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1. Introduction

“Next Tuesday is Election Day. Next Tuesday ayai will go to the polls, will stand
there in the polling place and make a decisiorhimk when you make that decision, it
might be well if you would ask yourself, are yottdreoff than you were four years
ago? Is it easier for you to go and buy thingshie stores than it was four years ago? Is
there more or less unemployment in the country thare was four years ago?”

Prior to the elections of 1980 for the United Std®eesidency the candidate of the
Republicans, Ronald Reagan, pointed at the audiereéelevision debate and advised
voters to ask themselves in the polling place:yarebetter of than you were four years
ago? Ronald Reagan assumed that voters would mEteoapective judgment and that
this retrospective judgment would have an impacttioa likelihood of a vote for
himself, in the case that the judgment was negativéhe incumbent president Jimmy
Carter, in the case that the judgment was posifiiteough Ronald Reagan spoke about
the effects of Carters policies on the individutd bf the voter (after all he advises to
ask the question angu better off, in stead of anee, as in nation, better off) he also
pointed at macro-level, by referring to the (un)égment. As will be shown in this
thesis a more appropriate question would have Beenve better off than we were four
years ago?0r more specifids the economy better off than befofe® the purpose of
this thesis Reagans quote is adapted in ordener ¢be purpose of this study and used
as title.

The government of Prime Minister Mark Rutte resdyme april 2012 after the
conclusion that the coalition parties could noteggon the measures to cut the budget

deficit. New elections will follow in September 2Z01The Netherlands Bureau for



Economic Policy Analysis (in Dutch: Centraal Plamr®u) concluded in December of
2011 that the Dutch Economy got in a recessionnagad that the budget deficit
increased. It is clear for every voter that the Netherlansiddcing, just as most other
European countries, profound economic problems. Riigee cabinet was in charge to
solve these economic problems, but has the governpwdicies been successful? This
question and the question Reagan posed will prgbabposed as well by party leaders
prior to the elections for the Dutch parliamentSaptember 2012. Are you better off
now than before the Rutte cabinet came in office® We as nation better off than
before the Rutte cabinet came in office? Is theneowy better off than before the Rutte
cabinet came in office? It seems crucial to thetelal outcomes, but is that really true?
The aim of this study is to examine the impact led £conomy on electoral
outcomes. The central research questioWisat is the impact of the economy on
electoral outcomes in the Netherlands?order to answer this research question first
the existing literature and theories will be reveelito attain a complete understanding
of the relationship between the economy and elakttoutcomes. Subsequently the
research question will be modified into a workablesstion and a research design to
answer this question will be made. Finally the aesle design will be executed to

provide an answer on the central question.

1.1 Scientific and societal relevance

The available studies on the relationship betwéden conomy and the vote in the
Netherlands are limited. The existing studies bdlreviewed in the theory party of this

thesis, but the conclusion is, as we will see, #raextensive study, that goes beyond

! http://www.nrc.nl/nieuws/2011/12/13/cpb-cijferseegland-in-recessie-extra-bezuinigingen-nodig/



the simple bivariate analyses, of the impact ofnecaic evaluations on government
support at different elections is almost never bdene. This study contributes to a
better understanding of economic voting in the Weg#nds by offering that study. The
results can show to what extent economic evalustimmtrease the likelihood of
government support, and how this impact is rel&betthe impact in other elections and
contexts. From a societal perspective, this rebeamakes clear how Dutch voters
evaluate the government policies and what kindffefcethis can have on the electoral
outcomes. It can be useful information for poldits and policy makers prior to the

elections in September 2012 and after.

2. Literature Review

In order to answer the proposed research questitheiintroduction of this study, first
the existing literature will be reviewed. The stagtpoint will be the literature on how
voters derive at their party choice, to understam the relationship between the
economy and electoral outcomes fits into the moélpharty choice. Subsequently the
literature on economic voting will be reviewed, digcussing the most prominent
debates in the field of economic voting. Finallg tiesults of studies on economic
voting in the Netherlands will be discussed. Basedhis literature review a statistical
model will be build to assess the impact of theneoay on electoral outcomes in the

Netherlands.

2.1 The explanation of Party Choice

Electoral choices are in democratic systems acémer of the political process. The

editors of The Oxford Handbook of Political BehayiDalton and Klingemann (2007),



provide a short overview of the developments irctel@l research. According to them
early electoral research made the assumption tbat aitizens are unable to deal with
the complexity of politics and that they, therefonave to rely on shortcuts, such as
group cues, heuristics or affective partisan logaltThe classic work from Lipset and
Rokkan (1967) took this approach and focused omakoteavages and stable party-
voter alignments. Their idea was that politicalidens are guided by enduring social
cleavages, which has led to stable party-votenalgnts. Back in these years scholars
had the supposition that people’s electoral belmawias determined by their social
background, such as their religion or social cl&gswever, nowadays the alignment
between voter and parties is not that solid anymswesocial positions are not a good
predictor any more for political positions as tivegre decades ago. Thomassen (2005)
claims that this is caused by changes in the coitiposof the electorate and the
relationship between social position and electokshavior. He observes a
modernization process in the model of party choice.

For a complete understanding of how voters deriva party choice and what
Thomassen means with the modernization process Wwise to fall back on the
Michigan framework, of party choice, often refertedas the funnel of causality. The
Michigan framework, named after the scholars frém University of Michigan who
designed the framework, is a conceptual framewdeksjgned to explain party choice.
This framework relies on the principle that divefaetors has an influence on the party
choice, and that these factors are in causal eestvith each other. Basically the model
suggests that demographic characteristics, su@gesreligion or social class, lead to
psychological affiliations and biases, such as ypadentification or ideological

orientations, and that these long-term predisposstimodifies short-term factors such



as the assessment of parties and candidates filmmneti@ political issues and government
performance and that finally these short-term factdetermine the party choice.
(Campbell et al, 1960) According to Thomassen thisdel is the main theoretical
approach in electoral research. It is hardly imgmsdo think of any other theoretical
approach or set of variables that would not fithis model. Dalton and Klingemann
conclude that social position no longer determimpeditical positions. Long-term
predispositions based on social position or partisg declined and made research on
electoral behavior shift to short-term factors sumh candidate-image and issue-
opinions. (2007: 10-11) This conclusion is also@sdd by Thomassen (2005), who
argues that short-term factors as issues, retrogpgadgments and political leaders
gradually became more powerful as explanatory faatb voting behavior. However, it
would be a mistake to present the different apgreamf explaining party choice as
competing models. If you want to examine the exgtiary power of short-term factors
you still have to control for preceding variables social structure and long-term
predispositions. These developments point in tmectdon that judgments about the
economy can be of increasingly importance in thesiten making process of voters.
According to Rose and McAllister, cited by Andewaad Irwin (2005: 97), the
Netherlands were in the mid-1960s a classic examipke structured system of multi-
party competition in which the electorate has béetermined along the two dimensions
religion and class, each sustaining separate gqalliparties. The shift in explaining
electoral behavior as described by Dalton and kmgnn and Thomassen is
observable in the Netherlands. The Netherlandsshédted to an open system, with
some structure provided by ideological differendrg,even polarization along this line

is decreasing. The importance of short-term fadatorsfluencing and explaining voting



behavior has increased. The influence of everytdbon factor may vary from election
to election, at least the possibility for shortntefactors to have influence exist.

(Andeweg and Irwin, 2005: 109)

2.2 The economy and the vote

Tufte, one of the most cited scholars in the fiefdEconomic Voting, articulated in
1978 a basic principleWhen you think economics, think elections; when tink
elections, think economicgl978: 65) In the previous decades many scholarsteé
attention to the relationship between the econontyedectoral outcomes. According to
Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier the flow of scholarly papen economic voting evolved
from a trickle to a torrent of over 300 articlesdamooks. (2000: 183) It is therefore
hardly impossible to provide an overview of theséirig literature about economic
voting. In order to distill the most influentiatdrature, the most easy way is to dive into
some literature reviews about economic voting test, see for example Monroe
(1984), Kiewiet & Rivers (1985), Lewis Beck (198&annestad & Paldam (1994),
Anderson (1995), Norpoth (1996), Lewis-Beck andyBtaier (2000), Anderson (2007)
and Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier (2007). In order tairata complete understanding of
how the relationship between economics and eldabotaomes works different debates
in the field of economic voting will be discussethis review will start with the
theoretic roots of the relationship between theneowy and electoral outcomes.
Subsequently retrospective voting and the rewardspment model will be discussed,
and its counterpart prospective voting. Then aitbenivill be devoted on the target of

economic evaluations by elaborating on sociotrepid pocketbook voting. The impact



of the institutional context on economic voting Mbke reviewed and finally what is

known about economic voting in the Netherlands halhandled.

2.3 Theoretic roots of relationship economy and electoral outcomes

The relationship between the economy and electotdtomes is based on the
assumption that the electorate holds the governraeocbuntable, which, in turn, is
rooted in the idea that a representative governnsettte only practical way to govern
nation-states democratically. Because of the ssmpe and complexity of the
contemporary nation-states it is impossible for nottizens to participate directly in the
administration of the state. Therefore they susp@mir control in exchange for a
minimum of possibilities of political participatiodt was Schumpeter in 1942 who
described the design of a modern representaticgralodracy as a political system in
which the people “have the opportunity of acceptingefusing the men who are to rule
them” (1942: 269). Schmitter and Karl endorsed s~ on the democracy and
defined democracy as “a system of governance ictwhilers are held accountable for
their actions in the public realm by citizens agtindirectly through the competition
and operation of their elected representatives9{196). From these perspectives you
can consider elections as an institution to graitens the power to delegate their
authority to people who have to act on their behali therefore act responsibly. This
institutional design makes sure that citizens hiblel politicians accountable for the
government’s record.

To what extent citizens are able to fulfill this mmhal responsibility in the
democratic system is subject of debate for ovelades. According to Almond and

Verba a well functioning democracy demands respensvell-informed and interested

10



citizens. (1963) We are far away from the idea abmpetent citizen as sketched by
Aristoteles. Back in the sixties, Converse showsdhat citizens do not possess clear
belief systems and do not approach political isghesugh an ideological lens. Most
citizens do have low-quality opinions, if they hawepinions at all. High-quality
opinions, defined by Converse (1964), but also e (1992), as being stable,
consistent, informed and connected to abstractiptes and values are very rare in the
mass public. They have the information nor the waditbn and capacity to fulfill their,
as what some scholars might describe, democratjcahd judge fairly the governance
performance. Clawson and Oxley sketch the landsoépbke different views on the
need for an informed and participative citizenryn @e hand of the spectrum you will
find scholars who argue that without informed @tig a citizen cannot make political
decisions and therefore the political system isbiend@o function well. Other scholars
argue that citizens can make reasonable decisiatteow being knowledgeable,
interested or attentive to politics, because trss/informational shortcuts, such as cues
from persons or groups they trust, in order to fiomcin the democratic system. This is
in line with more elitist democratic theorists wtadke the position that the ignorance of
citizens will lead to a flourishing democracy, besa an attentive citizenry will cause

unnecessary interventions in the political procéSkawson and Oxley, 2008: 183-184)

2.4 Retrospective voting: the reward and punishment model

Although citizens are far away from the ideal, hdevwe explain that accountability in
politics still exist? Are the choices of citizengually so unclear as we think they are?
Fiorina argues that citizens do not need to knasvptecise policies in order to see or

feel the results of those policies. In order togedvhether the government performed
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well, citizens only need to calculate the changesheir own welfare (1981: 5) This
argument is based on the theory, introduced by K®t,voters play the rational god of
vengeance and reward (1964: 568). Key believes voé¢rs judges governance
performance retrospectively and build their choatejudgment day on their past
experience and Key sees the electorate in a rolappfaiser of past events, past
performance and past actions. (1966: 61) Andersaimorates on this argument and
underlines the role of the economy in this retrofpe judgment of the government
performance: Given citizens’ limited willingness damcapacity to process complex
information about politics, reward and punishmendidd most easily be detectable
with regard to the performance of the economy. thgigconomic performance is
namely more straightforward for average citizenanttother areas of government
performance. (Anderson, 1995; Anderson, 2007) Taedsird model suggested by Key
assumes a naive reward-and-punishment calculusmdfraexamined the model
suggested by Key and assumed that the following tymperative: “if the performance
of the incumbent party is ‘satisfactory’ accordittgsome simple standard, the voter
votes to retain the incumbent governing party ificefto enable it to continue its
present policies; while if the incumbent’s perfonmoa is not ‘satisfactory’, the voter
votes against the incumbent, to give the opposiparty a chance to govern” (1971:
134). According to the literature reviews of Leveck and Stegmaier (2007, and
Anderson (2007), the reward-punishment hypothassill the most central hypothesis
in the existing literature on economic voting.

One shortcoming on the reward and punishment medkéht it does not take into
account that various aspects of the governmentbeiljudged differently by different

people or political groups in the electorate. Rartill also have different economic
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priorities, for instance more left-oriented partae in most cases more concerned about
the levels of unemployment, where right-wing partgobably would devote more
attention to concerns about increasing levels dfation. This partisan view on
economic voting is of obvious relevance for underding the relationship between the

economy and electoral outcomes. (Listhaug, 2006) 21

2.5 Asymmetry of economic evaluations

The reward punishment model seems to make seneed@r to explain government
support by looking at the economic evaluations. &aeholars claim that the effects of
bad evaluations are not in balance with the effe€tgood evaluations. According to
these scholars, it seems that the effects of e&badomy on the vote choice last longer
than the effects of a good economy. In terms of,KR{ means that voters are more
likely to act as a god of vengeance, than as aofeeward. This point is raised by the
study of Campbell and colleagues in their very @fed publication The American
Voter. An explanation for this phenomenon can hentbin the idea that the electorate
simply expects that the government deliver goodhenuc results and that only in bad
economic times voters pay a lot of attention todtatus and handling of the economy.
In the literature on economic voting this phenomrersocalled ‘negativity effect’ or the
‘asymmetry of economic evaluations.

The evidence for this phenomenon is not unambigublus study of Lewis-Beck
on economic voting in five major countries showédtt“the electorates are even-
handed, in their economic judgments, voting for eyoments that are liked, against
governments that are disliked”. (1988: 79) The gtoidKiewiet (1983) showed more or

less the same results. Good economic evaluatiahslh@ost the same predictive power
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of voting for the incumbent, as negative evaluaibad on the predictive power of not
voting for the incumbent. The debate on negatigftgcts is yet undecided.

A different approach on the strength of the reladlup between negative (or
positive) evaluations on voting for the incumbeat ¢pposition) leads to a similar
conclusion. Evans and Anderson (2006) argue, acuptd Vorselaars (2009), that in
disastrous economy “economic evaluations will bessleaffected by political
determinants (such as party identification) as ehare very strong cues from the
economy itself.” This might be an explanation foe small effect of bad evaluations of
the Dutch economy on the loyalty of voters in thethiérlands. The saliency of the issue
the economy might have an effect on the degreeafamic voting in the Netherlands.
This fits well in the research done by Powell andit¥én (1993), Wilkin and colleagues
(1997), Anderson (2000) and Nadeau and colleag@é82j, who stated that in
institution contexts in which the responsibilitytbe economy is not clarified voters are
less likely to blame or praise the government. iflsétutional context will be discussed
later in this literature review. Both approached Im the direction that in bad economic
times the economic evaluations have more effecpdlitical considerations than in

more prosperous times.

2.6 Prospective voting

However the bulk of the empirical research is basedhe reward punishment model,
there are also some investigations on prospectifextse. It is possible to draw a
distinction in the literature between prospectivedels and retrospective models. Do
voters look ahead and choose between two hypo#ihdtiture paths, or do they look

back and evaluate the trend from past to presen&?fifst option, prospective voting,
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finds it origins in research done by Downs backhe fifties of the precious century.
Downs makes the argument that “when a man votesis heelping to select the
government which will govern him during the comiglgction period” (1957: 39). This
does not mean that these expectations about theefutas nothing to do with
evaluations of the past. According to Fiorina, kiemlge of the past figures importantly
in expectations for the future. Downs argues thia¢ma party is in power, you should
take the incumbent present policies, rather thammes. Downs assumes that voters
extrapolate future actions from past actions arndutae the consequences of those
actions in future environments. (1981: 196) Thisveh that even Downs is not very
confident about the abilities of citizens to predice future, because he argues that
citizens take party’s current performance as thst bet for future performance. When
you consider the voting model as truly prospectiy@) expect that a rational voter
ought to make a decision based on a comparisoutofef benefits. Voters should ask
themselves which party is the most likely to dalimgrosperous time after the election,
regardless of their track record so far. (Norp@®96: 315) Fiorina explored the impact
of economic expectations of problems around uneympémt and inflation by asking
respondents whether they thought that these prabieauld be better handled by the
Democrats or the Republicans. He found that the@oec expectations outperformed
complex retrospective items. Studies from Kuklinksid West (1981), Chappell and
Keech (1985, 1991), Sanders (1991) and Locker®82), Lanoue (1994) and Clarke
and Stewart (1994) point into the same directiorstddy done by Lewis-Beck in 1988
led to the conclusion that prospective personaraes were a statistically economic
predictor for vote intention, where prospectivesoerl finances were not. Nadeau and

Lewisbeck examined in a pooled analysis the immdcan Economic Future Indes
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(EFI), equal to the percentage who think businesslitions over the next twelve monts
will be “good” minus the percentage who think theyl be “bad” and found that this
index has about the same impact as the Nationah&ss Index, equal to the percentage
who said the economy was “better” than before mimgspercentage who said it was

“worse”. (2001: 172-175)

2.7 Sociotropic versus pocketbook voting

Another debate in the field of literature on ecomowoting has evolved around the
question what types of economic conditions votensader. You can consider the
economy as a political issue that really touchescitizens, because it has an effect on
their personal environment. It is therefore noarsge that the conventional wisdom
among politicians and citizens is that citizensevatcording to their pocketbook. In the
end every citizen has the aim for personal progparid if you really want to attain this
goal the political decision making process showddbided by considerations about the
personal economic conditions. In the literatures thihenomenon is called pocketbook
voting. The opposite, when a vote is based on demgiions about the national
economic situation, is called sociotropic voting.clontrary to what one might expect,
the hypothesis that a voter is guided by his orgesonal economic conditions is not
very broad supported in the literature. The resedane by Kinder and Kiewiet (1979)
showed that people reacted to changes in nati@oaloenic conditions and government
competence in stead of changes in their pockethdsiesviet (1983) offers a more
extensive specification and this study shows thatgocketbook variable consistently
fails to reach a conventional level of statistisanificance. An explanation for these

contra-intuitive results is offered in what is edllthe ‘ethic of self-reliance’, Americans
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feel responsible for their personal economic wellly, not the government, also in bad
times. (Norpoth, 1996: 312) Lewis-Beck (1988) exgeththe research done by Kinder
and Kiewiet into a comparative study of five Eurapecountries and found similar
results. This points in the direction that we am speaking about a phenomenon
specifically related to the American culture. Gatis attribute responsibility to the
government for the shape of the macro economy.gbivernment has the task to take
care for low levels of unemployment, avoid receassiand secure stable prices, not to
make individual citizens richer. According to LeviBeck and Stegmaier (2007)
sociotropic effects on voting behavior are norméhger than pocketbook effects.
However, this does not mean that no evidence fokgtbook voting is available
and that sociotropic voting is endorsed by all $atso The strongest critique is coming
from Kramer, who claims that the evidence for stojic voting is artifactual. His
argument is that individual perceptions on the eocoyn may be flawed, contaminated
and biased. He states that the perception of thienah economic condition as a
parameter is “in general so badly and unpredicgtdddhsed as to be essentially
unrelated to the underlying individual-level belwaai relationship we are trying to
estimate” (1983: 93). Furthermore he argues thatdiltinction between pocketbook
and sociotropic perceptions is very difficult to keafrom a conceptual and
methodological point of view. Kramer certainly lapoint, but opponents argue that no
good alternative is available and that excludirdjvrdual perceptions from the analysis

would be too rigorous.
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2.8 Institutional Context

Another shortcoming of the reward punishment maglgiat we find very mixed results
in cross-national comparisons. While generally nafshe cross-national studies were
positive, the results were not always as consisésnexpected. Lewis-Beck (1988)
found in a study on the effects of the economy lom ¢lectoral outcome in Britain,
Spain, Germany, France and Italy differences inet@anatory power of the economy.
He attributed these differences to what he calledlittonal complexity. The more
parties in the government, the more diffusion ofvegoment responsibility for
managing the economy, what makes it harder fovtter to blame, and therefore the
economic vote is diluted. (Lewis-Beck, 1988: 105ary other studies point in the
direction that the institutional context of a cayrttas a big impact on the effects of the
economy on electoral outcomes. The relationshigvéen the economy, more specific
economic evaluations and electoral outcomes isdbasethe assumption that citizens
hold the incumbent parties responsible for the gawent performance. From that
perspective the citizens need to know who theyhtdd responsible for the government
performance. Powell and Whitten (1993) elaboratedtlze coalitional complexity
hypothesis, suggested by Lewis-Beck, and designstudy to take the ‘clarity of
responsibility’ for economic outcomes and the ‘altgives for dissent’ into account.
Their conclusion is that the political context neattsince economic voting can only
occur when citizens are able to attribute respdlityitio the government. This is a
support for the claim made by Lewis-Beck. Wilkindarolleagues (1997) did a world-
wide test of economic voting and argue that, bezaxfsthe lack of clarity, citizens
focus on the major incumbent party and hold themmoactable for the economic

performance. Anderson (2000) elaborated on thearelseof Powell and Whitten and
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argued that voters’ ability to express discontentenhanced when mechanisms of
accountability are simple. Nadeau and colleagu€¥2qP expanded the index of
responsibility and find a strong relationship begwehe clarity of responsibility and the
level of economic voting. They showed that in higlarity countries economic
evaluations are moderately strong force on intendsd and that in other countries
economic evaluations make a much smaller contobutHowever, even in those
countries voters will, under prospitious conditiaredit or blame the government for
the economic situations.” (Nadeau et al, 2002: 418} A general conclusion of the
existing literature can be that it is arguable tt& conclusion that voters in diffused
institutional settings do not know who to blameas rigid, but it makes the decision-
process more complex and therefore the explanatmmer of the economy on electoral
outcomes decreases. According to the literaturdoyell and Whitten (1993), Wilkin
and colleagues (1997), Anderson (2000) and Nadewl calleagues (2002), The
Netherlands does not score high on the level aitglaf who is responsible, because of

their multiparty system.

2.9 Economic Voting in the Netherlands

Although Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier start with theaek that the papers on economic
voting did evolve from a trickle to a torrent ofen300 articles in their literature review

on economic voting, they also make the remark thast of these articles are carried
out in only a few countries. They conclude thatdbnost every established democracy
at least one paper can be cited, but that for wfa$te nations besides countries like the
United States, France or Britain, the literatureeoanomic voting is represented by one

investigator, one approach or one article. (20007)2This seems the case for the
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Netherlands, because there are limited studies dwnesconomic voting in The
Netherlands.

Respondents were asked in the Dutch Parliamentacti@ Surveys of 1986 for
the first time to assess the government performancthe economy. Therefore hardly
any study on economic voting in the Netherlandsteitom before 1986. Pellikaan
found in his research on the elections of 1986 enaé for the hypothesis that voters
who assessed government performance more negativelynore likely to vote for a
opposition party. He also found evidence that évell of satisfaction of the government
performance is related to party preference. Ifgbktical orientation of the respondent
is in line with the political orientation of the gernment, the respondent is more likely
to be satisfied with the government performanc@3871 117-119) Rodenhuis studied
the existence of prospective voting at the samdieles and concluded that respondents
who intended to vote for a government parties hetteb expectations of the effects of
that cabinet. (1987: 130) Aarts and colleagues moiess drew the same conclusions
for the elections of 1989 as Pellikaan and Rodenlud for the elections of 1986.
Although there is one exception: Aarts and collesginterpreted the relationship
between economic evaluations and intention to ¥mtea government party the other
way around, the government performance on the maticeconomic situation,
employment and personal economic situation is bettaluated by supporters of the
government parties. More intensive research is estadd shed more light on the
relationship between economic evaluations and @lalcbutcomes.

Irwin and Van Holsteyn (1997) did research on tleeteon results of the Dutch
elections in 1994, which showed that the stabdityputch politics did not longer exist.

They showed that short-term factors, such as tla¢e sof the economy had a

20



considerable impact on the electoral outcome. Alipation of lower loyalty towards
the government parties and a increased size oatdiBed groups contributed to the
poor results of the incumbent government partigs,Qutch labour party PvdA and the
Christian-Democrats, CDA. They conclude that votens feel that the policies had an
unfavorable effect on the economic conditions asiightly less likely to remain loyal
to the party they used to vote for. (1997: 99-1K8ashoek studied the same elections
and drew a similar conclusion. The unfavorable sssent of the performance of the
government parties on the economy certainly plageale in the decision making
process of voters. The tendency to vote for a dppogarty in stead of a government
party was high among every group of voters, bufdnjthe highest among voters who
assessed the government performance as unfavorlibleeems that there is a
relationship between the retrospective judgmenhefvoters and their change of party
choice. (1995: 204) The impact of the economy @ndlection results for the elections
of 1998 and 2002 are quite in contrary to the fugdifor the elections in 1994. In 1998
almost everyone seemed to pleased and wished tmgerthe government, because the
governmental performance and the economy and emgloly had been favorable. In
2002, fully two-third of the electorate felt thditet government had a favorable impact
on the economy. Yet, the three coalition partiespoasible for the solid economic
performance lost 43 of their 97 seats in the pasdiat. Van Holsteyn and Irwin
conclude therefore that it was certainly not theneeny that was uppermost in the
minds of Dutch voters when they casted their @@03: 54-55)

Middendorp and Kolkhuis Tanke did an attempt tegnate previous approaches
to economic voting and concluded that about 10 586 Iof the Dutch vote can be

considered as determined by economic evaluatioranlyn of the perception of
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government policies’ effect on the National Econoi@indition, but at the same time
conclude that the major determinants of the vote sill religion, social class and
various ideological stands. Furthermore they raitieel question to what extent
economic evaluations were determined by party itieation, but are unable to provide
a clear answer on that question. (1990: 548-5519nRvand Eisinga found also support
for the conventional responsibility hypothesis thaters reward the government for
favorable economic outcomes and punish it for umfable economic outcomes. They
add to this hypothesis the prediction that rightigvpolitical parties benefit from poor
economic growth prospects, in contrary to more-weftg parties. (1999: 211) This
conclusion is not been found in other studies amnemic voting in the Netherlands.
Finally, Listhaug did a cross-country analysis e telationship between economic
evaluations and the support for the incumbent @arBased on a regression analysis for
the elections of 1986, 1989, 1994 and 1998 Listheocludes that the effect of
evaluations of the governments performance on ¢émergl economic situation is strong
and in line with the incumbency hypothesis, so ecac evaluations matter. (2005:
226-228) The studies of Rodenhuis (1987), Van Idglst and Irwin (1997),
Middendorp and Kolkhuis Tanke (1990) and Listhaognid evidence that evaluations
of the national economic situation had a largeraotpn the electoral outcomes than
evaluations of the personal economic situation.ofding to Van Holsteyn and Irwin
this corresponds with “that found in other courdtrileat sociotropic voting appears to be
of greater importance than pocketbook voting” (19803). Vorselaars (2009) argued in
her award winning Master Thesis about the attrdsutdf economic responsibility in
The Netherlands that voters do not distinguish betwthe economic responsibilities of

individual coalition partners and that, even withcan attribution of economic
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responsibility, economic voting is still possible an implicit attribution of economic
responsibility is also possible through economialeations. These evaluations are
more determined by what the government has done oltlzer factors and therefore
economic evaluations can be used as independembles in economic voting
research.

Another country that often is used as a contrasg ¢a the cases of United States
and Britain is Denmark. Denmark is used in ordeexamine economic voting in a
small, continental, multiparty democracy. In linatrwthe findings of studies on
economic voting in the Netherlands cross-sectiopatvey research has found
substantial economic voting in Denmark as well. NNastad and Paldam found
convincing evidence that economic evaluations keadlectoral outcomes. Striking in
this study is that they found strong evidence thatketbook effects dominated the
sociotropic effects. (1995: 57) Borre employed adgtin the same time period and
found, completely in contrary to the results of Nestad and Paldam, that there were
never significant pocketbook effects, but alwaygngicant collective effects. (1997:
359) Although the findings intersect with each otheis evidence that in multiparty
systems where the responsibility for voters mighat unclear economic voting also

occurs.

3. Applied theory

This study is designed to explain electoral outcenhMore specific as discussed in the
literature review the Michigan framework is the mosed framework by electoral

researchers to explain voting behavior. Scholars deliberate about what factors
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actually need to be taken into account when exiplgimote choice, but as Thomassen
stated it is hardly impossible to think of any ai&ive theoretical approach that would
not fit into this model. Therefore in this studyetMichigan framework will be used as
starting point for our research design. In shod tramework hypothesizes that the
social background of a voter has an influence @nltmg-term predispositions, that
these long-term pre-dispositions modifies the pms#t of the voter on short-term
factors, and that these position in the end detegmhis voting behavior. The impact of
every factor in the framework can differ over tinsan differ in different contexts and
can be different for every voter of course. Accogdio this framework retrospective
judgments of the performance of the government difired by a voters party
identification and ideological orientation, which turn is influenced by someone’s
social background. This retrospective judgments dgtermine the vote choice, at least
for one part.

Furthermore, in the literature review is discus®t the social structure of the
society is changing. This development has put d¢tetionship between social position
and electoral behavior under pressure. A shift tivee towards more short term factors
as the most predictive factors in the Michigan Fearork can be expected, as a result of
the decreasing influence of the social structurel@atoral behavior. This theoretical
argument will also be taken in account when buddime research design.

This study has the aim to examine the influencehef economy on electoral
outcomes. The reward punishment model provides erssen what the relationship
between the economy and electoral outcomes lo&ks Basically the argument is that
voters, when they have to make a vote decisionluaiea economic conditions and

compare these conditions with the conditions at st elections. They hold the
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government accountable for the changes in thesditamms. When the conditions are
better than before, the voter will be more liketyreward the government with their
vote. When they evaluate the economic conditionsenmegatively, the voter will be
more likely to punish the government and vote & dpposition.

The reward punishment model fits very well in thécligan Framework and is
therefore chosen as theoretic approach for thidysfis is discussed in the literature
review scholars have debated the target of econewatuations, national economic
conditions or personal economic conditions. In gtisdy the assessments of both the
national economic conditions, as the personal enamoonditions will be incorporated
in order to shed a little bit more light on thisegtion.

Drawing on the theoretical argument in the literatthat suggests that bad news
drives out good news, it can be expected that batlations have a bigger impact on
electoral behavior than good evaluations. In otherds voters tend to punish harder
than they would reward. This argument will also @dundament for our research

design.

4. Main Concepts

This study is designed in order to examine theuerite of the economy on electoral
outcomes. The model to study this relationshipaselol on the theory that the likelihood
for a vote on the incumbent government increasesnwtiie evaluations of the economic
conditions are more positive. The concept that sdg¢edbe explained is therefore the
support for the incumbent government at the neattens. Deriving from the reward

punishment model the other important concept, tumemy, has to be translated into
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the assessment of the economy by voters. Econowéduaions are therefore
conceptualized as the evaluation of the economiditions, both national economic
conditions and personal economic conditions.

According to the Michigan Framework other factordsatt might explain
government support has to be taken into accountedls For the social structure of the
voter gender, age, religion, social class and dducaill be incorporated. For the long-
term predispositions the ideological orientatioriled voter and party identification will
be incorporated. And for short-term factors a vet&ith in the incumbent prime-
minister and the sympathy scores for the partydesadf the incumbent government

parties will be incorporated.

5. Research Question and Hypotheses

In the introduction to this thesis the main reskajyaestion is formulatedVhat is the
impact of national and personal economic conditionssoting behaviorBased on the
literature review this research question needseimoime a little bit more specified in
order to make a well executable research desiga.nmdre specified research question
that will be addressed in this study is:

What is the impact of a voter’s evaluation of nasiband personal economic conditions

on his likelihood for supporting the governmentte elections in The Netherlands?

In order to get a full understanding of the impaicthe economy on electoral outcomes
in The Netherlands the following hypotheses willtested. Drawing on the literature it
can be expected that voters who perceive the ratieoonomic conditions more

positive, are more likely to vote for the incumb@gavernment. This expectation is
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formulated in a way that we can actually test thlatronship between the concept of
evaluation of economic conditions and governmeppeti.

Hla: Voters with a positive (negative) evaluatidrin@ government’s performance on

the national economic conditions are more (legg)yito support the government.
Subsequently we test the hypothesis that peoplepehceive their personal economic
conditions more positive, are more likely to vabe the incumbent government.

H1b: Voters with a positive (negative) evaluatidritee government’s performance on

their personal economic conditions are more (lissly to support the government.
The debate on whether voters base their vote oluaians of the national economic
conditions or on evaluations of their personal emic conditions seems to be decided
in the advantage of sociotropic voting. Therefarean be expected that the impact of
evaluations of national economic conditions is tgethan the impact of evaluations of
personal economic conditions. This expectatiowmimfilated in hypothesis 2:

H2: The impact of a positive evaluation of the gowmeent’s performance on national

economic conditions on the likelihood for governinenpport is greater than the

impact of a positive evaluation of the governmestfgrmance on personal economic

conditions on the likelihood for government support
According to the literature a shift towards a biggale for short-term factors in the
decision making process for voters should be olakdev Thus, it can be expected that
over time the impact of the evaluations of econonanditions on the likelihood for
government support increases. This expectatioorisudlated in hypothesis 3:

H3: The impact of a positive evaluation of the gowmeent’s performance on national

(personal) economic conditions on the likelihood fmvernment support increases

over time.
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The theoretical argument that the impact of negativaluations will be greater on the
electoral outcomes than positive evaluations havead to an increase in the impact of
the evaluations on government support when theau@nconditions in general will be
assessed as negative. This expectation is fornaulateypothesis 4:
H4: The impact of a positive evaluation of the goweent’s performance on national
(personal) economic conditions on the likelihood gmvernment support increases

when in general the evaluations of the governmgrgiféormance are more negative.

6. Data and Case Selection

This research is designed to provide an answehermtiestion what the impact is of
national and personal economic conditions on volabavior in the Netherlands. To
provide an answer on this question a cross-sedtogggn is made, and the existing
data of the Dutch Parliamentary Election Survey$ vd used. The pooled data of the
elections of 1971 to 2006 provide the opportundyldok behind the dynamics of a
single election and therefore overcome the diffeesrthat occur when you compare the
results of previous studies on economic voting. Tésearch aims to investigate how
citizens in the Netherlands make their vote choise, the units of analysis are
individuals and the case selection will be a randetection of Dutch adult citizens.
Under the guidance of an inter-university workgranpthe last four decades
every national parliamentary election was followky a large scale, nationwide
electoral research project. Thd3etch National Election Studiese designed to enable
researchers to do an in-depth investigation of ihekgrounds of party choice and
changes thereof. (Todosijevic et al, 2010) Becahsestudies were held after every

election, electoral behavior and political orieittas in the Netherlands can be studied
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in a systematic way from the early 1970s up to ria&onal election of 2006. The

questions within the studies are divided in thre¢egories based on their origins;
administrative and contextual variables, socio-dgmraphical variables such as religion
and social class and more specific survey varialslesh as long term dispositions as
party identification or ideological orientation amdore short term factors as political
and social issues or the evaluation of governmeribpmance.

In this study we will use the Dutch Parliamentaftgdiion Studies of 1986, 1989,
1994, 1998, 2002, 2003 and 2006, for one simplsorealn the Dutch Parliamentary
Election Studies of 1986 respondents were askethéofirst time after their perceptions
of the national economic situation and their peas@tonomic situation. This variable
is crucial for our research, so we will not makee i the DPES prior to 1986.
Furthermore, in 2002 the first Balkenende Cabiesigned after only only 85 days and
new elections were announced. Because these eleci@one so soon after the elections
in May 2002 the organizers of the DPES decidetlect only data after the elections
of 2003, due to practical problems. All respondehéd participated in the post-election
wave of 2002 were again approached for the postiefewave of 2003. As we will
see, the absence of a pre-election wave in 2003sn@kimpossible to do a same
analysis of the impact of economic perceptions oting behavior for the election of
2003 as we will do for the other elections in timeet period 1986-2006. The number of
respondents for the Dutch Parliamentary Electiorv&ys used in this research design
are at least 1271 (in the case of the electior#)08) and up to 2623 (in the case of the

elections of 2006)
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7. Operationalization and Measurement

7.1 Dependent Variable: Government Support

The aim of this research is to examine the impdcevaluations of national and
personal economic conditions on voting behaviocitzens. The dependent variable
that will be explained is government support, beeawe expect that voters with more
positive evaluations are more likely to support timernment. In line with most
existing approaches to economic voting this is ajp@nalized in a dichotomy, the voter
supports (in the form of a vote) the governmentigair(coded as 1) or supports (in the
form of a vote) the opposition parties (coded asT@g focus on the dichotomy seems
to make sense because if economic conditions invaay have an impact on voting,
according to the literature this must involve asessment of who is to be praised or
blamed for the state of the economy. (Anderson5199

Van der Brug and colleagues (2007) make an impbdmm that in countries
with a multi-party system where multiple partiesnpete for the vote, the dichotomy
government-opposition does not adequately reprekenthoices voters make (2007: 8-
15). Although Van der Brug and colleagues raiseery valid point, three arguments
made that is chosen for the ordinary distinctiotwieen support (in the form of a vote)
for government parties or opposition parties. Fitst model that is designed to explain
government support is based on the theory thatecis reward the government with a
vote or punish them with a vote for an alternafimgposition) party. Although handling
the variety of possible choices at the elections a$oice for government parties or
opposition parties, might be a simplified repreagah of the reality, it is the most valid

operationalization of the reward punishment theorip a research design. Furthermore
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the reservations of Van der Brug and colleaguesandle the vote choice in a
multiparty system as a dichotomy government vergysosition support might be a
little bit exaggerated. As is showed in the litaratreview, the results of studies on the
effect of institutional complexity on economic vagi showed that, when controlled for
many other variables, even in multi party systemasnemic voting takes place.
Vorselaars (2009) contributed to the existing ditare with her Master Thesis on
attributing responsibility to government partiestive Dutch case and concluded that
voters are able to attribute responsibility to goweent parties and make distinctions
between the responsibilities of individual coalitiparties. All in all these studies
suggest that simplifying the multi party contextvialid. And the final argument for
sticking to the ordinary dichotomy is that it makepossible to reflect on the results of
this study by comparing the results with previotusdes on the impact of economic
evaluations on government support. A new, littlecus/ay of conceiving the dependent
variable would have made this problematic.

In the Dutch Parliamentary Election Surveys respoisl are asked in the post
election wave after their vote choice. This varablill be handled in the way that a
vote for a party that was in office the previousangeto the election will be seen support
for the government, and a vote for a party thagcah the opposition will be seen as
support for the opposition. Furthermore a parthef ¢lectorate decided to not cast their
vote at the elections. It is arguable to handleseéhaon-voters as support for the
opposition, because these voters did decide tairefrom supporting the government.
However, for this study these non-voters will bendlad as missing cases, because

sufficient understanding of the considerations ltgdse non-voters is unavailable. In
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order to conceive the dependent variable the foomaif the incumbent governments

prior to elections need to take in account:

Table 1. Dutch Cabinets (since 1982)

Elections Cabinet Prime Minister Parties (# seats in Parliament)

1982 Lubbers | Ruud Lubbers (CDA) CDA (45) V\(BB)

1986 Lubbers 1l Ruud Lubbers (CDA) CDA (54) V\(D7)

1989 Lubbers 1l Ruud Lubbers (CDA) CDA (54) dAv(49)

1994 Kok | (Purple I) Wim Kok (PvdA) PvdA (37) VVD (31) D66 (24)

1998 Kok Il (Purple II) Wim Kok (PvdA) PvdA (45) VVD (38) D66 (14)

2002 Balkenende | Jan Peter Balkenende (CDA) B LPF (26) VVD (24)

2003 Balkenende I Jan Peter Balkenende (CDA) ACEY) VVD (28) D66 (6)
Balkenende III* Jan Peter Balkenende (CDA) c@Aa) VVD (28)

2006 Balkenende IV Jan Peter Balkenende (CDA) AQO) PvdA (33) ChristianUnion (6)

Source: Parliamentary Documentation Centre
* = Demisionary Minority Cabinet after the subsequeesignation of Balkenende I, in office untiethext elections.

An example: Every respondent in the election suffeeyl 986 that voted for either the
ChristianDemocrats (CDA) or the Liberals (VVD) witle coded as support for the
government, because the CDA and the VVD were imaigment coalition together
from 1982 to 1986, prior to the elections. For éhection in 2002 a vote for the PvdA,
the VVD or D66 will be handled as government suppoid any other vote as support
for opposition parties. The sample distributiontbé recoded variable government

support is as followed:

Table 2. Sample distribution vote for government oropposition (1986-2006)

1986 1989 1994 1998 2002 2003 2006
Freq Freq Freq Freq Freq Freq Freq

Government Parties 613 646 620 1029 567 562 957
48,9% 46,6% 445% 63,1% 37,4% 46,6% 43,1%
Opposition Parties 641 740 773 601 950 1261 794

51,1% 53,4% 555% 36,9% 62,6% 53,4% 56,9%
Missing 375 368 419 471 390 66 405

N (without missing cases) 1254 1386 1393 1630 1517 1205 2218
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Source: DPES 1986 - 2006

We can see that, except for the elections in 189&very election a majority of the
respondents voted for an opposition party over\aegonent party. In 2002 62,6% of
the respondents voted for an opposition party. ©hreflected in the election result of
2002, where the three parties in the previous gowent lost together a historically

amount of 41 of their 97 seats in the Parliament.

7.2 Independent Variable: Economic Evaluations

The most important independent variable in thislgis the economic evaluation of the
individual. Target is the object of evaluation, bdhe evaluation of the government’s
performance on the personal economic situatiomefvbter, as the performance of the
government on the national economic situation. Bedents in the Dutch
Parliamentary Election Surveys are asked after thaiional and personal economic
conditions, by answering the questm you think that the economic situation has been
influenced favorably, unfavorably or neither by thevernment policiesanddo you
think your personal financial situation has beefluanced favorably, unfavorably or
neither by the government policied®hough not discussed in the literature review,
note that the investigators of the Dutch ParliarmgnElection Surveys explicitly refer
to government policies in the question. Scholangehaot agreed yet on the question
whether government policies actually matter, ot fhe outcomes of policies. Drawing
on the literature it would be expected that indist$ with better evaluations of their
personal economic situation and the national econmaituation are more likely to

support the government. It applies the key arguroémikiorina, who came up with the
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retrospective economic voter hypothesis of “an telate that treats elections ... as
referenda on the incumbent administration’s hagdiihthe economy” (1981: 26). Two
other relevant questions are asked in the DutcliaRentary Election Surveys and will
be incorporated in this study as well. Next to évaluation of the respondent on the
effect of the government’s performance on the mafioand personal economic
situations, respondents are asked on their evatuati the effect on the employment.
The question in the survey o you think that employment in the Netherlandsheen
influenced favorably, unfavorably, or neither byetlgovernment policies™ the
analysis this question will be handled as an irtdicéor sociotropic voting, because
factors as stable prices and employment belonpeortacro-economy and therefore to
sociotropic voting.

Finally respondents are asked how satisfied theyimrgeneral with what the
government has done during the period prior tcethetions. At first sight, this question
seems not to ask respondents about their evaluatieconomic policies. However, the
fact that this question is asked directly after tinee questions on national economic
situation, employment and personal economic sionatiand the fact that social-
economic policy is often the most important pargo¥ernment policy, it is likely that
respondents will think of economic aspects whilsvagring this question. (Pellikaan,
1987: 116)

The questions on the evaluations of the governrag@atformance on the national
economic situation, employment and personal econartuation were not asked in the
post election wave of the Dutch Parliamentary EbecSurvey of 2003. In analyzing
the elections of 2003 only the general satisfacttaim be taken as predictor for

government support. However, one of the argumemtstreating this question as a
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measure for economic evaluations is invalid, besaus questions about economic
performance were asked prior to this question. Tias to be considered when

interpreting the analyses of the election of 2003.

Table 3a. Sample Distribution Effect Government orEconomic Situation (1986-2006)

1986 1989 1994 1998 2002 2003 2006
Freq Freq Freq Freq Freq Freq Freq

Unfavorably (1) 246 192 586 162 205 552
16,7% 11,4% 36,2% 8,0% 11,0% 21,7%
The same (2) 381 568 782 645 674 844
25,9% 33,6% 48,3% 32,0% 36,2% 33,2%
Favorably (3) 842 929 252 1209 985 1145
57,3% 55,0 15,6% 60,0% 52,8% 45,1%
Mean 2,41 2,44 1,79 2,52 2,42 2,23
Standard Deviation 0,76 0,69 0,69 0,64 0,68 0,78
N 1469 1689 1620 2016 1864 2541

Source: DPES 1986 - 2006

Table 3b. Sample Distribution Effect Government orEmployment (1986-2006)

1986 1989 1994 1998 2002 2003 2006
Freq Freq Freq Freq Freq Freq Freq

Unfavorably (1) 350 484 976 241 186 524
23,0% 288% 57,3% 11,8% 10,0% 21,0%
The same (2) 572 623 575 500 422 850
37,6% 37,1% 33,8% 245% 22,6% 34,1%
Favorably (3) 600 572 151 1303 1259 1120
39,4% 34,1% 8,9% 63,7% 67,4% 44 9%
Mean 2,16 2,05 1,52 2,52 2,57 2,24
Standard Deviation 0,77 0,79 0,65 0,70 0,67 0,78
N 1522 1679 1702 2044 1867 2494

Source: DPES 1986 - 2006

Table 3c. Sample Distribution Effect Government orRespondent's Finances (1986-2006)

1986 1989 1994 1998 2002 2003 2006
Freq Freq Freq Freq Freq Freq Freq

Unfavorably (1) 623 525 664 479 359 1180
39,9% 30,5% 38,3% 232% 19,1% 46,3%
The same (2) 748 826 832 1031 857 1101
47,9% 479% 48,0% 50,0% 457% 43,2%
Favorably (3) 189 372 236 552 660 270
12,1% 21,6% 13,6% 26,8% 352% 10,6%
Mean 1,72 1,91 1,75 2,04 2,16 1,64
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Standard Deviation 0,67 0,71 0,68 0,71 0,72 0,66

N 1560 1723 1732 2062 1876 2551
Source: DPES 1986 - 2006

Table 3d. Sample Distribution General Satisfactiorwith Government (1986-2006)
1986 1989 1994 1998 2002 2003 2006
Freq Freq Freq Freq Freq Freq Freq

Very Unsatisfied (1) 99 111 72 29 59 156 156
6,2% 6,4% 4,1% 1,4% 31% 12,6% 6,0%

Dissatisfied (2) 360 285 489 240 366 492 615
22,6% 16,4% 27,6% 11,6% 19,3% 39,6% 23,7%

Satisfied nor unsatisfied (3) 488 722 883 864 818 424 981
30,6% 41,6% 49,9% 418% 43,1% 34,1% 37,9%

Satisfied (4) 599 566 324 912 637 162 818
37,6% 32,6%0 18,3% 44,1% 33,6% 13,0 31,6%

Very satisfied (5) 47 53 2 22 16 8 21

3,0% 3,1% 0,1% 1,1% 0,8% 0,6% 0,8%

Mean 3,08 3,10 2,83 3,32 3,10 2,50 2,97
Standard Deviation 0,98 0,93 0,77 0,74 0,82 0,90 0,91
N 1593 1737 1770 2067 1896 1242 2591

Source: DPES 1986 - 2006

The coding and distribution of the four variables showed in the above tables. A few
observations can be made. The first observatiotnas at the elections of 1994 the
governments performance on all three targets ikiated the most negative in relation
to evaluations at other elections. The second wh8en is that the respondents are
quite positive about the effect of the governmemttlee national economic condition.

Except for the elections of 1994, at all other &#tets a big majority evaluated the effect
as favorably or at least the same. A third obs@wmat that the effect on the national
economic situation is evaluated more positivelyntithe effect on the personal

economic condition. A fourth observation will beathat most elections more

respondents evaluated the effect of the governmetiieir personal economic situation

as unfavorably than favorably. And a final obseprais that for the most elections a
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clear trend is observable for every question. Tleams for the elections of 1994 were
all more negative than they were in 1989. In 1988&spects were evaluated more
positively and in 2006 all aspects were evaluatedernegatively than in 2002 or 2003.
In 1989 only the effect on employment was evaluatede negative and in 2002 the
effects on the national economic situation and gersatisfaction were evaluated more
negative, while the effect on employment and peabkatonomic situation were
evaluated more positive, but the differences arallsill in all it is observable that in
relation to the scores of the other electionsgivernment is judged more negatively at
the elections of 1994, 2006 and 1986 and more ipelitat the elections of 1998 and
2002.

This rises the question to what extent these famiables are correlated with each

other, in other words to what extent they measueesame phenomenon.

Table 4. Correlations Economic Evaluations

National Personal General

Economic Situation Employment] Economic Situatio Satisfaction
National Economic Pearson's R 1 ,538 ,265 ,504
Situation Significance ,000 ,000 ,000
N 11199 10885 11003 11114
Employment Pearson's R ,5B8 1 275 ,430
Significance ,000 ,000 ,000
N 10885 11308 11094 11200
Personal Economic Pearson's R ,265 275 1 ,334
Situation Significance ,000 ,000 ,000
N 11003 11094 11504 11377
General Satisfaction Pearson's R 604 ,430 334 1

Significance ,000 ,000 ,000

N 11114 11200 11377 12896

It is observed that all four variables have a certigree of coherence. The assumption
that the question about general satisfaction whth government would be related to
social-economic policies is hereby confirmed, beeait is significantly correlated to

the three other questions. Moreover, it is obsethat the personal economic situation

is significantly correlated to the other three digess, but the degree of coherence is
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smaller than the coherence of the other three Masatogether. This can be seen as
confirmation of the choice to distinct between oa#il and personal economic
situations. The relationships between the diffefent variables are not that high that

multicollinearity exists.

7.3 Control Variables

This study relies on the Michigan Framework to axplvote choice. An important
conclusion of Thomassen (2005) is that, althougirtsierm factors gradually become
more powerful as explanatory factors of voting htia you need to control for the
preceding sets of variables. In order to assessrthact of retrospective judgments of
the economy on government support it is neededmdral for other important factors
in the model. In line with the Michigan frameworkda existing literature on the
predictors for vote choice in the Netherlands thgtvariables will be incorporated in
the model to be able to make a valid judgment enetkplanatory power of economic

evaluations.

7.3.1 Socio-demographic features

According to Campbell and colleagues the sociakdpamind of voters will affect the
voting behavior. The existing studies on explainiggvernment support in the
Netherlands do not provide an unambiguous answer sario-demographic features
affect the likelihood for a vote on one of the gaweent parties. Therefore the study
done by Listhaug (2005) on government support béltaken as example. Furthermore
the socio-demographic features will be coded orbtss of conventional wisdom. The

following socio-demographic features will be incorated:
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Age. Based on the study by Listhaug, it can be ebggethat elderly people are more
intended to vote for a government party than yopegple. All respondents are divided
in 13 categories, ranging from 17 to 20 years (sael), 20 to 25 years (coded as 2) to
70 to 75 (codes as 12) and 76 and higher agesdasi&3).

Sex. Based on the study by Listhaug, it can beaggehat if a voter is male he is more
likely to vote for a government party. The femaénder is codes as 0, the male gender
is coded as 1.

Social Class. Based on the study by Listhaug,ntimexpected that when voters assign
themselves to a higher social class they are nikeby lto vote for a government party.
Respondents could assign themselves to five diffezategories: working class (coded
as 1), upper working class, middle class, upperdhaidlass and upper class (coded as
5).

Religion. Based on the study by Listhaug, it canelkpected that people who often
attend a religious service are more likely to vimiea government party. Respondents
were asked to indicate how often they attend gimels service, ranging from (almost)
never (coded as 1) to at least once a week (casl&il a

Education. It can be expected that a higher eddcegspondent is more likely to
support the government. Respondents were askedlittate what the highest education
level is they completed, ranging from elementarycation (coded as 1) to higher

vocational, or university level (coded as 5).

7.3.2 Long-term predispositions: Party Identification

In the Michigan framework party identification hdse function of ensuring people’s

lasting attachment to a political party. It is tleng-term, affective, psychological
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identification with one’s preferred party. Probldimavith using party identification as
an explanatory factor of voting behavior is thatéems that party identification and
party choice tend to coincide and change in tandana small study to examine the
coincidence of party identification and party cloiBerglund and colleagues (2005:
124) found that six in seven people vote for thekypiat they identify with. This makes
party identification very problematic as a predictor vote choice, because it seems
that they are too related to each other. Howevdding a strength or intensity
component to party identification is not controvaramong scholars. “There seems to
be a general agreement that a variable measurigiggel®f party attachment is quite
useful, no matter how we interpret party identifica.” (Holmberg, 1994: 101)

In the Dutch Parliamentary Election Surveys respoisl are asked if they feel
adherent to a political party, and if so to whicrtp they feel adherent. Furthermore
respondents are asked if they feel attracted toliigal party, and if so to which party
they feel attracted. These questions can be comhbim® one scale, ranging from
neither adherent nor attracted to a political pddyded as 0), to very convinced
adherent to a political party (coded as 7). In prdeuse party identification as an
indicator for government support, in this studytbcale is used in combination with the
direction of the scale. For respondents that arexvénat their party adherence is
directed at one of the opposition parties, theesealinverted to a scale ranging from
very convinced adherent to a opposition party (dode -7), to no adherent to a
opposition party, but attracted to a oppositiontypécoded as -2). Respondents who
answered that their party adherence is directeshatof the government parties kept

their score on the already existing scale. InwWay a variable for party identification is
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developed ranging from very convinced adherent ep@osition party (coded as -7) to

very convinced adherent to a government party (@@de?).

7.3.3 Long-term predispositions: Ideological Orientation

According Van der Eijk en colleagues “the left-igitontinuum has traditionally been
looked upon in electoral research as one of the mgsortant dimensions to describe
voters’ substantive political orientations. In candiion with their perceptions of where
the political parties are located on the same dsioen these orientations allow an
instrumental mode of electoral choice.” (2005: 1@Hey describe that left-right
orientations of citizens are one of the most imgartactors that determine vote choice.
The left-right orientation also structures other litmal orientations, such as
considerations about political issues, governmesrfopmance and political leaders.
Van der Eijk and colleagues conclude that in thénBidgands a strong association exist
between the left-right position and party choicad ahat this association remains
observable, even though the strength can varytower

Therefore, it can be expected that a voters posdothe left-right continuum has
explanatory power for the vote choice, based ondéa that the position of the party in
the same continuum should match. The distance leetite self-placement of the voter
and the position of the party can be an indicatdraov likely it is that a voter will cast
his vote for that party. This idea is neglected_sthaug (2005) in her study on the vote
for the incumbent parties. She does not work wattright distance, but takes only the
position of the respondent on the left-right dimens This does not make sense
because it implies that a higher score on therigfit dimension (ergo a more right

orientation) would increase the likelihood of vgfion an incumbent party.
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Problematic in using left-right distance as a prti for government support is
that you need to combine the positions of all goreent parties in order to measure the
distance of the self-placement with the positiontted government in the left-right
continuum. In this study the average score of th&tpns of the coalition parties will
be used as the position of the government in titeitgt continuum, with the side note
that this is quite artificial and that it might no¢ a correct reflection of the true position
of the government. It might not be the correcteetibn, but a better alternative is
unavailable.

The distance between self-placement and the avesege of the government
parties will be made absolute, because it doesmadter in what direction the distance
between the positions appear. Furthermore thendistavill be inverted, in order to
make sure that the variable aligns with directinmihich the dependent variable is
coded and that a higher score reflects an agreeetnween the self-placement and the
placement of the government.

For example if a respondent at the elections of618&ced himself on a scale
from O to 10 at number 3, and the coalition parties CDA and VVD respectively at
number 6 and 8, the distance will be coded as éré@e score for government parties is
7, distance between self-placement and average isvérted to number 6). If a
respondent at the elections of 2002 placed hinmeteB and the coalition parties the
PvdA, VVD and D66 respectively an 3, an 8 and athg, distance will be coded as
7,33 (distance between self-placement and governanerage is -2,67, this will be
made absolute to 2,67 and subsequently invert@&@3®). All in all a scale is developed

ranging from O (what reflects a very big distanetween the self-placement and the
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government placement) to 10 (what reflects a teigteement between the self-

placement and the government placement).

7.3.3 Short-term factors: Sympathy score Party Leaders

Many scholars who studied the Dutch elections oleskra relationship between de

popularity of the candidate of a party and its ggsc The support for the government
can therefore possibly be explained by the sympathyndividual has for the party

leaders of the government parties. It can be erpetttat a respondent with a higher
level of sympathy is more likely to vote for thevgonment. Every respondent is asked
to indicate how sympathetic they find the polittgaon a scale of 0 (very

unsympathetic) to 10 (very sympathetic). Becausalpendent variable in this study is
the support for the previous government as a wthedemean of the sympathy scores of
the party leaders of the government parties wiltddeen as measure for the sympathy
score for the party leaders. This can be problembgcause it is not obvious that an
individual has the same sympathy feelings for eyenygy leader in the government, but

no concrete alternative is available.

7.3.5 Short-term factors: Faith in Prime Minister

In the literature there is often referred to thecalbed Prime Minister bonus, what refers
to the benefit of the party of the Prime Ministeorh the status and achievements of the
previous Prime Minister. This can influence thectdeal outcomes and can therefore
explain the electoral choices of citizens, anddf@e needs to be incorporated as short-

term factor in the statistical model. Respondentshe Dutch Parliamentary Election
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Surveys are asked the questiBlow much faith do you have in <previous Prime
Minister> as Prime MinisterRespondents can answer this question on a scatelfro
(very much faith) to 7 (no faith at all). For thissearch design the respondents faith in
the Prime Minister or his successor in his own ypavill be used as variable in
explaining voting for the government or oppositiér example in 1989 Ruud Lubbers
was the Prime Minister in office and the candidatehe CDA in the elections, so
respondents were asked to indicate their faith umdRLubbers as Prime Minister. In
1994 Ruud Lubbers was succeeded by Elco Brinkmgragy leader, so respondents
were asked to indicate their faith in Elco BrinkmenPrime Minister.

We expect that respondents with more faith in then® Minister are more likely to
vote for the government, so the variable is recademtder to align it with the direction

of the dependent variable (very much faith is codled, no faith at all is codes as 1).

8. Empirical Results

Before diving into the regression analyes it isisalvle to take a look at how the main

variables, government support and the economiaiatiahs, are related to each other.

Table 5a. Effect government policy on National Ecommic Situation
1986 1989 1994 1998 2002 2006

Unfavorably  Voted for Opposition 160 128 290 67 134 364
87,0% 87,1% 67,3% 60,4% 80,7% 82,4%

Voted for Government 24 19 141 44 32 78

13,0% 12,9% 32,7% 39,6% 19,3% 17,6%

Favorably nor Voted for Opposition 213 287 349 207 360 481
Unfavorably 77,5%68,2% 54,5% 42,9% 68,8% 68,6%
Voted for Government 62 134 291 276 163 220

22,5% 31,8% 45,5% 57,1% 31,2% 31,4%

Favorably Voted for Opposition 204 303 75 305 433 381
29,5% 38,7% 36,2% 30,7% 54,2% 37,1%

Voted for Government 487 480 132 688 366 646

70,5% 61,3% 63,8% 69,3% 45,8% 62,9%
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Source: DPES 1986 - 2006

Table 5b. Effect government policy on Employment

1986 1989 1994 1998 2002 2006
Unfavorably  Voted for Opposition 221 302 468 73 117 339
82,2% 82,5% 63,8% 44,5% 79,1% 81,7%
Voted for Government 48 64 266 91 31 76
17,8% 17,5% 36,2% 55,5% 20,9% 18,3%
Favorably nor Voted for Opposition 277 262 230 169 237 474
Unfavorably 64,9%52,0% 49,4% 43,7% 73,4% 64,5%
Voted for Government 150 242 236 218 86 261
35,1% 48,0% 50,6% 56,3% 26,6% 35,5%
Favorably Voted for Opposition 105 154 46 339 577 378
21,7% 33,3% 38,3% 32,3% 56,7% 38,7%
Voted for Government 379 309 74 709 441 598
78,3% 66,7% 61,7% 67,7% 43,3% 61,3%

Source: DPES 1986 - 2006

Table 5c. Effect government policy on Respondentsiances

1986 1989 1994 1998 2002 2006
Unfavorably  Voted for Opposition 295 291 317 170 206 681
63,2% 69,0% 63,3% 45,9% 72,5% 69,1%
Voted for Government 172 131 184 200 78 304
36,8% 31,0% 36,7% 54,1% 27,5% 30,9%
Favorably nor Voted for Opposition 272 333 349 286 452 453
Unfavorably 46,8%51,9% 52,4% 35,8% 66,3% 47,6%
Voted for Government 309 309 317 513 230 499
53,2% 48,1% 47,6% 64,2% 33,7% 52,4%
Favorably Voted for Opposition 48 108 81 139 281 92
31,6% 35,8% 46,3% 31,7% 53,2% 40,0%
Voted for Government 104 194 94 299 247 138

68,4% 64,2% 53,7% 68,3% 46,8% 60,0%

Source: DPES 1986 - 2006

Table 5d. Effect government policy on General Satiaction

1986 1989 1994 1998 2002 2003 2006
Very unsatisfied Voted for Opposition 72 78 41 15 44 110 120
94,7% 92,9% 80,4% 75,0% 91,7% 75,9% 96,8%
Voted for Government 4 6 10 5 4 35 4
53% 7,1% 19,6% 25,0% 8,3% 24,1% 3,2%
Dissatisfied Voted for Opposition 246 207 267 99 247 308 438
90,4% 93,2% 71,2% 56,3% 86,1% 66,5% 82,6%
Voted for Government 26 15 108 77 40 155 92
9,6% 6,8% 28,8% 43,8% 13,9% 33,5% 17,4%
Satisfied Voted for Opposition 214 343 361 285 409 169 476
nor Unsatisfied 60,1%61,3% 52,8% 43,8% 63,1% 41,6% 58,4%
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Voted for Government 142 217 323 365 239 237 339
39,9% 38,8% 47,2% 56,2% 36,9% 58,4% 41,6%

Satisfied Voted for Opposition 97 105 94 195 238 37 216
19,7% 22,4% 35,9% 25,9% 46,6% 23,6% 30,1%

Voted for Government 396 364 168 557 273 120 501

80,3% 77,6% 64,1% 74,1% 53,4% 76,4% 69,9%

Very satisfied Voted for Opposition 2 3 0 1 6 1 3
50% 6,8% 0,0% 5,9% 40,0% 12,5% 15,0%

Voted for Government 38 41 1 16 9 7 17

95,0% 93,2% 100,0% 94,1% 60,0% 87,5% 85,0%

Source: DPES 1986 - 2006

A simple bivariate table points in the directioratththe claim that more positive
evaluations increases the likelihood for governmamgport makes sense, also in the
Dutch case and for election after election. Thesariate tables make it possible to
compare the ratio between government supporters apubsition supporters for
different evaluations on the four economic variable

It can be observed that for every variable for gvetection the ratio between
government and opposition supporters shift fromagonity of opposition supporters to
a majority of government supporters when the evana become more positively. For
example, 87,0% of the respondents who evaluateeéffeet of the government on the
national economic situation in 1986 as unfavorafolied for the opposition, while only
29,5% of the respondents who evaluated the eftaairébly voted for the opposition.
The only exception for this observation is the gtecof 2002, where in almost every
group of respondents a majority of opposition sufgexist. This can be explained by
huge loss of support the government parties faoetthese elections. However ratio’s
for these elections move in the same directiorhag to at other elections. Based on
these tables you can state that a more positivieai@n on all four variables is related

to a higher likelihood of voting for the government
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Although, these bivariate tables does not provigdeiaformation about the strength and
direction of these relationship. It points to theestions that need to answered: How
important are these evaluations for the voting biemaof individuals, once other
variables are controlled for? A regression analysgit be performed to answer this

question.

8.1 Regression Analyses

For every election a direct logistic regressiorp&formed in on order to assess the
impact of economic evaluations on the likelihoodttthe respondent will support the
government. The regression analyses contain twts.pbr the first model only the
economic evaluations are assessed, in the full matlecontrol variables are
incorporated as well. For every election all vaeabare checked on multicollinearity
and none of the variables demonstrated a problentagh correlation with the
dependent variable or one of the other indepenadlenbntrol variables. The full tables

of the Logistic Regression Analyses can be founitiénAppendix to this thesis.

8.1.1 The elections of 1986

Direct logistic regression was performed to asslessmpact of economic evaluations
on the likelihood that a respondent would votef@overnment party at the elections of
1986. The model containing only the economic evalna was statistically significant,
indicating that the model was able to distinguishween respondents who voted for the
government and voters who voted for the oppositidre model as a whole explained
between the 29,9% and 41,2% of the variance in rgovent support. As shown only

the effect of government policies on employment #elgeneral satisfaction with the
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government made a unique statistically significaontribution to the model. The
strongest predictor of government support was gérsatisfaction, recording an odds
ratio of 3.396, indicating that respondents whartgr that they were satisfied with the
government were over 3 times more likely to votetfie government.

The full model was statistically significant as ivahd explained as a whole
between 58,3% and 80,5% of the variance. The eftdctthe government on
employment remained making a unique statisticalijnicant contribution, with an
odds ratio of 2.030. Furthermore party adhererferight distance, sympathy score for
party leaders of the government parties and thi fiai the prime minister made a
unique statistically significant contribution toethmodel, while controlling for other

factors that might have influenced the governmeappsrt.

8.1.2 The elections of 1989

Direct logistic regression was performed to asslessmpact of economic evaluations
on the likelihood that a respondent would votef@overnment party at the elections of
1989. The model containing only the economic evalna was statistically significant,
indicating that the model was able to distinguishween respondents who voted for the
government and voters who voted for the oppositidre model as a whole explained
between the 25,5% and 34,6% of the variance in rgovent support. As shown the
effect of government policies on the national ecobiwosituation and the personal
economic situation, as well as the general satisfaavith the government made a
unique statistically significant contribution toettmodel. The strongest predictor of
government support was general satisfaction, réwgréin odds ratio of 3.996,
indicating that respondents who reported that theye satisfied with the government

were almost 4 times more likely to vote for the gmment.
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The full model was statistically significant as ivahd explained as a whole
between 56,0% and 76,0% of the variance. When alinty for other factors that might
influence government support, only the generalstattion with the government
remained statistically significant, with an oddscaf 2.097. Furthermore gender, party
adherence, left-right distance and the faith in pgreme minister made a unique
statistically significant contribution to the mogdelhile controlling for other factors that

might have influenced the government support.

8.1.3 The elections of 1994

Direct logistic regression was performed to assessmpact of economic evaluations
on the likelihood that a respondent would votef@overnment party at the elections of
1994. The model containing only the economic evalna was statistically significant,
indicating that the model was able to distinguishween respondents who voted for the
government and voters who voted for the oppositidre model as a whole explained
between the 9,6% and 12,8% of the variance in gworent support. As shown the
effect of government policies on the national ecoitosituation and the general
satisfaction with the government made a uniquessitzlly significant contribution to
the model. The strongest predictor of governmemipstt was general satisfaction,
recording an odds ratio of 1,540, indicating thespondents who reported that they
were satisfied with the government were about fyles more likely to vote for the
government.

The full model was statistically significant as ivahd explained as a whole
between 44,8% and 59,9% of the variance. When adinty for other factors that might

influence government support, none of the econawaduations remained statistically
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significant. This is in contrary to age, genderrtypaadherence, left-right distance,
sympathy for the party leaders of the governmemtiggaand the faith in the prime
minister, because they all made a unique statilstisggnificant contribution to the

model, while controlling for other factors that mighave influenced the government
support. Note that these findings are quite in @gtto the findings of Van Holsteyn
and Irwin (1997) and Kaashoek (1995). They fourat #vidence that a combination of
negative evaluations and a decreasing level ofy@thchment accounted for the big

loss of the government parties.

8.1.4 The elections of 1998

Direct logistic regression was performed to assessmpact of economic evaluations
on the likelihood that a respondent would votef@overnment party at the elections of
1998. The model containing only the economic evalna was statistically significant,
indicating that the model was able to distinguishneen respondents who voted for the
government and voters who voted for the oppositidre model as a whole explained
between the 4,1% and 5,4% of the variance in gonen support. As shown the effect
of government policies on the national economiaation and the general satisfaction
with the government made a unique statisticallyificant contribution to the model.
The strongest predictor of government support Wwasffect of the government policies
on the national economic situation, recording adsodatio of 1,533, indicating that
respondents who reported that they evaluated thiergment policies as favorably to
the national economic situation were about 1,5 dimeore likely to vote for the

government.
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The full model was statistically significant as ivahd explained as a whole
between 45,8% and 65,9% of the variance. When aldinty for other factors that might
influence government support, only the generalskattion remained statistically
significant. Furthermore, religion and party adineee made all a unique statistically
significant contribution to the model, while corilireg for other factors that might have

influenced the government support.

8.1.5 The elections of 2002

Direct logistic regression was performed to asslessmpact of economic evaluations
on the likelihood that a respondent would votef@overnment party at the elections of
2002. The model containing only the economic euvalna was statistically significant,
indicating that the model was able to distinguishneen respondents who voted for the
government and voters who voted for the oppositidre model as a whole explained
between the 8,7% and 12,4% of the variance in gworent support. As shown the
effect of government policies on employment and gemeral satisfaction with the
government made a unique statistically significaontribution to the model. The
strongest predictor of government support was ggsatisfaction with the government,
recording an odds ratio of 2,115, indicating thepondents who are satisfied with the
government were over 2 times more likely to votetfie government.

The full model was statistically significant as ivahd explained as a whole
between 45,8% and 65,9% of the variance. When adinty for other factors that might
influence government support, only the generalstattion remained statistically

significant. Furthermore, religion and party adineee made all a unique statistically
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significant contribution to the model, while corilireg for other factors that might have

influenced the government support.

8.1.6 The elections of 2003

Direct logistic regression was performed to asslessmpact of economic evaluations
on the likelihood that a respondent would votef@overnment party at the elections of
2003. In the Dutch Parliamentary Election Survely2@D3 the respondents were only
asked on their general satisfaction. The model aoimgy only this variable was
statistically significant, indicating that the médeas able to distinguish between
respondents who voted for the government and vetbosvoted for the opposition. The
model explained between the 10,7% and 14,4% o¥a&h@nce in government support.
As shown the effect of the general satisfactiorhwiite government made a unique
statistically significant contribution to the modeecording an odds ratio of 2,292,
indicating that respondents who are satisfied whih government were over 2 times
more likely to vote for the government.

The full model was statistically significant as ivahd explained as a whole
between 44,2% and 59,5% of the variance. When alinty for other factors that might
influence government support the general satisfaaiemained statistically significant.
Furthermore, age, social class, left-right distaand sympathy for party leaders made
all a unique statistically significant contributibmthe model, while controlling for other
factors that might have influenced the governmeppsrt. Note that party adherence
and faith prime minister are not incorporated ie thodel, due to the fact that some

questions were not asked in the surveys on thé@beaf 2003.
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8.1.7 The elections of 2006

Direct logistic regression was performed to assessmpact of economic evaluations
on the likelihood that a respondent would votef@overnment party at the elections of
2006. The model containing only the economic euvalna was statistically significant,
indicating that the model was able to distinguishween respondents who voted for the
government and voters who voted for the oppositidre model as a whole explained
between the 14,5% and 19,3% of the variance in rgpovent support. As shown only
the general satisfaction with the government madanigue statistically significant
contribution to the model, recording an odds rafid,880, indicating that respondents
who are satisfied with the government were almosim2s more likely to vote for the
government.

The full model was statistically significant as ivahd explained as a whole
between 44,9% and 59,9% of the variance. When aling for other factors that might
influence government support, the general satisfadost its statistically significance.
In contrary sex, education, party adherence, igfttrdistance and faith in the prime
minister made all a unique statistically signifitarontribution to the model, while
controlling for other factors that might have irdhced the government support, but
note that the sympathy scores for party leadersyarkeided in this model, because these

questions were not asked in the DPES of 2006.

8.1.8 One model for the elections of 1986 to 2002

The pooled data set of the Dutch Parliamentary tBlecSurveys of 1971 to 2006

enables to build one model in which no distinctiagh be made for different elections.
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It is possible to perform a direct logistic regieasfor all respondents from 1986 to
2002 in order to assess the impact of economiaatiahs and the control variables on
government support. The respondents from the elestiof 2003 and 2006 are
excluded, because not all control variables aralabla for these respondents. The
model containing only the economic evaluations stasistically significant, indicating
that the model was able to distinguish between amdpnts who voted for the
government and voters who voted for the oppositidre model as a whole explained
between the 14,7% and 19,6% of the variance in rgovent support. As shown the
effect of the government on the national econonti@son and the general satisfaction
with the government made a unique statisticallyificant contribution to the model.
The strongest predictor of government support visgs general satisfaction with the
government, recording an odds ratio of 2,523, g that respondents who are
satisfied with the government were almost 2,5 timesre likely to vote for the
government.

The full model was statistically significant as ivahd explained as a whole
between 53,4% and 71,3% of the variance. When aling for other factors that might
influence government support, both the effect o¢ tiovernment on the national
economic situation and the general satisfactiothefgovernment remain statistically
significant. Furthermore sex, religion, party adimee, left-right distance, sympathy for
party leaders and faith in prime ministers madeaalinique statistically significant
contribution to the model, while controlling forhatr factors that might have influenced

the government support.
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8.1.9 Statistically Significant Contributors to Government Support

After the performance of the regression analyseveiy election it is possible to make
an overview of what factors made an unique sta#illyi significant contribution to the
models in order to assess the impact of economatuatrons on government support.
Without any other control variables it is obserealihat the degree of general
satisfaction about what the government has dongdhes prior to the elections at every
election made a statistically significant contribaf recording odds ratios ranging from
1,370 at the elections of 1998 to 3,996 at thetieles of 1989. Only at the elections of
1998 the general satisfaction was not the most galeredictor for government
support. The evaluation of the effect of governmauitcies on the national economic
situation made a statistically significant conttibn at the elections of 1989, 1994 and
1998. Evaluations of the effect of the governmealicees on employment made a
statistically significant contribution to the mosledf the elections of 1986 and 2002.
That evaluations about employment played a sigamifiaole in the elections of 1986
can be explained by the fact that employment wasyrding to Aardal and van Wijnen
(2005: 208), the most important issue in the ebastiof 1986. Evaluations on the effect
of government policies on the personal financethefrespondents made a statistically
significant contribution to the model of 1989, ligtodds ratio is rather low (1,254).

All models appeared to be statistically significandicating that every model was able
to distinguish between respondents who supporgtivernment and those who do not.
The R square appears to be a measure in ordemptessxthe explained variance of a
model. The explained variance of all the modely wiaom 4,1% at the elections of 1998

to 29,9% at the elections of 1986 if the Cox & $ielsquare is used as measure, or
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5,4% at the elections of 1998 to 41,2% at the ielestof 1986. The results vary
somewhat and no trend over time is observable.

When controlling for other variables, such as sa@mographic features, long-term
predispositions and short-term factors the gensadisfaction kept its statistically
significant contribution to the model at the elens of 1989, 2002 and 2003. The same
holds for employment at the elections of 1986, whewas the most powerful predictor
in the model, and the national economic conditibthe elections of 1998. All in all we
can therefore conclude that at the elections 0f619889, 1998, 2002 and 2003 an
economic evaluation made a statistically significeontribution to the model. At the
elections of 1994 and 2006 the economic evaluatioss their significance when

controlling for other variables.

Table 6. Statistically significant contributors togovernment support

N
C&S R R2 Significant contributors (odds ratio)
1986 Only economic evaluations 299412 Employment (2,153); General Satisfaction (3,396)
Employment (2,030); Party Adherence (1,956), LafjfR
Distance (1,582), Sympathy Party Leaders (1,53@}hPrime
All variables ,583 ,805 Minister (1,273)
National Economic Situation (1,544); Personal Ecoito
1989 Only economic evaluations ,255346 Situation (1,254), General Satisfaction (3,996)
General Satisfaction (2,097); Sex (0,346); Partheéxdnce
(1,811); Left-Right Distance (1,814); Faith Priménidter
All variables ,560 ,760 (1,680)
National Economic Situation (1,400); General Satigbn
1994 Only economic evaluations ,096128 (1,540)
Age (1,099); Sex (0,580); Party Adherence (1,6L6jt-Right
Distance (1,243); Sympathy Party Leaders (1,198thAPrime
All variables ,448 599 Minister (1,231)
National Economic Situation (1,533); General Satigbn
1998 Only economic evaluations ,041054 (1,370)
National Economic Situation (1,619); Sex (0,4683]iglon
All variables ,538,717 (0,649); Party Adherence (2,088); Faith Prime Mavig1,334)
2002 Only economic evaluations ,087124 Employment (1,429); General Satisfaction (2,115)
General Satisfaction (1,654); Religion (0,818);tiPar
All variables ,458 ,659 Adherence (1,800)
2003* Only economic evaluations , 107144 General Satisfaction (2.292)
General Satisfaction (1,434); Social Class (1,5L6}t-Right
All variables ,442 595 Distance (2,433); Sympathy Party Leaders (1,867)
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2006** Only economic evaluations , 145193 General Satisfaction (1,880)

Sex (0,384); Education (1,689); Party Adherenc@ql); Left-

All variables ,449 599 Right Distance (1,474); Faith Prime Minister (1,381
1986- National Economic Situation (1,387); General Satigbn
2002 Only economic evaluations , 147196 (2,523)

National Economic Situation (1,267); General Satgbn

(1,270); Sex (0,646); Religion (0,927); Party Adireze

(1,895); Left-Right Distance (1,312); Sympathy Rareaders
All variables ,534 ,713 (1,244); Faith Prime Minister (1,310)

* = National Economic Situation, Employment, Pe@daconomic Situation, Party Adherence and Faitm@&Minister
not included in model
** = Sympathy Party leaders not included in model

It is not striking to observe that most of the whtes derived from the Michigan
framework made a statistically significant conttiba to the model. Party Adherence is
significant in every model, reporting odds ratiasging from 1,670 to 2,088. It is the
most powerful predictor at the elections, excepttfee elections of 1986 and 1989
where it is outperformed by employment and gensadisfaction. Religion made a
unique statistically significant contribution atethelections of 1998 and 2002. At
hindsight this might be explained by the fact thahe of the coalition parties of these
cabinets were based on religious grounds. Thergtomakes sense that voters who are
not willing to attend religious services are moikely to vote for the government.
Gender seems to be a predictor for government stuppowell, recording that being a
female makes it more likely to vote for a governigmarty. All models were
statistically significant and recorded quite highsuares, indicating that the models
explained often around 50% of the variance or more.

The factors that played a role in explaining gowegnt support vary quite a lot from
election to election, which indicates that thered¢o be dealed with very different
contexts. This makes using the pooled model foetbetions of 1986 to 2002 as a valid
model for explaining government support problematite observed significant factors

in this model are the product of the significanintribution they made at single
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elections. The models per election are thereforeemealid and contain more

information about the relation between economiduateons and government support.

8.1.10 Evaluating the hypotheses

The formulated hypotheses, in order to provide @gasight in the relation between
the economy and electoral outcomes, can be testédsis of the analyses that are

done.

Hla: Voters with a positive (negative) evaluatidritee government’s performance on

the national economic conditions are more (ledsl¥i to support the government.
According to the logistic regression analyses, wtabns about the national economic
situation or the employment made a unique statifyisignificant contribution at the
elections of 1986 and 1998. Furthermore generafaation about the governments
performance made a unique statistically significanttribution at the elections of 1989,
2002 and 2003. In this thesis it is argued thatgémeeral satisfaction will be handled as
a measure for economic evaluations. However cdrietelrpretation is needed, because
at the elections of 2003 no economic question \eeked prior to the question about the
general satisfaction. These results point in thection that sociotropic voting occurs in
the case of the Netherlands, at least at someiaisctThe results of the regression
analyses for 5 out of 7 elections show that votéts a more positive evaluation about
the government are more likely to vote for the goweent. With some reluctance we
can consider Hypothesis 1la to be confirmed, at leasthe elections of 1986, 1989,

1998, 2002 and 2003.
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H1b: Voters with a positive (negative) evaluatidritee government’s performance on

their personal economic conditions are more (I&&g)y to support the government.
Evaluations about the effect of government policas the respondents personal
finances seem to make no unique statistically 8agmt contribution at any election. In
this analysis no indication for pocketbook votisgifaund and therefore Hypothesis 1b

can be rejected.

H2: The impact of a positive evaluation of the gowgent’s performance on national
economic conditions on the likelihood for governmsmpport is greater than the
impact of a positive evaluation of the governmesrtggmance on personal economic
conditions on the likelihood for government support
No indication for pocketbook voting is found inghstudy in contrary to some findings
that points in the direction that sociotropic vgtiexists. Therefore it can be stated that
evaluations of the national economic situation etfrmed evaluations of the personal
economic situation. Hypothesis 2 can thereforedem @s corroborated.
H3: The impact of a positive evaluation of the gowgent’'s performance on national
(personal) economic conditions on the likelihood government support increases
over time.
It was expected that economic evaluations shouldofbéncreasing importance in
explaining the government support over time. Fa #bections in which economic
evaluations made a significant contribution we oaserve that Employment in 1986
and General Satisfaction in 1989 are stronger pt@di for Government Support in

these elections than the economic evaluationsdretbctions of 1998, 2002 and 2003.
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This is in contrast to what was expected. No resulere found that point in the

direction of our formulated expectation, so Hypsile needs to be rejected.

H4: The impact of a positive evaluation of the gowgent’'s performance on national

(personal) economic conditions on the likelihood government support increases

when in general the evaluations of the governmegrdiformance are more negative.
The economic variables for the elections of 1994 2006 were evaluated in general
the most negative when comparing them to the ecaneamiables at other elections. It
is striking that at these elections none of theneanuc variables made a unique
statistically significant contribution to the expiion of government support. Therefore
no evidence is found that in times were the econ@mgvaluated more negative the
impact of the economic evaluations on the likelidhdor government support increases.

Hypothesis 4 needs to be rejected.

9. Conclusion and Discussion

After the analyses it is possible to draw some kmmens and provide a final answer on
what the research question was of this thé&§isat is the impact of a voter’s evaluation
of national and personal economic conditions on likelihood for supporting the
government at the elections in The Netherlands@eneral it can be stated that a more
positive evaluation of the national economic candg increases the likelihood that a
voter will support the government at the next etext in the Netherlands. This
translation from a positive evaluation of the eawoim condition to a vote for the

government is the effect of the attribution of m@sbility for this positive economic
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situation to the incumbent government parties. Bseathe voter believes that these
incumbent parties are more or less responsibléhforflourishing economic state he or
she is more likely to reward the government pasigl a vote at the next elections.
The conclusion that a more positive evaluatiorhefpiersonal economic conditions will
increase the likelihood that a voter will vote fibre government is untenable. The
existing literature on pocketbook voting suggeststtvoters do not attribute
responsibility to the government parties for thmérsonal finances. For the Dutch case
no evidence is found that voters translate theawation of their financial well-being
into a vote for or against the government.

The strength of the impact of the evaluations & tfational economic situation on
government support is partially explained by otfaetors that have an impact on voting
behavior. This study has shown that the impacttohemic evaluations on government
support decreases or even disappears for somestangmme elections when traditional
voting predictors as party identification, ideologli orientation and positions on party
leaders are also included in the analysis. Accgrtbrthe Michigan Framework it is not
surprisingly that a voters position on economicl@atons is influenced by the level of
identification with a government party or his idegical orientation.

However, it is striking to see that the strengthihaf impact of the economic evaluations
on government support is not consistent over tiffiee strength of the impact of
economic evaluations on government support vaeeglection. Furthermore for every
election it differs which economic evaluation made statistically significant
contribution to the government support. This sutggdsat a differentiation in the target
of economic evaluations of the national economigasion can be helpful for further

research.

61



On the basis of the results of this study it is @sgble to draw conclusions why
economic evaluations matter more in some electiozs in other. No evidence is found
that the level of economic voting increases, duehanges in the composition of the
electorate and the relationship between socialctire and electoral behavior, as
suggested by Thomassen (2005). In addition, noeeci is found that economic

evaluations matter more at elections where the mpowent performance on the

economy is evaluated more negatively. A possiblplagation for the differences

between the elections can be that it matters hguoitant the economy is as issue prior
to the election. This could explain why in 1986 #aluations on the employment
made a statistically significant contribution, antly in 1998 and 2002 the economic
evaluations had almost no impact on the supporttlier government. The most

important issue in 1986 was employment and in 1888 2002 were dominated by
issues as minority groups, law and order and taenis

The final conclusion is therefore that economicleatons can have an impact on the
electoral outcomes in the Netherlands, but it cay rom election to election. It can be
expected that the elections in September 2012 |aed@ut the economy. The support
for the government can be influenced by the evalnatof voters on the economic
situation in the Netherlands. When most voters idenghe economic situation as more
negative than before this might decrease the sugporthe government. From that

perspective it might be wise for opposition leadergask votersts the economy better

off than before?
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9.1 Future Research
The biggest question that popped up at this stadyMhy do economic evaluations in

some elections matter, while in other electionsneauic evaluations seem to have no
impact on the electoral outcomes? Future reseasddsnto address this research
guestion. Furthermore this study has found thatites per election which economic
evaluations have an impact on the electoral outsoritemight be interesting to see
whether it is possible to differentiate betweerfedént objects of evaluations, and how
these observations contribute to a general econeratuation. As far as known this
guestion is unanswered yet and need, also accotdirigewis-Beck and Stegmaier

(2007), attention.

9.2 Discussion

This study simplified the Dutch multiparty system & dichotomy of government
support versus opposition support. Although theiaghdor this simplification is
substantiated in the research design, it had attefin almost every control variable.
Party identification is related to one specific tpaand not to the government or
opposition as a whole. The same holds for therigftt distance (the position of the
government was an artifact) and the sympathy scfameshe leaders (the sympathy
scores can vary a lot between different coalitiartypleaders). All in all this can have
lead to a model that does not adequately reflecDilich case, but a better alternative is

unavailable.
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Appendixes

1. Tables Logistic Regression Analyses

1.1 Elections of 1986

Table 7a. Logistic Regression Predicting Likelihooaf Voting for Government at
Elections in 1986

Odds 95,0% C.I. for

B S.E. Wald Ratio Odds Ratio

Lower Upper
National Economic Situation 0,311 0,204 2,329 %,360,915 2,034
Employment 0,767*+ 0,181 17,887 2,153 1,509 3,072
Personal Economic Situation -0,210 0,183 1,323 1D,8 0,567 1,159
General Satisfaction 1,223*** 0,179 46,726 3,396,392 4,822
Constant -5,736*** 0,646 78,802 0,003
N 506
-2 log likelihood 473,139
Cox and Snell pseudo R? 0,299
Nagelkerke pseudo R2 0,412
¥ (d.f.) 179,438 (6)
National Economic Situation 0,111 0,366 0,092 7,110,545 2,290
Employment 0,708** 0,291 5903 2,030 1,147 3,593
Personal Economic Situation -0,227 0,299 0,574 90,7 0,443 1,433
General Satisfaction 0,053 0,317 0,28 1,055 0,566964
Age -0,004 10,0598 0,004 0,996 0,888 1,117
Sex 0,007 0,38 0 1,007 0,478 2,119
Social Class 0,202 0,214 0,893 1,224 0,805 1,860
Religion 0,021 0,122 0,028 1,021 0,803 1,297
Education -0,203 0,17 1,424 0,816 0,585 1,139
Party Adherence 0,671*** 0,077 75,451 1,956 1,682,276
Left-Right Distance 0,459* 0,124 13,747 1,582 241 2,016
Sympathy Party Leaders 0,425** 0,13 10,681 1,530,184 1,975
Faith Prime Minister 0,242* 0,138 3,083 1,273 @971,668
Constant 8,433** 1,585 28,304 0,000
N 506
-2 log likelihood 209,978
Cox and Snell pseudo R? 0,583
Nagelkerke pseudo R2 0,805
¥ (d.f.) 442,600 (13)

* = sig at .05 level; ** = sig at .01 level; *** sig at .001 level
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1.2 Elections of 1989

Table 7b. Logistic Regression Predicting Likelihoof Voting for Government at

National Economic Situation
Employment

Personal Economic Situation
General Satisfaction

Elections in 1989

Odds 95,0% C.I. for

B S.E. Wald Ratio Odds Ratio

Lower Upper

0,434** 0,176 6,113 544 1,094 2,178

0,144 0,140 1,052 1,155 0,877 1,520
0,226* 0,136 2,747 54,2 0,960 1,638

1,385** 0,165 70,139 3,996,888 5,526

Constant -6,067** 0,618 96,360 0,002

N 640

-2 log likelihood 667,107
Cox and Snell pseudo R? 0,255
Nagelkerke pseudo R2 0,346

¥ (d.f.) 188,351 (4)
National Economic Situation 0,210 0,271 0,596 23,230,724 2,099
Employment 0,137 0,219 0,389 1,147 0,746 1,763

Personal Economic Situation
General Satisfaction
Age

Sex

Social Class

Religion

Education

Party Adherence
Left-Right Distance
Sympathy Party Leaders
Faith Prime Minister
Constant

N

-2 log likelihood

Cox and Snell pseudo R?
Nagelkerke pseudo R2

12 (d.f)

0,169 0,211 0,642 4,18,783 1,789

0,741** 0,244 9,185 2,097 99,2 3,386

0,034 0,054 0,395 1,035 0,930 1,150

-1,061* 0,310 11,731 0,346 0,189 0,635

-0,069 0,166 0,174 0,933 0,673 1,293
0,052 0,095 0,302 1,053 0,875 1,268
0,151 0,163 0,864 1,163 0,846 1,601

0,594** 0,061 93,542 1,811 1,608,043
0,596** 0,110 29,577 1,814 484 2,249

0,200 0,123 2,648 1,222 600,91,555

0,519 0,127 16,735 1,680 ,310 2,154
-12,580* 1,629 59,624 0,000

640
329,49
0,560

0,760
525,969 (13)

* = sig at .05 level; ** = sig at .01 level; *** sig at .001 level
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1.3 Elections of 1994

Table 7c. Logistic Regression Predicting Likelihooaf Voting for Government at

National Economic Situation

Employment

Personal Economic Situation

General Satisfaction

Elections in 1994

Odds 95,0% C.I. for

B S.E. Wald Ratio

Odds Ratio

Lower
0,336* 0,190 3,146 0D4 0,965

0,301 0,193 2,431 1,352

0,238 0,163 2,138 9,280,922

Upper
2,03

0,925 1,974

0,432* 0,159 7,409 1,540 28,1 2,101

1,746

Constant -2,687*** 0,500 28,847 0,068

N 395

-2 log likelihood 506,298
Cox and Snell pseudo R? 0,096
Nagelkerke pseudo R2 0,128

v (d.f) 39,948 (4)
National Economic Situation 0,283 0,266 1,131 1,320,788 2,233
Employment -0,091 0,272 0,112 0,913 0,536 1,556
Personal Economic Situation 0,002 0,224 0,000 2,0M,645 1,556

General Satisfaction
Age

Sex

Social Class
Religion

Education

Party Adherence
Left-Right Distance
Sympathy Party Leaders
Faith Prime Minister
Constant

N

-2 log likelihood

Cox and Snell pseudo R?
Nagelkerke pseudo R2

12 (d.f)

0,046 0,229 0,040 1,047 0,68939
0,997 1,211
0,323 1,039
0,635 1,247
0,805 1,208
0,819 1,485

0,095* 0,050 3,631 1,099
-0,545* 0,298 3,352 0,580
-0,117 0,172 0,460 0,890
-0,014 0,103 0,018 0,986
0,098 0,152 0,417 1,103
0,513*** 0,058 78,326 1,670
0,218 0,111 3,850 1,243

1,491,871
1000 1,545

0,174 0,093 3,464 1,1909910, 1,428

0,208* 0,085 5,993 1,231
-4,517* 1,343 11,315 0,011

420 1,454

395
311,2
0,448
0,599
235,046 (13)

* = sig at .05 level; ** = sig at .

01 level; *** sig at .001 level
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1.4 Elections of 1998

Table 7d. Logistic Regression Predicting Likelihoof Voting for Government at

Elections in 1998

Odds 95,0% C.I. for

B S.E. Wald Ratio Odds Ratio

Lower Upper
National Economic Situation 0,428* 0,161 7,075533 1,119 2,101
Employment 0,040 0,144 0,079 1,041 0,786 1,380
Personal Economic Situation 0,065 0,125 0,275 48,080,836 1,363
General Satisfaction 0,315* 0,126 6,245 1,370 70,0 1,754
Constant -2,361*** 0,526 20,120 0,094
N 619
-2 log likelihood 832,109
Cox and Snell pseudo R? 0,041
Nagelkerke pseudo R2 0,054
v (d.f) 25,734 (4)
National Economic Situation 0,482* 0,259 3,462 16 0,975 2,688
Employment 0,181 0,22 0,678 1,198 0,779 1,844
Personal Economic Situation -0,019 0,189 0,011 8D,9 0,677 1,42
General Satisfaction -0,198 0,208 0,903 0,821 ®,54,234
Age 0,004 0,046 0,007 1,004 0,917 1,099
Sex -0,758** 0,272 7,743 0,468 0,275 0,799
Social Class -0,076 0,164 0,215 0,927 0,672 1,278
Religion -0,433*** 0,096 20,456 0,649 0,538 0,783
Education 0,213 0,116 3,409 1,238 0,987 1,553
Party Adherence 0,736*** 0,069 114,026 2,088 1,8242,39
Left-Right Distance 0,178 0,109 2,66 1,195 0,965479
Sympathy Party Leaders 0,171 0,111 2,385 1,187 550,91,475
Faith Prime Minister 0,288* 0,156 3,414 1,334 (3981,811
Constant -3,805** 1,577 5,822 0,022
N 619
-2 log likelihood 380,198
Cox and Snell pseudo R? 0,538
Nagelkerke pseudo R2 0,717

12 (d.f)

477,645 (13)

* = sig at .05 level; ** = sig at .

01 level; *** sig at .001 level
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1.5 Elections of 2002

Table 7e. Logistic Regression Predicting Likelihooaf Voting for Government at

Elections in 2002

Odds 95,0% C.I. for

B S.E. Wald Ratio Odds Ratio

Lower Upper
National Economic Situation -0,044 0,163 0,072 5@,9 0,695 1,318
Employment 0,357* 0,182 3,852 1,429 1,000 2,042
Personal Economic Situation 0,028 0,145 0,038 8.,0D,775 1,366
General Satisfaction 0,749** 0,140 28,649 2,115,60B 2,783
Constant -4,168*** 0,584 50,852 0,015
N 569
-2 log likelihood 626,416
Cox and Snell pseudo R? 0,087
Nagelkerke pseudo R2 0,124
v (d.f) 51,514 (4)
National Economic Situation 0,057 0,256 0,051 9,050,642 1,748
Employment 0,094 0,270 0,121 1,098 0,648 1,863
Personal Economic Situation -0,052 0,212 0,060 5@,9 0,627 1,438
General Satisfaction 0,503** 0,228 4,851 1,654 57,0 2,589
Age 0,018 0,051 0,122 1,018 0,921 1,125
Sex 0,038 0,293 0,017 1,038 0,585 1,842
Social Class 0,027 0,174 0,025 1,028 0,731 1,445
Religion -0,201* 0,109 3,390 0,818 0,661 1,013
Education 0,146 0,129 1,293 1,158 0,899 1,490
Party Adherence 0,588*** 0,055 112,873 1,800 1,618,007
Left-Right Distance -0,027 0,123 0,050 0,973 0,765,238
Sympathy Party Leaders 0,094 0,114 0,682 1,098 790,81,372
Faith Prime Minister 0,108 0,086 1,562 1,114 0,941,319
Constant -3,684** 1,537 5,746 0,025
N 569
-2 log likelihood 328,901
Cox and Snell pseudo R? 0,458
Nagelkerke pseudo R2 0,659

12 (d.f)

349,029 (13)

* = sig at .05 level; ** = sig at .

01 level; *** sig at .001 level
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1.6 Elections of 2003

Table 7f. Logistic Regression Predicting Likelihoodf Voting for Government at

National Economic Situation
Employment

Personal Economic Situation
General Satisfaction

Elections in 2003

Odds 95,0% C.I. for

B S.E. Wald Ratio Odds Ratio

Lower Upper

0,829*** 0,117 50,185 2,292,822 2,883

Constant -1,892** 0,326 33,672 0,151

N 510
-2 log likelihood 634,001
Cox and Snell pseudo R? 0,107
Nagelkerke pseudo R2 0,144
¥? (d.f.) 57,749 (1)
National Economic Situation

Employment

Personal Economic Situation
General Satisfaction
Age

Sex

Social Class

Religion

Education

Party Adherence
Left-Right Distance
Sympathy Party Leaders
Faith Prime Minister

0,361** 0,163 4,921 1,434 43,0 1,973
0,092* 0,046 3,944 1,096 1,001 1,201
-0,046 0,265 0,030 0,955 0,568 1,606
0,412** 0,170 5,900 1,510 1,083 2,105
-0,125 0,088 2,031 0,882 0,743 1,048
-0,150 0,108 1,932 0,860 0,696 1,064

0,889*** 0,105 72,248 2,433 982 2,987
0,624** 0,098 40,342 1,8671,54 2,263

Constant -12,003** 1,318 82,984

N 510
-2 log likelihood 394,175
Cox and Snell pseudo R? 0,442
Nagelkerke pseudo R2 0,595
¥? (d.f) 297,575 (8)

* = sig at .05 level; ** = sig at .01 level; *** sig at .001 level
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1.7 Elections of 2006

Table 7g. Logistic Regression Predicting Likelihooaf Voting for Government at

National Economic Situation
Employment

Personal Economic Situation
General Satisfaction

Elections in 2006

Odds 95,0% C.I. for

B S.E. Wald Ratio Odds Ratio

Lower Upper

0,249 0,324 0,589 2,280,680 2,420
0,194 0,303 0,408 1,214 0,670 2,199

0,256 0,279 0,843 2,29,748 2,230

0,631* 0,265 5,684 1,880 19,1 3,159

Constant -3,412** 0,830 16,875 0,033

N 145

-2 log likelihood 178,288
Cox and Snell pseudo R? 0,145
Nagelkerke pseudo R2 0,193

¥2 (d.f.) 22,663 (4)
National Economic Situation -0,045 0,417 0,012 56,9 0,423 2,163
Employment 0,329 0,381 0,749 1,390 0,659 2,930

Personal Economic Situation
General Satisfaction
Age

Sex

Social Class

Religion

Education

Party Adherence
Left-Right Distance
Sympathy Party Leaders
Faith Prime Minister

0,208 0,371 0,314 1,2P,595 2,545
0,473 0,381 1,537 1,605 0,76)388
0,085 0,089 0,913 1,089 0,914 1,297
-0,957* 0,501 3,653 0,384 0,144 1,025
-0,053 0,281 0,036 0,948 0,547 1,643
-0,147 0,194 0,575 0,863 0,590 1,262
0,524** 0,237 4,898 1,689 1,062 2,685
0,626* 0,192 10,608 1,871 1,283722
0,388* 0,196 3,925 1,474 HK002,165

0,393* 0,197 3,983 1,481 @0 2,177

Constant -9,626*** 2,486 14,682 0

N 145
-2 log likelihood 114,456
Cox and Snell pseudo R? 0,449
Nagelkerke pseudo R2 0,599
¥2 (d.f.) 86,495 (13)

* = sig at .05 level; ** = sig at .01 level; *** sig at .001 level
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1.8 One model for the elections of 1986 to 2002

Table 7h. Logistic Regression Predicting Likelihooaf Voting for Government at

National Economic Situation
Employment

Personal Economic Situation
General Satisfaction

Elections in 1986-2002

Odds 95,0% C.I. for
B S.E. Wald Ratio Odds Ratio

Lower Upper
20,024,387 1,202 1,600
0,002 0,064 0,001 1,002 0,884 1,136
-0,037 0,061 0,366 64,9 0,856 1,086
0,925*** 0,063 213,809 2,522,229 2,856

0,327=* 0,073

3,690*** 0,225 268,502 0,025

Constant

N 2729

-2 log likelihood 3346,471
Cox and Snell pseudo R? 0,147
Nagelkerke pseudo R2 0,196

v (d.f) 433,952 (4)
National Economic Situation 0,236** 0,111 4526267 1,019 1,575
Employment 0,061 0,096 0,410 1,063 0,882 1,282
ItPersonal Economic Situation -0,030 0,090 0,11970 0,813 1,158
General Satisfaction 0,239** 0,100 5,754 1,270 4%,0 1,544
Age 0,008 0,021 0,143 1,008 0,968 1,050
Sex -0,438** 0,127 11,815 0,646 0,503 0,829
Social Class 0,027 0,073 0,137 1,027 0,890 1,186
Religion -0,076* 0,043 3,201 0,927 0,852 1,007
Education 0,006 0,056 0,013 1,006 0,902 1,123
Party Adherence 0,639** 0,027 554,707 1,895 1,797,998

Left-Right Distance
Sympathy Party Leaders
Faith Prime Minister

Constant

N

-2 log likelihood

Cox and Snell pseudo R?
Nagelkerke pseudo R2

12 (d.f)

0,271** 0,047
0,218*** 0,046
0,270** 0,036

33,714 1,312 197 1,437
22,287 1,244,136 1,361
56,642 1,310 ,221 1,405

5,950*** 0,581 104,755 0,003

2729
1694,861
0,534

0,713
2085,742 (13)

* = sig at .05 level; ** = sig at .01 level; *** sig at .001 level
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