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Spatial and valence models are the workhorses of research on electoral behaviour. Yet, little is known about the common factors that influence the strength of both these determinants of the vote. I argue that the political context affects the prevalence of spatial and valence considerations in voters’ minds. I investigate this by combining all the available data of the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES) with information on the political context. The results of models based on more than 160 elections in 56 countries show that ideological considerations are more important for the vote when all party leaders are disliked, incumbent coalitions are large, and polarisation is high. Valence evaluations are more important when all parties are ideologically distant from the voter, there are few parties to evaluate, and polarisation is low. These results indicate that the political context needs to be taken into account when interpreting voters’ electoral signal.
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Introduction

Spatial and valence models of voting have been central theories explaining voting behaviour since the early days of electoral research (Downs, 1957; Manin, 1995; Sanders, Clarke, Stewart, & Whiteley, 2011; Stokes, 1963). The spatial voting theory describes how voters compare their own opinions on important issues with those of the different parties, and vote for the party that matches their own opinion best (Downs, 1957; Enelow & Hinich, 1984). According to the valence theory, voters decide based on their evaluations of the competence of parties: not what parties stand for is deciding in the vote, but which party the voter believes can deliver (Clarke, Sanders, Stewart, & Whiteley, 2011; Stokes, 1963). Both mechanisms are crucial for effective democratic representation: by voting spatially, voters give parties a mandate to pursue certain policies; by voting according to valence evaluations, they incentivise competent conduct (Manin, 1995; Powell, 2000). Decades of electoral research has accumulated strong evidence supporting the main expectations coming from these mechanisms of the vote (Clarke, Sanders, Stewart, & Whiteley, 2009; Debus, Stegmaier, & Tosun, 2014; Enelow & Hinich, 1984; Green & Jennings, 2017; Pattie & Johnston, 1998; Powell, 2000; Stegmaier, Lewis-Beck, & Park, 2017).
The central importance of these theories has generated high interest in the factors that condition the extent to which these mechanisms determine the vote (Golder & Stramski, 2010; Green, 2007; Powell & Whitten, 1993). However, most studies so far have mostly focused on either the relative strength of both mechanisms, or on the factors influencing the strength of one of the two respective theories separately (Clarke & Whitten, 2013; Debus et al., 2014; Sanders et al., 2011; McAllister, Sheppard, & Bean, 2015). Less is known about the conditions moderating the strength of both determinants of the vote simultaneously. In this study, I test whether the distance to the closest party, the likeability of the most-liked party leader, the number of parties, and the ideological distribution of parties, impact the extent to which voters decide which party to vote for based on the ideological distance or the valence evaluation of the different parties.
To test these expectations, I combine all available data from the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES) – covering almost 175,000 voters in more than 160 elections in 56 countries between 1996 and 2020. I estimate multilevel models with voter-party dyads nested in voters to examine the role of spatial and valence considerations in the choice between parties “within” voters’ choice sets – comparable to a conditional choice framework. The results indicate that voters rely more strongly on spatial considerations when all party leaders are disliked, when there are many parties in government, and when levels of polarisation are high. Valence becomes a stronger predictor of the vote when all parties are ideologically distant, there are few (governing) parties, and polarisation is low.
These results carry important implications for our understanding of election results in different political contexts. Spatial and valence voting have both been argued to be essential for democratic elections (Manin, 1995; Powell, 2000; Przeworski, Stokes, & Manin, 1999). However, when choosing based on one of these determinants, voters’ decision carries a substantially different meaning: whereas the valence vote is mostly based on retrospective evaluations to formulate opinions about which party might deliver in the future, spatial considerations aim at providing the elected parties with a mandate to enact certain policies and are hence more prospective (Downs, 1957; Louwerse, 2011). When interpreting election results, it is often assumed that they provide an equal mix of both retrospective evaluations and prospective aspirations. However, as I argue and show here, voters’ choices might be based more on one than the other consideration depending on the context in which they operate. It is hence essential to understand which factors influence the impact of these important determinants of the vote to be able to interpret voters’ electoral signals correctly.

Spatial and valence models of voting

Spatial and valence models of voting have been central since the early investigations of voting behaviour. Spatial voting theory assumes that voters maximise the utility of their vote by comparing their own position in a policy space with those of the different parties, and vote for the party that is closest to them (Downs, 1957; Enelow & Hinich, 1984; Powell, 2000).[footnoteRef:1] Starting from the seminal work of Downs (1957), this theoretical framework has inspired a large literature on proximity voting and issue voting, investigating to what extent voters are able to link their own issue stances with those of the party they vote for, how voters pick up on these signals, and which factors influence this mechanism (Dassonneville et al., 2019; Jessee, 2012; Lau et al., 2014; Simas, 2013). [1:  Note that voters can also use a directional logic (Rabinowitz & Macdonald, 1989). However, in line with previous research on the congruence of the vote, the focus here is on proximity voting (Dassonneville, Feitosa, Hooghe, Lau, & Stiers, 2019; Lau, Patel, Fahmy, & Kaufman, 2014; Wagner, Johann, & Kritzinger, 2012).] 

Focusing on spatial considerations, these models focus on positional issues – issues on which there is a natural diversity in opinions, e.g., the extent to which the government should intervene in the economy, or allow more or less immigrants into the country (Enelow & Hinich, 1984). This distinguishes them from an alternative model of voting, first proposed by Stokes (1963), in which voters do not consider the policy positions on spatial issues but rather the performance of the parties when deciding which party to support (Green & Jennings, 2017). The valence theory of voting includes evaluations of valence issues such as the economy, overall evaluations of general performance, and likeability of the different parties and their leaders, and has proven to offer a powerful alternative for the spatial mechanism (Clarke, Sanders, Stewart, & Whiteley, 2004; Clarke & Whitten, 2013; Duch & Stevenson, 2008; Lewis-Beck & Stegmaier, 2000, 2007; Sanders et al., 2011). Since the original argumentation as set out by Stokes (1963), both individual-level and aggregate-level research has found strong support for the impact of valence evaluations on voting behaviour (Clarke et al., 2004; Green, 2007; Green & Jennings, 2017; Nannestad & Paldam, 1994; Stegmaier et al., 2017).
Both spatial and valence models of voting have been argued to be essential for democracy, and there has been ample research on the factors influencing the strength of both mechanisms. When it comes to the congruence of the vote, previous research has, for instance, investigated how institutions and electoral rules influence the congruence between governments, politicians, and the electorate (Belchior, 2010; Ferland, 2016; Golder & Stramski, 2010; Powell, 2009). When it comes to valence voting, previous studies examined the impact of, for instance, political information on the individual and institutional level on the strength of the economic vote (Dassonneville & Lewis-Beck, 2017; Debus et al., 2014; de Vries & Giger, 2014; Hobolt, Tilley, & Banducci, 2013; Powell & Whitten, 1993). However, while there is research on the relative strength of both mechanisms in specific cases (Clarke et al., 2011; McAllister et al., 2015; Sanders et al., 2011), previous studies on the conditions moderating spatial and valence mechanisms of the vote have mostly focused on either their relative direct strength, or on explaining variation in the strength of one of the two mechanisms respectively separately. Given the importance of both mechanisms to allow for meaningful democratic representation (Przeworski et al., 1999), it is important to understand which conditions incentivise voters to rely more or less on these mechanisms. This study has as its aim to investigate conditions that moderate the impact of both determinants of the vote, with a specific focus on characteristics of the political system.

Ideological and valence party supply

A first element that is expected to influence voters’ reliance on either spatial or valence considerations when they vote, are the ideological position and likeability of the parties that are running in the election. More specifically, the focus is on how close the closest ideological party is, and how much voters like or dislike the most-liked party leader.
First, voters and parties are differently distributed along different issue dimensions, and even though parties are expected to follow – or sometimes lead – ideological movements in the electorate strategically (Downs, 1957; Sanders, Clarke, Stewart, & Whiteley, 2008; Werner, 2020), while some voters might be ideologically close to a party, others might be far away from even the closest party. This means that some voters might not find a party that represents their political interests well in terms of ideological congruence. These voters have two options.[footnoteRef:2] The first is to choose a party based on spatial considerations anyway, and still choose the most proximate party – what would still be considered a congruent vote as this party represents the voter’s interest best among the available options, although the representative value of the vote might be lower given that the party is further away from the voter overall (Powell, 2000). As a second option, the voter might distinguish the parties based on another (set of) criteria than spatial considerations, and here valence evaluations could be at play. If ideological congruence does not provide a useful tool to decide on a party choice, other considerations might become more important – and this could mean that valence evaluations become a more important determinant of the vote (Green, 2007). Therefore, the first expectation is that, as the ideologically closest party is more distant from the voter, valence evaluations are a more important determinant of the vote: [2:  Besides these two options, voters can also decide not to turn out to vote. However, this study focuses on the processes of the party choice rather than explaining turnout. The theoretical and empirical discussion therefore focus on voters only.] 


Hypothesis 1a: The larger the ideological distance between the voter and the ideologically closest party, the larger the effect of valence evaluations on the vote.

Second, when looking at valence evaluations, voters can consider all parties to score well or badly, as there is no a priori reason why some parties should be liked while others should be disliked. It is indeed possible that voters do not like any of the parties. In a similar vein as the argument made above, if the voter dislikes all parties, they are more likely to decide which party to vote for based on other considerations – such as spatial proximity. Hence, if even the most-liked party scores very poorly in terms of valence, it is likely that spatial considerations are a more important determinant of the vote:

Hypothesis 1b: The lower the likeability of the most-liked party, the larger the effect of spatial considerations on the vote.

Number of electoral and governing parties

A second element that might influence the relative importance of spatial and valence considerations in the vote, is the number of parties running in the election and the number of parties in government. Looking at proximity voting, when more parties run in the election, ceteris paribus, it is more likely that there is a party that is close to the voter in ideological terms, motivating the voter to cast a spatial vote for this party as it is likely to defend their interests. Even though a larger offer of parties also makes it more cognitively challenging for voters to distinguish the different parties and find one that fits their own political interests well (Lau et al., 2014), it can be expected that it makes spatial considerations more prevalent among voters. In terms of valence voting, intuitively, it could be expected that the more parties there are running in the election, the more challenging it becomes for voters to distinguish the different parties in terms of their competence and to vote accordingly (Carey & Hix, 2011). When there are few parties running in the election, on the other hand, voters can clearly discern the different parties and their past performance (Bengtsson, 2004).
Looking at parties in government specifically, it can also be expected that a higher number of parties makes valence less prevalent, as it blurs lines of political responsibility. In their seminal article on the subject, Powell and Whitten (1993) indeed argue that certain characteristics of political systems such as coalition governments can obscure the political lines of responsibility for voters, making it harder to judge which parties are to be rewarded or punished for their performance (see also Hobolt et al. (2013)). Also on the aggregate level, research has focused on indicators such as the Effective Number of Electoral Parties (ENEP) and single-party vs. coalition governments (Dassonneville & Lewis-Beck, 2017). Hence, the number of parties – both in the party system in general as in government – should influence the prevalence of spatial and valence considerations on the vote. The expectation is that as the number of parties increases, spatial considerations gain and valence considerations decrease in importance:

Hypothesis 2a: The higher the number of electoral parties, the larger the effect of spatial considerations and the smaller the effect of valence evaluations on the vote.
Hypothesis 2b: The higher the number of cabinet parties, the larger the effect of spatial considerations and the smaller the effect of valence evaluations on the vote.

Ideological polarisation

Besides the number of parties running in the election, the ideological positions of these parties can also be expected to matter for the relative importance of spatial and valence voting. Dalton (2008, p. 909) famously makes the case that party polarisation has positive consequences for party systems, as it ‘produces clearer party choices, stimulates participation, affects representation, and has more intense partisan competition’. When it comes to the strength of ideological considerations for the vote, he argues that ‘if parties are distinctive in their issue positions, then issues can have greater weight, all else being equal’ (p. 910). Other studies have supported the argument that polarisation indeed helps voters to perceive political parties and their distinct ideological positions more clearly (Lachat, 2008; Lupu, 2015). In line with this, studies on the British context have found that, when parties converge ideologically, valence considerations become a more important determinant of the vote because voters have a harder time to distinguish the different parties (Green, 2007; Green & Hobolt, 2008). In a similar vein, Donovan, Kellstedt, Key, and Lebo (2020) find that the association between approval ratings of the U.S. president and economic conditions have become weaker because of growing polarisation.
This raises the expectation that spatial considerations are more important for determining the vote when parties are ideologically diverse and polarised, as it is easier to distinguish the issue packages offered by the different parties, and hence to match one’s own political opinions with those of the parties running in the election. Conversely, when polarisation is low, parties are ideologically similar, and voters are more likely to decide based on which party can deliver rather than their ideological position:

Hypothesis 3: The higher the level of ideological polarisation, the larger the effect of spatial considerations and the smaller the effect of valence evaluations on the vote.

It needs to be noted, however, that not all previous research results support this expectation. Studies examining the impact of polarisation on valence voting have found that valence considerations can increase in importance when polarisation is high (Hellwig, 2010). Stiers and Dassonneville (2020), for instance, argue that polarisation between incumbent and opposition parties makes it easier for voters to distinguish these parties and to attribute credit and blame for good or bad performance to the relevant party, making valence voting more prominent. The analysis below will provide further insights in these contrasting findings of previous research.

Data and methods

For investigating the factors influencing the importance of spatial and valence models of voting, I use the data of the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES) – the largest collection of cross-sectional electoral surveys available. More specifically, I use the data of the Integrated Module, including data on elections held between 1996 and 2016 (CSES, 2020), and complement these with the latest election studies available in Module 5 (CSES, 2021). In total, the dataset contains data of 212 elections in 56 countries between 1996 and 2020.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  As an additional test, I also estimated all models using a subset of the data (i.e., only including countries for which at least four elections are included in the dataset) and including a control for election year. The results, reported in Appendix E, are fully in line with those presented here.] 

The dependent variable indicates the vote of the respondent in the election under investigation, taking into account the most salient electoral level in line with the approach of Dassonneville, Quinlan, and McAllister (2021). This means that the focus is on the Parliamentary vote in legislative elections[footnoteRef:4], and the (1st round) presidential vote in (semi-)presidential elections. Respondents not reporting a vote choice are excluded from the analyses. [4:  When multiple votes were reported, the following were selected: party list vote in Germany and New-Zealand; district candidate in Albania, Thailand, and Japan; upper house vote in Japan.] 

Following the two main perspectives under investigation, I include two main independent variables. First, to test the spatial models of voting, I rely on a measure indicating the ideological distance between the voter and every party by taking the absolute value of the difference between the position of the voter and the position of all major parties this voter could vote for. To measure ideological positions, I rely on the general ideological 0-10 left-right continuum in which 0 refers to the most left and 10 to the most right position. This general continuum is a rather crude measure for the specific and unique party and cleavage structure in every country and election, and it has been criticised for being too broad to allow for meaningful comparison between countries and over time (Bauer, Barberá, Ackermann, & Venetz, 2017; Neundorf, 2009; Wojcik, Cislak, & Schmidt, in press; Zuell & Scholz, 2019). However, the fact that the traditional left-right continuum does not mean strictly the same in different elections can be considered a strength of the measure, as it indicates that it flexibly adjusts depending on what is currently important in the party system and the political environment (de Vries, Hakhverdian, & Lancee, 2013; Meyer & Wagner, 2020):

(...), I do not presume that [voters] have a deep understanding of the Left–Right scale in liberal and conservative ideological terms. Rather, Left–Right positions summarize positions on the political issues of relevance in a nation (...). Thus, Left–Right position acts a summary of the issues most relevant to the respective public in each nation. (Dalton, 2008, p. 910)

Indeed, while rather crude, the measure can be taken as a summary indicator of the issues important in the respective election, which is shaped similarly for voters and parties (Belchior, 2010; Dalton, Farrell, & McAllister, 2011; van der Eijk, Schmitt, & Binder, 2005). The voters’ positions are determined by their self-reported position on this scale, and the parties’ positions are calculated as the average position assigned to the party by all the respondents from the respective election study.[footnoteRef:5] Previous studies have shown that research results are similar when using different ways of assigning party positions – such as expert positioning, and the perceptions of highly educated respondents (Dalton & McAllister, 2015; Dassonneville et al., 2019).[footnoteRef:6] [5:  I also replicated the models using respondents’ individually assigned ideological positions of the parties. The results, reported in Appendix C, are fully in line with those presented here.]  [6:  It is likely that some voters have a better idea where to position the parties than others, and that this influences the prevalence of spatial voting in their decision. To test whether this influences the results, I replicated the models excluding respondents assigning the middle position to the party – which is taken as an “easy option” for if a respondent does not know the party’s actual position. The results of this test are reported in Appendix D, and are in line with those presented here.] 

The second perspective under investigation is the valence theory of voting. Several measures have been used to measure valence evaluations, with much research investigating the effects of evaluations of government performance of valence issues such as the economy (Lewis-Beck & Stegmaier, 2000). The focus here will be on leader likeability, where respondents were asked to rate the leaders of all main parties on a scale ranging from 0 (strongly dislike) to 10 (strongly like). Leader likeability is a widely used measure of valence (Clarke et al., 2004; Clarke & Whitten, 2013; Sanders et al., 2011), and has the advantage of being available for all main parties included in the dataset. This is different for, for instance, evaluations of the economic situation of the country, that are used in the research on economic voting but can only be linked as performance evaluation to previously incumbent parties, and only one general measure is available that is not party-specific.[footnoteRef:7] Other research has looked at the effects of leaders’ personalities or their perceived traits such as integrity, honesty, and authenticity (Holian & Brisby, 2015; Kinder, 1986; King, 2002; Stiers et al., 2021) and these leader effects could be considered a different mechanism. In this study, leader likeability is included as a proxy measure of the overall valence image of the different parties: ‘Leader images and partisan attachments provide voters with ”fast and frugal” heuristics (…) that help them to make valence-oriented electoral choices in a political world of high stakes and considerable uncertainty’ (Clarke & Whitten, 2013, pp. 446-447).[footnoteRef:8] [7:  In this study, ideological distance to the different parties and the evaluations of their leaders are included as separate independent variables. However, previous studies have shown that these two can be related as well. Johns and Kölln (2020), for instance, show that parties closer to the ideological centre receive better valence ratings overall. Stone and Simas (2010) show that incumbents and challenger take position strategically based on their valence advantages and the ideological position of their district (see also Buttice and Stone, 2012, on candidate quality). As a test, I estimated models with the spatial and valence terms as dependent and independent variable interchangeably. The results, reported in Appendix A, show that these two measures are indeed significantly associated. For this reason, I include both terms together in the models, to act as mutual controls. Furthermore, the results show that party identification is related to both measures, and also decreases the association between the two. Therefore, Appendix B reports the results of models including partisanship as an additional control. The results support the conclusions presented here.]  [8:  I also estimated alternative models to be able to include a different measure of valence. In these models, the dependent variable distinguishes incumbent from opposition voting. The measure of valence is a general performance evaluation and ideological distance is measured relative to a weighted average government position (Stiers & Dassonneville, 2020). The results of these models on non-stacked data, reported in Appendix F, are generally supportive of the conclusions drawn here with all effects being in the same direction, although some do not reach statistical significance.] 

The measures of the moderators under investigation are collected from different sources. First, the number of parties in the electoral system is included as the Effective Number of Electoral Parties as reported by Gallagher (2022). The number of cabinet parties before the election is counted based on the data of ParlGov (Döring & Manow, 2021). Polarisation is measured using the measure designed by (Dalton, 2008) – the data for the first rounds of the CSES have been provided by Dalton in a publicly shared dataset, and the indicator was replicated for the election studies included in the latest release of Module 5.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  As will be explained below, the focus on the models estimated here is on choices between different options within the choice set voters face. Characteristics of individual voters are constant among the different choices they can make. Therefore, they do not add to explaining variation in the choice within voters’ choice sets, and they are not included as control variables; any control variable should vary between choices within voters. The most commonly included control variable that does vary among choices, party identification, was also included in a replication of the models. The results, reported in Appendix B, show support for the findings presented here. As could be expected the coefficients decrease in size, but substantially the conclusions remain the same. The only exception is that the effective number of parties no longer significantly moderates the strength of valence voting.] 

To model spatial and valence voting, I create a stacked dataset with the parties that voters can from choose nested in individual voters, and the analyses are on the voter-party dyad – comparable to a conditional choice framework (Alvarez & Nagler, 1998). This type of nested model is particularly useful when the focus is not on investigating characteristics of voters for different parties, but the vote choice process that leads voters to decide which party to support (Dassonneville & Stiers, 2018). With voters each time choosing one party among their choice-set, these voter-party dyads are nested within voters. These voters are, in their turn, nested within elections, and these elections within countries. To take the clustered nature of the data into account, I estimate multilevel models with voter-party dyads nested in voters, elections, and countries. Random intercepts are included for every level of clustering (Hox, Moerbeek, & van de Schoot, 2017; Gelman & Hill, 2007). To test whether the political context affects spatial and valence voting, these measures are interacted with the spatial and valence terms. Furthermore, as the interactions between the two variables on the voter-party dyad level are expected to vary by election context, random slopes are included for both of these variables (Heisig & Schaeffer, 2019).
Hence, the final models including all interactions are the following:



in which i denotes voter-party dyads, nested in individuals j, election studies k, and countries l. Random intercepts are included at each level with , , and , and and  denote the random slopes of ideological distance and leader evaluations respectively (Hox et al., 2017). The moderator variables denote number of parties, number of cabinet parties, and the polarisation of parties.[footnoteRef:10] As these models are very large, based on more than 900,000 observations, and very complex, they are computationally demanding. Therefore, I estimate linear probability models (Hellevik, 2009). While these have been discussed critically because of the possibility of predictions below 0 or above 1, their main advantage is their computational ease (Currie & Gruber, 1996), and the coefficients are easier and more straightforward to interpret. To further ease the interpretation of the coefficients, all continuous independent variables have been rescaled to range between 0 and 1.  [10:  The first models that will be estimated, with (1) distance to closest party and (2) likeability of most-liked leader are the following:


As is evident, the distance to the closest party and the likeability of most-liked leader are variables on the level of the individual voter.

] 



Results

In the first set of models, I test whether the distance to the closest party and the score of the most-liked leader moderate spatial and valence voting (i.e., hypotheses 1a and 1b). The results are summarised in Table 1. They provide evidence for hypotheses 1a and 1b. First, looking at Model 1, there is strong evidence for spatial and valence voting: as the ideological distance to a party increases, the voter is less likely to support this party; as the voter likes the leader of the party more, s/he is more likely to vote for this party. In general, the main mechanisms under investigation hence receive strong support in these models spanning 162 electoral contests in 56 countries over the last 24 years.
However, most interest here is in the interaction effects included in the models. First, in Model 2, the effect of the valence evaluation is interacted with the ideological distance to the party that is closest to the voter. The interaction coefficient is positive and statistically significant, indicating that at higher distances to the closest party, valence evaluations become more important for the vote (i.e., the effect of liking the leader increases) – in line with hypothesis 1a. Whereas the probability of voting for a party increases with almost 50 percentage points when its leader is very much liked compared to very much disliked when the closest party has the same ideological position as the voter, this effect increases to almost 60 percentage points when the party and the voter are at the opposite side of the ideological continuum.



Table 1: Closest party, most-liked leader, and the vote
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)

	Ideological distance
	-0.271***
	-0.272***
	-0.162***
	-0.396***

	
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.008)

	Like leader
	0.515***
	0.499***
	0.552***
	0.555***

	
	(0.001)
	(0.002)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	Distance to closest party
	0.191***
	0.149***
	
	

	
	(0.003)
	(0.004)
	
	

	Like leader x distance to closest party
	
	0.096***
	
	

	
	
	(0.006)
	
	

	Most-liked leader
	
	
	-0.149***
	-0.224***

	
	
	
	(0.002)
	(0.003)

	Ideological distance x most-liked leader
	
	
	
	0.281***

	
	
	
	
	(0.010)

	Constant
	-0.014
	-0.007
	0.093***
	0.153***

	
	(0.010)
	(0.010)
	(0.010)
	(0.010)

	N (voter-party)
	949401
	949401
	949401
	949401

	N (voter)
	174829
	174829
	174829
	174829

	N (election)
	162
	162
	162
	162

	N (country)
	56
	56
	56
	56

	Var (constant voter)
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	.+

	Var (like leader)
	
	0.000
	
	

	
	
	(0.000)
	
	

	Var (ideological distance)
	
	
	
	0.000

	
	
	
	
	.+

	Var (constant election)
	0.002
	0.002
	0.001
	0.001

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	.+

	Var (constant country)
	0.005
	0.005
	0.005
	0.005

	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	.+

	Var (residual)
	0.103
	0.103
	0.103
	0.103

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	.+

	AIC
	533592.460
	533315.962
	533456.086
	532609.678

	BIC
	533686.569
	533433.597
	533550.195
	532668.496


Note: Entries are unstandardised OLS coefficients, standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: ∗ p < 0.05; ∗∗ p < 0.01; ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.
+: Note that the standard errors of these estimates could not be calculated. This most likely stems from the fact that there is only minimal variation on the level of individual voters – as every voter chooses exactly one party only. To test whether this impacts the results, I also estimated the model without random slopes, which did allow the standard errors of the random parameters to be calculated. The results and conclusions remain exactly the same.

In Model 4, hypothesis 1b is tested. The coefficient of the interaction term is also positive and statistically significant. This shows that the negative effect of ideological distance on the vote decreases when the most-liked leader scores high, and hence increases when even the most-liked leader scores low. This supports hypothesis 1b: the worse the valence evaluation of the most-liked party leader, the larger the impact of spatial considerations on the vote. In terms of effect size, a voter is almost 40 percentage points less likely to support a party that has the opposite position on the ideological continuum compared to a party with the exact same position, when all party leaders are very much disliked. This effect size is reduced to 11.5 percentage points when the most-liked leader receives the maximum score. To make this results more intuitive to interpret, the results of the interaction effects are displayed in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Moderation effects of supply closest and most-liked party leader
[image: ]
Note: Figure shows the average marginal effects of the main variable (noted on the y-axis) for each value of the moderator variable (noted on the x-axis). Results based on Model 2 (right figure) and Model 4 (left figure) in Table 1.

The results in Figure 1 clarify the coefficients from Table 1: valence considerations gain in importance when the closest party is ideologically distant, and spatial considerations are more prominent when none of the party leaders are likeable. The figure does show an important caveat in these analyses, as many respondents find a party that is quite close to them on the ideological continuum. Hence, while the results overall support the hypothesised mechanism, and there is clear evidence for a weakening effect also among the voters that are rather close to a party, in practice, most voters do seem to find an ideologically close party and can rely on spatial considerations. The variation in leader likeability is higher.
Second, the focus is on the number of parties in the system. I hypothesised that a higher number of parties would increase the effect of ideological distance and decrease the effect of valence evaluations on the vote (hypothesis 2a). The results of the models testing these expectations are summarised in Table 2 and provide mixed support for hypothesis 2a: whereas the effect of valence evaluations decreases with an increasing number of parties, the effect of spatial considerations also decreases – contrary to what was hypothesised. This is also confirmed looking at Figure 2: both effect sizes are closer to zero when the number of parties is higher. The moderation effect for ideological distance is even so strong that, at the highest levels of ENEP, there is no significant association between ideological distance and the vote anymore. However, the distribution of ENEP shows that there are some outlier cases. Not considering these, spatial considerations remain important for all voters. It is important to note that the other results remain the same when these cases are excluded.



Table 2: Spatial and valence considerations, Effective Number of Electoral Parties, and the vote
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)

	Ideological distance
	-0.195***
	-0.274***
	-0.193***
	-0.251***

	
	(0.002)
	(0.003)
	(0.002)
	(0.003)

	Like leader
	0.530***
	0.529***
	0.606***
	0.599***

	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)

	Effective Number of Parties
	-0.140***
	-0.257***
	0.026
	-0.073

	
	(0.041)
	(0.041)
	(0.041)
	(0.041)

	Distance x ENEP
	
	0.395***
	
	0.289***

	
	
	(0.013)
	
	(0.013)

	Like leader x ENEP
	
	
	-0.387***
	-0.357***

	
	
	
	(0.008)
	(0.008)

	Constant
	0.030*
	0.054
	-0.003
	0.017

	
	(0.013)
	(0.013)
	(0.013)
	(0.013)

	N (voter-party)
	894474
	894474
	894474
	894474

	N (voter)
	164459
	164459
	164459
	164459

	N (election)
	142
	142
	142
	142

	N (country)
	50
	50
	50
	50

	Var (constant voter)
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	(0.000)
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (like leader)
	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (ideological distance)
	
	
	
	0.000

	
	
	
	
	.+

	Var (constant election)
	0.001
	0.001
	0.001
	0.001

	
	(0.000)
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (constant country)
	0.005
	0.004
	0.004
	0.004

	
	(0.001)
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (residual)
	0.104
	0.104
	0.103
	0.103

	
	(0.000)
	.+
	.+
	.+

	AIC
	512433.490
	511503.155
	509848.539
	509368.576

	BIC
	512527.122
	511561.675
	5059907.056
	509438.800


Note: Entries are unstandardised OLS coefficients, standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: ∗ p < 0.05; ∗∗ p < 0.01; ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.
+: Note that the standard errors of these estimates could not be calculated. This most likely stems from the fact that there is only minimal variation on the level of individual voters – as every voter chooses exactly one party only. To test whether this impacts the results, I also estimated the model without random slopes, which did allow the standard errors of the random parameters to be calculated. The results and conclusions remain exactly the same.

Figure 2: Moderation effects of the effective number of electoral parties		[image: ]
Note: Figure shows the average marginal effects of the main variable (noted on the y-axis) for each value of the effective number of parties. Results based on Model 4 Table 2.

After these somewhat surprising results, the focus is on the number of cabinet parties. Here, the expectation was as well that a higher number of parties increases the importance of ideological distance and decreases the role of valence for the vote (hypothesis 2b). The results are summarised in Table 3 and displayed in Figure 3.
The results in Table 3 and Figure 3 provide support for hypothesis 2b. Although the result in Model 2 shows a positive interaction effect between the number of cabinet parties and ideological distance, when including the moderation effect for leader likeability as well, it turns negative, as does the interaction with leader evaluations. Figure 3 further shows that the number of cabinet parties substantially moderates these two mechanisms of the vote: at high numbers of parties, the effect of ideological distance to a party increases substantially. The effect of leader evaluations is reduced to almost a third of its effect in single-party governments when the number of cabinet parties is high. Note that the highest observed number of cabinet parties, i.e., value 1 for the rescaled variable, is six.



Table 3: Spatial and valence considerations, number of cabinet parties, and the vote
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)

	Ideological distance
	-0.192***
	-0.207***
	-0.197***
	-0.173***

	
	(0.002)
	(0.003)
	(0.002)
	(0.003)

	Like leader
	0.530***
	0.530***
	0.602***
	0.606***

	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)

	Number of cabinet parties
	-0.029
	-0.047
	0.127***
	0.165***

	
	(0.025)
	(0.025)
	(0.025)
	(0.025)

	Distance x number of cabinet parties
	
	0.068***
	
	-0.110***

	
	
	(0.008)
	
	(0.009)

	Like leader x number of cabinet parties
	
	
	-0.359***
	-0.379***

	
	
	
	(0.005)
	(0.006)

	Constant
	-0.002
	0.002
	-0.032*
	-0.040***

	
	(0.011)
	(0.011)
	(0.011)
	(0.011)

	N (voter-party)
	919863
	919863
	919863
	919863

	N (voter)
	170212
	170212
	170212
	170212

	N (election)
	153
	153
	153
	153

	N (country)
	55
	55
	55
	55

	Var (constant voter)
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	.+
	.+

	Var (like leader)
	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	
	(0.000)
	.+
	.+

	Var (ideological distance)
	
	
	
	0.000

	
	
	
	
	.+

	Var (constant election)
	0.002
	0.002
	0.002
	0.002

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	.+
	.+

	Var (constant country)
	0.005
	0.005
	0.004
	0.004

	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	.+
	.+

	Var (residual)
	0.103
	0.103
	0.103
	0.103

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	.+
	.+

	AIC
	522885.388
	522826.077
	518334.476
	518181.656

	BIC
	522979.244
	522943.397
	518393.136
	518252.048


Note: Entries are unstandardised OLS coefficients, standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: ∗ p < 0.05; ∗∗ p < 0.01; ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.
+: Note that the standard errors of these estimates could not be calculated. This most likely stems from the fact that there is only minimal variation on the level of individual voters – as every voter chooses exactly one party only. To test whether this impacts the results, I also estimated the model without random slopes, which did allow the standard errors of the random parameters to be calculated. The results and conclusions remain exactly the same.

Figure 3: Moderation effects of the number of cabinet parties
[image: ]
Note: Figure shows the average marginal effects of the main variable (noted on the y-axis) for each value of the number of cabinet parties. Results based on Model 4 Table 3.

Finally, hypothesis 3 is tested, proposing that higher levels of polarisation make spatial voting more prominent given the clearer issue packages parties offer, and valence less prominent. The results are summarised in Table 4 and Figure 4.
The results strongly support hypothesis 3: when polarisation is high, spatial considerations are more important for the vote, and valence is less important. It needs to be noted, however, that the full moderation effect for valence evaluations is rather limited, with a decrease in effect size of about 25%. This is in line with the fact that, theoretically, the expectation was less strong with regard to valence voting, given some previous studies reporting a positive moderation effect of polarisation. Spatial voting, however, is strongly conditioned by polarisation, as its effect increases more than threefold when comparing the highest to the lowest level of polarisation.





Table 4: Spatial and valence considerations, polarisation, and the vote
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)

	Ideological distance
	-0.195***
	-0.091***
	-0.200***
	-0.069***

	
	(0.002)
	(0.006)
	(0.002)
	(0.006)

	Like leader
	0.517***
	0.516***
	0.585***
	0.598***

	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.004)
	(0.004)

	Polarisation
	0.038
	0.082*
	0.089*
	0.157***

	
	(0.028)
	(0.028)
	(0.028)
	(0.028)

	Distance x Polarisation
	
	-0.165***
	
	-0.211***

	
	
	(0.009)
	
	(0.009)

	Like leader x Polarisation
	
	
	-0.113***
	-0.140***

	
	
	
	(0.006)
	(0.006)

	Constant
	-0.024
	-0.050**
	-0.053**
	-0.093***

	
	(0.018)
	(0.018)
	(0.018)
	(0.018)

	N (voter-party)
	869158
	869158
	869158
	869158

	N (voter)
	155952
	155952
	155952
	155952

	N (election)
	138
	138
	138
	138

	N (country)
	51
	51
	51
	51

	Var (constant voter)
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	(0.000)
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (like leader)
	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (ideological distance)
	
	
	
	0.000

	
	
	
	
	.+

	Var (constant election)
	0.002
	0.002
	0.002
	0.002

	
	(0.000)
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (constant country)
	0.004
	0.004
	0.004
	0.004

	
	(0.001)
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (residual)
	0.103
	0.103
	0.103
	0.103

	
	(0.000)
	.+
	.+
	.+

	AIC
	491206.201
	490867.143
	490796.439
	490276.262

	BIC
	491299.604
	490925.519
	490854.815
	490346.313


Note: Entries are unstandardised OLS coefficients, standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: ∗ p < 0.05; ∗∗ p < 0.01; ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.
+: Note that the standard errors of these estimates could not be calculated. This most likely stems from the fact that there is only minimal variation on the level of individual voters – as every voter chooses exactly one party only. To test whether this impacts the results, I also estimated the model without random slopes, which did allow the standard errors of the random parameters to be calculated. The results and conclusions remain exactly the same.


Figure 4: Moderation effects of polarisation
[image: ]
Note: Figure shows the average marginal effects of the main variable (noted on the y-axis) for each value of polarisation. Results based on Model 4 Table 4.

Conclusion

This study set out to investigate the moderating impact of the political context on the extent to which spatial and valence considerations determine the vote. Previous studies that focused on these main theoretical mechanisms and in which conditions they are more or less important, mostly focused on these determinants separately. However, given the importance of what informs the vote on the individual level to be able to correctly understand and interpret electoral results, I argued that it is important to investigate what impacts both important mechanisms of the vote. More specifically, I expected that factors such as the number of parties and their distribution in spatial and valence terms, as well as polarisation, each time increases the prevalence of one determinant of the vote while making the other less important.
The results generally support the expectations. First, the two mechanisms seem to be mutually balancing: if the one becomes more important, the other one is less prevalent, and vice versa. Second, the expectation that a higher number of cabinet parties would make spatial voting more prominent while decreasing valence voting is supported by the results. Looking at the effect of number of parties generally, the hypothesised differential effects were not found, and both mechanisms seem to become less important when the number of parties is high. Finally, when parties are more ideologically dispersed, this helps voters to distinguish the parties and vote based on their proximity considerations, while valence evaluations become a less important determinant of the vote.
Self-evidently, the study is subject to some limitations. First of all, while commonly used measures in this type of research were used to operationalise spatial and valence considerations, these measures have also been criticised. The general ideological left-right continuum has been criticised because it is too broad and can mean different things in different contexts (Bauer et al., 2017). However, others have argued that this flexibility makes it well-suited for comparative research (Dalton, 2008). Furthermore, as a standard question in political surveys, no other measures are available that allow investigating such a large and diverse set of elections. Leader likeability was included as measure of valence, in line with previous research on valence voting (Clarke et al., 2011). Other research in this field, however, has also widely focused on retrospective performance evaluations of valence issues such as the economy (Lewis-Beck & Stegmaier, 2000, 2007; Healy & Malhotra, 2013). While the CSES data do include retrospective performance evaluations, the different modules include different indicators, measuring different concepts (Stiers, 2022). Furthermore, these indicators are not party-specific, as respondents only make one evaluation, and can therefore not be used in the data structure used here.[footnoteRef:11] Future research could focus on specific subsets of cases to examine more common indicators of valence measured on the party level to test the mechanisms uncovered here using more robust indicators. [11:  However, see Appendix F for similar models using these measures in a non-stacked dataset, distinguishing support for an incumbent or an opposition party.] 

Second, endogeneity might be of concern. Voter and party positions, and voter evaluations, are taken at face value. However, previous studies have shown that voters tend to follow parties’ positions (Sanders et al., 2008), and tend to give the party they support a better valence evaluation (Bailey, 2019). While the debate on the endogeneity of voter stances and evaluations is out of the scope of this study, it is indeed likely that the results appear stronger because of a reciprocal association between parties’ and voters’ positions and evaluations.[footnoteRef:12] Third, while the focus is on two main mechanisms of the vote and they are discussed in relative terms, these models do not allow investigating an explicit trade-off between the one or the other consideration in voters’ minds. We can hence not know whether the one consideration really replaces the other. Finally, the two determinants under investigation here have been shown to be moderated by other factors related to the political context, and future research could investigate their interplay with those under investigation here. An especially fruitful avenue for future research is to take into account parties’ electoral size and their political positions, as this has been shown to matter for the extent to which they are attributed credit and blame for their performance (Debus et al., 2014; Plescia & Kritzinger, 2017; Williams, Stegmaier, & Debus, 2017). [12:  As a test for this, I replicated the models including an indicator of whether or not the voter identified with a party on every voter-party dyad. This is a very strong control in these models, and takes endogeneity into account to some extent. The results, reported in Appendix B, show support for the findings presented here. The only exception is that the effective number of parties no longer significantly moderates the strength of valence voting. I also replicated the models using respondents’ individually assigned ideological positions of the parties. The results, reported in Appendix C, are fully in line with those presented here.] 

These limitations are substantial and in direct trade-off with the advantages of this type of largescale comparative research: by using these measures in these models, the results provide insight in the behaviour of thousands of voters in more than 150 elections over the last 24 years. Doing so, the study provides a first view on the general patterns that seem to be at play, and future research can unpack the mechanisms in more detail focusing on more specific cases. 
Importantly, these results suggest that there are systematic differences in the vote choice process of voters in different political contexts. This finding has important implications for the way in which we interpret electoral results. Political commentators often give meaning to election results by relying one or both of these theories, as they argue that voters either punished an incumbent government for its performance, or want to send a clear signal about the direction future policy should take. Also politicians and parties need to interpret voters’ signals when looking at the electoral results. The findings presented here show that, based on the political context in which the elections take place, voters rely more on some considerations than others when casting their vote. Understanding which voting considerations are more important than others in which contexts hence allows us to better understand the electoral signal voters send. Voters use different decision mechanisms depending on the context in which they operate, and when looking at electoral results, we need to take into account the political context to interpret voters’ signals adequately.
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Appendix A: Models explaining ideological distance and valence evaluations

Table A.1: Mutual dependence of spatial and valence mechanisms
	
	DV: ideological distance
	DV: liking party leader

	
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)

	Ideological distance
	
	
	-0.514***
	-0.380***

	
	
	
	(0.002)
	(0.002)

	Like leader
	-0.199***
	-0.167***
	
	

	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	
	

	Identifies with party
	
	-0.064***
	
	0.347***

	
	
	(0.001)
	
	(0.001)

	Constant
	0.349***
	0.343***
	0.572***
	0.495***

	
	(0.006)
	(0.006)
	(0.008)
	(0.008)

	N (voter-party)
	949401
	949401
	949401
	949401

	N (voter)
	174829
	174829
	174829
	174829

	N (election)
	162
	162
	162
	162

	N (country)
	56
	56
	56
	56

	Var (constant voter)
	0.009
	0.009
	0.008
	0.008

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)

	Var (constant election)
	0.007
	0.008
	0.002
	0.002

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)

	Var (constant country)
	0.002
	0.002
	0.003
	0.003

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	Var (residual)
	0.023
	0.023
	0.074
	0.061

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)

	AIC
	-687503.325
	-700609.998
	302913.171
	143756.319

	BIC
	-687432.743
	-700527.653
	302983.753
	143838.664


Note: Entries are unstandardised OLS coefficients, standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: ∗ p < 0.05; ∗∗ p < 0.01; ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.
+: Note that the standard errors of these estimates could not be calculated. This most likely stems from the fact that there is only minimal variation on the level of individual voters – as every voter chooses exactly one party only. To test whether this impacts the results, I also estimated the model without random slopes, which did allow the standard errors of the random parameters to be calculated. The results and conclusions remain exactly the same.




Appendix B: Models including party identification

Table B.1: Replication of the main models using including party identification
	
	Replication of…

	
	Table 1 Model 2
	Table 1 Model 4
	Table 2 Model 4
	Table 3 Model 4
	Table 4 Model 4

	
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)

	Identifies with party
	0.649***
	0.650***
	0.656***
	0.651***
	0.658***

	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	Ideological distance
	-0.112***
	-0.246***
	-0.113***
	-0.073***
	-0.055***

	
	(0.002)
	(0.007)
	(0.003)
	(0.002)
	(0.005)

	Like leader
	0.243***
	-0.281***
	0.253***
	0.302***
	0.363***

	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.002)
	(0.001)
	(0.003)

	Distance to closest party
	0.025***
	
	
	
	

	
	(0.003)
	
	
	
	

	Like leader x distance to closest party
	0.074***
	
	
	
	

	
	(0.005)
	
	
	
	

	Most-liked leader
	
	-0.181***
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.003)
	
	
	

	Ideological distance x most-liked leader
	
	0.218***
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.008)
	
	
	

	Effective Number of Parties
	
	
	-0.080**
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.030)
	
	

	Distance x ENEP
	
	
	0.118***
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.011)
	
	

	Like leader x ENEP
	
	
	-0.002
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.006)
	
	

	Number of cabinet parties
	
	
	
	0.093***
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.018)
	

	Distance x number of cabinet parties
	
	
	
	-0.081***
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.007)
	

	Like leader x number of cabinet parties
	
	
	
	-0.219***
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.005)
	

	Polarisation
	
	
	
	
	0.083***

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.020)

	Distance x Polarisation
	
	
	
	
	-0.069***

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.007)

	Like leader x Polarisation
	
	
	
	
	-0.196***

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.005)

	Constant
	0.008
	0.135***
	0.026**
	-0.014*
	-0.041***

	
	(0.005)
	(0.006)
	(0.008)
	(0.006)
	(0.012)

	N (voter-party)
	949401
	949401
	894474
	919863
	869158

	N (voter)
	174829
	174829
	164459
	170212
	155952

	N (election)
	162
	162
	143
	153
	138

	N (country)
	56
	56
	50
	55
	51

	Var (constant voter)
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (like leader)
	0.000
	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	.+
	
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (ideological distance)
	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (constant election)
	0.001
	0.001
	0.001
	0.001
	0.001

	
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (constant country)
	0.001
	0.001
	0.001
	0.001
	0.001

	
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (residual)
	0.068
	0.067
	0.068
	0.067
	0067

	
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+

	AIC
	138618.126
	133165.579
	122420.860
	127132.246
	112313.948

	BIC
	138688.707
	133236.161
	122502.787
	127214.370
	112395.675


Note: Entries are unstandardised OLS coefficients, standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: ∗ p < 0.05; ∗∗ p < 0.01; ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.
+: Note that the standard errors of these estimates could not be calculated. This most likely stems from the fact that there is only minimal variation on the level of individual voters – as every voter chooses exactly one party only. To test whether this impacts the results, I also estimated the model without random slopes, which did allow the standard errors of the random parameters to be calculated. The results and conclusions remain exactly the same.


Appendix C: Results using respondents’ individual ideological positioning of the parties

Table C.1: Replication of the main models using individual respondent perceptions of ideological positions parties
	
	Replication of…

	
	Table 1 Model 2
	Table 1 Model 4
	Table 2 Model 4
	Table 3 Model 4
	Table 4 Model 4

	
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)

	Ideological distance
	-0.185***
	-0.330***
	-0.200***
	-0.157***
	-0.087***

	
	(0.002)
	(0.006)
	(0.003)
	(0.025)
	(0.005)

	Like leader
	0.491***
	0.540***
	0.581***
	0.590***
	0.576***

	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.004)

	Distance to closest party
	0.076***
	
	
	
	

	
	(0.006)
	
	
	                
	

	Like leader x distance to closest party
	0.257***
	
	
	
	

	
	(0.011)
	
	
	
	

	Most-liked leader
	
	-0.218***
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.003)
	
	
	

	Ideological distance x most-liked leader
	
	0.222***
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.007)
	
	
	

	Effective Number of Parties
	
	
	-0.018
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.042)
	
	

	Distance x ENEP
	
	
	0.134***
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.010)
	
	

	Like leader x ENEP
	
	
	-0.378***
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.009)
	
	

	Number of cabinet parties
	
	
	
	0.164***
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.025)
	

	Distance x number of cabinet parties
	
	
	
	-0.075***
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.007
	

	Like leader x number of cabinet parties
	
	
	
	-0.391***
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.006)
	

	Polarisation
	
	
	
	
	0.139***

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.028)

	Distance x Polarisation
	
	
	
	
	-0.148***

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.007)

	Like leader x Polarisation
	
	
	
	
	-0.135***

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.007)

	Constant
	0.008
	0.161***
	0.022
	-0.026*
	-0.068***

	
	(0.010)
	(0.010)
	(0.013)
	(0.011)
	(0.019)

	N (voter-party)
	883435
	883435
	834769
	856400
	809462

	N (voter)
	169382
	169382
	159616
	164946
	151176

	N (election)
	162
	162
	143
	153
	138

	N (country)
	56
	65
	50
	55
	51

	Var (constant voter)
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	.+
	(0.000)
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (like leader)
	0.000
	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	.+
	
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (ideological distance)
	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	
	(0.000)
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (constant election)
	0.001
	0.001
	0.001
	0.002
	0.002

	
	
	(0.000)
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (constant country)
	0.005
	0.005
	0.005
	0.005
	0.004

	
	.+
	(0.001)
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (residual)
	0.105
	0.104
	0.105
	0.104
	0.105

	
	.+
	(0.000)
	.+
	.+
	.+

	AIC
	513649.758
	510633.022
	487989.612
	496496.190
	469811.030

	BIC
	513708.216
	510749.938
	488059.422
	196566.153
	469946.655


Note: Entries are unstandardised OLS coefficients, standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: ∗ p < 0.05; ∗∗ p < 0.01; ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.
+: Note that the standard errors of these estimates could not be calculated. This most likely stems from the fact that there is only minimal variation on the level of individual voters – as every voter chooses exactly one party only. To test whether this impacts the results, I also estimated the model without random slopes, which did allow the standard errors of the random parameters to be calculated. The results and conclusions remain exactly the same.


Appendix D: Results excluding respondents assigning the middle position to a party

Table D.1: Replication of the main models excluding respondents assigning the middle position
	
	Replication of…

	
	Table 1 Model 2
	Table 1 Model 4
	Table 2 Model 4
	Table 3 Model 4
	Table 4 Model 4

	
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)

	Ideological distance
	-0.277***
	-0.416***
	-0.251***
	-0.173***
	-0.053***

	
	(0.002)
	(0.009)
	(0.003)
	(0.003)
	(0.006)

	Like leader
	0.496***
	0.559
	0.605***
	0.612***
	0.611***

	
	(0.002)
	(0.001)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.004)

	Distance to closest party
	0.152***
	
	
	
	

	
	(0.004)
	
	
	
	

	Like leader x distance to closest party
	0.130***
	
	
	
	

	
	(0.006)
	
	
	
	

	Most-liked leader
	
	-0.226***
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.004)
	
	
	

	Ideological distance x most-liked leader
	
	0.303***
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.010
	
	
	

	Effective Number of Parties
	
	
	-0.086*
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.041)
	
	

	Distance x ENEP
	
	
	0.299***
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.014)
	
	

	Like leader x ENEP
	
	
	-0.358***
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.008)
	
	

	Number of cabinet parties
	
	
	
	0.170***
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.025)
	

	Distance x number of cabinet parties
	
	
	
	-0.116***
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.009)
	

	Like leader x number of cabinet parties
	
	
	
	-0.388***
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.006)
	

	Polarisation
	
	
	
	
	0.169***

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.028)

	Distance x Polarisation
	
	
	
	
	-0.234***

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.010)

	Like leader x Polarisation
	
	
	
	
	-0.152***

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.006)

	Constant
	
	
	0.021
	-0.037***
	-0.099***

	
	
	
	(0.013)
	(0.011)
	(0.018)

	N (voter-party)
	844012
	844012
	802189
	820603
	775384

	N (voter)
	172443
	172443
	162692
	167942
	154132

	N (election)
	162
	162
	143
	153
	138

	N (country)
	56
	56
	50
	55
	51

	Var (constant voter)
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (like leader)
	0.000
	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	.+
	
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (ideological distance)
	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.00
	0.000

	
	
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (constant election)
	0.002
	0.001
	0.001
	0.002
	0.002

	
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (constant country)
	0.004
	0.005
	0.004
	0.004
	0.004

	
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (residual)
	0.102
	0.102
	0.103
	0.102
	0.102

	
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+

	AIC
	469544.142
	470359.450
	452448.128
	458472.955
	434049.121

	BIC
	469602.372
	470417.680
	452517.699
	458542.662
	434118.487


Note: Entries are unstandardised OLS coefficients, standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: ∗ p < 0.05; ∗∗ p < 0.01; ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.
+: Note that the standard errors of these estimates could not be calculated. This most likely stems from the fact that there is only minimal variation on the level of individual voters – as every voter chooses exactly one party only. To test whether this impacts the results, I also estimated the model without random slopes, which did allow the standard errors of the random parameters to be calculated. The results and conclusions remain exactly the same.


Appendix E: Results using subsample of the dataset

Table E.1: Replication of the main models on a restricted sample and including a control for election year
	
	Replication of…

	
	Table 1 Model 2
	Table 1 Model 4
	Table 2 Model 4
	Table 3 Model 4
	Table 4 Model 4

	
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)

	Election year
	0.001
	0.000
	0.001
	0.000
	0.000

	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	Ideological distance
	-0.285***
	-0.455***
	-0.288***
	-0.171***
	-0.060***

	
	(0.003)
	(0.011)
	(0.004)
	(0.003)
	(0.008)

	Like leader
	0.469***
	0.543***
	0.582***
	0.612***
	0.692***

	
	(0.002)
	(0.001)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.005)

	Distance to closest party
	0.107***
	
	
	
	

	
	(0.005)
	
	
	
	

	Like leader x distance to closest party
	0.205***
	
	
	
	

	
	(0.007)
	
	
	
	

	Most-liked leader
	
	-0.243***
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.004)
	
	
	

	Ideological distance x most-liked leader
	
	0.331***
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.013)
	
	
	

	Effective Number of Parties
	
	
	-0.136*
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.056)
	
	

	Distance x ENEP
	
	
	0.393***
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.016)
	
	

	Like leader x ENEP
	
	
	-0.321***
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.009)
	
	

	Number of cabinet parties
	
	
	
	0.219***
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.033)
	

	Distance x number of cabinet parties
	
	
	
	-0.196***
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.011)
	

	Like leader x number of cabinet parties
	
	
	
	-0.448***
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.007)
	

	Polarisation
	
	
	
	
	0.226***

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.043)

	Distance x Polarisation
	
	
	
	
	-0.256***

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.012)

	Like leader x Polarisation
	
	
	
	
	-0.314***

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.007)

	Constant
	-1.558
	-0.593
	-1.492
	-0.811
	-0.255

	
	(1.302)
	(1.183)
	(1.289)
	(1.367)
	(1.515)

	N (voter-party)
	629170
	629170
	609514
	613457
	586818

	N (voter)
	118234
	118234
	114625
	115357
	108408

	N (election)
	91
	91
	83
	85
	80

	N (country)
	20
	20
	19
	19
	19

	Var (constant voter)
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	(0.000)
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (like leader)
	0.000
	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	(0.000)
	
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (ideological distance)
	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (constant election)
	0.002
	0.001
	0.001
	0.002
	0.002

	
	(0.000)
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (constant country)
	0.005
	0.006
	0.006
	0.006
	0.006

	
	(0.002)
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+

	Var (residual)
	0.105
	0.105
	0.106
	0.105
	0.105

	
	(0.000)
	.+
	.+
	.+
	.+

	AIC
	368462.082
	368622.138
	359667.310
	358297.746
	344307.172

	BIC
	368586.956
	368690.251
	359746.553
	358377.034
	344386.149


Note: Entries are unstandardised OLS coefficients, standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: ∗ p < 0.05; ∗∗ p < 0.01; ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.
+: Note that the standard errors of these estimates could not be calculated. This most likely stems from the fact that there is only minimal variation on the level of individual voters – as every voter chooses exactly one party only. To test whether this impacts the results, I also estimated the model without random slopes, which did allow the standard errors of the random parameters to be calculated. The results and conclusions remain exactly the same.





Appendix F: Results using a general performance measure of valence

Note that the results from Table 1 in the main text are not replicated as there is no measure of distance to the closest party or rating of the most-liked leader available among these variables and using this non-stacked datastructure.

Table F.1: Replication of the main models using a general performance measure of valence and distinguishing incumbent from opposition support
	
	Replication of…

	
	Table 2 Model 4
	Table 3 Model 4
	Table 4 Model 4

	
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)
	B
(s.e.)

	Ideological distance
	-0.575***
	-0.406***
	0.157

	
	(0.079)
	(0.065)
	(0.143)

	Performance evaluation
	0.724***
	0.623***
	0.666***

	
	(0.052)
	(0.046)
	(0.111)

	Effective Number of Parties
	-0.710
	
	

	
	(0.418)
	
	

	Distance x ENEP
	0.675*
	
	

	
	(0.336)
	
	

	Performance evaluation x ENEP
	-0.603**
	
	

	
	(0.222)
	
	

	Number of cabinet parties
	
	-0.376
	

	
	
	(0.279)
	

	Distance x number of cabinet parties
	
	-0.146
	

	
	
	(0.236)
	

	Performance evaluation x number of cabinet parties
	
	-0.074
	

	
	
	(0.166)
	

	Polarisation
	
	
	0.626*

	
	
	
	(0.272)

	Distance x Polarisation
	
	
	-1.001***

	
	
	
	(0.228)

	Performance evaluation x Polarisation
	
	
	-0.109

	
	
	
	(0.177)

	Constant
	0.421***
	0.357***
	-0.054

	
	(0.099)
	(0.077)
	(0.171)

	N (voter)
	97527
	101185
	97296

	N (election)
	98
	104
	101

	N (country)
	42
	43
	44

	Var (performance evaluation)
	0.104
	0.122
	0.123

	
	(0.016)
	(0.018)
	(0.018)

	Var (ideological distance)
	0.240
	0.248
	0.203

	
	(0.035)
	(0.035)
	(0.029)

	Var (constant election)
	0.377
	0.356
	0.267

	
	(0.060)
	(0.056)
	(0.055)

	Var (constant country)
	0.000
	0.000
	0.014

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.035)

	Var (residual)
	0.147
	0.149
	0.149

	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	AIC
	91540.776
	95798.038
	92126.468

	BIC
	91645.143
	95902.810
	92230.808


Note: Entries are unstandardised OLS coefficients, standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: ∗ p < 0.05; ∗∗ p < 0.01; ∗∗∗ p < 0.001.
+: Note that the standard errors of these estimates could not be calculated. This most likely stems from the fact that there is only minimal variation on the level of individual voters – as every voter chooses exactly one party only. To test whether this impacts the results, I also estimated the model without random slopes, which did allow the standard errors of the random parameters to be calculated. The results and conclusions remain exactly the same.
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