant coefficients for the

survey wave dummies indicate that in all survey waves during the campaign, voters are less

likely to change parties than they are before the campaign period. Additionally, the size

of the coefficients somewhat increases for subsequent waves, indicating that the probability

to switch decreases as Election Day draws near. This finding is indicative for the fact that

as the election approaches, more and more voters have decided what party to vote for,

rendering their vote intention more stable.

The results of Model 1 presented in Table 6.10 furthermore indicate that when pool-

ing inter-election and campaign volatility, the effect of political sophistication is no longer

significant. The variables capturing political disaffection do indicate significant effects, as

is clear from the significant and negative effects of satisfaction with democracy and polit-

ical trust. Additionally, in line with the analyses for campaign volatility and interelection

volatility separately, being close to a party decreases the probability of switching while

being a strategic voter increases the probability of switching. Given that repeated events

are analysed, the number of times a respondent has switched parties by the time of the

survey is controlled for. As is clear from Model 1 in Table 6.10, however, this does not

significantly affect the probability of changing parties. For the pooled analysis there are

some indications of an effect of socio-demographics. Women seem to be somewhat more

likely to change parties compared to men and respondents from the upper middle or upper

classes are significantly less likely to switch parties than the middle classes.

Model 2 includes the same independent variables as Model 1 and additionally an in-

teraction term between political sophistication and the campaign period. As can be seen

from Table 6.10, most results are robust to the inclusion of this interaction term. Surpris-

ingly, the effect of the number of times switched before is negative and significant, which is

indicative for a ceiling effect. Having switched parties in the course of the campaign does

not provoke more switching, but on the contrary obstructs further volatility. For political

sophistication, then, it can be observed that the main effect of the political sophistication

index is positive and becomes marginally significant. The interaction term, with a coeffi-

cient of about equal size, is negative and significant. As such, these results indicate that

the effect of political sophistication on volatility is positive before the campaign, but this

positive effect is countered and becomes negligible during the campaign period, which is in

line with the findings in Table 6.9.

Both the results for separate analyses of inter-election volatility and campaign volatility
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and the results of the pooled approach seem to confirm that the effect of political so-

phistication differs for campaign and non-campaign periods. As such, there is suggestive

evidence for what previous research has already indicated; political sophistication increases

the probability of switching before an election campaign but this effect is reversed in cam-

paign periods. The next step, then, is to investigate whether this difference between the

campaign and the non-campaign period is the reflection of a continuous process of change

in the run-up to the elections or merely a contrast between the campaign and the non-

campaign period. Therefore, in Model 3 the political sophistication index is interacted with

each of the wave dummies. If the process were one of increasingly more negative effects of

political sophistication on the probability of switching, we would observe significant nega-

tive effects for these interaction terms and an increase of the sizes of coefficients as Election

Day draws near.

The results of Model 3 are in line with this expectation, even though not all interactive

terms are significant, the trend is clearly one of increasingly more negative effects of political

sophistication on the probability of switching parties. Furthermore, looking at the main

effect of political sophistication in Model 3, curvilinearity is hinted at. As a result, the

main effect of sophistication on volatility found is in line with what previous research has

already indicated. But the results point to an important addition in terms of timing. As

Election Day draws near, the effect of political sophistication becomes more negative and

the constraining effect of sophistication on switching is enhanced. As a consequence, we

find suggestive evidence for the third hypothesis. The differences in the effect of political

sophistication on volatility in non-campaign periods and campaign periods seem to be a

reflection of a continuous process by which the effect of political sophistication changes.

Higher levels of political sophistication significantly increase the probability of switching

before the campaign, but this advantage diminishes as Election Day draws near. In the final

wave, then, the effect is reversed and higher levels of political sophistication are associated

with a lower probability of switching parties. As a consequence, the aspect of timing is

crucial to take into account when scholars investigate the link between sophistication and

electoral volatility.

To have a better grasp of what the size of the estimated effects of political sophistication

and its interaction with time are, the results of some predicted probabilities are graphically

presented in Figure 6.1. Predictions are made for two extreme cases; a respondent with

a minimum level of political sophistication and a respondent with a maximum level of

political sophistication. Most importantly, the graph illustrates that the high sophisticates

are strongly more likely to switch parties before the campaign takes off (see the difference in

probabilities in Wave 1). In the course of the campaign period, then, the probability that a

high sophisticated voter switches parties is in continuous decline. For the low sophisticates,

by contrast, the probability to switch parties increases as Election Day draws near.
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Figure 6.1: Predicted probabilities of switching parties over time – comparing low and high
sophisticates
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Note: Predictions based on estimations in Model 3 of Table 6.10. Predictions are for female respondents of
middle social class and with an other than Catholic Christian denomination, not identifying with a party and
not voting strategically. All other variables set at their mean. Source: GLES 2009. Short-term campaign
panel ZA5305, version 3.0.0.

As an additional robustness test, interactions of other independent variables and time

were included as well. These tests indicated that results for political sophistication are ro-

bust to taking into account that the effects of political trust, external efficacy or satisfaction

with democracy on volatility as well can vary over time.17

6.2.5 Discussion

What effect political sophistication has on volatility is an old question in the field of polit-

ical research. It is additionally a highly relevant question, because the voters who switch

parties from one election to another hold the balance of power. Nevertheless, the debate

on whether political sophistication increases or decreases the probability to switch parties

is still ongoing.

In this section, this classical puzzle within research on voting behaviour is investigated

with specific attention for the element of timing. Building on previous research, the starting

point is that the effect of political sophistication on volatility differs depending on whether

inter-election or campaign volatility is looked at. For the German 2009 elections, the results

indeed suggest that political sophistication somewhat increased the probability to switch

17Results not shown but available upon request.
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parties before the campaign took off. Along the campaign period covered by the German

Short-term campaign panel, however, political sophistication does not significantly affect

the likelihood that voters switch parties.

A number of reasons can be thought of why high levels of sophistication increase the

probability of switching before the campaign but not in the campaign period. First, it is

known that high politically sophisticated voters decide earlier what party to vote for. If

these voters decide to switch parties from one election to another, therefore, they can be

expected to be doing so early on. Second, high levels of sophistication arm voters against

the influence of political messages during the campaign. Both of these factors, then, can be

thought of to become increasingly important as Election Day comes near and the campaign

unfolds. Therefore, the analysis is taken a step further and a continuous process of a

changing impact of political sophistication on volatility is investigated.

The results of the multilevel analyses indeed suggest that the effect of political sophis-

tication on volatility continues to change as Election Day draws near. This finding is not

inconsequential for political science research; it implies that the point in time when voters

are interviewed affects the relationship found between political sophistication and volatility.

The differences between inter-election and campaign volatility that have previously been

found therefore are not a mere consequence of the different setting. Processes are at work

that continue to alter the effect of sophistication on volatility up until Election Day.

This study obviously suffers from some important limitations, the impact of which war-

rants further investigation. First, the data are based on analyses on a non-probability on-line

panel sample. This aspect can bias findings, especially when it comes to investigating the

effect of political sophistication on volatility. Furthermore, the repeated survey-design in-

troduces an attrition bias, leading to an enhanced focus on a small group of most likely high

politically sophisticated respondents. As a consequence, the results should be interpreted

with some caution and a straightforward generalization towards the electorate at large is

not possible. Future research, therefore, should provide insights on whether the same pat-

terns can be observed when analysing volatility among a representative probability sample.

Second, the presence of a substantial amount of strategic voting could be argued to war-

rant investigating differences between within- and between-block switching or to take into

account the ideological distance bridged (Dassonneville and Dejaeghere, 2014). The rela-

tively small number of volatile respondents in the sample, however, and the differentiation

of the effect in panel waves, render the results of such an analysis highly unstable. Third,

although the survey used included a recall question on voting behaviour in the previous

election, ideally the contrasting effects of sophistication for inter-election and campaign

volatility respectively are investigated by means of a full panel covering different election

campaigns. The fact that the process of change observed continues throughout the cam-

paign period and therefore for observed changes as well, however, increases the reliability

of the findings. Nevertheless, investigating the impact of timing on the relation between
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political sophistication and volatility by means of a full panel is the next step to take.

The results of the current analysis indicate that timing matters when investigating

volatility. When one measures vote intention switching is likely to affect the relation found

between political sophistication and volatility. Given the importance of the debate on

the effect of political sophistication in research on volatility, this finding should not be

disregarded. Future research therefore should bear in mind that the timing of measuring

change is affecting the results.
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Table 6.10: Explaining the timing of switching

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B (s.e.) B (s.e.) B (s.e.)

Survey wave (ref: wave 1)
Wave 2 -1.375∗∗∗ (0.124) -0.307 (0.547) -0.152 (0.551)
Wave 3 -1.617∗∗∗ (0.147) -0.795+ (0.592) -1.110 (0.758)
Wave 4 -1.705∗∗∗ (0.159) -1.337∗ (0.648) -0.843 (0.902)
Wave 5 -1.627∗∗∗ (0.179) -1.715∗∗ (0.715) -1.734+ (1.141)
Wave 6 -1.453∗∗∗ (0.202) -1.989∗∗ (0.800) -1.430 (1.249)
Wave 7 -1.642∗∗∗ (0.232) -2.720∗∗∗ (0.890) -1.002 (1.589)
Female 0.201+ (0.126) 0.046 (0.225) 0.080 (0.205)
Age -0.002 (0.004) 0.000 (0.008) -0.001 (0.008)
Region born (ref: West)
East 0.212 (0.165) -0.062 (0.297) -0.026 (0.286)
Abroad/no German citizenship -0.085 (0.426) -0.151 (0.754) -0.189 (0.791)
Subjective class (ref: Middle class)
Working/lower middle class 0.030 (0.143) -0.067 (0.257) -0.102 (0.241)
Upper middle class/upper class -0.339∗ (0.193) -0.563+ (0.389) -0.519+ (0.358)
Religious denomination (ref: none)
Catholic 0.156 (0.166) 0.226 (0.300) 0.217 (0.285)
Other Christian 0.012 (0.152) 0.041 (0.277) 0.042 (0.274)
Other -0.398 (0.516) -0.822 (0.909) -0.858 (0.908)
Political sophistication index -0.161 (0.150) 0.259+ (0.204) 0.405∗∗∗ (0.121)
Political sophistication index2 0.019 (0.015) -0.006 (0.017) -0.022+ (0.015)
Political sophistication
x Campaign period -0.200∗ (0.099)
Political sophistication x w2 -0.231∗∗∗ (0.105)
Political sophistication x w3 -0.144 (0.146)
Political sophistication x w4 -0.303∗ (0.174)
Political sophistication x w5 -0.211 (0.232)
Political sophistication x w6 -0.324+ (0.245)
Political sophistication x w7 -0.546∗ (0.317)
Satisfaction with democracy -0.147∗ (0.075) -0.273∗ (0.137) -0.327∗ (0.134)
External efficacy -0.060 (0.068) -0.046 (0.125) -0.045 (0.098)
Political trust -0.226∗ (0.092) -0.478∗∗∗ (0.135) -0.359∗ (0.171)
Party ID -0.868∗∗∗ (0.190) -1.881∗∗∗ (0.340) -1.617∗∗∗ (0.308)
Times switched before 0.098 (0.128) -2.041∗∗∗ (0.405) -1.853∗∗∗ (0.390)
Strategic voter 1.163∗∗∗ (0.255) 2.387∗∗∗ (0.485) 2.158∗∗∗ (0.457)
Constant 0.797 (0.602) 0.572 (1.042) 0.037 (0.630)
σ2 constant 1.961 (0.415) 8.730 (2.082) 7.795 (2.230)
σ2 time 1.273 (0.381) 1.196 (0.359)

N observations 6,636 6,636 6,636
N individuals 1,418 1,418 1,418
Bayesian DIC 4,450.20 3,489.02 3,565.14

Note: Significance levels: +p < 0.1;∗ p < 0.05;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗∗∗ p < 0.001. Source: GLES 2009. Short-term
Campaign Panel ZA5305, version 3.0.0.
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7
Political Sophistication and the Distance

of Party Switching1

Abstract

Scholars have investigated the characteristics of volatile voters ever since the first voter

surveys were carried out and they have paid specific attention to the role of political sophis-

tication on vote switching. Nevertheless, the exact nature of this relationship is still unclear.

With increasing volatility over the past decades this question has furthermore grown in rel-

evance. Is the growing unpredictability of elections mostly driven by sophisticated voters

making well-considered choices or is the balance of power in the hands of unsophisticated

‘floating voters’? Several scholars have argued that even under conditions of increasing

volatility switching is still mostly confined to changes to ideologically close parties. Most

researchers, however, have used rather crude measures to investigate this ‘leap’ between

parties. To advance research in this field, this chapter directly models the ideological dis-

tance bridged by volatile voters when investigating the link between political sophistication

and volatility. This is done using Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES) data

that encompass a broad sample of recent parliamentary elections worldwide. Results indi-

cate that voters with an intermediate level of political knowledge are most likely to switch

1This chapter is based on the following article: Dassonneville, R. & Dejaeghere, Y. Bridging the Ideo-
logical Space. A Cross-National Analysis of the Distance of Party Switching. European Journal of Political
Research 53 (3): 580–599.
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overall. When taking into account the ideological distance of party switching, however,

the confining impact of political knowledge on the vote choices made is clearly dominant,

resulting in a linear decrease of the distance bridged as voters become more knowledgeable.

7.1 Introduction

It only took a few years after Lipset and Rokkan’s (1967) seminal publication on the frozen-

ness of European party systems for scholars to point at patterns of growing electoral insta-

bility. Looking at the shifts in vote shares between one election and another they indicated

that electoral volatility was clearly rising (Pedersen, 1979; Crewe and Denver, 1985). This

was challenging for the classical theories of voting behaviour that stress the importance of

social cleavages and hence stability. Bartolini and Mair (1990, p. 36) did concede that large

electoral changes occurred, but contended in defence of cleavage theory that ‘the volatil-

ity which matters in terms of cleavage persistence or change is the volatility which occurs

between blocks of parties representing the opposing side of a cleavage line’. It is generally

assumed that voters who switch to an ideologically close party are driven by rational con-

siderations. Volatile voters are still thought to be bounded by ideological considerations

and to make a structured choice (van der Meer et al., 2012). Additionally, switching to

parties within an ideological block is often interpreted as driven by strategic considerations

(Lachat, 2007). Voters switching between blocks, on the other hand, do not seem to be

taking ideology into account when voting. These floating voters are described as ‘electoral

drifters or rolling stones, who cast their vote almost at random’ (Rattinger, 1997, p. 87).

It is clear that for Bartolini and Mair (1990) only the evolution of the latter was relevant

regarding the validity of cleavage theory. Such an approach has since become widely ac-

cepted. In aggregate-level as well as in individual-level research, scholars therefore regularly

distinguish between voters who change parties within an ideological block, on the one hand,

and voters changing blocks on the other (Kuhn, 2009; Lachat, 2007; van der Meer et al.,

2015). Scholars have shown that most switching occurs within ideological blocks of par-

ties. As such, even in a highly volatile context as the Dutch electoral sphere, volatility has

been described as bounded (van der Meer et al., 2012). Clearly, when looking at volatility,

degrees of switching have to be taken into account.

It is also clear that the differentiation between two kinds of switching has implications

for the formulation of hypotheses regarding the relation between political sophistication and

volatility. Although it is an old issue in the field of electoral behaviour, the question whether

political sophistication increases or decreases vote switching is still cloudy and intensely

debated. We aim to gain new insights in the causal link between political sophistication

and party switching by explicitly taking into account the aspect of ideological distance.

In this chapter the ideological distance of party switching will be analysed compara-

tively by focusing on parliamentary elections in democratic countries worldwide. The data
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come from the second and third module of the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems

(CSES) project. We start with a review of the literature on volatility and block volatility

more specifically. Next, we elaborate on the scholarly debate on the link between political

sophistication and vote switching. We then describe the data and the methods used, after

which we present the results. We end with some concluding remarks on the implications of

our findings and limitations of the analyses presented in this chapter.

7.2 Total volatility and block volatility

Mogens Pedersen (1979) was one of the first scholars to draw attention to a process of

change in electoral behaviour. Looking at the increase of net volatility at an aggregate

level, he argued that both voters and party systems were becoming increasingly volatile.

This observation did not remain unchallenged and Peter Mair (1993) characterised the idea

of electoral change as being ‘largely mythical’. One of his arguments was that even though

electoral results might indeed have become slightly more volatile, most of the changes

observed were still confined within ideological blocks. Mair (1993, p. 124) stated, therefore,

that ‘looking at the aggregate evidence, it is readily apparent that when voters switch, they

switch between friends rather than between enemies’. To investigate the degree of switching

‘between enemies’, Bartolini and Mair (1990) modified the standard volatility measure into

so-called ‘block volatility’. Doing so, one only considers a switch relevant when it is between

parties belonging to different ideological blocks.

While this approach is without any doubt valuable for gaining insights in whether the

impact of cleavages on voting behaviour is indeed declining, it also has some restrictions.

First, one has to decide what cleavages to take into account when defining which ideolog-

ical blocks parties belong to. Bartolini and Mair (1990) focused on the class cleavage and

distinguished between a group of left parties, with both traditional class-left parties and

new-left parties, on the one hand, and the non-left bourgeois parties, on the other. Block

volatility, however, could just as well be looked at with regard to the religious cleavage

(Federer-Shtayer and Meffert, 2014). Second, once a cleavage has been chosen, one has to

assign all parties to a particular block. This has been found to be a cumbersome task by

scholars distinguishing between left and bourgeois parties (Webb, 2000). Patterns of value

change in Western societies and the subsequent rise of issues as migration or globalisation in

the field of electoral politics further obfuscate the boundaries between party blocks (Kriesi,

2010). While it is hard to assign parties to blocks within a particular national context,

distinguishing blocks for the purpose of a cross-national comparison can be argued to be

even more troublesome. Research on cleavages usually distinguishes between different cleav-

ages, such as class, religion or an urban-rural divide, but these cleavages are not present

everywhere nor of the same importance across countries (Knutsen, 2009).

Clearly, distinguishing between within- and between-block volatility comes with some
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difficulties, especially in the framework of a cross-country comparison. At the same time,

however, several scholars have argued that it is essential to take into account whether

voters switch to parties nearby or to an ideologically distant party. As a solution to this

problem we suggest focusing on the ideological distance between parties, in terms of left

and right, when investigating volatility rather than assigning parties to blocks. Arguably,

a one-dimensional approach for assessing the ideological distance between parties might be

judged rather crude. For a number of countries, the electoral space has indeed been shown

to be two- or more-dimensional (Bertoa, 2014; Dolezal and Hutter, 2012; LaPalombara,

2007). The single left-right continuum, however, has previously been labeled a ‘super-issue’

(van der Eijk et al., 2005). Although the salience of the left-right dimension might have

diminished for some subgroups in the population, it still remains a very important marker

that all voters use to some extent to make their choice in an electoral process (Hellwig, 2008).

Despite the fact that left and right were traditionally associated with the class cleavage –

a cleavage that has waned – voters still seem to develop an orientation on the left-right

axis (van der Eijk et al., 2005). Recent research using datasets that include Southern and

Eastern European countries even indicates that an increasing number of people are able

to situate themselves on a left-right scale compared to previous studies, making this single

dimension more suited for comparative research (Bertoa, 2014; Freire, 2008; McAllister and

White, 2007).

7.3 Political sophistication: Stimulus or restraint for party

switching?

Volatility as such is not problematic for a democracy and some level of party-switching

actually reinforces the democratic credentials of an election (Blondel, 1968). Such a positive

view on volatility relates to the normative stereotype of an ‘individual, educated, rational

voter as the model citizen’ that was passed on in Western democracies since the Progressive

Era (Schudson, 2000, p. 9). This is a voter who selects a party in an election after thoughtful

consideration of different electoral platforms and not because he or she voted for this party

‘the last time round’. If such a citizen switches parties, one can only laud her/him for the

cognitive effort involved. This normative view of the citizen is one of the reasons why the

most vibrant discussion in relation to electoral volatility has revolved around the question

whether it is the lower or the higher sophisticated voters who are more likely to switch

parties.

After having investigated vote intentions of American voters in the 1948 presidential

election campaign, Berelson et al. (1963) concluded that voters who switch vote intentions

have a low interest in politics. They consequently labeled voters who switch parties as

‘floating voters’. This thwarted the optimistic normative illusions of rational citizens and

has led to a characterisation of volatile voters as having a low level of political sophistication.
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The implication of this perspective on volatile voters is that the uninterested voters hold

the balance of power. This paradoxical and discomforting point of view has subsequently

induced more research on the link between political sophistication and volatility (Boyd,

1986; Converse, 1962; Granberg and Holmberg, 1990).

A number of scholars have argued that when looking into the data there is hardly

any empirical evidence supporting the floating voter hypothesis (Converse, 1962; Daudt,

1961). Converse (1962) therefore suggested a modification of the floating voter hypothesis

for campaign volatility. He argues that faced with political information, a dual process is at

work. While the lower sophisticated are very susceptible to changing preferences, they are

also very unlikely to perceive cues for change, rendering them more stable than originally

thought. The higher sophisticated are more likely to perceive political information and are

therefore more likely to switch preferences. As their level of sophistication increases, these

voters become more and more resistant to change. This reasoning is very much in line

with Zaller’s (1992) findings on the link between political sophistication and information

processing and leads to the expectation of a curvilinear effect of political sophistication on

vote intention switching. The modification of Converse, however, was one for switching

within a campaign only. As far as inter-election volatility is concerned, although Lazarsfeld

et al. (1965) did not generalise their floating voter hypothesis to switching from one election

to another, Converse (1962) argued that for this type of switching evidence is more clearly

in line with the hypothesis of the least involved voters switching most. But in the same

period Benewick et al. (1969) concluded their analyses of British panel data with ‘the

figures indicated that a substantial proportion of the floating voters were well-informed and

interested in politics’, thereby leaving the discussion on this topic wide open.

Dalton (1984) also argues against the floating voter hypothesis. He asserts that since

the publication of the early survey-based voter studies, the electorate has fundamentally

changed. Through a process of societal change called ‘cognitive mobilisation’, voters now

have more cognitive capabilities and wider access to political information compared to

voters in the 1940s and 1950s. As a consequence, present-day voters are no longer in need

of partisanship as a vote choice heuristic. Looking at the characteristics of voters in a

number of Western democracies, he argues that a growing group of highly sophisticated

apartisans are now part of the electorate (Dalton, 2012, 2013). These apartisans make

their vote choices independent of party alignments and they are hence more volatile than

partisans.

Lachat (2007) has further built on this link between partisanship and volatility and

argues that it is crucial that predispositions are taken into account when investigating the

relationship between political sophistication and volatility. As for the effect of sophistication

on volatility, Lachat argues that a curvilinear effect is to be expected, with most volatility

among voters with a middle level of political sophistication. His argument, which can be

found in the work of Kuhn (2009) as well, is based on research on information processing.
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The argument is basically the same as the modification that was proposed by Converse

(1962) for investigating the impact of political involvement on campaign-switching. Re-

search on priming effects has previously indicated that citizens who are highly attentive

to political news are the least likely to be swayed by media messages. The explanation

given for this finding is that these highly attentive citizens have well-developed political

opinions based on an extensive amount of information. New information, therefore, has

only a limited impact on these citizens’ attitudes (Krosnick and Brannon, 1993).

Similarly, Zaller (1992) has indicated that low-informed voters are most responsive to

election-specific influences. Well-informed voters, on the other hand, have well-developed

political attitudes and quite often a strong party identification as well. As a result, campaign

messages only have a limited impact among this group. Previous research clearly indicates

that as voters are exposed to political information, a dual process is at work. While political

experts are more likely than political novices to perceive new information, they are also less

likely to change accordingly.

Originally suggested as an expectation on the short-term first and foremost, the expec-

tation of curvilinear effects has been confirmed in a number of studies on campaign volatility

(Boyd, 1986; Latimer, 1986). Lachat (2007) and Kuhn (2009), then, expect curvilinearity

for both campaign and inter-election volatility. As a result, with regard to our analysis of

inter-election volatility, we expect to find a nonlinear relationship with the highest levels of

volatility among voters with an intermediate level of political sophistication.

Hypothesis 1: The likelihood of switching parties from one election to another is

highest among voters with an intermediate level of political sophistication.

Even though it seems obvious to take into account whether voters switch to ideologically

close or distant parties when investigating the link between political sophistication and

volatility, this has only rarely been done. Both Lachat (2007) and Kuhn (2009) distinguish

between within- and between-block switching in the German and/or Swiss context, but

neither of them posits a different hypothesis for the effect of political sophistication on

volatility for the two types of volatility. Both authors argue that a nonlinear relationship is

to be expected for within-block switching as well as for between-block switching. Looking

at their results for switching from one election to another, a strong curvilinear pattern,

with the middle sophisticated voters most likely to switch, can indeed be observed when

switching between party blocks is considered. For within-block switching, the evidence does

not suggest a curvilinear pattern, however. These contradictory results for both types of

volatility have been interpreted as surprising and have led Kuhn (2009, p. 484) to assert

that her results ‘reveal however also the necessity to further reflect and investigate on the

effect between political sophistication, particularly on the striking differences of between- and

within-block changes’.

Trying to explain the high likelihood of within-block switching among the higher sophis-

ticated in Germany, Lachat (2007) refers to the practice of strategic voting in the German
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electoral context. Strategic considerations are expected to be cognitively quite demanding

and cues given by parties to enhance strategic voting are most likely to be perceived by

political experts, hence the high presence of within-block switching among the higher so-

phisticated. Additionally, Lachat (2007) indicates the asymmetry in political information

between large and small parties as a source for higher sophisticated voters’ high likelihood

of within-block switching. Given the relative scarcity of information on smaller parties,

only higher sophisticated voters can be expected to be exposed to this information and to

subsequently switch to a small party within ‘their’ block. While not excluding the impact of

strategic voting and information, we suggest that the ideological distance of parties within

a party block is crucial in this regard. Higher politically sophisticated voters have previ-

ously been found to have better developed political attitudes than political novices (Zaller,

1992). Therefore, we expect that ideology is an important restraint for higher politically

sophisticated voters who switch parties, which can explain their high rate of within-block

switching. We test the straightforward hypothesis that as a voter’s level of political sophis-

tication increases, the ideological distance bridged from one election to another is smaller.

Hypothesis 2: The higher a voter’s level of political sophistication, the smaller the

ideological distance he or she bridges from one election to another.

7.4 Data and methods

7.4.1 Data and coding

In order to test the hypotheses presented above, we need sufficient variation in the ideological

distance bridged by voters switching parties from one election to another. Therefore, ideally,

we make use of a sample of voters in a large number of modern democracies. For this

purpose, we make use of the data provided by the CSES project. Given that we are focusing

on volatility at an individual level, we are confined to those surveys within the project that

included a recall question on previous voting behaviour. Such a question was included from

the second module of the CSES project onwards; therefore the data used for the current

analyses are from the second and third modules of CSES (CSES, 2007, 2013).

Recall questions are argued to be imperfect measures for investigating volatility. Three

reasons can be given for distortions between the recalled and true vote choice. First, citizens

tend to strive for consistency and wish to behave as they have done in the past (Waldahl

and Aardal, 2000). This first aspect fits within cognitive dissonance theories that predict

that citizens will adjust reports of previous behaviour in line with their current behaviour

(Festinger, 1957). For investigating electoral volatility, measurement errors due to a ten-

dency towards consistency would lead to an underestimation of the true amount of party

switching. Second, voters can falsely report previous voting behaviour simply because they

are not able to remember what party they have voted for. Memory problems lead to an

underestimation of volatility simply due to the fact that it is easier to recall a stable vote
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choice (Waldahl and Aardal, 2000). Furthermore, it has been shown to be easier to correctly

recall a vote for a major party than voting for smaller parties or abstaining (Himmelweit

et al., 1978). Third, and this issue is not unique to recalling the previous vote choice, a

sense of duty causes voters who did not turn out to vote in elections to falsely report that

they did (Himmelweit et al., 1978; Waldahl and Aardal, 2000). Previous research has in-

dicated a substantial amount of erroneous recalls and the fact that unstable voters are less

likely to correctly recall their previous vote choice implies an increase of faulty recalls over

time (Waldahl and Aardal, 2000). Despite the errors that are inherent in the use of recall

questions, it seems that ‘if we want to persist in studying simultaneous change in multiple

variables, the use of recall questions on previous behaviour or attitudes seems to be the only

way out’ (Waldahl and Aardal, 2000, p. 387). This is all the more the case if one wants to

investigate volatility from a comparative perspective, since a broad cross-national dataset of

panel studies covering subsequent elections in a number of countries is simply not available.

While there are different sources of recall errors in reports of previous voting behaviour,

Converse (1962, p. 580) claims that these biases are likely to decrease the likelihood of

finding positive results when investigating the link between political sophistication and

volatility. The underlying argument is that recall errors most importantly lead to a false

impression of stability among the least involved. Findings based on recall questions of

previous vote choices can, therefore, be thought of as conservative estimates of the real

effects of political sophistication on volatility.2 We additionally cross-validated the data by

comparing the recalled voting behaviour with actual election results and we only retained

those election samples for which recalled behaviour closely matches the election result.3

This step reduces the sample of countries to established democracies mostly, which limits

the generalisability of our results somewhat. We prefer, however, to be cautious in our use

of recalled voting behaviour for assessing the causes of electoral volatility.

We further restricted the sample to surveys for parliamentary elections and to elections

that were conducted freely according to Freedom House.4 Surveys within the CSES project

use identical question wording and coding of items. Additionally, all surveys were in the field

shortly after national elections. All these characteristics considerably enhance possibilities

for valid cross-national research (Nevitte et al., 2009).

For the coding of party switching, we make use of reported voting behaviour in the

election surveyed and respondents’ recalled vote choice in the previous election. Those

respondents who did not vote in one of both elections were excluded from the sample. As

a consequence of this coding choice, our individual-level findings do not give insights on

aggregate patterns of net volatility – a concept that encompasses voters switching to or

from abstention as well. For coding volatility, we deal with splits and mergers of parties

applying the coding rules that Bartolini and Mair (1990) used for their calculations of

2See the analyses in Chapter 12 for an investigation of whether this assumption is correct.
3See Appendix E for the comparison.
4See Appendix C for an overview of the elections excluded and reasons for exclusions.
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aggregate volatility. Doing so, voters who indicated voting for a party that split from the

party previously voted for, are treated as stable. Similarly, voters who previously voted for

one of the parties of a merger and voted for this merged party are coded as stable voters as

well.5

For those voters who did switch parties, the ideological distance between the party

currently and previously voted for had to be calculated. There have been numerous efforts

to assemble reliable information on parties’ ideological positions that allow for cross-country

comparisons. We can discern between expert surveys, party elite surveys, mass surveys and

content analyses of party manifestos (Franzmann and Kaiser, 2006; Mair, 2001). As Dalton

and McAllister (2015) contend, when investigating a significant number of countries and

multiple elections, only mass surveys and data from the Comparative Manifestos Project

(CMP) are possible options. Previous research has indicated some problems when using

CMP data, however (Pelizzo, 2003). Therefore, even though external sources are to be

preferred, we rely on mass survey data. Furthermore, since aggregated left-right positions

from mass surveys correlate highly with data from expert or elite surveys (Dalton and

McAllister, 2015), we feel confident that the CSES respondents’ assessments of parties’

ideological positions is a valid and robust source of information.

Ideally, parties’ positions should be included both at the time of the current election and

at the time of the previous election because not only voters, but also parties, can change

positions over time.6 Within the CSES project, however, doing so would limit our sample

to those elections for which the previous election was also covered by a CSES survey. As a

consequence, we make use of the ideological position of parties as assessed by respondents

of the CSES surveys in the current election only. For those elections for which the previous

election was covered by CSES (in either one of the three CSES modules), we compared left-

right placements, which correlated at 0.98.7 Given our use of this measure for calculating the

ideological distance bridged by voters, we could only do so for those respondents indicating

that they voted for parties for which the ideological position was questioned in the CSES

module. For respondents voting for one of the smaller parties, this information was not

available, further reducing the sample somewhat.

Missing information for the coding of the dependent variable and missing data on some

of the independent variables led to an additional reduction of the sample size of the dataset

to 28,120 individuals nested in 33 CSES election studies in 19 different countries. Different

coding choices and missing values for multiple aspects of information have considerably

reduced the sample size. Additionally, the extent to which there is large amount of missing

5Information on the coding of stability and party switching can be found in Appendix D.
6See Chapter 10 for an analysis of how ideological shifts from parties can affect the probability that voters

switch parties.
7This could be done for the following elections: Australia 2007, Canada 2008, Finland 2007, Finland 2011,

Germany 2002, Germany 2005, Germany 2009, Iceland 2007, Iceland 2009, Ireland 2007, The Netherlands
2002, The Netherlands 2010, Norway 2001, Norway 2005, Portugal 2005, Spain 2004, Sweden 2002, Sweden
2006, Switzerland 2003 and Switzerland 2007.
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data varies from country to country and from election to election (as is clear from Appendix

F). While this issue is certainly a reason for concern and for some cautiousness when inter-

preting our findings, it has to be noted that our findings are robust and exclude the most

problematic election samples.8

As can be seen in Table 7.1, there is considerable variation in the amount of party

switching in the elections in the sample. Overall, stability dominates, as, on average, about

27 per cent of the respondents reported to have switched parties compared to the preceding

election. Most of the elections on top of the list, with high degrees of switching, are known

to be organised in very open electoral systems. The Irish 2007 elections were the most

volatile in the sample, with over half of the respondents reporting to have switched parties.

It is noteworthy that all three of the Dutch elections that are included are among the most

unstable in the dataset, confirming the status of The Netherlands as one of the most volatile

electoral contexts (Dassonneville, 2013; Mair, 2008). Elections at the bottom of the list are

those with high degrees of stability. About 13 per cent of respondents reported switching

parties in the Portugese 2002 and the British 2005 elections. Even less switching is found

for the Spanish 2004 election.

7.4.2 Measures

Our main interest in this chapter is assessing the impact of voters’ level of political so-

phistication on the ideological distance they bridge from one election to another. Political

sophistication is an abstract and complex concept in which not only knowledge, but also

how individuals structure information, is of central importance. When it comes to mea-

suring political sophistication, different approaches have been suggested and are used by

scholars (for an extensive overview, see Lachat (2007)). Political interest, media use, polit-

ical involvement and levels of education are all linked to political sophistication and have

been used as indicators of the concept. Reviewing the literature, however, several scholars

have pointed out that political knowledge is the most direct and probably the best measure

of political sophistication that can be used (Delli Carpini and Keeter, 1996; Lachat, 2007;

Marthaler, 2008). Therefore, we make use of a measure of political knowledge as an indi-

cator of voters’ level of political sophistication. Most national election surveys conducted

in the framework of the CSES project contain three knowledge questions. These are de-

signed in such a way by the national survey teams that questions are answered correctly by

two thirds, one half and one third of the respondents, respectively (Grönlund and Milner,

2006).9 Summing the number of correct answers on the three knowledge questions gives us,

for each respondent, a score of political knowledge ranging between 0 and 3. Additionally, in

order to take into account between-country variation in voters’ political knowledge scores,we

8Results not shown, but available upon request.
9For the estimation sample, the three knowledge items were answered correctly by 77, 62 and 34 per cent

of the respondents, respectively.
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Table 7.1: Party switching in elections included in the analyses

Percentage stable Percentage switching N

Ireland 2007 44.89% 55.11% 274
The Netherlands 2010 58.79% 41.21% 1,427
The Netherlands 2002 59.71% 40.29% 886
New Zealand 2002 63.42% 36.58% 853
Estonia 2011 64.41% 35.59% 354
Norway 2005 65.54% 34.46% 1,425
The Netherlands 2006 65.78% 34.22% 1,581
Finland 2011 65.95% 34.05% 787
Sweden 2006 66.36% 33.64% 645
Iceland 2009 67.15% 32.85% 688
Slovenia 2004 69.43% 30.57% 350
Norway 2001 70.09% 29.91% 1,364
Norway 2009 70.86% 29.14% 1,328
Sweden 2002 70.94% 29.06% 554
Germany 2005 71.03% 28.97% 856
Denmark 2007 71.98% 28.02% 910
New Zealand 2008 72.19% 27.81% 525
Canada 2008 73.99% 26.01% 819
Iceland 2007 74.47% 25.53% 893
Germany 2002 76.71% 23.29% 1,507
Germany 2009 77.17% 22.83% 1,060
Finland 2007 77.59% 22.41% 781
Switzerland 2007 77.82% 22.18% 1,091
Australia 2007 77.82% 22.18% 947
Australia 2004 78.88% 21.12% 1,212
Finland 2003 81.02% 18.98% 664
Portugal 2005 82.80% 17.20% 1,163
Greece 2009 83.87% 16.13% 496
Switzerland 2003 85.02% 14.98% 614
Czech Republic 2002 85.39% 14.61% 356
Portugal 2002 86.70% 13.30% 609
Great Britain 2005 87.45% 12.55% 502
Spain 2004 92.32% 7.68% 599
Total 72.81% 27.19% 28,120

Source: CSES Module 2 and Module 3.

standardised the measure for political knowledge by dividing individuals’ knowledge score

by the average knowledge score in their election sample (Singh and Thornton, 2013). Doing

so, the categorical measure of political knowledge is transformed into a continuous one.

A number of other individual variables are controlled for in the analyses. We include

the socio-structural variables age, gender and respondents’ level of education. We distin-

guish between respondents holding any kind of college degree and voters without a college
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education (Singh and Thornton, 2013). Furthermore, given that a number of scholars ar-

gue that volatility can be interpreted as an expression of political disaffection, we include

measures of satisfaction with democracy and political efficacy as control variables as well

(Dassonneville, 2012; Söderlund, 2008; Zelle, 1995). We also include whether respondents

feel close to a party (0 = no, 1 = yes). Although the question gauges for closeness to a

particular party, including the item should control for the effect of partisanship on party

switching. As a final individual-level variable we include the ideological distance to the

party that is closest to the party previously voted for. As such, we take into account the

degree to which switching to a close alternative is an option for voters. Descriptive statistics

for all independent variables used in the analyses are in Table 7.2.

Table 7.2: Descriptive statistics of independent variables

N Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.

Age 28,120 50.75 15.57 20 100
Female 28,120 0.50 0.50 0 1
College education 28,120 0.30 0.46 0 1
Political knowledge (standardized) 28,120 1.00 0.57 0.00 3.11
Satisfaction with democracy 28,120 2.74 0.85 1 4
Political efficacy 28,120 3.94 0.98 1 5
Close to a party 28,120 0.57 0.49 0 1
Distance to closest party 28,120 0.68 0.68 0.00 3.21

Source: CSES Module 2 and Module 3.

7.4.3 Method

The data have a hierarchical structure, with respondents nested in elections and these elec-

tions nested in countries. A number of different approaches can be used to take this nested

structure into account. For the current analysis, given our interest in the general effect of

political sophistication on vote switching, our focus is at the individual level only. Further-

more, there is a substantial amount of variation in electoral systems; political contexts and

election-specific factors across the elections sampled, and all these factors can be argued to

affect the degree of switching. In order to control for the potential impact of all of these

contextual factors, we present the results of fixed effects models that include election-specific

dummies.10

10Estimating fixed effects models comes with the cost of not allowing the investigation of differences across
countries of the effect of political sophistication on vote switching. To investigate this possibility we also
estimated a hierarchical linear model with beside random intercepts at the election level also a random
slope of the effect of political knowledge. These analyses indicated that there is virtually no variation across
elections in the slope of political knowledge, indicating that the pattern observed is a general one. Results
of these additional analyses are available upon request.
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7.5 Results

As a first step, we investigate the relation between political knowledge and voters’ likelihood

of switching parties in general. Doing so, we do not take into account the ideological distance

bridged or whether respondents switch to parties within or between blocks. Either a voter

switches parties from one election to another s/he does not, which is modelled by means of

a logit function.

The results of the analyses are presented in Table 7.3. In Model 1 only the main effect

of political knowledge is included; Model 2 additionally includes its squared term, allowing

a test for a curvilinear effect of political sophistication on party switching. Looking at the

control variables, we can observe that as voters are older, they are less likely to switch

parties from one election to another. There are no significant differences in the probability

of switching for male and female voters, but college education is a significant predictor. As

the results indicate, respondents holding a college degree are significantly more likely to

report having switched parties. Results furthermore confirm previous evidence indicating

that switching parties is an expression of political disaffection. As their level of satisfaction

with democracy increases, respondents are less likely to report party switching. Similarly,

as voters have a higher sense of political efficacy, they are less likely to switch parties from

one election to another. Not surprisingly, the effect of being close to a particular party is

strong and highly significant – a result which confirms the need to control for partisanship

when investigating what determines volatility. The ideological distance to the party that

is closest to the party previously voted for is not a significant predictor of party switching.

Controlling for differences across the electoral contexts in the sample by means of fixed

effects, we do not observe that being closer to an alternative party makes a voter more

likely to switch parties from one election to another.

Our main interest is in the effect of political knowledge, which we use as a proxy for

respondents’ level of political sophistication, on volatility. As clear from Model 1, only

including the main effect of political knowledge does not indicate a statistically significant

effect of political knowledge on party switching. Additionally, including the squared effect

of knowledge in Model 2 indicates a statistically significant effect of political knowledge

on party switching. We observe a positive and significant effect of the main term and a

significant negative effect of the squared term of knowledge. As such, these results indicate

a curvilinear effect of political sophistication on party switching. While Model 2 has a

slightly better model fit compared to the first model, as evident from the somewhat lower

AIC value, it is equally obvious that the explanatory power of both models is rather low.

To have a better insight into this effect of political knowledge on the probability of

switching parties from one election to another we calculated some predicted probabilities.

In Figure 7.1 we plotted the predicted probability, according to Model 2 in Table 7.3, that

a female voter of mean age, without a college education and not close to a party switches

parties from one election to another. The other covariates are set at their mean values. The
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figure illustrates the curvilinear effect of political knowledge on the probability of switching.

The graph equally makes clear, however, that the curvilinear effect is chiefly produced by

the strong decrease in the probability of switching among the higher knowledgeable. Voters

with an intermediate level of political sophistication are only slightly more likely to switch

parties compared to the least knowledgeable. Additionally, as Converse (1962) argues, the

lower sophisticated are likely to report false stability. This implies that the somewhat lower

probability of switching for the lowest sophisticated compared to the middle sophisticated

that we observe might be absent or even reversed in reality. Therefore, while confirming our

first hypothesis of a curvilinear effect, results equally indicate that the highest knowledgeable

are markedly least likely to switch parties.

Table 7.3: Binary logit models explaining party switching

Model 1 Model 2
B (s.e.) B (s.e.)

Constant 0.819∗∗∗ (0.129) 0.747∗∗∗ (0.141)
Age -0.013∗∗∗ (0.001) -0.013∗∗∗ (0.001)
Female 0.011 (0.033) 0.013 (0.033)
College education 0.104∗∗ (0.030) 0.102∗∗ (0.030)
Political knowledge -0.028 (0.024) 0.157∗ (0.077)
Political knowledge2 -0.089∗∗ (0.027)
Satisfaction with democracy -0.115∗∗∗ (0.021) -0.116∗∗∗ (0.020)
Political efficacy -0.058∗∗ (0.019) -0.059∗∗ (0.019)
Close to a party -1.105∗∗∗ (0.058) -1.105∗∗∗ (0.058)
Distance to closest party -0.091 (0.092) -0.090 (0.092)

Election dummies included? Yes Yes
χ2 2970.79∗∗∗ 2978.66∗∗∗

Df 28,078 28,077
McFadden Pseudo-R2 0.090 0.091
AIC 30,019.79 30,013.92
Correct predictions 73.63% 73.72%
N individuals 28,120 28,120
N elections 33 33

Note: Estimates of logistic regression in Stata. Dummies for election-specific fixed effects included (not
shown). Standard errors are robust for 33 election-clusters in the data. Significance levels: ∗p < 0.05;∗∗ p <
0.01;∗∗∗ p < 0.001. Source: CSES Module 2 and Module 3.

In a next step, we go beyond dichotomising between switchers and non-switchers and

take into account the ideological distance bridged by voters switching parties. Doing so, we

no longer expect curvilinear effects but a linear decrease of the distance bridged as voters’

level of political knowledge increases. For the analyses, we recode the ideological distance

bridged by voters in 16 categories, breaking down the continuous variable in groups of half a
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Figure 7.1: Predicted probability of party switching by level of political knowledge (with
95 per cent confidence-intervals)
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Note: Predictions based on Model 2 in Table 7.3. Source: CSES Module 2 and Module 3.

point on the ideological scale. Doing so reduces overdispersion somewhat, while still taking

into account differences in the ideological distance bridged. Given that stability dominates

in the sample and because among switchers most voters change to ideologically close parties,

as evident from Figure 7.2, the data is nevertheless still very skewed towards zero (variance

of 5.98 and mean of 1.22). Adding to this skewness, the dependent variable is bounded and

cannot take values less than zero (King, 1988).11 As a consequence, assuming a Poisson

or negative binomial distribution are possible modelling options. After including all our

independent variables, there is still a significant amount of overdispersion, which is why we

present the results of negative binomial models. In essence, a negative binomial model is

a Poisson regression that is extended by estimating a dispersion parameter as well (Atkins

and Gallop, 2007).

As we did for the models investigating what explains switching, we present two models

for the distance of switching. Model 1 only includes the main effect of political knowledge.

In Model 2 we test for a curvilinear effect by including both the main and the squared effect

of political knowledge. Looking at the model fit statistics at the bottom of Table 7.4 first,

as for the logit models, the explanatory power of the models is clearly very low (Nagelkerke

11As King (1988) has shown, for data with such distributional properties, log transforming the dependent
variable and estimating an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression leads to biased estimates.
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Figure 7.2: Dependent variable: Distance of switching (in categories)
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Note: Predictions based on Model 2 in Table 7.3. Source: CSES Module 2 and Module 3.

R2 of 0.049 for both models). The significant α-statistic indicates that a negative binomial

modelling approach performs better than an alternative Poisson model. For the covariates,

effects are mostly in the same direction as for the logit model. First, as voters grow older,

they bridge a significantly smaller distance from one election to another. There are no

significant differences between male and female voters or between voters holding a college

degree and voters without a college degree. The variables capturing voters’ sense of political

disaffection are negative and significant. As voters are more satisfied with democracy and

have a higher sense of political efficacy, they bridge a significantly smaller ideological dis-

tance. Clearly, the politically disaffected are not only more likely to switch parties (as clear

from Table 7.3), their switches are also more extreme. The effect of closeness to a party is

strong and significant and indicates that voters identifying with a political party are more

ideologically restricted in their vote choices. The ideological distance to the closest party,

similarly as to what we observed for party switching, is not a significant predictor of the

distance bridged.

Contrary to what could be observed for the logit model, when taking into account the

distance of party switching, the effect of political sophistication on switching seems to be

linear. The statistical fit for both models is about the same, but only when including the

main effect of knowledge, indicating a negative effect of knowledge on the distance bridged.

When including both the main and the squared effect, on the other hand, neither reaches a

conventional level of statistical significance.
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Table 7.4: Negative binomial models of ideological distance of party switching

Model 1 Model 2
B (s.e.) B (s.e.)

Constant 1.749∗∗∗ (0.120) 1.715∗∗∗ (0.128)
Age -0.010∗∗∗ (0.001) -0.010∗∗∗ (0.001)
Female -0.013 (0.034) -0.012 (0.034)
College education 0.044 (0.026) 0.044 (0.026)
Political knowledge -0.099∗∗∗ (0.028) -0.015 (0.078)
Political knowledge2 -0.041 (0.029)
Satisfaction with democracy -0.100∗∗∗ (0.022) -0.100∗∗∗ (0.022)
Political efficacy -0.069∗∗∗ (0.020) -0.070∗∗∗ (0.020)
Close to a party -0.899∗∗∗ (0.044) -0.899∗∗∗ (0.044)
Distance to closest party 0.126 (0.069) 0.126 (0.069)

Election dummies included? Yes Yes
α 5.656∗∗∗ 5.656∗∗∗

χ2 1,399.31∗∗∗ 1,400.61∗∗∗

Df 28,077 28,076
McFadden pseudo-R2 0.020 0.020
Nagelkerke pseudo-R2 0.049 0.049
AIC 70,280.73 70,281.43
N individuals 28,120 28,120
N elections 33 33

Note: Estimates of a negative binomial regression in Stata. Dummies for election-specific fixed effects
included. Standard errors are robust for 33 election-clusters in the data. Significance levels: ∗p < 0.05;∗∗ p <
0.01;∗∗∗ p < 0.001. Source: CSES Module 2 and Module 3.

One could claim that the fact that we include switchers and stable voters in a single

analysis implies that our results are, to a large extent, driven by characteristics of stable

voters. Furthermore, despite the fact that the substantial amount of overdispersion in

the data is accounted for by means of a negative binomial modelling approach, looking at

switchers only could still result in valuable insights. Therefore, as an additional robustness

test we also performed the same analyses on a sample of party-switchers only (see Table 7.5).

Both analyses were different in a number of aspects; the distance to the closest party, for

example, becomes a significant predictor of the distance bridged when focusing on switchers

only. This finding, and the contrast with what was observed for the full model, implies that

having a party close by does not necessarily induce switching to this party. Once voters

decide to switch parties, however, they are most likely to do so towards the closest one. The

results for the political disaffection variables indicate that the effect of political efficacy is

robust when focusing on switchers only. The effect of satisfaction with democracy, on the

other hand, is no longer significant. The dissatisfied are more likely to switch parties but,

among this group, degrees of satisfaction do not affect the ideological distance bridged from

one election to another. Looking at the effect of political knowledge – of principal interest
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in this chapter – we find evidence strengthening our claim that the more knowledgeable

voters bridge a smaller ideological distance, even though among switchers only this effect

seems to level off as voters become more knowledgeable.

Table 7.5: Negative binomial models of ideological distance of party switching (switchers
only)

Model 1 Model 2
B (s.e.) B (s.e.)

Constant 1.706∗∗∗ (0.065) 1.736∗∗∗ (0.069)
Age -0.003 (0.001) -0.000 (0.001)
Female -0.017 (0.015) -0.018 (0.015)
College education -0.029 (0.015) -0.028 (0.015)
Political knowledge -0.067∗∗∗ (0.016) -0.144∗∗∗ (0.029)
Political knowledge2 0.038∗∗∗ (0.009)
Satisfaction with democracy -0.005 (0.012) -0.005 (0.012)
Political efficacy -0.026∗∗∗ (0.008) -0.026∗∗∗ (0.008)
Close to a party -0.097∗∗∗ (0.015) -0.097∗∗∗ (0.015)
Distance to closest party 0.187∗∗∗ (0.034) 0.187∗∗∗ (0.034)

Election dummies included? Yes Yes
α 0.097∗∗∗ 0.097∗∗∗

χ2 948.87∗∗∗ 955.64∗∗∗

Df 7,597 7,596
McFadden pseudo-R2 0.027 0.027
Nagelkerke R2 0.117 0.118
AIC 35,003.17 34,998.40
N individuals 7,640 7,640
N elections 33 33

Note: Estimates of a negative binomial regression in Stata. Dummies for election-specific fixed effects
included. Standard errors are robust for 33 election-clusters in the data. Significance levels: ∗p < 0.05;∗∗ p <
0.01;∗∗∗ p < 0.001. Source: CSES Module 2 and Module 3.

Taking into account the ideological distance of volatility, results seem to confirm our sec-

ond hypothesis. As a voter’s level of political knowledge increases, the ideological distance

bridged from one election to another is significantly smaller. The level of political sophisti-

cation of a voter affects how ideologically constrained he or she acts in the voting booth. If

highly sophisticated voters switch, then, they do so to parties that are relatively close ideo-

logically. Of the dual process that is found to be at work with regard to switching in general,

therefore, it is the effect of sophistication restraining change that dominates once the ide-

ological distance bridged is taken into account as well. Finding a linear effect for political

knowledge when taking into account the ideological distance bridged by voters indicates

that especially highly knowledgeable voters are ideologically restrained when casting their

vote. As such, the results provide an explanation for contradictory findings when investi-

gating the link between political sophistication and volatility for within- and between-block
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volatility separately. Political experts seem to be more bounded by ideological considera-

tions when casting a vote, resulting in smaller ideological switches. Dichotomising between

switchers and stable voters, a slight curvilinear effect of political knowledge on volatility is

apparent, indicating that some level of knowledge is needed before voters consider chang-

ing parties. When conceptualising volatility as the ideological distance voters bridge from

one election to another, however, the restraining impact of political knowledge on voters

electoral choices is more clearly visible.

7.6 Discussion

Voters’ level of political sophistication affects whether or not they switch parties from one

election to another. Switchers are not like the typical ‘floating voters’ described by the

Columbia School scholars. Although voters with the highest level of knowledge about pol-

itics are least likely to switch, a slight curvilinear pattern is a more correct representation

to describe the link between sophistication and inter-election volatility. As such, the modi-

fication of the floating voter hypothesis proposed by Converse (1962) to describe campaign

volatility seems to be valid for switching between elections as well. Theory predicts a dual

effect of political expertise when switching in general is looked at. Only voters with a min-

imum level of knowledge of politics are expected to be open to changing parties from one

election to another. As voters’ level of knowledge about politics increases, however, voters

should become resistant to change. Our results provide evidence for this latter mechanism:

it seems as if the well-developed political attitudes of the higher knowledgeable cause a

resistance to change.

Whether voters are political novices or political experts not only affects their probability

of switching parties, it also has an impact on the ideological distance bridged. The higher

voters’ level of knowledge about politics, the more ideologically constrained their vote choice.

This implies that if a political expert switches at all, it will be to a party that is ideologically

very close to the party previously voted for. As a consequence, if one is interested in the

effect of political sophistication on electoral volatility, one should not distinguish within-

from between-block switching. Voters switching between parties of different ideological

blocks and voters switching within a block of parties are most likely to be different in terms

of levels of political sophistication. As a result, investigating both groups separately would

blur the effect that political sophistication has on voters’ likelihood of switching parties in

general.

Taking into account the ideological distance bridged by voters when investigating volatil-

ity gives us some additional insights on a number of theories that aim to explain volatility.

In accordance with Zelle’s (1995) theory of frustrated floating voters, voters who are dissat-

isfied with democracy and who have low levels of political efficacy are more likely to switch

parties.
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Obviously, the current study suffers from some important limitations. First, we looked

at the distance bridged by volatile voters only in terms of left and right. Although the left-

right spectrum has previously been labeled a super-issue, ideally all the relevant dimensions

in a party system should be taken into account for calculating the true distance between

parties. Second, for investigating party switching from one election to another we made

use of cross-sectional data including a recall question. The reliance on this type of question

is likely to bias our findings, given that we expect a substantial amount of faulty recalls.

Additionally, it is especially the lower sophisticated voter who can be expected to report false

consistency in voting behaviour. All these elements, including the low level of explained

variance of the models, are caveats to our conclusions. These limitations are not only

relevant for this particular article, but for electoral research in general. We are using one of

the best comparative sources for electoral research available and are still limited in providing

answers to what is an elementary question in political science: who changes parties between

elections? Therefore one of the major conclusions of this research is that we need better

data if we want to take new steps in research on volatility. Panel-data would be the most

appropriate to investigate this, but current data availability hinders doing so for a broad

set of countries. Given the limited amount of variance in the ideological distance between

parties in single countries, we can only call upon scholars of political science to engage in

efforts of collecting comparative panel-data on voting behaviour. Further research, both

in single countries and from a comparative perspective, is needed to validate whether our

results hold when using panel-data and incorporating multiple ideological dimensions as

well.
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Dissatisfied Switchers and Disaffected

Abstainers1

Abstract

A large body of literature has investigated the factors that lead to abstention on the one

hand or vote volatility on the other hand. We argue in this chapter that the most fruitful

approach is to simultaneously consider the exit, voice, and loyalty options. The analyses are

based on data from the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES) and cover a broad

set of advanced democracies. We demonstrate that while party switchers and abstainers

have a lot in common, switching parties can be considered a more positive choice. Most

importantly, contrary to what previous research suggested and in contrast to abstainers,

party switchers cannot be characterized as frustrated with politics. Furthermore, the supply

side does to a certain extent affect whether voters choose to remain loyal, switch parties, or

abstain from voting.

1This chapter is based on the following article: Dassonneville, R., Blais, A. & Dejaeghere, Y. (Forth-
coming). Staying With the Party, Switching or Exiting? A Comparative Analysis of Determinants of Party
Switching and Abstaining. Journal of Elections, Public Opinion and Parties.
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8.1 Introduction

In his classic book Exit, Voice, and Loyalty, Hirschman (1970) has powerfully argued that

having loyal supporters is fundamental for political parties. And mass parties (Duverger,

1954) seemed to accomplish this goal. The 1960s and 1970s of the previous century can be

considered dominated by loyalty to political parties (Lipset and Rokkan, 1967).

From the late seventies onwards, however, a gradual erosion of stability in voting be-

haviour has been pointed out (Pedersen, 1979). Furthermore, turnout levels have been

shown to be decreasing over the past few decades (Franklin, 2004; Gray and Caul, 2000).

With loyalty towards a particular party decreasing, it seems that voters are making use of

voice (party switching) and exit (abstaining) options more often.

The Hirschman framework leads us to expect that it is dissatisfaction that is causing

voters to refrain from loyally voting for their party in subsequent elections. We know, how-

ever, that it is crucial to distinguish between political dissatisfaction towards one particular

party and a more generalized sense of political dissatisfaction (Bélanger, 2004; Miller and

Listhaug, 1990). In a first step, therefore, we investigate how different types of political

dissatisfaction are related to exit, voice and loyalty options in voting behaviour.

A number of scholars have already implemented Hirschman’s theory in the field of

voting behaviour (Bélanger, 2004; Hooghe et al., 2011; Kang, 2004; Kselman and Niou,

2010; Weber, 2011). These studies, however, either focus on one or a limited number of

countries, or do not aim to investigate how the context affects whether voters choose exit,

voice or loyalty. In a second step, we therefore assess how the number of options (i.e.,

parties) voters have affects the extent to which they choose an exit or voice option.

This chapter addresses the question of how dissatisfaction translates either in party

switching or abstention and how contextual differences affect the choice between the two

options. We study volatility and abstention at an individual level in a broad sample of

advanced industrialized countries. We do so by making use of data from the second and third

modules of the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES). We investigate dynamics in

voting behaviour among 34,568 individuals in 36 elections and 22 countries.2 We start with

an overview of the literature on volatility and turnout and elaborate on our expectations.

The next section describes the data and methods, after which we present the results. We

end with concluding remarks on the implications of our findings and caveats of the current

analyses.

8.2 Voice or exit?

A number of scholars have pointed out that we are witnessing a ‘political malaise’ in ad-

vanced industrial democracies, with levels of satisfaction and trust in politics decreasing

2Given that Belgium can be considered a country with two separate party systems, the Dutch- and
French-speaking samples for Belgium were considered different election-samples.
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(Bélanger, 2004; Hetherington, 1998; Norris, 1999). While a fairly general trend, the work

of Hirschman (1970) leads us to expect that this ‘malaise’ is linked to different behavioural

consequences. Indeed, Hirschman has argued that people have different ways of dealing with

dissatisfaction. Customers dissatisfied with a particular product or brand, for example, can

continue buying that product (loyalty), voice their dissatisfaction by complaining to the

producer (voice), or decide not to buy that product anymore and choose another product

instead (exit).

Hirschman’s theoretical framework has previously been applied in the field of political

science (Bélanger, 2004; Kang, 2004; Kweit, 1986; Weber, 2011). Most of these authors

have focused on how dissatisfaction can lead voters to leave the party they earlier voted

for or were a member of, which has been framed as Hirschman’s exit option. Not focusing

on particular parties but on the party system more generally, we have a slightly different

take on how exit, voice and loyalty are options for voters. We argue that when a voter

is politically dissatisfied, as a first option this voter can decide to remain loyal to her/his

previous party and vote for this party in subsequent elections. A second option is to voice

dissatisfaction by deserting the earlier preferred party and voting for another party instead.

This signaling of dissatisfaction by changing parties is much alike the pattern of third party

voting referred to by Bélanger (2004). While switching implies that a certain party is

deserted, this voter still turns out to vote and hence does not leave the party system. For

this reason, we refer to this second possibility as the voice-option. Finally, a dissatisfied

voter can think none of the other parties are worthy of her/his vote and decide to abstain.

We label this third option as the exit-option, as the voter leaves the party system (Hooghe

et al., 2011).

Scholars initially disagreed on the presence of increasing volatility (Mair, 1993). As

empirical evidence on the growth of volatility has accumulated, however, this has by now

been considered an established fact (Dalton, 2000; Mair, 2008). For declining turnout levels

as well, the empirical evidence is convincing and accumulating (Blais, 2010; Franklin, 2004;

Gray and Caul, 2000).

Both increasing volatility and decreasing turnout are caused by the wider process of

dealignment. Additionally, party switching and abstention are closely linked in the sense

that each of them contributes to electoral instability. Therefore, we side with Zelle (1995,

p. 320), who stated: ‘ . . . even though nonvoting is a vital aspect of electoral change just

as party switching is, . . . it is equally as vital to investigate each of these aspects in its own

right’.
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8.3 Explaining switching and abstaining

8.3.1 Individual-level determinants: political satisfaction

Whether or not citizens turn out to vote has repeatedly been shown to be affected by their

political attitudes. Voters have been argued to be more dutiful compared to nonvoters

(Blais, 2000; Riker and Ordeshook, 1968) and they have been found to have higher levels of

political efficacy (Karp and Banducci, 2008), political trust and satisfaction with democracy

(Grönlund and Setälä, 2007; Hetherington, 1999). Interestingly, vote switching as well has

been linked to scoring low on these fundamental political attitudes. Zelle (1995) formulated

the hypothesis of party switching as such being caused by ‘frustration’. The mechanism

suggested to cause vote switching by Zelle is one in which a voter is first disappointed

with her/his party. This frustration with a particular party is then thought to trigger a

sense of disaffection with the entire political system and all parties. As a way to voice this

frustration, a floating voter switches parties.

Investigating his floating voter hypothesis, Zelle (1995) finds that floating voters in

Germany have a lower level of trust in parties compared to stable voters. Additionally,

they like their preferred party less than stable voters do and they are less satisfied with the

political system. As such, Zelle (1995) provides evidence that floating voters have political

attitudes very much alike those of nonvoters and others have confirmed this image (Dalton

and Weldon, 2005; Dassonneville, 2012; Söderlund, 2008).

The ‘frustrated floating voter’ hypothesis implies that, like citizens abstaining from

voting, volatile voters are politically dissatisfied. Political satisfaction is a broad concept,

however, and encompasses both specific and more general attitudes towards the regime or

the political system at large. Like political support, therefore, political satisfaction can be

thought of as a continuum ranging from diffuse to specific (Linde and Ekman, 2003; Norris,

1999). These dimensions of satisfaction are reflected in the work of Söderlund (2008), who

investigates the impact of satisfaction with a particular party on volatility and abstention

while explicitly controlling for more general attitudes of satisfaction with democracy or

efficacy. As Söderlund (2008, p. 222) states: ‘those people who are critical of certain parties

at certain brief periods of time need not be critical of the political system as a whole, and vice

versa’. While in essence different, it is clear though that dissatisfaction with a particular

party can ‘spill over to influence judgments of the regime as a whole’ (Miller and Listhaug,

1990, p. 357).

Zelle (1995) stressed the similarities between nonvoters and voters switching parties and

argued that switching parties is triggered by a general feeling of political dissatisfaction.

Only focusing on volatile voters and standpatters, however, he could not assess the difference

in levels of satisfaction between volatile voters and abstainers. Furthermore, Zelle (1995)

did not distinguish between specific and diffuse feelings of political satisfaction. The fact

that scholars describe different degrees of dissatisfaction, from diffuse to specific, leads us
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to expect these differences to be reflected in voters’ electoral behaviour as well. Voters

switching parties should not necessarily be dissatisfied with the political system as such,

while voters abstaining are more likely to be so.

Regarding satisfaction with a specific party, Söderlund (2008) demonstrated that in the

Nordic countries both voters switching parties and voters abstaining are dissatisfied with the

performance of the party they previously voted for. By switching parties the dissatisfied

can send a strong signal to their previously preferred party, by not only punishing that

party but also strengthening its competitors (Kselman and Niou, 2010). Clearly, there are

theoretical as well as empirical reasons for expecting dissatisfaction with one’s previous party

to increase the probability not only of abstaining but of switching as well. Additionally, in

an analysis of third party voting, Bélanger (2004) has shown that the effect of dissatisfaction

with a specific party on switching to a third party is stronger than the effect on abstention.

Not limiting the analyses to third parties only, but focusing on switching parties in general

and for a broader set of countries, we expect to find dissatisfaction with a specific party to

explain both party switching and abstention. The effect on party switching is furthermore

expected to be stronger than the effect on abstaining from voting.

Hypothesis 1: : Dissatisfaction with the party previously voted for increases the

probability of abstaining and of the probability of party switching even more.

A sense of dissatisfaction with a particular party can eventually develop into dissatis-

faction with all parties and the political system at large (Gidengil et al., 2001; Miller and

Listhaug, 1990) and it is this more general sense of political dissatisfaction that should

lead voters to abstain from voting. In line with the frustrated floating voter hypothesis,

furthermore, voters switching parties are also expected to have a lower level of general po-

litical satisfaction compared to stable voters. In line with what Bélanger (2004) has shown

for voting for third parties on the one hand and abstention on the other, we expect this

difference to be more pronounced when contrasting abstainers with stable voters.

Hypothesis 2: Political dissatisfaction increases the probability of switching parties

and increases the probability of abstaining even more.

8.3.2 The party system: number of parties

Individual-level characteristics can be considered crucial determinants of stability, switching

and abstaining. If we want to fully understand why voters choose one particular option,

however, we have to acknowledge the fact that vote choices are not made in a void (Dalton

and Anderson, 2010). For this reason, we have to take into account characteristics of the

party system as well. We focus on the number of parties in a system, as a way to take the

supply side into account.

The number of parties should self-evidently affect the probability that a voter switches

parties from one election to another. The logic is straightforward; more parties increase the
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probability of switching because there are simply more options to choose from. Furthermore,

with more parties available, the likelihood increases that a voter finds an alternative to

her/his previous choice that is worthy of her/his vote (Blais and Gschwend, 2010). So far,

this link between the number of options available and vote switching has been investigated

at an aggregate level. Most of the available aggregate-level evidence suggests that the

number of parties in a system significantly increases net volatility (Bartolini and Mair,

1990; Mainwaring and Zoco, 2007; Lane and Ersson, 2007). Obviously, there could also

be reciprocal effects of unstable electorates leading to party fragmentation. Tavits (2008),

however, has convincingly shown that in young democracies volatility follows from changes

in the party system, not vice versa. At an individual-level as well, we expect that more

parties increase the probability of vote switching from one election to another.3

Hypothesis 3: A higher number of parties increases the probability of switching parties.

The link between the number of parties and turnout has received wide scholarly at-

tention. Nevertheless, conflicting findings have led to different expectations on how the

number of parties affects individual voters’ likelihood of turning out to vote. On the one

hand, it is claimed that with more options available, the probability that a voter finds a

party upon her/his liking increases. Additionally, more parties also imply that more actors

are trying to get citizens out to vote. Consequently, more parties are expected to lead to

higher levels of turnout (Banducci and Karp, 2009; Blais and Aarts, 2006). The opposite

finding, more parties being associated with lower levels of turnout at an aggregate level,

has been found and interpreted as well. With more parties running for election, the link

between the outcome of the election and the formation of the (coalition) government is less

direct. Consequently, voters perceive their vote as less decisive and are less likely to turn

out (Jackman, 1987). Furthermore, the fact that with an increasing number of parties the

complexity of the system increases might cause voters to abstain. This as well, could be a

reason for lower turnout as the number of parties is higher (Blais and Dobrzynska, 1998).

In an effort to integrate both theories, Taagepera et al. (2014) have recently suggested a

logical model and show that we should expect a curvilinear relation. Their findings indicate

that turnout increases first but decreases afterwards as the number of parties increases. In

further efforts to disentangle what individual causal mechanisms are at play, scholars have

only recently started to investigate the effect of the party system on turnout by means of

comparative individual-level data. These efforts have indicated that there is evidence for

both processes, and depending on what factors are controlled for the estimated effect of the

number of parties on individual-level turnout can change directions (Banducci and Karp,

2009; Brockington, 2004; Kittilson and Anderson, 2010). We hypothesize that the presence

of more parties decreases the likelihood that voters will abstain from voting.

Hypothesis 4: A higher number of parties decreases the probability of abstaining.

3See Chapter 9 for an in-depth analysis of the impact of the number of parties on party switching and
volatility.
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8.3.3 Combining individual-level and party system determinants

Empirical research on the effect of institutional factors on volatility and turnout is mostly

at an aggregate level. Research on the individual-level determinants of both party switching

and abstention on the other hand, mostly makes use of survey data within one or a few

countries. As there are important factors at both the individual and the contextual level, ‘an

ideal analysis would consider both types of factors simultaneously’ (Powell, 1986, p. 23). The

CSES dataset not only allow us to integrate individual and contextual-level determinants,

but also to investigate how contextual factors mitigate individual-level effects (Thomassen,

2014).

Previous research on how exit, voice and loyalty are options to express dissatisfaction

have focused on one or a limited number of countries (Bélanger, 2004; Bélanger and Nadeau,

2005; Kang, 2004; Hooghe et al., 2011) or do not aim to explain country-level differences

with respect to the individual-level mechanisms (Weber, 2011). In this chapter, we build

on this individual-level research and investigate how the context can mitigate the effect of

dissatisfaction.

We can expect the number of alternatives voters have to affect what option voters choose

to voice their dissatisfaction. Not only do we expect dissatisfaction to lead to switching, we

furthermore assume that having a higher number of alternatives on Election Day strengthens

the link between dissatisfaction with one’s party and the propensity to switch parties. The

underlying logic is that when a voter has few alternatives to choose between, s/he has less

viable or ideologically close options to switch to. Consequently, with fewer options the

dissatisfied might be more inclined to remain loyal to their previous party. Consequently,

with more parties at offer a voter should be swayed more easily to voice dissatisfaction

with her/his party by switching to another party – either a major or traditional party or

a protest party. If so, dissatisfaction might translate less easily into abstention when the

number of parties is higher.

Hypothesis 5: As the number of parties increases, the relation between dissatisfaction

with the party previously voted for and the probability of switching gets stronger.

8.4 Data and method

8.4.1 Data

We make use of data from the second and third modules of the CSES-project (CSES, 2007,

2013). The project provides data from surveys that use identical question wording and

coding of items and that were all in the field shortly after national elections. As a result, the

CSES project enhances the validity of cross-national research on voting behaviour (Nevitte

et al., 2009).

We focus on voters’ likelihood of choosing the exit, voice or loyalty options vis-à-vis
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the party they supported in the previous election. Therefore, we constructed a dependent

variable that has three possible outcomes: (1) loyally voting for the same party in two

consecutive elections, (2) switching parties, (3) switching from voting in the first election

to abstaining in the second. Since the CSES-data are cross-sectional, we use the recall

question about previous voting behaviour as the reference point for the analysis. Only

those respondents who indicated that they voted in the previous election and who revealed

their vote choice are included in the analysis. Quite logically, our interest in the impact of

satisfaction with the party previously voted for on party switching and abstaining implies

a focus only on those respondents who voted in the previous election.

A question on recalled voting behaviour in the previous election was included from the

second CSES-module onwards. Because the question is not asked in all the CSES-surveys,

our dataset is restrained to those countries for which surveys including a recall question.

Additionally, we focus on voting in parliamentary elections, excluding presidential elections.

An extra condition for elections to be included in the dataset was that they were conducted

freely according to the standards of Freedom House.4 Recall questions on previous voting

behaviour are imperfect measures, most importantly because they lead to a bias towards

consistency (Converse, 1962; Festinger, 1957). Memory problems further add to an overes-

timation of stable vote choices and civic duty additionally leads respondents who abstained

to report that they did go out to vote (Waldahl and Aardal, 2000).5 Acknowledging that

recall questions come with measurement bias, we cross-validated the data by comparing

respondents’ recalled voting behaviour with actual election results. Only the election sam-

ples for which the recalled vote closely matched election results were retained.6 This step

reduces the sample of countries included to mostly established democracies, limiting the

generalizability of our results. We prefer, however, to be cautious in our use of recalled

voting behaviour for assessing the causes of electoral volatility.

Changes in the party system between two consecutive elections complicate the task of

defining what changes in vote choices are to be defined as party switches. Voters who

indicated having voted for a party that split from the party they previously voted for are

treated as stable. Likewise, voters who previously voted for one of the parties of a merger

of parties and voted for this merged party are treated as stable voters.7

Missing data on some of the independent variables further reduced the dataset to 34,568

individuals in 36 elections in 22 countries. The elections included in the analysis are listed in

Table 8.1, with the distribution of loyalists, switchers, and exiters. As expected, abstainers

4A full overview of reasons for excluding some elections is provided in Appendix G.
5See Chapter 12 for more information on the quality of recall questions.
6Only election samples for which no single partys vote share was over 7.5 points off the official results

and for which this bias strongly diverged from the bias in the survey year (over 5 points difference) were
retained. Additional tests indicated that being stricter in which election samples to include for the analyses
does not alter our conclusions. See Appendix I for detailed information on biases and Appendix G on which
election samples were retained.

7An extensive description of the coding of party switching for all countries included can be found in
Appendix H.
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are underrepresented in the surveys (about 5% of the sample). Abstainers are somewhat

more numerous and add up to over 10% of the sample in the Norwegian 2002, the British

2005 and the Irish 2007 election and to over 30% of the sample in the Polish 2005 election.

Switchers typically constitute about a quarter of the sample but form an absolute majority

in the Irish 2007 election. Furthermore, switchers are particularly numerous in the Dutch

2002 and 2010 elections. As for loyalists, they are usually about two-thirds of the cases,

with the maximum being observed in the 2009 election in Uruguay.

8.4.2 Measures

As a measure of respondents’ general level of political satisfaction we include an item on

satisfaction with the democratic process. The question wording is ‘On the whole, are

you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very satisfied or not at all satisfied with the way

democracy works in [country]?’ This 1 to 4 item of satisfaction with democracy (reverse

coding) is included in the analyses and was standardized to run from 0 to 1. The use of this

item has previously been criticized (Canache et al., 2001; Linde and Ekman, 2003). The lack

of an alternative measure of political support such as political trust in the CSES-dataset

leads us to rely on the satisfaction with democracy item, which Anderson (2002, p. 10) has

called ‘a reasonable (albeit imperfect) indicator that we can use to test our theories’.

In order to investigate voters’ level of satisfaction with the party they previously voted

for, we use a measure of affect. Doing so, we remain close to Zelle’s original conception of

satisfaction (Zelle, 1995). The measure is the like-dislike rating (on a scale from 0 to 10) of

the party the respondent indicates having voted for in the previous election. For reasons of

comparability, the item on satisfaction with one’s party was standardized to run from 0 to

1.

As partisans are less likely to switch parties or to abstain from voting, we control for the

effect of party identification. Therefore, we make use of the CSES-question asking whether

they feel close to a particular party (yes = 1 or no = 0). Controlling for partisanship

should help to neutralize the impact of long-term predispositions on the short-term party

evaluations we are interested in.

Converse already pointed out in 1962 that ‘The same theory which predicts that the less

involved are more susceptible to party change suggest that the less involved will also give

less accurate accounts of past political behavior’ (Converse, 1962, p. 580). Given that there

is no other option for investigating party switching than to rely on information from recall

questions, it could be claimed that we should control for the effect of factors such as levels

of education or political knowledge. Therefore we also verified whether our conclusions

hold when controlling for voters’ level of education (whether or not they have a college

degree), political knowledge (based on the three knowledge questions included in the CSES

modules), and age and gender.

At a contextual level, we are interested in how the number of parties affects the proba-
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Table 8.1: Elections included in analyses – Description of the dependent variable

Stable Switch parties Abstain N

Poland 2005 32.29% 37.33% 30.38% 576
Ireland 2007 33.09% 56.13% 10.78% 408
The Netherlands 2010 55.32% 40.70% 3.98% 1,607
Estonia 2011 56.83% 34.88% 8.29% 410
The Netherlands 2002 58.50% 40.40% 1.10% 906
Norway 2001 60.44% 27.56% 12.00% 1,600
Norway 2005 60.92% 32.90% 6.18% 1,538
Finland 2011 61.25% 32.39% 6.36% 849
Sweden 2006 62.23% 33.52% 4.25% 871
The Netherlands 2006 64.04% 34.12% 1.84% 1,738
Sweden 2002 64.15% 30.77% 5.08% 728
Iceland 2009 64.63% 32.98% 2.39% 752
Norway 2009 66.36% 27.44% 6.20% 1,436
Germany 2005 67.61% 29.04% 3.35% 1,374
Iceland 2003 67.79% 29.99% 2.22% 857
Switzerland 2007 68.81% 21.36% 9.83% 1,231
Denmark 2001 69.33% 28.17% 2.50% 1,601
Germany 2009 70.62% 21.97% 7.41% 1,188
New Zealand 2008 70.77% 27.51% 1.72% 756
Canada 2008 71.63]% 23.40% 4.96% 1,410
Finland 2007 71.65% 21.41% 6.94% 850
Denmark 2007 71.83% 27.16% 1.00% 1,097
Czech Republic 2002 72.81% 19.39% 7.80% 423
Germany 2002 73.51% 22.57% 3.92% 1,608
Belgium 2003 (French) 73.62% 26.38% 0.00% 345
Finland 2003 74.04% 18.68% 7.28% 728
Portugal 2005 74.97% 17.52% 7.51% 1,478
Switzerland 2003 75.44% 17.94% 6.62% 680
Australia 2004 76.08% 22.54% 1.37% 1,455
Great Britain 2005 77.99% 11.62% 10.39% 568
Greece 2009 78.21% 15.08% 6.70% 537
Portugal 2002 78.35% 12.43% 9.22% 716
Belgium 2003 (Dutch) 82.55% 17.45% 0.00% 275
Spain 2004 86.99% 8.47% 4.54% 661
Turkey 2011 87.42% 12.58% 0.00% 604
Uruguay 2009 88.83% 11.17% 0.00% 707
Total 68.27% 26.34% 5.39% 34,568

Source: CSES Module 2 and Module 3.

bility of stability, switching and abstaining respectively. Therefore, we rely on the index of

the effective number of parties suggested by Laakso and Taagepera (1979). By using this

measure instead of the mere number of parties on the ballot, we capture the number of
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viable alternatives voters have on Election Day. The data come from Gallagher (2013). Ad-

ditionally, we control for whether or not voting was compulsory, as this obviously strongly

affects the probability that a voter abstains from voting (Powell, 1986). Therefore, we in-

clude a dummy variable for whether or not voting was compulsory, with strict sanctions;

see IDEA (Lopez Pintor and Gratschew, 2002). Given our focus on the number of parties

in a system, we present a parsimonious model with these contextual variables only. In

order to ascertain that it is the number of parties and therefore the size of the choice set

that matters, we verify whether the results hold when controlling for other contextual-level

variables. Because the number of parties is clearly related to the electoral system (Neto

and Cox, 1997), we control for disproportionality (using the least squares indicator). Fur-

thermore, recent studies have stressed the importance of polarization rather than formal

electoral rules as a factor affecting citizens’ political attitudes and behaviour (Dalton, 2008;

Kittilson and Anderson, 2010; Thomassen, 2014). Therefore, we assess whether our results

with regard to the number of parties hold when controlling for the level of polarization in

a party system.

8.4.3 Method

The data have a hierarchical structure, with respondents nested in elections and these

elections nested in countries. Additionally, the aggregate-level descriptive statistics of our

dependent variable presented in Table 8.1 indicate that there is a substantial amount of

variation at the level of elections to be taken into account. Furthermore, given that we are

interested in explanatory factors at the individual as well as the contextual level, we make

use of multilevel modelling (Steenbergen and Jones, 2002). We specify random intercepts

across the election-samples and for testing the interactive effect of contextual and individual-

level variables, we additionally specify a random slope for the like-dislike variable.

The categorical nature of our dependent variable, with three possible outcomes, neces-

sitates the use of multinomial regression models. Therefore, we present the results of a

series of multinomial multilevel regression models. The models are run via the runmlwin

command in Stata (Leckie and Charlton, 2013), which allows for estimating complex multi-

level models. Starting values for estimations are obtained through a second order penalized

quasi-likelihood (PQL2) estimation, after which final models are fitted using Markov Chain

Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods. We do so because quasi-likelihood methods for multi-

level modelling with discrete responses have been shown to give biased results (Leckie and

Charlton, 2013). The fit of models estimated by MCMC approximation can be assessed by

looking at the Bayesian Deviance Information Criterion (DIC), with a lower value indicating

a better model-fit (Spiegelhalter et al., 2002).
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8.5 Results

The results of the analyses are presented in Table 8.2. As a first step, we estimated an

intercept-only model, which gives insights on the total amount of variance at the level of

elections. While the estimates of this intercept-only model are not shown, it is important

to note that there is more contextual-level variation in the extent to which voters abstain

from voting (σ2=1.822) than there is for party switching (σ2=0.386).

Table 8.2: Multinomial logit models explaining switching parties and switching to abstention

Switched parties Abstained Abstained
versus loyal versus loyal versus switched

B B B
(s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.)

Individual level
Constant 1.911∗∗∗ -0.390 -2.292∗∗∗

(0.163) (0.316) (0.363)
Like-dislike previous party -4.672∗∗∗ -3.359∗∗∗ 1.302∗∗∗

(0.076) (0.117) (0.123)
Satisfaction with democracy -0.065 -0.652∗∗∗ -0.584∗∗∗

(0.049) (0.091) (0.094)
Closeness to a party -0.734∗∗∗ -0.866∗∗∗ -0.125∗

(0.029) (0.053) (0.057)
Contextual level
ENEP 0.200∗∗∗ 0.234∗∗∗ 0.009

(0.028) (0.059) (0.066)
Compulsory voting -0.366 -2.302∗∗∗ -1.536∗∗∗

(0.273) (0.707) (0.521)

N observations 34,568
N elections 36
σ2 election-switching 0.293
σ2 election-abstaining 1.323
Bayesian DIC 43,918.48

Note: Entries are unstandardized coefficients of a multinomial multilevel logit model, estimated via runmlwin
in Stata. MCMC estimation. Significance levels: ∗p < 0.05;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗∗∗ p < 0.001. Variance components
of the intercept-only model: σ2 election-switching = 0.386; σ2 election-abstaining = 1.822. Source: CSES
Module 2 and Module 3.

Performing a multinomial logistic regression on a dependent variable with three outcome

categories gives us two sets of estimates, each of them assessing the impact of the variables

for an outcome relative to the base category (which is voting loyally for the same party in

two consecutive elections). Additionally, we present the effect of the independent variables

on the probability of abstaining contrasted with switching parties. This set of parameters

is nothing more than a linear transformation of the original parameters (Gidengil et al.,

2001; Whitten and Palmer, 1996).
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We first look at the effect of the extent to which respondents like the party they pre-

viously voted for. In line with our first hypothesis, we expect higher levels of satisfaction

to decrease the probability of abstaining and to decrease the probability of switching even

more strongly. As clear from the results in Table 8.2, the more a voter likes the party s/he

previously voted for, the smaller her/his probability of both switching and of abstaining.

Furthermore, the extent to which a voter likes her/his previous party decreases the prob-

ability of switching more strongly than the probability of abstaining, as we hypothesized.

The more a voter likes her/his previous party, the more likely s/he is to abstain rather than

to switch to another party. Because log-odds coefficients of a multinomial regression model

are hard to interpret, in Figure 8.1 we graphically present the estimated effect of the extent

to which a voter likes her previous party on the probability of being loyal, switching parties

and abstaining respectively. Figure 8.1 clarifies that satisfaction with one’s previous party

mostly affects two behavioural options; the more one likes the party previously voted for,

the higher the probability of being loyal to that party and the smaller the probability that

a voter switches parties. At the same time, whether or not voters abstain from voting is

hardly affected by the extent to which they like the party they previously voted for.

Figure 8.1: Probability of loyalty, switching and abstaining by liking the party previously
voted for
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Note: Predicted probabilities and 95%-confidence intervals by like-dislike rating of previous party. Predic-
tions with all covariates set at their sample means. Based on estimates in Table 8.2.

Our second hypothesis is that a general sense of political satisfaction reduces the prob-
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ability that a voter abstains from voting. Additionally, it was stated that higher levels of

political satisfaction would reduce the likelihood of party switching, but to a lesser extent

than for abstention. As can be read from the results in Table 8.2, this is not what our

results point at. A higher level of satisfaction with democracy significantly decreases the

probability of abstaining compared to remaining loyal to the party previously voted for, but

it does not significantly affect the probability of switching parties.

The fact that we standardized the main independent variables to both run from 0 to 1

allows us to directly compare their effect on switching and abstaining. Coefficients are larger

for satisfaction with one’s previous party, indicating that for understanding both why voters

switch parties and why they decide to abstain, it is more important to look at how voters

think about their party than to look at more general feelings of political dissatisfaction.

(A lack of) satisfaction is linked to the extent to which voters switch parties or abstain

from voting, but we know that vote choices are not made in a void. Reflecting on the way in

which the context matters, we hypothesized that a higher number of parties would increase

the probability of switching parties (H3), but decrease the probability of abstaining (H4).

Our results indicate that a higher number of parties significantly increases the probability

that a voter switches compared to the probability that s/he remains loyal to her/his party.

In contrast to our fourth hypothesis, however, the probability of abstaining compared to

remaining loyal is not significantly affected by the number of parties. Clearly, the number

of viable options available to voters affects whether they will switch parties or remain loyal.

The probability of abstaining, by contrast, is not significantly smaller when voters have more

options to choose between. While not confirming our fourth hypothesis, this non-finding can

hardly be considered surprising; previous studies do not agree on the effect of the number

of parties on turnout. Finally, compulsory voting evidently reduces the probability that a

voter abstains.

Besides hypothesizing about a main effect of the number of parties at offer, we also

hypothesized a higher number of parties to strengthen the relation between voters’ assess-

ment of their previous party and their probabilities of switching (H5). In Table 8.3, we

verify this by including a cross-level interaction between the effective number of parties and

voters’ like-dislike rating of their previous party. Self-evidently, random slope variances for

the like-dislike variable are specified in this model, both for the contrast between switching

and loyalty (σ2 like dislike election switching) and for the contrast between abstention and

loyalty (σ2 like dislike election abstaining). The data confirm the fifth hypothesis. The

more a voter likes her previous party, the lower the probability of switching. As the number

of parties increases, this negative effect is strengthened (as clear from the negative and sig-

nificant interaction term). Additionally, and surprisingly, the negative effect of satisfaction

on abstaining is strengthened as the number of parties in a system increases.

The presence of more parties renders party switching a more viable option. Substan-

tively, as the number of parties and therefore the options available increases, dissatisfaction
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Table 8.3: Multinomial logit models explaining switching parties and switching to abstention
– cross-level interaction

Switched parties Abstained Abstained
versus loyal versus loyal versus switched

B B B
(s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.)

Individual level
Constant 0.656∗∗∗ -0.581 -2.024∗∗∗

(0.149) (0.420) (0.476)
Like-dislike previous party -2.810∗∗∗ -1.189∗∗∗ 1.324∗∗∗

(0.283) (0.364) (0.299)
Satisfaction with democracy -0.058 -0.634∗∗∗ -0.557∗∗∗

(0.051) (0.091) (0.094)
Closeness to a party -0.705∗∗∗ -0.846∗∗∗ -0.134∗

(0.029) (0.057) (0.058)
Contextual level
ENEP 0.556∗∗∗ 0.301∗∗∗ -0.132∗

(0.029) (0.089) (0.079)
Compulsory voting -0.349 -2.648∗∗∗ -1.611∗∗

(0.274) (0.546) (0.711)
Cross-level interactions
Like-dislike previous party x ENEP -0.508∗∗∗ -0.575∗∗∗ 0.043

(0.050) (0.067) (0.058)

N observations 34,568
N elections 36
σ2 constant election-switching 2.630
σ2 constant election-abstaining 2.578
σ2 like-dislike election-switching 3.341
σ2 like-dislike election-abstaining 2.133
Bayesian DIC 43,420.68

Note: Entries are unstandardized coefficients of a multinomial multilevel logit model, estimated via runmlwin
in Stata. MCMC estimation. Significance levels: ∗p < 0.05;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗∗∗ p < 0.001. Variance components
of the intercept-only model: σ2 election-switching = 0.386; σ2 election-abstaining = 1.822. Source: CSES
Module 2 and Module 3.

with one’s party translates more easily into party switching. We graphically present this

interaction effect in Figure 8.2. The graph illustrates the negative relation between the

extent to which one likes ones previous party and the probability to switch parties for party

systems of varying size. In both small and large party systems, liking ones previous party

decreases the probability that a voter switches parties. In large party systems, however, the

impact is bigger. With an ENEP of 7, the probability of switching decreases from 91% for

a minimum level of satisfaction (0) to 9% only if a voter gives the maximum rating to her

previous party (1). For small party systems (ENEP = 3), by contrast, the probability of

switching decreases from 72% to 9% as a voter moves from the lowest to the highest rating.
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Figure 8.2: Probability of switching for different party system sizes
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Note: Predicted probabilities and 95%-confidence intervals by like-dislike rating of previous party. Predic-
tions with all covariates set at their sample means. Based on estimates in Table 8.3.

Furthermore, the results of the models with all control variables are presented in Table

8.4.8 These additional analyses indicate that our findings are robust to controlling for some

crucial individual-level predictors as well as other contextual-level factors.

8.6 Discussion

Both switching parties and abstaining from voting can be considered close alternatives and

their effects add up to volatility in election results. Despite the theoretical and empirical

link, however, switching parties and abstaining have so far not been investigated simulta-

neously for a broad set of democracies.

Doing so leads to a number of unexpected findings, elucidating important differences in

the profiles of voters choosing these two options. Our multivariate analyses, in which we not

only look at party switching versus stability but also at the contrast with abstaining from

voting, provide important insights into Zelle’s frustrated floating voter hypothesis. Voters

who switch parties are not dissatisfied with politics in general but party switchers clearly

are dissatisfied with the party they previously voted for. This sense of dissatisfaction that

8Note that the addition of more control variables reduces the estimation sample at both the individual
and the contextual level.
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is directed at a specific party does not, however, strongly affect the probability that a voter

decides to abstain from voting. A general sense of political dissatisfaction, on the other

hand, increases the probability that a voter abstains from voting, but party switchers are

not more dissatisfied in general. In contrast to what Zelle (1995) observed, we do not come

to the conclusion that volatile voters are ‘frustrated about politics’. Our results indicate

that those who switch parties are not frustrated about politics; they are dissatisfied with a

particular political party but still rely on the political system to voice their dissatisfaction.

Dissatisfaction with a party increases the probabilities of both party switching and

abstaining, but a general sense of political dissatisfaction affects the probability that voters

will abstain from voting only. Whether voters are dissatisfied with a specific party or with

politics in general therefore affects what option they will use to voice dissatisfaction. While

abstainers turn away from politics, voters switching parties make a more positive choice

to express their dissatisfaction with the party previously voted for. Volatile voters are not

randomly floating out of frustration; rather, they use their ballot to hold parties accountable

for past performance.

On the supply side, the number of parties is an important predictor of party switching;

voters are more likely to switch parties from one election to another if there are more

options to choose between. Additionally, a higher number of parties strengthens the link

between dissatisfaction with one’s party and the probability to switch to another party.

How voters voice dissatisfaction with their party therefore depends to a considerable degree

on how many options they have. If the choice set is large, voters are more likely to switch

to another party when they are not satisfied with the party they previously voted for. In

short, the presence of many parties renders party switching a more viable option for voters

who are dissatisfied with the party they previously preferred.

Finally, it is important to keep in mind one important limitation of our study. Because

we believe it is important to look at patterns of voting behaviour that can be generalized

across political systems, we have used a large international dataset (CSES). In doing so, we

had to rely on recall questions about voters behaviour in the previous election. Ideally, of

course, we would like to use panel data to avoid the pitfalls of recall questions. It would

thus be useful to verify whether the patterns that have been uncovered here hold when

panel data are utilized. Furthermore, investigating this question with panel data covering

multiple waves could provide more insights in how satisfaction with a specific party can

trigger a general sense of political dissatisfaction and whether disappointed party switchers

eventually decide to abstain from voting.
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Table 8.4: Multinomial logit models explaining switching parties and switching to abstention
(controls)

Switched parties Abstained Switched Abstained
versus loyal versus loyal versus loyal versus loyal

B B B B
(s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.)

Individual level
Constant 3.530∗∗∗ 0.206 2.237∗∗∗ -2.813∗∗∗

(0.476) (0.599) (0.172) (0.281)
Like-dislike previous party -4.929∗∗∗ -3.497∗∗∗ -4.347∗∗∗ -2.096∗∗∗

(0.090) (0.136) (0.315) (0.351)
Satisfaction with democracy -0.068 -0.564∗∗∗ -0.066 -0.539∗∗∗

(0.060) (0.098) (0.060) (0.105)
Closeness to a party -0.673∗∗∗ -0.718∗∗∗ -0.645∗∗∗ -0.715∗∗∗

(0.033) (0.060) (0.034) (0.060)
Age -0.010∗∗∗ -0.025∗∗∗ -0.011∗∗∗ -0.024∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002)
Female 0.086∗∗ -0.060 0.095∗∗∗ -0.053

(0.032) (0.054) (0.031) (0.055)
College education 0.215∗∗∗ -0.385∗∗∗ 0.219∗∗∗ -0.379∗∗∗

(0.035) (0.064) (0.037) (0.065)
Political knowledge 0.001 -0.367∗∗∗ 0.000 -0.368∗∗∗

(0.018) (0.031) (0.017) (0.030)
Contextual level
ENEP 0.172∗∗∗ 0.298∗∗∗ 0.409∗∗∗ 0.551∗∗∗

(0.043) (0.082) (0.058) (0.071)
Compulsory voting 0.294 -0.713 0.169 -0.652

(0.394) (0.567) (0.307) (0.578)
Polarisation -0.175∗∗∗ 0.110 -0.054 0.677∗∗∗

(0.057) (0.194) (0.034) (0.105)
Disproportionality -0.081∗ 0.155∗∗∗ -0.048∗ 0.159∗∗∗

(0.034) (0.045) (0.023) (0.041)
Cross level interaction
Like-dislike previous party x ENEP -0.223∗∗∗ -0.377∗∗∗

(0.052) (0.046)

N observations 27,685 27,685
N elections 30 30
σ2 election-switching 0.281 2.341
σ2 election-abstaining 0.655 1.382
σ2 like-dislike election-switching 2.969
σ2 like-dislike election-abstaining -1.365
Bayesian DIC 35,778.82 35,466.65

Note: Entries are unstandardized coefficients of a multinomial multilevel logit model, estimated via runmlwin
in Stata. MCMC estimation. Only two contrasts shown. Significance levels: ∗p < 0.05;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗∗∗ p <
0.001. Source: CSES Module 2 and Module 3.



9
The Number of Parties and Party

Polarization1

Abstract

Previous comparative electoral studies using aggregate data indicate the importance of

party-system variables, such as polarization and the number of parties, for explaining the

level of volatility between two elections. Research using individual level data has shown

elements such as political knowledge, political disaffection and party identification, to be

explaining why voters remained faithful to their party or not. Until now, no study has

investigated these variables simultaneously on individual level data using a large set of

elections. This study fills that important gap in the literature using data from 29,591

voters in 33 elections. We find polarization influences party-switching at the individual

level, rather than the sheer number of parties, as aggregate-level analyses suggest.

9.1 Introduction

Until the end of the 1970s electoral research focused on personal characteristics and the

social environment of the citizen as determinants of the vote choice (Berelson et al., 1963;

1This chapter is based on the following article: Dejaeghere, Y. & Dassonneville, R. (Forthcoming). A
Comparative Investigation into the Effects of Party-System Variables on Party Switching Using Individual-
Level Data. Party Politics.
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Campbell et al., 1980; Key, 1966; Lazarsfeld et al., 1965). It was not until 1979 that Pedersen

drew attention to the effect of the political system on party switching, finding a clear link

‘between the number of options open to the individual voter, and the voters’ propensities

to transfer votes between parties’ (Pedersen, 1979, p. 14). As an important limitation,

Pedersen used only aggregate, country level, data of volatility to describe this individual-

level phenomenon. Ever since, the standard research approach in this area examines party

system characteristics and vote change at the aggregate level.

A number of assumptions have to made for inferences about the individual-level to be

valid when using aggregate data of net volatility to investigate party switching. One of the

key assumptions being that no single voter abstains from voting. If individual-level data are

used, by contrast, we can focus only on those voters who voted in two consecutive elections.

This should give a much more exact estimate of the effect of the party-system on party

switching.2

Pedersen additionally assumed party switching to be driven by voters’ perception of the

average distance between parties when there are more of them, and not the number of parties

by itself. Voters will be more likely to consider leaving the party they previously voted for as

the number of ideologically proximate parties increases. Furthermore, Pedersen considered

the interchangeability between the number of parties and polarization as a truism. Later

empirical research, however, points out that the number of parties and polarization are best

treated as distinct elements of a party system.

In this chapter, we assess whether the link between party switching and the character-

istics of the party system is driven by individual-level dynamics and caused by polarization

in the party system, or by the number of parties. We will, however, also take into account

a number of individual level predictors of switching. To do this we use the data from the

Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES).

We start the chapter with an overview of the literature on volatility and party switching,

in which we highlight the contextual and individual causes of both concepts. Next we present

the data and methods used for the analyses. After describing the results we end with some

concluding remarks and caveats.

9.2 Literature

In liberal democracies, political parties are the organized expression of ideological diversity

in the political sphere (Ware, 1996). They are expected to place themselves at the most

advantageous position in ideological space in order to maximize their potential electorate

(Downs, 1957). As the seminal work of Lipset and Rokkan (1967) pointed out, several

2In this chapter we distinguish between volatility, which refers to the total amount of change in electoral
choice between two elections and party switching, which only refers to voters that voted in two consecutive
elections and voted for a different party at both occasions. Volatility includes switching between parties,
but also between abstention and a vote for a party or vice-versa.
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cleavages exist in Western societies that strongly differentiate political parties. This cleavage

structure causes voters to be strongly aligned to particular parties and a large section of

society was said to be ‘frozen’ into these cleavages. But as Blondel (1968) pointed out,

some electoral fluctuation is absolutely necessary to keep democratic systems structurally

balanced. Identifying the voters who switch parties, therefore, became – and still is – a

prominent field of study in political science.

Several scholars have drawn attention to a trend of increasing electoral volatility since the

late 1970s (Crewe and Denver, 1985; Dalton and Wattenberg, 2002; Pedersen, 1979; Rose

and McAllister, 1986). This trend is considered an indication that the old ties between

voters and parties have waned, resulting in ‘dealignment’. The literature identifies the

important role the party system plays in explaining party switching. Studies in this area

often reference the relationship between party switching and either the number of parties,

or the dispersion of the parties in an ideological issue space. Using data from 103 elections

from 1945-1975, Pedersen (1979) found a clear link between the number of parties and

net volatility. He explained this relationship with reference to polarization as the causal

mechanism. Even though the theoretical mechanism was situated at the individual level,

Pedersen could only find indications for it at an aggregate level. He therefore concluded his

paper by saying that his findings warranted further study with individual level data. So far

no one has systematically tested the impact of these contextual variables at the individual

level. We address this gap in the literature by means of a specific focus on the contextual

causes of volatility and party switching by means of aggregate and individual-level data,

respectively.

9.2.1 The political system

The literature identifies two important structural features of a political system in relation

to electoral party switching: the number of parties, on the one hand, and the ideological

polarization of these parties, on the other.

These two concepts are generally considered to be closely related. More parties are

regularly considered synonymous with more polarization (Pedersen, 1979; Sartori, 2005).

Crepaz (1990) initially found an empirical relationship between polarization and the number

of parties, but using more refined data analyses it has been shown that the number of

parties in and of itself is not indicative of more extreme positioning of parties (Budge and

McDonald, 2006; Ezrow, 2008). Dalton and Anderson (2011) also found no significant

correlation between the number of parties and polarization in their investigation using the

large CSES dataset.3 It is therefore logical to treat them as two distinct contextual variables

in this chapter.

3Even though we use a slightly different set of elections from the CSES compared to Dalton and Anderson
(2011) we also found no correlation between the effective number of electoral parties and polarization in our
dataset (results available upon request).
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Considering the number of parties in a party-system, we would expect there to be a linear

relationship between the number of parties and electoral party switching. The likelihood

that a voter has an alternative to her/his previous choice that is worthy of her/his vote

increases with the number of parties (Blais and Gschwend, 2010). While it might appear

to be conventional wisdom that more parties foster party switching, not all research finds

a significant effect of the number of parties on levels of party switching. Looking at newer

democracies, some scholars are inconclusive about the effect of the number of parties on

net volatility (Epperly, 2011; Roberts and Wibbels, 1999). Most of the available research,

however, indicates a significantly more volatile system as the number of parties increases

(Bartolini and Mair, 1990; Crewe and Denver, 1985; Lane and Ersson, 2007; Mainwaring

and Zoco, 2007). The reason why most research still assumes more party switching in larger

party systems, however, relates to ideological proximity rather than the number of options

voters have per se (Tavits, 2005; Toka, 1998).

The degree of polarization in an electoral context is assumed to strongly affect party

switching. There are a number of reasons for this theoretical expectation. First, one

expectation in the literature is that polarization and party switching are inversely related.

This logic is derived from the idea Downs (1957) defended in his Economic Theory of

Democracy : if polarization is high, the ideological spacing between parties will increase,

making a switch less likely (Hazan, 1997). There is some indirect evidence supporting this

idea. The correlation between a voter’s placement on a left-right scale and the position of

the party s/he votes for is significantly higher in more polarized elections (Dalton, 2008).

This indicates that, when offered a more diverse set of options, voters will find a party

closer to their own position and have less reason to switch. Similarly, the relation between

self-placement on a left-right scale and having a party-affiliation was found to be stronger

in polarized party systems (Curini and Hino, 2012; Freire, 2008). The effect of ideological

polarization on volatility has also been investigated at a macro-level. Typically, this has

been done by controlling for the number of parties in a system. Tavits (2005, p. 286) for

example makes the strong argument that in highly polarized systems ‘switching one’s vote

would mean trading one’s ideology’. Both Roberts and Wibbels (1999) and Tavits (2005)

find significant effects indicating that polarization decreases net volatility when controlling

for the number of parties in a party system.

A second reason to assume volatility is reduced in strongly polarized systems can be

found in the ‘supply’ side of the electoral spectrum. In highly polarized systems, parties

are more likely to be organized around specific cleavages that are the basis of polarization

itself (Mair, 1995). This might refrain parties from going into competition for certain parts

of the electorate that are considered ‘unattainable’ (Bardi and Mair, 2008). Conversely, as

Mair (1995) contends, if parties lose their distinct profiles, they will end up fishing in the

same broader pool of voters, and this makes it more likely that these voters will switch for

more valence-based differences, such as a more attractive party leadership (Deegan-Krause
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and Enyedi, 2010).4

Several scholars found a weak negative effect of polarization on volatility. All of them,

however, used aggregate data, which only allow a rudimentary estimation of gross volatility

(Bartolini and Mair, 1990; Roberts and Wibbels, 1999; Tavits, 2005). The reasoning of

theories about the effects of the number of parties and polarization however, is clearly at

the individual level and relates to party switching. Testing these contextual theories by

means of individual data can therefore be considered a prerequisite for understanding the

mechanisms. Following this review of the literature, the following two contextual hypotheses

will be investigated in this chapter:

Hypothesis 1: An increasing number of parties will increase the probability of party

switching

Hypothesis 2: A higher level of polarization in the party system will decrease the

probability of party switching

9.2.2 Individual-level controls

Although the focus of this paper is on the influence of contextual level variables on party

switching, it is important to take into consideration individual-level predictors of switching

as well. In this regard, party identification is generally considered a crucial variable in

voting behaviour research (Dalton, 2007, 2013) and in research on party switching more

specifically. As an important vote choice heuristic, partisanship acts to stabilize voting

behaviour (Lachat, 2007).

Furthermore, political sophistication is widely regarded to have an effect on party switch-

ing. The first survey-based research on what causes voters to switch parties concluded:

‘Stability in vote is characteristic of those interested in politics and instability of those not

particularly interested’ (Berelson et al., 1963, p. 20). Scholars nowadays expect a curvi-

linear effect of political sophistication on party switching, with most switching among the

middle sophisticated (Dassonneville and Dejaeghere, 2014; Kuhn, 2009; Lachat, 2007).

Finally, political attitudes are regularly included in models to understand what makes

people switch votes. Scholars seem to agree that disaffection with politics is associated

with volatility. With his ‘frustrated floating voter hypothesis’, Zelle (1995) drew attention

to the fact that volatile voters are less satisfied with the political system and less trusting

in politics. Switching parties should therefore be considered as a voter’s manifestation of

a mood of protest. Recent findings seem to confirm this pattern of disaffection leading

to volatility for a number of different countries (Dalton and Weldon, 2005; Dassonneville,

2012; Söderlund, 2008).

Self-evidently, socio-demographic factors such as gender and levels of education have to

be controlled for. Additionally, previous research has pointed out that citizens’ attitudes

4However, see Vegetti (2014) for an alternative view.
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stabilize as they grow older (Alwin and Krosnick, 1991). The same has been found with

respect to the stability of vote choices (Dassonneville, 2013; Gomez, 2013). Consequently,

we expect to find a negative effect of age on party switching, which would indicate that

older voters have more stable party preferences.

9.3 Data and methods

9.3.1 Data

We test the hypotheses outlined above using data from the Comparative Study of Electoral

Systems (CSES, 2007, 2013). The CSES is a standardized cross-national election survey

administered after elections in over fifty countries. Starting with the second CSES module

a recall question was administered to gauge for voting behaviour in the previous election.

This allows us to compute the total amount of party switching between elections. Recall

questions can be argued to be sub-optimal measures for investigating volatility because they

will stimulate false reports of stability (Festinger, 1957). Previous research has indicated

that the use of recall questions leads to an underestimation of volatility.5 The typical

reasons for this underestimate include memory problems and the fact that voters tend

to – consciously or subconsciously – adjust their previous vote to be in line with their

preference (van der Eijk and Niemöller, 1983; Waldahl and Aardal, 2000). The extent to

which respondents correctly recall their previous vote is usually assumed to be correlated to

individual-level variables that are linked to party switching (Converse, 1962). The empirical

evidence for such systematic correlations, however, is scarce (van der Eijk and Niemöller,

2008). For the purpose of the current analyses, it is important to observe that the errors in

the vote shares of the previous election do not correlate significantly to any of the contextual

level variables.6

We use a subset of election studies in the CSES that included a recall question.7 Ad-

ditionally, we cross-validated the data by comparing the recalled voting behaviour of re-

spondents in the estimation sample with official election results.8 Only election samples

in which there were no grave biases of the recalls vis-à-vis the actual results were retained

for the analyses.9 This step considerably reduces the number of elections in our sample

and strongly reduces the number of newer democracies included. Obviously, this limits the

5See also Chapter 12.
6These analysis are available upon request.
7See Appendix C.
8See Appendix E.
9We excluded elections in which the results for one or more a parties result diverged by more than 7.5

percentage points compared to the official result and for which a similar bias (more than 5 percentage points)
could not be observed for the current election. This way we assure that elections with problematic recall
questions are eliminated. Moreover, as in some cases these differences clearly originate in coding errors for
parties, we also see this as an indicator for the general reliability of the coding of party-choice for those
elections. See Appendix C for details on which elections were retained. More stringent cut-off points were
tested and our results proved robust in these cases. Results available upon request.
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generalizability of our findings to established democracies only, but we can confidently say

that doing so prevents generalizations based on flawed data.

Aggregate measures of net volatility use election results and thus imply that the changes

observed can also be caused by increases or decreases in turnout levels rather than party

switching alone. For investigating the impact of the party system on party switching only,

we restrict the sample to those respondents who voted in both the current and the recalled

election.

We furthermore restricted the dataset to surveys for parliamentary elections and to

elections that were conducted freely according to Freedom House. We excluded presidential

elections as in these cases leadership characteristics are much more important elements of

electoral choice and so they are less influenced by the party-system variables (Aarts et al.,

2011). The absence of questions for the construction of our key independent variables

further reduced the number of elections retained somewhat.10

Party splits or mergers have the potential to complicate our operationalization of party

switching. The disappearance of a party, or the merger of multiple parties, forces a voter

to reevaluate the contours of the ideological space. In many cases, however, the new party

is very similar to the old one, rendering it debatable if the voter can be considered volatile.

To decide on who to label as a ‘party-switcher’, we looked up the electoral report of all

elections in our sample in Electoral Studies, the European Journal of Political Research and

West European Politics. Based on this documentation we decided whether a party could

be labeled as ‘new’ or a compilation/splintering of former parties.11

9.3.2 Measurements

Our models incorporate a number of summary statistics developed in the literature. First,

we measure the effective number of electoral parties as proposed by Laakso and Taagepera

(1979).

Second, almost all regularly-used indices of polarization are based on the position of

the parties on a single left-right continuum (Abedi, 2002; Crepaz, 1990; Lijphart, 1999).

Respondents are capable of meaningfully placing different parties on a same left-right issue

scale (Budge and McDonald, 2006; Freire, 2008). Furthermore, recent work indicates that

voters’ placement of parties correlate highly with expert judgments or party placements

obtained from political elites (Dalton and McAllister, 2015). Therefore, we are confident

that using voters’ placement of parties on a left-right scale within CSES is a valid basis for

computing different measures of polarization.

Three general groups of polarization indices — that differ slightly in terms of how the

concept is operationalized — are present in the literature. Polarization indices of the first

type are simply based on parties’ left-right placements. The distance between the most

10See Appendix C on which elections were excluded and the reasons for doing so.
11Extensive information on what changes were considered party switching is provided in Appendix D.
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extreme left and right parties is then calculated as a measure of polarization (Abedi, 2002;

Crepaz, 1990; Indridason, 2011). Even though this measure is argued to be less suitable in

multiparty settings, we will use an unweighted measure gauging the distance between the

two most extreme parties as a first measure of polarization (equation (1) below). A second

type of index uses information from all parties and is weighted for their relative strength.

As a second measure in our analyses, we replicated such a measure constructed by Dalton

(2008) (equation (2) below, with pi being the vote share of party i). A third type of indicator

incorporates the variance of the electorate and keeps the full amount of information from all

parties. Alvarez and Nagler’s (2004) measure of compactness, for example, not only looks

at how dispersed the parties are on a left-right scale, but also relates this to the dispersion

(expressed as σ in equation (3) below) of the general population. Although the measure

was initially developed to look at separate issues, Ezrow (2007) has demonstrated this can

also be applied to the general ideological placement of voters and parties.12

Unweighted polarization index (1) :

|MaximumLRposition −MinimumLRposition|

Dalton polarization index (2) :√√√√ n∑
i=1

pi((LRi −MeanLR)/5)2)

Alvarez & Nagler compactness index (3):

σLR∑n
i=1 pi |LRi −MeanLR|

To verify the robustness of our findings, we perform our analyses with an index from each

of these groups separately. All polarization indices include somewhat different information

but obviously the three indices used are strongly correlated.13 To prevent multicolinearity

problems in the analyses we will test the impact of each of the measures separately.

We account for the fact that differences in electoral systems are linked to volatility. The

proportionality of an electoral system correlates strongly to the number of parties (Neto

and Cox, 1997), therefore most of these claims boil down to the effect of the number of

parties. We control for the proportionality of an electoral system, for which a number of

different indices have been proposed in the literature (Gallego et al., 2012). In the current

12Note that Ezrow inverses this index to become a measure of dispersion rather than compactness as this
is more straightforwardly understood. We will use the original Alvarez & Nagler formula.

13The Pearson correlation coefficient between the unweighted distance measure and the Dalton index is
0.803, the Pearson correlation coefficient between the unweighted distance measure and Alvarez & Nagler’s
measure of compactness is -0.630 and the Pearson correlation coefficient between Alvarez & Nagler’s measure
and Dalton’s polarization index is -0.838.
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analyses, we use the least squares index of disproportionality, as calculated and provided

by Gallagher (2013).

To investigate the effect of party identification we use a measure based on the question

‘Do you usually think of yourself as close to any particular party?’, to which respondents

could answer either yes or no. As Thomassen and Rosema (2009) claim, this question

wording possibly captures a more variable attitude than the original concept of party iden-

tification. Given that the effect of identifying with a particular party on volatility is likely

very strong, including such a proxy for partisanship is a stringent control when investigating

what causes voters to switch parties.

The concept of political sophistication refers to voters’ level of conceptualization and is

affected both by the voters’ openness to political information and by their capacity to process

this information (Campbell et al., 1980; Lachat, 2007; Luskin, 1990). Given that political

knowledge is often considered the best single indicator of political sophistication (Lachat,

2007), we rely on political knowledge as measure for political sophistication. Within the

framework of the CSES, each election survey contains three political knowledge questions.

Adding up the number of correct answers on the three questions gives us for each respondent

a political knowledge score between 0 and 3. In order to further enhance the comparability of

this knowledge measure across countries and election samples, we additionally standardized

political knowledge by dividing respondents’ knowledge score by the election-specific sample

mean (Singh and Thornton, 2013).

We use several related political attitudes to investigate the impact of political disaffection

on volatility. Previous research has shown that dissatisfaction with democracy and external

efficacy are all linked with electoral volatility (Dalton and Weldon, 2005; Dassonneville,

2012; Söderlund, 2008; Zelle, 1995). Satisfaction with democracy is measured by means of a

single item asking respondents ‘On the whole, are you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very

satisfied, or not at all satisfied with the way democracy works in [country]’ (reverse coding).

For external efficacy, we make use of the items ‘who is in power can make a difference’

and ‘who people vote for makes a difference’, both asked on a scale ranging between 1

and 5. Given that these items load strongly on a one-dimensional scale (Eigenvalue: 1.47;

Explained variance: 64.31%), they were added into a 1 to 5 additive scale of external political

efficacy.14 Furthermore, we include socio-structural control variables for respondents’ age,

gender, and whether or not they obtained any kind of college degree.

Missing values on some of the independent variables further reduces the estimation

sample to 29,591 individuals in 33 elections.15 These elections were held in 18 different

countries, most of which can be considered established democracies. Descriptive statistics

for the independent variables can be found in Table 9.1.

14For a number of election samples, only one of both items was included in the survey and therefore only
one item is included in the efficacy scale. See Appendix C on the elections to which this applies.

15When taking into account voters switching to and from abstention as well, the sample size is 33,530
(equally nested in 33 elections).
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Table 9.1: Descriptive statistics of independent variables
N Mean Std. Dev. Minumum Maximum

Age 29,591 50.56 15.61 20 100
Female 29,591 0.50 0.50 0 1
College education 29,591 0.30 0.46 0 1
Close to a political party 29,591 0.57 0.50 0 1
Political knowledge (standardized) 29,591 1.00 0.58 0.00 3.12
Efficacy 29,591 3.93 0.98 1 5
Satisfaction with democracy 29,591 2.73 0.85 1 4
Ls 33 4.33 3.28 0.72 16.73
ENEP 33 4.65 1.15 3.00 6.97
Max. left-right distance 33 5.32 1.42 1.74 7.63
Polarization 33 3.62 0.72 2.03 5.36
Compactness 33 1.41 0.31 0.89 2.10

Source: CSES Module 2 and Module 3.

9.3.3 Method

We investigate the causes of electoral volatility at an aggregate and individual level respec-

tively. For the aggregate-level analyses, the dependent variable is the Pedersen index of net

volatility. Given the continuous nature of this measure, we make use of an OLS regression

for this analysis.

Our individual-level dependent variable, party switching, is binary; these analyses will

take the form of logistic regressions. Furthermore, heterogeneity in the dataset must be

taken into account. Voters in a particular electoral context are more alike than voters in

different contexts. Because we want to integrate both individual and contextual theories

explaining volatility, we use multilevel analysis techniques (Steenbergen and Jones, 2002).

9.4 Results

9.4.1 The amount of volatility

We observe considerable variation in party switching in the sample. As Table 9.2 clarifies,

on average, just less than 30% of the 29,591 respondents in the analyses (i.e. those that

voted twice) report having changed party preferences. The amount of party switching

varies considerably between the elections included in these data; for example over 60% of

Irish respondents report switching in the 2007 election. Furthermore, the Dutch electoral

context is remarkably unstable, an image that is in line with what aggregate level data on

volatility suggest (Dassonneville, 2013). At the other extreme of Table 9.2 we find very

stable elections, such as the Portuguese 2002 election, the British 2005 election and the

Spanish 2004 election.

Reading through Table 9.2 indicates marked variation in the extent to which respondents

in different election samples report switching parties from one election to another. Before
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Table 9.2: Degree of party switching by election
Election % Stable % Switching N Pedersen index

(election results)

Ireland 2007 32.27% 62.73% 330 6.1
The Netherlands 2010 56.87% 43.13% 1,491 22.5
The Netherlands 2002 57.78% 42.22% 957 30.5
New Zealand 2002 59.71% 40.29% 906 8.95
Estonia 2011 60.80% 39.20% 375 12.95
The Netherlands 2006 62.31% 37.69% 1,674 20.0
Norway 2005 64.41% 35.59% 1,450 19.2
Sweden 2006 64.46% 35.54% 664 15.8
Finland 2011 65.04% 34.96% 798 15.0
Sweden 2002 65.05% 34.95% 658 14.4
Iceland 2009 66.48% 33.52% 698 21.3
Norway 2001 68.12% 31.88% 1,418 16.1
Slovenia 2004 68.45% 31.55% 355 21.4
Denmark 2007 69.86% 30.14% 949 10.0
Portugal 2005 70.29% 29.74% 1,476 11.3
Germany 2005 70.44% 29.56% 866 8.1
Norway 2009 70.54% 29.46% 1,334 6.6
New Zealand 2008 70.84% 29.16% 535 9.6
Australia 2007 71.90% 28.10% 1,025 6.8
Canada 2008 72.84% 27.16% 832 4.4
Iceland 2007 74.22% 25.78% 896 11.8
Switzerland 2007 74.57% 25.43% 1,152 6.8
Czech Republic 2002 75.02% 24.94% 425 11.5
Australia 2004 75.93% 24.07% 1,259 7.5
Germany 2002 76.00% 24.00% 1,521 6.5
Germany 2009 76.32% 23.68% 1,077 12.9
Finland 2007 77.03% 22.97% 788 6.7
Switzerland 2003 78.22% 21.78% 707 7.9
Finland 2003 79.41% 20.59% 680 6.3
Greece 2009 83.87% 16.13% 496 5.7
Portugal 2002 85.44% 14.56% 618 8.4
Great Britain 2005 85.74% 14.26% 512 6.2
Spain 2004 89.39% 10.61% 669 10.2
Total 70.12% 29.88% 29,591

Source: CSES Module 2 and Module 3.
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investigating whether the relationship between party switching and characteristics of the

party system are indeed driven by individual-level mechanisms, it is prudent to assess the

degree to which individual-level switching in the dataset and net volatility actually correlate.

Figure 9.1 illustrates a moderate correlation of 0.43 (p<0.05) between the proportion of

respondents reporting to have switched parties in a particular election sample on the one

hand and the Pedersen index for that same election on the other.

Figure 9.1: Comparison of individual-level party-switching (CSES) and net-volatility (Ped-
ersen index)
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Sources: CSES Module 2 and Module 3 and own calculations of the Pedersen index.

9.4.2 Pedersen index of net volatility

As a first step we present an aggregate-level analysis, in line with the model presented in

the original Pedersen paper. We investigate the relationship between our measures of the

number of parties and systemic polarization, on the one hand, and net volatility – controlling

for disproportionality – on the other. We present three separate models, drawing from 33

elections in our individual-level sample, in which each measure of polarization discussed

above is included.

The effective number of parties is robust to varying polarization measures and points at

a positive and significant effect on net volatility across each of the models in Table 9.3. The

measure of disproportionality and the first two measures of polarization, on the contrary,

are not significantly related to net volatility. Only compactness reaches a marginal level of
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significance, but clearly the ENEP is the more robust predictor of net volatility.16 In the

original analysis, Pedersen assumed polarization — rather than the number of parties —

exacerbates volatility. These results strongly suggest the number of parties is associated

with a high degree of net volatility. The evidence is mixed when relating polarization with

volatility. Therefore, at the macro-level, there is weak evidence that polarization would be

the main contextual variable affecting party switching.17

Table 9.3: Explaining aggregate level volatility (Pedersen index)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B B B

(s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.)

Intercept 2.041 -3.138 8.584
(5.334) (5.073) (5.548)

LS -0.409 -0.261 -0.232
(0.293) (0.287) (0.267)

ENEP 2.263+ 2.301∗ 2.264∗

(1.093) (1.052) (1.033)
Max. Left-right distance (unweighted) 0.187

(0.589)
Polarization (Dalton) 1.477

(1.304)
Compactness (Alvarez & Nagler) -4.484+

(2.361)

N 33 33 33
R2 0.348 0.367 0.385

Note: Standard errors are robust for 19 country clusters. Significance levels: +p < 0.1;∗ p < 0.05;∗∗ p < 0.01.
Sources: Own calculations of the Pedersen index of net volatility; CSES Module 2 and Module 3.

9.4.3 Individual-level volatility

Pedersen’s assumption with regard to polarization was clearly framed in individual terms.

Therefore, we next present the results of a multilevel random intercept model using the

CSES survey data. Given that the dependent variable is binary (respondents either report

having switched parties or not), the model takes the form of a logistic regression. For these

analyses as well, we present the results of separate models for each index of polarization.

The results of these analyses lead to different conclusions regarding which systemic fac-

16Standardizing the ENEP and the measure of compactness (in Model 3) to both run from 0 to 1, addi-
tionally points out that the impact of ENEP (8.99) is larger than the effect of compactness (-5.43).

17Pedersen relied on country experts to estimate the number of parties contesting an election in his sample.
Since his publication, the Effective Number of Electoral Parties index by Laakso and Taagepera (1979) has
become the standard way to measure this variable. The different result we obtain from Pedersen might
therefore to some extent also be related to the use of a more fine-grained indicator for this variable. We
thank a reviewer for pointing to this fact.
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tors affect party switching compared to the analysis for net volatility (see Table 9.4). First,

we do not observe a significant effect of the number of parties on respondents’ probability

to report switching parties. The hypothesis that more parties lead to more volatility is not

supported by these data. We do find a negative and significant effect of disproportionality;

as an electoral system is more disproportional, voters become less likely to switch parties

from one election to another.

According to Pedersen’s theoretical framework, more aggregate-level volatility is driven

by the reduced ideological distance between parties in more crowded party systems. The

results of the analyses presented in Table 9.4 provide suggestive evidence supporting this

assumption. The effect of polarization on switching parties is significant and in expected

directions for each of the indicators included: negative for the first two indicators and

positive for the indicator of compactness.18 Our findings, furthermore, are robust to all

three measures of polarization, even the most minimal operationalization — the maximum

ideological distance between two parties in an electoral system. Our results show that as a

party system is more compact, voters are more likely to switch parties.

In a next step, we investigate whether the effect of the systemic contextual variables hold

when controlling for individual-level variables capturing political sophistication, political

disaffection, and socio-demographics.

As clear from the results in Table 9.5, the effects of the contextual variables on respon-

dents’ probability to switch parties are robust with regard to a large set of individual-level

predictors. A more disproportional electoral system and the three indicators for polariza-

tion are still significantly related to lower probabilities of switching parties. The plots of

predicted probabilities for Models 1, 2 and 3 from Table 9.5 are shown in Figure 9.2 and give

some indication of the strength of the effect of polarization. All three indicators increase

the probability of switching parties by between 15 and 20 percentage points when moving

from one extreme to another. This can be considered a sizable effect for a single contextual

variable.

For the individual-level predictors, results are in line with previous research. Older vot-

ers are significantly less likely to report switching while there is no significant difference

between men and women’s probability of switching parties. Furthermore, the higher ed-

ucated are significantly more likely to report switching compared to respondents without

higher education. Second, the term capturing political knowledge squared is negative and

significant, hinting at a significant curvilinear effect, with the middle knowledgeable re-

spondents having the highest probability of switching parties. Third, both political efficacy

and satisfaction with democracy are significant and negatively related to the probability

to switch parties, indicating that political disaffection increases voters probability to desert

the party they voted for in the previous election.

Pedersen’s theoretical assumptions all relate to the impact of contextual variables on

18Given the rather small N at the election level (33), we can safely use less conservative levels of significance.



9.4. RESULTS 189

Table 9.4: Explaining individual-level volatility (contextual variables)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B B B

(s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.)

Individual level
Intercept -0.469 -0.256 -1.876∗∗

(0.614) (0.720) (0.555)
Contextual variables
LS -0.063∗ -0.067∗ -0.067∗

(0.031) (0.033) (0.031)
ENEP 0.084 0.088 0.094

(0.080) (0.080) (0.078)
Max. left-right distance (unweighted) -0.106+

(0.060)
Polarization (Dalton) -0.215+

(0.127)
Compactness (Alvarez & Nagler) 0.577∗

(0.277)
Elections σ2 0.173 0.174 0.167

(0.045) (0.045) (0.044)

N individuals 29,591 29,591 29,591
N elections 33 33 33
ρ 0.050 0.050 0.048

Note: Null-model: ρ=0.066. Coefficients and standard errors of multilevel logit models in Stata via
xtmelogit-command. Significance levels: +p < 0.1;∗ p < 0.5;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗∗∗ p < 0.001. Source: CSES
Module 2 and Module 3.

voters’ probability of switching parties. Empirically, however, Pedersen tested this by means

of an index of net volatility. As net volatility is affected by the extent to which citizens

are mobilized or demobilized for particular elections, differences between his results and

our findings for party switching could be driven by whether or not abstainers are taken

into account. To verify the impact of abstention, we have replicated the analyses with an

individual-level indicator of volatility as the dependent variable. Importantly, this indicator

considers citizens switching to or from abstention from one election or another as volatile.

The results of these analyses are reported in Table 9.6 and clarify that for a broad opera-

tionalization of volatility, the number of parties – and not polarization – causes instability,

which is in line with an aggregate-level analysis of net volatility à la Pedersen. Our main

analyses, by contrast, show that polarization has a much larger effect than the number of

parties on switching.

Thus far, our analyses have investigated party switching without taking into account

party identification. We now model party switching with reference to this strong predictor

of vote choice. Doing so is a very stringent test, because it can be assumed that partisanship
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Table 9.5: Explaining individual-level party-switching (contextual and individual predic-
tors)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B (s.e.) B (s.e.) B (s.e.)

Individual level
Intercept 1.244+ (0.658) 1.500+ (0.767) -0.161 (0.598)
Age -0.017∗∗∗ (0.001) -0.017∗∗∗ (0.001) -0.017∗∗∗ (0.001)
Female 0.016 (0.027) 0.016 (0.027) 0.016 (0.027)
College education 0.076∗ (0.030) 0.076∗ (0.030) 0.076∗ (0.030)
Political knowledge 0.065 (0.062) 0.065 (0.062) 0.064 (0.062)
Political knowledge2 -0.067∗ (0.027) -0.067∗ (0.027) -0.067∗ (0.027)
Efficacy -0.149∗∗∗ (0.014) -0.149∗∗∗ (0.014) -0.149∗∗∗ (0.014)
Satisfaction with democracy -0.164∗∗∗ (0.016) -0.164∗∗∗ (0.016) -0.164∗∗∗ (0.016)
Contextual variables
LS -0.061+ (0.033) -0.067+ (0.035) -0.065∗ (0.033)
ENEP 0.118 (0.085) 0.122 (0.084) 0.129 (0.083)
Max. left-right distance -0.106+ (0.064)
Polarization -0.226+ (0.135)
Compactness 0.570+ (0.295)
Elections σ2 0.196 (0.051) 0.196 (0.051) 0.191 (0.050)

N individuals 29,591 29,591 29,591
N elections 33 33 33
ρ 0.056 0.056 0.055

Note: Null-model: ρ=0.066. Coefficients and standard errors of multilevel logit models in Stata via
xtmelogit-command. Significance levels: +p < 0.1;∗ p < 0.5;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗∗∗ p < 0.001. Source: CSES
Module 2 and Module 3.

acts as an intermediary variable between the contextual and individual-level variables. As

we demonstrate in Table 9.7 (see Model 1) the direction of the estimated effects holds, but

the effects of the polarization indices no longer reach a conventional level of statistical sig-

nificance when we add closeness to a party to the analyses. While our initial results indicate

that polarization significantly decreases the probability that individual voters will change

parties from one election to another, this additional analysis indicates that partisanship

acts as a powerful barrier to contextual effects. If one takes into account voters’ feelings of

closeness to a party, it seems as if this renders the choice set irrelevant. To verify whether

this is indeed the case, we add cross-level interaction terms between partisanship and the

contextual variables into a model. Models 2 to 5 offer indications of significant cross-level

interactions between partisanship and our measures of polarization. To ease the interpreta-

tion of these effects, we plotted the estimated impact of compactness (as estimated in Model

5) for partisans and nonpartisans separately. As is clear from Figure 9.2, polarization acts

to reduce the strong barrier effect of partisanship on party switching. This is evident from

the fact that the difference between partisans and nonpartisans in their probability to switch
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Table 9.6: Explaining individual-level volatility (including switching to/from abstention)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B (s.e.) B (s.e.) B (s.e.)

Individual level
Intercept 2.038∗∗∗ (0.555) 2.129∗∗ (0.652) 1.071∗ (0.505)
Age -0.022∗∗∗ (0.001) -0.022∗∗∗ (0.001) -0.022∗∗∗ (0.001)
Female -0.010 (0.024) -0.010 (0.024) -0.010 (0.024)
College education -0.045 (0.027) -0.045 (0.027) -0.045 (0.027)
Political knowledge -0.325∗∗∗ (0.055) -0.324∗∗∗ (0.055) -0.325∗∗∗ (0.055)
Political knowledge2 0.045+ (0.024) 0.045+ (0.024) 0.046+ (0.024)
Efficacy -0.212∗∗∗ (0.012) -0.212∗∗∗ (0.012) -0.212∗∗∗ (0.012)
Satisfaction with democracy -0.181∗∗∗ (0.014) -0.181∗∗∗ (0.014) -0.181∗∗∗ (0.014)
Contextual variables
LS -0.029 (0.028) -0.030 (0.029) -0.032 (0.028)
ENEP 0.147∗ (0.071) 0.150∗ (0.072) 0.154∗ (0.070)
Max. Left-right distance -0.073 (0.054)
Polarization -0.136 (0.115)
Compactness 0.393 (0.250)
Elections σ2 0.139 (0.036) 0.141 (0.037) 0.137 (0.036)

N individuals 33,530 33,530 33,530
N elections 33 33 33
ρ 0.041 0.041 0.040

Note: Null-model: ρ=0.042. Coefficients and standard errors of multilevel logit models in Stata via
xtmelogit-command. Significance levels: +p < 0.1;∗ p < 0.5;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗∗∗ p < 0.001. Source: CSES
Module 2 and Module 3.
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Figure 9.2: Estimated effect and 90%-confidence intervals of polarization measures on party
switching

.1

.2

.3

.4

.5

Pr
ob

ab
ilit

y 
to

 s
w

itc
h

2 4 6 8
Max. left-right distance

.1

.2

.3

.4

.5

Pr
ob

ab
ilit

y 
to

 s
w

itc
h

2 3 4 5 6
Polarization

.1

.2

.3

.4

.5

Pr
ob

ab
ilit

y 
to

 s
w

itc
h

1 1.5 2
Compactness

.1

.2

.3

.4

.5

Pr
ob

ab
ilit

y 
to

 s
w

itc
h

2 4 6 8
Max. left-right distance

.1

.2

.3

.4

.5

Pr
ob

ab
ilit

y 
to

 s
w

itc
h

2 3 4 5 6
Polarization

.1

.2

.3

.4

.5

Pr
ob

ab
ilit

y 
to

 s
w

itc
h

1 1.5 2
Compactness

.1

.2

.3

.4

.5

Pr
ob

ab
ilit

y 
to

 s
w

itc
h

2 4 6 8
Max. left-right distance

.1

.2

.3

.4

.5

Pr
ob

ab
ilit

y 
to

 s
w

itc
h

2 3 4 5 6
Polarization

.1

.2

.3

.4

.5

Pr
ob

ab
ilit

y 
to

 s
w

itc
h

1 1.5 2
Compactness

Note: Estimates based on 10,000 simulated observations based on Model 1, 2 and 3 in Table 9.5 respectively.

parties is strongly reduced as the party system is more compact. Even though partisan-

ship is still a significant predictor of party switching in highly compact party systems, an

ideologically dense set of choices reduces the pronounced differences between partisans and

nonpartisans that are found in highly polarized settings.
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Table 9.7: Explaining individual-level volatility (the impact of partisanship)
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Figure 9.3: Estimated effect and 90%-confidence intervals of compactness on party switching
by partisanship
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Note: Estimates based on 10,000 simulated observations based on Model 5 in Table 9.7.

9.4.4 Additional robustness test

One could claim that investigating the impact of contextual variables on voting behaviour

ought to be lagged. Given that the indices of disproportionality and the effective number

of parties are based on election results, there is a tautological element in explaining vot-

ers’ behaviour in an election by means of indicators that are constructed on the basis of

election results. Therefore, as an additional test, we included lagged variables for the least

squares index of disproportionality and the effective number of parties. For the polarization

measures, by contrast, given that parties’ positions are likely to change considerably over a

period of multiple years, we assume that respondents’ perception of the position of parties

immediately after an election are related more strongly to their perceptions before going

to vote than the perceptions of parties’ positions years before (Zaller, 1992). These models

with lagged indicators for disproportionality and the effective number of parties show our

results to be robust. Both the direction of the estimated effects and their significance levels

withstand this test.19

19Results not shown, but available upon request.
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9.5 Discussion

Until the present study it was unclear to what extent party-system variables affect the

probability that individual voters switch parties between elections. Our aggregate level

analysis shows that up to 40% in the between-election variance in volatility can be explained

with three party-system level variables, of which the number of parties seems to matter

most. When exploring this with individual level data, however, we see that it is actually

the polarization of the party system that increases the likelihood that voters switch between

elections. We can now confirm Pedersen’s claim, made more than thirty years ago, that it

is the polarization of the parties that matters as a mechanism triggering individual voters

to switch parties.

For net volatility, we conclude that the ENEP index is not a proxy for polarization as

Pedersen assumed. Including both variables in the analysis of the Pedersen index shows

that polarization is not the influential variable. Our aggregate-level results show a robust

impact of the number of parties on volatility; this is not so with the individual-level data.

This discrepancy might be an effect of the compound nature of the aggregate Pedersen

index. The index captures party switching, but also changes driven by voters who voted

in one election but abstained in the other. Both of these groups might be influenced by

different factors in their electoral behaviour, with the latter group being more influenced by

variables that typically drive turnout. This was confirmed by an additional individual-level

analysis where we included those switching from/to abstention as volatile. Those results

demonstrate that the number of parties to be influential in this case, but not polarization.

This has important consequences for the conceptual difference between party switching and

volatility. Our analyses show that conclusions about what drives party switching cannot

easily be generalized to volatility. The main difference is not between levels of aggregation,

but between whether or not abstainers are accounted for in the analysis. Therefore, it

is important that future research makes a clearer conceptual difference between party-

switching and volatility and investigates separately what factors cause voters to switch

parties and what factors affect whether or not voters turn out to vote.

Our additional investigation of the influence of party identification on vote-switching

confirms its status as a key variable in voter research. Partisanship acts as a powerful

barrier to party switching, overruling even the impact of the degree of polarization in the

choice set. The significant interaction effects of partisanship and polarization, however,

show that the powerful impact of partisanship on partisan stability is strongly reduced

when a party system is very compact.

Methodologically, we concede that the use of recall data is not optimal to answer the

hypothesis we investigate here. But this also leads us to emphasize that the only way

to make important steps forward in this very important field is to conduct comparative

panel studies in a large group of democracies. We realize that this involves a considerable

organizational and funding effort. Several decades after the Columbia and Michigan studies,
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we still lack the adequate data to answer what seems to be a very elementary question in

comparative political science. This seems to signal, therefore, that this is the only way

forward.



10
Shifting Parties1

Abstract

The trend towards increasing electoral volatility has triggered a rich literature investigating

which voters are most likely to switch parties in subsequent elections. Less is known,

however, on the role parties play in causing voters to switch parties. From a Downsian

perspective we assume that changes in parties’ ideological positions should cause voters to

switch parties from one election to another. This chapter addresses these shortcomings in

the literature by bringing together literature on volatility and research on responsiveness

to political party. For doing so, we make use of the data from the Comparative Study of

Electoral Systems (CSES) project. The results presented in this chapter show that parties’

ideological shifts are indeed causing voters to switch parties. The extent to which this

mechanism of accountability functions, however, is partly dependent on individual- as well

as contextual-level factors.

10.1 Introduction

In elections, the balance of power rests with those voters who switch parties. Even though

the founding fathers of electoral research were intrigued by these switchers and their charac-

1This chapter is based on the following paper: Dassonneville, R. & Ferland, B. (2015). Shifting Parties,
Sophisticated Switchers. Are Voters Responding to Ideological Shifts by Political Parties? Working paper.

197
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teristics (Berelson et al., 1963; Campbell et al., 1980; Converse, 1962), a number of questions

on the mechanisms causing voters to switch parties remain. As a prime example, the debate

on how political sophistication relates to electoral volatility is still on-going (Dalton et al.,

2002; Dassonneville and Dejaeghere, 2014; Kuhn, 2009; Lachat, 2007). This debate is nor-

matively loaded, as perspectives on an ideal democracy lead to the expectation that these

switches are driven by well-considered decisions of knowledgeable and interested citizens

(Granberg and Holmberg, 1990).

The importance of investigating who switches parties and the reasons motivating such

behaviour relates to the role of party switching as an important accountability mechanism

for voters. Previous research has shown that voters use their assessment of party perfor-

mance and of parties’ role in influencing positively or negatively the economy to reward and

punish parties in the voting booth (Duch and Stevenson, 2008; Fisher and Hobolt, 2010;

Lewis-Beck, 2006; Powell and Whitten, 1993). From a responsible party model perspective

(Arnold and Franklin, 2012; Sartori, 1968), however, we also expect voters to sanction and

reward parties based on what they are offering (or not) to voters and how they change their

platform over time. If that is indeed the case, we should find evidence of voter responsive-

ness to political parties i.e. that voters change their support when parties are changing

their positions. The implication of such an observation would be that that the balance of

power is not based on voters floating randomly.

Recently, two important streams of literature have emerged that tackle elements of

this research puzzle. First, in the field of voting behaviour, studies on volatility have

investigated whether it is the high or low politically sophisticated who are most likely to

switch parties. The underlying assumption in these studies is simply that high sophisticates

make well-considered decisions and low sophisticates don’t. The implication is that the

high sophisticates should be switching most to ensure mechanisms of accountability in the

representation processes. We claim, however, that these studies are overlooking a crucial

element by not taking into account shifts at the party level when assessing the characteristics

of floating voters. For concluding whether or not party switchers are ‘whimsical’ (van der

Meer et al., 2015), it does not suffice to look at how politically sophisticated switchers are.

What we should investigate, instead, is the extent to which voters are responding to parties’

behaviour, i.e. the extent to which voters change their vote as parties shift their position.

Second, a number of scholars doing research on political parties have provided strong

empirical evidence pointing out that parties and their voters have largely similar ideological

opinions (Costello et al., 2012; Dalton, 1985). Furthermore, this correlation has recently

been shown to be dynamic and so in two ways. First, parties have been found to adjust

their positions in response to the electorate (Adams and Somer-Topcu, 2009; Adams et al.,

2004). Second, citizens were found to be responding to parties changing stances as well

(Adams et al., 2012, 2014, 2011). The latter phenomenon is what we assume to be an

important causal mechanism explaining why voters change parties from one election to
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another. Evidence of responsiveness from the part of voters has been provided, however,

only at the aggregate level (Adams et al., 2011, 2014; Tavits, 2007). Consequently, our

understanding of the mechanisms triggering voter responsiveness at the individual level

remains mostly limited.

It appears, therefore, that studies on volatility have not taken into account shifts from

the part of parties while scholars interested in voters’ responsiveness to parties’ shifts have

failed to capture voting behaviour as a mechanism of responsiveness. In this chapter, we

address these gaps in the literature. We first discuss previous research on electoral volatility

and why political sophistication is regularly looked at for understanding the causes and

consequences of volatility. In a next section, we elaborate on why we expect ideological shifts

at the party-level to be of importance in this debate. After formulating our hypotheses,

we present the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES), which is the data source

used for investigating this question. We find that parties’ ideological shifts are indeed

causing voters to switch parties or to remain stable. The extent to which this mechanism of

accountability functions, however, is partly dependent on individuals’ level of sophistication

as well as on a party’s characteristics, such as whether a party is in opposition, and whether

this is a single-party or a coalition government.

10.2 Unsophisticated switchers?

The question whether party switching is an expression of high or low political sophistication

and involvement has been a source for debate in the literature on voting behaviour ever

since the 1950s. Berelson et al. (1963) investigated the characteristics of voters changing

parties in the course of an electoral campaign and came to the conclusion that ‘Stability in

vote is characteristic of those interested in politics and instability of those not particularly

interested’ (Berelson et al., 1963, p. 20). This observation, which has been coined as ‘the

floating voter hypothesis’, has consequently sparked a normatively loaded debate on the

link between political sophistication and volatility. These findings have been interpreted

as being at odds with what an ideal type democracy should look like. If Berelson and his

colleagues have it right, the implication is that alterations in election results and therefore in

governance are driven by changes among the least interested part of the electorate (Granberg

and Holmberg, 1990).

Further studies on the link between volatility have refined the original ‘floating voter

hypothesis’ somewhat. It has been argued and empirically found to be valuable to think of a

non-linear relation between political sophistication and volatility. Low sophisticated voters

are unlikely to perceive a lot of political information and hence thought to rely on habitual

cues, leading to stability in voting behaviour. High sophisticates on the other hand, receive

a lot of political information, but their well-developed political attitudes are assumed to

make them resistant to changing their behaviour accordingly. As a consequence, it is the
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middle sophisticated who are thought and found to be most likely to switch parties – either

during a campaign period or from one election to another (Converse, 1962; Kuhn, 2009;

Lachat, 2007).

A second refinement can be found in the work of Dalton (1984, 2007, 2012, 2013), who

claims that electorates have changed fundamentally since the early voting studies were pub-

lished. According to Dalton, a group of high cognitively mobilised apartisans has emerged.

This group of voters is politically sophisticated and for that reason does not have to rely on

partisanship to guide vote choices. Instead, these voters are free to choose independently

and from one election to another what party to vote for. As a consequence, volatility in

recent decades can be related to high levels of interest and involvement in politics, which

would fit to the democratic ideal (Dalton et al., 2002). Dalton’s theoretical accounts, how-

ever, are contested in a number of studies pointing out that the empirical evidence points

in opposite directions (Albright, 2009; Dassonneville et al., 2012; Marthaler, 2008).

Thirdly, some nuance has been added to the debate by scholars pointing out that even

though levels of volatility can be substantial, most switching is still confined to particular

ideological blocs (Bartolini and Mair, 1990; van der Meer et al., 2012, 2015). Taking into ac-

count the directionality of switching, these studies furthermore indicate that only switching

between ideologically distant parties is clearly linked to low levels of political sophistication

(Dassonneville and Dejaeghere, 2014; van der Meer et al., 2015).

Regardless of the refinements made, all research investigating the link between political

sophistication and volatility shares the same underlying assumption. It is thought that if

volatility is associated with high levels of political sophistication or involvement in politics,

this would foster what is generally referred to as a democratic ideal of voters judging ‘can-

didates and parties on their policies and governmental performance’ (Dalton et al., 2002,

p. 60).

10.3 Party position shifts

High sophisticated party switchers could indeed be argued to be a necessary condition for

volatility to advance the democratic ideal. We argue, however, that merely looking at

levels of political sophistication, interest or involvement is not sufficient for drawing strong

conclusions in this debate. From a Downsian perspective on voting, voters need not be

fully informed on parties’ positions or the issues at stake to make rational decisions (Downs,

1957). Instead, what we should investigate is therefore whether party switching results from

voters’ assessment of how the government has performed or voters judgements of parties’

policies and ideological positions (Dalton et al., 2002) and whether voters reward or punish

parties accordingly. While a large number of studies in the field of economic voting have

focused on performance evaluations, it is accountability with respect to ideological positions

that is central in this chapter.
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For the assumption that party switching is indeed driven by ideological shifts of parties

to be a possibility, three conditions should be met. First, that voters vote for parties that

have ideological positions that closely match their own opinions. Second, that parties change

their positions from one election to another. And third, that voters perceive change when

parties shift their ideological positions or policies. The literature offers evidence validating

each of these three conditions.

First, in representative democracies, it is deemed essential that parties’ ideological posi-

tions are consistent with how their voters think about policy. According to the ‘responsible

party model’ sufficient ideological congruence between citizens and parties ensures a link

between the public opinion and policy (Adams et al., 2014; Costello et al., 2012; Dalton,

1985; Thomassen, 1994). Strong empirical evidence substantiates the claim that voters have

policy opinions that closely match the positions of the parties they vote for (Costello et al.,

2012; Dalton, 1985).

Second, parties have previously been found not to be inert actors, but to change ideo-

logical and policy positions over time. Different mechanisms are generally referred to for

explaining why parties do so. Somer-Topcu (2009) for example found parties winning elec-

tions to be less likely to subsequently change positions than parties losing elections. Adams

and his colleagues, by contrast, do not find indications of parties responding to previous

election results by changing their ideologies (Adams et al., 2004). Furthermore, parties have

been found to react to competing parties, with Adams and Somer-Topcu (2009) for example

showing that parties tend to shift positions in the same direction as their rivalling parties

have done before. Importantly, parties have been found to change positions as a reaction

to changes in public opinion as well (Adams et al., 2004; Budge, 1994). As a refinement

to this observation, while mainstream parties are generally responding to the mean voter,

niche parties are sensitive to changes among their own supporters instead (Ezrow et al.,

2010).

Third, evidence accumulates showing that citizens do perceive change when parties shift

policy positions (Adams et al., 2011, 2014). Even though voters do not seem to respond to

changes in manifestos or to shifts communicated through campaign communication (Adams

et al., 2011), voters are responding to perceptions of change – as for example observed by

experts as well (Adams et al., 2014). It has also been shown that voters update their

perceptions of parties’ positions based on parties’ participation in coalition governments

(Fortunato and Stevenson, 2013).

In sum, it seems as if all conditions are met for volatility to potentially be driven by

voters responding to ideological shifts of parties. Tavits (2007) has indeed shown that,

at an aggregate level, ideological shifts have an impact on the electoral results of parties,

albeit only positively so if parties shift on pragmatic issues. Adams et al. (2011) have also

provided evidence of partisan sorting at the aggregate level where party supporters either

update their perception of party positions or change their party support in response to
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shifts in party positions. It remains to be seen, however, whether at an individual-level as

well, we can observe a link between ideological shifts of parties on the one hand and party

switching by voters on the other.

10.4 Hypotheses

A Downsian framework of vote maximization makes us think of two related mechanisms

that would link parties’ ideological shifts to shifts by voters. We illustrate both mechanisms

in Figure 10.1. First, a voter can feel that a party s/he voted for no longer represents

her/his interests because of the party’s changed policy positions, i.e. the party is shifting

away from the voter (Party B in Figure 10.1). In this case, the voter can decide to punish

that party and switch away from it. Second, parties are thought to change positions because

they hope to attract new voters (Downs, 1957; Williams, 2015). Consequently, as parties

move positions and come closer to the ideological position of a voter of another party, i.e.

the party is shifting towards the voter (Party A in Figure 10.1), this voter can decide to

reward this party and switch towards it.2 The overview of the literature makes clear that

there are a number of reasons to assume that parties’ shifts are indeed a driving mechanism

for volatility, which leads to our first hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1a: The more the previously voted party shifts ideologically away from a

voter, the higher the probability that the voter switches away from this party.

Hypothesis 1b: The more another party shifts ideologically towards a voter, the higher

the probability that a voter switches towards this party.

Figure 10.1: Parties’ ideological shifts and party shifts by voters

0" 10"Voter"

Party"A" Party"B"

While we expect these hypotheses to hold in general, we also think it is essential to

take into account aspects of heterogeneity for gaining insights in how party shifts affect

individual-level volatility. As a first aspect, we have to take into account the likely con-

ditioning effect of political sophistication on the link between party shifts and volatility.

Perceiving parties’ ideological positions and shifts therein, can be assumed to require a

2Note that the shift from Party B in Figure 10.1 may also be appealing to new voters to its right.
Conversely, the shift from Party A may encourage some of its voters to vote for another party instead.
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certain level of political sophistication. Analogous to what has been found with regard to

economic voting and performance voting (de Vries and Giger, 2014; Gomez and Wilson,

2001), we hypothesize that higher levels of political sophistication lead to more ideological

responsiveness and to a higher probability to subsequently switch parties due to parties’

ideological shifts. As this should hold for both moving towards as well as moving away from

a party, we formulate one general hypothesis.

Hypothesis 2: The more politically sophisticated is a voter, the stronger the relation

between parties’ ideological shifts and the voter’s probability to switch parties.

In addition to individual-level heterogeneity conditioning the impact of parties’ shifts

on volatility, we expect party-level characteristics to be influential factors as well. In parlia-

mentary systems, it is the parties in government that dominate the policy-making process

by proposing and implementing policies (Laver and Shepsle, 1996). Opposition parties may

have some influence on government policies as well, but that depends upon the majority or

minority status of the government and whether the latter is formed by a coalition of parties

or not (Powell, 2000). In general, however, incumbent parties strongly control the legisla-

tive agenda in parliamentary systems (Tsebelis, 2002). Given that voters’ perceptions of the

ideological position of parties are strongly influenced by parties’ behaviour in office (Adams

et al., 2014; Fortunato and Stevenson, 2013), the actions of incumbent parties should be

more salient to voters than opposition parties’ behaviour. Consequently, our assumption is

that voters will more easily perceive a party shift when it is an incumbent party than when

the party is in opposition. This assumption is also consistent with a conception of elections

as an instrument for citizens to hold their government accountable for their actions (Powell,

2000; Przeworski et al., 1999). When a government drifts away from its initial promises,

e.g. when its changes ideological position, its supporters may well punish it by switching

parties. Similarly, government parties may move towards those who earlier did not vote for

them. These voters can just as well reward the incumbent parties by switching towards the

parties in office.

Hypothesis 3a: The relation between parties’ ideological shifts and volatility is stronger

for incumbent parties than for opposition parties.

Furthermore, there are reasons to think that the type of government that is in office is

of relevance as well. Scholars have previously argued that the accountability mechanism

is more difficult to achieve under coalition governments than under single-party majority

governments (Fisher and Hobolt, 2010; Powell and Whitten, 1993; Powell, 2000). The reason

is that in case of a coalition of parties only one policy is adopted for a given issue resulting

from a compromise between parties (Martin and Vanberg, 2014) while each party is held

accountable separately at election time. The fact that multiple parties are responsible for the

overall government direction makes it difficult for voters to weigh the responsibility of each

party separately. As a result, economic and retrospective voting are generally less important
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under coalition governments than is the case for single-party majority governments (Fisher

and Hobolt, 2010; Powell and Whitten, 1993). For these reasons, ideological shifts by parties

in coalition governments are blurred by the other signals sent from the government as a

whole but also by the other coalition members. We thus expect the relation between parties’

ideological shifts and volatility to be stronger for parties in a single-party government than

for incumbent parties in a coalition government.

Hypothesis 3b: The relation between parties’ ideological shifts and volatility is stronger

for parties in a single-party government than for parties in a coalition government.

10.5 Data and methods

In order to test the hypotheses, we use the data from the Comparative Study of Electoral

Systems (CSES) covering the 2001-2011 period (CSES, 2007, 2013). One of the main ad-

vantages of the CSES dataset is that respondents were surveyed in several countries in a

standardized way. It is the comparative feature of the data – with multiple countries and

hence party systems covered – that renders the CSES the ideal dataset to investigate the

effect of party-level factors on volatility. We limit the analyses to countries where a sufficient

number of consecutive elections is covered by election surveys in order to allow measuring

shifts in party positions (see below). As a result, the focus of this chapter is on voting be-

haviour in advanced industrial democracies. Overall, the analyses cover 22,019 respondents

in 23 elections that took place in the following countries: Australia, Denmark, Germany,

Iceland, Ireland, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and

Great Britain.

As parties do react to each other as well (Williams, 2015) it could be considered es-

sential to take into account all dynamics in the party system and how voters react to

these movements. To this end we have transformed the data into a stacked data matrix of

respondent-party dyads. As such, we can model the reactions of voters to all ideological

shifts in the party system. As a clarification for this stacking procedure, look at Figure 10.2

below. Voter x voted for party C in the current election and for party B in the previous

election. In the transformed data-matrix, this is represented by twice not voting (0) for

party A, voting for party B in the previous election (1) but not doing so in the current

election (0) and not voting for party C in the previous election (0), but doing so in the

current election (1).

10.5.1 Measures and expectations

The dependent variable for testing the hypotheses is a categorical variable constructed based

on the information in the stacked data matrix and has four outcome options. The value

of the dependent variable is 0 if a voter stable voted for the same party (e.g. voter y and

party A in Figure 10.2). The value is 1 if a voter stable not voted for this party (e.g. voter
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Figure 10.2: Transformation to a stacked data-matrix of voter-party dyads in a context
with three parties (A, B and C)

y and party B in Figure 10.2), 2 if a voter is switching away from a party (e.g. voter x and

party B in Figure 10.2) and 3 if a voter switches towards a party (e.g. voter x and party C

in Figure 10.2).

For information on the party previously voted for, we make use of a recall question of

previous voting behaviour.3 Such a question was included in Modules 2 and 3 of the CSES

project. Relying on information obtained from recall questions to study volatility, we have

to acknowledge that these are imperfect measures. Previous research has indicated that the

use of recall questions leads to an underestimation of volatility, due to memory problems or

because voters adjust their recalled vote to be in line with their current preference (van der

Eijk and Niemöller, 1983; Waldahl and Aardal, 2000). Furthermore, the extent to which

respondents correctly recall their previous vote is most likely to be correlated to variables

that are usually linked to party switching. As Converse (1962, p. 580) has indicated, ‘The

same theory which predicts that the less involved are more susceptible to change suggests that

the less involved will also give less accurate accounts of past political behaviour’.4 The lack of

comparative panel studies on election behaviour, however, renders the use of cross-sectional

data and recalled vote choices the only option for investigating our research question. In

the estimation sample, 30.6% of respondents report to have switched parties at the current

election (standard deviation of 0.46).

In order to assess the impact of ideological shifts in party positions on respondents’

likelihood of switching parties, we compute whether and to what extent the ideological

3By relying on scientific election reports of each of the elections covered, we can take into account splits
and mergers of parties when constructing this measure of party switching.

4For more information on the quality of recall questions, see Chapter 12.
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distance between a respondent’s position and a party’s ideological position at the current

election has changed since the previous election. We thus construct a delta-measure (∆)

of change in ideological positions by subtracting the absolute distance between a voter and

a party at time t-1 from the absolute distance between the voter and the party at time t.

Consequently, a negative ∆ distance value implies that the party is shifting towards the

voter’s position, while a positive ∆ distance value implies that a party is shifting away from

her/him. The question used in the CSES dataset to locate respondents’ left-right position

is: ‘In politics people sometimes talk of left and right. Where would you place yourself on

a scale from 0 to 10 where 0 means the left and 10 means the right?’. Respondents were

also asked to locate each party on the same left-right scale. For each party, we compute

the median position as perceived by all respondents.5 By using perceived positions, we take

into account previous research pointing out that voters do not react to manifestos but do

react to perceived ideological positions (Adams et al., 2014).6 Note that for computing the

shifts of parties from one election to another we only use elections that were consecutive.

To increase the number of consecutive elections we use data from Module 1 of the CSES

dataset and we complement this with national election studies in which respondents are

asked to locate each party on a left-right scale.7

Our expectation is that ∆ distance will have a positive impact on a respondent’s likeli-

hood moving away from a party (H1a). This would indicate that if the respondent’s party

has moved away ideologically from the respondent, s/he is more likely to desert that party.

Furthermore, we expect ∆ distance to have a negative impact on a respondent’s likelihood

to move towards a party (H1b). That observation would indicate that as a party shifts away

from a voter, this voter is less likely to switch to this party. Note that there is no recall

question on respondents’ ideological position at the previous election. A major limitation

of the cross-sectional nature of our data is consequently that we cannot take into account

possible shifts from the part of voters themselves. As a result, we can only shed light on

one side of the story of ideological shifts affecting voting behaviour.

We expect the impact of ∆ distance on the likelihood of switching to be conditioned

by individual and party-level characteristics. To measure a respondent’s level of political

sophistication, different operationalizations have been suggested in the literature. A number

5Note that we transform the parties left-right position into a continuous variable based on the procedure
of Warwick (2011). For each respondent, we add a random number following a uniform distribution with
mean zero varying from -0.5 to 0.5. For instance, respondents who located a party at 4 on the left-right
scale are now distributed uniformly over the 3.5-4.5 interval. The main implication is that instead of having
party positions for each country located at position 4, 5 or 6 as is usually the case, we get party positions
for each country that are more reflective of a real continuous distribution.

6As a robustness check, however, we replicate the next analyses using data from the Comparative Man-
ifesto Project (CMP) (Volkens et al., 2014) for locating each partys left-right position. The results are
substantively the same, with the exception of the conditional impact of political sophistication (see Tables
9 to 12 Appendix L).

7These are Australia (2001, Australian Election Studies), Denmark (2005, Danish Election Projects
Dansk Data Arkiv), Great Britain (2001, British Election Study), Netherlands (2003, Dutch Parliamentary
Election Study) and New Zealand (1999, and 2005 New Zealand Election Studies).
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of scholars have pointed out that political knowledge is probably the best single indicator

measuring political sophistication (Delli Carpini and Keeter, 1996; Lachat, 2007). We hence

use the three political knowledge questions provided in the CSES data set and combine

them. For each respondent, we sum the number of correct answers and divide this by

the average number of correct answers in the respondent’s country-election sample. This

procedure accounts for the cross-national variation in levels of political knowledge (Singh

and Thornton, 2013). We expect the interaction between sophistication and ∆ distance to

have a positive impact on the likelihood to switch away from a party and a negative impact

on the probability to switch towards a party. Higher levels of sophistication should hence

strengthen the main effects of ∆ distance on switching away from and towards a party.

Finally, the CSES dataset provides the number of cabinet portfolios held by each party

before and after elections. Based on this information, we compute a dummy variable coded

one if a party was in government before the election. We also create a variable for whether

this party was part of a single-party or a coalition government. We expect the interaction

between government and ∆ distance to have a positive impact on switching away from a

party, and a negative impact on switching towards a party. This would be indicating that

the impact of parties’ ideological shifts on respondents’ likelihood of switching is greater if

the party was in government (H3a). We also expect the interaction between single-party

government and distance to be positive and greater than the interaction between coalition

government and ∆ distance for moving away from a party and negatively so for moving

towards a party. This would be indicating that the impact of parties’ ideological shifts is

greater for voters who supported a party in a single-party government than a party in a

coalition government (H3b).

Testing these individual-level hypotheses we obviously control for a number of factors

that can be thought to lead to volatility. Aside from socio-demographic variables (age, sex,

education), the models also include a number of variables that have regularly been linked to

volatility. First, besides having a mediating impact, we expect respondents’ level of political

sophistication to directly affect their probability of switching parties as well. A number of

different expectations have been formulated in the literature but recent studies empirically

point to a curvilinear link, with the highest probability of switching among the middle

sophisticated (Dassonneville and Dejaeghere, 2014; Kuhn, 2009; Lachat, 2007). Second,

we control for respondents’ levels of satisfaction with democracy and political efficacy, as

previous research has pointed out that volatility is an expression of political disaffection

(Söderlund, 2008; Zelle, 1995). Obviously, we also control for the impact of partisanship

on volatility, as voters who identify with a particular party are also less likely to switch

parties from one election to another. Additionally, given that partisanship can act as a lens

for processing political information (Bartels, 2002; Zaller, 1992), controlling for partisanship

can be considered essential when investigating the impact of parties’ ideological shifts on the

behaviour of voters. Finally, the models also account for the ideological distance between
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each party and a voter given that greater distance should reduce the likelihood of switching

parties. Information on how all of these variables are measured is included in Appendix J.

10.5.2 Method

The data have a hierarchical structure, with respondent-party dyads nested in respondents,

respondents nested in elections and these elections nested in countries. A number of mod-

elling approaches can be taken to take this nested structure into account. Our variables of

interest are all situated at the party-respondent or individual-level, we hence control for the

election-level by means of the inclusion of election-specific dummies. Further, the nesting

of dyads within individuals is accounted for by the presentations of cluster-robust standard

errors.8 Since the dependent variable is categorical we use multinomial logistic regressions

to assess the impact of the independent variables on the likelihood of switching parties (or

not).

The results of a multinomial logistic regression are difficult to interpret since the impact

of the regression coefficients are relative to a reference category. A better way to interpret

the impact of the different variables is thus to examine directly their marginal effects on

each category of the dependent variable. In the results section, we therefore present the

marginal effects in percentage points associated with our variables of interest. The full

results of the multinomial logistic regressions are displayed in Appendix K.

10.6 Results

First, we test the impact of our main hypotheses – that a party shifting away from a

voter increases her/his likelihood of switching away from this party (H1a) and decreases

her/his likelihood of switching towards this party (H1b). In Table 10.1, we present the

marginal effects of ∆ distance on a voter’s likelihood of realizing each of the four outcome

categories of the dependent variable (stable vote, stable non-vote, switching away, and

switching towards). The results provide some evidence supporting our rationale. Even

if ∆ distance does not have a positive impact on the likelihood of switching away as we

expected (H1a) – the impact is negative and not statistically significant – the impact of ∆

distance on the other outcomes are all in the expected directions. Consistent with H1b, the

marginal effect of ∆ distance on the likelihood of switching towards a party is negative and

statistically significant at the 0.001 level. This indicates that as a party is moving away

8We are obviously aware of the fact that robust-standard errors do not ‘fix’ problems that come with a
nested structure (King and Roberts, 2012). The size of the dataset, however (with an N of over 120,000 at
the dyad level), combined with the three-level structure and the multinomial logit specification, complicate
the estimation of random intercept and random slopes specification of the current models. Using cluster
robust standard errors as a diagnostic procedure for model specification, we estimated models with and
without cluster robust standard errors. As coefficients and standard errors of the variables of interest are
virtually identical, there are no clear indications of model misspecification (King and Roberts, 2012). The
results of these additional analyses are available upon request.
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from a voter one unit on the left-right scale, the likelihood that a voter will switch towards

this party decreases by 1.15 percentage points. Moreover, the impact of ∆ distance on the

likelihood of a stable vote and a stable non-vote as well are in expected directions. The

negative marginal effect of ∆ distance on stable vote indicates that a voter is less likely

to continue voting for a party when the latter is moving away from the voter’s ideological

position. On the other hand, the positive marginal effect of ∆ distance on stable non-vote

indicates that as the other parties (the ones a voter did not vote for at the last election)

move away from the voter, the latter is more likely to continue not voting for them at the

current election. Overall, it seems therefore, as if volatility is indeed, partly, driven by the

fact that voters respond to parties, since the probability that a voter switches parties (or

not) is a function of whether parties move away from her/him in between elections.

Table 10.1: Marginal effects of ∆ distance on the likelihood of switching parties (or not)

Stable Stable Switching Switching
vote non-vote away towards

∆ distance -2.15∗∗∗ 3.57∗∗∗ -0.27 -1.15∗∗∗

(0.18) (0.23) (0.14) (0.14)

Note: Significance levels: ∗∗∗p < 0.001;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗ p < 0.05. Standard errors in parentheses are robust for
22,019 individual-clusters. The marginal effects are percentage points. See Table 5 in Appendix K for the
full results of the multinomial logistic regression. Source: CSES Module 2 and Module 3.

In a next step, we examine whether the impact of ∆ distance is conditioned by indi-

vidual and party-level factors. First, in order to test the conditioning impact of political

sophistication, political sophistication is interacted with ∆ distance in Table 10.2. Contrary

with our expectation (H2), the marginal effect of the interaction is not statistically different

from 0 for the likelihood of switching away or towards a party. These results indicate that

the more sophisticated are not more likely to switch parties when the parties are moving

towards or away from them, which would imply that parties’ ideological shifts are equally

visible for all voters. However, the impact of ∆ distance is slightly larger as sophistication

increases with respect to casting a stable vote and a stable non-vote. This is clear from

the negative marginal effect of the interaction under stable vote, statistically significant at

the 0.05 level. The implication is that not only voters become more likely to remain loyal

to their party as this party moves towards them ideologically, this effect is stronger for the

high sophisticates. Additionally, we find a positive marginal effect of the interaction effect

under stable non-vote although it does not reach a conventional level of statistical signif-

icance – meaning that higher levels of sophistication strengthen the link between a party

moving away and repeatedly not voting for this party. Overall, it seems that sophistication

conditions the impact of ∆ distance somewhat, but only on the likelihood of voting again

for the same party (stable vote) or not voting for the same parties (stable non-vote).

In Table 10.3, we examine whether the status of a party as being in government or
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Table 10.2: The conditional impact of sophistication on the likelihood of switching parties
(or not)

Stable Stable Switching Switching
vote non-vote away towards

Sophistication -0.02 0.54∗∗∗ -0.27∗∗∗ -0.25∗∗∗

(0.08) (0.09) (0.07) (0.07)
∆ distance -1.60∗∗∗ 2.95∗∗∗ -0.31 -1.05∗∗∗

(0.32) (0.41) (0.25) (0.24)
Sophistication x ∆ distance -0.50∗ 0.56 0.04 -0.09

(0.24) (0.31) (0.19) (0.18)

Note: Significance levels: ∗∗∗p < 0.001;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗ p < 0.05. Standard errors in parentheses are robust for
22,019 individual-clusters. The marginal effects are percentage points. See Table 6 in Appendix K for the
full results of the multinomial logistic regression. Source: CSES Module 2 and Module 3.

in opposition conditions the impact of ∆ distance. The results do not offer support for

our hypothesis (H3a). First, in line with the results presented in Table 10.1 and 10.2,

voters are not more likely to switch away from a party if the party moves away from the

voter, even if that party was in government. However, it does seem that voters are more

likely to switch parties when they voted for a party in government at the last election –

everything else being equal. Second, it appears that shifts of parties in government do not

trigger switching towards these parties. This becomes clear when summing the marginal

effects of ∆ distance (-1.59) and government x ∆ distance (1.35) which equals -0.24 and

is not statistically significant. However, shifts from the part of parties in government are

influential for the likelihood of a stable vote given the interaction of government and ∆

distance that is negative and statistically significant at the 0.01 level.

Table 10.3: The conditional impact of government participation on the likelihood of switch-
ing parties (or not)

Stable Stable Switching Switching
vote non-vote away towards

Government 5.44∗∗∗ -7.33∗∗∗ 2.13∗∗∗ -0.24
(0.15) (0.20) (0.11) (0.12)

∆ distance -2.16∗∗∗ 4.00∗∗∗ -0.26 -1.59∗∗∗

(0.24) (0.29) (0.19) (0.16)
Government x ∆ distance -1.01∗∗ 0.12 -0.46 1.35∗∗∗

(0.37) (0.47) (0.28) (0.29)

Note: Significance levels: ∗∗∗p < 0.001;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗ p < 0.05. Standard errors in parentheses are robust for
22,019 individual-clusters. The marginal effects are percentage points. See Table 7 in Appendix K for the
full results of the multinomial logistic regression. Source: CSES Module 2 and Module 3.

In Table 10.4, we add even more detail and interact the status of a party as being in a

single-party government with ∆ distance and being part of a coalition government with ∆
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distance (the reference category being in opposition). The results are consistent with the

general government results in Table 10.3. With respect to the likelihood of switching away

(H3b) the impact of ∆ distance is not different for parties that are in a single-party govern-

ment or in a coalition government compared to what holds for parties in opposition. Both

effects are not statistically significant at the 0.05 level. The results related to the likelihood

of switching towards a party, by contrast, do provide some support for our hypothesis. The

interaction effect of single-party government with ∆ distance is negative and not statistically

significant while the interaction effect of coalition government with ∆ distance is positive

and statistically significant. This indicates that a voter is not more likely to switch towards

a party in a coalition government when the latter moves towards her/him but that s/he is

more likely to do so when the party is part of a single-party government or when the party

is in opposition. In addition, the interaction effects of ∆ distance with single-party are

in the expected directions for stable vote and stable non-vote as well, indicating that the

impact of parties’ shifts on stable vote and stable non-vote is stronger under single-party

governments. These results provide some support for the rationale that it is more difficult

for voters to attribute political responsibility to parties within coalition governments than

what holds for single-party governments.

Table 10.4: The conditional impact of a party being in a single-party or coalition government
on the likelihood of switching parties (or not)

Stable Stable Switching Switching
vote non-vote away towards

Single-party 8.90∗∗∗ -11.58∗∗∗ 3.94∗∗∗ -1.26∗∗

(0.41) (0.60) (0.33) (0.38)
Coalition 4.78∗∗∗ -6.57∗∗∗ 1.88∗∗∗ -0.08

(0.17) (0.21) (0.12) (0.12)
∆ distance -2.24∗∗∗ 4.10∗∗∗ -0.30 -1.56∗∗∗

(0.23) (0.29) (0.19) (0.16)
Single-party x ∆ distance -2.18∗ 3.60∗ 0.68 -2.11

(0.89) (1.61) (1.01) (1.55)
Coalition x ∆ distance -1.08∗∗ 0.13 -0.49 1.45∗∗∗

(0.38) (0.48) (0.28) (0.29)

Note: Significance levels: ∗∗∗p < 0.001;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗ p < 0.05. Standard errors in parentheses are robust for
22,019 individual-clusters. The marginal effects are percentage points. See Table 8 in Appendix K for the
full results of the multinomial logistic regression. Source: CSES Module 2 and Module 3.

10.7 Discussion

The aim of this chapter was to disentangle more precisely the mechanisms that cause voters

to switch parties from one election to another. By doing so, we move research focusing

on the link between political sophistication and volatility further. Furthermore, by linking
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parties’ ideological shifts to individual-level volatility, we also add to the literature on voter-

party responsiveness. This line of research is still mostly limited to the impact of parties’

shifts on voters’ perceptions instead of the behavioural consequences thereof (Adams et al.,

2011, 2014).

The results of our analyses provide some support for our hypotheses. Most importantly,

parties’ ideological shifts foster both switching and stability of voting behaviour. However,

it seems that switching is not only the consequence of a single party moving away from

voters in between elections. Switching seems rather the result of the interplay between

voters and multiple parties. A party that is drifting away from voters combined with the

presence of another party that moves towards the voters seem particularly important for

explaining whether voters switch parties. This result goes counter the conception of ‘floating

voters’ who switch randomly. Instead, voters respond to how parties are perceived to move

ideologically, which indicates that switching parties is to a certain extent a tool for voters

to hold parties accountable. While we uncover a minor incumbency bias, this process is

more general and at work for opposition parties as well.

In addition, our findings support previous work that showed that the accountability

mechanism is weaker under coalition governments compared to what holds for single-party

governments (de Vries and Giger, 2014; Fisher and Hobolt, 2010; Powell and Whitten, 1993;

Powell, 2000). These studies, however, only examined the accountability of governments

as a whole, i.e. voting or not for an incumbent party, instead of capturing the dyadic

relationship between voters and their party as we did here. This refinement clarifies that

voters have more difficulties holding their own party accountable when the latter is part of

a coalition government.

Obviously, scholars have pointed towards other accountability mechanisms available to

voters as well. The literatures on economic and performance voting have shown that voters

do reward and punish parties under certain conditions. However, these studies did not

examine the accountability mechanism with respect to ideological positions.

This study suffers from a number of limitations. First, our focus on parties’ shifts

necessitates the reliance on a dataset that covers a substantial number of parties. We hence

chose to use the data from a large comparative dataset, the CSES. The cross-sectional

nature of the election studies in this dataset, however, implies that we have to rely on a

recall question for investigating volatility. We hence have to acknowledge that we most

likely underestimate the true amount of volatility. In the absence of large comparative

datasets of election studies of a panel format, however, the use of recall data is the only

way out (Dassonneville and Dejaeghere, 2014).

Second, while we do measure shifts in parties’ ideological positions, we cannot take

into account whether voters as well have moved ideologically. It is thus possible that we

over-estimate the impact of distance in the empirical models since this variable may also

capture the fact that voters have moved away from their party. Despite these limitations,
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we think our results are insightful and add to our knowledge in the fields of volatility as

well as responsiveness. More research, however, is needed on the nature of the mechanism

and more studies should validate whether our results hold if panel-data could be used for

investigating our research questions.
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11
Volatile Choices1

Abstract

The increase of electoral volatility in a large number of established democracies is regularly

argued to imply that short-term vote choice determinants are increasingly important. The

empirical evidence for the presence of a link between volatility and short-term determinants

of the vote is relatively weak, however. Additionally, it is unclear what particular short-term

factors (determinants that affect the vote choice shortly before Election Day such as issues,

performance evaluations or leaders) would gain weight among dealigned electorates. This

chapter aims to address this gap in the literature by investigating the impact of different

long- and short-term determinants on the vote choices of stable and volatile voters in Britain.

The analyses on three British election panels (1992-1997, 1997-2001 and 2005-2010) indicate

that short-term factors are indeed determining the vote of volatile voters to a larger extent

than what holds for stable voters. Importantly, the results show that especially issue voting

as well as economic evaluations are guiding the choices of vote switchers more strongly than

what holds for stable voters.

1This chapter is based on the following paper: Dassonneville, R. (2015). Volatile Voters, Short-Term
Choices? An Analysis of the Vote Choice Determinants of Stable and Volatile Voters in Great Britain.
Working paper.
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11.1 Introduction

Over the past decades, the strong linkages between voters and parties have been eroding

through a process of dealignment. Scholars have argued that as a consequence of dealign-

ment, the vote choice process of electorates in advanced industrial democracies has changed

substantially. On both sides of the Atlantic, the empirical evidence suggests that the earlier

dominant forces shaping voting behaviour are gradually losing ground. In the United States,

this is reflected in findings of a substantial erosion of partisanship (Dalton and Wattenberg,

2002; Dalton, 2007). In the established democracies in Europe, on the other hand, the im-

pact of social cleavages on voting behaviour has been shown to weaken (Best, 2011; Clark

and Lipset, 1991; Evans and Tilley, 2011; Franklin et al., 2009). Without the stabilizing

impact of these largely stable cues, it should not come as a surprise that an increasing por-

tion of the electorate decides later what party to vote for, splits tickets or changes parties

from one election to another (Dalton, 2013).

The finding of the waning of structural factors in voting behaviour has led to speculations

on what factors have replaced the impact of partisanship and cleavages on vote choices.

It is generally assumed that we should observe a shift from long-term factors of voting

behaviour towards short-term determinants. The distinction between both types of vote

choice determinants originates in the idea of the funnel of causality that was introduced

by the Michigan school scholars and refers to the location of these determinants within the

funnel (Campbell et al., 1980; Campbell, 1964). The nature of this distinction in two groups

of vote choice factors was summarized by Lewis-Beck et al. (2008, p. 26):

‘Social demographic factors such as gender, race, and social class are long term. Two

important political predispositions are also considered long term: party identification and

political ideology. By contrast, the candidates competing in a campaign and the issues raised

in it are considered short-term factors. A citizen’s conversations with family and friends

about how to vote are also short term. The long-term factors can be seen as providing a

baseline from which short-term campaign-specific factors operate.’

The expectation that dealignment is associated with increasingly important short-term

determinants is based on a conception of long- and short-term factors operating as if these

were communicating vessels; as long-term predispositions are ever less important, voters are

expected to attain more weight to short-term factors when deciding how to vote (Dalton,

2013). Scholars have consequently argued that factors closer to the tip of the funnel –

determinants that are much more variable – such as issue-positions, aspects of accountability

and leader-images should all gain importance within the vote choice process (Costa Lobo,

2006; Schmitt and Wüst, 2006; Walczak et al., 2012). While there is a fierce debate on

the alleged decrease of partisanship over time and a rich literature on whether and to

what extent cleavages are becoming less important, the question whether other factors are

becoming increasingly important has received less attention. As a consequence, there is
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only scant empirical evidence for the claim that short-term factors are indeed becoming

more important. To the extent that there is empirical evidence, furthermore, results are

not supportive for the claim that short-term factors are increasingly important (Thomassen,

2005). Apparently, even though increasingly important short-term factors seem a logical

consequence of the observed decrease of long-term determinants, this expectation is not

corroborated with respect to the short-term factors regularly investigated.

Short-term factors and their impact on the vote are particularly relevant in light of the

observed increase in levels of volatility advanced democracies (Dassonneville and Hooghe,

2015). The increase in volatility has been noted since the late 1970s and students of political

science have consequently investigated the characteristics of volatile voters. Furthermore,

a rich literature has been published on the causes of volatility, focusing on individual-level

determinants as well as on supply side factors (Bartolini and Mair, 1990; Lachat, 2007).

While we hence know quite a bit already on which voters are more likely to change their

votes from one election to another, less is known on why they change and what ultimately

determines how the volatile vote. The need for such knowledge originates in the fact that

electoral volatility is regularly considered a very important aspect of democratic politics.

When qualifying the impact of volatility on the quality of democracy, however, it matters

not only how much volatility there is (Bischoff, 2013; Mainwaring and Zoco, 2007), but also

what factors lead citizens to change their votes. The current chapter aims to address this

gap in the literature by investigating the importance of different determinants on the vote

choices of stable and volatile voters. The short-term factors focused upon in this chapter

are issues, performance evaluations and leadership traits.

This chapter is structured as following. First comes an overview on the literature on

changes in voting behaviour, with a focus on the waning of long-term determinants and

an alleged increase of short-term factors. This is followed by a presentation of the data

used, which are three recent panel studies (1992-1997, 1997-2001 and 2005-2010) that were

collected within the framework of the British Election Studies. The panel design of these

datasets, covering two elections, allow for a reliable operationalization of stable and volatile

voters. After presenting the results of the analyses, the chapter ends with some concluding

remarks and thoughts on the implications of the findings.

11.2 From long-term predispositions to short-term factors

Based on their research of vote choices in the American 1952 and 1956 elections, the authors

of the American Voter have introduced ‘the funnel of causality’ as a theoretical framework

of the vote choice process. The funnel serves as a metaphor for understanding how multiple

factors, through a ‘converging sequence of causal chains’, affect voters’ choices (Campbell

et al., 1980). While the concept of the funnel has been somewhat forgotten, the time

dimension inherent in the funnel has been used and implemented widely in electoral re-
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search (Lewis-Beck et al., 2008). The contrast between long-term predispositions on the

one hand and short-term factors on the other is regularly invoked in studies of the vote

choice (Campbell, 1964). Through this contrast, socio-demographics, but also value orien-

tations and partisanship, factors on the long-term, are opposed to short-term forces such

as issue attitudes, performance assessments and candidate evaluations (Costa Lobo, 2006;

Schmitt and Wüst, 2006; Thomassen, 2005; Walczak et al., 2012).

Theoretically, long- and short-term determinants are not only distinguished between

according to their position within the funnel and therefore the time to Election Day. Long-

term determinants are also more stable than what holds for short-term factors. While

most socio-demographic characteristics are stable throughout the lifetime, partisanship as

well is assumed to be highly stable. As a consequence, long-term factors are expected to

stabilize citizens vote choices. As clear from the work of Lipset and Rokkan, strong social

cleavages can act to stabilise voting behaviour, potentially ‘freezing’ party systems (Lipset

and Rokkan, 1967). In the same vein, partisanship is seen as a stabilizing force. Voters’

attachment to a particular party – acquired early on – persists and strongly affects their

vote choices, even though this does not rule out voting for another party every now and

then (Dalton, 2013).

Short-term factors, such as the evaluations of how parties performed, what issues are

considered important or which leaders run for election by contrast can vary from election

to election or even fluctuate in the course of a single election campaign. As a result, short-

term determinants are likely to be associated to unstable voting behaviour. At an aggregate

level, for example, Campbell (1964, p. 748) suggested that ‘The greater the total impact

of the short-term forces, the greater will be the potential deflection from the ‘normal party

strength”. Clearly, short-term factors are considered to have the potential for distorting the

impact of long-term predispositions, but the empirical evidence directly linking short-term

factors to unstable voting behaviour is virtually absent.

The observation of a process of dealignment in advanced industrial democracies strength-

ened scholars’ awareness for the distinction between long- and short-term determinants and

their impact on the vote. The impact of long-term factors has been argued to be eroding

strongly. In Europe, for example, a number of scholars have shown a decline in the impact

of social cleavages on vote choices (Clark and Lipset, 1991; Franklin et al., 2009). And

even though there is still debate on the continued relevance of factors as class or religion

on vote choices (Brooks et al., 2006; Evans and Tilley, 2011; Jansen et al., 2013; Knutsen,

2004; Nieuwbeerta et al., 2000), it is fair to conclude that the impact of socio-demographic

factors on voting behaviour has eroded considerably over the last couple of decades (Evans

and Tilley, 2012; Franklin et al., 2009; van der Brug, 2010). Furthermore, partisanship has

decreased strongly over time (Dalton, 2013; Dalton and Wattenberg, 2002; Nie et al., 1979).

This as well should affect the causal chains within the funnel, even though some scholars

would refute the claim that a growth of independents implies that partisanship is becoming
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a weaker predictor of vote choices (Bafumi and Shapiro, 2009).

Besides strengthening scholars’ awareness for the distinction between long- and short-

term factors, the changes observed have also led scholars to expect short-term factors to

becoming increasingly important. As van der Brug (2010, p. 603) has stated with respect to

the younger generations for example: ‘Since the long-term determinants of the vote are less

important for them, it seems plausible that their vote will be more and more decided by short-

term considerations, such as issues, evaluations of government performance and candidate

evaluations’. This expectation of more important short-term factors relates to dealigned

voters and has previously been investigated by analysing changes in the vote choice over

time, by looking at generational differences in vote choice determinants or by contrasting

partisans and apartisans. The empirical evidence supporting the claim that dealignment

implies more weight for short-term factors is relatively weak, however. In a number of

publications in the 1970s for example it was argued that the decrease of partisanship in

the United States was associated with more issue voting (Nie et al., 1979; Pomper, 1972).

More recently, Walczak et al. (2012) investigated generational variations in the vote choice

determinants of different generations of voters. They found issues to have more explanatory

power on the vote choice of younger generations than what holds for older voters, but did not

observe a similar relation with respect to the impact of performance evaluations. Similarly,

even though he finds partisanship to be decreasing over time, Sanders (2003) does not

find economic perceptions to become stronger determinants of the vote in British elections.

Kayser and Wlezien (2011), by contrast, show that a decline of partisanship in Europe is

associated with an increase in the economic vote. Kosmidis and Xezonakis (2010) have

furthermore shown that economic evaluations are more important for late deciding voters.

Most scholars investigating the alleged increase of short-term factors have focused on the

impact of candidates on the vote choice. A rich literature on a personalization of politics

suggests that leaders should become stronger predictors of vote choices as the process of

dealignment unfolds (Aarts et al., 2011; Garzia, 2013; McAllister, 2007). The presence of

such a pattern of personalization is regularly considered self-evident, but it is important to

point out that empirical support for the expectation that dealignment is associated with

stronger effects of leaders on the vote is thin or simply non-existent in a number of studies

(Curtice and Holmberg, 2005; Gidengil, 2013; Holmberg and Oscarsson, 2013; Karvonen,

2010).

The expectation that the decrease of long-term predispositions is compensated by short-

term factors becoming increasingly important factors of the vote is regularly invoked in

the literature. The empirical evidence supporting claims that the process of dealignment

has resulted in a shift towards the short-term, however, can be labelled mixed at best.

One reason for the weak empirical support for this claim could lie in the fact that this

should not necessarily hold for all types of short-term factors. Maybe some factors are

indeed gaining weight, while the impact of other short-term determinants is not increasing
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over time. This chapter addresses this point by investigating different short-term factors

and their impact on the vote choice. Second, short-term factors are not merely affecting

the vote closer to Election Day, but are by themseleves affected and influenced by long-

term factors as social cleavages or partisanship (Bartels, 2002; Slothuus and de Vreese,

2010; Taber and Lodge, 2006). As a consequence, analyses investigating the impact of

long- and short-term determinants of the vote are faced with the methodological problem

that long-term predispositions echo though in these voters’ short-term evaluations as well,

complicating efforts to isolate the effect of short-term determinants in vote choice models.

To overcome this methodological issue, in this chapter I rely on simulations for assessing

the relative importance of different sets of vote choice determinants for stable and volatile

voters respectively. Focusing on the relative impact of different predictors of the vote, will

give insight on what mainly determines the choices of volatile voters – and how their vote

choice differs from the vote of stable voters.

As clear from the literature review, the expectation that short-term vote choice deter-

minants are becoming more important originates in claims of weakening long-term effects.

Regardless of whether cleavages or partisanship are indeed determining the vote to a lesser

extent, it is by now an established fact that the vote is becoming more volatile (Dalton and

Wattenberg, 2002; Dassonneville and Hooghe, 2015; Lachat, 2007). Consequently, there is

a need to investigate what is driving these — increasingly dominant — volatile vote choice.

11.3 Hypothesis

The more variable nature of short-term determinants leads to the expectation that vote

switching is associated with more weight for short-term considerations. At an aggregate

level, short-term forces have already been associated to a swing vote (Campbell, 1964). The

implication of this observation is that attention for short-term factors, e.g., what candidates

run in an election, can lead the electorate to deviate from ‘the normal vote’ (Campbell

et al., 1966; Converse, 1961) When focusing on an individual level, this assumed link be-

tween instability and short-term factors translates into expecting relatively more weight for

short-term factors among swing voters and less weight for short-term determinants among

stable voters. The hypothesis that will be tested in this chapter is hence that short-term

determinants are determining the vote choices of volatile voters more strongly than what

holds for stable voters.

11.4 Data and method

For investigating the question whether short-term factors are more important for voters

who switch parties data from three recent British election panels (1992-1997, 1997-2001 and

2005-2010) are used. The panel format of these datasets, covering multiple elections, allows
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avoiding the pitfalls of relying on recall questions when operationalizing party switching.

Such recall questions on the vote in previous election are regularly found to be underes-

timating the true amount of vote switching, as respondents either do not remember what

party they voted for or simply report to be more consistent than they actually are (van der

Eijk and Niemöller, 2008; Waldahl and Aardal, 2000). The panel format, by contrast, allows

operationalizing switching and stability by means of independent reports of the vote choice

in each of the elections covered separately, which should considerably enhance the reliability

of measures of volatility. In terms of the operationalization, not only voters changing parties

but also voters switching to or from abstention are treated as volatile voters. Similarly, re-

spondents who consistently abstained from voting are treated as stable voters. This choice

is driven by the fact that both types of change contribute to the aggregate-level electoral

instability that Campbell linked to short-term forces.

The focus on elections in Great Britain implies that we are analysing voting behaviour

in a context affected by patterns of dealignment and a waning impact of social cleavages

on the vote (Clarke and Stewart, 1998; Franklin et al., 2009). This process of dealignment

is evident from Figure 11.1, where the decline of British citizens identifying very or fairly

strongly with a political party is graphically presented. While 83% of respondents declared

to fairly or very strongly identify with a party in the context of the 1964 general elections,

this percentage has dropped to below 55% in 2010. Furthermore, election studies in Britain

have a tradition of measuring both long- and short-term determinants of the vote, allowing

investigating the impact of different types of factors simultaneously (Butler and Stokes,

1969). Additionally, short-term factors are regularly assumed to becoming more impor-

tant in Britain, which is reflected in a rich literature investigating the (changing) impact of

short-term determinants on voting in British elections (Andersen and Evans, 2003; Clarke

et al., 2011; Evans, 2002; Green and Hobolt, 2008; Sanders, 2003). Furthermore, compara-

tive studies in the field of changes in voting behaviour do not portray Great Britain as an

exceptional case (Franklin et al., 2009). In terms of trends in net volatility across western

Europe, the British electoral context should not be considered an outlier either (Dasson-

neville and Hooghe, 2015). For these reasons, findings observed in the context of British

elections are likely to be generalizable to other advanced industrial democracies as well.

Combining analyses from three different panel studies on British elections ensures that

the conclusions are not driven by the idiosyncrasies of one particular election, enhancing

the generalizability of the findings. The panel datasets employed are the 1992-1997 BES

Panel Study (Heath et al., 1998), the 1997-2001 BES Panel survey (Heath et al., 2002) and

the 2005-2010 BES 9 Wave Panel Study (Clarke et al., 2014).2 While the interview mode

for the first two panels was face-to-face, the 2005-2010 panel was conducted online.

Importantly, in this chapter the interest lies not in the effect size of particular variables,

2The geographical focus is on Great Britain, including Scotland and Wales. Northern Ireland, by contrast
is not covered by these election panels.
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Figure 11.1: Strength of party identification in Great Britain, 1964-2010
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Note: Presentation of respondents identifying fairly or very strongly with a political party, contrasted to
respondents identifying weakly or not identifying with a political party. All data are weighted to correct
for the underrepresentation of particular groups in the election survey samples. Source: British Election
Studies 1964-2010.

but in how much different types of determinants contribute to explaining the vote. As re-

ferred to above, part of the inconclusiveness of previous research on the impact of short-term

factors stems from the fact that different vote choice determinants are highly correlated.

Within research on leadership effects, for example, the spuriousness of the relation between

leadership traits and the vote or leadership traits and partisanship is regularly cited as an

analytical problem (Holmberg and Oscarsson, 2013). For investigating the interplay be-

tween long- and short-term determinants of the vote this issue is of foremost importance.

Therefore, I employ an analytical strategy that allows investigating the relative strength of

different sets of vote choice determinants, sheding light on how much long- and short-term

determinants respectively contribute to explaining the vote choice of stable and switching

voters separately.

First, I estimate standard vote choice models explaining the vote choice in British general

elections. The dependent variable of these models is categorical and distinguishes between

voting Labour, Conservatives, Liberal Democrats or any other option. To analyse this

variable, multinomial logit models are relied on.3 After estimating these multivariate vote

3Logit models do impose an Independance of Irrelevant Alternatives (IIA) property. In the context of
a vote choice model, different options are close alternatives, potentially violating the IIA property. While
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choice models, simulations are run to estimate how many voters would have voted differently

if particular sets of variables had zero effect on their vote choice. In order to do so, I closely

follow the strategy Blais et al. (2004) use to estimate the gross effect of economic evaluations

and issues on the vote in the United States, Great Britain and Canada. Blais et al. (2004)

present this approach as the counterpart of the estimation of net effects that was introduced

by Alvarez et al. (2000). As a first step, it is estimated how each of the respondents included

in the model is predicted to have voted under the full model. The assumption in this step is

that the respondent chooses the option with the highest estimated vote probability. Next,

the coefficient of a particular set of predictors, for example economic evaluations, is set to

zero before running a new prediction of the vote for all respondents.4 It is then assessed how

many voters would have voted differently if this set of variables indeed had no effect than

what was predicted under the full model. To this end, the focus is on shifts in the outcome

options for which a respondent is estimated to have the highest probability to vote. This

analytical strategy is implemented for stable and volatile voters separately and should give

insights on the relative importance of different sets of vote choice determinants for both

groups of voters.

Self-evidently, the relative impact of short-term factors cannot be investigated without

controlling for the effect of long-term determinants of the vote as well. Therefore, a large

number of socio-demographic variables that are regularly linked to party preferences in

Britain are controlled for : gender, age, level of education, religious denomination, whether

or not a voter is member of a minority (vs. being white), social class and working in the

public sector (Clarke et al., 2011; Evans and Andersen, 2005). Additionally, partisanship

the prime factor scholars of dealignment argue to being in decline as well is controlled for

in the models.5

Furthermore, the impact of different types of short-term factors is assessed. Issues,

economic evaluations and leadership evaluations are taken into account. The impact of

issues as short-term factors is quite difficult to be taken into account. The reason therefore

is that issue preferences are closely related to and determined by citizens’ value orientations.

Unlike issues, however, these value orientations are generally considered long-term factors

(Aardal and van Wijnen, 2005). Additionally, the variants of issue voting described in the

literature are manifold.6 In this chapter, I focus on the impact of issues by including distance

variables7 for issues, which is in line with how e.g., the impact of the economy on the one

multinomial probit models relax this assumption, for practical applications the simpler and easier to estimate
logit models are regularly preferred and they tend to provide the same results as probit models (Dow and
Endersby, 2004).

4Given that predictions are based on multiplications of estimated coefficients and individual-level covari-
ates, these covariates can be set to zero for the ease of estimation.

5Not the strength of partisanship, but merely the party one identifies with is included in the analyses.
6Examples are spatial and directional voting, the impact of issue saliency and issue ownership and valence

issues. See e.g. the work of Bélanger and Meguid (2008), Green (2007) and Stokes (1963).
7For the 1992-1997 panel, the selected issue distance items cover attitudes on (1) taxes versus cutting

spending, (2) nationalization versus the privatization of national industries and (3) uniting with the EC
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hand and issues on the other on vote choices is regularly assessed.8 Economic evaluations

are investigated by means of standard items that cover sociotropic and egotropic economic

evaluations, both asked retrospectively as well as prospectively (Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier,

2013). Leader effects, finally, are operationalized as a summary score of assessments of

the party leaders’ leadership traits. Using a combined summary measure of different traits

included in an election study instead of a more direct feeling thermometer rating of the

party leaders should help avoiding the pitfall of reciprocal causation when investigating

leader effects on the vote choice (Bellucci et al., 2015).9

11.5 Results

Before analysing the determinants of the vote choice, Table 11.1 sheds light on the extent

to which British voters switched parties in recent general elections. About 37% – or more

than on on three voters – appears to switch votes from one election to another and this

number is fairly constant over time. It can hence be concluded that there is a substantial

amount of volatility in British elections, allowing for a reliable analyses of what determines

the vote choices of stable as well as volatile voters.

Table 11.1: Stable and volatile voters in British General Elections (%)

1992–1997 1997–2001 2005–2010

Stable voters 63.07 61.88 63.45
Volatile voters 36.93 38.12 36.55
N respondents 834 1553 1450

Note: Percentages in BES 1992–1997, 1997–2001 and 2005–2010 panels, based on respondents included in
the multivariate analyses. Sources: BEP 1992–1997, BEP 1997–2001 and BEP 2005–2010.

Next, the vote choice models are estimated for stable and volatile voters separately. The

estimated coefficients are listed in Appendix M. Looking at the model fit statistics in these

versus an independent Britain. For the 1997-2001 panel the selected issue distance items cover attitudes on
(1) taxes versus cutting spending, (2) nationalization versus the privatization of national industries and (3)
uniting with the EU versus an independent Britain. In the 2005-2010 panel the only available issue distance
items were attitudes on (1) cutting taxes versus increasing taxes and (2) reducing crime versus protecting
rights. It could be argued that some of these issue items are closely related to measures of the economy. The
choice for these particular items, however, is driven by their recurrence in multiple surveys, which enhances
the comparability of the analyses on different election surveys. Additionally, a requirement was allowing
the operationalization in terms of distance, necessitating the measurment of both respondents’ as well as
parties’ positions on these issues. Furthermore, the aim of this chapter is not to test whether issues or the
economy are more important, but to assess the relative impact of short- and long-term determinants of the
vote. Both these issues as well as economic evaluations can safely be argued to be more short-term.

8Operationalized as the distance between a respondents self-placement on an issue and the mean value of
how all respondents position each of the parties on that particular issue. See the work of Alvarez et al. (2000).
Furthermore Appendix O illustrates that the results are robust to only including respondents’ self-placement
on selected issues and not issue distances to parties’ positions.

9More information on the construction of the leadership variables can be found in Appendix N.
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tables, not surprisingly indicates that the explanatory power of the models is considerably

higher for stable voters than what holds for those who switched. Including a same set of

variables, inspired by classical theories of the vote choice, results in a pseudo-R2 value of

about 0.7 for stable voters, but only 0.3 for the volatile. The choices of those who switched

their vote are hence considerably less predictable than what holds for respondents reporting

stable voting behaviour, offering further evidence that the process of dealignment does imply

a challenge for traditional theories of voting behaviour.

The estimates of the multivariate vote choice models are subsequently used to calcu-

late the probability that stable and volatile respondents vote Labour, Conservative, Liberal

Democrats or any other option (including abstaining). Following the approach from Blais

et al. (2004), of this set of predictions the option with the highest predicted probability is

considered the estimated vote choice of a respondent. This prediction, based on the full

models, is the baseline to which simulations will be compared. Next, several counterfactual

scenarios are tested in which each time another set of vote choice predictors is assumed to

not affect the vote choice. This is done for the socio-demographic variables (gender, age,

religious denomination, education, social class, employment and ethnicity), party identifi-

cation, the issue distance variables, the items measuring economic evaluations and for the

leadership trait variables. For each counterfactual scenario, a new prediction of the vote

choice of all respondents is calculated (once more assuming that the option with the highest

probability would be the respondent’s preferred option). Comparing the predictions for the

baseline model with different counterfactual scenarios gives an estimate of the percentage

of respondents that would have voted differently if a particular set of vote choice factors

had not affected their vote.

Table 11.2 lists the gross effect of different vote choice determinants on the vote choice,

which offers a summary of the analyses. Given that the estimations are based on separate

analyses for stable and volatile voters, we have to be careful when directly comparing the

results of both groups. Within a particular column, however, the estimations offer a clear

indication of the relative impact of certain set of vote choice factors compared to other

predictors of the vote.

The results reported in Table 11.2 offer strong evidence for the expectation that short-

term factors are more important for the volatile than what holds for stable voters. For both

issue distances as well as economic evaluations, gross effects are estimated to be larger for

volatile voters in each of the election samples. First, issue distances appear to hardly affect

the vote choices of stable voters. Only 3 to 7% of the stable voters are predicted to vote

differently if issue distances would not affect their vote choice at all. For the volatile, by

contrast, issue distances change the predicted vote of about one on five respondents. In

terms of the relative impact, issues have an equal or even stronger effect on the vote choice

than party identification among the volatile in the 1997 and 2010 elections. For stable

voters, by contrast, issues are clearly affecting the vote less strongly than what holds for
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partisanship.

Economic evaluations as well appear to affect the vote choices of the volatile more

strongly than what holds for respondents with stable voting behaviour, even though the

size of the gross effect differs strongly from one election to another. Economic evaluations

are estimated to have had the second strongest impact on volatile voters’ choices in 1997

and the strongest impact on the vote choices of the volatile in 2001. For the stable, by

contrast, economic evaluations are not among the most influential predictors of the vote

choice.

Table 11.2: Estimated impact of different sets of vote choice determinants on vote choice –
gross effect (% respondents that would have voted differently if no effect)

1997 2001 2010
Stable Volatile Stable Volatile Stable Volatile

Socio-demographics 8.6 25.7 6.0 21.0 18.8 41.7
Party identification 31.6 20.8 43.4 36.8 24.8 17.0
Issue distances 5.3 20.8 3.4 17.4 7.0 24.5
Economic evaluations 15.6 33.4 18.0 52.4 9.8 11.9
Leadership evaluations 71.7 70.1 3.4 29.4 42.8 59.6
N respondents 526 308 961 592 920 530

Note: Percentage of voters that would have voted differently if the effect of a set of variables is set to zero.
Percentages obtained by comparing predictions of full models (see Appendix M) with predictions of models
were particular sets of variables are not included. In each simulation, the respondent is assumed to vote for
the party (0 = other, 1 = labour, 2 = conservative, 3 = liberal democrats) with the highest predicted value.
Sources: BEP 1992–1997, BEP 1997–2001 and BEP 2005–2010.

Results are more mixed with respect to the impact of leadership evaluations on the vote.

The size of the leadership effect varies strongly from one election to another. It is by far the

most important vote choice determinant of stable and volatile voters alike in the 1997 and

2010 elections, but has a much smaller impact in the 2001 elections. These results indicate

that especially the impact of leaders on the vote is largely dependent on the context of

one particular election. Sometimes, as holds for the 1997 election, the impact of leaders is

massive, and in such a case leaders influence the vote of both stable and volatile voters.

At other times, however, the effect of leaders is strongly reduced. As the estimated gross

effects in Table 11.2 indicate, only 3% of the stable voters would have voted differently if

leaders did not affect the vote in 2001. For volatile voters, by contrast, even in an election

context when leaders are not very salient, about one voter on three is predicted to have

voted differently because of leadership effects.10

The estimated gross effect of party identification and the socio-demographic variables

highlight the continued relevance of long-term predispositions for explaining the vote choice.

10It has to be noted, however, that 2001 is the election year for which I cannot control for leadership traits
for the three main leaders. Consequently, only evaluations of the leaders of Labour and the Conservative
Party are included in the 2001 vote choice models.
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Self-evidently, partisanship has a strong impact on the vote choices of stable voters, but

between 17 and 37% of the volatile voters as well are estimated to have voted differently if

partisanship did not affect their choices at all. For the socio-demographic predictors, finally,

quite surprisingly it can be observed that these only marginally affect the vote choices of

stable voters. If all socio-demographic characteristics would have no effect on their vote, less

than 10% of the stable voters would have voted differently in the 1997 or 2001 elections.

These characteristics, however, have quite a strong effect on the vote of the volatile. It

seems that even though socio-demographic variables do not stabilize vote choices, they still

structure how voters eventually choose.

In sum, across the election panels a limited number of factors dominate in explaining

the vote choice of stable voters. Their choices seem to be driven mainly by what party they

identify with and by how they evaluate the leaders of the main parties. For the volatile,

by contrast, the contributions of different vote choice predictors is more balanced and the

importance of issues and economic evaluations in particular is worth noting.

11.6 Discussion

The process of dealignment is generally assumed to have structurally altered the vote choice

process. Importantly, the impact of long-term predispositions is found to be eroding, leading

to unstable and hence volatile electoral behaviour. While the weakening of long-term factors

is documented relatively well, this does not hold for the expectation that this erosion has

given more weight to short-term factors in the vote choice process. This chapter aims to

address this gap in the literature by investigating the relative weight of different sets of vote

choice determinants on the vote choice of stable and volatile voters in Britain.

The empirical tests support the theory, as short-term factors are overall indeed of more

importance for those switching their votes from one election to another than what holds

for stable voters. Importantly, however, there is substantial variation in terms of the types

of short-term factors looked at. The evidence is strongest when issue distances are looked

at and the results also offer some indications of stronger mechanisms of economic voting

for the volatile, even though the impact of economic evaluations is comparatively rather

weak. For leadership evaluations, finally – the indicator that is probably cited most often

as an example of the alleged rise of short-term factors – the evidence is mixed as the vote

choices of stable voters as well are strongly affected by how they evaluate party leaders.

Volatile voters, hence, are not different from stable voters with respect to how leadership

evaluations determine their vote choice.

The differences between types of short-term factors looked at offers one indication for the

weak empirical evidence offered by previous research investigating the increased importance

of short-term vote choice determinants. The conclusion therefore should be that not all

short-term factors are gaining weight over time, some are, but others are not. And it seems
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as if leadership characteristics would have to be placed in the latter category. This chapter

gives another indication for the inconclusiveness of previous work as well; even though issues

and economic evaluations seem to be somewhat more important for the volatile than what

holds for stable voters, a lot of variation is left unexplained in the models presented. The

indicators of model-fit are disappointingly low for the volatile, despite the large number

of indicators accounted for. The implication of this observation is that to a considerable

extent we simply cannot explain what determines the vote choices of vote switchers. Perhaps

other indicators that are not part of the analyses in this chapter should be looked at, or

maybe indicators that political scientists have not thought of or operationalized in large

scale election studies so far. An alternative answer would be that the volatile are just

choosing parties almost randomly. Such a conclusion contrasts to previous research on

vote switching, however, that indicates that volatility is strongly ideologically constrained

(Dassonneville and Dejaeghere, 2014; van der Meer et al., 2015). Third, the current chapter

relies on a different analytical strategy than what is often employed in research on vote

choice determinants. The focus of the analyses presented here is on the relative importance

of different sets of vote choice determinants, and not on differences in the effect size of

variables. The tests hence give insights on whether for the equilibrium between long- and

short-term factors is different for volatile voters than what holds for stable voters and not

on whether the effect of a particular indicator is stronger for one of both groups.

The current study also comes with a number of qualifications, however, that stress the

need for further research. First of all, for reasons of parsimony and to avoid multicolinearity

between all the variables included in the vote choice models, the impact of a limited num-

ber of indicators is investigated. For the impact of issues, for example, only a number of

issues are included. Especially for investigating volatility, it might be important to include

election-specific issues or control for events that were highly salient in one particular elec-

tion. Future research should clarify whether effects are similar or perhaps stronger when

other issues and types of issue voting are taken into account. Additionally, only economic

evaluations are included as indicators of voters retrospective evaluation of the performance

of parties. Given that the impact of economic evaluations is rather small, differences with

respect to the evaluation of other policy domains could be of importance as well. As a final

limitation, this chapter investigates the vote choices of stable and volatile voters in Britain

only. Further research should therefore shed light on whether the results presented can be

generalised to other democracies affected by dealignment as well.

The findings presented in this chapter have important implications for how to interpret

the impact of volatility for the functioning of democracy. Most studies on volatility and the

characteristics of volatile voters offer reasons for concern about the process of dealignment

and increasingly unstable electorates. Volatile voters are regularly found to be lower edu-

cated, less interested in and less informed about politics, which leads to uneasiness about

the quality of their vote. If scholars are more optimistic about the impact of dealignment for
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the quality of representative democracy, this optimism originates in the expectation that the

vote choices of dealigned voters can be ‘truly’ informed and well-thought-out. Dalton (2013),

for example, contrasts the potential for informed democratic choices to choices based on

family tradition and he claims that such habitual or partisan vote did not match democratic

ideals. The results presented in this chapter offer some support for this sense of optimism.

Issues and economic evaluations are determining the decisions of the volatile more strongly

than what holds for stable voters. Volatility, hence, seems to imply strengthened mech-

anisms of proximity voting and of accountability – which are thought to be fundamental

aspects allowing good representative democracy (Diamond and Morlino, 2005; Przeworski

et al., 1999).
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12
Methodological Note: Recall Quality1

Abstract

Using recall questions in cross-sectional electoral survey research entails a high level of

measurement error. Comparing data from Belgium, the Netherlands and Germany, it can

be observed that recall information leads to a strong underestimation of voter volatility,

compared to data that are based on panel observations. The gap between panel data and

recall information seems context specific, depending on the timing of elections and the

national context. While political sophistication helps us to explain measurement error,

effects are limited. A direct comparison between models based on panel observations, and

models based on recall data, shows that using recall data to investigate the effect of political

sophistication on volatility does not lead to substantively different results, but tends to

weaken relations. The findings suggests that the measurement error in recall data in this

specific case can be considered as random noise, with a rather limited impact on the validity

of research findings.

1This chapter is based on the following paper: Dassonneville, R. & Hooghe, M. (2015). The Noise of the
Vote Recall Question. An Empirical Test of the Validity of the Vote Recall Question in Panel Studies in
Belgium, Germany and the Netherlands. Working paper.
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12.1 Introduction

Electoral volatility has become a highly salient topic in research on voting behaviour. This

is partly due to the general expectation that electoral volatility is on the rise in numerous

democracies. Structural processes of dealignment would lead to the result that voters are

increasingly distant from political parties, and a number of recent, highly volatile elections

would seem to confirm this expectation. Equally important, however, is the fact that switch-

ing parties between elections offers us an ideal window to observe more general mechanisms

of electoral decision making. If voters switch from one party to another, this means they

make a new decision, and this allows us to observe the mechanism of electoral decision mak-

ing in a very clear manner (van der Eijk and Niemöller, 2008). Furthermore, vote switching

is an element driving party competition, forcing parties to be accountable to voters and to

align themselves to the opinions of the electorate (Bischoff, 2013). From a research per-

spective, however, the main problem is how we can observe in a valid manner the process

of electoral volatility. Net volatility can easily be observed by comparing electoral results,

but a correct assessment of the total level of individual level volatility requires information

about individuals’ voting preferences.

Ideally, this information originates from panel data, allowing us to observe the electoral

decisions of the same voters over time. As is well known, however, panel data are cumber-

some to assemble and they lead to a number of methodological problems. In most cases,

panel attrition will inhibit a perfect comparison across panel survey waves (Duncan and

Kalton, 1987; Frankel and Hillygus, 2013). Most likely, this attrition is not randomly dis-

tributed, potentially leading to a substantial effect on research findings (Halpern-Manners

et al., 2014; Warren and Halpern-Manners, 2012). The bulk of research on volatility be-

tween elections, therefore, relies on recall questions in cross-sectional research. This means

that respondents are being questioned about their vote preference in the previous elections,

no matter how many years ago these were held. This reliance on recall questions almost

inevitably poses a number of important methodological questions (Waldahl and Aardal,

2000; Weir, 1975). It cannot be assumed that all respondents in a survey have an accurate

memory of their voting behaviour years ago. It is also unlikely that they will all commu-

nicate their recalled vote in a sincere manner during a survey interview. Furthermore, it

is likely that the reasons why they do not recall correctly, or do not report sincerely, are

related to why they switched votes in the first place. For respondents with low levels of

political sophistication or political interest, it might be less important whom exactly they

voted for. It is less likely that these voters will store their vote choice in their memory and

will be able to recall their choice years later.

These are important considerations, because classical research assumes that political

sophistication is an important element determining electoral volatility (Converse, 1962).

Self-evidently, if sophistication also has an effect on the validity of the recall question, this

invalidates much of the conclusions that can be drawn based on this kind of information. In
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this chapter, our aim is to ascertain how reliable recall questions on voting behaviour are,

and whether they help us to understand the mechanisms of electoral volatility. We address

this question by using panel data from three Western European countries, where we can

compare actual reported electoral preferences, with the voting behaviour as reported in a

subsequent wave a few years later. This design not only allows us to investigate how much

noise there is on the information obtained from the recall question, but also allows us to

determine whether this noise invalidates the findings based on this kind of information —

and a lot of the results presented in this dissertation.

In what follows, we first present a short overview of the literature on recall data and

potential sources for errors in recalling past voting behaviour. After formulating our theo-

retical expectations, we present the data used in this chapter. We subsequently discuss the

results from our analyses and we end with some concluding remarks on the implications of

our findings for public opinion research and research on electoral volatility more specifically.

12.2 The validity of recall questions

The quality of electoral recall questions has received quite some attention in the field of

political behaviour. When researchers have been able to compare recalled with observed

vote choices in a previous election, the share of wrongly recalled answers varies from about

15% in two-party systems (Himmelweit et al., 1978; Weir, 1975) to 25% and more in mul-

tiparty settings (van der Eijk and Niemöller, 2008; Waldahl and Aardal, 2000, 1982). The

observation of errors of this size has led to harsh conclusions stating that ‘recall data should

not be incorporated into models of voting behavior’ (Weir, 1975, p. 53). Despite these

observations, electoral research continues to routinely rely on this kind of recall questions.

The reasons why respondents report previous voting behaviour in an incorrect manner

can be divided into two groups: memory problems and cognitive dissonance. Memory

problems are a first obvious source of incorrect information (Wagenaar, 1986). The extent

to which voters can correctly remember what party they voted for in a previous election is

linked to a number of factors. First, as the memory function is an essential component of

cognitive skills, it can be assumed that those with higher levels of cognitive development are

better able to memorize their previous behaviour (Hooghe et al., 2012; Schoen, 2011; van

der Eijk and Niemöller, 2008; Weir, 1975; Yonelinas, 2002). Second, as the memory function

is activated more strongly for information that is considered to be salient, it can be expected

that actors who are interested in politics, are more likely to remember their voting behaviour

compared to those who are not interested at all (van der Eijk and Niemöller, 2008). Third,

it is more cognitively demanding to recall an exceptional event, which is why more errors

are expected for unstable voters as well as for voters who voted for small or fringe parties

(Himmelweit et al., 1978; Waldahl and Aardal, 2000). Fourth, the accuracy of a recall is

expected to decline over time, because the memory function generally is weakened over time
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(Atkeson, 1999). Additionally, intermediate elections can further distort the recall of the

election in question as this new information inhibits a correct retrieval of the memory on

the penultimate election (Smith, 1984; Waldahl and Aardal, 2000).

Even if the memory is correct, processes of cognitive dissonance might still lead to

erroneous reports of voting behaviour. As ‘people have a conscious or subconscious wish to

act in accordance with earlier behaviour’ (Waldahl and Aardal, 2000, p. 374), they tend to

adjust their previous preferences to be consistent with their current preferences (Himmelweit

et al., 1978; Schoen, 2011). Switching between political parties, especially if the shift seems

capricious, could be a form of behaviour that actors would like to dissimulate (Waldahl and

Aardal, 2000). This dissimulation can go as far that the actor sincerely believes that they

have acted in a specific manner, even if this is not confirmed by objective information about

previous behaviour.

Both the memory perspective and the dissonance problem are highly relevant for re-

search on electoral volatility. A stable voting habit is easy to remember, leading especially

those who have a more quirky voting history to experience more difficulty in reconstructing

their own electoral history. This reconstruction, however, might be unduly influenced by

information and events that have changed since the actual voting act took place (Joslyn,

2003; Wright, 1993). This process of memory replacement can be thought to lead voters

to reconstruct how they previously voted in the same way as they come to their current

vote choice, resulting in apparent stability. Recall errors, therefore, will not be randomly

distributed, but they will be biased in the direction of apparent stability.

The observation that recall questions lead to an important underestimation of the extent

to which voters change parties from one election to another, has led researchers to investigate

what voters are most prone to incorrectly report their previous vote (van der Eijk and

Niemöller, 1983, 2008). The findings of these efforts offer only limited explanatory power,

as van der Eijk and Niemöller (2008, p. 328) have noted: ‘We were surprised to find

that only a relatively small number of factors appeared to be associated at all with recall

behavior’. As a result, we still know relatively little about the factors that have an impact

on the validity and reliability of recall questions.

12.3 The role of political sophistication

An ongoing debate in the literature on electoral volatility is to determine whether po-

litical sophistication has a positive or a negative impact on volatility (Dassonneville and

Dejaeghere, 2014; Kuhn, 2009; Lachat, 2007). In the older research it was assumed that low

levels of political sophistication are associated with higher levels of volatility (Berelson et al.,

1963), but this hypothesis has not always been confirmed in more recent research (Lachat,

2007). If however, political sophistication, not only has impact on vote switching by itself,

but also on the reliability of the recall question that is routinely used to investigate volatility,
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this endangers the validity of this research line. With regard to motivation, Converse (1962,

p. 580) already stated: ‘the same theory which predicts that the less involved are more sus-

ceptible to party change suggests that the less involved will also give less accurate accounts of

past political behaviour’. Half a century ago, Converse, offered a rather pragmatic solution

to this fundamental problem, as he assumed that the distortion would only act to ‘weaken

results’ (Converse, 1962, p. 580). This could be considered an optimistic assumption, as

the underestimation of stability among the least sophisticated could just as well lead to a

reversal of the relation between political sophistication and party switching. Figure 12.1 il-

lustrates Converse’s theoretical expectation on the relation between political sophistication

and party switching, what he assumes to be the impact of a false impression of stability

among the least politically sophisticated and a possible reversal of the relation. Expecting a

negative relation between political sophistication and the probability to switch parties, the

underestimation of party switching among the least sophisticated should, according to Con-

verse, act to weaken this negative relation. His expectation is that in ideal circumstances

(with correct and comprehensive information) we would find a negative relation between

political sophistication and individual level volatility (upper left box). However, because

especially the low politically sophisticated will falsely report stable information, analyses

based on recall questions will show a weaker relation (upper right box). If however, the

underestimation of volatility among the least sophisticated is large, relying on recall data

could just as well lead to a reversal of the relation between sophistication and switching

(lower left box). If so, we would falsely conclude that higher levels of political sophistication

increase voters’ likelihood to switch parties. While Converse (1962) still assumes that the

noise of the recall question might only lead to false negative findings, theoretically it is just

as well possible that it leads to false positive findings.

Converse’s assumption, however, should be tested in a strict manner. Converse never

tested what exactly the impact of the distortion could be, as various types of error could

occur. The noise on the signal of the recall question could just as well lead to false negative

results as to false positive results. By comparing recall information with observed informa-

tion, the aim of this chapter is to identify the kind of error that is associated with the used

of faulty recall information.

12.4 Data and measurements

In this analysis, we make use of panel data covering recent elections in three West European

democracies; Belgium, the Netherlands and Germany. With this selection of countries, we

cover a set of advanced democracies with quite some variation in electoral systems, the

effective number of parties or turnout rates. All three countries, however, have multi-party

systems representing the classical political cleavages in Western Europe, which would render

the cognitive challenge of remembering a party choice roughly comparable (Henjak, 2010).
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Figure 12.1: Converse’s expectations: The relation between sophistication and volatility
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Note: Source: Authors, based on Converse (1962). Upper left graph: ‘correct relation’ (with perfect in-
formation); Upper right graph: measurement error reduces effects; Lower left graph: measurement error
reverses effects.

For Belgium, we make use of the data from the Belgian Election Panel (BEP), following

the same respondents in the 2009 and 2014 elections. The Belgian Election Panel (BEP)

survey is a representative survey of voters in the two main regions of Belgium (Flanders

and Wallonia), based on a sample from the National Register. The 2009 part of the panel
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survey consisted of three survey waves, two of which were before the elections of 7 June

2009 and one that was in the field shortly after. A total of 1,698 respondents took part in

this post-electoral survey wave and were interviewed by phone, which is 35% of the original

sample (Deschouwer et al., 2009). In the run-up to the elections of 25 May 2014, these

respondents were contacted again with as a result 792 respondents in this fourth wave,

which is 46.7% of the population of interest for the current analyses (48.5% if we take into

account mortality) (Dassonneville et al., 2014).

For the Dutch elections, we rely on data from the Dutch Parliamentary Election Study

2002-2003 (Irwin et al., 2003). This three-wave study consisted of a pre- and post-electoral

face-to-face survey conducted in the context of the 2002 general elections and was comple-

mented with a post-electoral face-to-face interview after the early elections that were called

in 2003. Respondents for the initial 2002 survey were selected through a stratified sam-

ple of municipalities, phone numbers in these municipalities and individuals in households.

The response rate for the 2002 pre-electoral survey was 32.9% and resulted in a total of

1,907 interviews. Of this group, 1,574 also took part in the 2002 post-electoral interview

and 1,271 respondents subsequently participated in the 2003 post-electoral survey (80.7%

of those participating in both 2002 waves) (Irwin et al., 2003).

For Germany we rely on data from the 2002 and 2005 waves of the 2002-2005-2009

long-term panel of the German Longitudinal Election Study (Rattinger et al., 2012). This

panel offers data for a representative sample of German voters who were interviewed before

and after the 2002 and 2005 German general elections. Respondents were selected through

a stratified multistage random procedure of regional sampling points, households and in-

dividuals in households (Rattinger et al., 2012). The 2002 wave consisted of face-to-face

interviews conducted before or after the 2002 general election. On a total sample of 5,216

addresses, 3,263 interviews were conducted (62.6%) (Falter et al., 2002). Of this group

of respondents, 2,340 also indicated that they were willing to take part in 2005 and 905

effectively did take part in the 2005 telephone interviews (27.7% of the sample of interest)

(Rattinger et al., 2012). For each of the two survey waves, about half of the respondents

were interviewed before the election and half of them after the election.

Using these three surveys provides more robustness to the results of our analyses than if

we would rely on just one survey from one specific country. Furthermore, it can be observed

that the observation period ranges from less than one year (The Netherlands), over three

(Germany) to five years (Belgium). Based just on this time interval, we could assume

levels of accuracy to be higher in the Netherlands than in the other two countries under

investigation.

Our main variable of interest is the accuracy of the vote recall. In order to operationalize

this variable, we compare how respondents recall to have voted in the previous election to

how they reported to have voted in the context of that election. Self-evidently, it has to

be acknowledged that the simultaneously collected information is not a direct observation
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either, and thus might be prone to measurement error (van der Eijk and Niemöller, 2008).

However, it can safely be assumed that information that was collected immediately after the

voting act, is much more reliable than information about that voting act that was collected

one, three or five years later, in the context of a different election campaign. In the three

countries, we therefore compare the simultaneous information with the subsequent recall,

and any discrepancy between both measurements is considered here as an error in the recall

information (Atkeson, 1999).2 Theoretically it is of course possible that the simultaneous

measurement would be faulty, while the recall information would be correct, but this seems

highly unlikely and exceptional, and for the current analysis we can safely ignore this

theoretical possibility. We include the full information about the voting behaviour, i.e.,

whether the respondent has voted or not, and if so, for what party s/he voted.

Various indicators will be used to explain the accuracy of the recall information. First,

we have to include whether the respondent is volatile or not. This variable was constructed

comparing the information that was gathered in the distinct panel waves, i.e., the informa-

tion that was assembled in the context of that specific election, as this is the most reliable

information. Besides being included as independent variable, volatility is also used as the

dependent variable in the second part of the analyses. For investigating the impact of po-

litical sophistication, we take into account a number of indicators that have all regularly

been used in previous research (Luskin, 1990). Political knowledge is generally referred to

as the best single indicator of political sophistication (Lachat, 2007; Marthaler, 2008), and

therefore we include a political knowledge measure for each of the panel studies included

in the analysis. Additionally, we look at the effect of respondents’ level of education and

we add a measure of political interest. For educational levels, a categorical variable was

constructed for distinguishing between low, middle and high levels of education. Further-

more, to enhance the comparability of the results, political knowledge and political interest

were standardized to continuous scales, with a range from 0 to 1. More information on

question wording and measures of these variables in each of the panel studies can be found

in Appendix P.

In addition to the indicators of political sophistication, some socio-demographic control

variables are included in the analyses. We control for respondents’ age and gender and

regional divisions (in Germany: East and West; in Belgium: Dutch and French language

region).

2Importantly, half of the respondents in the German sample were interviewed before the 2002 and 2005
elections. For these respondents, vote intentions as reported in the pre-electoral survey is used as the point
of comparison. We verified whether the results of our analyses hold when limiting the German sample to
respondents taking part in the post-electoral surveys only, which is the case. Results of these additional
tests are available upon request.
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Table 12.1: Accuracy of recall by stability of the vote

Stable voters Party switchers Total

Belgium (2009-2014)
Accurate recall 89.4% 34.4% 67.2%
Inaccurate recall 10.6% 65.6% 32.9%
N 394 267 661
The Netherlands (2002-2003)
Accurate recall 96.8% 79.2% 90.5%
Inaccurate recall 3.2% 20.9% 9.5%
N 823 450 1,273
Germany (2002-2005)
Accurate recall 89.5% 43.4% 71.1%
Inaccurate recall 10.5% 56.6% 28.9%
N 410 272 682

Sources: BEP, 2009-2014. Data weighted by socio-demographics; GLES, 2002-2005-2009. Data weighted by
socio-demographics (wei w2); DPES, 2002-2003. Data weighted by socio-demographics (sdmm02).

12.5 Results

12.5.1 Accuracy of recall information

Investigating the extent to which respondents accurately recall their previous vote, it can

be observed that we indeed find different levels of accuracy of the recall question (Table

12.1). While in the Netherlands, 90 percent of respondents accurately recall their previous

voting behaviour, this is only around 70 percent in Belgium and Germany. This confirms

our expectation that the shorter time lapse between two elections in the Netherlands (only

one year) would lead to higher levels of accuracy. Additionally, the 2002 elections was a

highly salient one, organized shortly after the murder on Pim Fortuyn (Bélanger and Aarts,

2006). This event might also have resulted in the 2002-vote being more memorable for

Dutch respondents. Importantly, in every country it can be observed that the accuracy

of the recall is significantly higher for stable voters than for those who switched parties

from one election to the next. In the Belgian panel, for example, almost 90 percent of the

stable voters accurately recall what party they voted for five years earlier. This is in sharp

contrast to what holds for those who switched parties: about two out of three respondents

in this volatile group reports incorrect information, or at least different information from

what they answered five years ago.

The inaccuracy of recalled information leads to an overestimation of the degree of stabil-

ity (Figure 12.2). If we take the German example, a direct comparison between the simulta-

neously collected information and the current vote intention suggests a level of volatility of

about 40 percent of all voters. If we would rely just on the recall information, however, the

level of volatility would be estimated at only 29 percent. In Belgium the gap is even wider:
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the panel observation leads to a level of volatility of 43 percent, while the recall question

would only suggest 29 percent. Recall information is thus clearly biased in the direction of

suggesting more stability than there actually is.

Figure 12.2: Levels of electoral volatility: recalled and observed
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in Germany: 39.5% [35.9% ; 43.2%]. Sources: BEP, 2009-2014. Data weighted by socio-demographics;
GLES, 2002-2005-2009. Data weighted by socio-demographics (wei w2); DPES, 2002-2003. Data weighted
by socio-demographics (sdmm02).

12.5.2 The impact of political sophistication

Subsequently, we investigate the effect of political sophistication on recall error (Table 12.2).

As our dependent variables is dichotomous (1 = accurate recall; 0 = inaccurate recall), we

present the results of a series of binary logistic regression models. Our main interest is in

the effect of political sophistication on recall accuracy, but we also control for the socio-

demographic variables age and gender. We also include regional controls for Belgium and

Germany.

Looking at the effect of the variables of interest in Models 1, 3 and 5 in Table 12.2, it is

obvious that levels of education do not affect recall accuracy. For political interest, on the

other hand we observe that more interest is associated with a higher accuracy in Germany

and Belgium, but not in the Netherlands. In the Netherlands, however, we observe an effect

of political knowledge, which we observe in Germany as well. While these results offer some

indications that political sophistication (operationalised as knowledge or interest) might be
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positively related to recall accuracy, it should be noted that, as clear from the pseudo-R2

value, the model fit of these models is rather poor. Political sophistication indicators are

therefore not powerful determinants of recall accuracy.

Volatile voters are much more likely to report recall error (Table 12.1). Therefore, in

Models 2, 4 and 6 of Table 12.2 we include observed volatility as an independent variable.

The effect is always strong and boosts the fit of the models. Most importantly, however,

including this variable does not invalidate our conclusions with regard to the impact of

political sophistication indicators.

12.5.3 Implication for research

The analyses reported in Table 12.2 suggest that observed volatility is the main determinant

of recall error. Given the fact that recall questions are used to investigate switching, this

leads to the question what happens if we investigate voter volatility, based on recall infor-

mation. Does the error inherent to this information only ‘weaken’ the results, as Converse

(1962) assumed, or does it lead to even more serious errors? To investigate this question, we

compare the results of two identical models for each of the panel studies. The first model is

based on the simultaneously observed information, while the second model uses the recall

information. Discrepancies between both sets of results would therefore demonstrate what

is the effect of recall error on substantive research findings. The results of these tests, for

the three countries, are presented in Table 12.3. The dependent variable in these models is

voter volatility, either based on recall information, or on observed information. All models

in Table 12.3 have very low pseudo-R2 statistics, suggesting that political sophistication

clearly is not a strong determinant of individual level voter volatility. In Germany and

Belgium, the pseudo-R2 is slightly higher for the models based on observed volatility than

for the models based on the recall question. For the variables of interest, we do not observe

a significant effect of levels of education in any of the models presented. We do see some

interesting differences between both models with respect to the impact of political interest

and knowledge, however. In Belgium, both political interest and knowledge have a clearly

stronger negative effect on observed volatility than on recalled volatility. In Germany as

well as in the Netherlands, we find the same pattern but only for political knowledge. The

conclusion for these three countries therefore has to be that relying on recall data (and all

the errors it includes) does not lead to strongly different outcomes of research, but that,

at least in some countries, it tends to weaken the expected relations. For Belgium, e.g.,

relying only on recall data would lead to the false negative conclusion that political inter-

est does not play a role in explaining voter volatility, while in reality interest suppresses

volatility. This tendency towards false negative results based on recall measurement error

can also be illustrated. In Figure 12.3, we plot the marginal effect of political knowledge

on the probability to switch votes. Looking at the estimated effects based on the recall

information, the conclusion has to be that political knowledge only has a weak effect on the
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Table 12.2: Binary logistic regression explaining accurate recall of the previous vote

Belgium The Netherlands Germany
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

B B B B B B
(s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.)

Female (ref: male) -0.349+ -0.586∗∗ -0.312 -0.377+ -0.085 -0.233
(0.181) (0.221) (0.197) (0.209) (0.225) (0.275)

Age 0.009 0.006 -0.023∗∗ -0.032∗∗∗ 0.014+ 0.008
(0.006) (0.008) (0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.010)

Dutch (ref: French) 0.053 -0.180
(0.178) (0.223)

East Germany (ref: West) -0.329 0.009
(0.258) (0.307)

Low educated (ref: middle) 0.073 -0.166 0.094 0.068 0.395 0.521
(0.243) (0.277) (0.212) (0.222) (0.280) (0.340)

High educated (ref: middle) 0.092 -0.090 -0.037 -0.112 -0.271 -0.463
(0.209) (0.247) (0.309) (0.337) (0.281) (0.324)

Political interest (0-1) 0.804+ 0.489 0.219 0.060 1.258∗ 1.423∗

(0.433) (0.540) (0.403) (0.440) (0.536) (0.642)
Political knowledge (0-1) 0.326 -0.256 1.418∗∗∗ 1.234∗∗ 1.025∗∗ 0.910∗

(0.336) (0.416) (0.400) (0.419) (0.296) (0.353)
Switched parties (observed) -2.809∗∗∗ -2.311∗∗∗ -2.408∗∗∗

(0.225) (0.242) (0.268)
Constant -0.293 2.180∗∗∗ 2.593∗∗∗ 4.565∗∗∗ -1.017+ 0.486

(0.423) (0.566) (0.369) (0.477) (0.520) (0.703)

N 653 653 1,270 1,270 661 661
pseudo-R2 0.026 0.282 0.039 0.186 0.072 0.260

Note: Unstandardized coefficients and their standard errors are reported. Significance levels: +p < 0.1;∗ p <
0.05;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗∗∗ p < 0.001. Sources: BEP, 2009-2014. Data weighted by socio-demographics; GLES,
2002-2005-2009. Data weighted by socio-demographics (wei w2); DPES, 2002-2003. Data weighted by
socio-demographics (sdmm02).
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Table 12.3: Binary logistic regression explaining vote switching

Belgium The Netherlands Germany
Recalled Observed Recalled Observed Recalled Observed

B B B B B B
(s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.)

Female (ref: male) -0.031 -0.120 -0.010 -0.028 -0.359 -0.122
(0.183) (0.171) (0.137) (0.133) (0.228) (0.206)

Age -0.016∗ -0.009 -0.011∗ -0.010∗ -0.011 -0.015∗

(0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.000) (0.008) (0.007)
Dutch (ref: French) -0.415∗ -0.343∗

(0.174) (0.164)
East Germany (ref: West) 0.299 0.773∗∗∗

(0.261) (0.225)
Low educated (ref: middle) -0.082 -0.231 -0.191 -0.024 0.279 0.095

(0.235) (0.226) (0.159) (0.153) (0.284) (0.248)
High educated (ref: middle) -0.192 -0.307 -0.204 0.009 0.027 -0.236

(0.211) (0.196) (0.192) (0.185) (0.283) (0.261)
Political interest (0-1) 0.009 -0.942∗ -0.336 -0.341 -0.748 -0.226

(0.430) (0.391) (0.264) (0.255) (0.507) (0.451)
Political knowledge (0-1) -0.607+ -0.818∗∗ -0.554∗ -0.701∗∗ -0.374 -0.550∗

(0.346) (0.312) (0.272) (0.265) (0.298) (0.273)
Constant 0.647 1.595∗∗∗ 0.234 0.334 0.168 0.619

(0.400) (0.384) (0.276) (0.271) (0.549) (0.484)

N 690 690 1,248 1,248 660 660
pseudo R2 0.028 0.046 0.019 0.019 0.024 0.042

Note: Unstandardized coefficients and their standard errors are reported. Significance levels: +p <
0.1;∗ p < 0.05;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗∗∗ p < 0.001. Columns ‘recalled’: information retrieved from recall question;
‘observed’: information retrieved from panel observations. Sources: BEP, 2009-2014. Data weighted by
socio-demographics; GLES, 2002-2005-2009. Data weighted by socio-demographics (wei w2); DPES, 2002-
2003. Data weighted by socio-demographics (sdmm02).

likelihood of volatility. For observed volatility (the three left boxes of Figure 12.3), there is

more compelling evidence for the negative relation between political knowledge and voter

volatility.

In some of the research, the argument is made that the effect of political sophistication

on voter volatility is curvilinear, with the highest levels of volatility among the voters with

an average level of interest and knowledge (Dassonneville and Dejaeghere, 2014; Kuhn,

2009). In order to test this assumption, in a separate set of models we also test the squared

effect of interest and knowledge (Appendix Q). While in these models there is not all that

much support for the presence of a curvilinear effect, the general tendency holds that effects

are weakened if models are based on the recall information. The conclusion therefore can

be that the weakening of effects is not just the result of the specification of the model.
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Figure 12.3: Marginal effect of political knowledge on the probability to switch votes
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Note: Marginal effects and 95%-confidence intervals of knowledge on the probability to switch votes. Based
on estimates of Models presented in Table 12.3. All other covariates set at their mean values.
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12.6 Discussion

Given all the constraints on collecting panel data, electoral research routinely relies on recall

information. Our results on panel data from Belgium, the Netherlands and Germany, con-

firm the high level of measurement error in recall data. In Belgium and Germany about 30

percent of respondents does not provide the correct information about their previous voting

behaviour, or at least does not provide information that is congruent with the information

the same respondent provided years ago. Only in the Netherlands this proportion of mea-

surement error was much lower, which could be due to the very short period between the

two elections, or to the highly salient character of this election period for the Netherlands,

as they occurred just after the murder on the politician Pim Fortuyn, which created a huge

social debate in the country. The total volume of measurement error, therefore, is clearly

not a constant, but can be related to timing or to specific electoral events in a country.

The fact that a substantial number of respondents do not accurately recall what party

they voted for leads to an important underestimation of the level of voter volatility. Recall

questions, clearly, are not a reliable indicator to investigate the level of voter volatility.

What are the implications of this finding for the future use of recall data to investigate

determinants of volatility? Does the noise that is inherent in this kind of faulty informa-

tion, just ‘weaken’ the relations, as Converse (1962) hoped? A direct comparison between

models based on recall information, and models based on reported behaviour, do not show

all that much difference. The main difference is indeed that the effect of political sophisti-

cation on voter volatility is weakened somewhat. To a large extent, therefore, we share the

optimism expressed by Converse: even if we know that recall questions are highly prone to

measurement error, they do not substantially invalidate our research findings. From a strict

methodological perspective, the advice should be that studies on voter volatility should

always be based on reliable panel data. Not all countries, however, have these panel data

available, and costs and panel attrition prohibit their generalized use in electoral research.

Self-evidently, panel data are of superior quality compared to cross-sectional data for this

specific research question, but a more pragmatic answer would be that differences for the

impact of political sophistication on volatility are not that strong. To a large extent, relying

on recall data in cross-sectional studies, will lead to the same results, but with a higher risks

of false negative findings. It should be investigated therefore, whether for other independent

variables, similar conclusion hold.

How can we reconcile the observation that there is such a huge amount of measurement

error with the finding that in the end, it does not seem to matter all that much for the

results of this specific analysis? This combination, at first seems to be counter-intuitive,

as it would suggest a ‘garbage in, reliable results out’ dynamic. One way to explain this

apparent contradiction is the fact that indicators of political sophistication are not strong

determinants of recall error. The fit of our explanatory models was rather low: none of our

models could actually determine why some respondents are more prone to error compared
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to others. This does not mean, of course, that we should consider the error as completely

random noise, as it might still be possible that our models – in which political sophistication

is focused upon – are underspecified. Future research should try to determine more of the

determinants of measurement error, in order to systematically assess what kind of bias is

involved here and which analyses are consequently more likely to be strongly affected by a

reliance on recall questions. With respect to research investigating the impact of political

sophistication on volatility, however, our results clearly indicate that the effect of using recall

data is limited to weakening the results given the fact that sophistication is not a major

determinant of measurement error. Our advice for this specific research question therefore

would be that, in the absence of panel data for specific countries, we should not throw

the baby out with the bathwater. We can continue to rely on recall information in cross-

sectional election studies. The noise that is present in this recall information entails the

risk of false negative findings, but whether this risk outweighs the inconveniences associated

with panel research, in terms of research time and available funds, does remain to a large

extent a pragmatic question.



What we call the beginning is often the end

And to make an end is to make a beginning

The end is where we start from

T.S. Eliot, ‘Little Gidding’, Four Quartets (1942)

13
Conclusion

Each of the previous chapters offered some insights into the concept of electoral volatility, by

adding nuance to what we already know or by empirically refuting claims made in previous

research. This concluding chapter aims to place the findings presented in this dissertation

in a broader perspective. After summarizing the main results of the analyses and how

these contribute to the literature, I elaborate on their implications for research and for the

quality of representative democracy in general. Subsequently, some caveats and limitations

are highlighted and this is followed by a discussion of what are potential avenues for further

research.

13.1 Main findings and implications

The point of departure of this dissertation – as elaborated on in depth in Chapter 1 – was

that electoral volatility matters. In democratic systems volatility is crucial because it is

changes in who people vote for, changes in parties’ vote shares and changes in who governs

that introduce the dynamics that are essential within a chain of responsiveness (Powell,

2004). As a result, volatility can be considered to be required for the well-functioning of

democracy (Key, 1966; Dalton, 2013). Two main mechanisms can be discerned by which

electoral volatility fulfils this vital function. First, by shifting parties, voters who want

different policy goals to be pursued can express this preference. In other words, changing

parties is a direct way to generate dynamic representation of public opinion preferences

247
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into policy (Stimson et al., 1995; Wlezien, 2004). Nozick (1989) even claims that because

the scope of issues and goals that can be focused upon by politicians is inherently limited,

some alternation or ‘zigzag’ of politics is needed. He argues that the party thrown out of

office subsequently has the time needed to revise its program and add new policy goals.

Second, changing parties can be considered a sanctioning device by means of which voters

hold parties and politicians accountable. When deciding what party to vote for, voters

can retrospective evaluate the performance of parties or candidates in office. Based on this

evaluation, voters can subsequently switch parties to either reward or punish the incumbent

(Fiorina, 1981; Key, 1966). With the presence of volatility, it can be assured that ‘those

incumbents who act in the best interest of citizens win reelection and those who do not lose

them’ (Manin et al., 1999a, p. 40). As an addition to the second mechanism, the mere

possibility of losing support at the next election and the fear thereof prompt politicians to

govern responsibly and to act in the interests of the citizens (Dalton, 2013). Assuming that

politicians, or parties, can and want to be re-elected, they will aim to avoid being punished

by the electorate by doing what voters want (Manin et al., 1999a).

Clearly, the potential for electoral volatility is a crucial element in representative democ-

racies, but for all its advantages, electoral volatility is something of a double-edged sword.

Electoral volatility, especially when it occurs within the context of an unstable party sys-

tem, is thought to hamper good representation, because it obfuscates the options available

to voters (Powell, 2004). With high levels of volatility, there is also a risk of competition

being ‘hollowed out’ and becoming no more than a horse race between candidates or par-

ties (Mair, 2006). Furthermore, volatility can hinder governability or the implementation

of long-term policy goals because incumbents have to opt for short-term successes if they

want to satisfy a volatile electorate (Bischoff, 2013; Mair, 2009).

It is these contrasting perspectives as well as expectations on their implications for

democracy that render research on electoral volatility an important area of research. And

this importance has increased even further due to an alleged trend of increasing levels of

electoral volatility in advanced democracies (Pedersen, 1979). Depending on what per-

spective one adheres to, such an increase could be interpreted either as implying that ‘true’

democracy is fostered (Dalton et al., 2002) or that representative democracy is at risk (Mair,

2002, 2006). This dissertation aimed to further our understanding of electoral volatility and

how we should qualify voters switching parties as well as levels of electoral volatility. To

this end, three main research questions were addressed; (1) Is there an evolution in levels of

volatility?, (2) What (individual as well as supply-side factors) explain why voters change

parties? and (3) What are the implications of volatility for the vote choice process? In-

vestigating each of these research questions has offered important insights on the question

whether volatility is good or bad for democracy.
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13.1.1 Is there an evolution in levels of volatility?

Answering the first research question implies investigating whether volatility is indeed in-

creasing. Chapter 2 demonstrates clearly the presence of a rise in net electoral volatility.

The first notions of patterns of change in electoral behaviour in advanced democracies were

published in the late 1970s, but these findings were not easily accepted. At the start of the

21st century, however, Peter Mair (2002) already revised his earlier scepticism towards the

presence of electoral change by characterizing the 1990s as ‘different’ and more volatile. The

trends in electoral volatility presented in Chapter 2 indicate that this trend has continued

and has even strengthened since. For the whole period covered by the analyses (1950–

2013), the mean Pedersen index of volatility is 10. But over time, we observe an increase

of 5 points, indicating a substantial increase of instability in electoral results in Western

Europe. Looking at the evolution of net volatility over time, we can thus unambiguously

conclude that volatility is increasing. The change is not, or no longer, mythical, but real.

Even though restricted to the aggregate level, the analyses in Chapter 2 also offer some

suggestive evidence of how this trend of increased volatility can act to strengthen democ-

racy. This is clear from the fact that economic downturn leads to more electoral instability,

which we suggest to be an indication that volatility serves as an accountability mechanism.

Furthermore, this link between the economy and shifts in parties’ vote share is found to be

a recent one, which we can observe since the 1970s only and which was expressed strongly

in the context of elections held since the recent financial and economic crisis. In sum, the

economy is found to be more clearly linked to shifts in vote shares than was the case decades

ago. From these observations, it can be concluded that the assumption that the process of

dealignment would strengthen mechanisms of accountability in the vote choice process, is

corroborated at an aggregate level.

While suggestive, a link between electoral instability and economic downturn does not

offer evidence that mechanisms of accountability are at play. Voters could still be shifting

allegiances from one opposition party to another, or from one incumbent party to another

incumbent. The analyses presented in Chapter 3, however, offer clear indications of patterns

of accountability. Incumbents are found to be rewarded when economic conditions are good,

and punished in times of economic downturn. We furthermore estimate this effect to be

strong, as we find a one percentage point change in economic growth to produce a three-

quarter percentage point change in the incumbent’s vote share. Previous research already

offered evidence of the micro-foundations of accountability and economic voting, showing

that voters’ evaluation of the economy affects their vote. The results of the aggregate-level

analyses in Chapter 3 complement these observations and indicate that as a result of those

micro-processes, the economy really matters, and affects how incumbents fare when they

run for re-election. The analyses in this chapter furthermore demonstrate an asymmetry

of accountability, with a stronger impact of negative economic conditions than what is

observed in times of economic growth. That can be considered a logical consequence of
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the fact that economic downturn makes the economy a more salient issue, for there is more

at stake. This increased attention then results in stronger accountability for economic

performances (Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier, 2013). Additionally, the results in Chapter 3

indicate that this negativity bias, by which incumbents are punished more strongly than

they are rewarded, is a general phenomenon – refuting the claim that the profound impact

of the recent economic crisis on electoral results is different or exceptional compared to

general mechanisms of accountability.

To supplement the analyses of change at an aggregate level, in Chapter 4 the individual-

level trends towards more instability over time are investigated. To this end, the Dutch

electoral context is focused upon, which can be considered a somewhat exceptional case.

The reasons therefore lie in a remarkable pattern, by which electoral politics in the Nether-

lands has evolved from being an example of a stable and ‘frozen’ party system to being a

country with the highest levels of volatility in Western Europe (Mair, 2008). First of all,

the individual-level data confirm the aggregate-level trend towards more instability. Dutch

voters are found to have become significantly more likely to change parties over time. While

13% of the respondents reported to have switched parties in 1971, this proportion has in-

creased to 47% in 2010. Importantly, this strong surge of volatility in the Netherlands, in a

relatively short time span, questions the validity of theories claiming that generational re-

placement is the mechanism causing electoral change. The results of the analyses presented

in Chapter 4 empirically substantiate this suspicion. The results point out that the whole

Dutch electorate, regardless of what generations voters belong to, is more volatile now than

was the case a couple of decades ago. Substantively, the implication is that parties are

rapidly losing grip on ‘their’ constituencies. Not only the young, but all voters are now

available to be convinced by catch-all parties. At the same time, those alarmed by high

levels of volatility could find a reason for optimism in these results; the young are not set

in their ways and therefore determined to remain volatile. Period effects could just as well

reverse the trend and render the electorate as a whole more stable.

Even though indicative, the cross-sectional nature of the individual-level analyses pre-

sented in Chapter 4 still limits our understanding of change at an individual level. In other

words, a cross-sectional design gives clear insights in how electorates are different now than

they were decades ago, but is still inconclusive on how individual voters’ attitudes and

behaviour have changed over time. This limitation is addressed by the study presented in

Chapter 5, where panel-data of German citizens covering the period 1992–2009 are anal-

ysed in depth. This chapter focuses not on electoral behaviour as such but on partisanship,

which is generally considered a crucial and perhaps the most important predictor of voting

behaviour in a large number of democracies. Arguably, changes in terms of partisanship

should strongly affect the extent to which voters switch parties or remain loyal to them. The

analyses confirm the presence of a process of dealignment in Germany. Building further on

earlier work in the German context, we suggest that the decline in partisanship continues
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into the most recent decades. The results furthermore confirm, with respect to partisanship

as well, that electoral change does not seem to be driven by the entry of new generations

but strongly affects citizens in any birth cohort. The analyses additionally shed light on

the characteristics of citizens identifying with a political party, and how the impact of these

characteristics has changed over time. The general picture that emerges is one of older,

male, higher educated and highly politically sophisticated partisans. With respect to the

trend, in contrast to the idea that dealignment would be driven by a process of cognitive

mobilization, over time partisanship is found to become increasingly selective and limited

to these old, male and highly sophisticated citizens. As a result, the analyses presented in

Chapter 5 offer no indications of the emergence of a group of highly politically sophisticated

apartisans, in contrast to what Dalton (2012, 2013) claims. What is the broader significance

of these results? First, it implies that partisanship is likely to become increasingly less rel-

evant for research explaining the vote choice. With this stabilizing factor for vote choices

weakening, it should not come as a surprise that from the process of dealignment follows

a trend towards more electoral volatility. Second, the observations offer some reason for

concern about the quality the democratic process. The presence of partisan attachments is

generally considered to be one of the main mechanisms linking citizens on the one hand and

their representatives, or parties, on the other. The trend of dealignment implies that the

group of partisans – who provide a strong connection between the electorate and political

parties – is diminishing rapidly. Even more importantly, the results presented in Chapter 5

indicate that this increasingly small group, becomes ever less representative of the electorate

at large. Consequently, not only are there less linkages between citizens and the state, the

remaining linkages are likely to have a weaker signalling power of the interests of all citi-

zens. Apparently, party attachments are increasingly restricted to a ‘happy few’ of highly

politically sophisticated citizens. If these partisans would always vote for the same party,

and apartisans would never do so, the Berelson paradox would be confirmed. The implica-

tion being that ‘the aggregate requirement for adaptability is provided by the least qualified

voters’ (Granberg and Holmberg, 1990, p. 530). We know, however, that more voters are

stable than only those identifying with a political party. To fully understand stability and

change and what drives these, the individual-level determinants of party switching are to

be investigated – as has been done in the subsequent chapters of this dissertation.

13.1.2 Who changes parties?

Having shown that electoral change is real, affecting young and old voters alike and doing so

across advanced industrial democracies, the next question addressed in this dissertation was

what explains why some voters switch parties, while others are stable? The answer to this

question has strong implications for how we should interpret the rise of electoral volatility.

Are there indications that instability can serve as a blessing for democracy, or should we

assess more instability as a threat for the well-functioning of representative democracies?
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In the literature, two broad theoretical accounts relating voters’ attitudes to switching can

be discerned. One approach focuses how political sophistication relates to volatility, while a

second stream of research investigates the link between attitudes of political disaffection and

party switching. Furthermore, in terms of what motivates voters to switch parties, I have

discerned accountability and ideological proximity as indicators of how volatility affects the

quality of representative democracy. The results presented in this dissertation offer insights

with respect to each of these four elements.

In Chapter 6, two case studies were carried out to shed light on the determinants of

inter-election as well as campaign switching. The analysis of volatility in the context of

the Belgian 2009 regional elections offer some indications confirming that those who switch

parties – from one election to another or in the course of an election campaign – are some-

what politically disaffected. These results merely confirm previous findings showing that

low levels of political trust and political efficacy are related to a higher likelihood of switch-

ing parties. Evidently, such observations of electoral volatility as a correlate of political

disenchantment act to strengthen interpretations of instability as a threat to democracy.

The results on the link between political sophistication and volatility by contrast lead to a

somewhat different conclusion. When strictly separating switching from one election to the

start of the subsequent election campaign on the one hand and switching in the course of

the campaign period on the other, the relation between sophistication and the probability

of switching is found to change directions. In line with accounts characterizing those who

switch parties as uninterested and unsophisticated ‘floating voters’, political interest de-

creases the probability of changing parties in the campaign period. Somewhat surprisingly,

the opposite holds true for changing parties before the election campaign takes off, as higher

levels of interest increase the probability of such a switch. It seems, therefore, that the low

sophisticates’ high extent of switching in election times is compensated by the fact that

political experts already did so before them. Taking into account the impact of both types

of volatility, we cannot conclude that it is disinterested voters who determine which parties

win and which parties lose. In a next step, I sought to validate and further investigate

the nature of this contrast. To this end, I investigated party switching in the context of

the 2009 German election campaign. The results of these analyses first of all confirm that

higher levels of political sophistication increase the probability of switching from one elec-

tion to the start of the next election campaign, once more invalidating a characterization

of switchers as ‘floating voters’. Second, the analyses of party switching in Germany shed

light on the dynamics that produce the noticeable contrast in how political sophistication

affects inter-election and campaign switching respectively. The mechanism is one of grad-

ual change, by which – little-by-little – the low sophisticates’ probability to switch parties

increases as Election Day draws near. Methodologically, the implication of this observation

is that the results of analyses on the relation between sophistication and volatility are likely

to be strongly affected by when one measures citizens vote intentions. The substantive
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conclusions to be drawn from these results are, first, that election campaigns are a crucial

time for the low sophisticates. It is in the course of the election campaign that they can

be swayed more easily. Campaign events, what issues dominate and how these are framed

close to Election Day, hence, are likely to have a profound impact on whether or not they

change their minds and what party they decide voting for. This can be interpreted as an

open door for superficial and hollow campaigns to strongly affect the outcome of an elec-

tion, or election campaigns can be ‘educating’ low sophisticated voters on parties’ policy

positions, and how parties and candidates differ from each other. This chapter does not

give insights on what campaign messages resonate best with those low sophisticates, but

parties, pundits and journalists alike seem to have at least the possibility – when running

or covering an election campaign – to foster the quality of democracy. Political communica-

tion can be considered a crucial factor in providing citizens with information to make good

choices. But it is so in a context when campaigning is changing rapidly, with parties and

politicians losing control over communication channels and mass media, and commercial

actors as well, becoming major actors (Swanson and Mancini, 1996). The importance of

political communication entails a risk as well, as evident from research on the consequences

of a negativity bias in political coverage and campaigning (Cappella and Jamieson, 1997;

Dassonneville, 2010; Soroka, 2014). The second substantive conclusion of the analyses on

the timing of electoral volatility is that, in the end, the low sophisticates do not hold the

balance of power. Even though low sophisticates are more likely to shift parties in the

final months, weeks and days before the election, this is compensated by the fact that high

sophisticated voters have switched early on. As a result, when both types of switching are

taken into consideration – as evident in the German case – volatility in general is not related

significantly to levels of political sophistication.

Another regularly invoked distinction in research on volatility is the difference between

intra- and inter-block switching. Differentiating between voters who switch parties within

a particular ideological block of parties (intra-block) and voters who change blocks (inter-

block) is deemed essential in the context of research on volatility in multiparty systems. The

reason therefore is that unlike what holds for inter-block switching, changing parties within

a particular ideological party block is still considered to be in line with theories of how cleav-

ages fundamentally structure and therewith stabilize voting behaviour (Bartolini and Mair,

1990). Additionally, from a normative point of view, both types of volatility are interpreted

differently. Voters who change parties within a same ideological block are thought to act

strategically and rationally, while switching blocks is considered whimsical. Not all switches

are to be treated equally, it seems, and this should have important consequences when in-

vestigating how political sophistication correlates to volatility. Therefore, Chapter 7 set out

to take into account these differences between what are to be considered major switches

and switching to parties nearby. As merely distinguishing between blocks is a cumbersome

task in the context of a comparative analysis and implies a simplification of variations in



254 CHAPTER 13. CONCLUSION

party switching, the analyses presented in Chapter 7 directly model the ideological distance

that voters bridge from one election to another and how political sophistication affects this

distance. From the results of these analyses, two important conclusions should be drawn.

First, while over one on four voters is found to report having changed parties, these switches

are strongly ideologically constrained. Of those who switched parties, the mean ideological

distance bridged is 1.3 only, on a 0 to 10 left-right scale. Second, in contrast to the curvi-

linear link that emerges when investigating the effect of political knowledge on switching as

such, a linear relation between political knowledge and the ideological distance that voters

bridge from one election to another can be observed. The direction of the effect, with the

high knowledgeable being most stable, is in line with the floating voter hypothesis. The

implications of the results, however, differ strongly from such an account of volatility. A

majority of voters reported remaining loyal to their party and those who switched predomi-

nantly did so to ideologically proximate parties. The results indicate that these switches to

what Mair (1993) called ideological ‘friends’ are still related to fairly high levels of political

knowledge. The strong negative relation between ideology and the distance voters bridge,

and the fact that major changes constitute only a small fraction of all switches, therefore

lead me to suggest that it is still relatively high politically sophisticated voters who are

introducing the lion’s share of the dynamics that electorates bring into politics.

The results presented in Chapter 6 and 7 offer clear indications that we should not

be overtly concerned about the Berelson paradox. Even though high levels of political

sophistication render the vote choice more stable, especially in the context of an election

campaign, it is not a mass of low sophisticated and uninterested voters who decide on

electoral gains and losses of parties. A lingering concern, however, is that voters switching

parties tend to be more politically disaffected compared to stable voters. If so, party

switching is not fostering representative democracy, but instead indicates a rejection of it.

This issue was further investigated in Chapter 8 of this dissertation. By not investigating

stability and party switching in isolation, but taking into account the possibility that voters

abstain as well, clear insights were obtained in the contrast between switching parties and

abstaining from voting. Even though indicating that dissatisfaction is related to both

options, the results of the analyses also point out an important distinction in terms of

what voters are dissatisfied about; the party they previously voted for or politics in general.

Being dissatisfied with one’s previous party incites voters to switch parties, while a more

profound feeling of dissatisfaction with the political system or democracy in general leads

voters to choose an exit option and to abstain from voting. Party switching as such, hence,

should be interpreted as a positive choice for an alternative party, not as an expression of

a strong sense of disaffection or a rejection of politics. It seems, therefore, that citizens are

using their right to vote to hold parties accountable for their performances. The analyses

presented in Chapter 8, on a large number of democracies covered by the CSES project, also

indicate that the extent to which dissatisfaction towards a particular party translates into
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switching is dependent on the supply side. Having more options to choose from, strengthens

the link between dissatisfaction and choosing an alternative party.

This indication that not only individual-level characteristics but supply-side factors as

well affect whether voters switch parties and who switches parties was further explored in

Chapters 9 and 10 of this dissertation.

13.1.3 How does the supply side affect party switching?

In Chapter 9 it is demonstrated that characteristics of the party system strongly affect

volatility. But some important nuances emerge when taking into account that electoral

instability is driven both by party shifts as well as by changes to or from abstention. Fo-

cusing on party-switching only, it is evident that what makes voters change parties is not

the number of parties available as such, but how ideologically polarized these parties are.

Merely having a large number of options to choose from is thus not sufficient for changing

parties, what is needed is the availability of ideologically close alternatives. This, then, can

be interpreted as another indication that party switchers are not floating randomly: parties’

ideological positions are a crucial factor for explaining switching. The results in Chapter

9 additionally show that this mechanism of ideological compactness triggering volatility

only holds for party switching. Consequently, the mechanism is obfuscated when including

those who switch to or from abstention in analyses on volatility, at either the aggregate

or the individual level. The methodological ramification of this finding is that although

party switching and switching to or from abstention are correlated and both contribute to

volatility at an aggregate level, both can be driven by different causal mechanisms. The

analyses on political disaffection in Chapter 8 already indicated important differences at

the individual level, and the findings presented in Chapter 9 show that the same holds

true for contextual factors. For fully understanding what causes voters to switch parties,

party switching should always be distinguished from other types of instability in voters’

behaviour.

The image that is drawn by the results in several of the previous chapters is one of

party switching being strongly ideologically constrained. The ideological positions of voters

and parties determine a reasonable choice set, in the boundaries of which voters switch

parties. In Chapter 10 it was further investigated how ideology and the ideological position

of parties more specifically impact on party switching. The results demonstrate that voters’

electoral behaviour is related to ideological shifts by parties. Of importance in this context

is how different parties interact in the ideological spectrum. Particularly the combination

of one’s party shifting away ideologically while there is another option nearby is found to

be fostering party switching. The results that are presented in this chapter hence give even

more weight to the importance of ideology for understanding vote switching. Ideology is not

only restraining whether voters switch parties and what parties they consider switching to,

voters also seem to be paying attention to whether their party shifts ideological positions.
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This is suggested by the fact that parties are held accountable for changing positions. Voters

can switch to another party if they perceive their party to no longer be representing them.

Switching parties, therefore, can be characterized as rational voting behaviour in line with

Downs’ (1957, p. 46–47) basic logic of voting: ‘. . . we assume that every citizen has a fixed

conception of the good society and has already related it to his knowledge of party policies

in a consistent manner. Therefore only new information can persuade him to change his

mind.’

The empirical evidence presented in Chapter 10 offers support for this thesis. New

information – provided by electorates’ updates of the ideological positions of parties –

significantly affects whether or not voters ‘change their mind’ and vote for another party.

Obviously, this is a demanding exercise for voters, and the results indicate that contextual

differences, such as whether or not their party is member of a government coalition, can

render the task more or less difficult. Consequently, the effects of parties’ ideological shifts

are rather small, but clearly indicating that mechanisms of accountability generate changes

in voting behaviour. And importantly, the relation is not mediated strongly by voters’ levels

of political knowledge, which can be interpreted as implying that high and low sophisticates

alike can hold parties accountable when these change ideological positions.

The analyses on the determinants of party switching that were presented suggest that

those who switch parties cannot be characterized as either floating or frustrated voters.

Dissatisfaction with one’s party, or no longer feeling represented by that party cause voters

to desert a party and to switch to another, regularly ideologically nearby, party. From these

observations it is still somewhat unclear, however, how these volatile voters decide what

party to choose next. This question was tackled in the Chapter 11.

13.1.4 What are the implications of volatility for the vote choice process?

The process of dealignment indisputably challenges theories of voting behaviour. Factors

that used to serve as strong predictors of the vote are waning or increasingly less relevant.

This increased unpredictability stems mostly from the growth of instability in electorates.

As a consequence, we know increasingly less about how a growing portion of voters in

advanced democracies decides which party to vote for. The answer to the question what

guides the vote choices of volatile voters, however, has important consequences for how we

ought to judge increased levels of volatility. If family tradition, partisanship and habitual

voting are being replaced by judgements of parties’ policy proposals and their performances,

the rise in volatility could be producing an electorate ‘that more closely approximates the

classic democratic ideal’ (Dalton et al., 2002, p. 60). The results that were reported in

Chapter 11 indicate that such hopes are not unwarranted. A comparison of the extent to

which different vote choice determinants guide the vote choices of stable and volatile voters

in Britain, shows that parties’ issue positions as well as their economic evaluations are more

influential in guiding the vote choice of volatile voters than what holds for those voting
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for the same party in two consecutive elections. Even though how voters switching parties

ultimately decide what party to choose is still to a large extent a black box, the elements the

analyses in Chapter 11 could shed light on indicate strengthened mechanisms of proximity

voting as well as accountability. These results, therefore, do not substantiate the view

that an increased instability should be considered a threat for representative democracy.

Two essential links allowing for good representation seem to be of more importance for the

volatile than what holds for stable voters. As a result, the presence of party switchers has

the potential to result in better representation, and a higher quality of democracy.

13.2 Is volatility threatening democracy?

For multiple decades already, there are signals of electoral change and an increased instabil-

ity of voters’ behaviour. These indications of change have been interpreted in contradictory

ways by different groups of scholars. While some claim that we are observing a crisis of rep-

resentative democracy, others stress that the fact that voters have become ‘free to choose’

has the potential to bring about a democracy that more closely approximates a classic

democratic ideal in line with Downs’ account of rational voting. As evident from the sum-

mary of the main findings, this dissertation offers suggestive evidence supporting the latter

perspective on the consequences of volatility.

In contrast to an account of volatility reflecting political disengagement, those who

switch parties are not found to be rejecting the political system. Party switchers are dissat-

isfied about a particular party, but they are still sufficiently politically engaged in politics to

express this sense of dissatisfaction by choosing another party. A decrease in turnout levels

is more worrisome for democracy, as evident from the fact that abstaining from voting is a

real expression of dissatisfaction with democracy.

Furthermore, the findings in this dissertation point out that voters who switch parties

are relying on mechanisms that, theoretically, should help them maximize their utility when

voting. First, there are clear indications of party switching being a tool for holding parties

accountable. It was shown that at an aggregate level, there is more instability in times of

economic downturn than when the economy is doing well. Additionally, at an individual

level, dissatisfaction with one’s previous party was found to be what triggers voters to opt

for another party. Second, parties’ ideological positions guide the choices of those who

switch parties, as indicated by the fact that volatility is largely constrained to switching

towards a party that is ideologically close. Moreover, it was demonstrated that parties that

shift ideologically away from voters risk losing those voters to other parties. By and large,

volatile voters seem to behave rationally and responsibly. Therefore, I conclude from these

results, paraphrasing (Key, 1966, p. 7), that party switchers are not fools.

Is the indication that volatility relates to mechanisms of accountability good thing for

democracy? I would argue it is, since the implication is that those who switch parties are
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using their vote to control representatives. Furthermore, the fact that a portion of the elec-

torate is found to fulfil this surveillance function, should generate a sense of being watched

among incumbents (Franklin et al., 2014; Manin et al., 1999a). As a result, incumbents will

be stimulated to produce good policies. Therefore, in principle the fact that voters switch

parties to hold them accountable can foster the quality of democracy. The mechanism

by which voters punish incumbents by throwing them out of office entails a risk as well,

however. Accountability could become ‘hyperaccountability’, by which incumbents always

lose, although the extent to which they do varies (Roberts, 2008). In such a context, the

incentive for politicians to govern well and produce good policies is lost. I hence concur

with (Roberts, 2008, p. 545), who warned for the presence of too much punishment:

‘Voters with trigger fingers are likely to produce politicians with very short time horizons.

While throwing the bums out is one of the essential preconditions of democracy, it cannot

be automatic. Throwing all governments out will lead all governments to shirk – to en-

act policies that benefit themselves or their supporters. Accountability will produce better

government only where governments have a reasonable chance of re-election.’

One reason for such patterns of hyperaccountability might be that citizens’ expectations

are simply too high, as a result of which they are never satisfied with how parties and

politicians are performing. Additionally, to some extent, contextual factors and the impact

of other levels of government limit the room of manoeuvre for politicians. And it would be

unfair if politicians were held accountable for what is out of their control. For accountability

to truly foster representation, it is hence claimed that governments should not be judged on

the basis of a ‘contract’ of what they have to accomplish, but on their devotion to do all that

is possible to make sure that citizens are better off by the end of their mandate than they

were before (Manin et al., 1999a). What is needed, therefore, is that voters are sufficiently

rational, for if a voter is rational ‘he knows that no party will be able to do everything that

it says it will do’ (Downs, 1957, p. 39).

Clearly, the mere presence of a mechanism of accountability is no guarantee for good

representation. Whether that is the case depends on what voters make of it, and there are

reasons to worry that accountability becomes hyperaccountability. The results presented

in this dissertation, however, are not hinting at accountability getting out of control. The

findings of Chapter 3, for example – even though indicating a negativity bias – still show

incumbents to be rewarded for good economic conditions. And even though incumbents

on average lose when running for re-election1, they do have a reasonable chance of being

re-elected. The presence of this possibility is graphically illustrated in Figures 13.1 and

13.2, that plot the change in incumbent parties’ (combined) vote share over time.2 The fear

of being punished by the voters, but at the same time being able to hope for re-election or

1Which is also a consequence of the fact that parties often enter after winning an election, which makes
for a comparison to a peak in their popularity.

2Relying on the same dataset as the analyses presented in Chapter 3.
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even an increase of their vote share should be the perfect recipe for incentivizing incumbents

to act responsibly.

Figure 13.1: Incumbent vote share change over time (I)
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Note: Graphs show the change in the incumbents’ vote share when the incumbent runs for re-election.
Source: Macro-dataset used in Chapter 3.

What is the implication of finding that ideology constrains the choices of voters switching

parties? I would argue that this as well offers an indication that electoral volatility could

be fostering democracy. Classic democratic theory assumes it essential that voters choose

parties based on their own interests as well as the common good (Lau and Redlawsk, 1997).

Since this can be considered a very demanding and information-intensive task, Lau and his

colleagues argue that for good representation to be possible it suffices of most voters, most
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Figure 13.2: Incumbent vote share change over time (II)
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Note: Graphs show the change in the incumbents’ vote share when the incumbent runs for re-election.
Source: Macro-dataset used in Chapter 3.

of the time, vote ‘correctly’, even without paying close attention to politics or having an

encyclopaedic knowledge of parties’ programs and positions (Lau and Redlawsk, 1997; Lau

et al., 2008, 2014). They consider a vote as a ‘correct’ choice if the parties voters choose

match their values and beliefs (Lau and Redlawsk, 1997). I interpret the fact that left-right

ideology strongly structures the choices of party switchers as suggestive for the fact that

even those who switch parties can still be choosing fairly correctly, although the extent to

which they do warrants further investigation.

As a qualification to this sense of optimism, for a close match between voters’ and parties’
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ideological position as well as mechanisms of accountability to result in good representation

it is assumed that voters know what their true interests are. Of particular importance with

respect to stability and change in voting behaviour, is that citizens’ short-term preferences

can sometimes be in opposition to their long-term interests (Maravall, 1999; Powell, 2004;

Stokes, 1999). Research in the field of economic voting offers some indications that short-

term considerations dominate, as clear from the observation that voters are ‘myopic’ and

take into account recent economic conditions only when voting (Bartels, 2008; Lewis-Beck

and Stegmaier, 2013). If these short-term preferences are at odds with long-term interests,

the only way to still ensure good representation (Pitkin, 1967) is that elected politicians

sometimes deviate from the short-term mandates voters gave them to serve the long-term

interests of voters. Doing so however comes at a risk of being held accountable for not stick-

ing to their mandate (Stokes, 1999). Consequently, in some instances it would effectively be

better if voters were not holding their representatives accountable, but then the question

arises ‘what is the alternative model of voting behaviour that would produce better policy

outcomes than a responsive electorate?’ (Healy and Malhotra, 2013, p. 299). Even though

democratic responsiveness is thus not flawless, it is probably the best possible option for

realizing legitimate democratic governance.

In sum, volatility as such is not guaranteeing perfect representation; but it could be a

tool used for fostering it. Volatility, as was indicated in the previous paragraphs, could also

run out of control. And it is this risk of too much volatility, and too much accountability,

that reminds us of the importance of stability in politics as well. First, it is important to have

a level of stability at the aggregate level, as reflected in the party system. Demand- as well

as supply-side factors are of importance in generating relatively stable party systems, since

both erratic electoral results as well as the presence of frequently splitting and merging

parties contribute to aggregate-level instability (Tavits, 2008; Powell and Tucker, 2014).

Regardless of what is generating instability, unstable party systems are thought to thwart

representation, as it renders citizens confused about what parties stand for and whether

they stand a chance of being elected (Powell, 2004). This impact of unstable party systems

is particularly in younger democracies, and previous research do not offer strong indications

of party systems stabilizing rapidly in post-communist democracies (Powell, 2004) or Latin

America (Roberts, 2013). Second, stability facilitates the pursuance of responsible politics

by representatives because of the time it gives them to implement policies that prove to

be sustainable over time. Volatile electorates, by contrast, increase the time pressure on

politicians, rendering it more difficult for politicians to act responsibly (Goetz, 2014; Huyse,

2014; Mair, 2009). In general, however, for stability the same applies as for volatility; good

arguments can be given for stability to be desirable for politics, but whether or not that

is the case depends largely on the characteristics of those sticking to their party and what

motivates them to do so. As stated by Key (1966, p. 11): ‘It is quite as important to sense

the motivation of the standpatter as it is to comprehend the drives that push the shifting



262 CHAPTER 13. CONCLUSION

voter from party to party’. Obviously, change and stability are opposite sides of the same

coin. Therefore, even though this dissertation focuses on party switchers mostly, it also

gives insights into stability. And those insights result in a favourable view of stable voters;

partisans are highly politically sophisticated and the highest levels of political knowledge

and political interest are to be found among the group of voters staying with their parties.

13.3 Fulfilling the promise

I have claimed that party switching is in potential a blessing for democracy, even though

it does not always fulfil its promises. In what follows, I would like to point out a key

factor that can allow for the mechanism of volatility to more strongly increase the quality

of representative democracy.

The increase of electoral volatility signals the waning of long-term party attachments

and their impact on the vote. The potential of this evolution for democracy is vividly

expressed by Dalton (2013, p. 150):

‘People don’t vote for a party because their parents socialized them to support a family

tradition, but because they believe that party currently best represents their political interests.

If their interests change or the partys position changes, then their voting choices may also

shift. This will make current electoral politics more fluid, all else being equal, and it should

make electoral politics more democratic.’

A prerequisite for this to be realized is that voters – and the volatile in particular –

are aware of their own interests and as well as what the parties’ positions are. This is

where political knowledge comes in, and the reason for research indicating that electorates’

knowledge is limited (Converse, 1964; Delli Carpini and Keeter, 1996) sparking an intense

debate in the field of democratic theory (Converse, 2006). Furthermore, it is this tension,

and concerns that volatile voters were not meeting up to these expectations that led to the

formulation of the ‘Berelson paradox’.

It is also clear, however, that there is no need for voters to be fully informed on politics

to make good choices. To that end, voters can rely on cognitive shortcuts and heuristics

(Kahneman, 2003; Lau and Redlawsk, 2001; Lupia, 1994). With the impact of long-term

predispositions and partisanship on the vote waning, the question becomes what information

voters are using to make a judgement on what party best represents their interests? There

is a whole range of options, such as short-term economic evaluations, long-term policy

performances of incumbents, the salience of an issue in the campaign, the competence or

the looks of particular candidate or even an extraneous event. Without expressing a value

judgement on the usefulness of each of these potential cues, it is evident that some are

likely to be more informative for choosing a party that ‘best’ represents the voter’s interest

compared to others.
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Consequently, I argue that what exact shortcuts and information the choices of volatile

voters are based on profoundly affect whether switching parties improves the representation

of citizens in democracies. What those elements are and become however is not just an

independent process that scholars of electoral behaviour can observe. External influences

are likely to strongly affect what is on voters’ mind when they cast a vote. And parties,

politicians as well as media-actors can mould these factors to a considerable degree. To a

large extent, hence, the key to volatility fulfilling its promise of improving representation

is in the hands of supply-side actors. Parties can provide clear policy alternatives to voters

and inform voters on how their plans and previous actions are in the interests of their

electorates as well as the common good. Media-actors from their side can focus on those

policy differentials and the performances of candidates and parties when covering politics

and election campaigns. These mass media, it has previously been argued, are indeed

becoming crucial actors in campaigns (Swanson and Mancini, 1996), but it is debated

whether their impact is indeed having a positive impact on democracy (Aarts and Semetko,

2003; Curran et al., 2014). Voters are likely to behave rationally and responsibly – and this

dissertation offers suggestive evidence therefore – but whether their party switches really

bring about more democracy depends on these supply-side elements as well. For the voice

of the people is an echo chamber of the input it receives (Key, 1966). A potential for

change is considered a crucial aspect of democracies. The core of my argument is that in

addition to that, the presence of volatility can further strengthen the process of democratic

representation. That contribution, however, is conditional on politicians, parties and the

media system providing sufficient and clear information to the electorate. Information

flows and clear alternatives have previously been found to be indispensible in allowing for

choosing parties with similar issue positions (Gerber et al., 2015). And for accountability

to be possible as well the availability of information is a prerequisite (Bovens, 2007). Hence,

volatility can only be strengthening representative democracies if voters have the necessary

information to change parties in response to changes in their or parties’ ideological positions,

or as a result of how they evaluate politicians’ performance. Different supply-side actors

have the possibility, and I would argue the responsibility, to provide this information to the

electorate.

13.4 Limitations

Inevitably, the results presented in this dissertation come with some caveats. Those caveats

originate in the fact that this research project, and the analyses conducted in the framework

of this project, are limited in a number of ways. Below, I elaborate on five important

limitations.

First, with this dissertation I aimed to provide insights into stability and change in voting

behaviour, but the individual-level analyses presented are largely based on cross-sectional
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data. As a consequence, the results depend strongly on the quality and reliability of recall-

data. Previous research furthermore gives sufficient reasons to be heavily concerned about

this issue, with large portions of the electorate (up to 25%) found to not being able to cor-

rectly recall the party they voted for in an earlier election (van der Eijk and Niemöller, 2008;

Waldahl and Aardal, 2000). Findings as these have led researchers to conclude that recall

questions should simply not be relied on for investigating voting behaviour (Weir, 1975).

Additionally, when it comes to explaining why voters inaccurately recall their previous vote,

voters’ memory and cognitive capacities are thought of, but also mechanisms of cognitive

dissonance. Both elements would lead to an underestimation of the extent to which voters

have actually switched parties, which can be considered problematic for research on the

stability and change in voting behaviour. On top of that, if voters’ memory affects their

recall, political sophistication is likely to be correlated with the accuracy of recalled vote

choices. Given these concerns, I sought to examine the implications of relying on recall data

for the analyses presented in this dissertation. To this end, the accuracy of recall questions

and its correlates were analysed by means of recent panel data covering Belgian, Dutch and

German elections. The results of these analyses are presented in Chapter 12 and first of all

indicate that a reliance on recall data can indeed lead to severe underestimations of party

switching. The difference between the proportion of ‘real’ switchers and those recalling

having switched amounts to over 10 percentage points for the Belgian and German context.

Moreover, the results offer indications that aspects of political sophistication, such as polit-

ical interest and political knowledge, increase the probability of a correct recall. What are

the implications of these systematic differences for research on the link between political

sophistication and party switching? The analyses suggest that differences are minor, and

point to ‘weaker’ effects if recall questions rather than observations from panel studies are

relied on. As for the effects of political sophistication presented in this dissertation, they

are likely to be real, but more pronounced in reality than what recall data indicate. It is

clear, however, recall-data come with large errors. They should hence never be preferred

over panel data, but especially if undertaking analyses comparing countries or time periods,

recall data ‘have the incontestable virtue of being available’ (Key, 1966, p. 12).

Second, the use of cross-sectional data, or even panel data covering two subsequent elec-

tions, can provide information on the determinants of change and stability for one specific

election only. The capacity to generalize from such observations what the characteristics of

stable and volatile voters are, however, is limited by the fact that those who switch parties

can be stable at the next election or vice versa. Clearly, ‘it would be an error to suppose

that switchers are eternally volatile and the standpatters forever stable’ (Key, 1966, p. 18).

Third, the explained variance in most of the individual-level analyses included in this

dissertation is very low. This seems to be the case even though the analyses build on a

rich literature and test theories that previous scholars have identified to being of foremost

importance for understanding the determinants of stability and change. As a consequence,
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this dissertation gives clear insights on how political sophistication and political disaffection

relate to party switching, but this comes with the nuance that our understanding of why

some voters switch parties while others don’t is and remains limited.

A fourth limitation that should be pointed out is that this dissertation gives insights on

the attitudes that correlate with party switching, but the causal mechanisms that stimulate

voters to switch parties are still largely unknown. I have demonstrated the impact of

ideology on switching and have suggested that mechanisms of accountability are at play,

but the results do not shed light on where and how voters receive information on these

aspects, how they process that information and how this translates into behaviour. To a

large extent, this is an inevitable consequence of research using observational data. Different

research designs would have to be thought of and developed to allow truly disentangling

how voters are triggered to switch parties.

Fifth, this dissertation deals with stability and change, but focuses on party stability and

party switching mostly. Other sources of change, such as voters abstaining or turning out

to vote, the entry of new voters in the electorate or the fact that voters die received less or

no attention. The individual-level dynamics for each of these categories of voters, however,

are likely to differ strongly, as was suggested by contrasting findings for party switchers and

abstainers. Gaining full understanding on the mechanisms causing aggregate-level change,

therefore seems to require careful analyses of each of these sources of change, before it can

be investigated what each of them contributes and how they interact. Such an analysis,

unfortunately, was beyond the scope of this dissertation.

13.5 Future research

In this dissertation, I have demonstrated that electoral change is real, with levels of elec-

toral volatility increasing in advanced democracies. Furthermore, I have argued that those

who switch parties should neither be considered frustrated about politics nor floating ‘fools’.

Instead, there are indications that voters switch to hold parties accountable and that switch-

ing is largely constrained ideologically. The avenues for further research are manifold, with

many questions still open and new questions arising from what the results indicate. Of

these many possibilities, I would like to outline three research lines in particular by means

of which I envision building further on this dissertation.

The image of voters who switch parties that is sketched in this dissertation might well

be fairly positive; it still does not prove that dealignment or the increase of volatility is a

blessing for representative democracy. That largely depends on how large the impact of the

dealigned is on election results, but even more importantly on what parties they end up

choosing – and whether and how that differs substantially from what parties and candidates

were elected in an era of ‘frozen party systems’. It is not uncommon for scholars to assume

that the process of dealignment entails a risk for representative democracy (Mair, 2006,
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2009). The reason for this expectation lies in the crucial role that is generally ascribed

to political parties for ensuring that citizens’ views are represented in government. Even

though it is clear that representative democracy can take many forms (Manin, 1997) and

despite the fact that political parties are in historical terms only a recent phenomenon

(Dahl, 1998; Duverger, 1954; Manin, 1997), by now it seems that ‘modern democracy is

unthinkable save in terms of parties’ (Schattschneider, 1942, p. 1). According to this

view, parties have become indispensible as a mechanism ensuring that the views of the

population are reflected in government as well as in the policies pursued (Scarrow, 2015).

Consequently, the weakened role of political parties is thought to endanger the process of

political representation itself (Andeweg, 2003; Mair, 2006; Thomassen and van Ham, 2014).

An important point of criticism that has been raised against this perspective, however, is

that by focusing too strongly on the role of political parties one risks ignoring the fact that

democracy and representative democracy more specifically was not originally democracy by

means of parties. Along this line, a number of scholars have argued that political parties

themselves have transformed representative democracy, resulting in a dominance of strong

and stable parties in advanced industrial democracies (Manin, 1997; Scarrow, 2002). In

this stage of democracy, the availability of strong party attachments rendered voting a

straightforward process. Voters could – even without being informed on each and every

policy issue – be confident that ‘their’ party would represent their interests in the best

possible manner (Dahl, 1998). The decline of those attachments to stable parties, has

subsequently been interpreted as indicating that vote choices no longer reflect the stable

preferences or interests of voters, but ‘merely a blurry snapshot’ (Andeweg, 2003, p. 151).

The implication of this view is that without strong parties, elections are no longer serving as

a tool ensuring the representation of voters’ interests. In contrast to this rather pessimistic

account, others argue that the weakening of parties over the past few decades could be

leading to a second transformation of representative democracies, in which the role of parties

has changed again (Manin, 1997; Saward, 2008; Thomassen and van Ham, 2014). Instead of

merely reflecting existing social cleavages, political parties now assume a more active role.

They are thought to ‘take the initiative in proposing a line of division. They seek to identify

cleavages within the electorate, and to bring some of them to the public stage’ (Manin, 1997,

p. 226). A number of scholars are interpreting this second transformation of parties’ role in

representative democracies as having a positive impact on the quality of democracy. Instead

of routinely voting for the same party, they argue, a process of value change and the pattern

of dealignment have liberated voters to choose their parties independently and according to

the issues at play in the context of a particular election (Dalton and Welzel, 2015; Rose and

McAllister, 1986). This greater weight for issue voting is consequently assumed to allow

for a well-functioning representative democracy, with – in contrast to what was the case in

an era of ‘frozen party systems’ – real competition between political parties (Dalton, 2013;

Dalton and Wattenberg, 2002; Thomassen, 1994; Thomassen and van Ham, 2014). In other
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words, this line of argument implies that representative democracy could be functioning

just as well, or even more effectively, without the dominant role of political parties.

These are two perspectives on how to interpret change, and in a large number of ad-

vanced democracies we indeed observe that party systems are no longer frozen. But how

should we interpret these changes and decide what perspective is right? For example, how

to interpret the recent surge in levels of electoral volatility in Greece? Are there no more

options for Greek voters to be represented with the dominance of Nea Demokratia and

PASOK broken? Or have Greek voters finally begun to choose for parties that are pursuing

their interests? The case of the Netherlands as well could be thought of. Has the process

of depillarization and the fact that religion and class membership of Dutch voters are not

structuring their vote choices anymore resulted in large portions of citizens in the Nether-

lands being less well represented? Or has the weakened impact of socio-demographics on

the vote led to more informed vote choices? How to gain insights in which of both lines of

argument, the one that considers dealignment as a threat for representation and the one

that considers dealignment as a precondition for good representation, has it right? I suggest

three possibilities.

First, a longitudinal analysis could explore whether or not representation has improved

over time. Given that dealignment is a long-term process, analysing over time trends in

indicators of how well the parties that voters choose represent their interests and how well

the policies that are conducted match the interests of the citizens could give a bird’s eye

view of how dealignment affects the quality of representative democracy.

Second, it should be investigated in more depth how different vote choice determinants

foster good representation. Both parties’ policy positions as well evaluations of parties’ past

performance are considered sources of information that help voters in detecting what party

is best for them (Downs, 1957). But as it is irrational for voters to gather full information

on both or even one of these dimensions, they often rely on cognitive shortcuts to decide

what party to vote for (Lau and Redlawsk, 2001; Lupia, 1994). As a result of the process of

dealignment, some of these heuristics (such as partisanship, but also habitual voting, family

traditions or membership of a social group) are less powerfully guiding voting behaviour.

It remains to be investigated, however, whether the weakening of those shortcuts leads to

‘better’ or more ‘correct’ vote choices.

Third, the impact of contexts and changing contexts on voters’ behaviour warrants fur-

ther attention. Not only individual voters and how they decide what party to vote for

have changed, but also the contexts within which they are making these choices. As a first

example, even though voters are ‘liberated’ from partisan attachments to truly hold parties

and politicians accountable, this could become an increasingly difficult task. Processes of

economic globalization, political internationalization and a growing inter-connectedness of

multiple levels of governance can all be thought to obfuscate the clarity of responsibility.

One way in which voters are suggested to be dealing with this international context is
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by ‘benchmarking’ their incumbents’ performance against how other countries are faring

(Kayser and Peress, 2012). What is lacking, however, is information on how voters do

this and which voters undertake what seems at first sight an extremely demanding task.

A second element of profound contextual change is to be found in the information envi-

ronment. The number of information sources available to voters is increasing rapidly, but

at the same time the information that reaches citizens is becoming more personalized and

heterogeneous. As a result, even though more voters can be thought to be open for being

influenced by campaign messages or the coverage of political news, it becomes increasingly

difficult to examine this impact. This result in a mostly methodological challenge of find-

ing new approaches that allow investigating how information flows affect voters’ attitudes

and behaviour, and the stability and change therein more specifically. And inevitably, this

implies moving away from observational data and conducting experiments as well.

Taken together, the times are changing, and this poses challenges to theories of voting

behaviour but even more importantly leads to questions on whether representative democ-

racies are changing for the better or not. It is these questions that point to an interesting

research program for the years ahead.
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7 juni 2009, pp. 143–167. Brussels: VUBPress.

Hox, J. J. (2010). Multilevel Analysis. Techniques and Applications. New York: Routledge.

Huyse, L. (2014). De democratie voorbij. Leuven: Van Halewyck.

IDEA International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance (2014). Voter Turnout

[Dataset]. Available from www.idea.int/vt/.

IMF (2013). World Economic Outlook Database [Dataset]. Available from http://www.

imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2013/01/weodata/download.aspx.

Indridason, I. H. (2011). Coalition Formation and Polarisation. European Journal of Polit-

ical Research 50, 689–718.

www.idea.int/vt/
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2013/01/ weodata/download.aspx
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2013/01/ weodata/download.aspx


288 BIBLIOGRAPHY

Irwin, G. A., J. J. van Holsteyn, and J. M. den Ridder (2003). Dutch Parliamentary Elec-

tion Study 2002-2003. Technical report, Stichting Kiezersonderzoek Nederland (SKON),

Amsterdam: Rozenberg Publishers.

Irwin, G. A. and J. J. M. van Holsteyn (1989). Decline of the Structured Model of Electoral

Competition. West European Politics 12 (1), 21–41.

Irwin, G. A. and J. J. M. Van Holsteyn (2008). What are they Waiting for? Strategic Infor-

mation for Late Deciding Voters. International Journal of Public Opinion Research 20 (4),

483–493.

Irwin, G. A., J. J. M. van Holsteyn, and J. M. den Ridder (2003). Dutch Parliamentary

Election Study 2002-2003 [Dataset]. Available from https://easy.dans.knaw.nl/ui/

datasets/id/easy-dataset:31979/.

Iyengar, S., D. Kinder, M. Peters, and J. A. Krosnick (1984). The Evening News and

Presidential Elections. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 46 (4), 778–787.

Jackman, R. W. (1987). Political Institutions and Voter Turnout in the Industrial Democ-

racies. The American Political Science Review 81 (2), 405–424.

Jansen, G., N. D. De Graaf, and A. Need (2011). Class Voting, Social Changes and Political

Changes in the Netherlands 1971–2006. Electoral Studies 30 (3), 510–524.

Jansen, G., G. Evans, and N. D. de Graaf (2013). Class Voting and Left-Right Party

Positions: A Comparative Study of 15 Western democracies, 1960-2005. Social Science

Research 42 (2), 376–400.

Jennings, M. K. and R. G. Niemi (1981). Generations and Politics. A Panel Study of Young

Adults and Their Parents. Princeton (NJ): Princeton University Press.

Jennings, M. K., L. Stoker, and J. Bowers (2009). Politics across Generations: Family

Transmission Reexamined. Journal of Politics 71 (3), 782.

Joslyn, M. R. (2003). The Determinants and Consequences of Recall Error about Gulf War

Preferences. American Journal of Political Science 47 (3), 440–452.

Judson, K. and A. Owen (1999). Estimating Dynamic Panel Data Models: A Guide for

Macroeconomics. Economic Letters 65 (1), 9–15.

Kaase, M. (1965). Analyse der Wechselwähler in der Bundesrepublik. In E. Scheuch and

R. Wildenmann (Eds.), Zur Soziologie der Wahl: Sonderheft 9 der Kölner Zeitschrift für

Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie, pp. 113–125. Cologne: Westdeutscher Verlag.

Kahneman, D. (2003). Maps of Bounded Rationality: Psychology for Behavioral Economics.

American Economic Review 93 (5), 1449–1475.

https://easy.dans.knaw.nl/ui/datasets/id/easy-dataset:31979/
https://easy.dans.knaw.nl/ui/datasets/id/easy-dataset:31979/


BIBLIOGRAPHY 289

Kang, W.-T. (2004). Protest Voting and Abstention Under Plurality Rule Elections: An

Alternative Public Choice Approach. Journal of Theoretical Politics 16 (1), 79–102.

Karp, J. A. and S. A. Banducci (2008). Political Efficacy and Participation in Twenty-

Seven Democracies: How Electoral Systems Shape Political Behaviour. British Journal

of Political Science 38 (2), 311–334.

Karvonen, L. (2010). The Personalization of Politics: A Study of Parliamentary Democra-

cies. Wivenhoe Park: ECPR Press.

Katz, R. S., M. N. Pedersen, and H. Rattinger (1997). Nominations and Reflections. The

Dynamics of European Party Systems. European Journal of Political Research 31 (1),

83–97.

Kayser, M. A. and M. Peress (2012). Benchmarking across Borders: Electoral Account-

ability and the Necessity of Comparison. American Political Science Review 106 (3),

661–684.

Kayser, M. A. and C. Wlezien (2011). Performance Pressure: Patterns of Partisanship and

the Economic Vote. European Journal of Political Research 50 (3), 365–394.

Kelly, P. and L. Lim (2000). Survival Analysis for Recurrent Event Data: An Application

to Childhood Infectious Diseases. Statistics in Medicine 19 (1), 13–33.

Kennedy, P. (2012). From Unpopular Socialists to the Popular Party: The Spanish General

Election of 2011. West European Politics 35 (3), 673–681.

Key, V. O. (1966). The Responsible Electorate: Rationality in Presidential Voting 1936-

1960. Cambridge (MA): Harvard University Press.

Kiewiet, D. (1983). Macroeconomics and Micropolitics: The Electoral Effects of Economic

Issues. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

King, G. (1988). Statistical Models for Political Science Event Counts: Bias in Conven-

tional Procedures and Evidence for the Exponential Poisson Regression Model. American

Journal of Political Science 32 (3), 838–863.

King, G. and M. Roberts (2012). How Robust Standard Errors Expose Methodological

Problems They Do Not Fix. Available from: http://j.mp/InK5jU.

King, G., M. Tomz, and J. Wittenberg (2000). Making the Most of Statistical Analyses:

Improving Interpretation and Presentation. American Journal of Political Science 44 (2),

347–361.

http://j.mp/InK5jU


290 BIBLIOGRAPHY

Kittilson, M. C. and C. J. Anderson (2010). Electoral Supply and Voter Turnout. In R. J.

Dalton and C. J. Anderson (Eds.), Citizens, Context and Choice. How Context Shapes

Citizens’ Electoral Choices, pp. 33–54. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Knoke, D. and M. Hout (1976). Reply to Glenn. American Sociological Review 41 (5),

905–908.

Knutsen, O. (2004). Religious Denomination and Party Choice in Western Europe: A

Comparative Longitudinal Study from Eight Countries, 1970-97. International Political

Science Review 25 (1), 97–128.

Knutsen, O. (2009). Regions, Social Structure and Value Orientations: A Comparative

Study of 15 West European Countries. European Political Science Review 1 (3), 401–439.

Kosmidis, S. and G. Xezonakis (2010). The Undecided Voters and the Economy: Campaign

Heterogeneity in the 2005 British General Election. Electoral Studies 29 (4), 604–616.

Kramer, G. (1983). The Ecological Fallacy Revisited: Aggregate- versus Individual-Level

Findings on Economics and Elections, and Sociotropic Voting. American Political Science

Review 77 (1), 92–111.

Kriesi, H. (2010). Restructuration of Partisan Politics and the Emergence of a New Cleavage

Based on Values. West European Politics 33 (3), 673–685.

Kroh, M. (2010). Documentation of Sample Sizes and Panel Attrition in the German Socio

Economic Panel (SOEP) (1984 until 2009). Data Documentation 50, Berlin: DIW.

Kroh, M. and P. Selb (2009). Inheritance and the Dynamics of Party Identification. Political

Behavior 31 (4), 559–574.

Krosnick, J. (1990). Expertise and Political Psychology. Social Cognition 8 (1), 1–8.

Krosnick, J. A. and L. Brannon (1993). The Impact of the Gulf War on the Ingredients of

Presidential Evaluations: Multidimensional Effects of Political Involvement. American

Political Science Review 44 (4), 963–975.

Krosnick, J. A. and D. Kinder (1990). Altering the Foundations of Support for the President

through Priming. American Political Science Review 84 (2), 497–512.

Kselman, D. and E. Niou (2010). Protest Voting in Plurality Elections: A Theory of Voter

Signaling. Public Choice 148 (3/4), 395–418.

Kuhn, U. (2009). Stability and Change in Party Preference. Swiss Political Science Re-

view 15 (3), 463–494.

Kweit, M. G. (1986). Ideological Congruence of Party Switchers and Nonswitchers: The

Case of Party Activists. American Journal of Political Science 30 (1), 184–196.



BIBLIOGRAPHY 291

Laakso, M. and R. Taagepera (1979). The ”Effective” Number of Parties: A Measure with

Application to West Europe. Comparative Political Studies 12 (1), 3–27.

Lachat, R. (2007). A Heterogeneous Electorate. Political Sophistication, Predisposition

Strength and the Voting Decision Process. Baden-Baden: Nomos.

Lane, J.-E. and S. Ersson (2007). Party System Instability in Europe: Persistent Differences

in Volatility between West and East ? Democratization 14 (1), 92–110.

LaPalombara, J. (2007). Reflections on Political Parties and Political Development, Four

Decades Later. Party Politics 13 (2), 141–154.

Latimer, B. M. K. (1986). The Floating Voter and the Media. Journalism Quarterly 64 (4),

805–812.

Lau, R. R. (1985). Two Explanations for Negativity Effects in Political Behavior. American

Journal of Political Science 29 (1), 119–138.

Lau, R. R., D. J. Andersen, and D. P. Redlawsk (2008). An Exploration of Correct Voting in

Recent U.S. Presidential Elections. American Journal of Political Science 52 (2), 395–411.

Lau, R. R., P. Patel, D. F. Fahmy, and R. R. Kaufman (2014). Correct Voting Across Thirty-

Three Democracies: A Preliminary Analysis. British Journal of Political Science 44 (2),

239–259.

Lau, R. R. and D. P. Redlawsk (1997). Voting Correctly. American Political Science

Review 91 (3), 585–598.

Lau, R. R. and D. P. Redlawsk (2001). Advantages and Disadvantages of Cognitive Heuris-

tics in Political Decision Making. American Journal of Political Science 45 (4), 951–971.

Laver, M. and K. A. Shepsle (1996). Making and Breaking Governments: Cabinets and

Legislatures in Parliamentary Democracies. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Lazarsfeld, P. F., B. R. Berelson, and H. Gaudet (1965). The People’s Choice: How the

Voter Makes up his Mind in a Presidential Campaign. New York: Columbia University

Press.

Leckie, G. and C. Charlton (2013). runmlwin : A Program to Run the MLwiN Multilevel

Modeling Software from within Stata. Journal Of Statistical Software 52 (11), 1–40.

LeDuc, L. and J. Pammett (2013). The Fate of Governing Parties in Times of Economic

Crisis. Electoral Studies 32 (3), 494–499.

Lewis-Beck, M. S. (1983). Economics and the French Voter: A Microanalysis. Public

Choice 47 (3), 347–360.



292 BIBLIOGRAPHY

Lewis-Beck, M. S. (1988). Economics and Elections. The Major Western Democracies. Ann

Arbor (MI): University of Michigan Press.

Lewis-Beck, M. S. (2006). Does Economics Still Matter? Econometrics and the Vote.

Journal of Politics 68 (1), 208–212.

Lewis-Beck, M. S., M. Costa Lobo, and P. Bellucci (2012). Special Symposium: Economic

Crisis and Elections: The European Periphery. Electoral Studies 31 (3), 469–642.

Lewis-Beck, M. S., W. G. Jacoby, H. Norpoth, and H. F. Weisberg (2008). The American

Voter Revisited. Ann Arbor (MI): University of Michigan.

Lewis-Beck, M. S. and B. Lockerbie (1989). Economics, Votes, Protests: Western European

Cases. Comparative Political Studies 22 (2), 155–177.

Lewis-Beck, M. S., N. Martini, and D. Kiewiet (2013). The Nature of Economic Perceptions

in Mass Publics. Electoral Studies 32 (3), 524–528.

Lewis-Beck, M. S. and R. Nadeau (2012). PIGS or not? Economic Voting in Southern

Europe. Electoral Studies 31 (3), 472–477.

Lewis-Beck, M. S., R. Nadeau, and A. Elias (2008). Economics, Party, and the Vote:

Causality Issues and Panel Data. American Journal of Political Science 52 (1), 84–95.

Lewis-Beck, M. S. and M. Stegmaier (2000). Economic Determinants of Electoral Outcomes.

Annual Review of Political Science 3, 183–219.

Lewis-Beck, M. S. and M. Stegmaier (2007). Economic Models of Voting. In R. J. Dalton

and H.-D. Klingemann (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Political Behavior, pp. 518–537.

Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Lewis-Beck, M. S. and M. Stegmaier (2013). The VP-Function Revisited: A Survey of the

Literature on Vote and Popularity Functions after over 40 Years. Public Choice 157 (3/4),

367–385.

Lewis-Beck, M. S. and G. D. Whitten (2013). Special Symposium. Economics and Elections:

Effects Deep and Wide. Electoral Studies 32 (3), 391–562.

Lijphart, A. (1989). From the Politics of Accommodation to Adversarial Politics in the

Netherlands: A Reassessment. West European Politics 12 (1), 139–153.

Lijphart, A. (1999). Patterns of Democracy: Government Forms and Performance in

Thirty-Six Countries. New Haven (CT): Yale University Press.

Linde, J. and J. Ekman (2003). Satisfaction with Democracy: A Note on a Frequently

Used Indicator in Comparative Politics. European Journal of Political Research 42 (3),

391–408.



BIBLIOGRAPHY 293

Lipset, S. and S. Rokkan (1967). Party Systems and Voter Alignments: Cross-National

Perspectives. New York: Free Press.

Lipset, S. M. (1966). Political Man. London: Heineman Group of Publishers.

Lisi, M. (2010). The Consequences of Cognitive Mobilisation in Comparative Perspec-

tive: Political Sophistication and Voting Behavior in Old and New Democracies. Paper

presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association: 2–5

September, Washington, United States.

Lohmann, S., D. Brady, and D. Rivers (1997). Party Identification, Retrospective Voting,

and Moderating Elections in a Federal System: West Germany, 1961-1989. Comparative

Political Studies 30 (4), 420–449.

Lopez Pintor, R. and M. Gratschew (2002). Voter Turnout in Western Europe since 1945.

Stockholm: Int. IDEA.

Lupia, A. (1994). Shortcuts versus Encyclopedias: Information and Voting Behavior in

California Insurance Reform Elections. American Political Science Review 88 (1), 63–67.

Luskin, R. C. (1990). Explaining Political Sophistication. Political Behavior 12 (4), 331–361.

Mackie, T. T. and R. Rose (1991). The International Almanac of Electoral History. London:

MacMillan.

Mainwaring, S. and M. Torcal (2006). Party System Institutionalization and Party System

Theory After the Third Wave of Democratization. In R. S. Katz and W. Crotty (Eds.),

Handbook of Political Parties, pp. 204–227. Sage.

Mainwaring, S. and E. Zoco (2007). Political Sequences and the Stabilization of Interparty

Competition: Electoral Volatility in Old and New Democracies. Party Politics 13 (2),

155–178.

Mair, P. (1993). Myths of Electoral Change and the Survival of Traditional Parties. Euro-

pean Journal of Political Research 24 (2), 121–133.

Mair, P. (1995). Political Parties, Popular Legitimacy and Public Privilege. West European

Politics 18 (3), 40–57.

Mair, P. (2001). Searching for the Positions of Political Actors. In M. Laver (Ed.), Esti-

mating the Policy Positions of Political Actors, pp. 10–30. London: Routledge.

Mair, P. (2002). In the Aggregate: Mass Electoral Behaviour in Western Europe, 1950-2000.

In H. Keman (Ed.), Comparative Democratic Politics, pp. 122–140. London: Sage.

Mair, P. (2006). Ruling the Void: The Hollowing of Western Democracy. New Left Re-

view 42 (november-december), 25–51.



294 BIBLIOGRAPHY

Mair, P. (2008). Electoral Volatility and the Dutch Party System: A Comparative Perspec-

tive. Acta Politica 43 (2/3), 235–253.

Mair, P. (2009). Representative vs Responsible Government. MPIfG Working Paper 09/8.

Cologne: Max Planck Institute for the Study of Societies.

Manin, B. (1997). The Principles of Representative Government. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

Manin, B., A. Przeworski, and S. C. Stokes (1999a). Elections and Representation. In

A. Przeworski, S. C. Stokes, and B. Manin (Eds.), Democracy, Accountability and Rep-

resentation, pp. 29–54. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Manin, B., A. Przeworski, and S. C. Stokes (1999b). Introduction. In A. Przeworski, S. C.

Stokes, and B. Manin (Eds.), Democracy, Accountability and Representation, pp. 1–26.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Mannheim, K. (1928). Das Problem der Generationen. Kölner Vierteljahrshefte fur Soci-

ologie 7 (2), 157–185.

Maravall, J. M. (1999). Accountability and Manipulation. In A. Przeworski, S. C. Stokes,

and B. Manin (Eds.), Democracy, Accountability and Representation, pp. 154–196. Cam-

bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Marsh, L. and D. Cormier (2002). Spline Regression Models. Thousand Oaks (CA): Sage.

Marshall, M. and T. Gurr (2012). Polity IV Project: Political Regime Characteristics

and Transitions, 1800-2012. [Dataset]. Available from http://www.systemicpeace.org/

polity/polity4.htm.

Marthaler, S. (2008). The Paradox of the Politically-Sophisticated Partisan: The French

Case. West European Politics 31 (5), 937–959.

Martin, L. W. and G. Vanberg (2014). Parties and Policymaking in Multiparty Govern-

ments: The Legislative Median, Ministerial Autonomy, and the Coalition Compromise.

American Journal of Political Science 58 (4), 979–996.

Mason, K. O., W. M. Mason, H. Winsborough, and W. K. Poole (1973). Methodological

Issues in Cohort Analysis of Archival Data. American Sociological Review 38 (2), 242–258.

McAllister, I. (2002). Calculating or Capricious? The New Politics of Late Deciding Voters.

In D. M. Farrell and R. Schmitt-Beck (Eds.), Do Political Campaigns Matter? Campaign

Effects in Elections and Referendums, pp. 22–40. London/New York: Routledge.

http://www.systemicpeace.org/polity/polity4.htm
http://www.systemicpeace.org/polity/polity4.htm


BIBLIOGRAPHY 295

McAllister, I. (2007). The Personalization of Politics. In R. J. Dalton and H.-D. Klinge-

mann (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Political Behavior, pp. 571–588. Oxford: Oxford

University Press.

McAllister, I. and S. White (2007). Political Parties and Democratic Consolidation in

Post-Communist Societies. Party Politics 13 (2), 197–216.

Meffert, M. F. and T. Gschwend (2011). Polls, Coalition Signals and Strategic Voting:

An Experimental Investigation of Perceptions and Effects. European Journal of Political

Research 50 (5), 636–667.

Miller, A. H. and O. Listhaug (1990). Political Parties and Confidence in Government:

A Comparison of Norway, Sweden and the United States. British Journal of Political

Science 20 (3), 357–386.

Nadeau, R., M. S. Lewis-Beck, and E. Bélanger (2013). Economics and Elections Revisited.

Comparative Political Studies 46 (5), 551–573.

Nadeau, R., R. G. Niemi, and A. Yoshinaka (2002). A Cross-National Analysis of Economic

Voting: Taking Account of the Political Contexts across Time and Nations. Electoral

Studies 21 (3), 403–423.

Nannestad, P. and M. Paldam (1994). The VP Function: A Survey of the Literature on

Vote and Popularity Functions after 25 Years. Public Choice 79 (3/4), 213–245.

Nannestad, P. and M. Paldam (1997). The Grievance Asymmetry Revisited: A Micro

Study of Economic Voting in Denmark, 1986-1992. European Journal of Political Econ-

omy 13 (1), 81–99.

Neto, O. A. and G. W. Cox (1997). Electoral Institutions, Cleavage Structures, and the

Number of Parties. American Journal of Political Science 41 (1), 149–174.

Neumann, W. R. (1986). The Paradox of Mass Politics. Knowledge and Opinion in the

American Electorate. Cambridge (MA): Harvard University Press.

Neundorf, A., D. Stegmueller, and T. J. Scotto (2011). The Individual-Level Dynamics of

Bounded Partisanship. Public Opinion Quarterly 75 (3), 458–482.

Nevitte, N., A. Blais, E. Gidengil, and R. Nadeau (2009). Socio-Economic Status and Non-

Voting. In H.-D. Klingemann (Ed.), The Comparative Study of Electoral Systems, pp.

85–108. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Nie, N. H., S. Verba, and J. Petrocik (1979). The Changing American Voter. Cambridge

(MA): Harvard University Press.



296 BIBLIOGRAPHY

Niemi, R. G. and M. K. Jennings (1991). Issues and Inheritance in the Formation of Party

Identification. American Journal of Political Science 35 (4), 970–988.

Nieuwbeerta, P., N. D. D. Graaf, and W. Ultee (2000). The Effects of Class Mobility

on Class Voting in Post-War Western Industrialized Countries. European Sociological

Review 16 (4), 327–348.

Nordsieck, W. (2013). Parties and Elections in Europe [Dataset]. Available from http:

//www.parties-and-elections.eu.

Norpoth, H. (1996). The Economy. In L. LeDuc, R. G. Niemi, and P. Norris (Eds.), Com-

paring Democracies: Elections and Voting in Global Perspective, pp. 299–318. Thousand

Oaks (CA): Sage.

Norpoth, H., M. S. Lewis-Beck, and J. Lafay (Eds.) (1991). Economics and Politics: The

Calculus of Support. Ann Arbor (MI): University of Michigan Press.

Norris, P. (Ed.) (1999). Critical Citizens: Global Support for Democratic Government.

Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Nozick, R. (1989). The Examined Life. Philosophical Meditations. New York: Simon &

Schuster.

O’Brien, R. M. (2011). The Age–Period–Cohort Conundrum as Two Fundamental Prob-

lems. Quality & Quantity 45 (6), 1429–1444.

O’Brien, R. M., K. Hudson, and J. Stockard (2008). A Mixed Model Estimation of Age,

Period, and Cohort Effects. Sociological Methods Research 36 (3), 402–428.

Ocaña, F. A. (2007). An Approximation Problem in Computing Electoral Volatility. Applied

Mathematics and Computation 192 (2), 299–310.

Olson, K. and L. Witt (2011). Are We Keeping the People Who Used to Stay? Changes in

Correlates of Panel Survey Attrition Over Time. Social Science Research 40 (4), 1037–

1050.

Paldam, M. (1991). How Robust is the Vote Function? A Study of Seventeen Nations over

Four Decades. In H. Norpoth, M. S. Lewis-Beck, and J. Lafay (Eds.), Economics and

Politics: The Calculus of Support, pp. 9–31. Ann Arbor (MI): University of Michigan

Press.

Pedersen, M. N. (1979). The Dynamics of European Party Systems: Changing Patterns of

Electoral Volatility. European Journal of Political Research 7 (1), 1–26.

Pelizzo, R. (2003). Party Positions or Party Direction? An Analysis of Party Manifesto

Data. West European Politics 26 (2), 67–89.

http://www.parties-and-elections.eu
http://www.parties-and-elections.eu


BIBLIOGRAPHY 297

Pitkin, H. F. (1967). The Concept of Representation. Berkeley (CA): University of California

Press.

Plutzer, E. (2002). Becoming a Habitual Voter: Inertia, Resources, and Growth in Young

Adulthood. American Political Science Review 96 (1), 41–56.

Pomper, G. M. (1972). From Confusion to Clarity: Issues and American Voters, 1956–1968.

American Political Science Review 66 (2), 415–428.

Powell, B. G. (1986). American Voter Turnout in Comparative Perspective. American

Political Science Review 80 (1), 17–43.

Powell, B. G. (2000). Elections as Instruments of Democracy - Majoritarian and Propor-

tional Visions. New Haven (CT): Yale University Press.

Powell, B. G. (2004). The Chain of Responsiveness. Journal of Democracy 15 (4), 91–105.

Powell, B. G. and G. D. Whitten (1993). A Cross-National Analysis of Economic Voting :

Taking Account of the Political Context. American Journal of Political Science 37 (2),

391–414.

Powell, E. N. and J. A. Tucker (2014). Revisiting Electoral Volatility in Post-Communist

Countries: New Data, New Results and New Approaches. British Journal of Political

Science 44 (1), 123–147.

Przeworski, A. (1986). Some Problems in the Study of the Transition to Democracy. In

G. O’Donnell, P. Schmitter, and L. Whitehead (Eds.), Transitions from Authoritarian

Rule. Comparative Perspectives, pp. 47–63. Baltimore (MD): John Hopkins University

Press.

Przeworski, A., S. C. Stokes, and B. Manin (1999). Democracy, Accountability and Repre-

sentation. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Quintelier, E., M. Hooghe, and S. Marien (2011). The Effect of Compulsory Voting on

Turnout Stratification Patterns. A Cross-National Analysis. International Political Sci-

ence Review 32 (4), 396–416.

Rattinger, H. (1997). To Swing Or Not To Swing? European Journal of Political Re-

search 31 (1), 86–93.

Rattinger, H., S. Roßteutscher, R. Schmitt-Beck, and B. Weßels (2013). Short-Term Cam-

paign Panel (GLES 2009) [Dataset]. ZA5305 Data file version 4.0.0. Cologne: GESIS

Data Archive. doi:10.4232/1.11766.



298 BIBLIOGRAPHY

Rattinger, H., S. Roßteutscher, R. Schmitt-Beck, B. Weßels, J. Falter, and O. W. Gabriel

(2012). Long–term Panel 2002–2005–2009 (GLES 2009) [Dataset]. ZA5320 Data file

version 2.0.0. Cologne: GESIS Data Archive. doi: 10.4232/1.11350.

Rattinger, H., R. Schmitt-Beck, S. Roßteutscher, B. Weßels, J. Falter, and O. W. Gabriel

(2012). GLES 2009. Langfrist-Panel 2002-2005-2009. ZA5320, Version 2.0.0. Study

description. Technical report, Mannheim: GESIS - Leibniz-Institut fur Sozialwis-

senschaften.

Rihoux, B., L. De Winter, P. Dumont, and S. Deruette (2007). Belgium. European Journal

of Political Research 46 (7/8), 891–900.

Riker, W. H. and P. C. Ordeshook (1968). A Theory of the Calculus of Voting. American

Political Science Review 62 (1), 25–42.

Roberts, A. (2008). Hyperaccountability: Economic Voting in Central and Eastern Europe.

Electoral Studies 27 (3), 533–546.

Roberts, K. M. (2013). Market Reform, Programmatic (De)alignment, and Party System

Stability in Latin America. Comparative Political Studies 46 (11), 1422–1452.

Roberts, K. M. and E. Wibbels (1999). Party Systems and Electoral Volatility in Latin

America: A Test of Economic, Institutional, and Structural Explanations. American

Political Science Review 93 (3), 575–590.

Robinson, W. (1950). Ecological Correlation and the Behavior of Individuals. American

Sociological Review 15 (3), 351–357.

Rodgers, W. L. (1982). Estimable Functions of Age, Period and Cohort Effects. American

Sociological Review 47 (6), 774–787.

Rohrschneider, R., R. Schmitt-Beck, and F. Jung (2012). Short-Term Factors versus Long-

Term Values: Explaining the 2009 Election Results. Electoral Studies 31 (1), 20–34.

Rose, R. and I. McAllister (1986). Voters Begin to Choose. From Closed-Class to Open

Elections in Europe. London: Sage.

Ryder, N. (1965). The Cohort as a Concept in the Study of Social Change. American

Sociological Review 30 (6), 843–861.

Sanders, D. (2003). Party Identification, Economic Perceptions, and Voting in British

General Elections, 1974–1997. Electoral Studies 22 (2), 239–263.

Sanders, D., J. Burton, and J. Kneeshaw (2002). Identifying the True Party Identifiers. A

Question Wording Experiment. Party Politics 8 (2), 193–205.



BIBLIOGRAPHY 299

Sartori, G. (1968). Representational Systems. In International Encyclopedia of the Social

Sciences, Volume 13, pp. 470–475. New York: MacMillan.

Sartori, G. (2005). Parties and Party Systems. A Framework for Analysis. Colchester:

ECPR Press.

Saward, M. (2008). Making Representations: Modes and Strategies of Political Parties.

European Review 16 (3), 271–286.

Scarrow, S. E. (2002). Perspectives on Political Parties. New York: Palgrave.

Scarrow, S. E. (2004). Embracing Dealignment, Combating Realignment: German Parties

Respond. In P. Mair, W. Müller, and F. Plasser (Eds.), Political Parties and Electoral

Change, pp. 86–111. London: Sage.

Scarrow, S. E. (2015). Beyond Party Members. Changing Approaches to Partisan Mobiliza-

tion. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
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Summaries

Summary

The presence of electoral volatility, and the fact that voters can change parties from one

election to another is essential for the well functioning of representative democracies. Only

if voters are open to switching parties can changes in public opinion be translated into

alterations in which parties are elected, how many votes they obtain, and who governs. It is

also by changing parties that voters can express dissatisfaction about their representatives

or incumbents. Additionally, the mere possibility of voters switching parties is thought to

incentivize parties and politicians to act responsibly and to govern well. Whether those

high expectations with regard to volatility are fulfilled however, depends to a large extent

on the characteristics of volatile voters and what motivates them to switch parties. In

this dissertation, the evolution and determinants of volatility in advanced democracies are

investigated. To that end shifts in election results (the macro level) as well as changes of

individual voters (the micro level) were investigated.

Election results in Western Europe have become significantly more volatile since 1950.

The Pedersen index an indicator of net volatility has almost doubled between 1950 and

2013. The mean Pedersen index of elections before 1960 was about 7 and has increased to

13 for elections since 2000. This trend of a clear evolution towards more volatility can also

be observed when the individual level is focused upon. In the Netherlands for example, one

of the countries in Western Europe with the strongest increase of net volatility over time,

13% of the voters reported to have changed parties in 1971. In 2010, this proportion of

voters reporting to have switched has increased to 47%, or about 1 on 2 voters.

Undeniably, voters who switch parties from one election to another are dissatisfied about

the party they previously voted for. This observation, however, does not imply that volatile

voters are frustrated about politics. The results in this dissertation indicate that voters

who change parties are still satisfied with democracy, in contrast to voters who decide

to no longer turn out to vote. The results that are presented hence suggest that party

switching should be considered a positive choice. Volatile voters do not turn away from

politics or the party system; instead, they are looking for an alternative for the party they

previously voted for. It seems as if voters are using their vote to express their evaluation of

parties performances. Similarly, the analyses at an aggregate level suggest the presence of
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a reward-and-punishment mechanism, as evident from the fact that levels of net volatility

are systematically higher in times of economic downturn.

The results presented in this dissertation furthermore invalidate the claim that volatility

would be the result of voters with little interest in politics and with a low level of political

knowledge switching parties. A first indication therefore lies in the fact that, in general,

the probability to switch parties is highest among voters with a middle level of interest in

and knowledge of politics. A second indication is offered by the fact that even though low

politically sophisticated voters are more likely to switch parties in the course of an election

campaign, their impact on changes in election results is compensated by the fact that high

politically sophisticated voters already switched before the start of the election campaign.

The increasingly large shifts in election results from one election to another are hence not

the result of a large group of low politically sophisticated voters floating from one party to

another. Switching parties requires a minimum level of political sophistication.

Voters who change parties are not switching haphazardly; their vote choices are strongly

ideologically constrained. When a voter changes parties, s/he does so to a party that is

ideologically close to the previously preferred party. This is clear from the analyses on the

distance of party switching that are presented in this dissertation. In advanced democracies,

the mean ideological (left-right) distance bridged by voters who switch parties is only 1.3

on a 0-to-10 scale. Additionally, the results presented point out that merely a higher

number of parties at offer does not increase the probability that voters switch parties.

What incentivises voters to change parties is not the number of parties at offer, but instead

how ideologically close those parties are. Voters only switch parties when they find a good

– and ideologically close – alternative to their previous party.

A large number of voters switch parties from one election to another and this number

has strongly increased over the past couple of decades. This observation leads to uneasiness

about the quality of democracy and its future. The results presented in this dissertation

invalidate a too pessimistic account of volatility in a number of ways. First, party switching

cannot be considered an expression of frustration about politics in general, but is a way

to voice dissatisfaction about ones previous party. Voters are not loyally voting for the

same party election after election, but evaluate the performance of the party they voted

for. Second, volatility is not only the result of a group of low politically sophisticated

voters changing parties. The high politically sophisticated as well switch parties from one

election to another, even though they tend to do so before the start the election campaign.

Finally, ideology strongly constrains party switching and volatility appears to be mainly

driven by voters changing between ideologically close parties. In sum, volatility is crucial

and important for the well functioning of representative democracies.
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Samenvatting

De aanwezigheid van electorale volatiliteit, en het feit dat kiezers van verkiezing tot verkiez-

ing van partij knnen wisselen, is van grote waarde binnen een goed functionerende represen-

tatieve democratie. Wanneer kiezers open staan voor verandering kunnen verschuivingen

in de publieke opinie immers ook worden vertaald naar verschuivingen in welke partijen

verkozen worden, hoeveel stemmen die partijen halen en wie de regering vormt. Door van

partij te veranderen kunnen kiezers ook tot uiting brengen dat ze ontevreden zijn over

hun vertegenwoordigers of de regering. Louter de mogelijkheid dat kiezers bij een vol-

gende verkiezing een andere partij verkiezen, kan partijen en politici bovendien prikkelen

om zich verantwoordelijk te gedragen en om goed beleid te voeren. Of die hoge verwachtin-

gen worden ingelost hangt echter in grote mate af van de kenmerken van kiezers die van

partij veranderen en wat hen motiveert om de ene partij voor de andere in te wisselen.

Dit doctoraatsonderzoek biedt nieuwe inzichten in die kenmerken en motivaties. Binnen

dit doctoraatsonderzoek worden de evolutie en determinanten van volatiliteit in gevestigde

democratien bestudeerd. Daarbij is zowel oog voor verschuivingen in verkiezingsresultaten

(het macroniveau) als voor de individuele kiezers (het microniveau).

Sinds 1950 zijn verkiezingsresultaten in West-Europa significant meer onstabiel gewor-

den. De Pedersen index – een indicator voor de netto-verschuivingen in kiesresultaten van

partijen van de ene verkiezing tot de andere – is over die lange periode bijna verdubbeld. De

gemiddelde waarde van de Pedersen index was 7 in verkiezingen georganiseerd voor 1960, en

stijgt naar een gemiddelde waarde van 13 voor verkiezingen sinds 2000. Die duidelijke trend

naar meer volatiliteit blijkt ook wanneer niet verkiezingsresultaten, maar het stemgedrag

van individuele kiezers wordt geanalyseerd. In Nederland bijvoorbeeld, n van de landen

in West-Europa met de sterkste toename in netto-volatiliteit, gaf in 1971 nog 13% van de

kiezers aan van de ene verkiezing tot de andere van partij te zijn gewisseld. In 2010 was

dat al 47%, of bijna 1 op 2 kiezers.

Kiezers die van partij wisselen zijn duidelijk ontevreden over de partij op wie ze eerder

stemden. Dat is evenwel geen reden om die kiezers als proteststemmen te definiëren. Uit de

dissertatie blijkt immers dat volatiele kiezers nog steeds tevreden zijn over de democratie, in

tegenstelling tot kiezers die niet langer gaan stemmen. De resultaten suggereren dan ook dat

het wisselen van partij over het algemeen moet worden beschouwd als een positieve keuze.

Volatiele kiezers keren het partijsysteem niet de rug toe, maar zoeken een alternatief voor een

partij die hen eerder ontgoochelde. Het lijkt er dan ook op dat kiezers hun stem gebruiken

om partijen terecht te wijzen wanneer ze ontevreden zijn over hoe partijen presteerden.

Ook de analyses op een macroniveau die binnen dit doctoraatsproject werden uitgevoerd,

suggereren een mechanisme waarbij partijen door kiezers worden ‘gestraft’ wanneer ze niet

voldoende presteren. Dat blijkt uit het feit dat verschuivingen in kiesresultaten systematisch

hoger zijn wanneer het economisch minder gaat.

In deze doctoraatsthesis wordt het idee dat volatiliteit vooral zou voorkomen bij kiezers
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met weinig belangstelling voor politiek en politieke kennis ontkracht. Een eerste aanwijzing

daarvoor is het feit dat, over het algemeen, het wisselen van partij vooral voorkomt bij

kiezers met een gemiddelde belangstelling voor politiek, en een gemiddelde politieke ken-

nis. Een tweede aanwijzing is te vinden in analyses naar het moment waarop verschillende

groepen kiezers van partij wisselen. Terwijl laag opgeleiden en kiezers met weinig belang-

stelling voor politiek een grotere kans hebben om in de loop van een verkiezingscampagne

van partij te veranderen, wordt hun impact op verschuivingen in kiesresultaten grotendeels

gecompenseerd doordat hoogopgeleiden en sterk politiek gëınteresseerde kiezers al van partij

wisselden vooraleer de kiescampagne begon. De grote – en steeds groter wordende – ver-

schuivingen in kiesresultaten die we in westerse landen waarnemen zijn dus niet het gevolg

van het ‘zweven’ van een grote groep weinig gëınformeerde kiezers. Van partij wisselen vergt

een minimum aan informatie over en belangstelling voor politiek.

Wie van partij wisselt doet dat niet naar om het even welke andere partij, maar laat

zich daarbij sterk leiden door de ideologische positie van politieke partijen. Wanneer een

kiezer van partij verandert, is dit dan ook meestal naar een partij die ideologisch nauw

verwant is met de partij waarvoor de kiezer eerder stemde. Dat blijkt duidelijk uit analyses

naar de ideologische afstand die kiezers in gevestigde democratieën overbruggen wanneer

ze van partij wisselen. Voor wie van partij wisselde, is de gemiddelde ideologische (links-

rechts) afstand tussen die partijen slecht 1,3 op een schaal van 0 tot 10. Hoewel er veel

wordt geswitcht, zijn de ideologische verschuivingen van de ene verkiezing tot de andere dus

miniem. Bovendien blijkt uit dit doctoraatsonderzoek dat eenvoudigweg een groter aantal

partijen, en dus meer opties om voor te kiezen, de kans dat op volatiliteit niet verhoogt.

Wat wel voor meer switchen zorgt, is een aanbod van een verschillende ideologisch nabije

partijen. Zomaar alternatieven hebben, blijkt voor kiezers dus niet voldoende om van partij

te wisselen, dat doen ze enkel wanneer ze een valabel – en ideologisch verwant – alternatief

vinden.

Een groot aantal kiezers wisselt van de ene verkiezing tot de andere van partij, en

dat aantal is de afgelopen decennia sterk toegenomen. Die vaststelling zorgt voor nogal

wat ongerustheid over de toekomst en de kwaliteit van de democratie. De resultaten van

dit doctoraatsonderzoek temperen die ongerustheid op verschillende vlakken. Zo blijkt

partijswitchen geen uiting van ongenoegen over politiek in het algemeen, maar een blijk van

ontevredenheid over de vorige partij. Kiezers stemmen dus niet blindelings verkiezing na

verkiezing voor eenzelfde partij, maar evalueren de prestaties van de partij van hun keuze.

Ten tweede is volatiliteit niet beperkt tot een groep kiezers met weinig interesse voor en

kennis over politiek. Ook wie veel weet over politiek kan van partij wisselen, al wordt die

keuze dan doorgaans niet kort voor de verkiezingen gemaakt. Tenslotte blijkt ideologie

een factor van groot belang, in de praktijk blijkt volatiliteit sterk beperkt tot switchen

tussen ideologisch nauw verwante partijen. Volatiliteit is dus een normaal een belangrijk

mechanisme binnen een representatieve democratie.
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Résumé

La volatilité électorale et le fait que les électeurs ne reproduisent pas les mêmes préférences

électorales d’une élection à l’autre sont des phénomnes de grande importance au sein des

démocraties représentatives. C’est seulement si les électeurs sont ouverts à changer que

des changements dans l’opinion publique peuvent être reflétés dans l’assemblée parlemen-

taire ou dans la composition des gouvernements. En plus, c’est en changeant leurs choix

partisans que les électeurs peuvent exprimer leur mécontentement envers les élus ou le gou-

vernement en place. D’ailleurs, le simple fait de pouvoir voter pour un parti différent d’un

scrutin à un autre incite les politiciens à tenter de gouverner de manière efficace et à prendre

des décisions réfléchies. Ces grandes attentes envers la volatilité électorale sont-elles jus-

tifiées? La réponse à cette interrogation dépend en grande partie des caractéristiques propres

aux électeurs volatiles et aux facteurs conduisant ces électeurs à modifier leurs préférences

électorales. Dans cette thèse, nous examinons la montée de la volatilité électorale et les

facteurs déterminant celle-ci. D’une part, nous présentons des analyses du déplacement de

voix pour les partis (au niveau macro) et d’autre part, nous analysons les changements des

intentions de vote (au niveau micro).

Les résultats électoraux dans les pays d’Europe occidentale sont devenus significative-

ment plus instables depuis le milieu du 20ème siècle. L’indice de Pedersen – un indice

souvent utilisé pour mesurer la volatilité agrégée – a presque doublé entre 1950 et 2013.

Pour les élections organisées avant 1960, l’indice de Pedersen avait une valeur de 7 en

moyenne. Les élections tenues depuis 2000 connaissent, par contre, un indice moyen d’une

valeur de 13. Au niveau individuel, des signes convaincants témoignent également d’un

fort accroissement de la volatilité électorale. Aux Pays-Bas, par exemple, un pays avec une

montée de la volatilité agrégée particulièrement élevée, 13% des électeurs indiquaient avoir

modifié leurs choix partisans en 1971. Quarante ans plus tard, en 2010, près d’un électeur

sur deux (47% des électeurs) indiquait un tel changement de comportement électoral.

Les résultats présentés dans cette thèse démontrent de manière évidente que les électeurs

qui changent leurs préférences électorales d’une élection à une autre sont mécontents du parti

pour lequel ils votaient précédemment. Ceci ne veut pas dire que les électeurs volatiles sont

frustrés ou mécontents de la politique en générale. Les résultats indiquent clairement que

les électeurs volatiles sont relativement satisfaits de la démocratie. Par contre, les électeurs

qui s’abstiennent de voter ne sont pas satisfaits. Il ressort de cette étude que la volatilité

électorale doit être considérée comme un choix positif. Les électeurs volatiles ne renoncent

pas au systme politique actuel mais cherchent plutt un autre parti plus proche de leurs

préférences électorales que celui pour lequel ils ont voté lors des lections précédentes. Le

vote peut donc tre considéré comme un mécanisme d’évaluation des accomplissements des

partis. De manire similaire, les résultats au niveau agrégé mettent en avant un mécanisme

de récompense ou de sanction par le biais du vote. Ceci est démontré par le fait que le

niveau de volatilité nette est significativement plus élevé lorsque les conditions économiques
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sont plus précaires.

Les résultats présentés dans cette thèse s’opposent à l’idée que la volatilité électorale

serait le résultat de changements au sein des électeurs avec un niveau de sophistication poli-

tique peu élevé. Tout d’abord, la probabilité de changer de choix partisans est la plus élevée

parmi les électeurs disposant d’un niveau moyen de sophistication politique. Deuxièmement,

les résultats des analyses se penchant sur le moment précis où les électeurs modifient leurs

choix partisans montrent que, bien que les citoyens moins sophistiqués aient une probabilité

élevée de changer leurs préférences électorales au cours même de la campagne, cela est com-

pensé par le fait que les électeurs fortement sophistiqués modifient déj leurs choix partisans

avant même le début de la campagne électorale. Les importantes – et croissantes – fluc-

tuations des résultats électoraux ne sont donc pas simplement le résultat des changements

de préférences partisanes parmi les électeurs les moins sophistiqués. Avant d’envisager de

voter pour un parti différent, il semble qu’un électeur ait tout d’abord besoin d’un certain

niveau de sophistication politique.

Les électeurs volatiles ne ‘flottent’ pas par hasard; leurs choix sont fortement restreints

d’un point de vue idéologique. Les résultats présentés dans cette thèse montrent que

l’électeur volatile favorise un parti aux valeurs idéologiques proches du parti pour lequel

il votait précédemment. Analysant la distance idéologique que traversent les électeurs

volatiles, cette thèse montre que cette distance (gauche-droite) est marginale — 1,3 en

moyenne sur une échelle de 0 à 10. En plus, les résultats indiquent que l’offre électorale

mesurée en termes du nombre de partis n’exerce aucun impact positif sur la probabilité

qu’un électeur soit volatile. Ce qui est important, par contre, c’est la présence de plusieurs

alternatives partisanes proches idéologiquement. En résumé, c’est davantage la présence

dalternatives valables – c’est-à-dire, qui sont idéologiquement similaires au choix précédent,

plutôt que la quantité des alternatives qui importe.

Un grand nombre d’électeurs modifient leurs choix partisans d’un scrutin à un autre

et ce nombre n’a cessé d’augmenter au cours des dernières décennies. Cette évolution

provoque une certaine inquiétude quant aux effets néfastes de la volatilité sur la qualité de

la démocratie représentative. Toutefois, les résultats présentés dans cette thèse montrent

que ces inquiétudes sont largement exagérées. Premièrement, il est évident que la volatilité

électorale n’est pas une expression de frustration ou de mécontentement profond des citoyens

envers le système politique mais davantage le résultat d’un mécontentement quant aux

performances du parti qu’ils avaient précédemment soutenu. Apparemment, la manière dont

les électeurs évaluent les prestations des politiciens et des partis joue un rôle très important

dans leur choix de vote. En outre, la volatilité électorale n’est pas uniquement le résultat

de changements parmi les électeurs les moins sophistiqués politiquement. Les électeurs avec

un niveau de sophistication politique élevé modifient également leurs préférences partisanes,

bien qu’ils opèrent cette modification avant le début de la campagne électorale. Finalement,

l’idéologie est un facteur important et celle-ci restreint les possibilités de volatilité électorale
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offertes aux électeurs. En conclusion, la volatilité peut être considérée indispensable au bon

fonctionnement de la démocratie représentative.
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A. Recalled and actual vote shares DPES

(Chapter 4)

Table 1: Recalled and actual vote shares from Dutch parlia-

mentary elections

Election Year Year of recall Party Official Recalled

1967 1971 KVP 26.5 28.4

1967 1971 PVDA 23.6 28.1

1967 1971 VVD 10.7 10.7

1967 1971 ARP 9.9 9.6

1967 1971 CHU 8.2 7.5

1967 1971 D66 4.5 7.3

1967 1971 SGP 2.0 1.7

1967 1971 GPV 0.9 0.7

1971 1972 PVDA 24.6 24.8

1971 1972 KVP 21.8 21.9

1971 1972 VVD 10.3 12.4

1971 1972 ARP 8.6 11.6

1971 1972 D66 6.8 6.5

1971 1972 CHU 6.3 6.7

1971 1972 SGP 2.4 3.1

1971 1972 GPV 1.6 1.7

1972 1977 PVDA 27.3 37.3

1972 1977 KVP 17.7 19.0

1972 1977 VVD 14.5 14.7

1972 1977 ARP 8.8 7.6

1972 1977 CHU 4.8 5.4

1972 1977 D66 4.2 2.6

1972 1977 SGP 2.2 1.9

1972 1977 GPV 1.8 1.6

1977 1981 PVDA 33.8 32.5
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Table 1 – continued

Election Year Year of recall Party Official Recalled

1977 1981 CDA 31.9 34.1

1977 1981 VVD 18.0 15.2

1977 1981 D66 5.4 9.5

1977 1981 SGP 2.1 1.9

1977 1981 GPV 1.0 1.1

1981 1982 CDA 30.8 30.1

1981 1982 PVDA 28.3 27.1

1981 1982 VVD 17.3 18.8

1981 1982 D66 11.1 12.5

1981 1982 SGP 2.0 1.2

1981 1982 RPF 1.3 0.8

1981 1982 GPV 0.8 0.5

1982 1986 PVDA 30.4 36.2

1982 1986 CDA 29.4 26.9

1982 1986 VVD 23.1 21.2

1982 1986 D66 4.3 6.1

1982 1986 SGP 1.9 1.7

1982 1986 RPF 1.5 1.1

1982 1986 GPV 0.8 0.8

1986 1989 CDA 34.6 32.8

1986 1989 PVDA 33.2 33.5

1986 1989 VVD 17.4 16

1986 1989 D66 6.1 7.2

1986 1989 SGP 1.7 2.1

1986 1989 GPV 1.0 1.4

1986 1989 RPF 0.9 1.3

1989 1994 CDA 35.3 31.5

1989 1994 PVDA 31.9 32.0

1989 1994 VVD 14.5 15.5

1989 1994 D66 7.9 11.5

1989 1994 GL 4.1 5.6

1989 1994 SGP 1.9 1.0

1989 1994 GPV 1.2 1.0

1989 1994 RPF 1.0 1.0

1989 1994 CD 0.9 0.4

1994 1998 PVDA 24.0 28.3

1994 1998 CDA 22.2 22.2
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Table 1 – continued

Election Year Year of recall Party Official Recalled

1994 1998 VVD 20.0 19.9

1994 1998 D66 15.5 16.4

1994 1998 GL 3.5 4.6

1994 1998 CD 2.5 0.7

1994 1998 RPF 1.8 1.8

1994 1998 SGP 1.7 1.0

1994 1998 GPV 1.3 1.2

1994 1998 SP 1.3 1.9

1998 2002 PVDA 29.0 26.6

1998 2002 VVD 24.7 23.1

1998 2002 CDA 18.4 19.9

1998 2002 D66 9.0 11.4

1998 2002 GL 7.3 7.1

1998 2002 SP 3.5 4.4

1998 2002 RPF 2.0 2.6

1998 2002 GPV 1.3 1.8

1998 2002 CD 0.6 0.1

2003 2006 CDA 28.6 28.6

2003 2006 PVDA 27.3 26.9

2003 2006 VVD 17.9 18.4

2003 2006 SP 6.3 7.2

2003 2006 LPF 5.7 4.4

2003 2006 GL 5.1 5.1

2003 2006 D66 4.1 4.7

2003 2006 CU 2.1 2.3

2006 2010 CDA 26.5 24.7

2006 2010 PVDA 21.2 23.3

2006 2010 SP 16.6 10.9

2006 2010 VVD 14.7 16.7

2006 2010 PVV 5.9 2.8

2006 2010 GL 4.6 5.7

2006 2010 CU 4.0 3.9

2006 2010 D66 2.0 6.9

2006 2010 PVD 1.8 1.6

2006 2010 SGP 1.6 1.1

2006 2010 LPF 0.2 1.7
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Note: Parties included: KVP: Roman Catholic Peoples Party (merged into CDA); PVDA: labour party;

VVD: Peoples Party for Freedom and Democarcy; ARP: Antirevolutionary Party (merged into CDA); CHU:

Christian Historical Union (merged into CDA); D66: Democrats 1966; SGP: Political Reformed Party

(merged into CU); GPV: Reformed Political Union (merged into CU); RPF: Reformational Political Fed-

eration (merged into CU); GL: Green Left Party; CD: Central Democrats; SP: Socialist Party; LPF: List

Pim Fortuyn; PVV: The Liberty Party; PVDD: Party for the Animals (Todosijev̀ıc et al., 2010). Sources:

DPES, 1971-2010; van Holsteyn (2011) and Andeweg and Irwin (2009).



B. Variable operationalization PartiRep

Voter Study 2009 (Chapter 6)

Language: Language of the survey, either Dutch (0) or French (1).

Gender: Male (0) or female (1).

Age: In years, calculated by distracting the reported year of birth from 2009 (the year the survey was held

in).

Education: No degree or elementary school degree (1), unfinished high school degree (2), finished high school

degree (3) and higher education or university degree (4).

Religious practice: Self-reported scale of religious practice, with values from 1 (never) to 7 (at least once a

week).

Social class: Four categories, being non-active (1=retired, unemployed, student or housewife/-men), labour

(2), middle class (3=farmer, entrepreneur with less than six employees and civil servants), higher class

(4=entrepreneur with more than six employees, profession, board of directors and staff member).

Ideological profile (left-right): Self-reported position on scale from 0 (left) to 10 (right).

Ideological extremeness: Distance from the ideological centre (5) on the left right scale. Ranging from 0

(when 5 was reported) to 5 (when 0 or 10 was reported).

Political knowledge: Score on five knowledge questions in the survey, thus ranging from 0 (no knowledge)

to 5 (high knowledge). The five questions in the Partirep survey are sufficient for a solid measurement and

analysis of political knowledge (Hooghe and Walgrave, 2010).

Interest in politics: Self-reported score for interest in politics, ranging from 0 (no interest at all) to 10 (very

much interested).

Political participation: Variable composed by means of the scores on 10 participation items (excluding

membership in political parties), with scores ranging from 1 (never), 2 (seldom) and 3 (sometimes) to 4

(often). The items questioned were the following: How much have you done the following things during the

past 12 months? ‘boycotting certain products’, ‘participating in manifestations’, ‘partaking in illegal protest

actions’, ‘sending a letter to a politician’, ‘sending an e-mail to a politician’, ‘signing a petition’, ‘being in the

media’, ‘being active in a volunteer organisation’, ‘debating on political issues on internet forums or online

discussion groups’, ‘supporting a charity organisation’. As the distribution on these participation items was

very unequal, the item scores were converted into dummies. The sum of those dummies then resulted in our

participation variable, ranging from 0 to 10. (Cronbach’s α 0.62; Eigenvalue 2.45; 24.5 per cent explained

variance.)

Exposure to the media: Scores of self-reported exposure to three different media channels (newspaper, news

bulletin and radio) during the past 2 weeks. Questions were part of the first wave of the survey. Scores

ranging from 1 (never) to 6 (systematically, each week day).

Talking about politics: Sum scale of self-reported scores for talking about politics during the previous month

to friends, colleagues and family members. Scores ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (often). Converted into a 0

to 10 scale. (Cronbachs a 0.76; Eigenvalue 2.27; 67.55 per cent explained variance.)

Internal political efficacy: Composed out of the scores on four items in the survey, ‘I consider myself capable

of participating in politics’, ‘I think I would do as good a job as most politicians we elect’, ‘I think I’m better
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informed about politics and government than most people’, ‘I think I have a rather good understanding of

important problems society is dealing with’. Respondents gave a score from 1 (completely disagree) to 5

(fully agree) on each question, the sum of the scores on each question was computed and put on a 0 to 10

scale. (Cronbach’s α 0.69; Eigenvalue 2.07; 51.72 per cent explained variance.)

Political trust: Average score of self-reported trust in six political institutions (political parties, the regional

government, the regional parliament, the federal government, the federal parliament and politicians). The

scores were ranging from 0 (no trust at all) to 10 (complete trust). (Cronbach’s α 0.81; Eigenvalue 3.11;

54.76 per cent explained variance.)

External political efficacy: Composed by means of the scores on three questions in the survey, ‘An average

citizen does have an impact on politics and what the government is doing’, ‘Voting makes no sense, parties do

whatever they want anyway’ and ‘In election times, one party promises more than the other, but eventually,

nothing happens anyway’. The scores were ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree)

and were converted so that all high scores meant high efficacy and low scores meant low efficacy. The sum

score was put on a 0 to 10 scale. (Cronbach’s α 0.59; Eigenvalue 1.65; 54.93 per cent explained variance.)



C. Election sample selection criteria

(Chapter 7 & Chapter 9)

Table 2: CSES election samples included and excluded from the analyse

(Chapter 7 and 9)

Election CSES Module Included? Reason for not including

ALBANIA (2005) 2 No Problems with coding of volatility: 16 parties,

most changing labels, splitting, merging

from one election to another.

Inconsistent party labels in election

report Electoral Studies versus

codebook CSES. Furthermore, according to Freedom

House, the 2005 elections only

partly met international standards (FHI score 3.0)

AUSTRALIA (2004) 2 Yes

BELGIUM (2003) 2 No No question on left-right placement of parties

voter survey. Dalton measure

of polarization could not be calculated.

BRAZIL (2002) 2 No No recall question

BULGARIA (2001) 2 No No knowledge question

CANADA (2004) 2 No Only 259 respondents recall previous vote choice

(versus 1,347 respondents indicating current choice)

CHILE (2005) 2 No No recall question

TAIWAN (2001) 2 No No recall question

TAIWAN (2004) 2 No No parliamentary election

CZECH REPUBLIC (2002) 2 Yes

DENMARK (2001) 2 No No knowledge question

FINLAND (2003) 2 Yes

FRANCE (2002) 2 No No parliamentary election

GERMANY (2002 Telephone) 2 Yes

GERMANY (2002 Mail-Back) 2 No No knowledge question

HONG KONG (2004) 2 No Could according to Freedom House only be

considered partly free (score 4.0)

HUNGARY (2002) 2 No Large inconsistencies between recalled voting

behaviour and election result

ICELAND (2003) 2 No No knowledge question

IRELAND (2002) 2 No Large inconsistencies between recalled voting

behaviour and election result
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Table 2 – continued

Election CSES Module Included? Reason for not including

ISRAEL (2003) 2 No Large inconsistencies between recalled voting

behaviour and election result

ITALY (2006) 2 No No question ‘did R cast ballot in previous election?’

JAPAN (2004) 2 No No lower house vote choice

KOREA (2004) 2 No No recall question

KYRGYZSTAN (2005) 2 No No parliamentary election

MEXICO (2003) 2 No No recall question

NETHERLANDS (2002) 2 Yes No ‘Who people vote for makes a difference’

NEW ZEALAND (2002) 2 Yes

NORWAY (2001) 2 Yes

PERU (2006) 2 No No recall question

PHILIPPINES (2004) 2 No For over 50% of recalled voting behaviour

‘Candidates with no information

about party affiliation’

POLAND (2001) 2 No Large inconsistencies between recalled voting

behaviour and election result

PORTUGAL (2002) 2 Yes

PORTUGAL (2005) 2 Yes

ROMANIA (2004) 2 No Large inconsistencies between recalled voting

behaviour and election result

RUSSIA (2004) 2 No No parliamentary election

SLOVENIA (2004) 2 Yes

SPAIN (2004) 2 Yes

SWEDEN (2002) 2 Yes

SWITZERLAND (2003) 2 Yes

GREAT BRITAIN (2005) 2 Yes

UNITED STATES (2004) 2 No No recall question

AUSTRALIA (2007) 3 Yes

AUSTRIA (2008) 3 No No recall question

BRAZIL (2006) 3 No No recall question

BRAZIL (2010) 3 No No recall question

BELARUS (2008) 3 No No recall question

CANADA (2008) 3 Yes

CHILE (2009) 3 No No recall question

CROATIA (2007) 3 No Large inconsistencies between recalled voting

behaviour and election result

CZECH REPUBLIC (2006) 3 No Large inconsistencies between recalled voting

behaviour and election result

CZECH REPUBLIC (2010) 3 No Large inconsistencies between recalled voting

behaviour and election result

DENMARK (2007) 3 Yes

ESTONIA (2011) 3 Yes

FINLAND (2007) 3 Yes

FINLAND (2011) 3 Yes

FRANCE (2007) 3 No No recall question

GERMANY (2005) 3 Yes No ‘Who people vote for makes a difference’
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Table 2 – continued

Election CSES Module Included? Reason for not including

GERMANY (2009) 3 Yes

GREECE (2009) 3 Yes

HONG KONG (2008) 3 No No party votes, but candidate mentions.

Only for a limited number of candidates, parties

could be assigned by the CSES-team.

Only partly free according to FHI (3.5)

ICELAND (2007) 3 Yes

ICELAND (2009) 3 Yes

IRELAND (2007) 3 Yes No ‘Who is in power makes a difference’

ISRAEL (2006) 3 No Large inconsistencies between recalled voting

behaviour and election result

JAPAN (2007) 3 No No lower house vote choice

LATVIA (2010) 3 No No ‘Do you feel closer to one party’

MEXICO (2006) 3 No Large inconsistencies between recalled voting

behaviour and election result

MEXICO (2009) 3 No Large inconsistencies between recalled voting

behaviour and election result

NETHERLANDS (2006) 3 Yes

NETHERLANDS (2010) 3 Yes

NEW ZEALAND (2008) 3 Yes

NORWAY (2005) 3 Yes

NORWAY (2009) 3 Yes

PERU (2011) 3 No No recall question

PHILIPPINES (2010) 3 No No recall question

POLAND (2005) 3 No Large inconsistencies between recalled voting

behaviour and election result

POLAND (2007) 3 No Large inconsistencies between recalled voting

behaviour and election result

PORTUGAL (2009) 3 No No recall question

ROMANIA (2009) 3 No No parliamentary election

SLOVAKIA (2010) 3 No Large inconsistencies between recalled voting

behaviour and election result

SLOVENIA (2008) 3 No No knowledge question

SPAIN (2008) 3 No No recall question

SWEDEN (2006) 3 Yes

SOUTH AFRICA (2009) 3 No No recall question

SOUTH KOREA (2008) 3 No No recall question

SWITZERLAND (2007) 3 Yes No ‘Who is in power makes a difference’

TAIWAN (2008) 3 No No parliamentary election

THAILAND (2007) 3 No Military coup in between 2007 and previous

(2006) elections. TRT party banned.

Not considered free according to FHI (5.5)

TURKEY (2011) 3 No No knowledge question

UNITED STATES (2008) 3 No No recall question

URUGUAY (2009) 3 No No knowledge question
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D. Party system changes (Chapter 7 &

Chapter 9)

The reference between brackets refers to the source(s) where the election report can be found. ES stands for

the journal Electoral Studies, EJPR for European Journal of Political Research and WEP for West European

Politics.

Australia 2004 (ES: Vol. 24 (3), pp. 545-551)

The coalition between Liberal and National might make some voters switch their first choice on the ballot

purely out of strategic reasons if the chance of winning has drastically changed in a constituency, but we

doubt this will happen more than on a very rare occasion.

Australia 2007 (ES: Vol. 27 (3), pp. 555–557)

No significant changes in the party system.

Canada 2008 (ES: Vol. 28(2), pp. 326–329)

No significant changes in the party system.

Czech Republic 2002 (ES: Vol. 22(4), pp. 772–778)

Before the 1998 local and Senate elections, discontent with the opposition agreement led to the formation

of the so-called Quad Coalition of four smaller parties: the Christian Democrats (KDU-SL), the Freedom

Union (US), the Civic Democratic Alliance (ODA), and Democratic Union (DEU). The Quads split again at

the beginning of 2002. The ODA left the Quads. Just before the ODA departed, the US and DEU merged,

so the Quad Coalition then had only two parties and was renamed simply the Coalition. Voters coming from

the original 1998 Quad that vote for one of the resulting parties that split from the Quad or the Coalition

that is the remainder of the Quad are non-switchers.

Denmark 2007 (EJPR: Vol. 47, pp. 952–961)

A new party (New Alliance) was founded by a number of MPs from existing parties, but since the original

parties still run separately we consider this not to be a party connected to the previous ones. People voting

for New Alliance are coded as switchers.

Estonia 2011

There was no entry yet in ES or EJPR for this election, but the OECD election report does not mention

any major changes in the party system.

Finland 2003 (ES: Vol. 23(3), pp. 557-565)

No significant changes in the party system.

Finland 2007 (ES: Vol. 26(4), pp. 797-803)

No significant changes in the party system.

Finland 2011 (ES: Vol 31(1), pp. 234–238)

No significant changes in the party system.

Germany 2002 (ES: Vol. 23(1), pp. 143-149)
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No significant changes in the party system.

Germany 2005 (ES: Vol. 26(1), pp. 223–227)

No significant changes in the party system.

Germany 2009 (ES: Vol. 29(2), pp. 289–292)

No significant changes in the party system.

Great Britain 2005 (ES: Vol. 25(4), pp. 814–820)

No significant changes in the party system.

Greece 2009 (ES: Vol. 29(2), pp. 293-296)

No significant changes in the party system.

Iceland 2007 (ES : Vol. 27(2), pp. 373–377)

A new party entered the electoral arena (Iceland Movement), but was not a split from an existing party.

Any new voters for this party are considered switchers.

Iceland 2009 (ES: Vol. 29(3), pp. 523–526)

The Icelandic movement became a part of the Social Democratic Alliance for the 2009 election, so voters for

Icelandic movement going to SDA are non-switchers.

Ireland 2007 (ES: Vol. 27(1), pp. 151–154)

No significant changes in the party system.

New Zealand 2002 (ES: Vol. 23(1), pp. 149–155)

Between 1999 and the current election United Future, formed in 2000 through a merger between the United

Party and the Christian-based Future NewZealand Party. So we consider previous voters from those parties

that now vote United Future as non-switchers

New Zealand 2008 (ES: Vol. 28(3), pp. 507–510)

No significant changes in the party system.

Norway 2001 (ES: Vol. 22(1), pp. 179–185)

No significant changes in the party system.

Norway 2005 (ES: Vol. 26, 1, pp. 219-223)

Although parties ran as possible future coalition-blocks both on left and right, all parties kept running

separately in the election.

Norway 2009 (WEP, vol 33 (4), pp. 904–912)

No significant changes in the party system.

Portugal 2002 (EJPR: Vol. 43, pp. 1058–1066)

No significant changes in the party system.

Portugal 2005 (ES: Vol. 26(2), pp. 512–516)

No significant changes in the party system.

Slovenia 2004 (Vol. 25(4), pp. 825–831)

The SKD (Slovenian Christian Democrats) were still named on the ticket in 2000 but they were already then

de facto in the SLS. The New Slovenia party is a breakaway from this union by the former SKD leader, but

since both already took part as separate parties in 2000 they are to be considered distinct parties in both

elections.

Spain 2004 (ES: Vol. 24(1), pp. 149–156)

No significant changes in the party system.
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Sweden 2002 (ES: Vol. 22( 4), pp. 778–784)

No significant changes in the party system.

Sweden 2006 (ES: Vol. 26(4), pp. 820–823)

No significant changes in the party system.

Switzerland 2003 (ES: Vol. 24(1), pp. 123–129)

No significant changes in the party system.

Switzerland 2007 (ES: Vol. 27(4), pp. 748–751)

No significant changes in the party system.

The Netherlands 2002 (ES: Vol. 23(3), pp. 551–557)

List Pim Fortuyn (LPF) and Livable Netherlands (LN) can be considered genuinely new parties. Voters

prefering one of these parties in 2002 are considered switchers.

The Netherlands 2006 (ES: Vol. 26(4), pp. 832–837)

No significant changes in the party system.

The Netherlands 2010 (ES: Vol. 30(3), pp. 577–580)

TON (Proud of the Netherlands), led by Rita Verdonck is a split from VVD (Peoples Party for Freedom and

Democracy). Verdonck was formerly a member of VVD, but she was expelled from the party after losing

the race for the leadership of the party against Mark Rutte.
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E. Validity vote choice and recalled vote

choice (estimation sample) (Chapter 7 &

Chapter 9)

Australia 2004 election – Recall of 2001 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2001 recall 2001 result 2004 report 2004 result

Liberal Party of Australia 46.6% 37.1% 46.0% 40.5%
National Party of Australia 3.5% 8.7% 4.8% 5.9%
Australian Labor Party 37.3% 37.8% 37.3% 37.6%
Australian Greens 5.8% 5.0% 7.9% 7.2%
Australian Democrats 3.3% 5.4% 1.1% 1.2%
One Nation 1.9% 4.3% 0.6% 1.2%
Family First 1.0% 2.0%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for official results

Australia 2007 election - Recall of 2004 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2004 recall 2004 result 2007 report 2007 result

Liberal Party 47.5% 40.5% 38.0% 36.3%
Australian Labor Party 33.7% 37.6% 46.6% 43.4%
National Party 3.8% 5.9% 3.6% 5.5%
Greens 8.9% 7.2% 9.5% 7.8%
Australian Democrats 3.6% 1.2%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Canada 2008 election - Recall of 2006 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2006 recall 2006 result 2008 report 2008 result

Conservative Party 37.1% 36.3% 36.9% 37.7%
Liberal Party 29.5% 30.2% 25.8% 26.3%
New Democratic Party 15.4% 17.5% 18.5% 18.2%
Bloc Québécois 12.4% 10.5% 11.4% 10.0%
Green Party 4.8% 4.5% 6.6% 6.8%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

331



332 E

Switzerland 2003 election - Recall of 1999 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1999 recall 1999 result 2003 report 2003 result

Radical-Democratic Party 20.8% 19.9% 16.6% 17.3%
Christian Democratic People’s Party 13.7% 15.9% 12.7% 14.4%
Social-Democratic Party 33.4% 22.5% 31.5% 23.3%
Swiss People’s Party 20.7% 22.5% 24.3% 26.7%
Liberal Party 1.8% 2.3% 1.7% 2.2%
Protestant People’s Party 2.0% 1.8% 2.1% 2.3%
Swiss Labor Party 0.7% 1.0% 0.3% 0.7%
Green Party 2.8% 5.0% 4.7% 7.4%
Swiss Democrats Party 0.1% 1.8% 0.3% 1.0%
Federal Democratic Union 0.6% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for official results

Switzerland 2007 election - Recall of 2003 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2003 recall 2003 result 2007 report 2007 result

Radical-Democratic Party 21.9% 17.3% 18.2% 15.8%
Christian Democratic People’s Party 16.8% 14.4% 16.8% 14.5%
Social Democratic Party 28.7% 23.3% 23.0% 19.5%
People’s Party 22.6% 26.7% 26.3% 28.9%
Liberal Party 1.4% 2.2% 1.1% 1.9%
Protestant People’s Party 1.7% 2.3% 1.7% 2.4%
Swiss Green Party 4.3% 7.4% 9.5% 9.6%
Federal Democratic Union of Switzerland 0.6% 1.3% 0.4% 1.3%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Czech Republic 2002 election - Recall of 1998 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1998 recall 1998 result 2002 report 2002 result

Czech Social Democratic Party 27.5% 32.3% 30.8% 30.2%
Civic Democratic Party 30.6% 27.7% 22.4% 24.5%
Communist Party of the Czech Lands and Moravia 18.8% 11.0% 22.4% 18.5%
Green Party 1.4% 2.4%
Christian Democratic Union
+ Czechoslovak People’s Party 13.7% 9.0%
Freedom Union 5.4% 8.6%
Rally for the Republic 0.5% 3.9%
Pensioners for Life Reliances 0.2% 3.1%
Democratic Union 0.5% 1.4%
Miroslav Sladek’s Republicans 0.2% 1.0%
Koalice 17.9% 14.3%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for official election results
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Czech Republic 2006 - Recall of 2002 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2002 recall 2002 result 2006 report 2006 result

Balbin Poetic Party 31.6% –
Law and Justice 1.1% –
Civic Democratic Party 37.6% 35.4%
Czech Social Democratic Party 2.0% 30.2% 29.9% 32.3%
SNK European Democrats 2.0% – 1.3% –
Green Party 0.1% 2.4% 9.3% 6.3%
Communist Party of Bohemia and Moravia – 18.5% 11.0% 12.8%
Coalition for the Czech Republic 1.2% 14.3%
Folklore and Society 33.2% –
Christian Democratic Union
+ Czechoslovak Peoples’ Party 11.6% – 7.6% 7.2%
Independent Democrats 1.1% 2.8%
Party of Equal Chances 10.3% –
Civic Democratic Alliance 2.0% 24.5%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Czech Republic 2010 - Recall of 2006 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2006 recall 2006 result 2010 report 2010 result

Public Affairs 12.2% 10.9%
Communist Party of Bohemia and Moravia 1.2% 12.8% 0.3% 11.3%
Czech Crown 9.9% –
Czech Social Democratic Party 43.3% 32.3% 24.2% 22.1%
National Prosperity 29.8% –
Party of Citizens Rights-Zemanites 2.1% 4.3%
TOP 09 19.2% 16.7%
Christian Democratic Union
+ Czechoslovak Peoples’ Party 0.3% 7.2% 3.1% 4.4%
Right Bloc 4.8% –
Green Party 8.9% 6.3% 2.2% 2.4%
Sovereignty 1.9% 3.7%
DSSS 5.4% – 0.1% 1.2%
Civic Democratic Party 2.7% 35.4% 23.3% 20.2%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Germany 2002 election - Recall of 1998 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1998 recall 1998 result 2002 report 2002 result

Social Democratic Party 42.2% 40.9% 38.3% 38.5%
Christian Democratic Union 26.5% 28.4% 28.4% 29.5%
Christian Social Union 3.9% 6.7% 4.3% 9.0%
Alliance 90/Greens 11.0% 6.7% 11.8% 8.6%
Free Democratic Party 5.9% 6.2% 7.0% 7.4%
Party of Democratic Socialism 9.7% 5.1% 9.1% 4.0%
The Republicans 0.5% 1.8%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results
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Germany 2009 election - Recall of 2005 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2005 recall 2005 result 2009 report 2009 result

Christian Democratic Union 35.0% 27.8% 34.0% 27.3%
Christian Social Union 5.7% 7.4% 4.9% 6.5%
Social Democratic Party 32.4% 34.2% 23.6% 23.0%
Free Democratic Party 9.6% 9.8% 14.1% 14.6%
Alliance 90/Greens 11.9% 8.1% 10.4% 10.7%
Left Party 4.9% 8.7% 11.6% 11.9%
Pirate Party 0.6% 2.0%
National Democratic Party 0.2% 1.6% 0.3% 1.5%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Denmark 2007 election - Recall of 2005 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2005 recall 2005 result 2007 report 2007 result

Social Democrats 23.5% 25.8% 22.4% 25.5%
Radical left, Social Liberal Party 8.8% 9.2% 5.0% 5.1%
Conservative People’s party 7.7% 10.3% 9.1% 10.4%
Socialist People’s Party 10.8% 6.0% 17.9% 13.0%
Christian Democrats 1.4% 1.7% 1.6% 0.9%
Danish People’s Party 9.6% 13.3% 10.3% 13.9%
Left, Liberal Party 32.5% 29.0% 26.8% 26.2%
New Alliance 3.8% 2.8%
United List - The Red-Greens 3.6% 3.4% 3.2% 2.2%
Center Democrats 1.1% 1.0%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Spain 2004 election - Recall of 2000 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2000 recall 2000 result 2004 report 2004 result

Popular Party 35.1% 44.6% 32.3% 37.6%
Spanish Socialist Party 45.6% 34.1% 50.7% 42.6%
United Left 6.4% 5.5% 4.9% 5.0%
Convergence and Union 4.0% 4.2% 3.1% 3.2%
Basque Nationalist Party 3.0% 1.5% 2.7% 1.6%
Canarian Coalition 1.6% 1.1% 1.4% 0.9%
Republican Left of Catalonia 2.1% 0.8% 2.8% 2.5%
Galician Nationalist Bloc 1.0% 1.3% 0.2% 0.8%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results

Estonia 2011 election - Recall of 2007 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2007 recall 2007 result 2011 report 2011 result

Estonian Greens 6.4% 7.1% 4.3% 3.8%
Pro Patria and Res Publica Union 22.4% 17.9% 24.0% 20.5%
Social Democratic Party 7.7% 9.9% 21.6% 17.1%
Estonian Reform Party 32.8% 27.8% 23.2% 28.6%
Estonian Centre Party 23.2% 26.1% 19.2% 23.3%
Estonian People’s Union 6.4% 7.1% 3.2% 2.1%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results
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Finland 2003 election - Recall of 1999 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1999 recall 1999 result 2003 report 2003 result

Social Democratic Party of Finland 29.1% 22.9% 26.9% 24.5%
Center Party 22.2% 22.4% 24.0% 24.7%
National Coalition Party 18.5% 21.0% 15.0% 18.6%
Left Alliance 7.2% 10.9% 9.0% 9.9%
Swedish People’s Party in Finland 8.8% 5.1% 9.0% 4.6%
Green League 9.7% 7.3% 7.4% 8.0%
Christian Democrats 4.7% 4.2% 6.8% 5.3%
True Finns 0.3% 1.0% 0.7% 1.6%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results

Finland 2007 election - Recall of 2003 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2003 recall 2003 result 2007 report 2007 result

Centre Party of Finland 22.1% 24.7% 22.2% 23.1%
Social Democratic Party of Finland 25.0% 24.5% 20.8% 21.4%
National Coalition Party 17.3% 18.6% 20.1% 22.3%
Left Alliance 7.1% 9.9% 8.0% 8.8%
Green League 8.9% 8.0% 8.4% 8.5%
Swedish People’s Party in Finland 12.1% 4.6% 11.2% 4.6%
Christian Democrats 5.3% 5.3% 5.5% 4.9%
True Finns 2.0% 1.6% 3.2% 4.1%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Finland 2011 election - Recall of 2007 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2007 recall 2007 result 2011 report 2011 result

Social Democratic Party of Finland 26.1% 21.4% 22.9% 19.1%
Centre Party of Finland 19.1% 23.1% 14.8% 15.8%
National Coalition Party 19.4% 22.3% 17.0% 20.4%
Swedish People’s Party in Finland 8.0% 4.6% 7.5% 4.3%
Christian Democrats in Finland 4.0% 4.9% 3.9% 4.0%
Green League 11.4% 8.5% 9.0% 7.3%
Left Alliance 8.5% 8.8% 8.7% 8.1%
True Finns 2.9% 4.1% 15.3% 19.1%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Great Britain 2005 election - Recall of 2001 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2001 recall 2001 result 2005 report 2005 result

Labour 47.9% 40.7% 43.8% 35.2%
Conservative 33.4% 31.7% 33.0% 32.4%
Liberal Democrats 15.6% 18.3% 20.1% 22.0%
Scottish National Party 2.0% 1.8% 1.6% 1.5%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results
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Greece 2009 election - Recall of 2007 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2007 recall 2007 result 2009 report 2009 result

Pan-Hellenic Socialist Movement 46.2% 38.1% 53.0% 43.9%
New Democracy 36.5% 41.8% 30.0% 33.5%
Communist Party of Greece 6.7% 8.2% 5.9% 7.5%
Popular Orthodox Rally 1.8% 3.8% 3.4% 5.6%
Coalition of the Radical Left 8.1% 5.0% 5.2% 4.6%
Ecologists – Greens 2.4% 2.5%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Croatia 2007 election - Recall of 2003 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2003 recall 2003 result 2007 report 2007 result

Croatian Democratic Union 50.8% 33.9% 47.7% 36.0%
Croatian People’s party - Liberal Democrats 5.1% 8.0% 5.5% 6.7%
Croatian Peasant Party 3.1% 7.2%
Croatian Social Liberal Party 3.9% 4.1%
Croatian Party of Rights 3.6% 6.4% 3.1% 3.4%
Croatian Party of Pensioners 2.4% 4.0% 3.9% 4.0%
Croatian Democratic Alliance
of Slavonia and Baranja 0.5% 1.8%
Istrian Democratic Assembly 1.0% 1.5%
Social Democratic Party of Croatia 30.6% 22.6% 29.6% 30.8%
Coalition of Croatian Peasant Party
and Croatian Social Liberal Party 6.8% 6.4%

Sources: CSES Module 3. Election results from www.parties-and-elections.eu.

Hungary 2002 election - Recall of 1998 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1998 recall 1998 result 2002 report 2002 result

Alliance for Hungary - Center Party 3.3% 3.9%
Fidesz Hungarian Civic Party 47.1% 29.5%
Hungarian Democratic Forum 2.7% 2.8%
Hungarian Justice and Life Party 1.2% 5.5% 2.5% 4.4%
Hungarian Socialist Party 37.4% 32.9% 47.7% 42.1%
Alliance of Free Democrats 5.1% 7.6% 5.2% 5.6%
Workers Party 2.0% 4.0% 2.3% 2.2%
Independent Small Holders Party 4.6% 13.1%
Coaliton: Fidesz - Hungarian Civic Party
& Hungarian Democratic Forum 39.1% 41.1%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results

www.parties-and-elections.eu


337

Ireland 2002 election - Recall of 1997 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1997 recall 1997 result 2002 report 2002 result

Fianna Fail 57.4% 39.3% 48.8% 41.5%
Fine Gael 26.2% 28.0% 24.2% 22.5%
Green 2.3% 2.8% 3.7% 3.9%
Labour 10.2% 10.4% 9.2% 10.8%
Progressive Democrats 1.8% 4.7% 3.6% 4.0%
Sinn Fein 1.8% 2.6% 3.8% 6.5%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results

Ireland 2007 election - Recall of 2002 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2002 recall 2002 result 2007 report 2007 result

Fianna Fail 48.2% 41.5% 48.2% 41.6%
Fine Gael 19.9% 22.5% 27.4% 27.3%
Labour 10.7% 10.8% 8.9% 10.1%
Green Party 3.3% 3.9% 2.4% 4.7%
Progressive Democrats 4.5% 4.0% 3.0% 2.7%
Sinn Fein 3.3% 6.5% 3.0% 6.9%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Iceland 2007 election - Recall of 2003 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2003 recall 2003 result 2007 report 2007 result

Social Democratic Alliance 26.2% 31.0% 26.6% 26.8%
Progressive Party 15.3% 17.7% 9.8% 11.7%
Independence Party 43.8% 33.7% 42.5% 36.6%
Left Green Movement 11.7% 8.8% 15.4% 14.3%
Liberal Party 2.7% 7.4% 3.8% 7.3%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Iceland 2009 election - Recall of 2007 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2007 recall 2007 result 2009 report 2009 result

Social Democratic Alliance 30.4% 26.8% 33.1% 29.8%
Progressive Party 13.8% 11.7% 14.8% 14.8%
Independence Party 35.7% 36.6% 26.6% 23.7%
Left Green Movement 15.2% 14.3% 21.4% 21.7%
Liberal Party 3.7% 7.3% 1.6% 2.2%
Civic Movement 4.4% 7.2%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results
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Israel 2003 election - Recall of 1999 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1999 recall 1999 result 2003 report 2003 result

Likud 31.0% 14.2% 25.7% 29.4%
Labor (One Israel) 28.5% 20.3% 16.4% 14.5%
Shinui 3.1% 5.1% 14.4% 12.3%
Meretz 11.3% 7.7% 11.1% 5.2%
National Union 2.5% 3.0% 6.4% 5.5%
Mafdal (NRP) 3.1% 4.2% 3.8% 4.2%
Yahadut Hatora 5.4% 3.8% 6.5% 4.3%
Shas 4.2% 13.0% 5.7% 8.2%
Israel Baaliya 3.9% 5.2% 2.2% 2.2%
Am Ehad (One Nation) 1.2% 1.9%
Center 0.9% 5.0%
Balad 0.4% 2.0% 1.3% 2.3%
Raam 0.9% 3.5% 0.9% 2.1%
Chadash 2.9% 2.6% 2.6% 3.0%
Israel Beytenu 1.2% 2.6%

Sources: CSES Module 2. Electoral Studies election report for election results

Israel 2006 election - Recall of 2003 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2003 recall 2003 result 2006 report 2006 result

Kadima 32.3% 22.0%
Labor (Avoda) 21.5% 14.5% 15.8% 15.1%
Likud 46.4% 29.4% 13.7% 9.0%
Ihud Leumi - Mafdal 4.6% 4.2% 5.0% 7.1%
Shas 1.3% 8.2% 1.7% 9.5%
Yahadut Hatora Vehashabbat 1.7% 4.3% 2.2% 4.7%
Israel Beytenu – 5.5% 11.3% 9.0%
Meretz-Yahad 8.2% 5.2% 8.0% 3.8%
Gimlaim 3.7% 5.9%
Hadash 1.5% 3.0% 2.6% 2.7%
Raam-Taal 0.4% 2.1% 0.4% 3.0%
Balad 0.9% 2.3% 0.9% 2.3%
Shinuy 9.1% 12.3%
Israel Baalia 3.0% 2.2%
Am Ehad (One Nation) – 2.8%

Sources: CSES Module 3. Electoral Studies election report for election results
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Mexico 2006 - Recall of 2003 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2003 recall 2003 result 2006 report 2006 result

National Action Party 49.4% 31.8% 50.8% 34.2%
Democratic Revolution Party 12.6% 18.2%
Institutional Revolutionary Party 35.2% 23.9%
Mexican Green Ecological Party 0.6% 4.1%
Labor Party 0.2% 2.5%
Convergencia 0.7% 2.3%
New Alliance Party 1.1% 4.7%
Social Democratic and Peasant Party 0.6% 2.1%
Coalition for the Good of All 20.1% 29.7%
Alliance for Mexico 1.0% 14.0% 26.6% 28.9%

Sources: CSES Module 3. Electoral Studies election report for election results

Mexico 2009 - Recall of 2006 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2006 recall 2006 result 2009 report 2009 result

Institutional Revolutionary Party 50.5% – 54.8% 36.8%
National Action Party 33.5% 34.2% 29.2% 28.0%
Democratic Revolution Party 12.8% – 9.7% 12.2%
Mexican Green Ecological Party 1.4% – 2.7% 6.5%
Labor Party 0.7% – 2.4% 3.6%
New Alliance Party 0.5% 4.7% 1.0% 3.4%
Convergencia 0.2% – 0.3% 2.4%
Partido Social Democrata 0.1% 2.1%
Coalition for Good of All – 29.7%
Alliance for Mexico – 28.9%

Sources: CSES Module 3. Electoral Studies election report for election results

The Netherlands 2002 - Recall of 1998 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1998 recall 1998 result 2002 report 2002 result

Labour Party 28.0% 29.0% 18.5% 15.1%
Christian Democratic Appeal 19.2% 18.4% 27.6% 27.9%
People’s Party for Freedom and Democracy 23.0% 24.7% 14.8% 15.4%
Democrats 66 11.3% 9.0% 6.5% 5.1%
Green Left 7.5% 7.3% 9.9% 7.0%
Political Reformed Party 1.8% 1.7%
Christian Union 3.0% 2.5%
Livable Netherlands 0.7% 1.6%
List Pim Fortuyn 8.8% 17.0%
Socialist Party 5.1% 3.8% 8.1% 5.9%
GPV 1.4% 1.2%
RPF 2.6% 2.0%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results
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The Netherlands 2006 - Recall of 2003 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2003 recall 2003 result 2006 report 2006 result

Christian Democratic Appeal 29.1% 28.6% 28.7% 26.5%
Labour Party 26.2% 27.3% 20.5% 21.2%
People’s Party for Freedom and Democracy 18.7% 17.9% 15.1% 14.6%
Green Left 5.4% 5.1% 5.2% 4.6%
Socialist Party 7.4% 6.3% 16.9% 16.6%
Democrats 66 5.1% 4.1% 2.0% 2.0%
Christian Union 2.6% 2.1% 4.8% 4.0%
Political Reformed Party 1.2% 1.6% 1.1% 1.6%
Pim Fortuyn List 3.6% 5.7%
Party for the Animals 1.3% 1.8%
Party for Freedom 3.6% 5.9%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

The Netherlands 2010 - Recall of 2006 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2006 recall 2006 result 2010 report 2010 result

People’s Party for Freedom and Democracy 17.4% 14.6% 22.7% 20.5%
Labour Party 22.5% 21.2% 20.5% 19.6%
Party of Freedom 2.6% 5.9% 8.0% 15.5%
Christian Democratic Appeal 24.1% 26.5% 14.1% 13.6%
Socialist Party 11.1% 16.6% 10.8% 9.8%
Democrats 66 8.0% 2.0% 9.3% 7.0%
Green Left 5.8% 4.6% 7.7% 6.7%
Christian Union 4.0% 4.0% 3.9% 3.2%
Political Reformed Party 1.1% 1.6% 1.3% 1.7%
Party for the Animals 1.8% 1.8% 1.1% 1.3%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Norway 2001 - Recall of 1997 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1997 recall 1997 result 2001 report 2001 result

Red Electoral Alliance 1.7% 1.7% 1.1% 1.2%
Socialist Left Party 8.6% 6.0% 13.5% 12.5%
Labour Party 31.7% 35.0% 23.5% 24.3%
Liberal Party 5.0% 4.5% 4.6% 3.9%
Christian Peoples Party 15.9% 13.7% 13.8% 12.5%
Center Party 7.3% 7.9% 5.8% 5.6%
Conservative Party 19.0% 14.3% 26.0% 21.2%
Progress Party 10.7% 15.3% 9.9% 14.7%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results
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Norway 2005 - Recall of 2001 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2001 recall 2001 result 2005 report 2005 result

Red Electoral Alliance 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2%
Socialist Left Party 13.0% 12.5% 10.1% 8.8%
Labour Party 27.5% 24.3% 34.9% 32.7%
Liberal Party 5.0% 3.9% 6.2% 5.9%
Christian Peoples Party 10.5% 12.5% 5.4% 6.8%
Center Party 6.3% 5.6% 7.7% 6.5%
Conservative Party 23.0% 21.2% 17.1% 14.1%
Progress Party 12.7% 14.7% 16.6% 22.1%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Norway 2009 - Recall of 2005 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2005 recall 2005 result 2009 report 2009 result

Red Electoral Alliance 1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 1.4%
Socialist Left Party 11.4% 8.8% 8.1% 6.2%
Labour Party 36.4% 32.7% 35.8% 35.4%
Liberal Party 6.1% 5.9% 4.7% 3.9%
Christian Peoples party 5.8% 6.8% 4.7% 5.5%
Center Party 6.6% 6.5% 6.9% 6.2%
Conservative party 18.3% 14.1% 20.4% 17.2%
Progress Party 14.2% 22.1% 18.0% 22.9%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

New Zealand 2002 election - Recall of 1999 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1999 recall 1999 result 2002 report 2002 result

Labour 45.6% 38.7% 42.4% 41.3%
National 28.3% 30.5% 18.8% 20.9%
New Zealand First 8.0% 4.3% 9.9% 10.4%
Act New Zealand 6.0% 7.0% 7.3% 7.1%
Green 4.6% 5.2% 7.8% 7.0%
United Future 9.1% 6.7%
Jim Anderton’s Progressive Coalition 1.2% 1.7%
Alliance 3.8% 7.7% 1.0% 1.3%
Christian Heritage 0.3% 1.4%
Outdoor Recreation New Zealand 0.7% 1.3%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results
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New Zealand 2008 election - Recall of 2005 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2005 recall 2005 result 2008 report 2008 result

National Party 40.6% 39.1% 49.5% 44.9%
Labour Party 40.0% 41.1% 28.2% 34.0%
Green Party of Aotearoa New Zealand 6.5% 5.3% 7.9% 6.7%
New Zealand First 4.7% 5.7% 4.3% 4.1%
Act New Zealand 3.2% 1.5% 4.1% 3.7%
Maori Party 1.1% 2.1% 2.6% 2.4%
Jim Anderton’s progressive Party 0.2% 1.2%
United Future 3.4% 2.7% 1.1% 0.9%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Poland 2001 election - Recall 1997 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1997 recall 1997 result 2001 report 2001 result

Coalition of the Alliance of the Democratic
Left and the Union of Labor 46.1% 41.0%
Coalition Electoral Action Solidarity of the Right 0.0% 2.0% 5.0% 5.6%
Freedom Union 9.2% 13.4% 1.4% 3.1%
Self Defence of the Polish Republic 9.6% 10.2%
Law and Justice 9.6% 9.5%
Polish Peasants’ party 8.7% 5.9% 7.0% 9.0%
Citizen’s Platform 13.2% 12.7%
League of Polish Families 7.1% 7.9%
Labor Union 3.8% 4.7%
National Christian Democratic
Bloc for Poland 0.5% 1.4%
National Alliance of Retired of
the Republic of Poland 0.5% 2.2%
Coalition Electoral Solidarity 31.8% 33.8%
Alliance of the Democratic Left 42.3% 27.1%
Movement for the Reconstruction of Poland 1.9% 5.6%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results
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Poland 2005 election - Recall 2001 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2001 recall 2001 result 2005 report 2005 result

Ruch Patriotyczny 0.5% 1.1%
League of Polish Families 4.4% 7.9% 5.7% 8.0%
Democratic Party 1.5% 2.5%
Social Democracy of Poland 3.3% 3.9%
Law and Justice 7.1% 9.5% 35.0% 27.0%
Left Democratic Alliance – 41.0% 8.9% 11.3%
Civic Platform 11.4% 12.7% 26.9% 24.1%
Polish Peasant Party 8.0% 9.0% 6.9% 7.0%
Platforma Janusza Korwin-Mikke 1.1% 1.6%
Self-Defence 8.1% 10.2% 9.2% 11.4%
Freedom Union 9.0% 3.1%
Sojusz Sewicy Demokratycznej Unia Pracy 40.9% –
Solidarity Electoral Action 10.0% 5.6%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Poland 2007 election - Recall 2005 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2005 recall 2005 result 2007 report 2007 result

League of Polish Families – 8.0% 0.8% 1.3%
Social Democracy of Poland 2.9% 3.9%
Law and Justice – 27.0% 28.0% 32.1%
Left Democratic Alliance 1.1% 11.3%
Civic Platform 43.6% 24.1% 52.1% 41.5%
Mniejszosc Niemiecka 11.2% – 0.2% –
Polish Peasant Party 28.9% 7.0% 8.6% 8.9%
Left and Democrats 9.3% 13.2%
Ruch Patriotyczny 4.6% 1.1%
Self-Defense of the Republic – 11.4% 0.8% 1.5%
Polskiej Partii Narodo 5.8% –
Democratic Party – 2.5%
Platform of Janusz Korwin-Mikke – 1.6%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Portugal 2002 election - Recall of 1999 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1999 recall 1999 result 2002 report 2002 result

Social Democratic Party 35.8% 32.3% 39.6% 40.2%
Socialist Party 47.6% 44.1% 41.3% 37.8%
Popular Party 5.2% 8.3% 6.8% 8.7%
Unitary Democratic Coalition 9.4% 9.0% 9.4% 6.9%
Bloc of the Left 1.1% 2.4% 2.4% 2.7%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results
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Portugal 2005 election - Recall of 2002 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2002 recall 2002 result 2005 report 2005 result

Left Bloc 5.1% 2.7% 8.3% 6.4%
Popular Party 5.0% 8.7% 6.3% 7.2%
Unitary Democratic Coalition 9.2% 6.9% 8.5% 7.5%
Social Democratic Party 35.1% 40.2% 25.1% 28.8%
Socialist Party 44.1% 37.8% 47.0% 45.0%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Romania 2004 election - Recall of 2000 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2000 recall 2000 result 2004 report 2004 result

National Alliance: Social Democratic Party
& Romanian Humanistic Party 33.5% 36.8%
Truth and Justice Alliance: National Liberal Party
& Democratic Party 47.3% 31.5%
Greater Romania Party 10.5% 19.5% 7.1% 13.0%
Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania 6.7% 6.8% 5.4% 6.2%
Christian Democratic National Peasants’ Party 2.9% 1.9%
National Liberal Party 17.2% 6.9%
Democratic Party 2.9% 7.0%
Social Democratic Party 55.9% 36.6%
CDR 2000 6.7% 5.0%
Alliance for Romania – 4.1%
National Liberal Party Campeanu – 1.4%
Party National Alliance – 1.4%
New Generation Party – 2.2%

Sources: CSES Module 2. Electoral Studies election report for election results.

Slovakia 2010 election - Recall of 2006 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2006 recall 2006 result 2010 report 2010 result

Communist Party of Slovakia 0.9% 3.9%
Christian Democratic Movement 9.3% 8.3% 10.2% 8.5%
People’s Party - Movement for a
Democratic Slovakia 3.6% 8.8% 1.9% 4.3%
People’s Party - Our Slovakia 0.3% 1.3%
Most Hid 7.8% 8.1%
Freedom and Solidarity 7.3% 12.1%
Slovak Democratic and Christian Union 19.8% 18.4% 17.8% 15.4%
Slovak National Party 4.2% 11.7% 3.4% 5.1%
Direction Social Democracy 50.1% 29.1% 46.2% 34.8%
Party of the Democratic Left 1.2% 2.4%
Party of the Hungarian Coalition 10.0% 11.7% 2.7% 4.3%
Alliance of the New Citizen 0.9% 1.4%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results
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Slovenia 2004 election - Recall of 2000 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2000 recall 2000 result 2004 report 2004 result

Slovenian Democratic Party 20.3% 15.8% 32.1% 29.1%
Liberal Democracy of Slovenia 46.2% 36.3% 31.6% 22.8%
United List of Social Democrats 13.0% 12.1% 14.4% 10.2%
New Slovenia - Christian People’s Party 5.4% 8.6% 6.5% 9.0%
Slovenian People’s Party 7.9% 9.6% 6.5% 6.8%
Slovenian National Party 4.2% 4.4% 6.8% 6.3%
Democratic Party of Pensioners of Slovenia 1.7% 5.2% 2.3% 4.0%
Youth Party of Slovenia 1.4% 4.3% 0.0% 2.1%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results

Sweden 2002 election - Recall of 1998 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1998 recall 1998 result 2002 report 2002 result

Left Party 12.0% 12.0% 8.2% 8.4%
Social Democrats 38.9% 36.4% 39.8% 39.9%
Centre Party 5.3% 5.1% 4.9% 6.2%
People’s Party Liberals 6.7% 4.7% 18.1% 13.4%
Conservative Party 21.0% 22.9% 13.7% 15.3%
Christian Democrats 10.9% 11.8% 9.1% 9.1%
Green Party 4.1% 4.5% 5.9% 4.6%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results

Sweden 2006 election - Recall of 2002 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2002 recall 2002 result 2006 report 2006 result

Left Party 8.6% 8.4% 6.0% 5.8%
Social Democrats 40.2% 39.9% 33.6% 35.2%
Centre Party 6.9% 6.2% 8.3% 7.9%
People’s Party Liberals 13.0% 13.4% 8.3% 7.5%
Conservative Party 16.0% 15.3% 25.6% 26.1%
Christian Democrats 7.8% 9.1% 7.7% 6.6%
Green Party 5.9% 4.6% 6.3% 5.2%
Sweden Democrats 0.8% 1.4% 1.7% 2.9%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results
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F. Election-specific variation in drop-out

and missing variables (Chapter 6)
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Table 3: Election-specific variation in drop-out and missing values
N valid cases N respondents with vote Valid cases/respondents
in comparison choice in election survey with vote choice (%)

Ireland 2007 274 1,103 24.84%
The Netherlands 2010 1,427 1,945 73.37%
The Netherlands 2002 886 1,514 58.52%
New Zealand 2002 853 1,391 61.32%
Estonia 2011 354 710 49.86%
Norway 2005 1,425 1,661 85.79%
The Netherlands 2006 1,581 2,174 72.72%
Finland 2011 787 1,021 77.08%
Sweden 2006 645 1,294 49.85%
Iceland 2009 688 1,084 63.47%
Slovenia 2004 350 541 64.70%
Norway 2001 1,364 1,590 85.79%
Norway 2009 1,328 1,541 86.18%
Sweden 2002 554 893 62.04%
Germany 2005 856 1,798 47.61%
Denmark 2007 910 1,370 66.42%
New Zealand 2008 525 1,062 49.44%
Canada 2008 819 2,818 29.06%
Iceland 2007 893 1,260 70.87%
Germany 2002 1,507 1,782 84.57%
Germany 2009 1,060 1,524 69.55%
Finland 2007 781 980 79.69%
Switzerland 2007 1,091 1,971 55.35%
Australia 2007 947 1,699 55.74%
Australia 2004 1,212 1,603 75.61%
Finland 2003 664 847 78.39%
Portugal 2005 1,163 1,781 65.30%
Greece 2009 496 729 68.04%
Switzerland 2003 614 955 64.29%
Czech Republic 2002 356 622 57.23%
Portugal 2002 609 784 77.68%
Great Britain 2005 502 587 85.52%
Spain 2004 599 929 64.48%
Total 28,120 43,563 64.55%



G. Election sample selection criteria

(Chapter 8)

Table 4: CSES election samples included and excluded (Chapter 8)

Election CSES Module Included Included Reason for not including

parsimonious controls

ALBANIA (2005) 2 No No Problems with coding of volatility:

16 parties, most changing labels,

splitting, merging from one election

to another. Inconsistent party labels

in election report Electoral Studies

versus codebook CSES. Furthermore,

according to Freedom House, the 2005

elections only partly met international

standards (FHI score 3.0)

AUSTRALIA (2004) 2 Yes Yes

BELGIUM (2003) 2 Yes No No left-right placement of parties.

Consequently polarization could

not be calculated.

BRAZIL (2002) 2 No No No recall question

BULGARIA (2001) 2 No No Large inconsistencies between recalled

voting behaviour and election result

CANADA (2004) 2 No No Only 259 respondents recall previous

vote choice (versus 1,347 respondents

indicating current choice)

CHILE (2005) 2 No No No recall question

TAIWAN (2001) 2 No No No recall question

TAIWAN (2004) 2 No No No parliamentary election

CZECH REPUBLIC (2002) 2 Yes Yes

DENMARK (2001) 2 Yes No No knowledge question

FINLAND (2003) 2 Yes Yes

FRANCE (2002) 2 No No No parliamentary election

GERMANY (2002) 2 Yes Yes

HONG KONG (2004) 2 No No Could according to Freedom House

only be considered partly free (score 4.0).

HUNGARY (2002) 2 No No Large inconsistencies between recalled

voting behaviour and election result

ICELAND (2003) 2 Yes No No knowledge question
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Table 4 – continued

Election CSES Module Included Included Reason for not including

parsimoniou controls

IRELAND (2002) 2 No No Large inconsistencies between recalled

voting behaviour and election result

ISRAEL (2003) 2 No No Large inconsistencies between recalled

voting behaviour and election result

ITALY (2006) 2 No No No question ‘did R cast ballot in

previous election?’

JAPAN (2004) 2 No No No lower house vote choice

KOREA (2004) 2 No No No recall question

KYRGYZSTAN (2005) 2 No No No parliamentary election

MEXICO (2003) 2 No No No recall question

NETHERLANDS (2002) 2 Yes Yes No ‘Who people vote for makes a difference’

NEW ZEALAND (2002) 2 Yes Yes

NORWAY (2001) 2 Yes Yes

PERU (2006) 2 No No No recall question

PHILIPPINES (2004) 2 No No For over 50% of recalled voting

behaviour ‘Candidates with no information

about party affiliation’

POLAND (2001) 2 No No Large inconsistencies between recalled

voting behaviour and election result

PORTUGAL (2002) 2 Yes Yes

PORTUGAL (2005) 2 Yes Yes

ROMANIA (2004) 2 No No Large inconsistencies between recalled

voting behaviour and election result

RUSSIA (2004) 2 No No No parliamentary election

SLOVENIA (2004) 2 Yes Yes

SPAIN (2004) 2 Yes Yes

SWEDEN (2002) 2 Yes Yes

SWITZERLAND (2003) 2 Yes Yes

GREAT BRITAIN (2005) 2 Yes Yes

UNITED STATES (2004) 2 No No No recall question

AUSTRALIA (2007) 3 Yes Yes

AUSTRIA (2008) 3 No No No recall question

BRAZIL (2006) 3 No No No recall question

BRAZIL (2010) 3 No No No recall question

BELARUS (2008) 3 No No No recall question

CANADA (2008) 3 Yes Yes

CHILE (2009) 3 No No No recall question

CROATIA (2007) 3 No No Large inconsistencies between recalled

voting behaviour and election result

CZECH REPUBLIC (2006) 3 No No Large inconsistencies between recalled

voting behaviour and election result

CZECH REPUBLIC (2010) 3 No No Large inconsistencies between recalled

voting behaviour and election result

DENMARK (2007) 3 Yes Yes

ESTONIA (2011) 3 Yes Yes
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Table 4 – continued

Election CSES Module Included Included Reason for not including

parsimoniou controls

FINLAND (2007) 3 Yes Yes

FINLAND (2011) 3 Yes Yes

FRANCE (2007) 3 No No No recall question

GERMANY (2005) 3 Yes Yes No ‘Who people vote for makes a difference’

GERMANY (2009) 3 Yes Yes

GREECE (2009) 3 Yes Yes

HONG KONG (2008) 3 No No No party votes, but candidate mentions.

Only for a limited number of candidates,

party affiliations could be assigned by the

CSES-team.

Only partly free according to FHI (3.5)

ICELAND (2007) 3 Yes Yes

ICELAND (2009) 3 Yes Yes

IRELAND (2007) 3 Yes Yes No ‘Who is in power makes a difference’

ISRAEL (2006) 3 No No Large inconsistencies between recalled voting

behaviour and election result

JAPAN (2007) 3 No No No lower house vote choice

LATVIA (2010) 3 No No No ‘Do you feel closer to one party’

MEXICO (2006) 3 No No Large inconsistencies between recalled voting

behaviour and election result

MEXICO (2009) 3 No No Large inconsistencies between recalled voting

behaviour and election result

NETHERLANDS (2006) 3 Yes Yes

NETHERLANDS (2010) 3 Yes Yes

NEW ZEALAND (2008) 3 Yes Yes

NORWAY (2005) 3 Yes Yes

NORWAY (2009) 3 Yes Yes

PERU (2011) 3 No No No recall question

PHILIPPINES (2010) 3 No No No recall question

POLAND (2005) 3 Yes Yes

POLAND (2007) 3 No No Large inconsistencies between recalled voting

behaviour and election result

PORTUGAL (2009) 3 No No No recall question

ROMANIA (2009) 3 No No No parliamentary election

SLOVAKIA (2010) 3 No No Large inconsistencies between recalled voting

behaviour and election result

SLOVENIA (2008) 3 No No Large inconsistencies between recalled voting

behaviour and election result

SPAIN (2008) 3 No No No recall question

SWEDEN (2006) 3 Yes Yes

SOUTH AFRICA (2009) 3 No No No recall question

SOUTH KOREA (2008) 3 No No No recall question

SWITZERLAND (2007) 3 Yes Yes No ‘Who is in power makes a difference’

TAIWAN (2008) 3 No No No parliamentary election

THAILAND (2007) 3 No No Military coup in between 2007 and
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Table 4 – continued

Election CSES Module Included Included Reason for not including

parsimoniou controls

previous (2006) elections. TRT party banned.

Considered not free according to FHI (5.5)

TURKEY (2011) 3 Yes Yes

UNITED STATES (2008) 3 No No No recall question

URUGUAY (2009) 3 Yes No No knowledge question



H. Party system changes (Chapter 8)

The reference between brackets refers to the source(s) where the election report can be found. ES stands for

the journal Electoral Studies, EJPR for European Journal of Political Research and WEP for West European

Politics.

Australia 2004 (ES: Vol. 24 (3), pp. 545-551)

The coalition between Liberal and National might make some voters switch their first choice on the ballot

purely out of strategic reasons if the chance of winning has drastically changed in a constituency, but we

doubt this will happen more than on a very rare occasion.

Belgium 2003 (ES: Vol. 23, 3, pp. 566-571)

On the Flemish side, the Flemish nationalist Volksunie (People’s Union) split into two factions: the Nieuwe

Vlaamse Alliantie (New Flemish Alliance, N-VA), a re-founded Flemish nationalist party, and SPIRIT, a

group of progressive Flemish nationalists. Voters coming from Volksunie going either to NV-A or Spirit are

not considered switchers.

Canada 2008 (ES: Vol. 28(2), pp. 326–329)

No significant changes in the party system.

Czech Republic 2002 (ES: Vol. 22(4), pp. 772–778)

Before the 1998 local and Senate elections, discontent with the opposition agreement led to the formation

of the so-called Quad Coalition of four smaller parties: the Christian Democrats (KDU-CSL), the Freedom

Union (US), the Civic Democratic Alliance (ODA), and Democratic Union (DEU). The Quads split again at

the beginning of 2002. The ODA left the Quads. Just before the ODA departed, the US and DEU merged,

so the Quad Coalition then had only two parties and was renamed simply the Coalition. Voters coming from

the original 1998 ‘Quad’ that vote for one of the resulting parties that split from the Quad or the Coalition

that is the remainder of the Quad are non-switchers.

Denmark 2001 (ES: Vol 22, pp. 153–193)

No significant changes in the party system.

Denmark 2007 (EJPR: Vol. 47, pp. 952–961)

A new party (New Alliance) was founded by a number of MPs from existing parties, but since the original

parties still run separately we consider this not to be a party connected to the previous ones. People voting

for New Alliance are coded as switchers.

Estonia 2011

There was no entry yet in ES or EJPR for this election, but the OECD election report does not mention

any major changes in the party system.

Finland 2003 (ES: Vol. 23(3), pp. 557-565)

No significant changes in the party system.

Finland 2007 (ES: Vol. 26(4), pp. 797-803)

No significant changes in the party system.
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Finland 2011 (ES: Vol 31(1), pp. 234–238)

No significant changes in the party system.

Germany 2002 (ES: Vol. 23(1), pp. 143-149)

No significant changes in the party system.

Germany 2005 (ES: Vol. 26(1), pp. 223–227)

No significant changes in the party system.

Germany 2009 (ES: Vol. 29(2), pp. 289–292)

No significant changes in the party system.

Great Britain 2005 (ES: Vol. 25(4), pp. 814–820)

No significant changes in the party system.

Greece 2009 (ES: Vol. 29(2), pp. 293-296)

No significant changes in the party system.

Iceland 2003 (EJPR: Vol 43, pp. 1024–2019)

No significant changes in the party system.

Iceland 2009 (ES: Vol. 29(3), pp. 523–526)

The Icelandic movement became a part of the Social Democratic Alliance for the 2009 election, so voters for

Icelandic movement going to SDA are non-switchers.

Ireland 2007 (ES: Vol. 27(1), pp. 151–154)

No significant changes in the party system.

New Zealand 2008 (ES: Vol. 28(3), pp. 507–510)

No significant changes in the party system.

Norway 2001 (ES: Vol. 22(1), pp. 179–185)

No significant changes in the party system.

Norway 2005 (ES: Vol. 26, 1, pp. 219-223)

Although parties ran as possible future coalition-blocks both on left and right, all parties kept running

separately in the election.

Norway 2009 (WEP, Vol 33 (4), pp. 904–912)

No significant changes in the party system.

Poland 2005 (EJPR, Vol 45, pp. 1231–1246)

The Democratic Party is considered a successor party of the Freedom Union. The Polish Social-Democracy

party can furthermore split from the SLD, voters voting for the Polish Social-Democracy Party in 2005 but

previously choosing SLD are therefore considered stable.

Portugal 2002 (EJPR: Vol. 43, pp. 1058–1066)

No significant changes in the party system.

Portugal 2005 (ES: Vol. 26(2), pp. 512–516)

No significant changes in the party system.

Spain 2004 (ES: Vol. 24(1), pp. 149–156)

No significant changes in the party system.

Sweden 2002 (ES: Vol. 22( 4), pp. 778–784)

No significant changes in the party system.

Sweden 2006 (ES: Vol. 26(4), pp. 820–823)
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No significant changes in the party system.

Switzerland 2003 (ES: Vol. 24(1), pp. 123–129)

No significant changes in the party system.

Switzerland 2007 (ES: Vol. 27(4), pp. 748–751)

No significant changes in the party system.

The Netherlands 2002 (ES: Vol. 23(3), pp. 551–557)

List Pim Fortuyn (LPF) and Livable Netherlands (LN) can be considered genuinely new parties. Voters

prefering one of these parties in 2002 are considered switchers.

The Netherlands 2006 (ES: Vol. 26(4), pp. 832–837)

No significant changes in the party system.

The Netherlands 2010 (ES: Vol. 30(3), pp. 577–580)

TON (Proud of the Netherlands), led by Rita Verdonck is a split from VVD (Peoples Party for Freedom and

Democracy). Verdonck was formerly a member of VVD, but she was expelled from the party after losing

the race for the leadership of the party against Mark Rutte.

Turkey 2011 (South European Society and Politics: Vol. 17(2), pp. 329–346

No significant changes in the party system.

Uruguay 2009 (ES: Vol. 29, pp. 171-195)

No significant changes in the party system
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I. Validity of reported and recalled vote

choice (all respondents) (Chapter 8)

A. Overview of error by election and party – all respondents

Australia 2004 election – Recall of 2001 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2001 recall 2001 result 2004 report 2004 result

Liberal Party of Australia 46.9% 37.1% 46.2% 40.5%
National Party of Australia 3.6% 8.7% 4.5% 5.9%
Australian Labor Party 36.7% 37.8% 36.7% 37.6%
Australian Greens 5.6% 5.0% 8.2% 7.2%
Australian Democrats 3.0% 5.4% 1.0% 1.2%
One Nation 1.8% 4.3% 0.7% 1.2%
Family First 0.9% 2.0%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results

Belgium 2003 election - Recall of 1999 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1999 recall 1999 result 2003 report 2003 result

Flemish Liberals and Democrats 13.6% 14.3% 15.3% 15.4%
Flemish Socialist Party 11.58% 9.55% 15.5% 14.91%
Socialist Party different-Social Liberal Party
Flemish Christian Peoples Party/ 17.5% 14.1% 13.2% 13.3%
Christian Democrats & Flemish
Flemish Block 5.4% 9.9% 7.0% 11.6%
New Flemish Alliance 2.8% 3.1%
Live Differently (Flemish-speaking Ecologists) 5.1% 7.0% 2.4% 2.5%
Francophone Socialist Party 16.2% 10.2% 16.1% 13.0%
Liberal Reformist Party-Francophone 9.9% 10.1% 12.8% 11.4%
Democratic Front /Reformist Movement
Francophone Christian Social Party/ 8.7% 5.9% 8.2% 5.5%
Humanist Democratic Centre
Francophone Ecologists 7.7% 7.4% 5.4% 3.1%
National Front 0.8% 1.5% 0.7% 2.0%
People’s Union 2.9% 5.6%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results
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Bulgaria 2001 - Recall of 1997 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1997 recall 1997 result 2001 report 2001 result

Coalition for Bulgaria 14.8% 17.2%
United Democratic Forces 56.0% 52.3% 16.1% 18.2%
Movement for Rights and Freedoms 8.0% 7.5%
National Movement Simeon the Second 55.4% 42.7%
Coalition: Georgievden, Inner 5.0% 3.6%
Macedonian Revolutionary Organization
Bulgarian Communist Party 0.2% 1.3%
Coalition: Bulgarian Social Democratic Party, 28.0% 22.1%
Democratic Left
Union for National Salvation 8.7% 7.6%
EuroLeft 1.7% 5.5%
Bulgarian Business Bloc 1.4% 4.9%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results

Czech Republic 2002 election - Recall of 1998 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1998 recall 1998 result 2002 report 2002 result

Czech Social Democratic Party 25.5% 32.3% 31.0% 30.2%
Civic Democratic Party 33.5% 27.7% 22.2% 24.5%
Communist Party of the Czech Lands 16.9% 11.0% 19.9% 18.5%
and Moravia
Green Party 1.9% 2.4%
Christian Democratic Union + 13.2% 9.0%
Czechoslovak Peoples Party
Freedom Union 5.2% 8.6%
Rally for the Republic 0.4% 3.9%
Pensioners for Life Reliances 0.2% 3.1%
Democratic Union 0.7% 1.4%
Miroslav Sladek’s Republicans 1.1% 1.0%
Koalice 18.3% 14.3%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results

Denmark 2001 election - Recall of 1998 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1998 recall 1998 result 2001 report 2001 result

Social Democrats 37.0% 35.9% 27.6% 29.1%
Radical left, Social Liberal Party 5.1% 3.9% 5.5% 5.2%
Conservative People’s Party 9.5% 8.9% 9.0% 9.1%
Socialist Peoples Party 8.7% 7.6% 6.4% 6.4%
Christian Peoples Party 1.6% 2.5% 2.1% 2.3%
Left, Liberal Party 27.7% 24.0% 34.4% 31.2%
Progress Party 0.6% 0.3%
Red-Green Unity List 2.4% 2.7% 2.7% 2.4%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results
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Finland 2003 election - Recall of 1999 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1999 recall 1999 result 2003 report 2003 result

Social Democratic Party of Finland 28.5% 22.9% 26.4% 24.5%
Center Party 22.0% 22.4% 22.2% 24.7%
National Coalition Party 18.1]% 21.0% 14.6% 18.6%
Left Alliance 6.7% 10.9% 9.2% 9.9%
Swedish People’s Party in Finland 8.5% 5.1% 8.3% 4.6%
Green League 9.4% 7.3% 8.4% 8.0%
Christian Democrats 4.7% 4.2% 7.4% 5.3%
True Finns 0.4% 1.0% 1.0% 1.6%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results

Germany 2002 election - Recall of 1998 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1998 recall 1998 result 2002 report 2002 result

Social Democratic Party 42.8% 40.9% 39.0% 38.5%
Christian Democratic Union 26.8% 28.4% 27.5% 29.5%
Christian Social Union 3.8% 6.7% 4.4% 9.0%
Alliance 90/Greens 10.7% 6.7% 11.9% 8.6%
Free Democratic Party 5.5% 6.2% 6.9% 7.4%
Party of Democratic Socialism 9.7% 5.1% 9.0% 4.0%
The Republicans 0.5% 1.8%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results

Hungary 2002 election - Recall of 1998 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1998 recall 1998 result 2002 report 2002 result

Alliance for Hungary - Center Party 2.9% 3.9%
Fidesz Hungarian Civic Party 48.3% 29.5%
Hungarian Democratic Forum 2.8% 2.8%
Hungarian Justice and Life Party 1.1% 5.5% 2.6% 4.4%
Hungarian Socialist Party 36.5% 32.9% 46.0% 42.1%
Alliance of Free Democrats 4.9% 7.6% 4.8% 5.6%
Workers Party 2.2% 4.0% 2.2% 2.2%
Independent Small Holders Party 4.3% 13.1%
Coaliton: Fidesz Hungarian Civic Party 41.1% 41.1%
& Hungarian Democratic Forum

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results
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Iceland 2003 election - Recall of 1999 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1999 recall 1999 result 2003 report 2003 result

Social Alliance Party 24.6% 26.8% 31.6% 31.0%
Progressive Party 22.9% 18.4% 18.9% 17.7%
Independence Party 41.6% 40.7% 31.5% 33.7%
Left-Green Movement 7.5% 9.1% 8.4% 8.8%
Liberal Party 2.8% 4.2% 7.9% 7.4%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results

Ireland 2002 election - Recall of 1997 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1997 recall 1997 result 2002 report 2002 result

Fianna Fail 57.3% 39.3% 45.8% 41.5%
Fine Gael 25.9% 28.0% 21.7% 22.5%
Green 2.2% 2.8% 4.3% 3.9%
Labour 9.8% 10.4% 9.3% 10.8%
Progressive Democrats 2.0% 4.7% 3.5% 4.0%
Sinn Fein 1.7% 2.6% 4.6% 6.5%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results

Israel 2003 election - Recall of 1999 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1999 recall 1999 result 2003 report 2003 result

Likud 30.6% 14.2% 24.9% 29.4%
Labor (One Israel) 29.4% 20.3% 15.0% 14.5%
Shinui 2.9% 5.1% 15.1% 12.3%
Meretz 10.1% 7.7% 9.2% 5.2%
National Union 2.4% 3.0% 6.2% 5.5%
Mafdal (NRP) 3.1% 4.2% 3.8% 4.2%
Yahadut Hatora 4.9% 3.8% 5.6% 4.3%
Shas 4.0% 13.0% 5.9% 8.2%
Israel Baaliya 4.3% 5.2% 1.9% 2.2%
Am Ehad (One Nation) 1.2% 1.9%
Center 1.0% 5.0%
Balad 0.7% 2.0% 2.9% 2.3%
Raam 1.2% 3.5% 1.4% 2.1%
Chadash 3.2% 2.6% 3.6% 3.0%
Israel Beytenu 1.0% 2.6%

Sources: CSES Module 2. Electoral Studies for election results
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The Netherlands 2002 - Recall of 1998 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1998 recall 1998 result 2002 report 2002 result

Labour Party 27.4% 29.0% 17.1% 15.1%
Christian Democratic Appeal 19.6% 18.4% 27.8% 27.9%
People’s Party for Freedom and Democracy 22.7% 24.7% 14.0% 15.4%
Democrats 66 11.9% 9.0% 6.3% 5.1%
Green Left 7.5% 7.3% 9.5% 7.0%
Political Reformed Party 1.7% 1.7%
Christian Union 3.9% 2.5%
Livable Netherlands 0.9% 1.6%
List Pim Fortuyn 10.7% 17.0%
Socialist Party 4.3% 3.8% 7.7% 5.9%
GPV 1.8% 1.2%
RPF 2.7% 2.0%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results

New Zealand 2002 election - Recall of 1999 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1999 recall 1999 result 2002 report 2002 result

Labour 49.7% 38.7% 45.1% 41.3%
National 24.8% 30.5% 17.6% 20.9%
New Zealand First 9.1% 4.3% 10.4% 10.4%
Act New Zealand 4.6% 7.0% 6.1% 7.1%
Green 4.3% 5.2% 8.0% 7.0%
United Future 7.2% 6.7%
Jim Anderton’s Progressive Coalition 1.1% 1.7%
Alliance 3.5% 7.7% 1.2% 1.3%
Christian Heritage 0.5% 1.4%
Outdoor Recreation New Zealand 0.6% 1.3%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results

Norway 2001 - Recall of 1997 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1997 recall 1997 result 2001 report 2001 result

Red Electoral Alliance 1.7% 1.7% 1.3% 1.2%
Socialist Left Party 8.2% 6.0% 14.5% 12.5%
Labour Party 31.5% 35.0% 22.0% 24.3%
Liberal Party 4.8% 4.5% 4.3% 3.9%
Christian Peoples Party 16.2% 13.7% 13.2% 12.5%
Center Party 7.0% 7.9% 5.7% 5.6%
Conservative Party 18.7% 14.3% 26.3% 21.2%
Progress Party 11.5% 15.3% 10.5% 14.7%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results
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Poland 2001 election - Recall 1997 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1997 recall 1997 result 2001 report 2001 result

Coalition of the Alliance of the 43.6% 41.0%
Democratic Left and the Union of Labor
Coalition Electoral Action Solidarity of the Right 3.9% 5.6%
Freedom Union 9.7% 13.4% 2.2% 3.1%
Self Defence of the Polish Republic 11.4% 10.2%
Law and Justice 9.5% 9.5%
Polish People’s party 9.1% 5.9% 8.8% 9.0%
Citizen’s Platform 12.8% 12.7%
League of Polish Families 6.8% 7.9%
Labor Union 4.1% 4.7%
National Christian Democratic Bloc 0.6% 1.4%
for Poland
National Alliance of Retired of 0.4% 2.2%
the Republic of Poland
Coalition Electoral Solidarity 34.1% 33.8%
Alliance of the Democratic Left 38.3% 27.1%
Movement for the Reconstruction of Poland 1.7% 5.6%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results

Portugal 2002 election - Recall of 1999 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1999 recall 1999 result 2002 report 2002 result

Social Democratic Party 34.5% 32.3% 40.6% 40.2%
Socialist Party 51.0% 44.1% 40.8% 37.8%
Popular Party 4.2% 8.3% 6.8% 8.7%
Unitary Democratic Coalition 8.9% 9.0% 8.5% 6.9%
Bloc of the Left 1.4% 2.4% 3.2% 2.7%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results
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Romania 2004 election Recall of 2000 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2000 recall 2000 result 2004 report 2004 result

National Alliance: Social Democratic Party 36.7% 36.8%
& Romanian Humanistic Party
Truth and Justice Alliance: National Liberal 47.3% 31.5%
Party & Democratic Party
Greater Romania Party 11.8% 19.5% 6.3% 13.0%
Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania 6.3% 6.8% 6.2% 6.2%
Christian Democratic National Peasants’ Party 1.4% 1.9%
National Liberal Party 9.0% 6.9%
Democratic Party 2.6% 7.0%
Social Democratic Party 67.0% 36.6%
CDR 2000 3.3% 5.0%
Alliance for Romania – 4.1%
National Liberal Party Campeanu – 1.4%
Party National Alliance – 1.4%
New Generation Party – 2.2%

Sources: CSES Module 2. Electoral Studies election report for election results

Slovenia 2004 election - Recall of 2000 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2000 recall 2000 result 2004 report 2004 result

Slovenian Democratic Party 18.5% 15.8% 34.4% 29.1%
Liberal Democracy of Slovenia 46.9% 36.3% 27.3% 22.8%
United List of Social Democrats 11.9% 12.1% 11.3% 10.2%
New Slovenia - Christian People’s Party 5.1% 8.6% 6.0% 9.0%
Slovenian People’s Party 8.7% 9.6% 7.3% 6.8%
Slovenian National Party 4.9% 4.4% 6.2% 6.3%
Democratic Party of Pensioners of Slovenia 2.1% 5.2% 2.5% 4.0%
Youth Party of Slovenia 1.9% 4.3% 0.0% 2.1%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results

Spain 2004 election - Recall of 2000 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2000 recall 2000 result 2004 report 2004 result

Popular Party 36.3% 44.6% 30.5% 37.6%
Spanish Socialist Party 45.1% 34.1% 53.0% 42.6%
United Left 6.5% 5.5% 4.9% 5.0%
Convergence and Union 3.5% 4.2% 2.4% 3.2%
Basque Nationalist Party 2.7% 1.5% 2.4% 1.6%
Canarian Coalition 1.5% 1.1% 1.2% 0.9%
Republican Left of Catalonia 1.7% 0.8% 2.2% 2.5%
Galician Nationalist Bloc 1.0% 1.3% 0.3% 0.8%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results
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Sweden 2002 election - Recall of 1998 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1998 recall 1998 result 2002 report 2002 result

Left Party 12.4% 12.0% 9.5% 8.4%
Social Democrats 39.7% 36.4% 38.9% 39.9%
Centre Party 5.1% 5.1% 5.0% 6.2%
People’s Party Liberals 7.1% 4.7% 18.1% 13.4%
Conservative Party 20.4% 22.9% 12.9% 15.3%
Christian Democrats 11.4% 11.8% 9.0% 9.1%
Green Party 3.9% 4.5% 6.6% 4.6%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results

Switzerland 2003 election - Recall of 1999 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

1999 recall 1999 result 2003 report 2003 result

Radical-Democratic Party 20.9% 19.9% 15.6% 17.3%
Christian Democratic People’s Party 14.1% 15.9% 12.6% 14.4%
Social-Democratic Party 33.5% 22.5% 29.9% 23.3%
Swiss Peoples Party 20.4% 22.5% 23.3% 26.7%
Liberal Party 1.7% 2.3% 1.7% 2.2%
Protestant People’s Party 1.9% 1.8% 2.3% 2.3%
Swiss Labor Party 0.6% 1.0%
Green Party 3.3% 5.0% 6.2% 7.4%
Swiss Democrats Party 0.1% 1.8% 0.3% 1.0%
Federal Democratic Union 0.5% 1.3% 1.1% 1.3%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results

Great Britain 2005 election - Recall of 2001 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2001 recall 2001 result 2005 report 2005 result

Labour 50.1% 40.7% 44.3% 35.2%
Conservative 30.7% 31.7% 31.3% 32.4%
Liberal Democrats 15.4% 18.3% 20.6% 22.0%
Scottish National Party 1.9% 1.8% 1.5% 1.5%

Sources: CSES Module 2. ParlGov database for election results

Australia 2007 election Recall of 2004 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2004 recall 2004 result 2007 report 2007 result

Liberal Party 48.6% 40.5% 38.5% 36.3%
Australian Labor Party 32.2% 37.6% 45.3% 43.4%
National Party 4.3% 5.9% 4.4% 5.5%
Greens 7.9% 7.2% 8.1% 7.8%
Australian Democrats 3.2% 1.2%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results
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Canada 2008 election - Recall of 2006 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2006 recall 2006 result 2008 report 2008 result

Conservative Party 38.9% 36.3% 38.7% 37.7%
Liberal Party 31.0% 30.2% 26.0% 26.3%
New Democratic Party 14.9% 17.5% 18.6% 18.2%
Bloc Québécois 10.3% 10.5% 9.2% 10.0%
Green Party 4.1% 4.5% 6.6% 6.8%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Croatia 2007 election - Recall of 2003 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2003 recall 2003 result 2007 report 2007 result

Croatian Democratic Union 42.8% 33.9% 37.6% 36.0%
Croatian People’s party - Liberal Democrats 6.8% 8.0% 6.6% 6.7%
Croatian Peasant Party 4.9% 7.2%
Croatian Social Liberal Party 3.7% 4.1%
Croatian Party of Rights 3.7% 6.4% 3.7% 3.4%
Croatian Party of Pensioners 3.4% 4.0% 5.4% 4.0%
Croatian Democratic Alliance of 1.6% 1.8%
Slavonia and Baranja
Istrian Democratic Assembly 1.7% 1.5%
Social Democratic Party of Croatia 33.9% 22.6% 32.0% 30.8%
Coalition of Croatian Peasant Party and 8.3% 6.4%
Croatian Social Liberal Party

Sources: CSES Module 3. www.parties-and-elections.eu for election results

Czech Republic 2006 - Recall of 2002 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2002 recall 2002 result 2006 report 2006 result

Balbin Poetic Party 30.4% –
Law and Justice 1.1% –
Civic Democratic Party 34.9% 35.4%
Czech Social Democratic Party 1.7% 30.2% 28.5% 32.3%
SNK European Democrats 2.0% – 1.6% –
Green Party 0.1% 2.4% 9.8% 6.3%
Communist Party of Bohemia and Moravia n.a. 18.5% 13.6% 12.8%
Coalition for the Czech Republic 1.6% 14.3%
Folklore and Society 30.9% –
Christian Democratic Union 14.0% – 7.6% 7.2%
+ Czechoslovak Peoples’ Party
Independent Democrats 1.0% 2.8%
Party of Equal Chances 9.9% –
Civic Democratic Alliance 2.3% 24.5%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results. n.a. means no respondents with this party
code.

www.parties-and-elections.eu
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Czech Republic 2010 - Recall of 2006 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2006 recall 2006 result 2010 report 2010 result

Public Affairs 12.7% 10.9%
Communist Party of Bohemia and Moravia 1.7% 12.8% 11.0% 11.3%
Czech Social Democratic Party 37.9% 32.3% 24.8% 22.1%
National Prosperity 32.4% –
Party of Citizens Rights-Zemanites 2.8% 4.3%
TOP 09 18.1% 16.7%
Christian Democratic Union 0.4% 7.2% 3.1% 4.4%
+ Czechoslovak Peoples’ Party
Right Bloc 4.8% –
Green Party 10.7% 6.3% 2.6% 2.4%
Sovereignty 2.6% 3.7%
DSSS 5.5% – 0.3% 1.2%
Civic Democratic Party 2.5% 35.4% 19.4% 20.2%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Denmark 2007 election - Recall of 2005 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2005 recall 2005 result 2007 report 2007 result

Social Democrats 22.8% 25.8% 22.0% 25.5%
Radical left, Social Liberal Party 9.3% 9.2% 5.3% 5.1%
Conservative People’s party 7.5% 10.3% 9.3% 10.4%
Socialist People’s Party 10.1% 6.0% 17.4% 13.0%
Christian Democrats 1.6% 1.7% 1.4% 0.9%
Danish People’s Party 10.1% 13.3% 10.6% 13.9%
Left, Liberal Party 32.2% 29.0% 27.4% 26.2%
New Alliance 3.3% 2.8%
United List - The Red-Greens 3.7% 3.4% 3.3% 2.2%
Center Democrats 1.1% 1.0%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Estonia 2011 election - Recall of 2007 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2007 recall 2007 result 2011 report 2011 result

Estonian Greens 6.0% 7.1% 4.0% 3.8%
Pro Patria and Res Publica Union 19.3% 17.9% 21.3% 20.5%
Social Democratic Party 8.0% 9.9% 22.2% 17.1%
Estonian Reform Party 29.4% 27.8% 22.4% 28.6%
Estonian Centre Party 28.8% 26.1% 23.5% 23.3%
Estonian People’s Union 6.6% 7.1% 2.3% 2.1%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results
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Finland 2007 election - Recall of 2003 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2003 recall 2003 result 2007 report 2007 result

Centre Party of Finland 22.3% 24.7% 21.1% 23.1%
Social Democratic Party of Finland 25.5% 24.5% 21.4% 21.4%
National Coalition Party 16.9% 18.6% 18.8% 22.3%
Left Alliance 7.3% 9.9% 8.0% 8.8%
Green League 9.1% 8.0% 9.9% 8.5%
Swedish People’s Party in Finland 11.2% 4.6% 10.5% 4.6%
Christian Democrats 5.1% 5.3% 5.8% 4.9%
True Finns 2.0% 1.6% 3.3% 4.1%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Finland 2011 election - Recall of 2007 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2007 recall 2007 result 2011 report 2011 result

Social Democratic Party of Finland 25.8% 21.4% 21.4% 19.1%
Centre Party of Finland 19.1% 23.1% 13.0% 15.8%
National Coalition Party 19.3% 22.3% 16.5% 20.4%
Swedish People’s Party in Finland 7.8% 4.6% 7.1% 4.3%
Christian Democrats in Finland 3.8% 4.9% 3.9% 4.0%
Green League 11.5% 8.5% 9.4% 7.3%
Left Alliance 8.7% 8.8% 9.1% 8.1%
True Finns 3.0% 4.1% 18.0% 19.1%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Germany 2005 election - Recall of 2002 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2002 recall 2002 result 2005 report 2005 result

Christian Democratic Union 24.6% 29.5% 24.0% 27.8%
Christian Social Union 4.5% 9.0% 4.3% 7.4%
Social Democratic Party 42.2% 38.5% 35.0% 34.2%
Free Democratic Alliance 7.6% 7.4% 11.5% 9.8%
Alliance 90/Greens 12.0% 8.6% 9.6% 8.1%
Left/Party of Democratic Socialism 7.9% 4.0% 13.7% 8.7%
National Democratic Party of Germany 1.1% 1.6%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results
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Germany 2009 election - Recall of 2005 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2005 recall 2005 result 2009 report 2009 result

Christian Democratic Union 33.4% 27.8% 31.4% 27.3%
Christian Social Union 4.8% 7.4% 3.9% 6.5%
Social Democratic Party 32.9% 34.2% 22.3% 23.0%
Free Democratic Party 8.7% 9.8% 14.3% 14.6%
Alliance 90/Greens 11.4% 8.1% 10.4% 10.7%
Left Party 7.2% 8.7% 14.8% 11.9%
Pirate Party 1.0% 2.0%
National Democratic Party 0.6% 1.6% 0.7% 1.5%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Greece 2009 election - Recall of 2007 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2007 recall 2007 result 2009 report 2009 result

Pan-Hellenic Socialist Movement 37.2% 38.1% 49.1% 43.9%
New Democracy 42.2% 41.8% 31.2% 33.5%
Communist Party of Greece 7.4% 8.2% 7.2% 7.5%
Popular Orthodox Rally 2.8% 3.8% 3.2% 5.6%
Coalition of the Radical Left 8.0% 5.0% 5.1% 4.6%
Ecologists Greens 2.7% 2.5%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Iceland 2007 election - Recall of 2003 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2003 recall 2003 result 2007 report 2007 result

Social Democratic Alliance 27.3% 31.0% 27.2% 26.8%
Progressive Party 16.0% 17.7% 10.2% 11.7%
Independence Party 41.8% 33.7% 38.8% 36.6%
Left Green Movement 11.4% 8.8% 16.0% 14.3%
Liberal Party 3.2% 7.4% 4.7% 7.3%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Iceland 2009 election - Recall of 2007 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2007 recall 2007 result 2009 report 2009 result

Social Democratic Alliance 29.5% 26.8% 30.8% 29.8%
Progressive Party 13.4% 11.7% 15.8% 14.8%
Independence Party 37.5% 36.6% 22.2% 23.7%
Left Green Movement 14.6% 14.3% 21.8% 21.7%
Liberal Party 3.9% 7.3% 1.7% 2.2%
Civic Movement 7.1% 7.2%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results
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Ireland 2007 election - Recall of 2002 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2002 recall 2002 result 2007 report 2007 result

Fianna Fail 48.2% 41.5% 48.2% 41.6%
Fine Gael 19.9% 22.5% 27.4% 27.3%
Labour 10.7% 10.8% 8.9% 10.1%
Green Party 3.3% 3.9% 2.4% 4.7%
Progressive Democrats 4.5% 4.0% 3.0% 2.7%
Sinn Fein 3.3% 6.5% 3.0% 6.9%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Israel 2006 - Recall of 2003 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2003 recall 2003 result 2006 report 2006 result

Kadima 28.8% 22.0%
Labor (Avoda) 20.4% 14.5% 14.2% 15.1%
Likud 45.6% 29.4% 12.5% 9.0%
Ihud Leumi - Mafdal 6.1% 4.2% 7.2% 7.1%
Shas 2.5% 8.2% 3.4% 9.5%
Yahadut Hatora Vehashabbat 2.0% 4.3% 2.2% 4.7%
Israel Beytenu – 5.5% 11.5% 9.0%
Meretz-Yahad 6.5% 5.2% 5.6% 3.8%
Gimlaim 4.1% 5.9%
Hadash 2.2% 3.0% 3.6% 2.7%
Raam-Taal 0.7% 2.1% 1.6% 3.0%
Balad 0.8% 2.3% 2.3% 2.3%
Shinuy 8.1% 12.3%
Israel Baalia 2.6% 2.2%
Am Ehad (One Nation) 0.1% 2.8%

Sources: CSES Module 3. Electoral Studies election report for election results

Mexico 2006 - Recall of 2003 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2003 recall 2003 result 2006 report 2006 result

National Action Party 39.3% 31.8% 41.0% 34.2%
Democratic Revolution Party 18.6% 18.2%
Institutional Revolutionary Party 38.1% 23.9%
Mexican Green Ecological Party 0.6% 4.1%
Labor Party 1.5% 2.5%
Convergencia 0.4% 2.3%
New Alliance Party 1.5% 4.7%
Social Democratic and Peasant Party 1.0% 2.1%
Coalition for the Good of All 31.5% 29.7%
Alliance for Mexico 1.1% 14.0% 25.0% 28.9%

Sources: CSES Module 3. Electoral Studies election report for election results
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Mexico 2009 - Recall of 2006 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2006 recall 2006 result 2009 report 2009 result

Institutional Revolutionary Party 46.5% – 52.2% 36.8%
National Action Party 33.9% 34.2% 28.3% 28.0%
Democratic Revolution Party 15.4% – 11.2% 12.2%
Mexican Green Ecological Party 1.5% – 3.7% 6.5%
Labor Party 0.6% – 2.5% 3.6%
New Alliance Party 0.4% 4.7% 1.6% 3.4%
Convergencia 0.3% – 0.1% 2.4%
Partido Social Democrata 0.2% 2.1%
Coalition for Good of All – 29.7%
Alliance for Mexico – 28.9%

Sources: CSES Module 3. Electoral Studies election report for election results

The Netherlands 2006 - Recall of 2003 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2003 recall 2003 result 2006 report 2006 result

Christian Democratic Appeal 28.3% 28.6% 27.2% 26.5%
Labour Party 27.5% 27.3% 21.2% 21.2%
People’s Party for Freedom and Democracy 18.0% 17.9% 14.4% 14.6%
Green Left 5.2% 5.1% 5.0% 4.6%
Socialist Party 7.5% 6.3% 17.5% 16.6%
Democrats 66 4.8% 4.1% 1.7% 2.0%
Christian Union 2.5% 2.1% 4.3% 4.0%
Political Reformed Party 1.2% 1.6% 1.2% 1.6%
Pim Fortuyn List 4.3% 5.7%
Party for the Animals 1.5% 1.8%
Party for Freedom 5.0% 5.9%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

The Netherlands 2010 - Recall of 2006 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2006 recall 2006 result 2010 report 2010 result

People’s Party for Freedom and Democracy 16.9% 14.6% 21.5% 20.5%
Labour Party 23.0% 21.2% 19.6% 19.6%
Party of Freedom 2.8% 5.9% 11.8% 15.5%
Christian Democratic Appeal 24.2% 26.5% 13.0% 13.6%
Socialist Party 11.9% 16.6% 11.3% 9.8%
Democrats 66 8.0% 2.0% 8.8% 7.0%
Green Left 7.3% 4.6% 7.2% 6.7%
Christian Union 3.7% 4.0% 3.5% 3.2%
Political Reformed Party 1.1% 1.6% 1.3% 1.7%
Party for the Animals 1.8% 1.8% 1.1% 1.3%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results
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New Zealand 2008 election - Recall of 2005 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2005 recall 2005 result 2008 report 2008 result

National Party 35.1% 39.1% 46.0% 44.9%
Labour Party 46.4% 41.1% 32.3% 34.0%
Green Party of Aotearoa New Zealand 5.3% 5.3% 6.5% 6.7%
New Zealand First 5.3% 5.7% 5.2% 4.1%
Act New Zealand 2.7% 1.5% 3.5% 3.7%
Maori Party 1.3% 2.1% 2.7% 2.4%
Jim Anderton’s progressive Party 0.3% 1.2%
United Future 2.5% 2.7% 1.0% 0.9%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Norway 2005 - Recall of 2001 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2001 recall 2001 result 2005 report 2005 result

Red Electoral Alliance 1.0% 1.2% 1.1% 1.2%
Socialist Left Party 12.7% 12.5% 10.4% 8.8%
Labour Party 27.9% 24.3% 33.8% 32.7%
Liberal Party 4.6% 3.9% 5.8% 5.9%
Christian Peoples Party 10.3% 12.5% 5.4% 6.8%
Center Party 6.1% 5.6% 7.7% 6.5%
Conservative Party 22.4% 21.2% 16.2% 14.1%
Progress Party 13.7% 14.7% 18.5% 22.1%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Norway 2009 - Recall of 2005 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2005 recall 2005 result 2009 report 2009 result

Red Electoral Alliance 0.9% 1.2% 1.4% 1.4%
Socialist Left Party 11.4% 8.8% 8.4% 6.2%
Labour Party 36.1% 32.7% 35.0% 35.4%
Liberal Party 6.1% 5.9% 4.6% 3.9%
Christian Peoples party 5.5% 6.8% 4.5% 5.5%
Center Party 6.6% 6.5% 6.5% 6.2%
Conservative party 17.8% 14.1% 20.0% 17.2%
Progress Party 15.3% 22.1% 19.2% 22.9%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results
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Poland 2005 election - Recall of 2001 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2001 recall 2001 result 2005 report 2005 result

Ruch Patriotyczny 0.4% 1.1%
League of Polish Families 5.6% 7.9% 6.8% 8.0%
Democratic Party 1.4% 2.5%
Social Democracy of Poland 3.4% 3.9%
Law and Justice 7.0% 9.5% 35.3% 27.0%
Left Democratic Alliance 41.4% 41.0% 9.0% 11.3%
Civic Platform 10.4% 12.7% 25.7% 24.1%
Polish Peasant Party 8.0% 9.0% 6.3% 7.0%
Platforma Janusza Korwin-Mikke 1.1% 1.6%
Self-Defence 8.7% 10.2% 9.7% 11.4%
Freedom Union 8.2% 3.1%
Solidarity Electoral Action 9.5% 5.6%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Poland 2007 election - Recall of 2005 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2005 recall 2005 result 2007 report 2007 result

League of Polish Families n.a. 8.0% 1.2% 1.3%
Social Democracy of Poland 3.2% 3.9%
Law and Justice n.a. 27.0% 29.2% 32.1%
Left Democratic Alliance 1.1% 11.3%
Civic Platform 45.7% 24.1% 51.7% 41.5%
Mniejszosc Niemiecka 11.1% – 0.2% –
Polish Peasant Party 29.1% 7.0% 7.8% 8.9%
Left and Democrats 8.5% 13.2%
Ruch Patriotyczny 4.2% 1.1%
Self-Defense of the Republic n.a. 11.4% 0.7% 1.5%
Polish National Party 5.5% –
Democratic Party n.a. 2.5%
Platform of Janusz Korwin-Mikke n.a. 1.6%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results. n.a. means no respondents with this party
code

Portugal 2005 election - Recall of 2002 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2002 recall 2002 result 2005 report 2005 result

Left Bloc 5.4% 2.7% 8.6% 6.4%
Popular Party 5.0% 8.7% 7.1% 7.2%
Unitary Democratic Coalition 8.9% 6.9% 8.5% 7.5%
Social Democratic Party 36.1% 40.2% 25.6% 28.8%
Socialist Party 44.2% 37.8% 48.8% 45.0%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results
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Slovakia 2010 election - Recall of 2006 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2006 recall 2006 result 2010 report 2010 result

Communist Party of Slovakia 1.2% 3.9%
Christian Democratic Movement 9.2% 8.3% 10.4% 8.5%
People’s Party Movement for a Democratic Slovakia 4.1% 8.8% 1.8% 4.3%
Peoples Party Our Slovakia 0.3% 1.3%
Most Hid 9.6% 8.1%
Freedom and Solidarity 8.2% 12.1%
Slovak Democratic and Christian Union 18.1% 18.4% 16.9% 15.4%
Slovak National Party 4.3% 11.7% 2.7% 5.1%
Direction Social Democracy 49.7% 29.1% 44.1% 34.8%
Party of the Democratic Left 1.3% 2.4%
Party of the Hungarian Coalition 10.9% 11.7% 2.7% 4.3%
Alliance of the New Citizen 0.8% 1.4%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results

Slovenia 2008 election - Recall of 2004 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2004 recall 2004 result 2008 report 2008 result

Democratic Party of Pensioners of Slovenia 4.7% 4.0% 6.5% 7.5%
Liberal Democracy of Slovenia 22.2% 22.8% 5.1% 5.2%
Slovenian Peoples Party/Youth Party of Slovenia n.a. 6.8% 4.6% 5.2%
Slovenian National Party 7.1% 6.3% 7.7% 5.4%
Slovenian Democratic Party 41.9% 29.1% 22.5% 29.3%
Social Democrats n.a. 10.2% 41.4% 30.5%
For Real-New Politics Party 9.3% 9.4%
New Slovenia Christian Peoples Party 2.1% 9.0%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results. n.a. means no respondents with this party
code

Sweden 2006 election - Recall of 2002 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2002 recall 2002 result 2006 report 2006 result

Left Party 7.8% 8.4% 5.8% 5.8%
Social Democrats 44.7% 39.9% 35.7% 35.2%
Centre Party 6.2% 6.2% 7.1% 7.9%
People’s Party Liberals 11.5% 13.4% 7.1% 7.5%
Conservative Party 17.2% 15.3% 26.3% 26.1%
Christian Democrats 6.5% 9.1% 6.8% 6.6%
Green Party 4.5% 4.6% 6.1% 5.2%
Sweden Democrats 1.1% 1.4% 2.3% 2.9%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results.
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Switzerland 2007 election - Recall of 2003 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2003 recall 2003 result 2007 report 2007 result

Radical-Democratic Party 21.9% 17.3% 18.2% 15.8%
Christian Democratic Peoples Party 16.8% 14.4% 16.8% 14.5%
Social Democratic Party 28.7% 23.3% 23.0% 19.5%
People’s Party 22.6% 26.7% 26.3% 28.9%
Liberal Party 1.4% 2.2% 1.1% 1.9%
Protestant Peoples Party 1.7% 2.3% 1.7% 2.4%
Swiss Green Party 4.3% 7.4% 9.5% 9.6%
Federal Democratic Union of Switzerland 0.6% 1.3% 0.4% 1.3%

Sources: CSES Module 3. ParlGov database for election results.

Turkey 2011 election - Recall of 2007 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2007 recall 2007 result 2011 report 2011 result

Justice and Development Party 62.1% 46.6% 62.0% 49.8%
Republican Peoples Party 21.7% 20.9% 21.8% 26.0%
Nationalist Movement Party 8.3% 14.3% 8.2% 13.0%
Peace and Democracy Party n.a. 5.2% 6.2% 6.6%

Sources: CSES Module 3. Election results from www.parties-and-elections.eu. n.a. means no respon-
dents with this party code.

Uruguay 2009 election - Recall 2004 election
Party Sample Official Sample Official

2004 recall 2004 result 2009 report 2009 result

National Party 29.0% 35.1% 26.3% 29.9%
Colorado Party 12.0% 10.6% 13.5% 17.5%
Broad Front 56.9% 51.7% 57.5% 49.3%
Independent Party 1.6% 1.9% 1.9% 2.6%

Sources: CSES Module 3. Election results from Adam Carrs website (http://psephos.adam-carr.net/
countries/u/uruguay/uruguay20043.txt) and Corte Electoral (http://elecciones.corteelectoral.
gub.uy/20091025/SSPMain.asp)

www.parties-and-elections.eu
http://psephos.adam-carr.net/countries/u/uruguay/uruguay20043.txt
http://psephos.adam-carr.net/countries/u/uruguay/uruguay20043.txt
http://elecciones.corteelectoral.gub.uy/20091025/SSPMain.asp
http://elecciones.corteelectoral.gub.uy/20091025/SSPMain.asp
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B. Procedure for excluding election samples

In a first step, we take the information from the recalled vote and compare how the election sample

recalls to have voted in the previous election with the actual vote shares each of the parties obtained in that

election (see A. Overview of error by election and party). We hence assess how much the recalled vote –

when aggregated for the full election sample – differs from the election results in the previous election. In a

second step, we used this information to decide on the ‘quality’ of the recall, by only retaining those election

samples for which no single partys vote share differed more than 7.5 percentage point from its actual vote

share in the previous election. We furthermore added those election samples for which the recall was over

7.5 percentage points off, but for which an error of this size is in line with a ‘normal’ bias in the reported

vote share in the election sample. To this end, we compared the recall error with the error in the vote share

of the current election for that same party (if the party ran in the current election as well). If the recall error

was reasonably close to the normal error (we take 5 percentage points as a cut-off), that election sample was

retained for the analyses.

The election samples excluded are marked in bold in the Table below. This overview clarifies that the

process of cross-validation has mainly served to filter out those election samples in which there were large

inconsistencies between the reported voting behaviour and the official election results.
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Election Largest recall ‘Normal’ error | Recall error –
error for this party ‘normal’ error |

The Netherlands (2006) 1.4
Canada (2008) 2.6
Estonia (2011) 2.7
Iceland (2009) 2.7
The Netherlands (2002) 2.9
Greece (2009) 3
Sweden (2002) 3.3
Norway (2005) 3.6
Denmark (2001) 3.7
Denmark (2007) 4.1
Norway (2001) 4.4
Finland (2011) 4.4
Iceland (2003) 4.5
Germany (2002) 4.6
Sweden (2006) 4.8
Germany (2005) 4.9
Poland (2005) 5.1
New Zealand (2008) 5.3
Switzerland (2007) 5.4
Finland (2003) 5.6
Germany (2009) 5.6
Belgium (2003) 6
The Netherlands (2010) 6
Uruguay (2009) 6.1
Portugal (2005) 6.4
Finland (2007) 6.6
Ireland (2007) 6.7
Czech Republic (2002) 6.8
Norway (2009) 6.8
Portugal (2002) 6.9
Australia (2007) 8.1 2.2 5.9
Iceland (2007) 8.1 2.2 5.9
Great Britain (2005) 9.4 9.1 0.3
Australia (2004) 9.8 5.7 4.1
Bulgaria (2001) 9.8 2.1 7.7
Slovenia (2004) 10.6 4.5 6.1
New Zealand (2002) 11 3.8 7.2
Spain (2004) 11 10.4 0.6
Switzerland (2003) 11 6.6 4.4
Poland (2001) 11.2 n.a.
Croatia (2007) 11.3 1.2 10.1
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Election Largest recall ‘Normal’ error | Recall error –
error for this party ‘normal’ error |

Slovenia (2008) 12.8 6.8 6
Mexico (2006) 14.2 n.a.
Turkey (2011) 15.5 12.2 3.3
Israel (2006) 16.2 3.5 12.7
Israel (2003) 16.4 4.5 11.9
Ireland (2002) 18 4.3 13.7
Hungary (2002) 18.8 n.a.
Slovakia (2010) 20.6 9.3 11.3
Poland (2007) 27 10.2 16.8
Romania (2004) 30.4 n.a.
Czech Republic (2006) 30.4 n.a.
Czech Republic (2010) 32.9 n.a.
Mexico (2009) 46.5 15.4 31.1

Note: n.a. means party did not run in the current election.
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J. Operationalizations of the control

variables (Chapter 10)

Age is computed as the age of a respondent and ranges between 18 and 100.

Men is a dummy variable coded one for men and zero for women.

Education is an ordinal variable that ranges from 1 to 8.

Party identification is an ordinal variable coded 0 for non-partisans, 1 for respondents who feel not very

close to their party, 2 for those who feel somewhat close, and 3 for those who feel very close to their party.

Democratic satisfaction is an ordinal variable coded 0 for respondents who are not at all satisfied with

the way democracy works in their country, 1 for those who are not very satisfied, 2 for those who are fairly

satisfied, and 3 for those who are very satisfied with the way democracy works in their country.

Political efficacy is the average of two questions: ‘who is in power can make a difference’ and ‘who people

vote for makes a difference’. This variable ranges from one to five.

The question used in the CSES dataset to locate respondents’ left-right position is: ‘In politics people

sometimes talk of left and right. Where would you place yourself on a scale from 0 to 10 where 0 means the

left and 10 means the right?’.
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K. Multinomial logit estimations – full

models (Chapter 10)
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Table 5: The impact of ∆ distance on the likelihood of switching parties (or not)

Stable non-vote vs. Switching away vs. Switching towards vs.
Stable vote (reference) Stable vote (reference) Stable vote (reference)

B (s.e.) B (s.e.) B (s.e.)

∆ distance 0.368∗∗∗ (0.026) 0.219∗∗∗ (0.042) -0.027 (0.042)
Distance t-1 0.557∗∗∗ (0.008) 0.165∗∗∗ (0.012) 0.088∗∗∗ (0.013)
Age -0.001∗∗∗ (0.000) -0.012∗∗∗ (0.001) -0.013∗∗∗ (0.001)
Men 0.016 (0.012) -0.017 (0.032) -0.050 (0.032)
Education 0.021∗∗∗ (0.004) 0.039∗∗∗ (0.010) 0.041∗∗∗ (0.010)
Partisan -2.534∗∗∗ (0.038) -1.067∗∗∗ (0.029) -0.664∗∗∗ (0.021)
Democratic satisfaction 0.035∗∗∗ (0.010) -0.096∗∗∗ (0.025) -0.073∗∗ (0.026)
Political efficacy 0.024∗∗∗ (0.007) -0.047∗∗ (0.017) -0.064∗∗∗ (0.017)
Political sophistication 0.039 (0.026) 0.047 (0.064) 0.068 (0.065)
Political sophistication2 -0.008 (0.010) -0.043 (0.025) -0.052∗ (0.025)

Pseudo R2 0.213
AIC 148,291.387
N respondent-party dyads 137,011
N respondents 22,019

Note: Significance levels: ∗∗∗p < 0.001;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗ p < 0.05. Standard errors in parentheses are robust for
22,019 individual-clusters. Election-specific fixed effects included (not shown). Source: CSES Module 2 and
Module 3.



383

Table 6: The conditional impact of sophistication on the likelihood of switching parties (or
not)

Stable non-vote vs. Switching away vs. Switching towards vs.
Stable vote (reference) Stable vote (reference) Stable vote (reference)

B (s.e.) B (s.e.) B (s.e.)

∆ distance 0.282∗∗∗ (0.047) 0.138 (0.075) -0.067 (0.074)
Sophistication x ∆ distance 0.078∗ (0.035) 0.072 (0.056) 0.035 (0.055)
Sophistication 0.018 (0.010) -0.058∗ (0.023) -0.058∗ (0.023)
Distance t-1 0.557∗∗∗ (0.008) 0.165∗∗∗ (0.012) 0.088∗∗∗ (0.013)
Age -0.001∗∗∗ (0.000) -0.012∗∗∗ (0.001) -0.012∗∗∗ (0.001)
Men 0.017 (0.012) -0.015 (0.032) -0.048 (0.032)
Education 0.021∗∗∗ (0.004) 0.040∗∗∗ (0.010) 0.041∗∗∗ (0.010)
Partisan -2.534∗∗∗ (0.038) -1.067∗∗∗ (0.029) -0.664∗∗∗ (0.021)
Democratic satisfaction 0.035∗∗∗ (0.010) -0.095∗∗∗ (0.025) -0.071∗∗ (0.026)
Political efficacy 0.024∗∗∗ (0.007) -0.047∗∗ (0.017) -0.064∗∗∗ (0.017)

Pseudo R2 0.213
AIC 148,293.892
N respondent-party dyads 137,011
N respondents 22,019

Note: Significance levels: ∗∗∗p < 0.001;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗ p < 0.05. Standard errors in parentheses are robust for
22,019 individual-clusters. Election-specific fixed effects included (not shown). Source: CSES Module 2 and
Module 3.
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Table 7: The conditional impact of government participation on the likelihood of switching
parties (or not)

Stable non-vote vs. Switching away vs. Switching towards vs.
Stable vote (reference) Stable vote (reference) Stable vote (reference)

B (s.e.) B (s.e.) B (s.e.)

∆ distance 0.390∗∗∗ (0.035) 0.229∗∗∗ (0.057) -0.128∗ (0.053)
Government x 0.121∗ (0.054) 0.006 (0.084) 0.448∗∗∗ (0.090)
∆ distance
Government -0.881∗∗∗ (0.024) -0.188∗∗∗ (0.034) -0.714∗∗∗ (0.036)
Distance t-1 0.559∗∗∗ (0.008) 0.167∗∗∗ (0.012) 0.086∗∗∗ (0.013)
Age -0.001∗ (0.000) -0.011∗∗∗ (0.001) -0.012∗∗∗ (0.001)
Men 0.017 (0.012) -0.016 (0.032) -0.047 (0.032)
Education 0.021∗∗∗ (0.004) 0.039∗∗∗ (0.010) 0.040∗∗∗ (0.010)
Partisan -2.525∗∗∗ (0.038) -1.071∗∗∗ (0.029) -0.670∗∗∗ (0.021)
Democratic satisfaction 0.058∗∗∗ (0.010) -0.079∗∗ (0.025) -0.043 (0.026)
Political efficacy 0.023∗∗∗ (0.007) -0.048∗∗ (0.017) -0.063∗∗∗ (0.017)
Political sophistication 0.041 (0.026) 0.048 (0.064) 0.072 (0.065)
Political sophistication2 -0.009 (0.010) -0.043 (0.025) -0.054∗ (0.025)

Pseudo R2 0.223
AIC 146,368.932
N respondent-party dyads 137,011
N respondents 22,019

Note: Significance levels: ∗∗∗p < 0.001;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗ p < 0.05. Standard errors in parentheses are robust for
22,019 individual-clusters. Election-specific fixed effects included (not shown). Source: CSES Module 2 and
Module 3.
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Table 8: The conditional impact of single-party and coalition governments on the likelihood
of switching parties (or not)

Stable non-vote vs. Switching away vs. Switching towards vs.
Stable vote (reference) Stable vote (reference) Stable vote (reference)

B (s.e.) B (s.e.) B (s.e.)

∆ distance 0.404∗∗∗ (0.035) 0.229∗∗∗ (0.057) -0.110∗ (0.053)
Single-party government x 0.387∗∗ (0.129) 0.456 (0.272) -0.253 (0.421)
∆ distance
Coalition government x 0.130∗ (0.056) 0.006 (0.086) 0.482∗∗∗ (0.091)
∆ distance
Single-party government -1.428∗∗∗ (0.065) -0.193∗ (0.090) -1.385∗∗∗ (0.107)
Coalition government -0.780∗∗∗ (0.025) -0.165∗∗∗ (0.036) -0.597∗∗∗ (0.038)
Distance t-1 0.560∗∗∗ (0.008) 0.168∗∗∗ (0.012) 0.087∗∗∗ (0.013)
Age -0.001∗ (0.000) -0.011∗∗∗ (0.001) -0.012∗∗∗ (0.001)
Men 0.016 (0.012) -0.017 (0.032) -0.049 (0.033)
Education 0.021∗∗∗ (0.004) 0.039∗∗∗ (0.010) 0.039∗∗∗ (0.010)
Partisan -2.518∗∗∗ (0.038) -1.071∗∗∗ (0.029) -0.663∗∗∗ (0.021)
Democratic satisfaction 0.057∗∗∗ (0.010) -0.080∗∗ (0.025) -0.044 (0.026)
Political efficacy 0.023∗∗∗ (0.007) -0.048∗∗ (0.017) -0.063∗∗∗ (0.017)
Political sophistication 0.040 (0.026) 0.048 (0.064) 0.071 (0.065)
Political sophistication2 -0.009 (0.010) -0.043 (0.025) -0.053∗ (0.025)

Pseudo R2 0.224
AIC 146,216.795
N individuals 137,011
N elections 22,019

Note: Significance levels: ∗∗∗p < 0.001;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗ p < 0.05. Standard errors in parentheses are robust for
22,019 individual-clusters. Election-specific fixed effects included (not shown). Source: CSES Module 2 and
Module 3.
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L. Robustness test with CMP data

(Chapter 10)

As a robustness check, we replicate below the analyses using data from the Comparative Manifesto Project.

Note that the left-right scale ranges from -100 to 100 in the CMP data so we transform the scale to a 0 to

10 scale for sake of comparability with our previous results. Overall, the results are substantively the same

as what the survey-based measures indicated, hence supporting H1a, H3a and H3B. However, the results do

not support H2.

In Table 9 of this Appendix, the results are similar to the results in Table 10.1 (Chapter 10): the

marginal effects are all in the same direction but their magnitude is smaller. The results support H1b.

Table 9: Marginal effects of ∆ distance on the likelihood of switching parties (or not) CMP

Stable Stable Switching Switching
vote non-vote away towards

∆ distance -0.76∗∗∗ 1.18∗∗∗ -0.15 -0.27∗∗

(0.11) (0.14) (0.08) (0.08)

Note: Significance levels: ∗∗∗p < 0.001;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗ p < 0.05. Standard errors in parentheses are robust for
22,019 individual-clusters. The marginal effects are percentage points. Source: CSES Module 2 and Module
3.

In Table 10 of this Appendix, the results are similar to the results in Table 10.2 (Chapter 10). However,

the marginal effect of ∆ distance on the likelihood of switching away is negative and statistically significant

at the 0.05 level. In addition, a respondent’s level of political sophistication does not condition the impact

of ∆ distance on the likelihood of a stable vote and a stable non-vote as in Table 10.2 (Chapter 10). The

results do not offer support for H2.

With respect to opposition parties, the results in Table 11 of this Appendix are different than the

results in Table 10.3 (Chapter 10). The impact of ∆ distance is whether non-statistically significant (for

the likelihood of a stable vote and switching towards) or in the opposite direction of our expectation and

statistically significant (as for the likelihood of switching away). On the other hand, the impact of ∆ distance

for parties in government is in the expected directions for all categories of voting and stronger than in Table

10.3. The results support H3a.

As clear from Table 11 of this Appendix, the impact of ∆ distance is weak for opposition parties and

in the opposite direction of our prediction for the likelihood of switching away. However, the impact of ∆

distance for parties in a single-party government or a coalition government support our expectation - i.e.

H3b. Consistent with the results in Table 10.4 (Chapter 10), the impact of a party’s shift is larger for parties

in a single-party government than for parties in a coalition government (see Table 12 in this Appendix).
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Table 10: The conditional impact of sophistication on the likelihood of switching parties
(or not) CMP

Stable Stable Switching Switching
vote non-vote away towards

Sophistication -0.02 0.60∗∗∗ -0.30∗∗∗ -0.27∗∗∗

(0.08) (0.09) (0.07) (0.07)
∆ distance -0.65∗∗ 1.30∗∗∗ -0.32∗ -0.33∗

(0.22) (0.27) (0.15) (0.16)
Sophistication x ∆ distance -0.11 -0.11 0.16 0.06

(0.17) (0.21) (0.12) (0.12)

Note: Significance levels: ∗∗∗p < 0.001;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗ p < 0.05. Standard errors in parentheses are robust for
22,019 individual-clusters. The marginal effects are percentage points. Source: CSES Module 2 and Module
3.

Table 11: The conditional impact of government participation on the likelihood of switching
parties (or not) CMP

Stable Stable Switching Switching
vote non-vote away towards

Government 5.64∗∗∗ -7.65∗∗∗ 2.20∗∗∗ -0.19
(0.17) (0.22) (0.12) (0.12)

∆ distance -0.17 0.52∗ -0.39∗∗ 0.04
(0.17) (0.21) (0.13) (0.10)

Government x ∆ distance -1.20∗∗∗ 1.51∗∗∗ 0.36∗ -0.68∗∗∗

(0.22) (0.27) (0.15) (0.15)

Note: Significance levels: ∗∗∗p < 0.001;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗ p < 0.05. Standard errors in parentheses are robust for
22,019 individual-clusters. The marginal effects are percentage points. Source: CSES Module 2 and Module
3.
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Table 12: The conditional impact of a party being in a single-party or coalition government
on the likelihood of switching parties (or not) CMP

Stable Stable Switching Switching
vote non-vote away towards

Single-party 11.67∗∗∗ -16.41∗∗∗ 4.66∗∗∗ 0.08
(0.42) (0.65) (0.35) (0.39)

Coalition 4.51∗∗∗ -6.28∗∗∗ 1.89∗∗∗ -0.12
(0.18) (0.23) (0.13) (0.12)

∆ distance -0.06 0.41∗ -0.37∗∗ 0.02
(0.17) (0.21) (0.12) (0.10)

Single-party x ∆ distance -6.43∗∗∗ 8.91∗∗∗ -0.03 -2.45∗∗∗

(0.53) (0.84) (0.44) (0.53)
Coalition x ∆ distance -0.97∗∗∗ 1.36∗∗∗ 0.21 -0.59∗∗∗

(0.21) (0.27) (0.15) (0.15)

Note: Significance levels: ∗∗∗p < 0.001;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗ p < 0.05. Standard errors in parentheses are robust for
22,019 individual-clusters. The marginal effects are percentage points. Source: CSES Module 2 and Module
3.
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M. Vote choice models British general

elections (Chapter 11)

Table 13: Vote choice stable voters 1997

Lab/others Cons/others LibDem/others

B B B

(s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.)

Socio-demographics

Female 0.496 1.854∗ 1.048

(0.553) (0.904) (0.665)

Age 0.034 0.023 0.019

(0.021) (0.031) (0.024)

Religious denomination (ref: Anglican)

Other -0.263 -0.150 0.199

(0.699) (1.017) (0.805)

None -0.748 0.769 -0.180

(0.679) (1.045) (0.793)

Education 0.004 -0.592 0.175

(0.511) (0.921) (0.583)

Social class 0.067 -0.567 -0.203

(0.218) (0.338) (0.257)

Public sector 0.760 0.767 1.100

(0.599) (0.937) (0.698)

Ethnic minority 16.400 15.000 14.570

(2887.700) (2887.700) (2887.700)

Party identification

Party ID (ref: Labour)

Conservative -3.597∗∗∗ 5.106∗∗∗ -16.260

(0.994) (1.367) (911.600)

Liberal Democrat -2.854∗∗ 1.490 2.543∗∗

(0.913) (1.204) (0.876)

Other -6.253∗∗∗ -23.020 -4.344∗∗

(0.988) (53970.000) (1.330)

None -23.580 0.960 -20.660

(5891.400) (1.689) (14344.300)

Issue distances

Taxes conservatives 0.005 -0.468∗ -0.216

(0.112) (0.197) (0.141)
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Taxes labour 0.185 0.210 0.294

(0.201) (0.320) (0.231)

Taxes liberal democrats -0.188 -0.820∗ -0.268

(0.164) (0.323) (0.247)

Privatization conservatives 0.023 -0.171 0.061

(0.111) (0.186) (0.132)

Privatization labour -0.044 0.158 0.147

(0.181) (0.324) (0.235)

Privatization liberal democrats 0.042 -0.180 -0.220

(0.185) (0.306) (0.221)

EC conservatives -0.075 0.171 0.186

(0.093) (0.162) (0.117)

EC labour 0.025 -0.107 0.432∗

(0.161) (0.244) (0.196)

EC liberal democrats -0.076 0.449 -0.454∗

(0.172) (0.263) (0.220)

Economic evaluations

Sociotropic retrospective -0.671 1.116 -0.171

(0.378) (0.640) (0.468)

Sociotropic prospective -0.151 -0.574 -0.742

(0.408) (0.669) (0.486)

Egotropic retrospective -0.117 -0.579 0.219

(0.331) (0.592) (0.403)

Egotropic prospective -0.256 0.643 -0.027

(0.382) (0.729) (0.477)

Leadership evaluations

Major -0.627 1.592∗ -0.404

(0.456) (0.729) (0.532)

Blair 3.614∗∗∗ -0.844 0.931

(1.044) (1.140) (1.352)

Ashdown 0.379 -0.019 2.340∗

(0.663) (1.130) (1.187)

Constant -5.356 -2.819 -6.797

(3.345) (5.048) (4.221)

N 526

pseudo R2 0.710

Note: Estimates of multinomial logit model with 1997 vote as the dependent variable.

Standard errors in parentheses ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.

Source: British Election Panel 1992-1997.
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Table 14: Vote choice volatile voters 1997

Lab/others Cons/others LibDem/others

B B B

(s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.)

Socio-demographics

Female 0.107 -1.015 0.270

(0.395) (0.948) (0.494)

Age 0.007 0.011 0.021

(0.015) (0.034) (0.019)

Religious denomination (ref: Anglican)

Other 0.241 -1.871 0.214

(0.451) (1.101) (0.545)

None -0.004 -0.849 0.349

(0.468) (0.937) (0.587)

Education 0.727 0.774 0.929

(0.419) (0.936) (0.515)

Social class -0.429∗∗ -0.480 -0.193

(0.153) (0.313) (0.197)

Public sector -0.411 -0.125 -0.480

(0.403) (0.845) (0.516)

Ethnic minority 17.850 2.424 0.618

(3429.500) (5254.100) (5682.300)

Party identification

Party ID (ref: Labour)

Conservative -0.852 -0.005 1.376∗

(0.554) (1.000) (0.672)

Liberal democrat 0.684 -16.100 3.366∗∗∗

(0.609) (1463.500) (0.703)

Other -2.755∗∗∗ -17.400 -0.727

(0.758) (2942.500) (0.979)

None 0.000 -19.230 0.990

(1.034) (2954.600) (1.197)

Issue distances

Taxes conservatives 0.053 -0.295 0.144

(0.080) (0.210) (0.099)

Taxes labour 0.139 -0.542 0.364

(0.170) (0.296) (0.201)

Taxes liberal democrats 0.073 0.683∗∗ -0.112

(0.136) (0.265) (0.170)

Privatization conservatives 0.174 -0.009 0.190

(0.090) (0.200) (0.109)

Privatization labour 0.236 0.047 0.200

(0.136) (0.254) (0.169)

Privatization liberal democrats -0.298∗ 0.033 -0.400∗

(0.130) (0.255) (0.177)

EC conservatives 0.048 -0.059 -0.011

(0.071) (0.170) (0.089)

EC labour -0.222∗ 0.198 -0.096



394 M

(0.107) (0.202) (0.131)

EC liberal democrats -0.030 -0.036 -0.153

(0.101) (0.205) (0.131)

Economic evaluations

Sociotropic retrospective -0.648∗∗ -0.572 -0.717∗

(0.245) (0.538) (0.303)

Sociotropic prospective 0.288 -1.447∗ -0.220

(0.306) (0.664) (0.368)

Egotropic retrospective -0.304 0.931 -0.177

(0.259) (0.723) (0.311)

Egotropic prospective 0.112 0.058 0.446

(0.268) (0.749) (0.347)

Leadership evaluations

Major -0.696∗ 0.451 -0.009

(0.298) (0.563) (0.352)

Blair 1.543∗ 2.324∗ 0.039

(0.647) (1.138) (0.620)

Ashdown 0.063 -0.099 1.097

(0.475) (0.863) (0.788)

Constant -1.234 -3.416 -4.395

(2.633) (5.177) (3.374)

N 308

pseudo R2 0.364

Note: Estimates of multinomial logit model with 1997 vote as the dependent variable.

Standard errors in parentheses ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Source: British Election Panel 1992-1997.



395

Table 15: Vote choice stable voters 2001

Lab/others Cons/others LibDem/others

B B B

(s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.)

Socio-demographics

Female 0.003 -0.011 -0.886∗

(0.282) (0.507) (0.431)

Age 0.027∗∗ 0.046∗ 0.030

(0.010) (0.018) (0.016)

Religious denomination (ref: Anglican)

Other 0.053 -0.074 -0.615

(0.368) (0.580) (0.502)

None -0.725∗ -0.764 -1.834∗∗∗

(0.352) (0.588) (0.521)

Education -0.264 -0.472 0.370

(0.282) (0.451) (0.389)

Social class -0.178 -0.182 -0.409∗

(0.108) (0.198) (0.171)

Public sector 0.020 0.669 0.390

(0.324) (0.595) (0.466)

Ethnic minority 0.192 1.687 -13.560

(0.749) (1.156) (1112.5)

Party identification

Party ID (ref: Labour)

Conservative -2.168∗∗∗ 5.079∗∗∗ -1.225

(0.555) (0.785) (1.176)

Liberal democrat -1.452∗ 0.169 4.432∗∗∗

(0.589) (1.076) (0.611)

Other -4.575∗∗∗ -17.900 -1.689∗

(0.700) (1090.700) (0.804)

None -3.913∗∗∗ -0.452 -0.621

(0.801) (1.092) (0.793)

Issue distances

Taxes conservatives 0.149∗ 0.195 0.115

(0.062) (0.134) (0.090)

Taxes labour -0.147 -0.314∗ 0.072

(0.083) (0.156) (0.123)

Taxes liberal democrats -0.082 0.086 -0.178

(0.083) (0.130) (0.132)

Privatization conservatives 0.079 -0.177 0.126

(0.062) (0.116) (0.093)

Privatization labour -0.119 -0.046 -0.108

(0.086) (0.139) (0.127)

Privatization liberal democrats -0.008 -0.026 -0.099

(0.098) (0.145) (0.150)

EU conservatives 0.140∗ -0.196 0.160∗

(0.056) (0.111) (0.081)

EU labour -0.022 0.198∗ 0.108
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(0.058) (0.088) (0.104)

EU liberal democrats 0.007 -0.019 -0.204

(0.031) (0.038) (0.127)

Economic evaluations

Sociotropic retrospective -0.003 -0.912∗∗ -0.010

(0.197) (0.312) (0.275)

Sociotropic prospective 0.215 -0.263 0.018

(0.201) (0.330) (0.276)

Egotropic retrospective -0.223 0.205 -0.223

(0.174) (0.275) (0.256)

Egotropic prospective 0.366 -0.051 -0.004

(0.206) (0.341) (0.296)

Leadership evaluations

Blair 0.405 -0.408 0.451

(0.240) (0.353) (0.359)

Hague -0.290 0.695∗ -0.249

(0.203) (0.342) (0.312)

Constant -0.591 -0.739 -1.097

(1.281) (2.226) (1.874)

N 961

pseudo R2 0.675

Note: Estimates of multinomial logit model with 2001 vote as the dependent variable.

Standard errors in parentheses ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Source: British Election Panel 1997-2001.
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Table 16: Vote choice volatile voters 2001

Lab/others Cons/others LibDem/others

B B B

(s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.)

Socio-demographics

Female -0.191 0.120 -0.199

(0.286) (0.328) (0.279)

Age 0.005 0.012 0.0213∗

(0.011) (0.011) (0.010)

Religious denomination (ref: Anglican)

Other -0.037 -0.382 -0.378

(0.342) (0.374) (0.347)

None -0.576 -0.839∗ -0.145

(0.367) (0.389) (0.337)

Education -0.248 0.400 -0.028

(0.275) (0.316) (0.273)

Social class -0.236∗ -0.076 -0.174

(0.110) (0.134) (0.113)

Public sector 0.167 -0.261 0.726∗

(0.319) (0.398) (0.301)

Ethnic minority 0.467 -0.733 -1.798

(0.786) (1.420) (1.356)

Party identification

Party ID (ref: Labour)

Conservative -2.318∗∗∗ 2.339∗∗∗ 0.309

(0.599) (0.526) (0.421)

Liberal democrat -1.168∗ 0.901 1.945∗∗∗

(0.524) (0.688) (0.359)

Other -1.916∗∗ 0.420 -2.802∗∗

(0.583) (0.690) (1.062)

None -1.941∗∗ 1.118 0.183

(0.673) (0.632) (0.462)

Issue distances

Taxes conservatives -0.045 -0.084 -0.042

(0.061) (0.089) (0.063)

Taxes labour -0.096 0.108 -0.023

(0.087) (0.093) (0.078)

Taxes liberal democrats -0.081 -0.065 -0.098

(0.084) (0.099) (0.087)

Privatization conservatives -0.066 -0.003 0.111

(0.059) (0.084) (0.062)

Privatization labour -0.124 -0.141 0.035

(0.083) (0.092) (0.072)

Privatization liberal democrats 0.193∗ -0.088 -0.163

(0.096) (0.102) (0.090)

EU conservatives 0.047 -0.068 0.092

(0.057) (0.072) (0.057)

EU labour 0.051 0.120∗ 0.107
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(0.077) (0.058) (0.067)

EU liberal democrats -0.138 -0.014 -0.238∗∗

(0.086) (0.035) (0.081)

Economic evaluations

Sociotropic retrospective -0.041 -0.094 -0.193

(0.198) (0.189) (0.176)

Sociotropic propsective 0.102 0.260 -0.075

(0.212) (0.224) (0.203)

Egotropic retrospective 0.394∗ -0.339 -0.051

(0.169) (0.182) (0.162)

Egotropic prospective -0.121 -0.502∗ -0.257

(0.202) (0.209) (0.188)

Leadership evaluations

Blair 1.001∗∗∗ -0.171 0.075

(0.252) (0.249) (0.217)

Hague -0.150 0.466∗ -0.065

(0.205) (0.230) (0.200)

Constant -0.909 -0.793 0.383

(1.290) (1.466) (1.264)

N 592

pseudo R2 0.317

Note: Estimates of multinomial logit model with 2001 vote as the dependent variable.

Standard errors in parentheses ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Source: British Election Panel 1997-2001.
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Table 17: Vote choice stable voters 2010

Lab/others Cons/others LibDem/others

B B B

(s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.)

Socio-demographics

Female -0.091 0.664 0.107

(0.438) (0.477) (0.386)

Age 0.013 -0.009 -0.010

(0.017) (0.019) (0.014)

Religious denomination (ref: Anglican)

Other -0.886 -1.085 -1.199∗

(0.667) (0.698) (0.608)

None -0.617 -1.881∗∗ -0.658

(0.574) (0.605) (0.522)

Education 0.628 -0.469 0.192

(0.371) (0.401) (0.322)

Social class 0.088 -0.288∗ -0.138

(0.131) (0.139) (0.118)

Public sector 0.849 0.434 0.953∗

(0.457) (0.497) (0.406)

Ethnic minority -0.186 0.032 0.434

(1.503) (1.310) (1.284)

Party identification

Party ID (ref: Labour)

Conservative -1.165 3.608∗∗∗ -0.474

(0.963) (0.817) (0.774)

Liberal democrat -1.377 0.046 2.463∗∗∗

(0.928) (1.187) (0.724)

Other -4.708∗∗∗ -1.323 -1.864∗∗∗

(0.778) (0.777) (0.542)

None -2.703∗∗∗ 1.045 0.258

(0.621) (0.743) (0.509)

Issue distances

Taxes labour -0.308 0.359∗∗ 0.063

(0.170) (0.122) (0.113)

Taxes conservatives 0.075 -0.617∗∗∗ -0.055

(0.109) (0.177) (0.096)

Taxes liberal democrats -0.006 0.109 0.089

(0.149) (0.120) (0.114)

Crime labour -0.270∗∗ -0.113 -0.065

(0.100) (0.081) (0.073)

Crime conservatives 0.116 -0.039 0.055

(0.102) (0.124) (0.090)

Crime liberal democrats 0.161 0.488∗∗∗ -0.053

(0.102) (0.110) (0.089)

Economic evaluations

Egotropic retrospective -0.162 0.012 0.474

(0.299) (0.319) (0.247)
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Egotropic prospective -0.718∗ -0.120 -0.923∗∗

(0.329) (0.356) (0.287)

Sociotropic retrospective 0.393 -0.297 0.162

(0.249) (0.295) (0.228)

Sociotropic prospective 0.482 -0.597 0.294

(0.295) (0.314) (0.254)

Leadership evaluations

Brown 0.685∗∗∗ 0.005 -0.015

(0.119) (0.112) (0.091)

Cameron -0.058 0.934∗∗∗ -0.121

(0.116) (0.160) (0.100)

Clegg -0.150 -0.311 0.575∗∗∗

(0.139) (0.161) (0.122)

Constant -1.725 0.124 -0.643

(1.624) (1.704) (1.392)

N 920

pseudo R2 0.721

Note: Estimates of multinomial logit model with 2010 vote as the dependent variable.

Standard errors in parentheses ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Source: Data: British Election Panel 2005-2010.
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Table 18: Vote choice volatile voters 2010

Lab/others Cons/others LibDem/others

B B B

(s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.)

Socio-demographics

Female 0.075 0.482 -0.372

(0.356) (0.296) (0.296)

Age -0.022 -0.017 -0.030∗

(0.015) (0.012) (0.012)

Religious denomination (ref: Anglican)

Other 0.364 -0.182 -0.909∗

(0.513) (0.407) (0.431)

None -0.482 -0.428 -0.662

(0.447) (0.342) (0.345)

Education -0.468 -0.541∗ -0.358

(0.296) (0.243) (0.247)

Social class -0.178 -0.156 -0.206∗

(0.111) (0.086) (0.089)

Public sector 0.500 0.237 0.713∗

(0.372) (0.308) (0.306)

Ethnic minority -0.025 0.676 -0.501

(1.247) (0.883) (1.275)

Party identification

Party ID (ref: Labour)

Conservative -0.704 0.582 -0.343

(0.697) (0.449) (0.533)

Liberal democrat -1.812∗ -0.104 -0.054

(0.841) (0.572) (0.480)

Other -1.702∗∗∗ -1.421∗∗ -1.847∗∗∗

(0.508) (0.464) (0.451)

None -0.305 0.362 0.083

(0.483) (0.426) (0.408)

Issue distances

Taxes labour 0.095 0.057 0.014

(0.122) (0.076) (0.098)

Taxes conservatives 0.099 -0.233∗ -0.089

(0.092) (0.102) (0.083)

Taxes liberal democrats -0.116 0.021 -0.124

(0.132) (0.084) (0.108)

Crime labour -0.272∗∗ 0.093 0.004

(0.085) (0.051) (0.060)

Crime conservatives 0.140 -0.139 -0.085

(0.082) (0.078) (0.072)

Crime liberal democrats -0.056 -0.030 -0.220∗∗

(0.080) (0.057) (0.071)

Economic evaluations

Egotropic retrospective -0.209 0.095 -0.200

(0.211) (0.187) (0.185)
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Egotropic prospective 0.585∗ 0.091 -0.171

(0.253) (0.222) (0.216)

Sociotropic retrospective -0.260 -0.222 -0.075

(0.204) (0.181) (0.171)

Sociotropic prospective -0.086 0.163 0.364

(0.241) (0.182) (0.190)

Leadership evaluations

Brown 0.410∗∗∗ 0.036 0.104

(0.094) (0.071) (0.074)

Cameron -0.048 0.412∗∗∗ -0.173∗

(0.096) (0.085) (0.080)

Clegg -0.178 -0.112 0.313∗∗∗

(0.107) (0.090) (0.091)

Constant 1.223 -0.256 2.862∗

(1.354) (1.149) (1.141)

N 530

pseudo R2 0.313

Note: Estimates of multinomial logit model with 2010 vote as the dependent variable.

Standard errors in parentheses ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Source: British Election Panel 2005-2010.



N. Leadership evaluation measures

(Chapter 11)

1992-1997 panel

Items used:

• x looks after one class

• x is capable of being a strong leader

• x keeps his promises

Scale reliability statistics:

Eigenvalue Cronbach’s α

Major 1.986 0.742

Blair 1.706 0.582

Ashdown 1.729 0.577

1997-2001 panel

Items used:

• x is capable strong leader

• describe x as decisive

• x keeps his promises

• x listens to reason

Scale reliability statistics:

Eigenvalue Cronbach’s α

Blair 2.497 0.796

Hague 2.360 0.769

2005-2010 panel

Items used:

• x knows what he is talking about

• x has my interests

• x tells truth

Scale reliability statistics:

Eigenvalue Cronbach’s α

Brown 2.623 0.929

Cameron 2.558 0.915

Clegg 2.934 0.889
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O. Robustness: Issue position measures

(Chapter 11)

In the additional tests presented in Table 13.5, it is assessed whether we would still conclude that issues

strongly affect volatile voters’ choices if issues were not operationalized as distance to parties’ position.

The results presented are based on vote choice models in which only respondents’ own position on issues is

included. Overall, doing so results in a smaller estimated impact of issues on the vote choice and this holds

both for stable as well as volatile voters. The conclusion therefore is that results are robust to operationalizing

issues in terms of respondents’ self-placement instead of issue distances.

Table 19: Estimated impact of different sets of vote choice determinants on vote choice -
gross effect (% respondents that would have voted differently if no effect)

1997 2001 2010
Stable Volatile Stable Volatile Stable Volatile

Socio-demographics 18.0 25.0 4.21 21.8 15.2 41.6
Party identification 35.1 24.1 45.4 37.0 28.8 21.2
Issue distances 3.5 29.4 2.4 16.5 9.1 21.9
Economic evaluations 12.6 34.2 11.5 46.1 8.4 15.8
Leadership evaluations 73.6 64.9 3.8 31.9 46.4 57.0
N respondents 538 316 997 614 977 570

Note: Percentage of voters that would have voted differently if the effect of a set of variables is set to zero.
Percentages obtained by comparing predictions of full models (not shown) with predictions of models were
particular sets of variables are not included. In each simulation, the respondent is assumed to vote for the
party (0 = other, 1 = labour, 2 = conservative, 3 = liberal democrats) with the highest predicted value.
Sources: British Election Panel 1992–1997, 1997–2001 and 2005–2010.
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P. Measurement of political sophistication

(Chapter 12)

Belgian Election Panel 2009-2014

1. Education

Low educated: Respondents without a degree, with only a primary degree or with an unfinished high school

degree

Middle educated: Respondents with a finished high school degree

High educated: Respondents with a college degree (university or non-university)

2. Political interest

0-10 self-placement of respondents general level of interest in politics (0 = No interest at all; 10 = A lot of

interest). The measure was standardized to run from 0 to 1.

3. Political knowledge

Sum of the number of correct answers on five (closed-ended) political knowledge questions, with no answers

treated in the same way as wrong answers. This 0 to 5 index of political knowledge was standardized to run

from 0 to 1.

Table 20: Political knowledge questions included in 2009 Belgian Election Study
Topic % respondents

with correct answer

Question 1 Composition of the federal parliament 43.1%
Question 2 Name of the president of the house of representatives 48.0%
Question 3 Competences of the federal government 49.1%
Question 4 Name of a vice-prime minister 49.6%
Question 5 Party not in the ruling coalition (federal level) 49.9%
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Dutch Parliamentary Election Study Panel 2002-2003

1. Education

Low educated: Respondents with an elementary, an extended elementary, a lower vocational, a middle level

secondary or a middle level vocational degree

Middle educated: Respondents with a higher level secondary, higher level vocational, undergraduate level

vocational or graduate level vocational degree

High educated: Respondents with an undergraduate or graduate (university) degree

2. Political interest

1-3 self-placement of respondents level of interest in political topics (1 = not interested; 2 = fairly interested;

3 = very interested). The measure was standardized to run from 0 to 1.

3. Political knowledge

0-12 political knowledge measure, constructed by summing the number of correct answers on twelve knowl-

edge questions (four pictures of politicians were shown to respondent, for each of the pictures, the respondent

had to give the politicians name, her/his party and her/his function within the party). The measure was

standardized to run from 0 to 1.
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German Longitudinal Election Study 2002-2005

1. Education

Low educated: Respondents who left school without school leaving certificate or with the lowest formal

secondary qualification (8/9 years of schooling)

Middle educated: Respondents with an intermediary secondary schooling (10 years of schooling) or a higher

secondary schooling qualification

High educated: Respondents with higher education (university or non-university)

2. Political interest

1-5 self-placement of respondents level of interest in politics (1 = not interested at all; 2 = slightly interested;

3 = moderately interested; 4 = very interested; 5 = extremely interested). The measure was standardized

to run from 0 to 1.

3. Political knowledge

Sum of correct answers on two questions included in the survey: (1) Closed-ended question on whether the

first or the second vote is the more important one (determining the strength of parties in parliament): 48.1%

of correct answers. (2) Open-ended question on the number of federal states: 53.4% of correct answers.

The sum-scale (in which dont knows were treated in the same way as wrong answers) was subsequently

standardized to run from 0 to 1.
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Q. Robustness: Squared effect of political

knowledge and interest (Chapter 12)
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Table 21: Analyses of the squared effect of political interest and political knowledge

Belgium The Netherlands Germany
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

B B B B B B
(s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.) (s.e.)

Female (ref: male) -0.029 -0.123 -0.010 -0.025 -0.357 -0.143
(0.184) (0.172) (0.137) (0.134) (0.230) (0.207)

Age -0.016∗ -0.009 -0.011∗ -0.009∗ -0.011 -0.014∗

(0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.004) (0.008) (0.007)
Dutch (ref: French) -0.421∗ -0.341∗

(0.174) (0.164)
East-Germany (ref: West) 0.303 0.823∗∗∗

(0.260) (0.224)
Low educated (ref: middle) -0.092 -0.223 -0.190 -0.026 0.295 0.115

(0.235) (0.225) (0.159) (0.153) (0.283) (0.247)
High educated (ref: middle) -0.195 -0.302 -0.202 0.003 0.016 -0.233

(0.212) (0.197) (0.191) (0.185) (0.283) (0.263)
Political interest (0-1) -0.222 -0.696 -0.143 -0.050 0.137 2.927+

(1.331) (1.186) (0.763) (0.741) (2.016) (1.712)
Political interest2 0.258 -0.270 -0.172 -0.261 -0.813 -2.797∗

(1.306) (1.167) (0.622) (0.605) (1.603) (1.376)
Political knowledge (0-1) -1.379 -0.439 -0.727 -1.446 -0.922 -0.105

(1.028) (0.968) (0.954) (0.926) (0.990) (0.905)
Political knowledge2 0.767 -0.372 0.162 0.698 0.545 -0.413

(0.960) (0.907) (0.846) (0.820) (0.902) (0.822)
Constant 0.825+ 1.481∗∗ 0.220 0.401 0.030 -0.203

(0.478) (0.458) (0.349) (0.344) (0.756) (0.661)
N 690 690 1,248 1,248 660 660
pseudo R2 0.029 0.046 0.019 0.020 0.026 0.049

Note: Unstandardized coefficients and their standard errors are reported. Significance levels: +p <
0.1;∗ p < 0.05;∗∗ p < 0.01;∗∗∗ p < 0.001. Columns ‘recalled’: information retrieved from recall question;
‘observed’: information retrieved from panel observations. Sources: BEP, 2009-2014. Data weighted by
socio-demographics; GLES, 2002-2005-2009. Data weighted by socio-demographics (wei w2); DPES, 2002-
2003. Data weighted by socio-demographics (sdmm02).



R. Doctoraten in de sociale

wetenschappen en doctoraten in de sociale

en culturele antropologie

I. Reeks van doctoraten in de sociale wetenschappen

1. CLAEYS, U., De sociale mobiliteit van de universitair afgestudeerden te Leuven. Het universitair

onderwijs als mobiliteitskanaal, 1971, 2 delen 398 blz.

2. VANHESTE, G., Literatuur en revolutie, 1971, 2 delen, 500 blz.
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39. DIERICKX, G., De ideologische factor in de Belgische politieke besluitvorming. 1978, 609 blz. +

bijvoegsels.

40. VAN DE KERCKHOVE, J., Sociologie. Maatschappelijke relevantie en arbeidersemancipatie. 1978,

551 blz.

41. DE MEYER A., De populaire muziekindustrie. Een terreinverkennende studie. 1979, 578 blz.

42. UDDIN, M., Some Social Factors influencing Age at Death in the situation of Bangladesh. 1979, 316

blz. + bijlagen.

43. MEULEMANS, E., De ethische problematiek van het lijden aan het leven en aan het samen-leven in

het oeuvre van Albert Camus. De mogelijke levensstijlen van luciditeit, menselijkheid en solidariteit. 1979,

413 blz.



415

44. HUYPENS, J., De plaatselijke nieuwsfabriek. Regionaal nieuws. Analyse van inhoud en structuur in de

krant. 494 blz.

45. CEULEMANS, M.J., Women and Mass Media: a feminist perpective. A review of the research to date

the image and status of women in American mass media. 1980, 541 blz. + bijlagen.

46. VANDEKERCKHOVE, L., Gemaakt van asse. Een sociologische studie van de westerse somatische

kultuur. 1980, 383 blz.

47. MIN, J.K., Political Development in Korea, 1945-1972. 1980, 2 delen, 466 blz.

48. MASUI, M., Ongehuwd moeder. Sociologische analyse van een wordingsproces. 1980, 257 blz.

49. LEDOUX, M., Op zoek naar de rest . . . ; Genealogische lezing van het psychiatrisch discours. 1981, 511

blz.

50. VEYS, D., De generatie-sterftetafels in België. 1981, 3 delen, 326 blz. + bijlagen.
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30. MUIJS Roland Daniël, Self, School and Media: A Longitudinal Study of Media Use, Self-Concept,

School Achievement and Peer Relations among Primary School Children. Leuven, Departement Communi-

catiewetenschap, K.U.Leuven, 1997, 316 blz.

31. WAEGE Hans, Vertogen over de relatie tussen individu en gemeenschap. Leuven, Acco, 1997, 382 blz.
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analyse. Leuven, Departement Communicatiewetenschap, K.U.Leuven, 2005, 517 blz. + bijlagen.

88. VAN DEN TROOST Ann, Marriage in Motion. A Study on the Social Context and Processes of Marital

Satisfaction. Leuven, Departement Sociologie, K.U.Leuven/R.U.Nijmegen, Nederland, 2005, 319 blz. +

bijlagen.

89. ERTUGAL Ebru, Prospects for regional governance in Turkey on the road to EU membership: Com-

parison of three regions. Leuven, Departement Politieke Wetenschappen, K.U.Leuven, 2005, 384 blz. +

bijlagen.

90. BENIJTS Tim, De keuze van beleidsinstrumenten. Een vergelijkend onderzoek naar duurzaam sparen en
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(Italië) / Onderzoekseenheid: Centrum voor Sociologisch Onderzoek [CeSO], K.U.Leuven, 2006, 192 blz. +

bijlagen

107. EGGERMONT Steven, The impact of television viewing on adolescents’ sexual socialization. Onder-

zoekseenheid: School voor Massacommunicatieresearch [SMC], K.U.Leuven, 2006, 244 blz. + bijlagen

108. STRUYVEN Ludovicus, Hervormingen tussen drang en dwang. Een sociologisch onderzoek naar

de komst en de gevolgen van marktwerking op het terrein van arbeidsbemiddeling. Onderzoekseenheid:

Centrum voor Sociologisch Onderzoek [CeSO], K.U.Leuven, 2006, 323 blz. + bijlagen

109. BROOS Agnetha, De digitale kloof in de computergeneratie: ICT-exclusie bij adolescenten. School

voor Massa-communicatieresearch [SMC], K.U.Leuven, 2006, 215 blz. + bijlagen

110. PASPALANOVA Mila, Undocumented and Legal Eastern European Immigrants in Brussels. Onder-

zoekseenheid: Centrum voor Sociologisch Onderzoek [CeSO], K.U.Leuven/K.U.Brussel, 2006, 383 blz. +

bijlagen

111. CHUN Kwang Ho, Democratic Peace Building in East Asia in Post-Cold War Era. A Comparative

Study. Onderzoekseenheid: Instituut voor Internationaal en Europees Beleid [IIEB], K.U.Leuven, 2006, 297

blz. + bijlagen

112. VERSCHUERE Bram, Autonomy & Control in Arm’s Length Public Agencies: Exploring the Deter-

minants of Policy Autonomy. Onderzoekseenheid: Instituut voor de Overheid [IO], K.U.Leuven, 2006, 363

blz. + bijlagenboek

113. VAN MIERLO Jan, De rol van televisie in de cultivatie van percepties en attitudes in verband

met geneeskunde en gezondheid. Onderzoekseenheid: School voor Massa-communicatieresearch [SMC],



422 R

K.U.Leuven, 2007, 363 blz. + bijlagen

114. VENCATO Maria Francesca, The Development Policy of the CEECs: the EU Political Rationale

between the Fight Against Poverty and the Near Abroad. Onderzoekseenheid: Instituut voor Internationaal

en Europees Beleid [IIEB], K.U.Leuven, 2007, 276 blz. + bijlagen

115. GUTSCHOVEN Klaas, Gezondheidsempowerment en de paradigmaverschuiving in de gezondheidszorg:

de rol van het Internet. Onderzoekseenheid: School voor Massa-communicatieresearch [SMC], K.U.Leuven,

2007, 330 blz. + bijlagen

116. OKEMWA James, Political Leadership and Democratization in the Horn of Africa (1990-2000) On-

derzoekseenheid: Instituut voor Internationaal en Europees Beleid [IIEB], K.U.Leuven, 2007, 268 blz. +

bijlagen

117. DE COCK Rozane, Trieste Vedetten? Assisenverslaggeving in Vlaamse kranten. Onderzoekseenheid:

School voor Massa-communicatieresearch [SMC], K.U.Leuven, 2007, 257 blz. + bijlagen

118. MALLIET Steven, The Challenge of Videogames to Media Effect Theory. Onderzoekseenheid: Centrum

voor Mediacultuur en communicatietechnologie [CMC], K.U.Leuven, 2007, 187 blz. + bijlagen

119. VANDECASTEELE Leen, Dynamic Inequalities. The Impact of Social Stratification Determinants

on Poverty Dynamics in Europe. Onderzoekseenheid: Centrum voor Sociologisch Onderzoek [CeSO],

K.U.Leuven, 2007, 246 blz. + bijlagen

120. DONOSO Veronica, Adolescents and the Internet: Implications for Home, School and Social Life.

Onderzoekseenheid: School voor Massa-communicatieresearch [SMC], K.U.Leuven, 2007, 264 blz. + bijlagen

121. DOBRE Ana Maria, Europeanisation From A Neo-Institutionalist Perspective: Experiencing Territorial

Politics in Spain and Romania. Onderzoekseenheid: Instituut voor Internationaal en Europees Beleid [IIEB],

K.U.Leuven, 2007, 455 blz. + bijlagen

122. DE WIT Kurt, Universiteiten in Europa in de 21e eeuw. Netwerken in een veranderende samenleving.

Onderzoekseenheid: Centrum voor Sociologisch Onderzoek [CeSO], K.U.Leuven, 2007,362 blz. + bijlagen

123. CORTVRIENDT Dieter, The Becoming of a Global World: Technology Networks Power Life. Onder-

zoekseenheid: Centrum voor Sociologisch Onderzoek [CeSO], K.U.Leuven, 2008, 346 blz. + bijlagen

124. VANDER STICHELE Alexander, De culturele alleseter? Een kwantitatief en kwalitatief onderzoek

naar ‘culturele omnivoriteit’ in Vlaanderen. Onderzoekseenheid: Centrum voor Sociologisch Onderzoek

[CeSO], K.U.Leuven, 2008, 414 blz. + bijlagen(boek)

125. LIU HUANG Li-chuan, A Biographical Study of Chinese Restaurant People in Belgium: Strategies

for Localisation. Onderzoekseenheid: Centrum voor Sociologisch Onderzoek [CeSO], K.U.Leuven, 2008, 365

blz. + bijlagen
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