VOTE CHOICE IN ONE ROUND AND TWO ROUND ELECTIONS

Individual vote choice in an election depends on an interplay of factors: the options that the individual can choose from, the individual’s set of values and interests that induces her to prefer some options over others, the rules of the game, that is, what it takes for a candidate or a party to win, and the voter’s judgment about the various candidates’ chances of winning. The rules of the game are crucial, as they affect the supply of candidates as well as the strategic considerations that may sometime induce voters not to vote for their preferred option because it is not perceived to be viable (Cox 1997).

In this paper we propose and test a simple model of vote choice, in which the decision to support or not to support a candidate depends on two factors. The first factor is how much the voter likes the candidate: the more one likes a candidate, the greater the propensity to vote for that candidate. The second is the candidate’s viability, that is, the candidate’s chances of winning the election: the stronger the candidate’s viability, the greater the propensity to vote for that candidate. 

The model assumes that voters attempt to maximize their expected utility, that is, they have a set of preferences and they can indicate their preference order and intensity, and they form expectations about likely outcomes (Abramson et al. 2007). The voter computes the expected utility associated with voting for each of the candidates. This expected utility is a combination of B, the benefit that the voter would derive from the election of a given candidate, and V, which indicates the perceived viability of the candidate. The voter then decides to vote for the candidate that provides the highest expected utility.

The benefit that a voter would derive from the election of a given candidate or party is typically measured through feeling thermometers which invite people to indicate on a 0 to 100 scale how much they like or dislike the various parties or candidates (Abramson et al. 1992, 2004, 2007; Blais et al. 2000, 2006; Ordeshook and Zeng 1997). In an experimental setting like the one we report here, the benefit is the financial gain associated with the election of a given candidate.

Viability refers to the voter’s perception as to whether a given candidate has a chance of winning. Some studies use the candidate’s actual vote support in the present or previous election as a proxy (Alvarez and Nagler 2000; Alvarez, Boehme and Nagler 2006; Ordeshook and Zeng 1997), thereby assuming that voters are able to anticipate the outcome of an election or that they form their opinions on the basis of the previous election outcome (see Blais and Bodet 2006 for an assessment), while others rely on more direct questions about the perceived chances of winning, on a 0 to 10 or 100 scale (Abramson et al. 1992, 2004, 2007; Blais et al. 2000, 2006).

In some analyses (Abramson et al. 1992, Ordeshook and Zeng 1997), the variable is used in its raw form, the prediction being that the propensity to vote for a candidate increases monotonously with her perceived chances. More recently Abramson et al. (2004, 2007) have used “folded” probabilities, on the basis that one should be most inclined to vote for candidates whom they like and who are uncertain to win (their chances are around 50 on the 0 to 100 scale). The underlying logic is that there is no value in voting for a candidate who is certain to win or to lose; the temptation to desert the preferred candidate is weakest when that candidate is involved in a close race (and one’s vote might make the difference). In another set of studies, a distinction is made between “viable” and “unviable” candidates, and what is deemed to matter is how distant one is from being viable (Alvarez and Nagler 2000; Alvarez, Boehme and Nagler 2006; Blais et al. 2000, 2006). This approach has been applied to single-member district plurality elections, and it is based on the assumption that only the top two candidates are viable in such a system (Duverger 1951; Cox 1997). This approach, we would argue, is consistent with the Duvergerian (or Coxian) perspective, according to which the voter’s task is to ascertain the candidate’s viability, and it is the one that we use in this study.

The purpose of this study is two fold. First, we show that the same basic model, according to which vote choice depends on a combination of voters’ preferences and their assessments of candidates’ viability, applies to both one round and two round elections. Second, we specify how viability plays in each system.

We examine two voting systems: one round plurality elections, whereby the candidate with the most votes wins, and two round majority runoff elections, whereby an absolute majority is required on the first ballot, and a second ballot between the top two contenders takes place if no candidate is elected on the first ballot, the candidate with the most votes on the second ballot being elected. These are the two most popular voting systems for the direct election of presidents in democracies (Blais, Massicotte and Dobrzynska 1997).

The standard assumption in the literature is that the model proposed here, which asserts that vote choice does not merely reflect preferences because strategic considerations play an important role, applies to one round plurality elections. Indeed, the bulk of the studies cited above have shown the presence of strategic voting in such elections. These results are consistent with the predictions of both Duverger (1951) and Cox (1997).

Things are more complicated when it comes to other voting systems in general and two round elections in particular. The basic theoretical position is the Gibbard- Satterthwaite theorem according to which no voting system is strategy-proof, and so the expectation is that assessments of viability should matter in any system.

This is indeed the starting point adopted by Cox (1997) in his treatment of two-round elections. Cox takes issue with Duverger (1951), who implied that strategic considerations did not play a role in such systems. Cox asserts that judgments about viability matter as well in two round elections. Cox argues, however, that there are more viable candidates in two round elections, three candidates rather than two in one round elections.

But Cox (1997, 137) also concedes that strategic considerations may play a weaker role in two round elections. The point is that more information is required to vote strategically in two round elections. In both types of elections, the voter has to determine whether the candidate is viable or not but in two round elections, this entails trying to anticipate the possible outcomes of the first ballot and then the probable result under these possible runoff pairings. Cox concludes that because of this strategic voting is more complicated and probably less frequent. The logical prediction could also be that only the most sophisticated would make such calculations.

There has been little empirical work on the extent of strategic voting in two round elections.
 Blais’ (2003, 2004) analysis of the 2002 French presidential election produced some intriguing findings. On the one hand, Blais found little evidence of French voters deserting their first choice because that first choice was perceived to be unviable. On the other hand, there would seem to have had substantial “inverse” strategic voting, that is, people deserting their first choice because they were certain that this first choice would make it to the second round, in order to send policy signals to the candidates.

Our objective is thus to test a simple model of vote choice in which the decision to support or not to support a candidate depends on B, the benefit associated with the election of a given candidate, and V, the viability of the candidate. We wish to show that this simple model applies in two round as well as in one round elections, though viability is expected to have a somewhat weaker impact in the former than in the latter, because of the greater complexity of the system. The model is tested with data collected in an experiment.

The Experiment

The protocol is as follows. There are two groups of 21 voters. In each group, eight elections are held successively, four one round and four two rounds; one group starts with one round and the other with two rounds. In each election, there are five candidates, located at five distinct points on a left-right axis that goes from 0 to 20: an extreme left candidate, a moderate left, a centrist, a moderate right, and an extreme right (see Figure 1). The set of options is identical in the two voting systems.

For each of the four elections (under the same voting system), the participants are assigned a randomly drawn position on the 0 to 20 axis. There are a total of 21 positions, and each participant has a different position. The participants are informed about the distribution of positions. After the initial series of four elections, the group moves to the second set of four elections, held under a different rule, and the participants are assigned a new position.

The participants are informed from the beginning that one of the eight elections will be randomly drawn as the « decisive » election. They are also told that they will be paid 20 euros (or Canadian dollars) minus the distance between the elected candidate’s position and their own assigned position. For instance (this is the example given in the presentation), a voter whose assigned position is 11 will receive 10 euros if candidate A wins in the decisive election, 12 if E wins, 15 if B, 17 if D, and 19 if C. In the experiment (as in real life) it is in the voter’s interest that the elected candidate be as close as possible to her own position.

We have performed 10 such experiments in Lille, Montreal, and Paris. The basic protocol was always the same but we introduced two variants. In some of the experiments, we had larger groups of voters, 63 rather than 21, to see whether the same patterns hold in larger groups. And in some of the experiments, we ask participants to ascertain each of the candidates’ chances of winning before casting their vote, to see whether it makes a difference when people are invited to focus on the strategic context of the election. More precise information about each experiment is provided in Table 1.

The best outcome, for each voter, the one that yields the highest reward, is the election of the candidate who is closest to her own position. But a voter may come to the conclusion that the closest candidate has no chance of winning and the contest is between the second closest candidate (her second choice) and the most distant (her worst option). The model proposed above assumes that the voter considers not only the benefits linked to the election of the various candidates but also their viability.

The voter has to determine which candidates are viable and which ones are not. In our setup, if every voter were to vote sincerely for the candidate that is closest to her position, candidates A and E would each receive four votes. Four voters have B as their closest candidate, four have D, and three have C; the last two voters (positions 8 and 12) are equally distant from C and B or from C and D.

The upshot is that candidates A and E cannot win if everyone votes sincerely. In one round elections, it takes at least five votes to win, while A and E receive only four votes each. C will win if and only if voters with positions 8 and 12 choose to vote for her (rather than for B or D, who is equally distant from their position). Otherwise B or D wins and if there is a tie between the two a random draw decides the winner. In all cases, A and E cannot win if everyone votes sincerely. The only viable candidates are B, C, and D.

In two round elections, there will be a runoff between B and D if they each get five votes, between C and a random draw among the four others if C wins five votes (then all the others get four votes), or between B or D and a random draw among the four others (then B or D has five votes and all others have four). It is impossible (again assuming sincere voting) for both A and E to make it to the second round. It is possible for either one to make it to the second round but A or E cannot win on the second round because she will then face a non extremist candidate, whose position is bound to be closer to that of a majority of voters. Again, then, B, C, and D are the three viable candidates.

All this assumes sincere voting. The same conclusion can be reached if we allow for strategic voting. In a plurality election, strategic voting entails deserting the weakest candidates in favour of a stronger second choice, and there seems to be no reason for any voter who is closest to B, C, or D, to move to A or E.  

The same verdict applies in the case of two round elections. Strategic voting usually means deserting the weakest candidates in exactly the same way as in a one round plurality election. Theoretically there is the possibility of voting for the least favoured candidate in the first round if that ensures the victory of the most favoured candidate in the second round (Cox 1997, 129). But this would seem a very risky strategy (the favoured candidate may fail to get into the runoff) especially if, as is the case in our setup, no one candidate is guaranteed to make it to the second round. 

In both voting systems, therefore, candidates B, C, and D are viable, and candidates A and E are not. Indeed A and E failed to win any of the 160 elections held in the course of our experiments. 

Table 2 shows the total vote share obtained by the five candidates in all these elections. We distinguish one round and two round elections on the one hand and small (n=21) and large (n=63) groups on the other hand. The prediction is that there will be strategic desertion of non viable candidates (A and E) in all cases but a little less in one round elections (because the system is somewhat more complicated) and in large groups (because the probability of being pivotal is lower).

These predictions are mostly confirmed. Candidate A gets fewer votes in one round than in two round elections, whatever the size of the group. The same pattern holds for candidate E in large groups but not in small ones. There is an unexpected interaction effect, however, between group size and electoral system. Non viable candidates obtain more votes (as anticipated) in large groups in two round elections but they do better in small groups in the case of one round elections. We revisit this curious finding below. We also observe that candidate C does better in one round than in two round elections and that candidate B performs much better than candidate D in large group one round elections.
But what is most striking in Table 1 is how tiny the differences between the four groups are. The median difference in the vote share obtained by a given candidate between paired groups is a mere two percentage points (CHECK). Voting patterns in one round and two round elections are remarkably similar, and whether the electorate is made of 21 or 63 participants makes very little difference.
A Simple Model of Individual Vote Choice

Our objective is to test an individual vote choice model in which the decision to support or not to support a candidate is assumed to hinge on benefits, B, and viability, V. We know that the benefit associated with the election of a candidate is 20 euros (or Canadian dollars) minus the distance between the position of that candidate and her own position. For instance, for a voter whose position is 11, the benefit linked to the election of candidates A, B, C, D and E is respectively 10, 15, 19, 17 and 12.
 

In a first step, we test a model according to which voters have a perfect knowledge of the fact that candidates B, C and D are viable while A and E are not. In this model, benefits related to the five candidates vary across individual voters (according to their own positions). Viability is captured through intercepts which indicate how more or less inclined people are to vote for each candidate, everything else being equal, that is, for the same benefits. Candidate C is the reference category. The expectation is that the intercepts for candidates A and E will be negative; because they are not viable, people will be less likely to vote for them, even after controlling for the benefits associated with their election. The last prediction is that the intercepts for candidates B and D will close to 0, as these candidates are theoretically as viable as candidate C. We also expect the impact of B, benefits, to be slightly stronger and the negative intercepts for candidates A and E to be somewhat weaker in two round elections and large groups.
Table 3 presents the results. As expected, the propensity to vote for a candidate is strongly correlated with the benefits linked to the election of that candidate. This means that voters tend to vote for candidates whose position is closer to their own, as they will get higher financial rewards if these candidates win. But our main prediction is that, after controlling for B, voters will be less inclined to vote for candidates A and E, who are not viable in this setting. The results are in line with the prediction. The intercepts for A and E are strongly negative, indicating that, everything else being equal, the propensity to vote for these unviable candidates is much weaker (than for candidate C, the reference category). We also expected the intercepts for candidates B and D to be close to 0, as these candidates are as viable as C. This hypothesis is not confirmed, as the intercepts are almost always negative and significant. We return to this anomaly later.

Our main interest is to determine whether the same pattern emerges in one round and two round elections as well as in small and large groups. Our expectation is that the pattern will be basically the same though viability should have a slightly larger effect in one round elections and small groups. The prediction is thus that the intercept for candidates A and E will be slightly less negative, and that sincere preference, that is, B, will weigh slightly more, in two round elections and large groups. 

This is exactly what we find with respect to benefits. The coefficient of B is weakest in small group one round elections and strongest in large group two round elections. Things are not as clean with respects to the intercepts for candidates A and E. The largest negative coefficients are observed in large group one round elections, which is consistent with the fact that it is in those elections that these candidates are the weakest (Table 2). These results indicate that voters vote basically the same way in the two systems, but that they give somewhat greater weight to their preferences in two round elections and large groups. The basic story, however, is that the pattern is fundamentally the same in the four groups. We also observe that candidate D does particularly poorly in one round elections within large groups.
The above analysis assumes that voters were able to tell from the very beginning that only candidates B, C, and D were viable. The fact that the results are pretty consistent with our expectations suggests that this is not an unreasonable assumption. But this required some relatively hard thinking
, especially in the first election. Things were simpler in the following elections, as people knew how many votes each candidate obtained on the previous ballot(s).

Vote Choice and the Outcome of the Previous Election

The foregoing analysis focuses on the second, third, and fourth elections that took place under a given voting system and ascertains how the result of the preceding election are factored in by voters. According to the Duvergerian logic, under the one round plurality rule voters should rally to their preferred option among the two front-runners. As a consequence, we would predict that the further away from the second contender a given candidate finished in the preceding election, the weaker the propensity to vote for that candidate. We therefore constructed a variable, NO CHANCE2, which equals 0 for the two front-runners and the difference in the number of votes obtained by each of the three other candidates and the second contender. The expectation is that distance from the top two contenders will be negatively correlated with support for a given candidate and that these strategic considerations will play slightly less in two round elections and large electorates.
Table 4 shows the findings. The setup is the same as in Table 2, except that we add NO CHANCE2, and that we exclude, for that reason, the first election held under a given voting system. It can be seen that distance from the second contender is, as predicted, negatively correlated with voting for a candidate and that B, the benefit associated with the candidate’s victory, is still strongly positively correlated.  It is also interesting to note that controlling for perceived chances hardly affects the coefficient associated with B. 

As for the values of the intercepts for candidates A and E, they are substantially weaker than in Table 2, which indicates that a major reason why voters are less inclined to support them was that they received fewer votes in the previous election. At the same time, the intercepts are still substantially negative, suggesting that other factors are at play. Candidates A and E receive fewer votes than the other candidates even controlling for the outcome of the previous elections. Our interpretation, which we substantiate in the following section, is that perceptions of viability are based not only on retrospective assessment of previous outcomes; people also understand that candidates A and E are likely to lose support in future elections. Finally, the signs of the coefficients for candidates B and D are always negative, indicating that support for candidate C is the most likely to increase over time. We discuss below the implications of this finding.

Our main concern again is to determine whether the same pattern emerges in one round and two round elections and small and large groups. Our hypothesis is that strategic considerations play all the time but that they are slightly weaker in two round elections and larger groups. The hypothesis is only partly confirmed. Preferences seem to matter as much in one round elections though, as anticipated, they count a bit more in large electorates. As for NO CHANCE2, its coefficient is constant in three of the four groups. It is only in small group two round elections that the effect appears weaker. 

The previous analyses are based on the assumption that what matters is not being distant from the top two contenders. But is it really the case? According to Cox (1997), the equilibrium in a two round elections should be three candidates, as there are two “winners” who make it to the second round. From that perspective, what should matter is distance from the top three contenders, at least in two round elections. We thus created a NO CHANCE3 variable, which equals 0 for the top three contenders and distance from the third contender for the fourth and fifth candidates. 

This variant performs less well than the initial operationalization, based on distance from the top two contenders, in each of the four subsamples for the whole sample including when we restrict ourselves to two round elections. This is shown in Table 5, which presents the results obtained with measures of distance from the top two and top three candidates. It can be seen that the coefficient associated with the NOCHANCE2 variable is stronger than that of NOCHANCE3 and that the pseudo R squared is slightly higher in the former case. 

There is thus no support for the view that the equilibrium in a two round election is three candidates. The equilibrium in both one round and two round elections is two candidates.
These findings confirm that voters refrain from voting for candidates that finished far from the top two contenders in the previous election, and that the same pattern emerges in one round and two round elections, though the propensity to follow one’s preferences is slightly stronger in large groups. They also establish that what matters is being one of the top two contenders.

Vote Choice and Perceived Chances of Winning

We have shown that voters take into account the results of the previous election when they decide how to vote. More specifically, they are less inclined to support candidates who were not among the top contenders in the previous election. We assume that they do so because they do not wish to waste their vote on candidates that have no chance of winning. We now test directly that assumption.

In half the experiments, the participants were asked to indicate on the ballot how they rated the chances of each candidate winning the election, on a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 means no chance at all and 10 means certain to win. Theoretically what matters are people’s subjective perceptions of the race, and we can determine whether this is empirically the case. 

Table 6 shows the mean score given to each candidate depending on the type of electoral system and the rank order of the election.
 It can be seen that candidates A and E were perceived to be clearly weaker than candidates B, C, and D. There is also very little difference in voters’ perceptions of the race in one round versus two round elections, or small versus large groups.
The question is whether these perceptions have an independent impact on vote choice and whether these perceptions play equally in one round and two round elections and in small and large groups. Our prediction is that they do, though slightly less in two round elections and small groups.

Table 7 confirms the pattern observed in Table 5, that is, preferences play equally in one round and two round elections but they are more closely related to vote choice in large than in small groups. As for perceived chances of winning, we see that their impact is the same in small and large groups but it is weaker in two round elections. This suggests that strategic considerations do not weigh as much in those elections.

Table 7 also indicates that even taking into account perceived chances of winning voters were less inclined to support candidates A and E, except in the case of small group one round elections. This suggests that it was not only because they were perceived to be unlikely to win that candidates A and E received fewer votes. Indeed, people were less inclined to vote for them even when they perceived their chances to be as good as those of candidates B, C, and D. 
Could it be that candidates A and E were less popular because they were perceived to be extremists? This raises the possibility that the participants’ vote choice hinged not only on the distance between candidates’ positions and the positions that they were randomly assigned in the course of the experiment but also on the distance between candidates’ positions and their own personal positions. Did some participants refrain from voting for candidates A and E in part because they just did not like candidates on the extreme right or left of the political spectrum?

Vote Choice and Personal Positions
The experiment was structured so that it was in participants’ interest to vote for a viable candidate whose position on the left-right scale was as close as possible to the position they had been randomly given. And the results we have shown indicate that this was indeed a crucial factor in the vote decision; the coefficient associated with B is strong and highly significant in all our estimations.

But it is possible that participants were also affected that their own personal predispositions, that someone who has strong leftist orientations would find it difficult to support a right-wing candidate (let us say D) even if this would be the optimal choice if she wanted to maximize her potential payoff, or that a centrist voter would just want to vote for candidate A or E, irrespective of those candidates’ chances of winning. The question is whether these “other” motivations play a role and, if they did, whether this affected the findings reported above.
In order to address this question, we use respondents’ own position on the same left-right scale that was utilized in the presentation of the candidates’ positions, measured in the questionnaire administered after the elections. This allows us to create a PERSONAL POSITION variable, which indicates how close the individual was to a candidate’s position. The variable is exactly the same as B, except that we use the person’s own position instead of her assigned location, as the reference point.

Table 8 shows the results. They confirm that personal opinions did affect vote choice. The more distant was the participant’s ideology from that of a given candidate, the less inclined she was to vote for that candidate. But the results also indicate that the patterns that we have seen before remain intact after controlling for this personal “bias”. More specifically, the coefficients associated with B and perceived chances are almost identical to those in Table 7. It can be seen that, irrespective of personal orientations, vote choice was strongly affected by benefits and perceived chances, and slightly more strongly in large groups for benefits and in one round elections for chances.
The incorporation of personal orientations into the model does have one modest effect, however. We can see that the intercepts for candidates A and E tend to be weaker in Table 8 than in Table 7. This suggests that indeed the weaker support that we observe for these two candidates is partly the result of participants’ own personal dislike of extremist candidates. This motivation is, however, quite weak (the coefficients are only slightly reduced), and this does not affect the basic patterns reported above.
TABLE 1: The Experiments
	Date
	Location
	Size
	Questionnaire
	First rule

	2006 December 11
	Paris
	21
	Yes
	1

	2006 December 11
	Paris
	21
	Yes
	2

	2006 December 13
	Paris
	21
	Yes
	1

	2006 December 13
	Paris
	21
	Yes
	2

	2006 December 18
	Lille
	21
	Yes
	1

	2006 December 18
	Lille
	21
	Yes
	2

	2006 December 18
	Lille
	63
	Yes
	1

	2006 December 18
	Lille
	63
	Yes
	2

	2006 December 18
	Paris
	21
	No
	1

	2006 December 18
	Paris
	21
	No
	2

	2006 December 19
	Paris
	21
	No
	1

	2006 December 19
	Paris
	21
	No
	2

	2007 January 15
	Paris
	21
	No
	1

	2007 January 15
	Paris
	21
	No
	2

	2007 February 19
	Montreal
	21
	No
	1

	2007 February 19
	Montreal
	21
	No
	2

	2007 February 20
	Montreal
	21
	Yes
	1

	2007 February 20
	Montreal
	21
	Yes
	2

	2007 February 21
	Montreal
	63
	No
	1

	2007 February 21
	Montreal
	63
	No
	2

	2007 February 22
	Montreal
	63
	Yes
	1

	2007 February 22
	Montreal
	63
	Yes
	2


TABLE 2: Total Vote Share Obtained by the Candidates
	
	ONE ROUND
	TWO ROUND

	
	SMALL
	LARGE
	SMALL
	LARGE

	Can : A
	5.9
	4.1
	6.5
	7.1

	Can : B
	29.3
	36.2
	32.2
	28.8

	Can : C
	31.9
	31.1
	25.1
	29.6

	Can : D
	26.6
	23.9
	30.5
	26.2

	Can : E
	6.3
	4.7
	5.7
	8.3

	
	
	
	
	

	N
	1 340
	1 499
	1 343
	1 499


TABLE 3: A Simple Model of Individual Vote Choice 
(Conditional logit estimation): All Elections

	
	ONE ROUND
	TWO ROUND

	
	SMALL
	LARGE
	SMALL
	LARGE

	B
	.41 ***

(.02)
	.48 ***

(.02)
	.45 ***

(.02)
	.51 ***

(.02)

	
	
	
	
	

	Can : A
	- 2.57 ***

(.17)
	- 3.05 ***

(.18)
	- 2.25 ***

(.17)
	- 2.72 ***

(.18)

	Can : B
	- .36 ***

(.09)
	.05

(.09)
	- .05 

(.09)
	- .40 ***

(.09)

	Can : D
	- .55 ***

(.09)
	- 1.04 ***

(.10)
	- .18 

(.10)
	- .60 ***

(.10)

	Can : E
	- 2.60 ***

(.17)
	- 3.71 ***

(.20)
	- 2.61 ***

(.18)
	- 2.58 ***

(.17)

	
	
	
	
	

	Pseudo R2
	.45
	.51
	.49
	.51

	N
	6 700
	7 495
	6 715
	7 495


*: Significant at .05; **: Significant at .01; ***: Significant at .001.

TABLE 4: Individual Vote Choice, Taking into Account the Outcome of the Previous Election (Conditional logit estimation)

	
	ONE ROUND
	TWO ROUND

	
	SMALL
	LARGE
	SMALL
	LARGE

	B
	.45 ***

(.02)
	.52 ***

(.02)
	.45 ***

(.02)
	.52 ***

(.02)

	
	
	
	
	

	NO CHANCE2
	- .10 ***

(.01)
	- .10 ***

(.01)
	- .06 ***

(.01)
	- .10 ***

(.01)

	
	
	
	
	

	Can : A
	- 1.39 ***

(.25)
	- 1.63 ***

(.32)
	- 1.52 ***

(.24)
	- 1.37 ***

(.28)

	Can : B
	- .21

(.11)
	- .15

(.10)
	-.15

(.11)
	-.44 ***

(.11)

	Can : D
	- .50 ***

(.12)
	- .88 ***

(.13)
	- .37 ***

(.12)
	- .28 *

(.12)

	Can : E
	- 1.49 ***

(.25)
	- 2.01 ***

(.32)
	- 2.11 ***

(.25)
	- 1.42 ***

(.27)

	
	
	
	
	

	Pseudo R2
	.56
	.59
	.52
	.53

	N
	5 025
	5 620
	5 040
	5 635


*: Significant at .05; ***: Significant at .001.

TABLE 5: Individual Vote Choice, Taking into Account the Outcome of the Previous Election, with a Variant of NO CHANCE (Conditional logit estimation)

	
	ONE ROUND
	TWO ROUND

	
	SMALL
	LARGE
	SMALL
	LARGE

	B
	.40 ***

(.02)
	.48 ***

(.02)
	.43 ***

(.02)
	.50 ***

(.02)

	
	
	
	
	

	NO CHANCE3
	- .12 ***

(.01)
	- .05 ***

(.01)
	- .05 ***

(.02)
	- .05 ***

(.01)

	
	
	
	
	

	Can : A
	- 1.99 ***

(.23)
	- 3.04 ***

(.30)
	- 1.75 ***

(.28)
	- 2.31 ***

(.28)

	Can : B
	- .16

(.10)
	.11

(.10)
	.10

(.11)
	-.39 ***

(.11)

	Can : D
	- .53 ***

(.11)
	- 1.17 ***

(.12)
	- .09

(.11)
	- .58 ***

(.12)

	Can : E
	- 2.06 ***

(.25)
	- 3.47 ***

(.30)
	- 2.30 ***

(.29)
	- 2.31 ***

(.27)

	
	
	
	
	

	Pseudo R2
	.48
	.53
	.50
	.52

	N
	5 025
	5 620
	5 040
	5 635


*: Significant at .05; ***: Significant at .001.
TABLE 6: Perceived Chances of Winning (mean score)
	
	ONE ROUND
	TWO ROUND

	
	SMALL
	LARGE
	SMALL
	LARGE

	Can : A
	.06

(.08)
	.05

(.08)
	.06

(.08)
	.06

(.08)

	Can : B
	.27

(.14)
	.32

(.12)
	.28

(.11)
	.29

(.11)

	Can : C
	.31

(.16)
	.30

(.16)
	.32

(.15)
	.32

(.13)

	Can : D
	.29

(.13)
	.28

(.16)
	.29

(.11)
	.27

(.13)

	Can : E
	.08

(.11)
	.06

(.08)
	.06

(.08)
	.06

(.09)

	
	
	
	
	

	N
	659
	995
	665
	986


TABLE 7: Individual Vote Choice, Taking into Account 
Perceived Chances of Winning (Conditional logit estimation)

	
	ONE ROUND
	TWO ROUND

	
	SMALL
	LARGE
	SMALL
	LARGE

	B
	.44 ***

(.02)
	.54 ***

(.03)
	.47 ***

(.03)
	.53 ***

(.02)

	
	
	
	
	

	Perceived Chance
	.41 ***

(.03)
	.44 ***

(.03)
	.28 ***

(.03)
	.27 ***

(.02)

	
	
	
	
	

	Can : A
	- .06

(.28)
	- 1.53 ***

(.27)
	- 1.13 ***

(.28)
	- 1.35 ***

(.25)

	Can : B
	.43 **

(.15)
	.11

(.12)
	.00

(.15)
	-.05

(.13)

	Can : D
	.36 *

(.15)
	- .82 ***

(.15)
	- .10

(.14)
	- .06

(.13)

	Can : E
	- .50

(.28)
	- 1.55 ***

(.29)
	- 1.53 ***

(.30)
	- 1.20 ***

(.24)

	
	
	
	
	

	Pseudo R2
	.57
	.63
	.54
	.57

	N
	3 315
	4 945
	3 333
	4 930


*: Significant at .05; **: Significant at .01; ***: Significant at .001.

TABLE 8: Individual Vote Choice, Taking into Account Perceived Chances 
and Personal Positions (Conditional logit estimation)

	
	ONE ROUND
	TWO ROUND

	
	SMALL
	LARGE
	SMALL
	LARGE

	B
	.45 ***

(.03)
	.55 ***

(.03)
	.48 ***

(.03)
	.54 ***

(.02)

	
	
	
	
	

	Perceived Chance
	.42 ***

(.03)
	.44 ***

(.03)
	.28 ***

(.03)
	.28 ***

(.02)

	
	
	
	
	

	Personal
	.10 ***

(.03)
	.10 ***

(.02)
	.06 ***

(.03)
	.12 ***

(.02)

	
	
	
	
	

	Can : A
	.46

(.31)
	- .99 ***

(.30)
	- .92 **

(.30)
	- .63 *

(.28)

	Can : B
	.54 ***

(.16)
	.26 *

(.13)
	.01

(.15)
	.14

(.13)

	Can : D
	.61 ***

(.17)
	- .71 ***

(.15)
	- .03

(.15)
	.12

(.13)

	Can : E
	.16

(.33)
	- 1.06 ***

(.31)
	- 1.17 ***

(.34)
	- .50 

(.27)

	
	
	
	
	

	Pseudo R2
	.58
	.63
	.54
	.58

	N
	3 315
	4 945
	3 333
	4 930


*: Significant at .05; **: Significant at .01; ***: Significant at .001.
NOTES

� With this approach, and contrary to the two other methods, supporters of the second contender (in terms of chances of winning) are assumed to be as unlikely to desert their first choice as those of the first contender. And contrary to the “folded” approach, the assumption is that one is unlikely to desert her first choice if that first choice is certain to win (note that we are dealing here with voters; the decision to vote or not to vote is assumed to rest on other considerations; see Blais 2000; Ordeshook and Zeng 1997).


� Abramson et al. (2004, 2007) examine the 1999 Israeli Prime Ministerial election which was technically a two round election but they treat it as a single round election because it was decided on the first ballot and all but two candidates had withdrawn by election day.


� It could be argued that the expected benefit is one eight of those numbers because there are eight elections and only one (randomly chosen) counts. We keep undivided numbers for sake of simplicity. 


� More precisely, voters had to think about how other voters would vote, along the lines articulated on pages 4 and 5.


� One could also argue that what really counts is distance from the winner. We did create a NOCHANCE1 variable that captured distance from the winner of the previous election. Unfortunately, the correlation between CHANCE1 and CHANCE2 is just too strong (.93) to allow us to distinguish between the two. The correlation between CHANCE2 and CHANCE3  is .63.


� The ratings did not have to add up to 10, and in most cases they did not. We use standardize scores, where the rating given to a candidate is divided by the total ratings given to all five candidates, to facilitate comparisons across individuals.


� Another interpretation is that what matter in two round elections are perceived chances of making it to the second round and perceived chances of winning on the second ballot. The question that was put to participants when they were casting their vote on the second ballot pertained only to the former. To the extent that some participants were factoring in as well the latter, we would be underestimating the full effect of voters’ expectations. 
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