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Abstract 

Despite the popularity of systems of proportional representation (PR) around the world, the 

literature on tactical voting in these systems is scarce. Moreover, empirical evidence regarding the 

extent of tactical voting in PR systems is inconsistent. Some find that tactical voting hardly occurs, 

while others find that it is widespread. This study identifies the causes of this inconsistency and 

addresses them by using an experiment to explain the effects of characteristics of PR systems on 

tactical voting intentions and to examine whether information provision moderates these effects. 

This experiment employed fictitious electoral scenarios and was conducted among a Dutch and 

Turkish student sample (N = 333). The results of binary logistic regression analyses show that, as 

expected, a decrease in district magnitude and an increase in electoral threshold has a positive 

effect on tactical voting intentions. This effect is moderated by information provision. Contrary to 

expectations, historical regularities in the party composition of coalition governments do not 

significantly affect tactical voting intentions. Neither does information provision function as a 

moderator in this case. These findings point towards a fruitful research agenda that is moreover 

imperative, considering the real-world consequences of tactical voting. 
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1. Introduction 

In democratic electoral systems, most voters cast their ballot for their most preferred option 

among the available choices. Some voters, however, engage in tactical voting, meaning that they 

deviate from their preferred option to maximise the expected utility of their vote choice (Downs, 

1957; McKelvey & Ordeshook, 1972; Riker & Ordeshook, 1968). Despite the popularity of 

systems of proportional representation (PR) around the world, our understanding of tactical voting 

in these systems remains limited. Compared to single-member district (SMD) systems, the 

literature on tactical voting in PR systems is scarce. Moreover, empirical evidence regarding the 

extent of tactical voting in PR systems is inconsistent. Some find that it hardly occurs, while others 

find that it is common practice. Findings range, for example, from a mere 2.4% (Verthé & Beyens, 

2018) to a vast 18.3% (Jenssen, 2016) of tactical voters in PR systems. 

 The primary cause of this inconsistency relates to the motivations underlying tactical 

voting. Characteristics of PR systems are empirically proven to induce two motivations to vote 

tactically: first, to avoid a wasted vote, and second, to increase the likelihood of a preferred 

coalition outcome. The current literature, however, does not sufficiently recognise and distinguish 

the conceptual differences of these forms of tactical voting. Moreover, to date, a comprehensive 

examination of the two motivations is lacking. As a result, the current literature fails to provide 

consistent empirical evidence as to how many voters vote tactically under what characteristics of 

PR systems. This study addresses these issues by theoretically contributing to the literature in three 

significant ways.  

 First, by examining the influence of district magnitudes and electoral thresholds on tactical 

voting intentions. These characteristics of PR systems give rise to the first motivation to cast a 

tactical vote: the avoidance of a wasted vote. This form of tactical voting is considered to be the 

traditional understanding of tactical voting and is generally associated with Duverger (1954). The 

rationale is straightforward. When voters believe that their preferred option has no chance of 

winning, they rather opt for a less preferred option to counter one they dislike. In contrast to SMD 

systems, PR systems were originally argued to be invulnerable to this form of tactical voting 

(Downs, 1957; Duverger, 1954). However, when PR systems employ small district magnitudes 

and high electoral thresholds, it is common for small parties not to gain enough votes to be 

allocated any seats. As in SMD systems, this could lead to tactical voting based on the avoidance 

of a wasted vote (Leys, 1959; Sartori, 1968).  
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Second, by examining the influence of the party composition of previous coalition 

governments on tactical voting intentions. This characteristic of PR systems can give rise to the 

second motivation underlying tactical voting: to increase the likelihood of a preferred coalition 

outcome. This form of tactical voting was also initially theorised to be non-existent in PR systems, 

only this time because working out the chain of inferences needed to cast such a vote was 

considered too difficult (Downs, 1957). However, recent studies argue that voters can rely on 

previous election outcomes (Adams, Merrill, & Grofman, 2005; Alvarez, Kiewiet, & Núñez, 2018; 

Duch & Stevenson, 2008; Gschwend & Meffert, 2017; Gschwend, Stoiber, & Günther, 2004; 

Kedar, 2005) as historical regularities in the party composition of coalition governments can 

facilitate voters’ decision-making processes (Armstrong & Duch, 2010). 

Third and last, by examining whether information provision moderates the effects of 

characteristics of PR systems on tactical voting intentions. Previous studies find that individual-

level variables affect the decision to vote tactically (Felsentahl & Brichta, 1985; Lanoue & Bowler, 

1992; Martin, 2021; Merolla & Stephenson, 2007; Niemi, Whitten, & Franklin, 1992). Yet, 

surprisingly, our understanding of the influence of voters’ information settings on the decision to 

vote tactically is still weak. As electoral expectations are crucial for tactical voting, and voters 

form those expectations on the basis of information, it is highly plausible that the information 

setting functions as a determinant of tactical voting behaviour. 

 Taken together, this study aims to answer two questions: 1) what is the influence of district 

magnitudes, electoral thresholds, and the party composition of previous coalition governments on 

the extent of tactical voting intentions in systems of proportional representation? and 2) are these 

effects moderated by information provision? 

Another significant cause of inconsistent empirical evidence in the current literature of 

tactical voting in PR systems is that the dominant approaches to measuring tactical voting in PR 

systems are flawed. Generally, three approaches are followed in the literature: the aggregate 

inference approach, the self-reporting or direct approach, and the inference or indirect approach 

(Alvarez & Nagler, 2000; Artabe & Gardeazabal, 2014; Gschwend & Meffert, 2017). Using an 

experimental research design, this study methodologically contributes to the current literature by 

not being subject to the problems that plague these approaches.  

Moreover, the usage of an experimental research design methodologically contributes to 

the literature by allowing for a stronger test of causality than the three dominant approaches 
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followed. To answer the research questions, I designed an online survey experiment using fictitious 

electoral scenarios. This experiment was conducted among both a Dutch and Turkish student 

sample (N = 333), as the contrasting nature of the Dutch PR system and the Turkish PR system as 

employed before the 2017 amendments lends itself perfectly to the examination of characteristics 

of PR systems on tactical voting intentions. Randomly assigning participants to different 

information settings moreover enabled the examination of whether information provision 

moderates the effects of characteristics of PR systems on tactical voting intentions. 

 Answering the research questions as such, and thereby increasing our understanding of 

tactical voting in PR systems, is deemed highly significant. First of all, because doing so sheds 

light on the decision-making process behind a vote choice. Without an understanding of this 

process, one can only guess what motives voters to cast a certain vote. Previous studies moreover 

show that tactical voting affects electoral outcomes (Bol & Verthé, 2019; Pons & Tricaud, 2018). 

Not recognising its existence or extent could therefore lead to inaccurate interpretations of those 

outcomes. Finally, from a normative perspective, tactical voting is often considered to contravene 

the very essence of democracy. Both because tactical voting creates inequalities in representation 

as tactical voters are better represented in the electoral outcome by making their votes count 

(Eggers & Vivyan, 2020) and because the resulting vote tally does not equal the preferences of the 

public (Daoust & Bol, 2020; Spenkuch, 2015). Based on this line of thought, increasing our 

understanding of tactical voting in PR systems is fundamental to evaluating the performance of 

these systems. Although some disagree based on the notion that tactical voting is a valid way to 

establish an efficient electoral outcome (Gschwend & Meffert, 2017; Tavits & Annus, 2006), 

tactical voting has undoubtedly important real-world consequences. Hence, whichever side of this 

debate you are on, increasing our understanding of tactical voting in PR systems is imperative. 

 This research paper proceeds by reviewing the literature on tactical voting in PR systems.  

Subsequently, I describe the method of this study, after which I present the empirical results. As 

expected, a decrease in district magnitude and an increase in electoral threshold has a positive 

effect on tactical voting intentions; an effect which is moderated by information provision. 

Contrary to expectations, historical regularities in the party composition of coalition governments 

do not significantly affect tactical voting intentions and neither does information provision 

function as a moderator in this case. I conclude this research paper with a discussion of the results 

and their implications, while proposing further avenues of inquiry. 
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2. Theory 

2.1 Tactical Voting 

There are plenty of theories on voting behaviour. Of all those theories, rational choice 

theory is generally associated with the study of tactical voting, if only because no other theory 

predicts this behaviour (Fisher, 2004). While originally confined to the field of economics, rational 

choice theory entered the political science realm with Anthony Downs’ (1957) classic work, An 

Economic Theory of Democracy. His work is considered seminal to the study of voting behaviour, 

mainly in the sense that it created a theoretical foundation for thinking of voters as rational actors 

(Aldrich, Blais, & Stephenson, 2018). Without going into the ongoing debate as to whether voters 

are rational, and whether they would vote if they were, it is worth noting that rationality as defined 

by Downs (1957) does not imply that voters are able to determine which option of the available 

choices is best for them and vote accordingly. Instead of referring to success at reaching desired 

ends, rationality refers to the process of action (Downs, 1957). Downs (1957) and other influential 

rational choice theorists such as Riker and Ordeshook (1968) and McKelvey and Ordeshook 

(1972) explain this process of action based on expected utility theory. Applied to the study of 

politics, this originally economic theory argues that voters decide how to vote based on expected 

utility maximisation (Blais & Nadeau, 1996). To maximise the expected utility of a vote decision, 

voters engage in a calculus of voting centred around two criteria, preferences of the available 

choices and expectations of the outcome of the election (Blais & Nadeau, 1996). The final decision, 

the actual vote choice, is then a product of those preferences and expectations (Gschwend & 

Meffert, 2017). 

In most cases, a vote choice corresponds with a voter’s most preferred party (Alvarez et 

al., 2018). This behaviour of opting for the most preferred option among the available choices is 

called sincere voting. In some cases, however, voters engage in non-sincere voting, meaning that 

they deviate from their preference. While non-sincere voting is a necessary condition for tactical 

voting, it is not a sufficient one (Blais & Nadeau, 1996). An important difference is whether voters 

engage in non-sincere voting for expressive reasons or instrumental reasons (Franklin, Niemi, & 

Whitten, 1994; Heath & Evans, 1994). Voters acting out of expressive reasons are not considered 

to be behaving tactically as they deviate from their preference to send out a message, such as a 

protest. Voters acting out of instrumental reasons, on the other hand, do so to affect the electoral 

outcome. In other words, they consider a vote for a party other than their preference to have a more 
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effective impact on the electoral outcome. This is the second and final condition of tactical voting. 

Taken together, voters are considered to be engaging in tactical voting when they deviate from 

their preference in an attempt to affect the electoral outcome (Bol & Verthé, 2019). The term 

strategic voting is often used to describe this exact behaviour. While the terms are synonymous, 

Fisher (2004) argues that, based on etymology, there is a case for using the former term. In contrast 

to a tactic, a strategy suggests a sequence of actions (Fisher, 2004). Because a vote is one single 

action that relates to one specific election, the term tactical voting is considered to be better fitting 

and hence, used throughout this research paper.  

The literature on tactical voting is strongly dominated by studies on SMD systems (Aldrich 

et al., 2018; Alvarez et al., 2018; Bol & Verthé, 2019; Jenssen, 2016; Martin, 2021). Those studies 

have provided abundant and consistent evidence on the occurrence and extent of tactical voting in 

SMD systems. In contrast to the literature on tactical voting in SMD systems, the literature on 

tactical voting in PR systems is scarce. The studies that have been conducted have provided 

evidence for the occurrence of tactical voting in PR systems. However, empirical evidence is 

inconsistent regarding the extent to which voters vote tactically under what characteristics of PR 

systems. Some find that tactical voting hardly occurs, while others find that it is widespread. 

Findings range, for example, from a mere 2.4% (Verthé & Beyens, 2018) to a substantial 18.3% 

(Jenssen, 2016) of tactical voters in PR systems. 

There are two causes for this inconsistency. The first cause relates to the motivations 

underlying tactical voting. Originally, scholars exclusively focused on the classic and arguably 

most simple form of tactical voting, which is based on the motivation to avoid a wasted vote. 

However, as elections in PR systems usually do not directly determine which party will be in the 

next government (Alvarez et al., 2018; Armstrong & Duch, 2010), another motivation behind 

tactical voting is conceivable, namely to increase the likelihood of a preferred coalition outcome. 

More recently, studies have focused on this rationale and have shown that there is indeed more to 

tactical voting than originally theorised. However, the current literature lacks a comprehensive 

examination of the different motivations and hence, has failed to provide consistent empirical 

evidence as to how many voters vote tactically under what characteristics of PR systems. This 

study seeks to fill this gap by testing the two forms of tactical voting simultaneously. It should be 

noted that I do not argue that these forms of tactical voting are exhaustive. These forms do, 

however, comprise the motivations for which there is empirical evidence of their existence.  
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Second, the dominant approaches to measuring tactical voting in PR systems are flawed. 

Generally, three approaches, or a combination of them, are followed in the literature: the aggregate 

inference approach, the self-reporting or direct approach, and the inference or indirect approach 

(Alvarez & Nagler, 2000; Artabe & Gardeazabal, 2014; Gschwend & Meffert, 2017). Studies 

following the aggregate inference approach (e.g., Cox & Shugart, 1996; Gschwend et al., 2004) 

all suffer from a problematic flaw as they are using aggregate data to make inferences about 

individual-level preferences and expectations. In other words, these studies test a micro-level 

theory about individual behaviour with macro-level electoral data. Doing so produces an 

ecological fallacy and often results in widely incorrect estimates of individual behaviour (Achen 

& Shively, 1995; King, 1997).  

Studies following the self-reporting approach overcome this ecological inference problem 

by using data from surveys that directly ask voters whether their vote was tactical (e.g., Felsentahl 

& Brichta, 1985; Jenssen, 2016). However, this approach is not flawless either. Asking 

respondents post hoc to explain and justify earlier behaviour easily elicits response biases 

(Gschwend & Meffert, 2017). Alvarez and Nagler (2000) find increased levels of tactical voting 

the later the survey is conducted from election day and according to Heath et al. (1991), some 

respondents indicated to have voted tactically while having voted for their preferred option. Hence, 

caution regarding the validity of estimates of tactical voting from this approach is warranted.  

The third and last approach, the inference approach, largely eliminates the problems of 

previous approaches and is closest to theoretical models of tactical voting (Alvarez & Nagler, 

2000; Gschwend & Meffert, 2017). However, even with this approach caution is warranted. This 

approach measures tactical voting directly as the difference between a vote choice and preference 

rankings and considers a deviation from the preferred option to be a tactical vote (e.g., Abramson 

et al., 2009; Blais, Aldrich, Indridason, & Levine, 2006; Shikano, Herrmann, & Thurner, 2009; 

Verthé, Bol, Beyens, & Blais, 2017). However, without any information about voters’ electoral 

expectations or their willingness to affect the outcome of the election, voters considered to be 

engaging in tactical voting could as well be merely engaging in non-sincere voting. Moreover, the 

implicit assumption in this approach is that rank-orderings elicit sincere preferences. However, as 

studies following this approach often produce rank-orderings for voters by relying upon feeling 

thermometer questions, which are doubted to adequately measure sincere preferences (Alvarez & 

Nagler, 2000), this assumption is dubious. By using an experimental research design with fictitious 
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parties, allocated preferences, and targeted electoral information, this study is able to directly 

measure tactical voting intentions in PR systems while not being subject to the problems that 

plague previous studies. 

The usage of an experimental research design contributes to the literature in another 

significant way. All three dominant approaches followed in the literature do not have the ability to 

link cause and effect directly while controlling for potential spurious effects of extraneous 

variables, such as risk attitude and political trust. Experimental research, on the other hand, is able 

to isolate the variables of interest and control for plausible alternative explanations. Hence, this 

study allows for a stronger test of causality.  

  

2.2 Tactical Duvergian Voting 

The traditional understanding of tactical voting is generally associated with Duverger 

(1954). A causal mechanism at the individual level, used to explain how electoral systems 

determine party systems, is considered to be his seminal contribution to the study of tactical voting 

(Gschwend & Meffert, 2017). This causal mechanism has come to be known as Duverger’s Law 

and is generated by a combination of two processes. First, a mechanical process. This process 

refers to the translation of votes into seats which tends to overrepresent large parties and, 

conversely, tends to underrepresent small parties (Duverger, 1954). The second process is 

psychological. This process reinforces the former in the sense that voters anticipate the mechanical 

process: when voters believe that their preferred option has no chance of winning, they rather opt 

for a less preferred option to counter one they dislike (Duverger, 1954). This is a typical example 

of tactical voting as voters deviate from their preferred option in an attempt to influence the 

electoral outcome. The motivation behind this form of tactical voting is to avoid a wasted vote 

(Duverger, 1954). 

According to Duverger (1954), the avoidance of a wasted vote logic does not apply to all 

electoral systems. He distinguishes between SMD systems and PR systems. Duverger (1954) 

argues that tactical voting applies to the former, as only the party with the most votes is elected in 

those systems. In PR systems, on the other hand, seats are allocated in proportion to the votes 

parties receive. Because even marginal parties can expect to gain seats, Duverger (1954) argues 

that tactical voting does not apply to PR systems.  
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The validity of Duverger’s (1954) belief that tactical voting is inoperative under PR 

systems was questioned early on. Directly responding to this claim, Leys (1959) and Sartori (1968) 

theorise that tactical voting is highly plausible to occur when PR systems contain characteristics 

that depart from pure proportionality. They assert that when district magnitudes (i.e., the number 

of representatives elected per district) are small and electoral thresholds (i.e., the minimum support 

a party needs to gain representation) are high, it is common for small parties not to have enough 

votes to be allocated any seats. As in SMD systems, this could lead to tactical voting based on the 

avoidance of a wasted vote logic, further referred to as tactical Duvergian voting. The so-called 

Leys-Sartori conjecture (Cox, 1997) therefore posits that tactical Duvergian voting increases as 

district magnitudes become smaller and electoral thresholds become higher. Since the current 

literature lacks an accurate, consistent measurement of tactical voting, hardly any conclusions can 

be drawn about this conjecture on the basis of the results of different studies. However, studies of 

comparative nature, between countries or between districts of the same country, have provided 

evidence for this conjecture (e.g., Cox, 1997; Cox & Shugart, 1996; Gschwend et al., 2004; 

Gunther, 1989). Therefore, I expect, in line with the Leys-Sartori conjecture, to find higher levels 

of tactical Duvergian voting intentions in a PR system with small district magnitudes and a high 

electoral threshold than in a PR system with a large district magnitude and a low electoral 

threshold. This results in the following hypothesis: 

  

Hypothesis 1 (H1): A decrease in district magnitude and an increase in electoral threshold has a 

positive effect on the intention to vote tactically in systems of proportional representation. 

  

2.3 Tactical Coalition Voting 

Unlike elections in SMD systems, elections in PR systems usually do not directly 

determine which party will be in the next government (Alvarez et al., 2018; Armstrong & Duch, 

2010). Instead, this is determined by the process of coalition formation after elections. This 

element of PR systems creates another motivation for tactical voting: to increase the likelihood of 

a preferred coalition outcome (Abramson et al., 2009). When voters vote tactically based on this 

motivation, they engage in tactical coalition voting (Gschwend & Meffert, 2017).  

To cast a tactical coalition vote, voters need to anticipate what coalitions are likely to form 

after elections. It has long been doubted that voters take this element into account when voting. 
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According to Downs (1957), voters in systems governed by coalitions do not vote as though 

elections were government-selection mechanisms because such a task would be too difficult. 

However, this line of thought can be questioned for two reasons. 

First, it should be noted that voters do not necessarily have to correctly anticipate what 

coalitions are likely to form. As emphasised earlier, being a rational, tactical voter is about the 

process of action, not about reaching desired ends. Hence, recent attempts of broadening our 

understanding of tactical coalition voting by examining whether voters have accurate beliefs about 

which coalitions are likely to form (e.g., Irwin & Van Holsteyn, 2012) tell us little about the 

occurrence or extent of tactical coalition voting. Having accurate beliefs about which coalitions 

are likely to form does not imply that voters possessing such information actually act upon it. 

Conversely, not having such accurate beliefs does not imply that those voters do not vote tactically. 

Second, casting a tactical coalition vote might not be as difficult as initially theorised. More 

recently, scholars have argued that, just as with tactical Duvergian voting, voters can rely on 

electoral history heuristics, meaning that they take into account previous elections to simplify their 

decision-making process (Adams et al., 2005; Alvarez et al., 2018; Duch & Stevenson, 2008; 

Gschwend et al., 2004; Gschwend & Meffert, 2017; Kedar, 2005). This argument presumes that 

there are historical regularities in the composition of coalition governments on which voters can 

rely, such as coalition permutations and the ideological composition of coalition governments. To 

test this presumption, Armstrong and Dutch (2010) analyse historical coalition formation data of 

34 countries over a time span of almost 50 years. They argue that historical patterns can indeed 

facilitate voters, as compositions of governing coalitions have been quite stable over time in most 

PR systems under study. While such heuristics are not crucial for tactical coalition voting, they do 

provide a basis for forming electoral expectations that could lead to this behaviour. Hence, I expect 

to find more tactical coalition voting in a PR system with high historical regularities in the party 

composition of coalition governments than in a PR system with low historical regularities in the 

party composition of coalition governments. This leads to the following hypothesis: 

  

Hypothesis 2 (H2): Historical regularities in the party composition of coalition governments have 

a positive effect on the intention to vote tactically in systems of proportional representation. 
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2.4 Electoral Expectations  

Central to the study of tactical voting are electoral expectations (i.e., voters’ expectations 

about the outcome of the elections) (Gschwend & Meffert, 2017). Electoral expectations are 

crucial for tactical voting because voters must weigh these expectations by their preferences in 

order to derive the expected utility of their vote choice. Moreover, only electoral expectations can 

turn a defection from a preference, a non-sincere vote choice, into a tactical vote choice. In other 

words, tactical voting cannot exist without voters having electoral expectations.  

Despite its critical role in tactical voting, voters’ (processes of forming) electoral 

expectations are often taken for granted in the current literature. Irwin and Van Holsteyn (2012), 

for example, examine whether participants in their quasi-experimental study shift vote choices 

after providing them with hypothetical poll results along with pre-formed expectations of which 

governing coalition would therefore be likely to emerge. Creating electoral expectations on behalf 

of voters, however, may bias voters towards casting a tactical vote. When voters receive a lot of 

information, especially about what conclusions can be drawn from public opinion polls, it is 

conceivable that more voters find themselves in a position to cast a tactical vote. Therefore, I 

expect the effects of district magnitude, electoral threshold, and historical regularities in the party 

composition of coalition governments on tactical voting intentions as elucidated before to be 

stronger in a high information setting compared to a low information setting. This results in the 

following hypothesis: 

  

Hypothesis 3 (H3): The magnitude of the effects in H1 and H2 is larger in a high information 

setting compared to a low information setting. 
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3. Method 

3.1 Research Design 

To test the hypotheses empirically, I conducted an experiment. This type of research is 

particularly well suited for explanatory research with the goal of examining cause-effect 

relationships (Bhattacherjee, 2012). Hence, experimental research fits in well with the aim of this 

study, which is to explain the effects of characteristics of PR systems on tactical voting intentions 

and to examine whether information provision moderates these effects. 

 This experimental study employed a unique research design by combining a randomised 

block design (Kirk, 2014) with a mixed factorial design (Edmonds & Kennedy, 2017). As the usage 

of the former design indicates, this study incorporated a blocking variable. This blocking variable 

was PR system type and consisted of two levels: 1) a PR system with a large district magnitude, a 

low electoral threshold, and high historical regularities in the party composition of coalition 

governments and 2) a PR system with small district magnitudes, a high electoral threshold, and 

low historical regularities in the party composition of coalition governments. This variable was 

included as a blocking variable because randomly assigning participants to electoral systems often 

causes practical impediments (Lijphart, 1971; Tucker & Duell, 2018). The main drawback is that 

it can take participants some time to understand the consequences of their vote choice in another 

electoral system than present in their own country (Blais, Pilet, Van der Straeten, Laslier, & 

Héroux-Legault, 2014). Blais et al. (2014) argue that such difficulties arising from having to 

imagine another electoral system could have affected participants’ responses and ultimately, the 

outcomes of their study. To avoid this from happening, this study selected two specific cases. 

These were the Netherlands and Turkey, meaning that both Dutch and Turkish respondents 

participated in this study.  

Dutch participants were asked to imagine that parliamentary elections are held in the same 

electoral system as employed in their own country. Turkish participants, on the other hand, were 

asked to imagine that parliamentary elections are held in the same political and electoral system 

as employed in Turkey before the 2017 constitutional amendments. The 2017 constitutional 

amendments replaced Turkey’s existing parliamentary system with a presidential system, 

eliminating the role of prime minister and expanding presidential powers. Although the 

amendments changed little in Turkey’s electoral system, the amendments did affect the 

government formation process following the elections. Since the amendments came into force, the 
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formation of the government is concentrated in the hands of the president. To increase the 

comparability of the cases, and allow for the comparative examination of tactical coalition voting, 

Turkish participants were therefore asked to imagine this particular political landscape, which has 

been in place for decades and officially changed only a few years ago.  

Both Dutch and Turkish participants received a short country-specific description, 

highlighting the main characteristics of the system they were asked to imagine parliamentary 

elections being held in today. To extend the effectiveness and reach of this study, the experiment 

was designed in Dutch and Turkish, allowing participants to participate in their native language. 

As a result, participants were automatically assigned to the right block, the Dutch PR system or 

the Turkish PR system as employed before the 2017 constitutional amendments.  

After being automatically assigned to the right block, participants received two treatments. 

As the usage of the latter design indicates, one treatment was manipulated within subjects and one 

treatment was manipulated between subjects. The independent variable tactical voting type was 

manipulated within subjects. This means that participants were assigned to both levels of this 

variable: 1) an electoral scenario enabling the assessment of whether to cast a tactical Duvergian 

vote and 2) an electoral scenario enabling the assessment of whether to cast a tactical coalition 

vote. In other words, participants were presented with two scenarios, one of which included 

information regarding the district magnitude and the electoral threshold and one of which included 

information regarding the composition of previous governments. Because the two levels of this 

variable comprised two distinct scenarios including different political parties, there were no serious 

concerns about the emergence of carryover effects. Nevertheless, to be certain, the random 

counterbalancing method (Edmonds & Kennedy, 2017) was used, meaning that the order in which 

the two scenarios were presented was randomised. Doing so prevented any overall differences in 

the dependent variable between the two levels from being caused by their ordering. Manipulating 

this variable within subjects provided maximum control of extraneous participant variables and 

increased the statistical power by reducing the number of experimental groups. 

The independent variable information provision, on the other hand, was manipulated 

between subjects to avoid any carryover effects. This means that participants were randomly 

assigned to one of the two levels of this variable: 1) a low information condition and 2) a high 

information condition. In other words, participants in both conditions received the same two 

scenarios, however, differing in the degree of information provision. Manipulating this variable 
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between subjects ultimately resulted in a total of four experimental groups. Figure 1 illustrates the 

research design and simultaneously shows how the four experimental groups were composed. 

 

Figure 1 

Research Design 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. DM = district magnitude; EC = electoral threshold; HRPCCG = historical regularities in the party composition 

of coalition governments; TDV = tactical Duvergian voting; TCV = tactical coalition voting. 

a Across the horizontal axis (PR system type), participants were assigned in a non-random manner. Across the vertical 

axis (information provision), participants were assigned in a random manner. 

b All participants were exposed to the two levels of the tactical voting type variable. The four experimental groups 

were subdivided into two in this figure, solely for the purpose of specifying what comparisons were made to test the 

hypotheses. 
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3.2 Cases 

As mentioned earlier, and illustrated in Figure 1, two cases were subject to this study. These 

cases were chosen because their electoral systems each perfectly resemble one of the two levels of 

the PR system type variable mentioned before. First, the Netherlands. The Dutch PR system is one 

of the most proportional systems in the world, employing no legal electoral threshold and a 

nationwide single district that distributes all 150 seats according to a natural threshold (OSCE, 

2021). This natural threshold is calculated by dividing the total number of votes by the total number 

of seats, making it possible to enter parliament with de facto 0.67% of the national vote. Because 

of the large district magnitude and low electoral threshold employed in the Dutch system, elections 

always lead to the formation of coalition governments. An analysis of historical coalition 

formation data from over a time span of almost half a century shows that the party composition of 

those coalition governments has been significantly stable over time (Armstrong & Duch, 2010). 

 The second case was Turkey. As explained before, the Turkish PR system as employed 

before the 2017 constitutional amendments was subject to this study. These amendments, however, 

changed little in the Turkish electoral system. As is still the case, Turkey then employed an 

electoral threshold of 10%, an unusually high bar by global standards (Freedom House, [ca. 2021]). 

As a result of the 2017 constitutional amendments, the number of seats increased from 550 to 600 

(OSCE, 2018). However, as the number of electoral districts increased as well, from 84 to 87 to 

be specific (OSCE, 2018), the average district magnitude merely increased from 6.5 to 6.9. 

Moreover, it should be noted that each district allocates a number of seats in proportion to its 

population. As a result, some districts allocated, and still allocate, only one or a small number of 

seats. Because of the high electoral threshold and small district magnitude employed, the Turkish 

PR system was, and still is, not as successful at minimising disproportionality (i.e., reducing 

deviation of parties' seat shares from their vote shares (Lijphart, 1994)), as the Netherlands is. 

Moreover, Turkish elections, therefore, have not by definition resulted in coalition governments. 

Since the parliamentary election of 1961, which resulted in Turkey's first coalition government, 

only 34.1% of the subsequent parliamentary elections resulted in coalition governments. The party 

composition of those coalition governments has been considerably less stable over time than those 

formed in the Netherlands.1 

 
1
 See Appendix A for an overview of the Dutch and Turkish governments since 1961. 
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3.3 Treatments 

3.3.1 Tactical Voting Type 

To assess the effects of characteristics of PR systems on tactical voting intentions, all 

participants were presented with two distinct electoral scenarios.2 Both scenarios were fictitious 

and contained information about fictitious political parties. Fictitious parties were employed 

instead of existing parties, to prevent participants’ attitudes towards the latter from affecting the 

outcomes. Moreover, the usage of fictitious parties made it possible to create the same scenarios 

for all participants and allocate them all to the same fictitious parties of preference.  

 In the first scenario, all participants received the information needed to assess whether to 

cast a tactical Duvergian vote. As explained before, such a vote is motivated by the avoidance of 

a wasted vote. Hence, to assess whether to cast such a vote, voters need to have electoral 

expectations about the performance of participating parties and the likelihood of them obtaining 

seats in parliament. Therefore, this scenario included a reminder of the district magnitude and 

electoral threshold employed in participants’ own countries and results from an opinion poll, which 

were presented as conducted by an independent research institute among a representative sample. 

For Dutch participants, the reminder read as follows: The same electoral system as employed in 

the Netherlands applies here. This means that based on the national vote, all 150 seats are 

distributed. Although there is no formal electoral threshold, parties must obtain at least one seat 

to enter parliament. In practice, this means that parties enter parliament with approximately 

0.67% of the national vote. Turkish participants, on the other hand, received the following 

reminder: The same political and electoral system as employed in Turkey before the 2017 

constitutional amendments apply here. This means that there is a parliamentary political system. 

In addition, this means that the number of representatives your district is normally allowed to elect 

applies. Also, parties must gain at least 10% of the national vote to enter parliament. The poll 

results were the same for all participants. This scenario allowed me to test H1, which posits that a 

decrease in district magnitude and an increase in electoral threshold has a positive effect on the 

intention to vote tactically in PR systems, by comparing groups 1.1 and 2.1 with groups 3.1 and 

4.1.3 

 
2
 See Appendix B for the full experiment, including both scenarios. 

3 See Figure 1 for the composition of the different experimental groups. 
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In the second scenario, all participants received the information needed to assess whether 

to cast a tactical coalition vote. As mentioned earlier, such a vote is based on the motivation to 

increase the likelihood of a preferred coalition outcome. Hence, to assess whether to cast a tactical 

coalition vote, voters need to possess electoral expectations about what coalitions are likely to 

emerge. Therefore, in this scenario, results from an opinion poll, again presented as conducted by 

an independent research institute among a representative sample, were followed by a list of 

governments formed after the previous 10 elections. This list was compiled in such a way that it 

resembled the party composition of the 10 past governments in participants’ own country. In the 

case of Turkey, this list resembled the party composition of the 10 governments formed before the 

2017 constitutional amendments. Again, the poll results were the same for all participants. 

However, to avoid any carryover effects, the poll results and fictitious political parties presented 

in this scenario differed from the former. Moreover, after being asked to imagine parliamentary 

elections are held in the assigned PR systems, all participants in this scenario received the 

following reminder: This means that parliamentary elections determine the composition of the 

parliament. Afterwards, a government formation process determines the composition of the 

government. This scenario allowed me to test H2, which states that historical regularities in the 

party composition of coalition governments have a positive effect on the intention to vote tactically 

in PR systems, by comparing groups 1.2 and 2.2 with groups 3.2 and 4.2.4  

 

3.3.2. Information Provision 

To assess whether information provision moderates the effects of characteristics of PR 

systems on tactical voting intentions, two experimental groups were assigned to a low information 

condition and two experimental groups were assigned to a high information condition.5 

Participants in the low information condition solely received the information mentioned above. In 

the high information condition, however, this information was supplemented with expectations 

about the electoral outcome based on this information. In the high condition of the tactical 

Duvergian voting scenario, Dutch participants, for example, received the following information: 

It is very likely that Party W will get more than 0.67% of the national vote. Party W will, therefore, 

most likely enter parliament. In the high information condition of the tactical coalition voting 

 
4 See Figure 1 for the composition of the different experimental groups. 
5
 See Appendix B for a full overview of both conditions. See Appendix C for the experiment flow. 
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scenario, on the other hand, Turkish participants, for example, received the following information: 

Based on the party composition of previous governments, it is unlikely that Party A will become 

part of the government. This treatment allowed me to test H3, which posits that the magnitude of 

the effects in H1 and H2 is larger in a high information setting compared to a low information 

setting. 

 

3.4 Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable in this study is the intention to vote tactically. As stated earlier, 

there are two necessary conditions for a vote to be considered tactical: 1) voters need to deviate 

from their preferred party and 2) do so in an attempt to affect the electoral outcome. However, the 

presence of the first condition alone is sufficient proof for a tactical voting intention in this 

experimental setting. Because the fictitious scenarios do not contain substantive information about 

the fictitious parties, such as about their leaders or their policy positions, the scenarios are 

incapable of evoking expressive motives to deviate from a preferred party. In other words, the 

intention to deviate from a preference can only be based on instrumental reasons. Therefore, 

participants were asked a single question, the most common question in the voting intention 

literature, directly after each treatment: Which party would you vote for if parliamentary elections 

were held today? Answer options included the fictitious parties mentioned in the corresponding 

scenario. If participants deviated from their preference, they were considered to have expressed a 

tactical voting intention.  

 

3.5 Control Variables 

Some argue that control variables are unnecessary in experimental research (e.g., Mutz, 

2011). The rationale behind this argument is that control is already embedded in the design itself. 

This argument, however, is based on the notion that experiments randomly assign participants to 

different levels of the independent variables (Mutz, 2011). As this experimental study does not 

randomly assign participants to all independent variables, I controlled for several variables that 

could affect the dependent variable in order to clearly identify the relationships between the 

variables of interest. 

The first is age. According to Wolfinger and Rosenstone (1980), with age comes more 

experience and a greater understanding of the political system. They argue that, as a result, 
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increasing age reduces information costs and thus leads to a higher turnout. Lower information 

costs, however, should also simplify the formation of electoral expectations. As the latter is crucial 

for tactical voting, older voters might be more likely to vote tactically. Participants from the age 

of 18, the voting age in both the Netherlands and Turkey, were welcomed in this study.  

 The second is gender. Past research has provided contrasting evidence regarding the 

influence of gender on tactical voting. Some studies do not find an effect of gender (e.g., Lanoue 

& Bowler, 1992; Skalaban, 1998), while others find women (e.g., Cohen & Tsfati, 2009) or men 

(e.g., Shaw, McKenzie, & Underwood, 2005) to be more likely to vote tactically. Cohen and Tsfati 

(2009) argue that in some cases, contrasting evidence could be due to the gender of candidates. 

This explanation, however, does not hold up in all cases. Hence, even though this experiment does 

not provide information about the identity of the leaders of the fictitious parties, gender was 

controlled for. Participants were asked to indicate whether they identify as Male (0), Female (1), 

or Other (2).  

 The third is education level. It is often argued that tactical voting requires sophistication, 

cognitive abilities, and analytical skills (Felsentahl & Brichta, 1985). Hence, not surprisingly, 

Felsentahl and Brichta (1985), Lanoue and Bowler (1992), and Niemi et al. (1992), all find, albeit 

to varying degrees, the higher educated to be more likely to engage in tactical voting. This study 

employed a student sample and hence, controlled for education level by design.  

The fourth is risk attitude. A tactical vote choice, which is based on instrumental reasons, 

entails more uncertainty than a vote choice based on expressive reasons, as the utility of such a 

vote choice depends on the outcome of the elections and thus on how others will vote (Martin, 

2021). Hence, not surprisingly, Martin (2021) finds risk-acceptant voters to be more likely to vote 

tactically than risk-averse voters. In line with her study, participants were asked: In general, do 

you dislike taking risks or do you like taking risks?, on an 11-point scale ranging from Really 

dislike taking risks (0) to Really like taking risks (10).6  

The fifth is political affiliation. Studying the 1995 Swiss elections to the Council of State, 

Krisie (1998) finds tactical voting to be more common among left-wing voters as opposed to right-

wing voters. This is not surprising, considering that right-wing candidates were more viable 

 
6
 Variables were measured on an 11-point scale where possible, as this enabled me to treat this ordinal variable as an 

interval/ratio variable, allowed for more granularity (i.e., a more finely tuned response) than binary items, and enabled 

respondents to opt for a neutral position when in doubt. 
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compared to left-wing candidates. In other words, more left-wing voters were in a position to cast 

a tactical vote (Krisie, 1998). Even though this experiment does not provide information about the 

positions of the fictitious parties, intentions to vote tactically could be more common among 

Turkish left-wing voters. In universal terms, Turkish politics is clearly situated on the right-wing 

(Akgönül & Oran, 2019), potentially making left-wing voters more familiar with the rationales 

behind tactical voting. Although the right in Dutch politics has held more than half of the seats in 

recent decades as well, the ratio between the left and the right has been considerably more equal 

compared to Turkey (Righton, 2021).7 To measure political affiliation, the widely-used ideological 

self-indication scale (Fuchs & Klingeman, 1990) was used, meaning that participants were asked 

to locate their political preference on a scale ranging from Left (0) to Right (10).8  

The sixth is political sophistication. Those with higher political sophistication are more 

likely to be aware of the rationales behind tactical voting (Daoust & Bol, 2020; Martin, 2021; 

Merolla & Stephenson, 2007). The line of reasoning is that they should therefore be better at 

recognising when they are in a tactical voting position and will be more likely to react accordingly 

(Blais & Turgeon, 2004; Duch & Palmer, 2002). In this study, participants were asked to answer 

the question: How politically sophisticated do you consider yourself to be? on an 11-point scale, 

ranging from Not at all (0) to Very much (10).9 

 The seventh and last is political trust. Fisher (2001) finds political trust to be strongly 

associated with lower levels of tactical voting. Although his study does not allow for a definite 

explanation, it is plausible that political trust relates to voters’ attitudes towards tactical voting. 

Many believe tactical voting to be unethical or subversive as it entails being dishonest about your 

most preferred party. When distrusting politics, however, voters could be more willing to engage 

in this behaviour. To measure political trust the so-called political trust scale (Marien, 2017) was 

used, meaning that participants were asked to do the following: Please indicate how much you 

 
7
 With regard to the right holding the majority of seats in Dutch politics in recent decades, an exception applies to the 

63rd government (1998-2002), in which the ratio of seats between the left and the right was equal (Righton, 2021).  
8
 Discussion exists on the meaning of the political categories left and right in Turkish politics (e.g., Çarkoğlu, 2007; 

Çarkoğlu & Hinich, 2006). According to Akgönül and Oran (2019), political behaviours in Turkish politics are 

difficult to name using these political categories. Nevertheless, most Turkish voters find the left-right scale question 

meaningful and are able to locate themselves and political parties on this scale with ease (Kalaycıoğlu, 2019). 
9
 Political sophistication is often measured using an additive index of correct answers to factual political questions. 

However, in an online setting, this measurement has proven to be unreliable as a substantial number of participants 

use the Internet to answer such questions (Jensen & Thomsen, 2013). For this reason, and to elicit higher response 

rates by keeping the questionnaire as short as possible, a self-reporting question was employed instead. 
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personally trust each of these political institutions: government, parliament, legal system, police, 

political parties, and politicians, on an 11-point scale ranging from No trust at all (0) to Complete 

trust (10).10 The political trust scale shows high internal consistency reliability for both Dutch (α 

= .87) and Turkish participants (α = .90). 

 

3.6 Pretest 

One week prior to the study, a pretest was performed under a small sample in both the 

Netherlands and Turkey. Five Dutch and five Turkish participants were asked to assess both the 

questionnaire and the stimulus material associated with their country. Instead of statistical testing, 

the purpose of this pretest was to evaluate the grammaticality, comprehensibility, readability, and 

user-friendliness of the experiment. Hence, unlike the participants in the actual experiment, the 

pretest participants were exposed to the stimulus material designed for both groups (i.e., the low 

and high information condition). As I do not speak the Turkish language myself, the Turkish 

pretest was followed by an interview in which participants were asked to explain their suggestions 

for improvement. This allowed me to thoroughly assess their comments before implementing 

changes, just like in the Dutch pretest where there was no language barrier. 

As a result of the outcomes of the pretest, some improvements in both the Dutch and 

Turkish experiment were made. First, to improve the grammaticality and comprehensibility of the 

experiment, the wording and sentence structures of some questions and descriptions were corrected 

or made clearer. Second, to better the readability, the sizing of the images was increased as well 

as the line spacing between paragraphs in both scenarios. Third and last, to enhance the user-

friendliness of the experiment, the number of questions per page was lowered and the mobile 

experience was optimised. 

 

3.7 Data 

The experiment was conducted between June 14 and June 23, 2021, in both the Netherlands 

and Turkey. Dutch and Turkish university students and recent graduates from the age of 18, who 

are entitled to vote in their country, were welcomed in this study. I opted for a student sample 

 
10

 This measurement instrument is one of the most prominent within political trust research, especially within 

comparative studies (Marien, 2017). Equivalence analyses show that this scale provides cross-national comparability 

of political trust (Marien, 2011). 
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because, as explained before, age and education are both expected to increase tactical voting 

intentions. In other words, both older people and the higher educated are expected to be more likely 

to express a tactical voting intention than younger people and the lower educated. Hence, opting 

for relatively young but highly educated participants allowed for a balanced sample.  

Due to time and cost constraints, participants were selected using two non-probabilistic 

sampling techniques, convenience sampling and snowball sampling (Bhattacherjee, 2012). This 

means that participants most accessible to me and my network were invited to participate in this 

study. In the case of Turkey, I additionally reached out to various institutions, such as universities, 

student associations, and municipalities, as well as individuals with a large student network, such 

as professors, social media influencers, and well-known people from the entertainment business, 

and asked them to distribute the link to the survey in their networks to increase its reach. 

In total, 791 participants took part in this study, of which 610 from the Netherlands and 

181 from Turkey. Of those participants, 287 Dutch participants (47.0%) and 109 Turkish 

participants (60.2%) completed the study in its entirety. However, 58 of those participants were 

either not a student, a graduate of a maximum of four years, or entitled to vote in their country and 

hence, they were not included. Furthermore, five of the remaining participants completed the 

survey within two minutes. These individuals were also not included, as I consider it impossible 

to properly read the questionnaire and stimulus material within this timeframe. The remaining 231 

Dutch participants and 102 Turkish participants were included in the analyses (N = 333). 

Randomly assigning Dutch and Turkish participants to either a low or high information setting 

resulted in the formation of the experimental groups shown in Table 1.  

Chi-square tests show that participants were evenly distributed across the four experimental 

groups based on gender (X 2 (3) = 6.98, p = .072) and age (X 2 (60) = 46.28, p = .903).11 Participants 

were, however, unevenly distributed across the four experimental groups in terms of risk attitude 

(X 2 (30) = 47.43, p = .023), political affiliation (X 2 (27) = 64.00, p < .001), political sophistication 

(X 2 (27) = 48.62, p = .007), and political trust (X 2 (153) = 400.54, p < .001). Two separate chi-

square tests per PR system type show that both Dutch and Turkish participants were evenly 

distributed across the information conditions based on all descriptive variables.12 This shows that 

 
11

 Participants could deviate from the binary gender distinction by means of an other answer category. However, as 

none of the participants did so, this study only distinguishes between males and females. 
12

 Appendix D shows the descriptive statistics and the chi-square tests results per PR system type. 
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the differences between the four experimental groups were caused by overall differences between 

Dutch and Turkish participants. Political trust, for example, was considerably higher among Dutch 

participants (M = 7.30, SD = 1.27) compared to Turkish participants (M = 2.66, SD = 1.59). The 

fact that there are differences in the four experimental groups but there are none when comparing 

groups per PR system type is not surprising, considering that participants were assigned to the PR 

system type in a non-random manner and to the information provision condition in a random 

manner. In other words, randomisation was successful over randomised conditions. 

 

Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics per Group 

Variables Group 

 1 

NL x low 

(n = 115) 

2 

NL x high 

(n = 116) 

3 

TR x low 

(n = 54) 

4 

TR x high 

(n = 48) 

 n          % n          % n          % n          % 

Gender     

   Male 23        20 24        20.7 20        37 13        27.1 

   Female 92        80 92        79.3 34        63 35        72.9 

 M         SD M         SD M         SD M         SD 

Age  23.26   3.78 24.23   4.24 24.37   6.53 22.69   2.62 

Risk attitude 6.34     1.54 6.22     1.97 6.07     2.13 5.87     2.34 

Political affiliation 5.70     2.18 5.18     2.06 4.07     1.92 4.12     1.99 

Political 

sophistication 

7.44     1.77 7.71     1.84 7.39     1.92 6.69     2.16 

Political trust 7.32     1.22 7.29     1.32 2.67     1.65 2.66     1.54 

 

Note. NL = the Dutch PR system; TR = the Turkish PR system; low = the low information condition; high = the high 

information condition. 

a Risk attitude, political affiliation, political sophistication, and political trust were measured on an 11-point scale, 

ranging from 0 to 10. 

 

To determine the effectiveness of the manipulation of the information setting, participants 

were asked two dichotomous questions (Yes (0) and No (1)), one directly after each scenario. 

Subsequent to the tactical Duvergian voting type scenario, they were asked: After the poll results, 
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did you receive information about Party W's likelihood of entering parliament? Subsequent to the 

tactical coalition voting type scenario, on the other hand, they were asked: After receiving 

information about the party composition of previous governments, did you receive information 

about Party A's likelihood of entering government? Chi-square tests show that manipulation of 

information provision was successful in both the tactical Duvergian voting type scenario (X 2 (1) 

= 24.85, p < .001) and the tactical coalition voting type scenario (X 2 (1) = 13.74, p < .001).13 This 

means that, in general, participants correctly perceived the information provision treatment (i.e., 

either the low or high information condition), which contributes to the validity of this study.  

 

3.8 Analyses 

The data of this study commits me to a foundationalist ontology and a positivist 

epistemology. Taken together, this tradition holds that because the world around us exists 

independently of our knowledge of it, science must be based on systematic observation to identify 

causal relationships (Furlong & Marsh, 2010). Adherents of this tradition argue that only through 

science as such, objective and generalisable findings can be produced (Furlong & Marsh, 2010). 

To produce such findings, positivists prefer quantitative analyses (Kurki & Wight, 2013). This 

experimental study specifically relied on binary logistic regression analyses to test the hypotheses 

empirically. This type of statistical analysis lends itself perfectly to this study as it allows for the 

prediction of a dichotomous dependent variable based on multiple independent variables, both 

categorical and continuous (Pallant, 2016). In total, I ran four models, one to test H1, one to test 

H2, and two to test H3, respectively. 

 

 

 

 
13

 Separate chi-square tests per PR system type show that manipulation of information provision was successful for 

Dutch participants in the tactical Duvergian voting scenario (X 2 (1) = 16.69, p < .001) and in the tactical coalition 

voting scenario (X 2 (1) = 8.33, p = .004) and for Turkish participants in the tactical Duvergian voting scenario (X 2 (1) 

= 8.68, p = .003) and in the tactical coalition voting scenario (X 2 (1) = 5.50, p = .019) as well. 
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4. Results 

4.1 Tactical Duvergian Voting 

According to H1, a decrease in district magnitude and an increase in electoral threshold 

has a positive effect on the intention to vote tactically in PR systems. To test this hypothesis, I 

conducted the first model of a binary logistic regression. In this regression I compared groups 1.1 

and 2.1 with groups 3.1 and 4.1, meaning that I compared the tactical voting intentions of all Dutch 

participants with those of all Turkish participants in the tactical Duvergian voting scenario. A test 

of the full model containing all predictors (i.e., the independent variable PR system type and the 

control variables) against the null model is statistically significant (X 2 (7) = 71.17, p < .001), 

indicating that the predictors as a set reliably distinguish between participants who expressed a 

tactical voting intention and those who expressed a sincere voting intention.14 The model as a 

whole explains between 19.2% (Cox and Snell R 2) and 26.3% (Nagelkerke R 2) of the variance in 

tactical voting intentions and correctly classifies 73.0% of cases.  

As shown in Model 1 of Table 2, PR system type has a statistically significant positive 

effect on tactical voting intentions, recording an odds ratio of 7.01. This indicates that those 

assigned to the Turkish PR system are over 7 times more likely to express a tactical voting intention 

in the tactical Duvergian voting scenario than those assigned to the Dutch PR system. In other 

words, a smaller district magnitude and a higher electoral threshold in PR systems result in higher 

levels of tactical voting intentions. These findings support H1. 

 I controlled for gender, age, risk attitude, political affiliation, political sophistication, and 

political trust. Table 2 shows that, of all control variables, only political sophistication makes a 

statistically significant contribution to this model. Political sophistication has an odds ratio of .843, 

meaning that there is a negative effect of political sophistication on the intention to vote tactically. 

This indicates that the higher politically sophisticated are generally less likely to express a tactical 

Duvergian voting intention. Vice versa, the lower politically sophisticated are generally more 

likely to express a tactical Duvergian voting intention. 

 

 

 

 
14

 Appendix E shows the results of this binary logistic regression excluding control variables, which is statistically 

significant as well (X 2 (1) = 52.79, p < .001), albeit to a lower degree. 



25 

 

Table 2 

The Effect of PR System on the Intention to Vote Tactically: Results of Binary Logistic 

Regression including Control Variables 

 Dependent variable: Intention to vote tactically 

 Model 1: TDV Model 2: TCV 

Predictor   Log odds (SE) OR   Log odds (SE) OR 

Constant   0.18 (1.69) 1.20 –2.23 (1.54) 0.11 

PR system type   1.95 (0.52)*** 7.01   0.82 (0.49)† 2.27 

Gender   0.48 (0.35) 1.61   1.27 (0.34)*** 3.57 

Age –0.07 (0.04)† 0.93 –0.04 (0.03) 0.96 

Risk attitude   0.06 (0.07) 1.06   0.05 (0.06) 1.05 

Political affiliation   0.08 (0.07) 1.08   0.17 (0.06)** 1.18 

Political sophistication –0.17 (0.07)* 0.84 –0.12 (0.06)† 0.89 

Political trust –0.01 (0.10) 0.99   0.00 (0.09) 1.00 

Chi2 (df = 7)   71.17***   36.87*** 

Pseudo R 2   

   Cox & Snell R 2   0.192   0.105 

   Nagelkerke R 2   0.263   0.141 

N   333   333 

 

Note. TDV = tactical Duvergian voting; TCV = tactical coalition voting; SE = standard error; OR = odds ratio.  

†p < 0.10. *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001. 

 

4.2 Tactical Coalition Voting 

To test H2, which states that historical regularities in the party composition of coalition 

governments have a positive effect on the intention to vote tactically in PR systems, I compared 

groups 1.2 and 2.2 with groups 3.2 and 4.2 by means of another binary logistic regression. In other 

words, in this second model of the regression, I compared the tactical voting intentions of all Dutch 

participants with those of all Turkish participants in the tactical coalition voting scenario. As in 

the previous scenario, a test of the full model including all predictors against the null model is 

statistically significant (X 2 (7) = 36.87, p < .001), meaning that the full model is able to distinguish 

between participants who expressed a tactical voting intention and those who expressed a sincere 
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voting intention.15 The full model explains between 10.5% and 14.1% of the variance in tactical 

voting and correctly classifies 65.2% of cases. 

 As shown in Model 2 of Table 2, PR system type has only a borderline significant effect 

on tactical voting intentions, meaning that I fail to accept H2. Moreover, besides being borderline 

significant, this rather tentative effect does not resemble the pattern one would theoretically expect. 

Instead of finding more tactical voting in a PR system with high historical regularities in the party 

composition of coalition governments, I find, albeit with inconclusive evidence, more tactical 

voting in a PR system with low historical regularities in the party composition of coalition 

governments. I provide potential causes for this contradicting finding in the discussion section.  

 Again, I controlled for gender, age, risk attitude, political affiliation, political 

sophistication, and political trust. As shown in Model 2 of Table 2, there is a significant positive 

effect of gender and political affiliation. This means that both women and right-wing voters are 

generally more likely to express a tactical coalition voting intention compared to men and left-

wing voters. 

 

4.3 Information Provision 

According to H3, the magnitude of the effects in H1 and H2 is larger in a high information 

setting compared to a low information setting. This hypothesis was tested using two binary logistic 

regressions, one for the tactical Duvergian voting scenario (relating to H1) and one for the tactical 

coalition voting scenario (relating to H2). As for the tactical Duvergian voting scenario, a test of 

the full model containing all predictors against the null model is statistically significant (X 2 (9) = 

88.70, p < .001), meaning that the predictors as a set reliably distinguish between participants who 

expressed a tactical voting intention and those who expressed a sincere voting intention.16 The full 

model explains between 23.4% and 32.0% of the variance in tactical voting and correctly classifies 

73.6% of cases. 

 As illustrated in Model 3 in Table 3, including information provision as a moderating 

variable makes a statistically significant contribution to the model in the tactical Duvergian voting 

scenario. Table 3 shows that the effect of PR system on tactical voting intentions is smaller in the 

 
15

 Appendix E shows the results of this binary logistic regression excluding control variables, which is not statistically 

significant (X 2 (1) = 3.46, p = .063). 
16

 Appendix F shows the results of this binary logistic regression excluding control variables, which is statistically 

significant as well (X 2 (3) = 76.06, p < .001), albeit to a lower degree. 



27 

 

low information condition (log odds = .98) compared to the high information condition (log odds 

= (.98 + 2.29 =) 3.27). The interaction term shows a positive, statistically significant effect (log 

odds = 2.29), meaning that, in line with H3, the magnitude of the effect in H1 is larger in a high 

information setting compared to a low information setting. More specifically, the effect of PR 

system type on the odds to vote tactically in the low information condition is 2.68. In the high 

information condition, on the other hand, the odds are e3.27 = 26.31. As in Model 1, I find a 

statistically significant negative effect of political sophistication. 

As for the tactical coalition voting scenario, a test of the full model containing all predictors 

against the null model is statistically significant (X 2 (9) = 37.14, p < .001) as well, meaning that 

the predictors as a set reliably distinguish between participants who expressed a tactical voting 

intention and those who expressed a sincere voting intention.17 The full model explains between 

10.6% and 14.2% of the variance in tactical voting and correctly classifies 66.7% of cases. 

 However, as shown in Model 4 in Table 3, both the main effect and the interaction effect 

are not significant. As in Model 2, I only find a significant positive effect of gender and political 

affiliation. Thus, contrary to expectations, the magnitude of the effect of H2 is not larger in a high 

information setting compared to a low information setting. Hence, I find only partial support for 

H3.  
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 Appendix F shows the results of this binary logistic regression excluding control variables, which is not statistically 

significant (X 2 (3) = 4.52, p = .210). 



28 

 

Table 3 

The Effect of PR System on the Intention to Vote Tactically Moderated by Information Provision: 

Results of Binary Logistic Regression including Control Variables 

 Dependent variable: Intention to vote tactically 

 Model 3: TDV + interaction Model 4: TCV + interaction 

Predictor   Log odds (SE) OR   Log odds (SE) OR 

Constant   0.12 (1.71) 1.13 –2.28 (1.55) 0.10 

PR system type   0.98 (0.58)† 2.68   0.78 (0.54) 2.18 

Information provision –1.07 (0.34)** 0.34   0.09 (0.29) 1.09 

PR system type * 

information provision   2.29 (0.58)*** 9.86   0.09 (0.52) 1.09 

Gender   0.47 (0.36) 1.61   1.27 (0.34)*** 3.56 

Age –0.05 (0.04) 0.95 –0.04 (0.03) 0.96 

Risk attitude   0.06 (0.07) 1.06   0.05 (0.06) 1.05 

Political affiliation   0.05 (0.07) 1.05   0.17 (0.06)** 1.18 

Political sophistication –0.15 (0.07)* 0.86 –0.12 (0.06)† 0.89 

Political trust –0.00 (0.10) 1.00   0.00 (0.09) 1.00 

Chi2 (df = 9)   88.70***   37.14*** 

Pseudo R 2   

   Cox & Snell R 2   0.234   0.106 

   Nagelkerke R 2   0.320   0.142 

N   333   333 

 

Note. TDV = tactical Duvergian voting; TCV = tactical coalition voting; SE = standard error; OR = odds ratio.  

†p < 0.10. *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001. 
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5. Conclusion and Discussion 

Motivated by a scarce literature providing inconsistent empirical evidence, this 

experimental study aimed to contribute to the literature on tactical voting in PR systems by 

answering two questions: 1) what is the influence of district magnitudes, electoral thresholds, and 

the party composition of previous coalition governments on the extent of tactical voting intentions 

in systems of proportional representation? and 2) are these effects moderated by information 

provision? Binary logistic regression analyses of three hypotheses central to this study provide the 

following answer to these questions.  

 First, I find support for H1, meaning that a decrease in district magnitude and an increase 

in electoral threshold has a positive effect on tactical voting intentions. This finding is in line with 

the Leys-Sartori conjecture and thereby contradicts Duverger’s (1954) claim. According to 

Duverger (1954), tactical voting based on the avoidance of a wasted vote is inoperative under PR 

systems because these systems allocate seats in proportion to the votes parties receive and hence, 

even marginal parties can expect to gain seats. However, the findings of this study show that, as 

theorised by Leys (1959) and Sartori (1968), the avoidance of a wasted vote logic does apply to 

PR systems when these systems depart from pure proportionality. As district magnitudes decrease 

and electoral thresholds increase, it is common for marginal parties not to gain enough votes to be 

allocated any seats. Consequently, the Leys-Sartori conjecture posits, tactical voting based on the 

avoidance of a wasted vote (i.e., tactical Duvergian voting) increases. This study provides 

empirical support for this conjecture. 

 It should be noted that because of the district magnitude and electoral threshold employed 

in the Netherlands, Dutch participants theoretically have no incentive to cast a tactical Duvergian 

vote in this scenario. Nevertheless, 23.8% of Dutch participants expressed a tactical Duvergian 

voting intention. This suggests that, at least for the Dutch participants, other motives were at play. 

Conceivably, Dutch participants already thought in terms of coalition formation. They could also 

have deviated from their preference to influence who will serve as prime minister. In an attempt 

to prevent this motive from arising, I included only four political parties in the scenarios and 

emphasised more parties were participating in the election. The unwary reader, however, might 

have missed this. Nevertheless, note that alternative motives potentially having influenced Dutch 

participants’ voting intentions do not pose a threat to finding support for H1, as the effect would 

have only been stronger had these motives not intervened. 
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 Moreover, the vast majority of Turkish participants in this study’s sample are registered in 

districts with a large district magnitude.18 The smaller the district magnitude, however, the greater 

the chances of parties not gaining enough votes to be allocated any seats. Based on theory and this 

study’s findings, this increases tactical Duvergian voting intentions. Hence, in all probability, the 

effect would have been stronger when studied among a more diverse sample in terms of place of 

registration.  

Second, I fail to accept H2, meaning that historical regularities in the party composition of 

coalition governments do not influence tactical voting intentions. Besides having to reject H2 

because of borderline significant results, the direction of this rather tentative effect does not 

resemble the pattern one would theoretically expect. Contrary to expectations, historical 

regularities in the party composition of previous coalition governments, albeit with inconclusive 

evidence, decrease tactical voting intentions. This is surprising considering that voters need to have 

electoral expectations about what coalitions are likely to emerge in order to cast a tactical vote 

based on the motivation to increase the likelihood of a preferred coalition outcome (i.e., a tactical 

coalition vote). According to theory, voters rely on electoral history heuristics to form those 

expectations, which is why historical regularities in the party composition of previous coalition 

governments are argued to facilitate voters. In addition to contradicting what one would 

theoretically expect, this finding is counterintuitive, suggesting that other aspects interfere with 

the causal relationship of interest to this study. 

Potentially, working out the chain of inferences needed to cast a tactical coalition vote was 

less complicated for those assigned to the Turkish PR system (i.e., a PR system with low historical 

regularities in the party composition of coalition governments) compared to those assigned to the 

Dutch PR system (i.e., a PR system with high historical regularities in the party composition of 

coalition governments). Either because the previous ten Turkish governments are composed of 

considerably fewer parties than the previous ten Dutch governments, or because a substantial 

amount of the previous governments formed in Turkey were majority governments instead of 

coalition governments. Future research should examine whether these lines of thought hold. For 

example, by conducting an experiment that solely manipulates the stability of coalition 

 
18

 District magnitudes greater than five are typically seen as large (Alvarez et al., 2018).  
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permutations of previous coalition governments. As such, the effect would be isolated from 

potential spurious effects of the number of coalition parties and the type of governments. 

To increase the comparability of the cases, Turkish participants were asked to imagine the 

electoral and political system as employed before the 2017 constitutional amendments. Although 

the amendments changed little in Turkey’s electoral system, they did replace Turkey’s 

parliamentary system with a presidential system. This affected the government formation process 

following the elections, which has been concentrated in the hands of the president ever since. Even 

though the parliamentary system had been in place for decades and officially changed only a few 

years ago, Turkish participants could have confused the old political landscape with the new one. 

If indeed the case, this would, however, arguably have led to a decrease in tactical coalition voting 

intentions due to an increase of presidential powers. In other words, the direction of the borderline 

significant effect would have most probably not have been different. Nevertheless, future research 

could overcome potential confusion among participants by allowing them to imagine their current 

electoral and political system. To maintain comparability, future research could opt for the 

comparison of PR systems that currently both employ a parliamentary system. However, 

considering the relatively limited focus on tactical voting in presidential systems (Cox, 1997), 

examining whether tactical voting in PR systems employing a parliamentary system differs from 

those employing a presidential system would be interesting as well. 

 Third, I find partial support for H3. The magnitude of the effect of district magnitude and 

electoral threshold on tactical voting intentions is larger in a high information setting compared to 

a low information setting. It is not surprising that voters’ information settings function as a 

determinant of tactical voting, considering that electoral expectations are crucial for tactical voting 

and voters form those expectations based on information. What is surprising, however, is the lack 

of focus on voters’ information settings and electoral expectations in the current literature. This 

study provides empirical evidence that a renewed focus on these aspects is crucial in tactical voting 

research. 

Having said that, I do not find the same moderating role of information provision in the 

tactical coalition voting scenario. As elucidated earlier, it is plausible that the ease with which 

participants were able to work out the chain of inferences needed to cast a tactical coalition vote 

could be attributed to the substantially different composition of previous governments in the two 

PR systems, rather than the subtly manipulated information setting. 
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Regarding the control variables, I find a negative effect of political sophistication on 

tactical Duvergian voting intentions. This means that the higher politically sophisticated are 

generally less likely to express a tactical Duvergian voting intention than the lower politically 

sophisticated. This unexpected finding may be the result of a social desirability bias. As stated 

earlier, tactical voting is often considered to be unethical or subversive as it entails being dishonest 

about one’s preference. The higher politically sophisticated might have been more aware of this 

notion and therefore portrayed themselves in a socially desirable manner by voting sincerely. This 

unexpected finding, as well as the positive effect of gender and political affiliation on tactical 

coalition voting, could also be due to this study’s sample. Since the sample was highly politically 

sophisticated and contained more women and left-wing voters, these effects could be the result of 

outliers. Hence, there is a need to study more representative samples to draw conclusions about 

individual-level determinants of tactical voting behaviour. 

Not only because the non-representative sample employed, but also because experimental 

research has the inherent weakness of being low in external validity (Bhattacherjee, 2012), caution 

regarding the generalisability of this study’s findings is warranted. Even though the electoral 

scenarios were carefully designed to resemble real-world scenarios, both the political parties as 

well as the scenarios remain fictitious. Consequently, it might have been more complicated for 

participants to rely on electoral history heuristics to simplify their vote choice. Furthermore, this 

study explored only two electoral scenarios. Hence, there is a need to study different contexts to 

arrive at more nomothetic explanations of the influence of characteristics of PR systems on tactical 

voting behaviour.  

Finally, note that this study is heavily underpinned by a foundationalist ontology and a 

positivist epistemology. This means that while this study has aimed to shed light on the rationales 

behind a vote choice, the ontological and epistemological commitments do not allow for an in-

depth understanding of this decision-making process. Future research should therefore combine 

the strengths of a positivist approach with the merits of an interpretivist approach to allow for a 

more thorough understanding of the psychology of tactical voting. 

In sum, the findings and limitations of this study point towards a fruitful and exciting 

research agenda on tactical voting in PR systems. A research agenda that is moreover imperative 

considering the real-world consequences of tactical voting. This study has provided the first step 

towards this highly significant research agenda.  
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Dutch and Turkish Governments since 196119 

Table A1 

Dutch Governments since 1961 

 
Government Type of government Governed by 

70th (2017-2021) Coalition government VVD, CDA, D66, & CU 

69th (2012-2017) Coalition government VVD & PvdA 

68th (2010-2012) Coalition government VVD, CDA, & PVV 

67th (2007-2010) Coalition government CDA, PvdA, & CU 

66th (2006-2007) Coalition government CDA & VVD 

65th (2003-2006) Coalition government CDA, VVD, & D66 

64th (2002-2003) Coalition government CDA, LPF, & VVD 

63rd (1998-2002) Coalition government PvdA, VVD, & D66 

62nd (1994-1998) Coalition government PvdA, VVD, & D66 

61st (1989-1994) Coalition government CDA & PvdA 

60th (1986-1989) Coalition government CDA & VVD 

59th (1982-1986) Coalition government CDA & VVD 

58th (1982-1982) Coalition government CDA & D66 

57th (1981-1982) Coalition government CDA, PvdA, & D66 

56th (1977-1981) Coalition government CDA & VVD 

55th (1973-1977) Coalition government PvdA, KVP, ARP, PPR, & D66 

54th (1972-1973) Coalition government KVP, VVD, ARP, & CHU 

53rd (1971-1972) Coalition government KVP, VVD, ARP, CHU, & DS’70 

52nd (1967-1971) Coalition government KVP, VVD, ARP, & CHU 

51st (1966-1967) Coalition government KVP & ARP 

50th (1965-1966) Coalition government KVP, PvdA, & ARP 

49th (1963-1965) Coalition government KVP, VVD, ARP, & CHU 

48th (1959-1963) Coalition government KVP, VVD, ARP, & CHU 

  

Note. ARP = Anti-Revolutionary Party; CDA = Christian Democratic Appeal; CHU = Christian Historical Union; CU 

= Christian Union; D66 = Democrats 66; DS’70 = Democratic Socialists '70; KVP = Catholic People's Party; LPF = 

Pim Fortuyn List; PPR = Political Party of Radicals; PvdA = Labour Party; VVD = People's Party for Freedom and 

Democracy. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
19

  In 1961 the first coalition government of Turkey was formed. 
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Table A2 

Turkish Governments since 1961 
  

Government Type of government Governed by 

66th (2018-present) Erdoğan government20 AKP & MHP 

65th (2016-2018) Majority government AKP 

64th (2015-2016) Majority government AKP 

63rd (2015-2015) Interim election government AKP, MHP, HDP, & independents 

62nd (2014-2015) Majority government AKP 

61st (2011-2014) Majority government AKP 

60th (2007-2011) Majority government AKP 

59th (2003-2007) Majority government AKP 

58th (2002-2003) Majority government AKP 

57th (1999-2002) Coalition government DSP, ANAP, & MHP 

56th (1999-1999) Minority government DSP 

55th (1997-1999) Coalition government ANAP, DSP, & DTP 

54th (1996-1997) Coalition government RP & DYP 

53rd (1996-1996) Coalition government DYP & ANAP 

52nd (1995-1996) Coalition government DYP & CHP 

51st (1995-1995) Minority government DYP 

50th (1993-1995) Coalition government DYP & SHP 

49th (1991-1993) Coalition government DYP & SHP 

48th (1991-1991) Majority government ANAP 

47th (1989-1991) Majority government ANAP 

46th (1987-1989) Majority government ANAP 

45th (1983-1987) Majority government ANAP 

44th (1980-1983) Technocratic government Independents 

43rd (1979-1980) Minority government AP 

42nd (1978-1979) Coalition government CHP, CGP, DP, & independents 

41st (1977-1978) Coalition government AP, MSP, & MHP 

40th (1977-1977) Minority government CHP 

39th (1975-1977) Coalition government AP, MSP, CGP, & MHP 

38th (1974-1975) Technocratic government Independents 

37th (1974-1974) Coalition government CHP & MSP 

36th (1973-1974) Technocratic government Independents, AP, & CGP 

35th (1972-1973) Technocratic government MGP, CHP, & AP 

34th (1971-1972) Technocratic government Independents, CHP, AP, & MGP 

33rd (1971-1971) Technocratic government Independents, CHP, AP, & MGP 

32nd (1970-1971) Majority government AP 

31st (1969-1970) Majority government AP 

30th (1965-1969) Majority government AP 

29th (1965-1965) Coalition government Independents, AP, YTP, CKMP, & MP 

28th (1963-1965) Minority government CHP & independents 

27th (1962-1963) Coalition government CHP, YTP, CKMP, & independents 

26th (1961-1962) Coalition government CHP & AP 

  

Note. AKP = Justice and Development Party; ANAP = Motherland Party; AP = Justice Party; AP = Justice Party; 

CGP = Republican Reliance Party; CHP = Republican People’s Party; CKMP = Republican Villagers Nation Party; 

Democrat Turkey Party = DTP; DP = Democratic Party; DSP = Democratic Left Party; DTP = Democrat Turkey 

Party; DYP = True Path Party; HDP = Peoples' Democratic Party; Left Party = DSP; MGP = National Reliance Party; 

MHP = Nationalist Movement Party; MP = Nation Party; MSP = National Salvation Party; RP = Welfare Party; SHP 

= Social Democratic Populist Party; YTP = New Turkey Party. 

 
20

 The 2017 constitutional amendments placed the formation of the government in the hands of the president. 
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Appendix B: Full Experiment21 

Introduction 

[Q1] Dear reader, 

 

You are invited to participate in a study that examines voting intentions in two fictitious 

scenarios.  

 

This study is carried out under the responsibility of the Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam. You are 

guaranteed the following: 

● Your anonymity will be preserved.  

● Your data will be used solely for the purposes of this study. 

● You may refuse to participate or cancel your participation at any time without giving any 

reason. 

 

Your participation is very valuable to me. I would like to thank you in advance for your 

willingness to participate in this study. 

 

Sietske van der Vliet (s.vander.vliet@student.vu.nl) 

 I hereby declare that: 

● I am 18 years or older. 

● I have read and understood the information presented above. 

● I fully and voluntarily agree to participate in this study and give permission to use the data 

obtained from it for the purposes of this study. 

 

Demographics 

[Q2] What gender do you identify as? 

 Male 

 Female 

 Other 

 

[Q3] What is your age? 

 

 

[Q4] Are you currently enrolled at a university? 

 Yes 

 No, I graduated from university. 

 No, I never enrolled in university. 

 

↪ Display this question  

If ‘Are you currently enrolled at a university?’ ‘Yes’ Is Selected  

[Q5] Are you studying Political Science or Public Administration? 

 Yes 

 No 

 
21

 Dutch and Turkish versions of the full experiment are available upon request: s.vander.vliet@student.vu.nl 
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↪ Display this question  

If ‘Are you currently enrolled at a university?’ ‘Yes’ Is Selected  

[Q6] How long have you been studying at university? 

 0-1 year 

 2 years 

 3 years 

 4 years 

 5 or more years 

 

↪ Display this question  

If ‘Are you currently enrolled at a university?’ ‘No, I graduated from university.’ Is Selected 

[Q7] Did you study Political Science or Public Administration? 

 Yes 

 No 

 

↪ Display this question  

If ‘Are you currently enrolled at a university?’ ‘No, I graduated from university.’ Is Selected 

[Q8] How many years ago did you graduate from university? 

 1 year ago 

 2 years ago 

 3 years ago 

 4 years ago 

 5 or more years ago 

 

Only for Turkish respondents 

[Q9] In which district are you registered?  

 Adana (1) 

 Adıyaman (2) 

 Afyonkarahisar (3) 

 Ağrı (4) 

 Aksaray (5)  

 Amasya (6) 

 Ankara (I) (7) 

 Ankara (II) (8) 

 Ankara (III) (9) 

 Antalya (10) 

 Ardahan (11) 

 Artvin (12) 

 Aydın (13) 

 Balıkesir (14) 

 Bartın (15) 

 Batman (16) 

 Bayburt (17) 

 Bilecik (18) 

 Bursa (I) (23) 

 Bursa (II) (24) 

 Çanakkale (25) 

 Çankırı (26) 

 Çorum (27) 

 Denizli (28) 

 Diyarbakır (29)  

 Düzce (30) 

 Edirne (31) 

 Elazığ (32) 

 Erzincan (33) 

 Erzurum (34) 

 Eskişehir (35) 

 Gaziantep (36) 

 Giresun (37) 

 Gümüşhane (38)  

 Hakkâri (39) 

 Hatay (40) 

 İstanbul (III) (45)  

 İzmir (I) (46) 

 İzmir (II) (47) 

 Kahramanmaraş (48)  

 Kars (49) 

 Kastamonu (50) 

 Karabük (51) 

 Karaman (52) 

 Kayseri (53) 

 Kilis (54) 

 Kırklareli (55)  

 Kırıkkale (56) 

 Kırşehir (57) 

 Kocaeli (58) 

 Konya (59) 

 Kütahya (60) 

 Malatya (61) 

 Manisa (62) 

 Nevşehir (67) 

 Niğde (68) 

 Ordu (69) 

 Osmaniye (70)  

 Rize (71) 

 Sakarya (72)  

 Samsun (73) 

 Siirt (74) 

 Sinop (75) 

 Sivas (76) 

 Şanlıurfa (77)  

 Şırnak (78) 

 Tekirdağ (79) 

 Tokat (80) 

 Trabzon (81) 

 Tunceli (82) 

 Uşak (83) 

 Van (84) 
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 Bingöl (19) 

 Bitlis (20) 

 Bolu (21) 

 Burdur (22)  

 Iğdır (41) 

 Isparta (42) 

 İstanbul (I) (43)  

 İstanbul (II) (44) 

 Mardin (63) 

 Mersin (64) 

 Muğla (65) 

 Muş (66) 

 Yalova (85)  

 Yozgat (86) 

 Zonguldak (87)  

 

[Q10] Are you entitled to vote in [Dutch/Turkish] parliamentary elections? 

 Yes 

 No 

 

Only for Turkish respondents 

↪ Display this question  

If ‘Are you entitled to vote in Turkish parliamentary elections?’ ‘Yes’ Is Selected 

[Q11] Were you entitled to vote in parliamentary elections prior to 2017? 

 Yes 

 No 

 

[Q12] Where would you place your political preference in terms of the distinction between left (0) 

and right (10) of the political spectrum? 

Left 

0 

 

 

1 

 

 

2 

 

 

3 

 

 

4 

 

 

5 

 

 

6 

 

 

7 

 

 

8 

 

 

9 

 

Right 

10 

 

 

[Q13] In general, do you dislike taking risks or do you like taking risks? 

Really 

dislike 

taking 

risks 

0 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

2 

 

 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

 

 

4 

 

 

 

 

 

5 

 

 

 

 

 

6 

 

 

 

 

 

7 

 

 

 

 

 

8 

 

 

 

 

 

9 

 

Really 

like 

taking 

risks 

10 

 

 

[Q14] How politically sophisticated do you consider yourself to be? 

Not at 

all 

0 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

2 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

4 

 

 

 

5 

 

 

 

6 

 

 

 

7 

 

 

 

8 

 

 

 

9 

 

Very 

much 

10 

 

 

[Q15] Please indicate how much you personally trust each of these political institutions. 

 No 

trust 

at all 

0 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

2 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

4 

 

 

 

5 

 

 

 

6 

 

 

 

7 

 

 

 

8 

 

 

 

9 

Comp

lete 

trust 

10 

Government            

Parliament            

Legal system            
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Police            

Political parties            

Politicians            

 

Introduction Scenario 1 

[Q16] On the next page, you will be presented with a fictitious scenario. Please read it carefully 

and imagine yourself being in this scenario. 

 

Group 1.1: NLxLowxTDV 

[Q17] Imagine parliamentary elections were held today. The same electoral system as employed 

in the Netherlands applies here. This means that based on the national vote, all 150 seats are 

distributed. Although there is no formal electoral threshold, parties must obtain at least one seat to 

enter parliament. In practice, this means that parties enter parliament with approximately 0.67% 

of the national vote. 

 

You have a strong preference for Party W. The positions of this party represent your political 

preferences. The closest to Party W in terms of positions is Party X. This party has some positions 

you agree with and some positions you disagree with. Parties Y and Z represent positions that you 

totally disagree with. 

 

An independent research institute conducted a national opinion poll among a representative sample 

of society. The results of four of all participating parties are presented below.  

 
Which party would you vote for if parliamentary elections were held today? 

 Party W 

 Party X 

 Party Y 
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 Party Z 

 

[Q18] Timer.  

 

Group 2.1: NLxHighxTDV 

[Q19] Imagine parliamentary elections were held today. The same electoral system as employed 

in the Netherlands applies here. This means that based on the national vote, all 150 seats are 

distributed. Although there is no formal electoral threshold, parties must obtain at least one seat to 

enter parliament. In practice, this means that parties enter parliament with approximately 0.67% 

of the national vote. 

 

You have a strong preference for Party W. The positions of this party represent your political 

preferences. The closest to Party W in terms of positions is Party X. This party has some positions 

you agree with and some positions you disagree with. Parties Y and Z represent positions that you 

totally disagree with. 

 

An independent research institute conducted a national opinion poll among a representative sample 

of society. The results of four of all participating parties are presented below.  

 
It is very likely that Party W will get more than 0.67% of the national vote. Party W will, therefore, 

most likely enter parliament. 

 

Which party would you vote for if parliamentary elections were held today? 

 Party W 

 Party X 

 Party Y 

 Party Z 
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[Q20] Timer. 

 

Group 3.1: TRxLowxTDV 

[Q21] Imagine parliamentary elections were held today. The same political and electoral system 

as employed in Turkey before the 2017 constitutional amendments apply here. This means that 

there is a parliamentary political system. In addition, this means that the number of representatives 

your district is normally allowed to elect applies. Also, parties must gain at least 10% of the 

national vote to enter parliament. 

 

You have a strong preference for Party W. The positions of this party represent your political 

preferences. The closest to Party W in terms of positions is Party X. This party has some positions 

you agree with and some positions you disagree with. Parties Y and Z represent positions that you 

totally disagree with. 

 

An independent research institute conducted a national opinion poll among a representative sample 

of society. The results of four of the participating parties are presented below.  

 
Which party would you vote for if parliamentary elections were held today? 

 Party W 

 Party X 

 Party Y 

 Party Z 

 

[Q22] Timer.  
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Group 4.1: TRxHighxTDV 

[Q23] Imagine parliamentary elections were held today. The same political and electoral system 

as employed in Turkey before the 2017 constitutional amendments apply here. This means that 

there is a parliamentary political system. In addition, this means that the number of representatives 

your district is normally allowed to elect applies. Also, parties must gain at least 10% of the 

national vote to enter parliament. 

 

You have a strong preference for Party W. The positions of this party represent your political 

preferences. The closest to Party W in terms of positions is Party X. This party has some positions 

you agree with and some positions you disagree with. Parties Y and Z represent positions that you 

totally disagree with. 

 

An independent research institute conducted a national opinion poll among a representative sample 

of society. The results of four of the participating parties are presented below.  

 
It is not likely at all that Party W will get more than 10% of the national vote. Party W will, 

therefore, most likely not enter parliament.  

 

Which party would you vote for if parliamentary elections were held today? 

 Party W 

 Party X 

 Party Y 

 Party Z 

 

[Q24] Timer.  

 

 



48 

 

Manipulation Check TDV 

[Q25] After the poll results, did you receive information about Party W's likelihood of entering 

parliament? 

 Yes 

 No 

 

Introduction Scenario 2 

[Q26] On the next page, you will be presented with the second and final fictitious scenario. 

Information from the previous scenario no longer applies. Please read it carefully and imagine 

yourself being in this scenario. 

 

Group 1.2: NLxLowxTCV 

[Q27] Imagine parliamentary elections were held today. The same electoral system as employed 

in the Netherlands applies here. This means that parliamentary elections determine the composition 

of the parliament. Afterwards, a government formation process determines the composition of the 

government.  

 

You have a strong preference for Party A. The positions of this party represent your political 

preferences. The closest to Party A in terms of positions is Party B. This party has some positions 

you agree with and some positions you disagree with. Parties C and D represent positions that you 

totally disagree with.  

 

An independent research institute conducted a national opinion poll among a representative sample 

of society. The results of four of the participating parties are presented below.  

 
Previous elections have resulted in the formation of the following governments: 
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Which party would you vote for if parliamentary elections were held today? 

 Party A 

 Party B 

 Party C 

 Party D 

 

[Q28] Timer.  

 

Group 2.2: NLxHighxTCV 

[Q29] Imagine parliamentary elections were held today. The same electoral system as employed 

in the Netherlands applies here. This means that parliamentary elections determine the composition 

of the parliament. Afterwards, a government formation process determines the composition of the 

government.  

 

You have a strong preference for Party A. The positions of this party represent your political 

preferences. The closest to Party A in terms of positions is Party B. This party has some positions 

you agree with and some positions you disagree with. Parties C and D represent positions that you 

totally disagree with.  

 

An independent research institute conducted a national opinion poll among a representative sample 

of society. The results of four of the participating parties are presented below.  
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Previous elections have resulted in the formation of the following governments: 

 
Based on the party composition of previous governments, it is unlikely that Party A will become 

part of the government. 

 

Which party would you vote for if parliamentary elections were held today? 

 Party A 

 Party B 

 Party C 

 Party D 

 

[Q30] Timer.  

 

Group 3.2: TRxLowxTCV 

[Q31] Imagine parliamentary elections were held today. The same political and electoral system 

as employed in Turkey before the 2017 constitutional amendments apply here. This means that 

there is a parliamentary political system. Parliamentary elections determine the composition of the 
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parliament. Afterwards, a government formation process determines the composition of the 

government. 

 

You have a strong preference for Party A. The positions of this party represent your political 

preferences. The closest to Party A in terms of positions is Party B. This party has some positions 

you agree with and some positions you disagree with. Parties C and D represent positions that you 

totally disagree with.  

 

An independent research institute conducted a national opinion poll among a representative sample 

of society. The results of four of the participating parties are presented below.  

 
Previous elections have resulted in the formation of the following governments: 

 
Which party would you vote for if parliamentary elections were held today? 

 Party A 

 Party B 

 Party C 

 Party D 
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[Q32] Timer.  

 

Group 4.2: TRxHighxTCV 

[Q33] Imagine parliamentary elections were held today. The same political and electoral system 

as employed in Turkey before the 2017 constitutional amendments apply here. This means that 

there is a parliamentary political system. Parliamentary elections determine the composition of the 

parliament. Afterwards, a government formation process determines the composition of the 

government. 

 

You have a strong preference for Party A. The positions of this party represent your political 

preferences. The closest to Party A in terms of positions is Party B. This party has some positions 

you agree with and some positions you disagree with. Parties C and D represent positions that you 

totally disagree with.  

 

An independent research institute conducted a national opinion poll among a representative sample 

of society. The results of four of the participating parties are presented below.  

 
Previous elections have resulted in the formation of the following governments: 
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Based on the party composition of previous governments, it is unlikely that Party A will become 

part of the government. 

 

Which party would you vote for if parliamentary elections were held today? 

 Party A 

 Party B 

 Party C 

 Party D 

 

[Q34] Timer.  

 

[Q35] Manipulation Check TCV 

After receiving information about the party composition of previous governments, did you receive 

information about Party A's likelihood of entering government? 

 Yes 

 No 

 

End of Survey 

Thank you for participating! 

 

Your participation contributes to a study that aims to explain the effects of characteristics of 

systems of proportional representation on tactical voting intentions and examines whether the 

extent of information provision moderates these effects. 

 

If you have any questions, feel free to contact me. 

 

Sietske van der Vliet (s.vander.vliet@student.vu.nl) 
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Appendix C: Experiment Flow 

Introduction 

Demographics 

Introduction Scenario 1 

Randomiser: 1 - Evenly Present Elements 

Group: Low Information Condition 

Randomiser: 2 - Evenly Present Elements 

Group: TDV 

Group 1.1: NLxLowxTDV / Group 3.1: TRxLowxTDV22 

Manipulation Check TDV 

Then Branch If: 

If Q35 Ja Is Not Displayed 

Introduction Scenario 2 

Group: TCV 

Group 1.2: NLxLowxTCV / Group 3.2: TRxLowxTCV 

Manipulation Check TCV 

Then Branch If: 

If Q25 Ja Is Not Displayed 

Introduction Scenario 2 

Group: High Information Condition 

Randomiser: 2 - Evenly Present Elements 

Group: TDV 

Group 2.1: NLxHighxTDV / Group 4.1: TRxHighxTDV 

Manipulation Check TDV 

Then Branch If: 

 
22

 The experiment was set up in both Dutch and Turkish. The Dutch experiment was distributed in the Netherlands 

and the Turkish experiment was distributed in Turkey. As a result, participants were automatically assigned to the 

correct group. In other words, only Dutch participants were in the group before the forward slash and only Turkish 

participants were in the group after the forward slash. 
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If Q35 Ja Is Not Displayed 

Introduction Scenario 2 

Group: TCV 

Group 2.2: NLxHighxTCV / Group 4.2: TRxHighxTCV 

Manipulation Check TCV 

Then Branch If: 

If Q25 Ja Is Not Displayed 

Introduction Scenario 2 

End of Survey 
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Appendix D: Descriptive Statistics per PR System Type 

 

Table D1 

Descriptive Statistics per PR System Type 

Variables PR system type 

 NL 

(n = 231) 

TR 

(n = 102) 

 n          % n          % 

Gender   

   Male 47        20.3 33        32.4 

   Female 184      79.7 69        67.6 

 M         SD M         SD 

Age  23.75   4.04 23.58   5.13 

Risk attitude 6.28     1.77 5.98     2.22 

Political affiliation 5.44     2.13 4.10     1.94 

Political 

sophistication 

7.58     1.81 7.06     2.05 

Political trust 7.30     1.27 2.66     1.59 

  

Note. NL = the Dutch PR system and TR = the Turkish PR system.  

a Risk attitude, political affiliation, political sophistication, and political trust were measured on an 11-point scale, 

ranging from 0 to 10. 
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Table D2 

The Distribution of Risk Attitude, Political Affiliation, Political Sophistication, and Political 

Trust per PR System Type 

Variables PR system type 

 NL 

(Group 1 versus group 2) 

TR 

(Group 3 versus group 4) 

 df         value           p df         value           p 

Risk attitude 10        14.24          .162 10        10.98          .359 

Political affiliation 9          5.99            .741 8          4.74            .785 

Political 

sophistication 

9          7.56            .579 9          11.90          .219 

Political trust 35        34.10          .512 30        38.38          .140 

 

Note. NL = the Dutch PR system and TR = the Turkish PR system. 
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Appendix E: Results of Binary Logistic Regressions excluding Control Variables 

 

The Effect of PR System on the Intention to Vote Tactically: Results of Binary Logistic 

Regression excluding Control Variables 

 Dependent variable: Intention to vote tactically 

 Model 1: TDV Model 2: TCV 

Predictor   Log odds (SE) OR   Log odds (SE) OR 

Constant –1.16 (0.15)*** 0.31 –0.49 (0.14)*** 0.62 

PR system type   1.81 (0.26)*** 6.13   0.45 (0.24)† 1.56 

Chi2 (df = 1)   52.79***   3.46† 

Pseudo R 2   

   Cox & Snell R 2   0.147   0.010 

   Nagelkerke R 2   0.200   0.014 

N   333   333 

 

Note. TDV = tactical Duvergian voting; TCV = tactical coalition voting; SE = standard error; OR = odds ratio.  

†p < 0.10. *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001. 
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Appendix F: Results of Binary Logistic Regression for the Interaction Effect excluding 

Control Variables  

 

The Effect of PR System on the Intention to Vote Tactically Moderated by Information Provision: 

Results of Binary Logistic Regression excluding Control Variables 

 Dependent variable: Intention to vote tactically 

 Model 1: TDV + interaction Model 2: TCV + interaction 

Predictor   Log odds (SE) OR   Log odds (SE) OR 

Constant –0.67 (0.20)*** 0.51 –0.44 (0.19)* 0.64 

PR system type   0.74 (0.34)* 2.10   0.22 (0.33) 1.24 

Information provision –1.17 (0.33)*** 0.31 –0.09 (0.27) 0.92 

PR system type * 

information provision   2.56 (0.57)*** 12.91   0.48 (0.48) 1.61 

Chi2 (df = 3)   76.06***   4.52 

Pseudo R 2   

   Cox & Snell R 2   0.204   0.013 

   Nagelkerke R 2   0.279   0.018 

N   333   333 

 

Note. TDV = tactical Duvergian voting; TCV = tactical coalition voting; SE = standard error; OR = odds ratio.  

†p < 0.10. *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001. 

 


