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ABSTRACT

This paper analyzes the influence of ballot structure over satisfaction with democracy. In line
with previous literature, we hypothesize that some ballot structures — such as preferential
ballots — generate more satisfaction with democracy than closed ones. Yet, we expect these
differences to be especially relevant among the more knowledgeable electorate, since any
open ballot structure requires more sophisticated voters. Using CSES surveys, our results do
not show a clear and parsimonious relation between ballot openness and satisfaction with
democracy as some previous research seems to suggest. Our findings rather suggest that is
preferential ballots and open lists the only ballot structures that generate more satisfaction
than most of the remaining ballot structures. Yet, this relation is restricted only among the
more knowledgeable electorate. The liberty of choice that ballot structure offers only concerns
a reduced portion of the electorate, namely the more politically sophisticated one.



1. INTRODUCTION

Why is satisfaction with democracy higher in soroartries than in others? Many researchers hawe twiéind
contextual or institutional arrangements to accdonthe different levels of satisfaction with decnacy across
countries. Most of the attention in this field Heeen focused on the particular design of the alaksystems.

Since electoral systems are relatively malleabi@rgements, many have found in this institutiongbleition to

improve citizens’ satisfaction with democracy.

This article assesses the influence of the eldctgsdem on satisfaction with democracy. Howewaltpfving an
incipient body of literature, we study the effegenerated not by the whole electoral system buirteyof its
components: the ballot structure. We do not defbaddea that the ballot structure is the philossjghstone
which explains why some countries show a greasfsation with their political system while others dot. We
rather try to find out whether the ballot structaomtributes in any measure —regardless its madgittio

increase or reduce these levels of satisfaction démocracy.

Previous research has suggested the superionityesf ballots for various reasons, such as they\giters
greater choice or they encourage MPs to act asnetiaries between citizens and politics. Our papews
that ballot structure has a modest but statisticagnificant impact on satisfaction with democraloyt not in
the line suggested by the alluded previous rese@uhtrary to Farrell and McAllister (2006), ousudts do not
support the idea that there is a clear and parsousnelationship between ballot openness andfaetiisn with

democracy.

In the following pages we aim to contribute to #xésting literature in two ways. First, we positatiwve
consider to be a better statistical modelling al agea better nominal operationalisation of thiédbatructure.
This nominal operationalisation —contrary to thdioal one employed so far— helps us show thatetfést is
limited to some specific ballot structures and earbe broadened —as previous research assumelke-¢otire
range. And secondly, we also want to show thaeffext of ballot structure on satisfaction with dmracy is
restricted only to those voters with a higher lesfgbolitical information. The beneficial effect§ @pen ballots
are mainly restricted to the more politically saytitiated electorate. Indeed, our results showahigtthe more

knowledgeable voters seems to be concerned abmdetyree of choice that ballot structure offersefleetorate.
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2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

The political consequences of electoral systerasiisld topic. Early studies such as Duverger (1254l Rae
(1967) studied the influence of the electoral gysta the party system — a research structure ¢nadined
unchanged until Lijphart and Grofman (1984) anddegeera and Shugart (1989). Lijphart (1994) vahes t
dependent variable: he claimed that proportioredtelal systems engendered more satisfaction wittodracy
whereas Norris (1999) countered that majority systavould increase “accountability” and, thus, $atison
with democracy. Later, Farrell and McAllister (2006) also vary ihelependent variable: they substitute the

electoral system as a whole for its specific “badioucture”.

But, what do we mean by “ballot structure™? Andoalwhat categories can this possibly take? Baltotture is
just one of the five elements that constitute &cteral system (electoral formula, district magadéuballot
structure, legal threshold and apportionment) soribt to be confused with the electoral systera afole. It
refers to the physical operation that the votertbao in order to exercise suffrage: crossingrizume of a
candidate, choosing a list, ordering several naaras so on. This is why Farrell (2001: 6) referbadiot
structure with the simplified expression of “howters cast their votes”. There have been severaldgpes
which enumerate the possible categories of ballottire. Rae (1967) differentiated ordinal ancegatical
ballots and Farrell (2001: 170) differentiated ddate-based ballots and party-based ones (seédsesting
categorizations of ballot structure in Blais, 1988ugart, 2001; Bowler et al., 2005; Colomer, 2@11).
Crossing these two dichotomies, several possillletisructures have been envisaged (cf. Farré12 170).

The most common in the literature are the six foifg:

Personalized ballot, where the voter chooses thumboame/s of the candidate/s and there are ny liss.
This ballot structure is used in electoral systsoh as the first-past-the-post system (US, UK a@anindia),
or the two-round system (France), or the limitetevaystem (Gibraltar), or even the single-non-tienable-vote

system (Japan previous to 1993).



Preferential ballot, where the voter rank-ordessitidividual candidates put forward by all parti€kis ballot
structure is used in electoral systems such aaltbmative vote system (Australia) or the sing&isferable-

vote system (Ireland), and is not to be confuset {preference ballot’ —a name sometimes givengendlists.

Closed list, where the voter simply accepts a ceteist of candidates put forward by a party, withaltering
it in any way. This ballot structure is used in solist PR systems (such as in Spain) but it maydeel also in

other electoral systems such as the party-blook system.

Ordered list, where the voter chooses a list ofichates, but she may express special preferenanéoor
several of the candidates, hence altering the e list. This is sometimes called ‘weak’ prefece ballot

(Karvonen 2004: 207). This ballot structure is usesome list PR systems (such as in Belgium).

Open list, where the voter may select only a caatdidlame and not necessarily an entire partybligtthis vote
for the candidate is also counted as a vote fopé#nty list to which that candidate belongs. Thisametimes
called ‘strong’ preference ballot. This ballot stiwre is used in some list PR systems (such agmniark or

Finland), but also in other PR systems where adistalhardly exist (such as in Swiganachage).

And finally, a combination of two previous balldgtictures: a personalized ballot together withoset! list,
which we might call “personalized plus closed listhis ballot structure is used in electoral systesnch as the

parallel system (Russia, Japan), and the mixed raeproportional system (Germany, New Zealand).

It seems plausible that ballot structure affedigens’ satisfaction with democracy because thibsiructure is
the only element of the electoral system whichditizen experiences directly. In fact, it is qusterprising that
ballot structure did not appear as an antecedetitipéns’ satisfaction with democracy until thgpaprance of
Farrell and McAllister’s article. This groundbreag§iarticle details three mechanisms by which baliatcture

may influence citizens’ satisfaction with democracy

The “political efficacy mechanism” claims that sobwdlot structures offer voters a greater freedomhinose.
These ballot structures may lead to a percepticth@ipart of citizens that they have more say énrdsults of

the election. Or put in other words, ballot struethas an effect on political efficacy. Therefdtarrell and

3



McAllister (2006: 725) argue that ballot structiméuences political efficacy which, in turn, infaces
satisfaction with democracyThe authors’ position is that preferential ballatal open lists are the ballot
structures that offer greater freedom to choodmvied by personalised ballots (either alone or oiorad with
closed lists), then ordered lists, and finally elbdists (2006: 731). Pereira and Andrade (2008) akat the
guestion of how different ballot structures givermor less ‘freedom of choice’. Following a moréoamatic
rational choice approach, the authors rank th@bsituctures according to (a) the available seoflidates or
parties to choose from, and (b) the number of exleeandidates chosen by the voter in her bakatcording to
these two dimensions, preferential ballots (naneé trank ballot’) and open lists remain at the, togt now
followed by ordered lists (named here ‘preferenaioll). The personalised ballot (without primadieew joins
the closed lists at the bottom of the ranking. éitph not being their object of study, Pereira andrade guess
their ‘freedom of choice’ index should maintain sorelationship to voter satisfaction. However, teaplicitly

warn that “it does not follow that greater citizefieedom of choice is always beneficial” (20099)0

The “intermediary role mechanism” argues that sbalot structures might encourage MPs to act as
intermediaries between citizens and politics. Aslextion depends on their personal performances Widuld
develop closer links with citizens (Lawson, 1983tdtell, 2000; Rommele et al., 2005) and would ptgntion
to personal relations —even if only as a meangtsgmal vote chasing. Some authors have articulateddea
through the concept of “reputation” (Curtice & Séliy, 2009: 173), whereas others preferred the loose
“representative role” of MPs (Farrell & McAlliste?006: 725-727; Ames, 1995). Carey and Shugart§1998-
419) even use both concepts. Authors disagreegthan what are those “fruitful” ballot structuréscording
to Curtice and Shively (2009: 172-174) those wdagdpersonalized ballots (“single member pluralitytheir
terminology) because it is the only ballot struetwith which a representative’s re-election dependbker
personal performance. However, Margetts (2011:8)ldisputes that personalized ballots have plalysdrole
in Britain. In addition, Carey and Shugart (199584®) and Farrell and McAllister (2006: 727) arghat
personalized ballots are clearly poorer than ofm® &nd preferential ballots. On their part, ctbksts are often
depicted as the worst ballots —though not alway$adt, some authors (see Curtice & Shively, 200%) claim
that closed lists may promote the intermediary odlMPs, since parties will be interested in in¢hgdon their

lists those candidates who have a reputation fdopeing this role.



The “accommodative politics mechanism” maintaires #ome ballot structures “encourage a politics of
accommodation”. Preferential voting would be on¢hoke because —there— every candidate is intdriste
being acceptable to rival voters in order to caltbeir second preferences (Farrell & McAlliste@08: 726) and
because party competition focuses on valence —rithe position— issues (Marsh, 2011: 149). Thigurn,
promotes moderation, stability and —eventuallyisfattion with democracy. This mainstream positimes not
go unchallenged. Lijphart (1999) stresses thateddists could perform this role since lists playessential role
in consensual democracies, which require MPs ¢& &ti coalition deals and thus have no personafast in
defecting. And it could even be argued that preféa€ballots and open lists stimulate intrapaynpetition

and encourage independent positions, which domooh@te precisely moderation and stability.

The three mechanisms described show that thedragcaement on which ballot structures generatgtaehn
satisfaction with democracy is far from conclusidewever, they offer some hints as to what level of

satisfaction with democracy we can expect from dmadlot structure:

Preferential ballots and open lists. There is aragleement that these are the two ballot structhetoffer
more freedom to choose. We have also pointed oné stisputes as to whether they are the two bahattsires
that most encourage the intermediary role of MBsglvery part of the dispute places them high enligh. And
finally, preferential ballots are supposed to belthllot structure that most stimulate accommodatiditics (in
fact, they often constitute the ideal example) apen lists follow closely. Thus, we should expé&etse two
ballot structures to generate the highest levetatéfaction with democracy. In addition, we halentified no

solid motives to expect great differences betwbemt

Ordered lists. This ballot structure offers aniintediate level of freedom to choose. Maybe Peggic
Andrade (2009) assess it somewhat more sympathtetican Farrell and McAllister (2006), but differees are
not great. In addition, this ballot structure igyorelatively prone to encouraging the intermediarie of MPs
and not particularly prone to stimulating accommu@apolitics. Thus, we should expect this ballintisture to

generate a rather low level of satisfaction witimderacy.

Closed lists. Our review of the literature depictémsed lists as giving less freedom to chooseenoburaging

the intermediary role of MPs and not stimulatingaomodative politics. Thus, we should expect cldistsl to
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generate the lowest level of satisfaction with deraoy. However, we already pointed out that sontkaxs
(e.g. Curtice & Shively, 2009, as well as Lijphdr®99) diverged from this negative vision. Thisafe

disagreement on the role of closed lists shoulkep? in mind when discussing the resdlts.

Personalised ballots (and personalized plus cliises). The conventional image of personalizeddialsuggests
a relatively high freedom to choose, considerabieforcement of the intermediary role of MPs antdmach
incentive for accommodative politics. Thus, we dtaxpect this ballot structure to generate a inadt high
level of satisfaction with democracy. However, oeview of the literature also identified some digzancies
with these questions: Pereira and Andrade (20083tepned its freedom of choice and Margetts (2011)
questioned its reinforcement of the intermediatg i MPs. Again, these discrepancies should b¢ ikemind
when discussing the results. A different quest®hdw personalized ballots relate to the sixth (@meesonalized
plus closed lists). It could be argued that thewaht features (both the freedom to choose anckthiorcement
of the intermediary role of MPs) of this sixth lmlstructure come from its personalized side. Tiugsshould
expect this ballot structure (personalized plusetblists) to generate a level of satisfaction wi&mocracy
similar to the personalized ballot. Or at least,hage identified no motives to expect great diffees between

them.

3. HYPOTHESES

The theoretical antecedents reported in the preweation led us to build four specific hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1. We hypothesize that countries uspendists or preferential ballots should displayigher level

of satisfaction with democracy than countries usiloged lists. This hypothesis is built upon thre¢h

mechanisms detailed in the previous section. Kitssed lists clearly offer less choice than opsts bnd
preferential ballots, which should imply less po#t efficacy and less satisfaction with democfa8econd,
they could prevent the intermediary role of MPghwhe same consequences for satisfaction with deaoyp.
And third, they would not stimulate accommodatiwditits as open lists and preferential ballotsalwg so less

satisfaction with democracy would be expected.



Hypothesis 2. We hypothesize that countries uspendists or preferential ballots should displayigher level

of satisfaction with democracy than countries ugiagsonalized ballots. The theoretical foundatibthis

hypothesis based on the three alluded mechanisessagofollows. First, personalized ballots offeracly less
choice than open lists and preferential ballotgs Thould imply less political efficacy and lestisfaction with
democracy. Second, they do not encourage the iatiany role of MPs as much as open lists and pafa
ballots do. This should reduce the level of satisé@m with democracy. And third, they do not stiutel

accommodative politics, and so they restrict sattsbn with democracy.

Hypothesis 3. We hypothesize that countries usarggnalized ballots should display a higher le¥el o

satisfaction with democracy than countries usingetl lists. The theoretical foundation of this hiesis based

on the alluded mechanisms is the following. Fjpst;sonalized ballots offer more choice than cldstsl This
should imply more political efficacy and more stegion with democracy. Second, personalized baibbuld
encourage the intermediary role of MPs more thasad lists. This should increase the level of fati®n with

democracy.

Hypothesis 4. We hypothesize that countries usidered lists should display an intermediate le¥el o

satisfaction with democracy, falling between costusing open lists and countries using closésl lishe

literature reviewed in Section 2 typically descslmedered lists only as an intermediate categoydsn open
lists and closed lists. This implies that the dmypothesis we can infer about satisfaction with deracy

engendered by ordered lists is the one above.

As we explain in the next section, we treat badtoticture as a categorical variable in order tachumaking
assumptions about the linearity of the relatiorthéligh our hypotheses have some expectations Himrtank
position of the different ballot structures, werti assume that each unit change has the samé @ffec
satisfaction with democracy. In other words, wendbbelieve there are uniform differences betwesshdallot
structure: for instance, we expect open lists arfepential ballots to be significantly superiorth@ remaining
categories, but we do not have clear expectatiboatahe differences between ordered list and petsed

vote.



The above four hypotheses assumed that the etfébtdlot structure on satisfaction with democracy
uniform for all citizens. The academic literatusot yet hypothesized that these effects shaulidher or
lower among certain socio-demographic or attitudgmaups. However, we posit that political knowledg a
key intervening variable. Knowledge is an importagredient for casting an informed vote; when vetaow
the rules of the game they can have a more pritseabout the implications of one’s vote. Withpatitical
knowledge voters are less prepared to choose theqgracandidate that best represents their palitic
preferences. As Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996 sagd the absence of adequate information neiglaession
nor reason is likely to lead to decisions thateetfthe real interests of the public.” Yet, somidbatructures
require higher levels of knowledge and skill thaimens. As such, it would seem sensible to assunatetib
“political efficacy” and the “intermediary role” nsbanisms are going to be especially valued byipaliy
sophisticated voters, whereas for non-politicatiplssticated ones the complexity of the ballots inaynore of

a nuisance than an asset. Thus, we came up with aypothesis.

Hypothesis 5. We hypothesize that the effects 8ébstructure on satisfaction with democracy Wi restricted

to those voters with a higher level of politicalarmation.

4. DATA AND METHODS

In order to test our hypotheses, we use the theaeesvof the CSES project that cover 106 electiomgral the
world from 1996 to 2011. However, due to the avaliy of information on the dependent and indepamtd
variables used in our study, the sample is redtm@&8 electiond.The survey includes many of the necessary

individual-level variables to test our hypotheses.

Dependent variable. Our dependent variable ipaidt scale that measures satisfaction with denoycrehe
survey item is the following: “On the whole, areuyeery satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very satsfor not at all
satisfied with the way democracy works in [cour?®ypome authors have questioned the validity ohtleasure
because it rather captures evaluations of systéputsu(i.e. Cannache et al., 2001; but see FU&®3)1 That
said, it is the best indicator available in comgigeapolitical surveys and has been the standapemident

variable in previous similar research.



Independent variables. Our main independent varistiballot structure. Previous studies such aseFand
McAllister (2006) have measured the effect of adkoucture openness by creating an ordinal indgeset) on
Carey and Shugart’s work (1995). Their index takeslowest value in closed lists and higher valoes
personalized ballots, open lists and, at the togfepential ballots. Other similar indexes haverbéeveloped
(see Pereira & Andrade, 2009). Farrell and McAdiist strategy is based on the rather strong assomgt
linearity in the relation between ballot structare satisfaction with democra@yet, ballot structure has a
categorical nature with no clear natural orderind with an unknown distance between the categdbies.to
these reservations, in this article we do not tbadibt structure as a continuous variable. By gisircategorical
measure, we avoid making a priori assumptions atheudrdering of the categories and the lineaffitthe
relation (see also Curtice & Shively, 2009). Ndtatt—even if the categorical indicator of ballatisture
contains six categories— our statistical analysesyust four values: since in the previous seatien
hypothesized that preferential ballots would beliawerather similar way to open lists, we collap#gese two
categories; likewise, since in the previous sectverhypothesized that personalized ballots woulthize in a
rather similar way to personalized ballots plusebblists, we also collapsed these two categdviessover,

using fewer categories also allows us to avoidrgei small number of observations at the contexéwval®

The main individual-level independent variable (@hivill act as an interactive variable) is politica
information. We need this variable to study théhfliypothesis about the interactive effect betwaaitical
sophistication and ballot structure. Although titer&ture has provided different ways of measugalitical
sophistication, factual knowledge is for many reskers the best alternative among the availablgigsan
most surveys (Zaller 1992, Delli Carpini and Ke€it®96). Other measures such as subjective assetssofien
respondents’ political interest or level of eduoatare problematic: the former is affected by dabésirability
bias and the latter is only a determinant of pmditknowledge, which, even in some instances, lig on

moderately correlated with political sophisticatiqmiskin 1990, Zaller 1992).

Following previous research, we built an index gdime three items of factual political knowledj&he CSES
survey includes three different questions regarffictual knowledge of issues related to domestitfareign
politics which vary across countries. These itenesdichotomous and take value 1 when the answerigct
and 0 otherwise. We have created an index withetkegables which scores 1 when respondents hadmect

answer and scores 4 when all answers were correct.
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Unfortunately, the CSES political knowledge items far from perfect. In particular, some researsheve
raised some reservations about the comparabilitheoitems across countries. The CSES instructashreh
teams of different countries to formulate the thtems in ascending difficulty: questions must befulated in
a way that they produce about 1/3, 1/2 and 2/3ecbanswers respectively (Gronlund and Milner 2006
aim was to homogenize item difficulty across coistand, therefore, enhance comparability. However,
political information questions are not standardiaed vary across countries, which certainly redube
possibility of cross-country comparisons. Despamperfections, there are no better alternatioegSSES data.
The European Election Study (EES) solves the CSBBlgm by asking the exact same questions in all
countries. Unfortunately, using EES data would oedilhe number of countries included in our study, amore

importantly, the variability of our main independeariable.

Individual-level control variables. We included tstandard socio-demographic control variables:(agd age
squared to account for nonlinear effects), gendawi{ng male as the base category), educationrigisnally
coded), household income (by quintiles), and lalsitwation (unemployed vs. other situation). Thesethe
socio-demographic control variables that have galyelbeen considered in the literature on thisepput we
shall show that not all studies find that socio-dgraphic variables have significant effects onséatition with
democracy (i.e. Anderson & Guillory, 1997; Listhaetcal., 2009). We also include a variable thatsuess
whether individuals voted for the party that woa #iections. It is a well-settled conclusion in literature that
satisfaction with democracy is partly affected lyctoral outcomes: individuals tend to be moresfiatil with
the way democracy works when it produces the elactmtcomes that they prefer (Anderson & Guilldt997;
Nadeau & Blais, 1993; Blais & Gélineau, 2007; Sinighgo & Blais, 2011). Our control variable takegue 1

when the individual voted for the winning party aradue O otherwise.

System-specific control variables. First, we inedudo economic related variables: GDP per capit& @t PPP)
and GDP growth in the year previous to the electiing IMF data. These are standard control veesain the
literature on satisfaction with democracy, whickdaonsistently found that both the economic legelvell as
the economic situation are two important factoeg (Slorris, 1999; Listhaug et al., 2009; Curtice l&v8ly,

2009). The inclusion of GDP is particularly impartdor our purposes since it is correlated witHdiadtructure.
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The danger is that the potential differences fobeiiveen these types of ballots may turn out topleisus if

we do not take the economic factors into account.

The second system-specific control variable is pripnality. There has been prolific debate in literature

about whether proportionality goes together witljhleir evaluations of democracy. Some authors fiideace

in that line (i.e. Lijphart, 1999) others do noe(iAarts & Thomassen, 2008; Norris, 1999). Thius,itnportance
of proportionality is still an open question thaguires more research. We use the Gallagher index o
disproportionality** Ballot structure is correlated with proportionglit.e. personalized ballots are more present

in less proportional systems), and thus we neeomntrol for this in order to avoid potential spursorelations?

Finally, we also include some other system-specifictrol variables that the literature has considexs
important factors in accounting for support for @enacy: the age of the democratic system (i.e.sA@rt
Thomassen, 2008), the size of the legislative alslseamd the number of adult citizens per MP (i.arréll &

McAllister, 2006; Curtice & Shively, 2009).

Statistical methods. Since we combine individual aational level variables, we use the multilewgression
technique. Thus, the estimates reported in therigappart are based on multilevel linear regressimdels
(with random slope). With this procedure we tratwid some of the methodological problems of Fhened
McAllister's (2006) work, the major previous resgfaon this issue. These authors do not take imsideration
the multilevel structure of their data and theBuiés are based in OLS linear regression estimatfadowever,
ignoring the contextual layer of the data leadthéoviolation of the assumption that observatiaes a
independent, and this produces lower estimatediatdrerrors, thus increasing the probability of &yrrors
(see Steenbergen & Jones, 2002). Indeed, the ¢stimBOLS in these types of data produce unbiased

coefficients but smaller sample variance, whichegates spurious significance tests.

5. RESULTS

Since we believe that Farrell and McAllister’s waskso far the major contribution in this fieldetfirst step of
the empirical section is to replicate their modeid study whether their conclusions still hold oneeinclude

the three waves of the CSES project and take imisideration the concerns just expressed in the
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methodological section. Farrell and McAllister fauthat ballot structure (as measured by their ocootiis intra-
party index) had an influence on individuals’ sfatition with democracy. Yet, the magnitude of #ififect was
substantially reduced once the authors includedahnérol variables, in particular GDP. With no amht
variables (or with only the individual-level variab) the coefficient was about 0.16, but it dropted.04 once
relevant country-level characteristics were inctiidach as GDP and years of democratic experie®s(2
736). This meant that most of the initial effecttod ballot structure was really capturing somentiqu

differences. Despite this, the ballot structurédatbr remained statistically significant at p<Q.01

In Table 1 we estimate the results by using twediht statistical techniques: we first use the Gih&ar
regression, like Farrell and McAllister (2006) didtheir article, and we then use the multilevegression
technique, which allows us to fit random effectd ancount for the hierarchal structure of the dakee models
also include some extra control variables that eesier important (i.e. age squared and GDP growatiing
for the winning party, and political informatiorut their inclusion does not substantially change o

conclusions.

<Table 1 about here>

The first model of the table (Model 1) shows owlieation of the Farrell and McAllister model (ugi©OLS
estimations) for the three waves of the CSES. €kalts are very similar to those reported by thEne
coefficient associated with their continuous baditicture indicator is smaller in our models éspes from
0.04 to 0.025), but it still keeps its statistisanificance at the p<0.01. Most control varialidlefave fairly
similar to the Farrell and McAllister model. Althglu the coefficients vary, some variables such a®GD
democratic experience or disproportionality shoarghme expected sign and are significant at p<Or@t.
there are some differences: for instance, contBarrell and McAllister's work, assembly size lzagegative
and significant effect; and voting age populatien BIP has a positive and significant effect onsfatition with

democracy. However, the coefficients are ratherlsma

That said, the overall results of our replicatioa fairly similar to those provided by Farrell aMdAllister. In

this sense, the effect of their ballot structuiidgator is robust and does not vary once we inagateahe second
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and third waves of the CSES. With OLS estimatiordind that ballot openness generates higher aatish

with democracy.

Yet, we already mentioned that using OLS in dath wimultilayered structure tends to lead to sigaifce tests
with inflated type | errors (i.e. false rejectiohtbe null hypothesis). As such, we need to repdithe models
using the multilevel regression technique. Modsh@ws the effect of the Farrell and McAllister agarty
indicator with no control variables, and this effaans out to be significant at p<0.01. The in@aof
individual-level control variables (Model 3) doestiseem to alter the results, but the country-lewetrol

variables (Model 4) halve the coefficient and realits level of significance to p<0.05.

The results denote that the Farrell and McAllistelicator still plays a role when we use the appeip
statistical technique and increase the numbereatiehs under analysis, but there are some difteeworth
mentioning. First, the magnitude of the coefficisnhow somewhat smaller: Farrell and McAllistepoged a
final coefficient of 0.04 in their full model, wheais now it is 0.02. Secondly, and more importatitly,level of
significance is now weaker: Farrell and McAllisteported a final level of significance of p<0.01thweir full
model, whereas now it is p<0.05. Overall, the dftddheir intraparty indicator now seems to be kexahan

what Farrell and McAllister found.

The next step of our analysis is to abandon thenaggon of a linear relationship posited by Farasitl
McAllister and treat ballot structure as a categmrvariable. The models of Table 2 precisely ¢rgisentangle
the effect of ballot structure on satisfaction wi#imocracy using our categorical variable of bataicture. In
Model 5 we estimate the effect with no control ghtes. The results are partly compatible with oyreetations.
Preferential ballots and open lists, which arelthge category in our models, are associated wgtiehi
satisfaction with democracy compared to all renmgjriballot structures. The differences are statilitic
significant at the p<0.01 level. Although not desptd in Table 2, Model 5 also indicates that orddists
generate more satisfaction with democracy thareddists (p<0.05) and that all remaining pairwise
comparisons are not statistically significant. Hiere, the estimates seem to refute our third thgmi$: despite
the fact that some argue that personalized baiféés more choice and encourage the intermedideygbMPs

more than closed lists, countries using the fordwenot display a significantly higher level of sfiction with
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democracy than countries using the latter. On therdand, the estimates corroborate our firsprsg@@nd

fourth hypotheses.

<Table 2 about here>

These results do not substantially change oncenghade the individual-level control variables. Té@nclusions
of Model 6 are fairly similar to the previous modeteferential and open lists are associated wghdr
satisfaction with democracy compared with the reringi categories. Yet, the inclusion of the couréyel
variables reduces the effects of ballot structiedel 7). The coefficients associated with persiaedl ballots
and with ordered lists become smaller, althougtdtfferences are still significant. But more imgontly, this
new model fails to find relevant differences betwpeeferential ballots and open lists on the oredhand
closed lists on the other. Even if these werewtedpposite extremes of Farrell and McAllister’slsg our
estimates suggest that they both generate the lsaeieof satisfaction with democracy. This does segm to
confirm the expectations of the literature: thatréhis no clear linear relation between the opeoéthe ballot
structure and satisfaction with democracy. Pref@akballots and open lists generate more satisfacinly
compared to personalized ballots and to orderé&siBist there are no differences at all comparedased lists.

Figure 1 shows that the remaining pairwise compagsio not generate significant differences.

<Figure 1 about here>

In sum, we have not found evidence to supportiosirdnd third hypotheses: closed lists do not grdess
satisfaction than preferential ballots and opes,lisr than personalized ballots. The great diffees between
ballot structures found in Model 5 turned out tosbéely due to the effect of other country chanasties —
specifically, GDP and democratic experience. Sti#h,have found evidence to support our second hgsat —
and to some extent, our fourth— even after inclgdie individual- and country-level control variabl Our
results clearly indicate that there is a non-lireféect between satisfaction with democracy ancbienness of
the ballot structure. It is not true that balldtattincorporate more open features generate maséastion with

democracy. Instead, the two extremes generatathe kvel of satisfaction.
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So far, not all our hypotheses have been confirametithe data rather show a counterintuitive pictvet, we
still need to test our fifth hypothesis about ttportance of political sophistication. We claimttekame of the
arguments posited in the literature to explaindingeriority of preferential voting is that theyaffvoters greater
choice when voting. However, it is plausible thas freedom will be particularly important for teatisfaction
of those with greater political information, whaanore likely to have knowledge about the diffeliadividual

candidates on the party lists.

We test this fifth hypothesis in our last modellable 2 (Model 8). The results are quite compatitaté our
expectations. Indeed, the three interaction teretaden ballot structure and political informatiore aegative
and statistically significant. This means that prefitial ballots and open lists generate morefaatisn vis-a-
vis all other categories as voters’ political infation increases. In fact, ballot structure seenteetirrelevant
among the less informed electorate. Its effectadisfction with democracy only emerges among thade

greater political informatiof{’

Figure 2 shows the predicted values of satisfaatith democracy for different levels of politicalformation
(using Model 8 estimates). Among individuals wiblvllevels of information, open ballots do not geermore
satisfaction than the remaining ballot structuié=t, open ballot becomes the category that gerertee
satisfaction with democracy once we focus on thasie high levels of information. In sum, the figusbows
that differences between the four types of balietcsure are conditioned by individuals’ levelspafitical

information.

<Figure 2 about here>

Concerns about how much degree of choice the sysewld offer the electorate to decide on the actames
of their candidates is restricted to the politiga@ivare electorate. Besides, the coefficient odetblists,
although non-significant, is positive, which poitisthe opposite direction of the conventional Hjesis. At
the end of the day, it might even be plausible thatuninformed electorate prefer easier decissoieh as
choosing political parties (and not candidates) @gldgating to them the responsibility of choogimgy most

competent candidates.
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Despite not being the main objective of this agtidur regression models test some tangential hgpes
posited in the literature. First, our results addyfcompatible with the widespread idea that indiixals who vote
for the winning party tend to be more satisfiedwmdemocracy. Also, like previous studies on thdamur
results show that GDP (both the level and the gnauring the previous year) and years of democratic
experience also have a significant positive effébe level of proportionality generated by the &esl system
has no relevant impact. Hence, our results areerine with those reported by other previous reeauch as
Aarts and Thomassen (2008) or Norris (1999) andseg to Lijphart (1999). Finally, neither the sofehe
legislative assembly nor the number of citizensrppresentative follow the expectations in theditere
(Farrell & McAllister, 2006), since neither seernsie relevant in explaining the level of satisfactwith

democracy.

6. CONCLUSIONS

This paper has studied the influence of ballotcttne on how citizens assess democracy. Previgesareh has
suggested that ballots that give voters more freedbchoice tend to increase satisfaction with li@mocracy
works. Our results suggest that ballot structuresdndeed have an impact, but not in the line sstggeby
previous research. Contrary to Farrell and McAdlig2006), we do not find a clear linear relati@tveen the
level of ballot openness and satisfaction with deraoy. Yet, our results do not indicate that badtoticture is

irrelevant. In fact, we find that it produces thrifferent effects.

First, preferential ballots and open lists do gateemore satisfaction than both personalized Isadiotl also
ordered lists. This seems to support the standansppctive about the desirability of more opendisibecause
it gives voters greater choice and promotes therrimediate role of candidates and accommodativéigmlBut,
contrary to this perspective, we do not find refé\differences between the two extremes of baji@nmess:
preferential ballots and open lists on the one hand closed lists on the other. Our evidence pdama
different direction than that found in Farrell avi@Allister (2006). Overall, we do not find a cleand
parsimonious relationship between ballot opennedssatisfaction with democracy as some previousares

seems to suggest. Our findings rather suggesstitdit a relationship is non-linear.
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Secondly, ballot structure is only a relevant faeimong the more politically sophisticated elediréndeed,
only those with greater levels of political infortian seem to be concerned about the ballot stradhey use
when voting. Our findings also indicate that therenkbnowledgeable the voter is, the greater thefsation
preferential ballots generate vis-a-vis most reigitallots. The liberty of choice that ballot stture offers

only concerns a reduced portion of the electorseely the more politically sophisticated.

The conclusions of previous studies may encouriagéemptation to increase the legitimacy of dentoxra
regimes through establishing more open ballot siras. Our results do not support this perspec@early,
some types of ballot structure promote more satiigfa with democracy than others, but this condgianly
restricted to a small portion of the total popwatithe most politically sophisticated citizenanically enough,

this is the electorate that already shows higheglgeof satisfaction.

1. See also Rose (1992) and Castles (1994). Lij(h8®9) Anderson & Guillory (1997) and Brockington
(2003) are on the proportional side; while Aart3 8omassen (2008) Castles (1994) and Listhaug €2@09)
are on the majoritarian.

2. This list only refers to mechanisms linking ballstructure with satisfaction with democracy. The
consequences of other elements of the electoraéraysas well as other antecedents of satisfactidgh w
democracy, are deliberately ignored here.

3. Notice such a process is observable even inttigata: Carey and Enten (2011: 90-95) shows looaes
openness in the ballots (such as primaries) inessasnout.

4. Two caveats should be noted. First, they alsopeie a third element (the information the voteerees

about the chosen candidate), but we shall notttakento account since the authors do not detig t
information from the ballot structure —which is aubject. Second, they do not exactly rank theoball
structures, but country specific electoral systems.

5. Incidentally, these sorts of disagreements waolcbe addressable with the traditional ordinal

operationalization of ballot structure.
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6. This sentence clearly suggests an additionabtiwgsis (let’s call it ‘hypothesis 1b’) where ‘patal efficacy’
would act as an intervening variable. Unluckily, £S5 does not have a question on political efficasty,
hypothesis 1b would not be testable with the dadawve to use.

7. The elections included are the following: Al@r{2005), Australia (1996, 2004, 2007), AustriaQ@Q
Belgium (1999), Brazil (2002), Canada (1997, 20®itzerland (1999, 2003, 2007), Chile (2005), @zec
Republic (1996, 2002, 2006), Germany (1998, 20@A52 2009), Spain (1996,2000, 2004), Finland (2003,
2007), France (2002, 2007), UK (1997, 2005), Hommdk (1998, 2000, 2004, 2008), Croatia (2007), Hunga
(1998, 2002), Ireland (2002, 2007), Iceland (208009), Israel (1996, 2003, 2006), Italy (2006),aiapl1996,
2004, 2007), Korea (2004, 2008), Mexico (1997, 208@03, 2006, 2009), Netherlands (1998, 2002, 2006)
Norway (1997, 2001, 2005), New Zealand (1996, 2@m®8), Peru (2006), Poland (1997, 2001, 2005, R007
Portugal (2002, 2005, 2009), Romania (1996, 2084issia (2004), Slovenia (2004), Sweden (1998, 2002,
2006), Thailand (2007), Taiwan (1996, 2001, 200&Kraine (1998), USA (1996, 2004). Most dropped sase
due to the political knowledge variable, which issential to test one of our hypotheses. Yet, wheh n
necessary, the exclusion of this variable (and thessubstantial increase of countries and elestianour
sample) does not substantially change the conclasieached in this article.

8. However, note that in the original article whisgt up the topic, Shugart (2001: 176) did not havimear
relationship in mind. Quite the contrary, he term@m two extremes of the intraparty continuum as
‘hyperpersonalistic’ and ‘hypercentralised’, thllsstrating that he presumed both extremes woukhwally
generate negative effects.

9. We have classified the countries into the faalfdb structures as follows: Open lists and praféat ballots
(Finland, Switzerland, Australia, Ireland), ordetist (Brazil, Belgium, Netherlands, Norway, Polai®iveden,
Czech Republic), personalised ballot and persahlisallot plus closed list (New Zealand, UK, Taiwan
Germany, Japan, Canada, USA, Hungary, South Kdskeine, France, Hong Kong), closed list (Portugal,
Mexico, Spain, Israel, Rumania).

10. Some examples of previous comparative studieg).ICSES three-items political knowledge are: IBirc

2010, Singh and Thornton 2012, Téka 2009.

11. Formally, the Gallagher index (often called dtesquared index) it Sq = \/1/ 22:1:1(3 -V )2 , wheres

is the percentage of seats of party i andthe vote share of party i. Higher values indicgteater

disproportionality.
18



12. Our data show a correlation between ballotsire and our measure of proportionality. Althotigis
correlation is not dramatic (0.36), we estimate\theance Inflation Factor (VIF) in order to teketpresence of
multicollinearity in our models. All VIF scores abelow 2.05 (including ballot structure and proporéality),
which indicates that there is no evidence of mallicearity.

13. To be fair, the authors already acknowledgedhltilevel structure of the data (Farrell and Mister,
2006: footnote 13, 746-747) but they argued thatithited number of elections prevented them fraimg a
multilevel analysis. After three waves of CSES ttets, we are in a privileged position to solve pineblem.
14. Our conclusions remain essentially the sameifise education as a proxy of political sophisitica This
alternative model shows no significant differenae®ng individuals with primary (or incomplete primmg
education, but the effect of open ballot on satiséa with democracy emerges among those with eeusity
degree. Although we do not consider educationgoa proxy of political sophistication, this altative
specification helps to make our results more rabisis model is not reported in the table but #vsilable

upon request.
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Table 1 — A replication of Farrell and McAllister (2006)

Ballot structure indicator
(intra-party dimension)

Individual-level control variables

OLS Regression

Multilevel regression

Age

Age (squared)

Gender

Education

Unemployed

Income

Political information

Party voted won elections

Country-level control variables

Gallagher index

Years of democratic experience

Adults per MP

Assembly Size

GDP (PPP in $)

GDP growth

Constant

Observations
Number of elections

MODEL 1 MODEL 2 MODEL 3 MODEL 4
0.025%* 0.048%** 0.046** 0.024*
(0.001) (0.015) (0.013) (0.011)
-0.008** -0.008** -0.008**
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
0.000** 0.000** 0.000%**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
-0.032** -0.02%* -0.02%*
(0.005) (0.005) (0.006)
0.002 0.004** 0.004**
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002)
-0.147** -0.097** -0.097**
(0.010) (0.011) (0.014)
0.036** 0.03** 0.03**
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
-0.03** -0.031**
(0.002) (0.003)
0.183** 0.179%* 0.179%*
(0.005) (0.005) (0.007)
-0.004** -0.002
(0.000) (0.003)
0.004** 0.004**
(0.000) (0.001)
0.000** -0.000
(0.000) (0.000)
-0.000** 0.000
(0.000) (0.000)
0.000** 0.000**
(0.000) (0.000)
0.039** 0.053**
(0.001) (0.012)
2.105%* 2.596%* 2.367** -1.946%*
(0.021) (0.066) (0.58) (0.094)
121903 134623 103054 103054
85 85 85

Notes: Ordinary least squares estimates (Models 1) and Maximum likelihood estimates in Models 2 to 4.

Standard errors are in parenthesis. *Significant at 5%. **Significant at 1%. Base categories: Gender

(male).




Table 2 — The effect of ballot structure on satisfaction with democracy

Ordered lists

Personalized ballots (and personalized + closed lists)

Closed lists

Ordered list ballot x Political Information

Personalized ballot x Political Information

Closed list ballot x Political Information

Individual-level control variables

Age

Age (squared)

Gender

Education

Unemployed

Income

Political information
Party voted won elections

Country-level control variables
Gallagher index

Years of democratic experience
Adults per MP

Assembly Size

GDP (PPPin$)

GDP growth

Constant

Observations
Number of elections

MODEL5 MODEL6 MODEL7 MODELS
0.265**  -0.256**  -0.166* -0.093
(0.150) (0.085) (0.073) (0.074)
-0.308**  -0.304**  -0.194**  -0.095
(0.139) (0.079) (0.079) (0.079)
-0.451**  -0.445**  -0.131 0.027
(0.152) (0.088) (0.113) (0.086)
-0.025**

(0.007)

-0.034**

(0.007)

-0.036**

(0.008)

-0.008**  -0.008**  -0.008**

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

0.000%*  0.000**  0.000**

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

-0.020%*  -0.020**  -0.020**

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

0.004**  0.004**  0.004**

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

0.097**  -0.097**  -0.097**

(0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

0.03** 0.03** 0.03**

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

0.031**  0.031**  0.031**

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

0.179**  0.179**  0.179**

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

0.001 0.001

(0.004) (0.004)

0.004**  0.004**

(0.001) (0.001)

0.00 0.00

(0.000) (0.000)

0.00 0.00

(0.000) (0.000)

0.000**  0.000%**

(0.000) (0.000)

0.053**  0.053**

(0.013) (0.013)

2.872%%  2.975%%  2271%*  2.041**
(0.081) (0.071) (0.113) (0.111)
134623 103054 103054 103054
85 85 85 85

Notes: Maximum likelihood estimates. Standard errors are in parenthesis. *Significant at 5%.

**Significant at 1%. Base categories: Ballot structure (preferential and open list ballot); Gender (male).
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