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Abstract

The theory of economic voting has extensively explored the influence of national economic
conditions on votes for the incumbent party during elections. Such literature has never,
however, explored the potential effects of economy on other types of voting swings in the
sense of change in votes for non-governing parties. This is owed to the limitations of the
theory of economic voting, which we attempt to remedy by suggesting a more comprehensive
theoretical framework based on ideological voting. From an empirical point of view,
investigating the total electoral volatility appears an appropriate means to test the
determinants of the votes for all parties. Using time-series data on 46 democratic elections
held in France from 1889 to 2011, we provide evidence that the total electoral volatility has
been determined by specific economic determinants that differ from the ones influencing the
vote share of the incumbent. Another finding is that the voters’ punishment of the incumbent
at the heart of the theory of economic voting explains only a marginal part of total electoral
volatility.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Ever since the seminal work of Kramer (1971), aedabody of literature on economic
voting has explored the impacts of macroeconomianghs on incumbent support in
elections. According to the hypothesis on goverrtmiesponsibility for national economic
conditions, voters tend to punish or reward theumloent on the basis of their economic
performance. The responsibility hypothesis has lmedansively debated by this volume of
literature in order to discover which party, in altaparty system with coalitions, is held
responsible by voters and to what extent candidatethe governing majority could be
considered as incumbents in different electionsh as local elections (Grier and McGatrrity,
1998). As Nannestad and Paldam (1994) noted im tieiature review, the responsibility
pattern only makes sense for governments that lactude — as in the case of the USA and
the UK — but not for other countries where minogtyvernments have little control over the
economy. In the theory of economic voting, it iscalimplicitly assumed that economic
factors affect only government popularity wherels popularity of opposition parties is
influenced by political factors, most often missingnodels (Nannestad and Paldam, 1994, p.
218). In brief, the theory focuses on the votingigra for only a few parties in government
and, within this theoretical framework, no work @stigates the possible impacts of the
economy on the votes for other parties.

For their part, political scientists have focusedtibe determinants of electoral instability
of party system or total electoral volatility, maesd as an index of the volatility of votes for
all the parties from one election to another. Thilg'enomenon has traditionally drawn
considerable attention for at least three reasdrist, electoral stability mirrors the process
of conflict encapsulation and democracy institudicration (Bartolini and Mair, 1990).
Second, electoral volatility epitomizes the vitaldr competitiveness of a political system,
that is to say its ability to make possible new mimg alternatives (Dassonneville and
Hooghe, 2001). Third, electoral volatility reflecise emergence of a new kind of voter,
independent of political parties, the ‘swing vot@Dalton, 2006). The few studies that have
examined the impacts of economic conditions onl &&ctoral volatility tend to assume that
economic performances affect volatility throughestast for the incumbent (Mainwaring
and Zoco 2007; Nooruddin and Chiiber, 2008). Ecaoowariables were included in the

models only from the perspective of economic vatihigerefore they leave unanswered the

% For empirical literature on electoral volatility Western democracies, see : Bielasiak (2002), Waing and
Torcal (2006), Rose and Munro (2003), Shamir (1984iton et al. (2000), Mair (2005), Drummond (2p02
Birch (2003), Lachat (2007).



question of whether economic conditions can eratiker types of voting behaviours than
economic voting and more generally the questiothefvoting patterns for non-governing
parties.

The limitations of the theory of economic votingusa both an empirical and a theoretical
problem. From an empirical perspective, the thdmy received limited support and provides
no clear answers (Alesina, Londregan and Rosenfl®®l3; Chappell and Suzuki, 1993;
Anderson, 2007 for a critical analysis of the hiiewre). Moreover, the theory accounts for
only a limited part of electoral behaviour becawgleatever the economics are, volatile voters
represent only a limited part of the total elect®raor instance 50% for an advanced
democracy like the French one (Cautrés and Mux8092 p.46). From a theoretical
perspective, by reducing the vote to its instruraledimension, the theory of economic voting
is unable to explain the inertia of voting pattearsd votes for non-governing parties, to
whom the responsibility hypothesis cannot be agpliedeed, according to the theory, voters
incur only economic costs when voting. They incw psychological costs of self-
contradiction of ideological inconsistency when rofiag their votes, for instance, from a
rightwing to a leftwing party. Under these conditsp voters are never attached to a party in
the sense that they do not need to justify theoiagh The absence of ‘justification costs’
makes the cost of volatility nil for voters. On tbentrary, taking into account all the costs of
voting suggests that voting for the left when hgwwoted for the right at the previous election
is costly for voters and can thus lead them tocgdoing so even though they have an interest
in it. Therefore, taking into account the ‘justditon costs’ in voting theory allows a better
understanding of how and when voters change tlodd. v

Faced with the limitations of the theory of econorapbting, the present paper tries to
explain change in voting pattern with a theoryd#alogical voting that takes into account the
justification costs of voting. We interpret ele@bvolatility as a mirror of voters’ ideological
instability and attempt to explain it by economic political events that modify the
justification costs of voters’ ideology. Ideolodicdange can be accounted for by the revision
of the previous patterns of interpretation thatraseconsistent in the face of new information.
If new information refutes old ideologies, electoralatility is fostered. Therefore, the article
raises the following two questions. First, what #re determinants of electoral volatility? In
other words, which events affect ideological ch&é§econd, to what extent the determinants
of total electoral volatility differ from the detainants of the punishment of the incumbent?

To address these issues, we use time-series ddt@ @emocratic elections that took place

in France from 1889 to 2011, the longest periodr etadied in multivariate analyses of
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electoral volatility. The French case is particlylaelevant for at least three reasons. First, the
study of electoral volatility requires a multi-paystem with several non-governing parties.
Most cases studied in the literature on economimgdave traditionally focused on the U.S.
(Kramer, 1971; Mueller, 2003) and the U.K. (Goodrard Bhanasali, 1970), two bi-party
systems, and on Switzerland (Schneider, Pommeredme Frey, 1981), where the
government is systematically a coalition of all te. Therefore the French multi-party
system with an identifiable opposition appears @prepriate case for studying both
economic voting and total electoral volatility. ad, France is particularly well-adapted for
a time-series analysis, as it provides one of tmgést stable democratic periods with the
universal male suffrage adopted in 1848 and thebeshment of the Third Republic in 1870.
In fact, no study of electoral volatility exists tre very long run, except that by Bartolini and
Mair (1990) on the period 1885-1985 for western deracies (but only after 1920 for
France). Third, as Mair (1993, p.123) observed,pdg a long-term approach allows
mitigation of some findings that would be relevanty for short and recent periods, such as
the sudden increase in volatility since the 1970werefore, this long-term approach is an
opportunity to take part in the debate on the esmerg of a volatile ‘swing voter’ in place of
the traditional partisan voter.

The main results of the present study are thatagcvolatility in France since 1889 has
depended on the traditional socio-political varasbdescribed in the literature and on the
variation in the growth rate of the income per tapiHowever, the vote share of the
incumbent does not depend on the economic growtletounemployment. This supports the
hypothesis of another type of voting shift than pluge economic voting. That tends to give
credence to our theory of ideological voting in iéidd to a pure economic voting.

The rest of the article is structured as followect®n 2 develops the theoretical
framework. Section 3 presents the data. The enapigtrategy is described in Section 4.

Section 5 provides the empirical results. Secti@oitcludes.

2 AN ECONOMIC THEORY OF ELECTORAL VOLATILITY

Our explanation of electoral volatility is basedatheory of ideological change. The basic
idea of the article is that a voter confirms higevas long as its justification costs are low.
This implies that no event occurs and calls intesgn the underlying justification of his
beliefs and values system. Ideology is defined lexethe justifying part of this beliefs
system. Volatility occurs when ideologies whichtifys political choices give birth to a

phenomenon of ‘cognitive dissonance’ in the serigeestinger (1957).
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According to the theory of cognitive dissonances thdividual, facing new information
not consistent with her beliefs system, is placed state of self-contradiction. To recover a
state of cognitive consonance, the individual cagage in a rationalization process (Brady,
Clark and Davis, 1993, p.37; Bronner, 2006, p.BHe seeks to adapt her beliefs system to
new information. Yet this process is not withoustso It can explain both the inertia and the
volatility of electoral choices. In this sense, abbeal volatility mirrors the process of
rationalization engaged in by voters. Thus volgtiincreases with the costs to justify past
choices and thus the underlying ideologies. Indigld are led to revise their judgement to
avoid having a false representation of the worldheyl need a ‘successful or true
representation of the world’ (Radnitzky, 1980, 19&&adnitzky and Bernholz, 1987). An
appropriate representation limits uncertainty angroves the quality of expectation. In this
sense, it is a source of efficiency. The revisiorragionalization of the ideology is all the
more possible as the number and range of dissosanedigh.

What causes variation in the justification costyvaters’ ideologies? Underlying cognitive
dissonance is an event that creates discontinoiitg foter. This event can contradict, weaken
and make obsolete his political ideology. It canifernal or external. Inconsistency is a
cause of internal events, such as the paradoxib{[Eenzau and North, 1994, p.25). It places
individuals in a crisis of sense (Denzau and Nadt894, p.25). Mental experiment is another
kind of internal event.

Conversely, external events can be civil wars (#g.Glorious Revolution in England in
1688), military defeats, revolutions (e.g. the FEtenRevolution of 1789, the Russian
Revolution in 1917, the Meiji Revolution in 186&reakdowns (e.g. Eastern Europe and the
USSR 1989), or military coups (e.g. Chile 1971)e¥lcan be of different magnitude and are
assumed to be the cause of sudden institutionadgesa(Williamson, 2000, p.598) because
they create generalized dissonance. Such eventsbeadecisive in terms of electoral
behaviors because they confirm or refute the idgetoof a significant part of the electorate.

Whether internal or external, these events catl ouestion voters’ political ideologies,
increase their justification costs and lead themmetgse their beliefs. The robustness of an
ideology depends on its capacity to account for femts and to make them consistent with an
actual beliefs system. Electoral volatility is #le higher as voters’ political ideologies are
weak, not robust. On this basis, it is possibleassume that major social, economic and
national or international political crises arela toot of variation in the justifications costs of
earlier ideologies. In times of crisis, voters deel to change their votes when facing

situations of social and economic unrest. Undesagheonditions, the success and failure of
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alternative political systems can also affect thstification costs of actual ideologies and
foster electoral volatility.

This theoretical framework leads us to make twompaedictions that will be tested in the
rest of the article. The first hypothesis is tHgt4 change in the national environment such as
economic conditions increases the voters’ ideoklgiostability and thus the electoral
volatility. The second hypothesis is that (2) a nge in the national or international
conditions does not affect only the votes for theumbent as predicted by the theory of

economic voting but affects the votes for all tlagties, including the non governing parties.

3 DATA

3.1 BUILDING AN INDEX OF ELECTORAL VOLATILITY

Electoral volatility can be defined as the ‘netcédeal change between two consecutives
elections’ (Bartolini and Mair, 1990, p.19). Theyed, electoral periods (the period from one
election to the next) are the unit of observatiorthe rest of our study. According to the
classical aggregated electoral volatility indexR&dersen (1979), it is usually calculated by
adding the absolute value of change in percentégeotes gained or lost by each party,
including the incumbent, from one election to th#oiving one divided by tw8.The index
takes into account both the demand-driven changesrims of voters’ preferences and the
supply-driven changes in terms of creations, disapmces, mergers and schisms of parties.
Therefore, in a party system composed phrties,

?=1{|votei,t — votei,t_1|}
2

electoral_volatility, =

wherevoteis the share of the total votes received by paity electiont. The electoral
volatility can vary from zero = total stability @0 = total instability.

To build this index for France over a long periog, consider the 46 democratic elections
that have taken place since 1889. We take intowetcthe 30 legislative and constituent
elections since 1889, the date at which accurai lbecame available, and the 16 cantonal
elections since 1945, excluding by-elections witto tsmall electorates and those not
representative of the total number of voters. Tdex of electoral volatility is calculated by
considering the difference of votes for electiofigh® same nature but not that between a

* The sum is divided by two to avoid double-countiregause each party’s gains correspond to ano#grs
losses.
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legislative election and a cantonal one. When latj® and cantonal elections take place in
the same year and we thus have two indexes, atheasse in 1967, 1973 and 1988, we use
the index for legislative elections for reasonshomogeneity. The passage from the Fourth
Republic before World War Two and the Vichy regitnehe Fifth Republic also warranted
special treatment. First, we do not calculate elattvolatility between the elections before
and after the World War Two. Thus we have no infexhe year 1945 even though cantonal
elections and elections for the Constituent Assgninbk place then. The elections for the
Constituent Assembly of 1945 are taken into accdantalculate the index between the
election for the Constituent Assembly in 1945 amat in 1946. To calculate the index for the
legislative election of 1951, however, we consitther legislative election of 1946 and not the
election for the Constituent Assembly of 1946 feasons of homogeneity. Finally, we take
into account the cantonal election of 1945 to daleuthe index related to the cantonal
election of 1949. This method allows us to compdeetions of the same type systematically.

Some difficulties also arose in calculation of fhedersen index because of the changes,
mergers and splits of political parties (Pederd®&79; Powell and Tucker, 2009; Sikk, 2005).
The most appropriate solution is to calculate tifier@nce between a party’s vote share and
the summed vote share of its predecessor partiesch& merger or its successor parties after
a split (Sikk, 2005; Bartolini and Mair, 1990; Dasseville et al., 2011, p. 13). The major
difficulty, however, was establishing affiliatiobgtween parties because most parties change
their names from one election to another, espgcihlting the Third Republic and the post-
World War Two period. On the basis of several listd sources (see Table 7 — Appendix),
we established the affiliations presented in TaBle and 10 — Appendix. The tables should
be interpreted as follows. As shown in Table 10 ppéndix — focusing on the legislative
elections in the Third Republic, we built sevendid® of parties. The total percentage of votes
of blocki in electiont is given by adding the percentage of votes receinetdby all the
parties ranked asin our table. Then, to calculate the index, westder the difference of the
percentage of votes received by bloadkom one election to another. Therefore, as wedocu
more on blocks of parties rather than individuattipa, our index is an intra-block index as
defined by Bartolini and Mair (1990, p. 28) ratliean a pure Pedersen index.

Figure 1 plots the evolution of the index of eleatovolatility since 1889. It appears that
the French electoral volatility followed a geneddwnward trend. It seems to be in
contradiction with the findings of Bartolini and M#1990) who do not find any significant
trend in electoral volatility for the western demaies in the period 1885-1985, especially

for France from 1910. The average index is 14. Aighest levels of volatility were reached
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at the beginning of our observation period, dutimg stabilization of the French democr:
corresponding to the beginning of the Third Repuliilectore-Volatility 1305= 29, EMogos=
31) and, to a lesseaxtent, at the beginning of each Republic 1955 = 26 for the Fifth
Republic and EVgq9= 23, E\Migss = 23 for the Fourth Republic). In spite of thesaeyal
trends, electoral volatility remained quite erratlodeed, although volatility seemed
stabiize from 1960 to 1990, it increased again durirgl#st two decade

35
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Fig. 1
Electoral Volatility in France 18&2011 (Pedersen Index)

3.2 ECONOMIC ENVIRONMEN"

Economic variables are increasingly used in therdiure to explain electorvolatility,
usually as mere control variables. These variabésbe inflation (Remmer, 1991, Robe
and Wibbels, 1999; Mainwaring and Zoco, 2007; M&d&2005; Tavits 2005), the GL
growth rate (Remmer, 1991; Roberts and Wibbels91988ainwaring and Zco, 2007) or
public deficit or fiscal austerity (Nooruddin andhiiber, 2008; Bohrer and Tan, 2000). In t
paper, we use the growth rate of the real GDP agita from Maddison’s webs®, inflation
and unemployment from Facchini and Melki (2011)e Tasic assumption is that, in time
economic crisis, i.e. low growth and high unempleytnand inflation, voters revise th
political beliefs and are thus led to change tletes. Our interest in considering differ

economic variables is to empha: their relative importance in the electoral choitémench

® Maddison’s websitentp:mww.ggdc.nevmappisonerindexnim): Historical Statistics of the World Economy-2008 AD-
Table 2: GDP levelsrance GDP in million 1990 International Ge-Khamis dollars.
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voters in the long run. We put aside variablesteeldo State size and public deficit because
they are difficult to interpret in our case. Fostemce, Nooruddin and Chiiber (2008) maintain
that such variables increase electoral volatilityce deficits prevent the incumbent from

distributing public goods and becoming popularia tollowing elections.

3.3 SOCIOLOGICAL VARIABLES

Vote and therefore volatility in votes is traditadly explained by sociological variables in
terms of social cleavage, age or sex. First, wheman were allowed to vote in 1944, they
tended to vote for the right but this tendency pesgively disappeared. This is usually
explained by their access to the labor market &iedhbmogenization of living conditions.
However, as the date of the women’s enfranchisernenesponds to a deep institutional
change in France, the Fourth Republic, it seemsogsiple to isolate the effect of the
women’s vote on volatility in our study. Seconde thge of voters is traditionally taken into
account because young people tend to vote forilggtparties whereas the elderly more often
go for the right. This is important when we studgceoral volatility, of course, but what
really matters is that, according to our theoryleolvoters have strong political capital and
stick to their electoral habits. To check the exgecnegative effect of the age of the
electorate on volatility, we introduce a varialblge measuring the median age of the total

populatiof.

3.4 ELECTORAL TURNOUT

A variable of electoral turnout is generally used test the mobilization hypothesis
according to which the introduction of new or poasly abstaining voters with different
preferences from those of regular voters (Bartoanmd Mair, 1990, p. 174) increases
volatility. If, however, we focus on abstentionetphhenomenon can be interpreted in another
way according to our theory. Indeed, momentous tsvidrat make voters’ political beliefs
obsolete mean they either vote differently or dedid abstain from voting. In this case,

abstention is expected to be positively correlatgtth volatility. To take this effect into

® Source: the French National Institute of DemogmaBtudies (Institut National d’Etudes Démograpleisu
INED).
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account, we built a variable measuring the numbeefiective voters tirnouf), which is
derived from the same sources as those used ththeilindex of electoral volatilit}.

3.5 INSTITUTIONS

Following Converse (1996) who argues that attachsném parties increased with the
length of support for a party and exposure to aast Mainwaring and Zocco (2007, p. 161)
assume that “newly established party systems woethme more stable over time as voters
have more time to identify with parties”. As Maimvegy and Zocco (2007) suggest, however,
the age of democratic institutions can matter ntioa@ the mere passage of time. As Figure 1
suggests, we have good reasons to think thatutistial change and durability influenced
electoral volatility rather than the mere passafggnee. To control this potential influence,
we build a variablerépublic_duration representing the duration of each Republic. V¢e al
test a variablenew_republig coded 1 for the first election following the ddtashment of a
republic. Moreover, as our sample includes elestiohdifferent natures, we control for that
with a variable €lection type distinguishing the different kinds of electiosis variable is
coded 1 when the election considered in our sampdelegislative election and 0 when it is

cantonal election.

3.6 PARTY SYSTEM FRACTIONALIZATION

Since Pedersen (1983), the fragmentation of they psystem has traditionally been
expected to increase electoral volatility. If thartpes are fragmented, there are fewer
ideological differences between them and, as asgprence, voters can easily move from one
party to another. An alternative explanation woble that a system with small parties
resulting from high fragmentation entails less tibtg because they have a strong political
identity. As these parties and their voters hawigh ideological specialization, they are not
ready to abandon their strong political capital &mdhange their votes. To capture the effect
of party system format, we can consider, like Bart@and Mair (1990), simply the number of
parties in each election (fragmentation). Fragmentdas more often given by the number of

parties weighted by their share of votes, howeWe. thus calculate the index of electoral

" In the empirical analysis, we use alternative messsuch as the number of people registered oeléleoral
lists and one referring to the rate of abstention.
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fractionalization of the party system (fragmentatiBAE) proposed by Rae (196
Therefore, in a party system composed of n pa

n
fragmentation_RAE, = 1 — Z(voteiz)

=1

wherevoteis the share of the total votes for pai. The index can vary from 0 = toi
concentration to 1 = total fractionalizati

Figure 2 pots the evolution of the fragmentation index sitiee elections of 1889. Unlik
electoral volatility, party system fragmentatiofidaved a general upward trend. It reachec
highest levels after World War Two, at the begignof the Fourth and the fth Republics,
periods of high electoral volatility. As electokailatility and part-system fragmentation h:
opposite evolutions, however, we can expect thetitnaalization index to have a negat
coefficient in the regressiohs
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0,9 *t ® *®
o & 0’/6/
= 0,85 L
Q o *
[
< 08 - o ®
Z ¢
=
5 0,75 Py
=
T 07 <
¢
0,65
0,6 T T T T T T 1
1880 1900 1920 1940 1960 1980 2000 2020
YEAR
Fig. 2

Political Fragmentation in France 1&-2011 (Rae Index)

& We also use traditional alternative measure ofefffiective number of parties measured in vote sfiaaakso
and Taagepera, 1979). In a party system composn parties, the index is calculated as follc
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3.7 VOTER PUNISHMENT OF THE INCUMBEN

The incumbent punishment hypothesis of the thebgconomic voting has progressive
emerged in the literature on electoral volatiliBemer 1991; Mainwaring and co, 2007;
Nooruddin and Chiiber, 2008). As it is essentialour study to know which part of tot
electoral volatility is determined by changes itegfor the incumbent, we include a varia
measuring the variation of the vote share for theumbentin our model. The variabl
incumbent_voteprovides the vote share received by the incumbarty pso that the firs
difference of the variable provides the incumbengsirn rate’ The correlation between tl
absolute value of the change in the incunt vote share and our index of electoral volati
is 0.18. This makes us confident that electoralatidly does not merely reflect tt

incumbent’s return rate.

4. RESULTS

4.1 UNIT ROOT

As we deal with macroeconomic variables over tintlee possibility of spuriou
regressions, rarely considered in empirical studfeslectoral volatility, arises owing to tl
potential integration and/or cointegration of vhtes. If we consider the tir elapsing
between two elections as the observation unit, aveimiplement a unit root test (Augmen
Dickey Fuller) with an appropriate trenT, to investigate the stationarity status of e
variable. This test is performed by estimating alaetancludng a trend and a constant, gi\

by equation (1) or only a constant, given by eaquma(R)

Ay, =a+py;q + BT + X ds Ay, s + & (1)

Ay, =a+py, 1 +Xds Ay, s+ & (2)

Where¥: is the relevant time serieT is a time trend that takes into account the numb

years elapsing between two observations/elect£: is a residual term.

° In the light of different assumptions oovernment responsibility discussed in the literaton economi
voting, we built other indexes measuring the incanits vote share. We construct a dummy variabledarérc
in t when the incumbent rightwing or leftwing block (i#e incoming block irt-1) loses elections it and
coded one otherwise. We also use a variable tlasgnt the variation of the percentage of votes receiwe
the incumbent rightwing or leftwing block betwedacations int andt-1.

12



Tables 1 and 2 provide the unit root test resuitthe levels and the first differences of the
variables, respectively. They support the hypothésat all variables are stationary in level
except the seriemgeandunemployment-or these two variables, the null hypothesis ohia
root can be rejected at only 10% but not at 5%.rdfoee, the dependant varialdtectoral
volatility is stationary in level as well as the first diffieces of the independent variables of
our model. Therefore, being integrated of the samtker, electoral volatility in level the
independent variables in first difference, can ethe regressions without any concerns of
spurious regressions. Moreover, it is worth notimag the tests do not reveal that that variable
electoral_volatilityis trend stationary. This information tends to @onfBartolini and Mair
(1990) and Dassonneville and Hooghe (2001) who dbfimd any significant trend in
electoral volatility in Western Europe for the peis 1885-1985 and post-1945, respectively.

Tablel
Unit root tests on the levels of the variables
Variable Deterministic component ADF k
electoral_volatility constant, trend -6.368*** 0
age constant, trend -3.471* 5
turnout constant, trend -10.65*** 0
fragmentation constant, trend -5.387*** 0
growth of real per capitaincome  constant -5.276*** 0
unemployment constant, trend -3.477* 6
inflation constant -4 475+ 1
incumbent_votes constant -5.374*** 0

Notes: (1) The tests are performed on the levetb®ariables. (2) k indicates the lag length elnogccording
to the Schwarz information criterion. (3) * sigu#int at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significarat 1%.

Table2
Unit root tests on the first differences of theiahles
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Variable Deterministic component ADF k

A(electoral_volatility) constant -4.682*** 3
A(age) constant -4.443%** 0
A(turnout) constant -7.671%* 3
A(fragmentation) constant -8.082*** 1
A(unemployment) constant -3.559** 0
A(incumbent votes) constant -5.453*** 3

Notes: (1) The tests are performed on the firstddfgrences of the variables. (2) k indicates khg length
chosen according to the Schwarz information coteri(3) * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%**
significant at 1%.

4.2 REGRESSION RESULTS

To investigate to what extent the determinants letteral volatility differ from the
determinants of the change in the incumbent’s \gitare, we run different battery of
regressions. A first one studies the determinaht®tal electoral volatility. A second one
studies the determinants of the incumbent retuen ramain difficulty comes from the small
number of observations that does not exceed 43kebp a sufficient number of freedom
degrees, we investigate sequentially two differeets of factors explaining electoral
volatility: the institutional factors and the sogolitical factors. In all the following
regressions, we estimate with an OLS method, tienes data for 46 elections held in France
between 1889 and 2011. We systematically perfotrarque-Bera test to make sure that the
error terms follow a normal distribution and thia¢ testimate results do not depend on some
outliers. We also perform a Box-Pierce test to malee that the error terms are not auto-
correlated. In the presence of serial auto-conelatf the error-terms, an autoregressive term
is included into the regressions.

A four-variable model, in which we includepublic_duration new_republi¢ republig
election_typejs first estimated to test the effects of politigsstitutions on total electoral
volatility. As shown in Table 3, the institutionahriables perform poorly in explaining
electoral volatility. Only the variableepublic reaches a reasonable level of significance.
Indeed, the coefficient of this variable is negatand statistically significant at the 10% level.
This implies that the volatility level was highender the early republics, thé?zand 4
Republics, than under thé"SRepublic. This suggests that volatility depends specific
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features to each Republic (voting system, instghdf the government), which are specified
in our model. The instability of governments untter 3° Republic may be a good candidate
for explaining the higher electoral volatility undéis period. However, as shown in Table 3,
the duration of each republic as well as the estatlent of a new republic do not explain
electoral volatility. Moreoverelection_typedoes not reach significance. Therefore, the
different nature of elections (legislative/cantgniaicluded in our sample does not explain
electoral volatility. In short, the institutiona¢téing of each republic seems to have played a
role in the evolution of electoral volatility, atihgh we are not able to clearly identify which
feature of each republic has mattered. In the oksthe analysis, we only keep the variable
republicin the following specifications.

Table3
Electoral Volatility and institutions, 1889-2011

electoral volatility (1889-2011)

constant 25,92 g+*
[8.437]
republic_duration -0.042
[0.053]
new_republic 3.731
[6.509]
republic -2.666*
[1.508]
election_type 0.996
[1.848]
R2 0.200

Notes: (1) N = 43 elections. (2) White-correctemhsiard errors in brackets. * significant at 10%;stgnificant
at 5%; *** significant at 1%. (3) No outlier.

Then, we estimate a 3-variable model includingttaditional socio-political variables
explaining electoral volatility, that is to say thgeing of the electorat&(age) the variation
in turnout A(turnout), the variation in party-system fragmentatiaffragmentation) The
estimates result is shown in Table 4, column 1. &&e notice that all variables reach a
reasonable level of significance. The ageing ofefleetorate has the expected negative impact

on electoral volatility. Party-system fragmentatiomeasured as the total number of parties,
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has a positive and statistically significant bubaty 10% impact on volatilit{. An increase

in turnout has the expected effect of increasinigtility'’. Therefore all these variables are

kept in the following specifications.

Table4

Electoral Volatility, 1889-2011

constant

A(age)

A(fragmentation)

A(turnout)

republic

A(growth of real per capita income)

A(inflation)

A(unemployment)

R2

electoral volatility (1889-2011)

(1) (2 () (4) (5)
14.449%%  24.033"*  27.389%*  20.448%* 21 203%
[0.908] [4.459)] [5.328] [6.360] [4.652]
-5.416%* -3.985% -4.614% -4.249% -4.266*
[1.362] [1.571] [2.030] [1.873] [2.146]
2.201* 2.006** 1.817* 1.636%* 1.477
[1.157] [0.868] [0.919] [0.610] [0.899]
1.42E-07%  1.49E-07** 151E-07** 143E-07** 1.34E-07*
[5.10E-08]  [4.65E-08]  [5.23E-08]  [5.03E-08]  [5.83E-08]
- -2.271% -2.938% -3.325% -1.697
[0.970] [1.126] [1.362] [1.010]
- -21.237% - - -37.393*
[3.739)] [19.286]
- - -0.095 - 0.109
[0.108] [0.208]
- - - 0.192 0.066
[0.826] [0.776]
0.408 0.600 0.396 0.407 0.627

Notes: (1) N = 42 elections. (2) Heteroskedastio/i'ltype standard errors in brackets. * significaint 0%; **
significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%. (3) We ntvol for the year 1906 that appears as an outlier.

Thus, the benchmark specification or our modeludetthe 4 variablesrepublic A(age)

A(turnout), A(fragmentation) To investigate the economic determinants of etattvolatility,

we add sequentially different economic variableh®benchmark model. Column 2 of Table

19 \We also tested the effects of other common meaafrparty-system fragmentation: the indexes oftipal
fragmentation (Rae, 1968) and of the effective neimbf parties (Laasko and Taagepera, 1979). Quite
surprisingly, the coefficients of these indexesndd reach any reasonable level of significance (§asons of
clarity, the results of these regressions are nesgnted here). Bartolini and Mair (1990) providewith an
explanation of the absence of effect of these iadelndeed, indexes capturing the number of paneighted

by their share of votes amounts to an index progahe number of major parties. Although this meass
adapted to explain volatility in a two-party systétis not the case in a multi-party one suchhasRrench one.

! Alternative measures of turnout such as the numbe=gistered citizens and the abstention rate llag same
effect although the regressions results are natrteg here.
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4 reports the estimates result of the model inalgdine variation of the growth of the real per
capita income. The variable is statistically sigaiht at the 1% level and the predicted
negative impact on electoral volatility. This effeis robust when including the other
economic variables, the variation in inflation amtemployment, as shown in column 5. The
coefficient of the change in the growth of real papita income remains significant at the 6%
level. In addition, the change in inflation and onptoyment does not impact volatility,
according to columns 3, 4 and 5. The absence afente of inflation contrasts with other
studies, mainly on Latin America, where inflatiomcieases electoral volatility (Remmer,
1991; Mainwaring and Zoco, 2007). That can be erpthby the absence bfper-inflation
for a long period in France, differently from LatAmerica. However, the influence of a
change in economic growth can be due to the efiethe economic environment on the
changes in the incumbent’s vote share.

We now conduct a test to make sure that the efiéaconomic growth on electoral
volatility that we find is not only mediated thrdughe effect of the economic growth on the
incumbent’s return rate, as predicted by the thebgconomic voting. For that, we propose a
straightforward test. Column 1, Table 5 reportsdébemate our benchmark model including
the variable of economic growth. If the effect bistvariable is only due to its effect on the
incumbent’s return rate, then including the incuntlsereturn rate in the benchmark model
should remove the effect of the growth variableebectoral volatility. Column 2, Table 5
reports the result of the benchmark model includimg variation of the incumbent’'s vote
share, i.e. the incumbent’s return rate. We notinzg the effect of the growth variable is
robust to the inclusion of the incumbent’s retuater Moreover, the magnitude and the t-
statistics of the growth of real per capita incaame reinforced in column 2. This supports the
hypothesis that the growth variable affects theltetectoral volatility, given the effect of the
growth variable on the incumbent’s return rate.aAsonsequence, this provides evidence of
our hypothesis of an ideological voting, differémmm a pure economic voting. Moreover, the
variable measuring the change in the incumbentsvstaot significant. This suggests that the
variation in the incumbent’s votes is not a majonehsion of the variation in total votes.

In a last set of tests, we more directly investgtite determinants of the incumbent’s
return rate. To explain the incumbent’s return ,rate include the variable measuring the
change in fragmentation, the change in turnout,thedepublic variable capturing the effect
of potential changes in the electoral rules andttuencies. In addition, because of problems
of serial correlations, the following regressiomglide an autoregressive term. The test

results are presented in Table 6. Columns 2 arfitbd shat the change in the growth of real
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per capita income and the change in inflation du@simpact the change in the incumbent
votes share. However, the change in unemploymenifisiantly decreases the incumbent’s
return rate (column 3). This effect is robust whanluding the economic variables all
together in the model. This last finding is in limgth the empirical literature on vote
functions. More interesting for us, our finding popts that changes in economic environment
can have different effects on the vote share feriticumbent and for other parties. While the
incumbent’s return rate is affected by the chamg@nemployment, the return rate for the
non-governing parties and for all parties in gehisraffected by fluctuations in the growth or

real per capita income.

Table5
Electoral Volatility and incumbent’s votes, 1889120

electoral volatility (1889-2011)

1) 2)

constant 24.03*** 21.36***
[4.455] [4.307]
A(age) -3.985** -4,125%*
[1.571] [1.749]
A(fragmentation) 2.006** 0.891
[0.868] [0.765]
A(turnout) 1.49E-07*** 1.72E-Q7***
[4.65E-08] [4.25E-08]
republic -2.271* -1.693*
[0.970] [0.918]
A(growth of real per capita income) -21.23%* -23.246***
[3.739] [7.353]
A(incumbent_votes) - -0.067
[0.069]
R2 0.600 0.599

Notes: (1) N = 42 elections. (2) Heteroskedastio/iltype standard errors in brackets. * significaint0%; **
significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%. (3) We ntrol for the year 1906 that appears as an outlier.
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Table6
Incumbent’s votes, 1889-2011

A(incumbent_votes)

@) ) ®) (4) ©)

constant -2.299 -2.794 -4.778 -2.924 -1.346
[9.658] [9.981] [12.383] [9.806] [11.819]
A(fragmentation) -4.727** -4.753** -5.193* -5.273* -6.522**
[2.002] [2.043] [2.001] [2.045] [2.426]
A(turnout) 2.45E-07*  2.30E-07 2.09E-07 2.41E-07 2.72E-07*
[1.43E-07] [1.43E-07] [1.38E-07] [1.54E-07] [1.60E-07]
republic 0.602 0.779 1.354 0.790 0.678
[2.137] [2.205] [2.633] [2.169] [2.528]
A(growth of real per capita income) 17.447 59.834
[19.502] [40.475]
A(unemployment) -2.629** -2.560**
[1.023] [1.043]
A(inflation) -0.147 -0.447
[0.191] [0.367]
R2 0.522 0.539 0.576 0.539 0.608

Notes: (1) N = 40 elections. (2) The equationsudel an autoregressive term to avoid problems délser
correlation. (3) Heteroskedastic Whyte type stadidarors in brackets. * significant at 10%; ** sificant at
5%; *** significant at 1%. (4) No outlier.

5 CONCLUSION

In recent years, the electoral fortunes of incumbesve focused much attention in
academic research. The present paper suggestsalifatigh it is an important issue, the
determinants of electoral behaviour cannot be plppenderstood without taking into
account the vote share for non governing partiesaalysis of the elections in France from
1889 to 2011 reveals that the aggregated electofatility has strongly depended on the
economic environment along with traditional soc@Hgcal variables. We provide evidence
that the fluctuations of the economic environmeanehnot affected the vote shares for the
incumbent and for other parties.

In addition, as part of the convergence procesamgng political economy on the issue of
electoral behavior, this article proposed an aétBve theory of voting to the pure economic
voting. Indeed, we argue empirically and theordficthat economic voting based on the
incumbent’s punishment can only account for a kehipart of voting patterns. The economic

fluctuations determine the vote share received astigs other than the incumbent. The
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limitations of the economic voting theory stem fradme fact that this theory neglects some of
the costs inherent in electoral behaviour.

To cope with this limitation, we proposed an expléon of the voting patterns based on
the voters’ ideological instability. This instalyliis reflected in the phenomenon of electoral
volatility. The core of this theory is the concet‘justification costs’ in the determination
and change of ideologies. The basic idea is thatthe presence of a change in the
environment, individuals’ system of interpretatioiithe world will be adapted to justify and
explain it. Otherwise, the event increases thdfijcation costs and can drive individuals to
change their ideology and their vote. Accordingwindividualist and subjectivist theory or
belief formation, events should not affect in treme way the whole of the electorate,
especially the rightwing and the leftwing voteracitlentally, the article raises an issue
hitherto unexplored by studies on electoral vatstilthe fundamental need to explore the
specific determinants of volatility inside rightwgrand leftwing blocks. That opens up new
perspectives on the study of electoral volatility particular and on electoral behaviours

generally.
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APPENDIX

Table7
Description and Source of Variables
Variable Definition Source
age median age of total population INED (institut national d’études
démographiques)
electoral sum of the absolute values of change in Website of the French National Assembly
volatility percentage of votes gained or lost by each  Laurent de Boissieu’ s website
party from one election to the following one  Goguel (1946)
divided by two
fragmentation Total number of parties see: electoral volatility
growth real GDP per capita growth rate Maddison’s website

incumbent votes
inflation

new republic

republic duration

republic

turnout

election type

unemployment

vote shares received by the incumbent party
inflation rate

dummy variable coded one for the first two
elections of each Republic and zero for the
other elections

Variable counting of the time elapsed from
the establishment of a new Republic
variable coded 3 for the years of the 3rd
Republic, 4 for the years of the 4th Republic
and 5 for the years of the 5th Republic

effective number of voters

Dummy variables coded one for the
legislative elections and zero for the
cantonal elections

unemployment rate

National accounts- INSEE (National
Institute of Statistics and Economic Studies)
see: electoral volatility

Thomas Piketty's website

OECD website

own calculation

own calculation

own calculation

see: electoral volatility
own calculation
Villa (1994)

INSEE (National Institute of
Statistics and Economic Studies)
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Table8
Parties’ Affiliations in the Legislative Electionmder the Third Republic
1889 1893| 1898[ 1902 1906| 1910] 1914 1919| 1924] 1928| 1932| 19:

Section Francaise de I'Internationale Communiste/
Communistes

Socialistes 2 2 2 - - - - 2 2 2 2
Socialistes Révolutionnaires - - - 2 - - - - - - o -

Socialistes réformistes - - - 2 - - - - - i -

Section Francaise de I'Internationale Ouvriere - - |- - 2 2 2 - - - - -

Divers Gauche - - - - - - - - - 2 2
Radicaux-Socialistes - 3 3 - - - - - B - -
Socialistes Indépendants - - - - 3 - - 3 3 3 -
Parti Républicain Radical - - - - 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Républicains Socialistes - - - - - 3 3 3 3 3 3

Radicaux - 4 4 - - - - - - - - -

Parti Républicain Radical - - - 4 - - - - - - - -
et Radical Socialiste

Radicaux Indépendants - - - - 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Républicains de gauche - - - - 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Démocrates Populaires - - - - - - - - - - 4

Républicains 5 - - - - - - - - - - -
Républicains Progressistes - 5 5 - - - - - - - -
Action Libérale Populaire - - - 5 5 5 - - - - -

Union Républicaine - - - - - 5 5 5 5 5 5
Monarchistes (conservateurs) 6 6 6 - - - - - - -
Ralliés - 6 6 - - - - - - - - -
Réactionnaires - - - 6 6 6 6 - - - _

Indépendants - - - - - - -

Conservateurs - - - - - - - 6 6 6 6

Nationalistes (Révisionnistes, Boulangistes, 7 7 7 - - - - - - - - -
Socialistes Révisionnistes, Antisémites,
Démocrates Chrétiens)

Anciens Combattants - - - - - - - 7 - - -

Table9
Parties’ Affiliations in the Legislative Electiomsmder the Fourth and Fifth Republics
é945 é946 i946 1951|1956| 1958| 1962| 1967| 1968| 1973| 1978| 1981| 1986| 1988| 1993
rti Communiste Franca 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
(et apparentés)
“ommuniste Internationalis - 1 1 - - - - - - - - - - - -
1 Républicaine et Résista - 1 1 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Extréme Gauche . . i} 1 1 } 1 1 1 ) 1 1 1 1 1
(et divers)
Union Progressiste - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - - -
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