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ABSTRACT

In mixed-member electoral systems, voters usually have two votes: a nominal
and a list vote. According to some studies, voters are increasingly using them to
cast a split-ticket vote. However, very little is known about whether the type of
mixed-member system, and in particular whether the allocation of seats across
tiers is linked or not, creates different sets of incentives for this behaviour. This
article provides new insights into the topic by analysing survey data from seven
countries and 18 elections since 1990. It is found that the proportion of split-
ticket votes is greater in mixed-member proportional than in mixed-member
majoritarian systems. The results suggest that voters understand the operation
of the electoral system and its consequences for the distribution of seats among
parties, and adapt their behaviour accordingly.
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Although mixed-member systems were extremely rare before 1990, many
democracies around the world now use these systems to elect national repre-
sentatives (Bormann and Golder 2013). Under this set of rules, voters typically
have two votes: a nominal vote (usually in a single-member district [SMD] with
plurality rule) and a list vote (always in a proportional representation [PR]
multi-member district).! Some voters use these two votes to support different
parties. This is typically referred to as a split-ticket vote (Gschwend 2007).
Previous studies have found that a substantial proportion of voters cast split-
ticket votes: around 20% in Germany in 1998 (Pappi and Thurner 2002), 25% in
Japan in 2000 (Burden 2009) and 39% in New Zealand in 2002 (Vowles 2005).
Understanding split-ticket voting is, thus, crucial to make sense out of voting
behaviour in mixed-member systems.
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Split-ticket voting has attracted a lot of scholarly attention in the last decades.
The end of cleavage politics (Franklin et al. 1992), the declining importance
of party identification (Holmberg 2007) and the increasing frequency of split-
ticket voting (Dalton et al. 2002) have fuelled academic interest in this behav-
iour. Split-ticket voting has usually been considered as a form of strategic voting
(Bawn 1999; Herrmann and Pappi 2008; Gschwend 2007; Karp et al. 2002;
Moser and Scheiner 2009; Reed 1999). Strategic voting refers to the decision
of some citizens to vote for a party that is not their most preferred one as a
way to maximise the probability that their vote will affect the electoral outcome
(Cox 1997). Likewise, strategic split-ticket voting is said to occur when voters
understand that the logic of seat allocation is different in the SMD and PR tiers
of the mixed-member system (in particular, that it is much harder for a small
party to be elected in the SMD than in the PR tier) and adapt their behaviour
accordingly. Hence, it typically concerns supporters of small parties who cast a
split-ticket vote when they consider that their favourite party has little chance
of winning in the SMD tier (so they give their nominal vote to a larger party)
but have a reasonable chance of obtaining at least one seat in the PR tier (so
they stick to their favourite party for the list vote).

In this article, we propose a theory that distinguishes between the two main
types of mixed-member systems: mixed-member proportional systems (MMP),
for which the two electoral tiers are linked, and mixed-member majoritarian
systems (MMM), for which they are not (following the typology of Shugart and
Wattenberg 2001, see below). If we assume that voters primarily care about the
partisan composition of parliament, they have a stronger incentive to cast both
votes for their preferred party when there is no seat linkage between the two
electoral tiers than when there is one. As a consequence, we should observe
a larger proportion of split-ticket votes in MMP systems. We show empirical
evidence supporting this theory using survey data from seven countries and
18 elections held under mixed-member rules since 1990.

We believe that this article makes two important contributions to the vot-
ing behaviour and electoral systems literature. First, although there have been
numerous case studies of how voters behave under mixed-member rules (Bawn
1999; Gschwend 2007; Gschwend et al. 2003; Herrmann and Pappi 2008; Jesse
1988; Karp et al. 2002; Pappi and Thurner 2002; Reed 1999; Schoen 1999), there
have been fewer comparative works on this topic (see Kostadinova 2002; Moser
and Scheiner 2005; 2009; Plescia 2016 for exceptions). By focusing on one
country, most of the literature has neglected a crucial feature of these electoral
systems: whether the allocation of seats in the SMD tier depends on the alloca-
tion of seats in the PR tier. This paper, thus, contributes to our understanding
of electoral behaviour under mixed-member rules.

Second, the article highlights the need for researchers to consider electoral
rules in their full complexity. We find that a feature that might have been con-
sidered as anecdotal by some authors, i.e. whether the two tiers are linked or not,
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creates different sets of incentives for voters. Therefore, a careful analysis of the
details of the electoral systems is crucial to make sense out of voting behaviour.

Ticket-splitting in mixed-member systems

Mixed-member systems have attracted much scholarly attention these last 25
years. From a normative point of view, mixed-member systems are sometimes
considered superior as they bring ‘the best of both worlds’ in terms of electoral
representation (Shugart and Wattenberg 2001): the personal representation
of citizens is ensured by the candidates elected in the SMD tier whereas the
PR tier guarantees that the seat share of each party is proportional to its vote
share. The literature on mixed-member systems has been particularly focused
on explaining split-ticket voting mostly by resorting to voters’ strategic moti-
vations. The observation that the difference in parties’ vote shares across the
tiers increases as the race at the SMD level gets closer suggests that supporters
of small parties perceive the importance of their nominal vote when the SMD
contest is tight and cast, as a result, a split-ticket vote: they vote for their pre-
ferred party in the PR tier, but choose one of the two top contenders in the
SMD tier in order to increase the chances of this party being elected (Bawn
1999; Moser and Scheiner 2005, 2009).

Along these lines, Gschwend et al. (2003) demonstrate that the two larg-
est German parties — the Christian Democrats (CDU/CSU) and the Social
Democrats (SPD) - are the main beneficiaries of split-ticket voting in the SMD
tier due to the support of voters of smaller parties of the same ideological
bloc (the Free Democratic Party [FDP] and the Green Party, respectively) who
act strategically. In the same vein, Gschwend and Pappi (2004) argue that the
clarity of the ideological blocs and the coalition alternatives have significantly
increased the share of split-ticket votes in that country over time. Finally,
Herrmann and Pappi (2008), Gschwend (2007), Karp et al. (2002) and Pappi
and Thurner (2002) show that many split-ticket voters in mixed-member sys-
tems can be labelled as strategic as they desert the candidate of their preferred
party in the SMD tier if this candidate has little chance of winning.

Yet strategic split-ticket voting in elections conducted under mixed-member
rules can also benefit small parties (Shikano et al. 2009). Meftert and Gschwend
(2011) argue that in coalition government systems supporters of large parties
sometimes adopt a ‘threshold insurance’ strategy, and vote for the potentially
junior partner of their preferred party to ensure that it passes the representation
threshold and obtains some parliamentary seats. In doing so, they increase the
probability that their preferred coalition government - i.e. the one led by their
preferred party - is formed. In Germany, for example, the supporters of the
CDU-CSU sometimes vote for its junior coalition partner (FDP) in the PR tier
if they suspect this small party might not receive enough votes to pass the 5%
national threshold.? In doing so, they also express a preference for a particular
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government coalition (Jesse 1988; Pappi and Thurner 2002). Although, in real-
ity, parties do sometimes invite voters to cast threshold insurance votes (Roberts
1988), empirical results about the existence of this behaviour are at best mixed:
whereas some studies find evidence for it (e.g. Gschwend 2007), others do not
(e.g. Pappi and Thurner 2002).

Several scholars argue that an important portion of split-ticket votes might
just be random and provoked by voters’ incomprehension of the electoral sys-
tem. Jesse (1988) and Schoen (1999) claim that a substantial number of split-
ticket votes in Germany do not fulfil basic criteria of rationality and cannot be
characterised as strategic. In fact, they show that there are between 13% and
21% of ‘strategically wrong’ split-ticket voters who cast a ballot for a large and
a small party in the PR and the SMD tier, respectively. However, these studies
do not take into consideration that voters have preferences for individual can-
didates. As Plescia (2016) notes, many voters have a strong allegiance to one
of the candidates competing in the SMD tier. When this candidate does not
belong to their preferred party, they will have a high likelihood of voting for
different parties across the electoral tiers. In doing so, they will cast a ‘sincere’
split-ticket vote.

The effect of the type of mixed-member system

In textbooks, the main line of division within the family of mixed-member
systems is whether there is seat linkage between the SMD and the PR tiers.
When such a linkage exists, mixed-member systems are called proportional,
and when it does not, we call them majoritarian (Shugart and Wattenberg 2001).
MMM systems operate as if there were two simultaneous elections conducted
under two different rules: one election held under plurality/majority usually
in SMDs (the nominal tier) and one election held under PR (the list tier). In
MMP systems, the PR tier is meant to compensate potential deviations from
the principle of proportionality between parties’ votes and seats shares created
by the SMD tier. There is a first allocation of seats in the SMD tier, and then the
remaining seats are given to parties so that the partisan composition of the over-
all parliament corresponds to their vote share in the PR tier.” In Sartori’s (1997:
73) words, the ‘proportion’ prevails over the ‘disproportion’ under MMP rules.

Both MMM and MMP have normative advantages. As Carey and Hix (2011)
argue, the main goal of electoral systems is to achieve accurate representa-
tion of voters’ preferences while preserving highly accountable governments.
According to them, mixed-member systems, among other kinds of electoral
rules, are able to achieve this ‘electoral sweet spot. However, there are differences
between the two types of mixed-member systems in this regard. Because of its
proportional nature, MMP rules generate, for example, assemblies that better
reproduce the pluralism of opinions in society. By contrast, the likelihood of
forming stable single-party governments is in principle higher under MMM
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rules. Moreover, MMM systems have the advantage of being much simpler,
and thus easier for voters to understand. Despite these differences with regard
to their effects, the literature on electoral reform finds that the factors that led
to the adoption of the two types of mixed-member systems are very similar: in
most instances, they emerged out of a compromise between those seeking to
avoid an extremely majoritarian system and those advocating less proportional
rules (Shugart and Wattenberg 2001).*

In this article, we argue that the presence or absence of seat linkage between
tiers should be associated with the proportion of split-ticket votes. We assume
that vote choice is a function of voters’ preferences (over parties and candidates)
and expectations regarding electoral results. As a general rule, a citizen votes
for her favourite party/candidate because she wants this party/candidate to be
elected. However, when she anticipates that her favourite party/candidate has
little chance of winning, she deserts it and votes for the party she likes the most
among those that have better electoral prospects. In doing so, she maximises
the chances that her vote has an effect on the electoral outcome.

As mentioned above, the literature documents two main types of split-
ticket votes in mixed-member systems. These types are valid for both MMP
and MMM. First, there are strategic split-ticket votes that are usually cast by
supporters of small parties. The seat allocation in the SMD tier favours large
parties, and small parties have little chance of winning a seat there. Therefore,
supporters of small parties have incentives to desert their favourite candidate
in the SMD. By contrast, as most parties have a good chance of winning at least
one seat in the PR tier, small parties’ supporters do not have any incentive to
desert their favourite party at the PR level. As a result of these different incen-
tives across tiers, they cast a split-ticket vote.

Second, some split-ticket votes are sincere (Plescia 2016; Riera 2009). This
happens when voters have diverging preferences over parties and candidates
across tiers. Some voters have a strong preference for a candidate competing in
the SMD tier that is not from their favourite party. Then, even if their favourite
candidate and party have good chances of winning seats in both tiers, they
will be likely to cast a split-ticket vote as well: they will vote for their favourite
candidate even if she belongs to a different party at the SMD tier, and they will
vote for their favourite party at the PR tier.

These two types of split-ticket votes should be found under both MMM and
MMP rules. However, and this is the core of our argument, voters have more
incentives to desert their favourite party in the SMD tier of MMP systems, even
if this party has a good chance of winning the race, because this behaviour will
not usually have consequences for the allocation of seats between parties. At
the end of the day, results in the SMD tier do not in principle affect the parti-
san composition of the parliament under MMP rules.” Hence, the seat share
of a voter’s favourite party would not decrease if they do not vote for it in the
SMD race when the tiers are linked. In MMP systems, parties’ seat shares only
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depend on vote shares in the PR tier. Thus, voters should feel freer to desert their
favourite party in the SMD tier of MMP systems and, as a result, split-tickets
votes should be more likely.

In sum, in both MMM and MMP systems, vote choice in the PR tier is a
function of voters’ preferences over candidates and parties, and expectations
regarding the electoral results. Under MMM, vote choice in the SMD tier is a
function of the three same factors. However, under MMP, vote choice in the
SMD tier is only a function of voters” preferences over candidates and expec-
tations regarding the electoral results. The vote in the SMD tier does not have
any effect on parties’ seat shares. Therefore, voters’ preferences over parties
should not directly affect vote choice in the SMD tier under MMP rules.® The
implication of this theory is that the proportion of split-ticket votes should be
larger in MMPs than in MMMs.”

Data and method

In order to give some empirical evidence to our general intuition, we use the
four waves of the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES) dataset. The
CSES is a collaborative programme that gathers data from post-election surveys
in almost 50 countries.® The first wave of the CSES includes elections that took
place between 1996 and 2001, the second wave includes elections between 2001
and 2006, the third wave includes elections between 2006 and 2011, and the
fourth wave includes elections from 2011 onwards.

Despite the availability of around 150 elections in all four CSES waves, we
restrict our analysis to 11 parliamentary elections held under mixed-member
rules for which voters had two votes. Mexico, for instance, uses a mixed-mem-
ber system in which voters have only one vote (see above). Mexican elections
are thus excluded from the analysis. We also exclude Albania 2005, Hungary
2002, Taiwan 2012 and Thailand 2007 and 2011 because the voters’ district
identifier is missing. Finally, we exclude South Korea in 2004 and 2008 because
some relevant independent variables are missing.

In order to increase the number of elections, we add seven additional
post-election surveys to the CSES data. These are Italy 2001 (Italian National
Election Study), New Zealand 1999 and 2005 (New Zealand Election Studies),
Scotland 1999 (Scottish Social Attitudes) and Wales 1999, 2003 (Welsh Social
Attitudes) and 2007 (Welsh Assembly Election Studies). All these elections
were held under mixed-member electoral rules.

The dependent variable in our analysis (i.e. split-ticket voting) is coded
1 if the respondent voted for two different parties in the two electoral tiers,
and 0 otherwise. As for the typology of mixed-member systems, we rely on
Shugart and Wattenberg’s (2001) distinction between MMP and MMM systems.
Specifically, MMP systems include Germany (five elections, 1998-2013), New
Zealand (six elections, 1996-2011), Scotland (one election, 1999) and Wales
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(three elections, 1999-2007). For MMM systems, we have data from Hungary
(one election, 1998), Italy (one election, 2001) and Japan (one election, 1996).

We add three types of control variables. At the individual level, we control
for gender, age, education (from no education to university degree), partisan-
ship (thinking of yourself as a supporter of/feeling close to a party or not) and
distance from contention in the SMD tier. This last variable is calculated taking
the difference in vote shares between the preferred party and the second top
contender in the SMD tier. We bound it to 0 for respondents whose preferred
party is one of the top two contenders in the district. The preferred party is
identified using party-liking scales. In each survey, respondents were asked
how much they like each party on a scale from 0 to 10. The preferred party is
the party to which the respondent gives the highest score. In case of ties (e.g.
a respondent giving a score of 10 to two parties), we consider that the party
the respondent voted for in the PR tier is her preferred party. As mentioned
above, literature on mixed-member systems usually assumes that voters cast a
list vote in favour of their preferred party.

At the district level, we control for marginality in the nominal tier. This is
calculated as the difference in vote shares between the two top contenders. We
interact district marginality with a dichotomous variable that takes the value
1 if the respondent prefers one of the two top candidates at the district level,
and 0 otherwise. We expect the relationship between district marginality and
the likelihood of split-ticket voting to be different for supporters of one of the
two top candidates (positive effect) and supporters of other parties (negative
effect). These three variables together with distance from contention are meant
to control for strategic ticket-splitting. Finally, at the country-level, we control
for the effective number of electoral parties, the number of years since the
inaugural elections held under the mixed-member system, and the fact of not
being a democratic country right after the Second World War.?

We decide to opt for a relatively parsimonious strategy with few controls.
In a cross-sectional study aiming to explain variation in electoral behaviour,
the inclusion of many and interrelated covariates in the models tends to only
incur in endogeneity and post-treatment biases. Also, it is important to note
that we do not have any variable measuring preferences for candidates in the
SMD in our dataset. As mentioned above, preferences over candidates explain
an important portion of split-ticket voting in mixed-member systems. We thus
acknowledge that our results might be imprecise due to the omission of this
important control variable.

In terms of method, we use three-level hierarchical linear probability models
with random intercepts by election and district. This modelling strategy allows
us to simultaneously estimate the effect of macro-level and micro-level covar-
iates. Hierarchical models control for the fact that individuals are nested in
interrelated clusters (i.e. elections and districts) and allow us to obtain correct
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standard errors and associated levels of statistical significance for our mac-
ro-level explanatory factor (Hox 2010).

Analysis

First, we describe our data. Table 1 reports the proportion of split-ticket votes
in each of the elections covered in our analysis. We see that this proportion
varies from 5.72% (Italy, 2001) to 38.48% (New Zealand, 1996). These propor-
tions are in line with case studies of ticket-splitting in the literature (see above).
Moreover, the average proportion of split-ticket votes is about 14 percentage
points higher in MMP systems than in MMM systems (30.63% compared to
16.53%). This is in line with our general intuition.

Table 2 extends the previous analysis into a multivariate setup incorporat-
ing the individual-level, district-level and country-level controls. As shown in
Model 1, the type of mixed-member system (MMP or MMM) has a statisti-
cally significant effect (p < 0.01) on the dependent variable. In particular, the
likelihood of casting a split-ticket vote is about 11 percentage points higher
under MMP rules. This is a remarkable magnitude given that the electoral
system’s type is a macro-level variable. The results are practically the same in
terms of magnitude (in all cases above 11%) and statistical significance (that
is, p <£0.01) when we include district-level (Model 2), individual-level (Model
3), or country-level (Model 4) controls. Overall, the results in Table 2 validate

Table 1. Proportion of split-ticket votes per election.

Country Elections Split-ticket (%) N
MMP (mean = 30.63 [27.83])
Germany 1998 25.38 1631
2002 26.29 2613
2005 29.84 1766
2009 29.17 1508
2013 20.04 1467
New Zealand 1996 38.48 3778
1999 35.21 5355
2002 383 1360
2005 29.89 3432
2008 26.6 1045
2011 29.73 1204
Scotland 1999 19.42 1014
Wales 1999 23.41 363
2003 19.77 450
2007 26.05 380
MMM (mean = 16.53 [16.87])
Hungary 1998 14.67 981
Italy 2001 5.72 2219
Japan 1996 30.24 916

Note: The first mean corresponds to the overall mean of cases for each type of mixed-member system,
whereas the second one is the grand mean.

Sources: CSES (4 waves), 2001 Italian National Election Study, 1999 and 2005 New Zealand Election Studies,
1999 Scottish Social Attitudes, 1999 and 2003 Welsh Assembly Election Studies, and 2007 Welsh Social
Attitudes.
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Table 2. Hierarchical linear probability models explaining split-ticket voting.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Mixed-member 0.171%** 0.17%** 0.171%** 0.13%**
proportional (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Distance from 0.07*** 0.07%** 0.005%**
contention (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002)
District marginality 0.003%*** 0.003*** 0.003%**
(0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004)
Like top local candidate —0.07*** —0.06*** —0.06***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Like top local candidate* —0.003*** —0.002*** —0.002***
District marginality (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004)
Age —0.001*** —0.001***
(0.0001) (0.0001)
Female —0.01 —-0.01
(0.01) (0.01)
Education 0.17%** 0.17%**
(0.01) (0.01)
Party identification —0.08*** —0.08***
(0.01) (0.01)
Effective number of 0.004
electoral parties (0.02)
Electoral system age —0.001**
(0.0005)
New democracy -0.02
(0.06)
Constant 0.17%** 0.16%** 0.23%** 0.22**
(0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.10)
Election variance 0.004 0.002 0.002 0.002
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.0008)
District variance 0.005 0.004 0.004 0.004
(0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005)
Individual variance 0.189 0.181 0.178 0.178
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
N elections 18 18 18 18
N individuals 31,482 28,706 27,385 27,385
Log likelihood —18,867.637 —16,535.302 —15,499.281 —15,496.851
AlC 37,745.27 33,088.60 31,024.56 31,025.70
BIC 37,787.06 33,162.99 31,131.39 31,157.19

Note: The dependent variable takes the value 1 if the respondent votes for two different parties across
electoral tiers, and 0 otherwise. *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01 (two-tailed tests). The specifications are
three-level hierarchical linear probability models with random intercepts by election and district. Stand-
ard errors are displayed in parentheses.

our theory. All the coeflicients for the MMP variable reach conventional lev-
els of statistical significance, and all of them have a positive coefficient and a
non-negligible magnitude.

In terms of controls, Table 2 shows that voters’ age, party identification and
the duration of the mixed-member system are systematically associated with
lower levels of split-ticket voting. In contrast, voters’ gender, education, party
system fragmentation at the electoral level and the fact of being a new democ-
racy never affect the probability of casting a split-ticket vote. The introduction
of party identification as an individual-level control variable could explain the
lack of statistical significance of the latter: partisanship is arguably weaker in
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new democracies and voters as a result are more likely to cast a split-ticket vote
there. Either way, the introduction of just one new democracy in our analysis
(i.e. Hungary, 1998) makes us cautious about the possible generalisation of
these findings.

Preferring a party that is far from obtaining the SMD seat in a voter’s district
has a positive statistically significant effect on her likelihood of voting for differ-
ent parties across tiers. The effect of district marginality (and its interaction with
the variable ‘liking a viable party at the district level’) is somewhat unexpected.
Although preferring one of the two top candidates at the local level decreases
the likelihood of casting a split-ticket vote, this effect is counter-intuitively rein-
forced by the lack of competitiveness at the district level. Moreover, the effect
of district marginality is the opposite (i.e. positive and statistically significant)
for those that do not prefer one of the viable candidates at the district level.
These somewhat odd results might come from a measurement problem: we
have calculated marginality using actual electoral results although voters might
have different anticipations of each party’s chances of winning in the SMD.

We finally subject our results to several additional tests, all of which assess
the extent to which the previous findings are robust to the selected cases and the
employed method. According to Tables A2 and A3 in the Online Appendix,
the results remain almost identical when we weigh the observations according
to the sample size for each election or use a random subsample from each of
them that contains the same number of observations. Table A4 presents another
robustness check in which the reported coeflicients do not significantly change
when two- rather than three-level hierarchical models are specified. Table A5
provides a final set of tests in which we show the robustness of the findings
when we confine our analysis to the CSES data.'

Conclusions

The distinction between MMP and MMM systems originally formulated by
Shugart and Wattenberg (2001) has proved to be a useful framework for the
analysis of the effects of mixed-member electoral rules on party systems. In
this article, we scrutinised a crucial yet neglected behavioural implication of
this distinction: voter’s propensity to cast a split-ticket vote. We find that, in
accordance with our theory, the proportion of split-ticket votes is larger under
MMP, where the nominal vote usually lacks implications for the partisan com-
position of the parliament, than under MMM, where it always has. This associ-
ation persists even when we control for classic explanations of ticket-splitting
related to strategic voting.

Bearing this in mind, we acknowledge that our analysis has several limi-
tations. First, we have only examined one feature of the electoral system (i.e.
the presence or absence of seat linkage between the SMD and PR tiers) with-
out considering other country-level sources of heterogeneity and, above all,
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the different types of split-ticket voting that exist (i.e. switching from the pre-
ferred party to either a larger or a smaller party). Second, our relatively small-N
comparative approach suggests that we should pay more careful attention to
potential outliers that could exaggerate the magnitude of the hypothesised
relationships. Third, our analysis does not include crucial measures to eluci-
date voters’ motivations such as electoral expectations or preferences on the
candidates. For all these reasons, we acknowledge that our evidence is more
tentative than definitive.

In spite of these shortcomings, we believe our article makes two important
contributions to the literature on voting behaviour and electoral systems. First,
we give new insights into the study of elections under mixed-member rules.
As mentioned above, most of the literature on the subject has explained split-
ticket voting by resorting to voters’ strategic motivations. The results of this
paper suggest that these strategic motivations are not the sole determinants of
split-ticket voting. In MMP systems in particular, voters are not constrained
by their partisan preferences in their nominal vote. As a consequence, they are
more likely to cast a split-ticket vote.

Second, our results confirm that it is really important for scholars interested
in the effects of electoral systems on voting behaviour to consider the full com-
plexity of the rules. We find that an element that might have been considered
as anecdotal by many authors could have important consequences for voting
behaviour. We therefore urge scholars to go beyond the mere classification of
electoral systems in broad families depending on the electoral formula, and
to also pay attention to more precise aspects of the institutional framework
of elections.

Notes

1. There is more variety in mixed-member electoral systems than is described here.
In some mixed-member systems (e.g. Mexico), voters are allowed to cast only
one vote. Also, some countries use a majority runoff (e.g. Lithuania) or a single
non-transferable vote system (e.g. Venezuela) at the nominal tier. In this article,
nominal, majoritarian and single-member districts on the one hand, and list,
proportional and multi-member districts on the other, are used interchangeably
to refer to the two tiers of a mixed-member electoral system.

2. With 4.7% of the national vote in the PR tier, the FDP did not reach the 5%
representation threshold in the 2013 German federal election and hence the
party failed to obtain any seat in the national parliament for the first time in
its history.

3. Sometimes in MMP systems, a party wins more SMD races than seats it is
entitled to obtain given its vote share in the PR tier. Overhang seats are those
seats that a party is not entitled to achieve according to its vote share in the PR
tier but it is awarded for having won additional SMD electorates. In spite of
these overhang seats, most MMP systems produce electoral outcomes that are
very close to pure proportional representation.
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4. Although we find no evidence for this in the literature, it is important to note
that the differences in terms of voting behaviour that we observe between MMM
and MMP might have existed prior to the implementation of these systems. In
that case, the legislators might have adapted the electoral systems to these pre-
existing behaviours. For this reason, we need to be cautious when we interpret
the results. The association we observe might not be causal.

5. The only exception to this rule is the situation mentioned in footnote 3 in
which there are not enough PR seats to fully compensate for the deviations
brought about by SMD seats. However, this situation only happens under
rare circumstances, and its overall effect on the partisan composition of the
parliament is usually marginal.

6. Itisimportant to note that preferences over parties might still have an indirect
effect on vote choice in the SMD tier under MMP rules. In particular, a voter
might like a candidate because she likes the candidate’s party.

7. 1If this line of reasoning is right, and the likelihood of casting a split-ticket
vote depends on the type of mixed-member system, understanding the exact
operation of the rules would emerge as a crucial mechanism in the explanation
of this pattern. Results of preliminary analysis in this regard displayed in Tables
A6 and A7 and Figures A2 and A3 of the Online Appendix seem to suggest
that this is the case.

8. http://www.cses.org/about.htm (accessed 30 August 2015).

9. Table A.l in the Online Appendix displays the descriptive statistics of the
employed variables.

10. The exact form of the lack of seat linkage varies and this may emerge as a
potential problem because it could be argued that some elections drive the
effect we identify. In order to test whether the existence of influential cases
drives the found relationship upwards, we conduct an analysis in which we
exclude each election consecutively. Figure Al in the Online Appendix plots
the estimated coefficients and corresponding 95% confidence intervals of MMP
on the probability of split-ticket vote resulting from this exercise. As can be
seen, the effect subsists in all cases but one (Italy, 2001), where the estimate falls
slightly below the 5% level of statistical confidence.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

Funding

This work was supported by the Project “COMPORTAMIENTO ELECTORAL
Y POLITICAS PUBLICAS” awarded by the Spanish Ministry of Economy and
Competitiveness [grant number CSO2013-40870-R]

Notes on contributors

Pedro Riera is an assistant professor in the Department of Social Sciences of the
University Carlos III of Madrid, having previously served as a lecturer at the University
of Strathclyde. He completed two BAs in Law and Political Science at the Universitat de



596 P.RIERA AND D.BOL

Barcelona in 2003, followed by a MA in Social Sciences at the Instituto Juan March in
2007, and a PhD in Political and Social Sciences at the European University Institute
in 2013. He has also been a visiting scholar at the University of California San Diego,
the New York University, the Sapienza — Universita di Roma, and the Central European
University. His research has been published in the European Journal of Political Research,
West European Politics, Political Behavior and Party Politics, among others. [priera@
clio.uc3m.es]

Damien Bol is a lecturer in Political Behaviour at the Department of Political Economy
of King’s College London. He received a PhD in Political Science from UCLouvain
(defended in 2013) and spent three years as a postdoctoral fellow at the Université
de Montréal between 2012 and 2015. His research lies at the intersection of political
behaviour and comparative politics. He uses experimental and observational meth-
ods to study elections in established democracies. His work appears in Comparative
Political Studies, Political Science Research and Methods, the European Journal of Political
Research, Party Politics, Political Research Quarterly, European Union Politics and West
European Politics. [damien.bol@kcl.ac.uk]

References

Bawn, Kathleen (1999). ‘Voter Responses to Electoral Complexity: Ticket Splitting,
Rational Voters and Representation in the Federal Republic of Germany, British
Journal of Political Science, 29:3, 487-505.

Bormann, Nils-Christian, and Matt Golder (2013). ‘Democratic Electoral Systems
around the World, 1946-2011’, Electoral Studies, 32:2, 360-369.

Burden, Barry (2009). ‘Candidate-Driven Ticket Splitting in the 2000 Japanese Elections,
Electoral Studies, 28:1, 33-40.

Carey, John M., and Simon Hix (2011). “The Electoral Sweet Spot: Low-Magnitude
Proportional Electoral Systems, American Journal of Political Science, 55:2, 383-397.

Cox, Gary (1997). Making Votes Count: Strategic Coordination in the World’s Electoral
Systems. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dalton, Russell J., Martin P. McAllister, and Russell J. Wattenberg (2002). “The
Consequences of Partisan Dealignment, in Russell J. Dalton and Martin P. Wattenberg
(eds.), Parties without Partisans: Political Change in Advanced Industrial Democracies.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 37-62.

Franklin, Mark, Thomas Mackie, and Henry Valen (1992). Electoral Change: Responses
to Evolving Social and Attitudinal Structures in Western Countries. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Gschwend, Thomas (2007). ‘Ticket-Splitting and Strategic Voting under Mixed Electoral
Rules: Evidence from Germany, European Journal of Political Research, 46:1, 1-23.

Gschwend, Thomas, and Franz U. Pappi (2004). ‘Stimmensplitting und Koalitionswahl,
in Frank Brettschneider, Jan van Deth and Edeltraud Roller (eds.), Die Bundestagswahl
2002. Wiesbaden: VS Verlag, 167-183.

Gschwend, Thomas, Ron Johnston, and Charles Pattie (2003). ‘Split-Ticket Patterns
in Mixed-Member Proportional Election Systems: Estimates and Analyses of Their
Spatial Variation at the German Federal Election, 1998, British Journal of Political
Science, 33:01, 109-127.

Herrmann, Michael, and Franz U. Pappi (2008). ‘Strategic Voting in German
Constituencies, Electoral Studies, 27:2, 228-244.



WEST EUROPEAN POLITICS (&) 597

Holmberg, Soren (2007). ‘Partisanship Reconsidered, in Russell J. Dalton and Hans-
Dieter Klingemann (eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Political Behavior. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 537-570.

Hox, Joop (2010). Multilevel Analysis: Techniques and Applications. London: Routledge.

Jesse, Eckhard (1988). ‘Split-Voting in the Federal Republic of Germany: An Analysis
of the Federal Elections from 1953 to 1987, Electoral Studies, 7:2, 109-124.

Karp, Jeffrey A., Jack Vowles, Susan A. Banducci, and Todd Donovan (2002). ‘Strategic
Voting, Party Activity, and Candidate Effects: Testing Explanations for Split Voting
in New Zealand’s New Mixed System, Electoral Studies, 21:1, 1-22.

Kostadinova, Tatiana (2002). ‘Do Mixed Electoral Systems Matter? A Cross-National
Analysis of Their Effects in Eastern Europe, Electoral Studies, 21:1, 23-34.

Meffert, Michael F, and Thomas Gschwend (2011). ‘Polls, Coalition Signals, and
Strategic Voting: An Experimental Investigation of Perceptions and Effects), European
Journal of Political Research, 50:5, 638-667.

Moser, Robert G., and Ethan Scheiner (2005). ‘Strategic Ticket Splitting and the Personal
Vote in Mixed-Member Electoral Systems, Legislative Studies Quarterly, 30:2, 259-
276.

Moser, Robert G., and Ethan Scheiner (2009). ‘Strategic Voting in Established and
New Democracies: Ticket Splitting in Mixed-Member Electoral Systems), Electoral
Studies, 28:1, 51-61.

Pappi, Franz U., and Paul W. Thurner (2002). ‘Electoral Behaviour in a Two-Vote System:
Incentives for Ticket Splitting in German Bundestag Elections, European Journal of
Political Research, 41:2, 207-232.

Plescia, Carolina (2016). Split-Ticket Voting in Mixed-Member Electoral Systems: A
Theoretical and Methodological Investigation. Colchester: ECPR Press.

Reed, Steven R. (1999). ‘Strategic Voting in the 1996 Japanese General Election,
Comparative Political Studies, 32:2, 257-270.

Riera, Pedro (2009). ‘Non Bis in Idem: Voto Escindido En Sistemas Electorales Mixtos.
Los Casos De Nueva Zelanda En 1999 Y 2002), Revista Espariola De Ciencia Politica,
20:4, 97-123.

Roberts, Geoffrey K. (1988). ‘The ‘Second-Vote’ Campaign Strategy of the West German
Free Democratic Party’, European Journal of Political Research, 16:3, 317-337.

Sartori, Giovanni (1997). Comparative Constitutional Engineering. New York, NY: NYU
Press.

Schoen, Harald (1999). ‘Split-Ticket Voting in German Federal Elections, 1953-90: An
Example of Sophisticated Balloting?, Electoral Studies, 18:4, 473-496.

Shikano, Sasumu, Michael Herrmann, and Paul W. Thurner (2009). ‘Strategic Voting
under Proportional Representation: Threshold Insurance in German Elections, West
European Politics, 32:3, 634-656.

Shugart, Matthew S., and Martin P. Wattenberg (eds.) (2001). Mixed-Member Electoral
Systems: A Definition and Typology. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Vowles, Jack (2005). ‘New Zealand: The Consolidation of Reform?; in Michael Gallagher
and Paul Mitchell (eds.), The Politics of Electoral Systems. Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 295-312.



