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Abstract 

While scholars have paid large attention to strategic voting in plurality systems, they have often neglected strategic voting in majority runoff voting, although this rule is widely used around the world for presidential elections and for legislative ones. Due to the two rounds, there are some reasons to believe that the forms of strategic voting in a majority runoff system are more numerous than in a plurality system. But in France, as from now on legislative elections are held just after presidential elections, voters may take into account regime reasons to vote for their preferred party. This paper deals with the implications of the French legislative majority runoff system on strategic voting in terms of conceptualization and operationalization. A nationwide pre-election survey led by constituency for the 2007 French parliamentary elections reveals low levels of strategic voting stricto sensu but strong “strategic mobility” for regime reasons in favor of strong parties. In addition, the paper shows that strong parties also benefit from candidate-driven voting. These two phenomena contribute more to the rebipolarization of the party system rather than strategic voting does.
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Introduction

In voting systems, strategic voting refers to voters deserting a more preferred candidate with a poor chance of winning for a less preferred candidate with a better chance of winning in order to maximize the value of their votes (Downs, 1957). Studies have shown that strategic voting is obvious in plurality systems where voters who prefer a third or lower placed candidate will not want to waste their votes on a candidate who has no chance of winning. Consequently, they abandon their first choice to support one of the top two candidates (Duverger, 1954; Cox, 1997). But strategic voting varies dramatically from one voting system to another (Cox, 1997; Gschwend, 2003). According to Duverger, the plurality system reduces the chances of "third" parties, pushing the system toward bi-partism, while the majority runoff rule produces no incentive to vote strategically in the first round since voters can vote sincerely for the candidate they prefer before rallying one of the top two contenders in the second one (Duverger, 1954: 270). Cox takes Duverger’s analysis further and argues that the top three candidates will obtain supporters in the majority runoff system because voters must choose which one of the second or third ranking candidates will run for the second round. He concludes that "voters under runoff rules do not vote strategically very often (or as often as they do under plurality)" (Cox, 1997: 137).
While scholars have paid large attention to strategic voting in plurality elections, they have often neglected strategic voting in majority runoff elections, although this rule is widely used around the world for presidential elections (Blais, Massicotte and Dobrzynska, 1997) and for legislative ones. Due to the two rounds, there are some reasons to believe that the forms of strategic voting in a majority runoff system are more numerous than in a plurality system. This paper deals with implications of the legislative majority runoff system on strategic voting in terms of conceptualization and operationalization. First, we identify the different forms of strategic voting and strategic mobility induced by the runoff system such as the one used in France. Second, using data coming from a nationwide pre-election survey for the 2007 French legislative elections, we measure how far voters engaged in strategic voting, or in strategic mobility, when given the opportunity to do so. Then we conclude with a brief discussion on the impact of the different ways to cast strategic votes and strategic mobility on the party system. 

1. Patterns of strategic voting under the French legislative runoff system

Two key assumptions characterize strategic voting: voters must vote for their parties (candidate) that are not their most preferred ones. But it is not enough. Their choices must be based on the motivation to make their votes count (Cox, 1997). Under the plurality rule, “strategic voting is simple” (Cox 1997: 137). Under the runoff rule, strategic voting is more complex to grasp and its potential forms are more numerous than under the plurality system. In addition, the French legislative elections offer voters other specific opportunities to desert their preferred parties or to modify their votes.

1.1 Forms of strategic voting under the majority runoff system

The first ways of being strategist under runoff voting are adaptations or transpositions to the majority runoff system of the logic of strategic voting under the plurality rule.
According to Cox, candidates’ winning chances are central in the vote-decision (Cox, 1997: 73). But what do winning chances mean under the runoff system? Are there chances of being qualified? Are there chances of victory at the second round? The French Centrist parties’ supporters have often deserted their preferred parties’ candidates who had large chances of winning the election (because they were Condorcet winners) but poor chances of being qualified notably because of the successive raises of the legal qualification threshold: from 5 to 10 percent of the registered voters in 1967, to 12.5 percent in 1978. The aftermath was a regular decrease of the number of triangular contests in the 1960’s and the 1970’s because the Centrist’ supporters gradually rallied either left-wing or right-wing parties. 
But being perceived as eligible for the second round does not always enable candidates to keep their supporters at the first round. They must also be viewed as potential winners. In other words, in the first round, voters may abandon candidates with large chances of being qualified for the second round but very unlikely to win (because she is the Condorcet loser)
. Isolated parties, the parties unwilling to form electoral alliances or unable to do it, are the main victims of this form of desertion. It has been the case for the Communist party at the beginning of the Fifth Republic or more recently for the National Front. After the restoration of the runoff rule in 1958, in spite of the strong electoral rooting of the Communist party (in terms of vote share it was the largest party in those days), the election of a communist candidate was unlikely in a majority of constituencies because of the party’s inability to conclude electoral pacts with the other left-wing parties. Compared to 1956, when legislative elections were held under the proportional system, in 1958 it lost 1.6 million voters. In the same way, legislative elections have always been difficult for the National Front, held apart from the electoral arena. Thus, in 2002, Jean-Marie Le Pen lost half his supporters (close to 2 million) between the presidential election and the legislative ones. 

So, under the runoff rule voters may strategically desert their preferred parties because of their weak chances either of being eligible or of winning at the second round. But, according to the rules for qualification in operation in this electoral system voters can be offered another opportunity to cast strategic votes. Rules for qualification for the second round are one of the major components of the runoff systems (Grofman, 2008). Concerning strategic voting, this component is of the utmost importance since when more than two candidates can compete in the second round, voters have the opportunity to cast a “ second-round strategic voting” in case of triangular contests. It is the case in France for parliamentary elections. Triangular contests, when they exist, encourage third party’s supporters to be strategist at the second round. To put things differently, under this electoral rule voters can forsake their preferred candidates for one of the two other competitors if it appears that their preferred candidates is unlikely to win. We find the traditional logic of strategic voting under the plurality system but applied for the second round of the runoff system only. The National Front’s supporters have thus often been in this situation and so tempted to vote for one of the two candidates running for the victory. For example in 1997, 12 percent of the FN‘s first round supporters voted at the second round for a candidate of a right-wing party, and 8 percent voted for a candidate of a left-wing party (Ysmal, 1998: 298).

The runoff system offers specific opportunities to be strategist. On the one hand, expectations of first round outcomes: they constitute an efficient voter’s motivation to desert a preferred party. A foregone conclusion can lead voters to desert temporarily their preferred parties in the first round for less well placed parties which they feel closely, but which have few or even no chances to be qualified or (and) to win. One speaks then about “inversed strategic voting”. In the second round, voters will vote for their preferred parties … if they have managed to qualify. There are many reasons for voters to desert their preferred parties in the first ballot: sending “signals” to their favorite parties, weighing on the balance of power in the first round and, consequently, affecting elite bargaining between the two rounds, helping small parties to cross financial thresholds: for example in France, the 5 percent electoral threshold required to be reimbursed for campaign expenditures or the 1 percent electoral threshold which entitles to government aid  to political parties. To desert a preferred party is not without any risk and such tactics may prove counter-productive. The deserted party may be victim of its supporters’ wrong anticipations and it may unexpectedly not qualify for the second round. For example, in the 2002 Presidential election, Lionel Jospin, the Socialist candidate, had been, at least partly, victim of the inversed strategic voting (Blais, 2004), when he came third behind Jacques Chirac (the RPR candidate) and Jean-Marie Le Pen (the National Front candidate). He was consequently eliminated.

On the other hand, due to the two rounds, voters have opportunities to be “ingenious” and to play with electoral rules. In the first round, they can desert their preferred party for another one whose qualification would facilitate their preferred party’s victory in the second round. Their desertion is also temporary since in the second round they will vote for their preferred party. Runoff voting can therefore encourage voters to choose a push-over strategy, in order to set up a more favorable second-round situation. For example, in the 1970’s, for legislative elections, the situation was better for right-wing parties when their candidates faced communist candidates in the second round rather than socialist ones, since socialists’ vote transfers on communist candidates were not as good as communists’ vote transfers on socialist candidates (Capdevielle, Dupoirier and Ysmal, 1988: 82). For right-wing voters, being strategists consisted (if they are sure that their parties were sure of being) in voting for the communist party in the first round, to favor a PC-right-wing duel in the second round, rather than a PS-right-wing duel. In the same way, in the 1990’s, the FN maintained its candidates wherever he could in the second ballot. Strategic voting, for left-wing voters consisted (if their parties were certain of being qualified) in voting for the FN in the first round, to provoke a triangular contest and, finally, to favor the election of the left-wing candidate. In 1997, the 76 left-right-FN triangular contests made it possible for the left to conquer another twenty seats (Ysmal, 1998: 297; Dolez and Laurent, 2000).
1.2 Forms of strategic mobility under the French  “four round system” 
Since 1965, French presidents have been elected by direct universal suffrage. To actually govern the president needs the support of a majority of MPs at the National Assembly. If he doesn’t have it, he is forced to cohabit with a hostile prime minister, which leads to conflictual relationships. Before 2000, the President was elected to serve for seven-year terms and the MPs for five-year terms. To get a majority, the President could dissolve the National Assembly just after his election, as François Mitterrand had done in 1981 and in 1988. In 2000, the constitution was changed: the term of the President of the Republic was shortened from seven years to five years. According to a new electoral calendar, legislative elections are held a few weeks after the presidential one and after the appointment of the new prime minister. Since then, there has been an institutional link between the two types of ballots, and this link is so strong that we can speak of a “four round system” since the legislative election agenda is dictated by the presidential results 
. The president asks voters to give him a legislative majority to govern. The opposition asks voters not to entrust him with all the powers. Thus, before voting, people have to wonder whether they want the president to have a majority to govern or not. We can make the hypothesis that among the mobile or unstable voters
, a part of them operate a strategic mobility for regime reasons

Let us suppose that in the 2007 legislative elections only two candidates had been running in each constituency: a left-wing candidate and a right-wing one. Voters who had voted for a left-wing candidate in the presidential election could have confirmed their vote in the legislative elections, but they might also have decided to vote for a right-wing candidate in order to give the president a majority to govern (“Presidential strategic voting”). In the same way, voters who had voted for a right-wing candidate in the presidential election could have confirmed their votes but if they had wanted to counterbalance the president’s powers they could have voted for a left-wing candidate (“Cohabitation strategic voting”). So regime reasons can have decisive influence on voters’ voting decisions (Kedar, 2005) notably in France (Gschwend and Leuffen, 2005).

1.3 Preferred party, preferred candidate and French “cumul des mandats”

Under the single member constituency system, should the election be held under the majority runoff system or under the plurality one, voters vote both for a candidate and for a party. Taking into account these two dimensions leads to two very different situations: in the first one, voters’ candidate preferences are in accordance with their party preferences. In the second one, voters’ party preferences diverge from their candidate preferences. 

In this case, being incumbent matters since some voters are more likely to prefer a well-known incumbent to an unknown challenger even if the latter is ideologically closer. In the US for example, Congressional incumbents rarely lose. Since the beginning of the 1960’s the House has continuously kept an 80 percent or even higher rate of reelection.. The strong personalization of electoral campaigns, the incumbents’ significant ability to raise funds, the non-competitive constituencies increase the chances of being re-elected as well as cross-voting which can favor incumbent MPs, i.e., the vote for another candidate than the one fielded by the preferred party. 

In France as well, there is a high rate of incumbents’ re-elections to the National Assembly. Since 1962, this rate has always been over 50 percent. In 2007, it was 70 percent
. But the candidates’ personalities do not only favor incumbents since all strong parties present candidates who hold one or more political offices. This very widespread practice, labeled “cumul des mandats” reinforces the local dimension of the vote and increases the potential opportunities for voters to face a conflict in preferences. In the 1990’s and the 2000’s, about 85 percent of the MPs were holding another local mandate despite the 1985 and 2000 laws on the limitation of the “cumul des mandats”. The most frequently local mandate held is that of Mayor, which is a powerful incentive to run in a legislative election (Foucault, 2006: 304). Thus, voters can desert their preferred parties if they like their mayors who are running for another party. Because of the “cumul des mandats” the single member constituency system favors, more than elsewhere, candidate-driven voting and opportunities for cross-voting.
2. Do voters voted strategically in the 2007 legislative elections? Data and results

We now have to consider in an empirical way how far voters engage in strategic voting when given the opportunity to do so. We are using data collected through a nationwide pre-election online survey. It was carried out a few days before the first round of the 2007 legislative elections (7 to 10 of June)
. A total of 5952 respondents were interviewed taking into account the actual electoral opportunity structure, constituency by constituency (on average more than 11 candidates by constituency). The survey was set in 547 out of 555 metropolitan constituencies. The sample was representative of the over-18 French population registered on the electoral roll. 

We have elaborated many criteria to determine among these 5952 respondents those who were to be kept in our study. First we considered only those who both declared they would cast a ballot and indicated a vote intention
. Second, among them we paid special attention to those who indicated their preferred parties
 among a list of 14. Finally, we selected those who evaluated on a 0-10 point scale, at least one of the competitors running in their constituencies
. After these operations had been made, our final sample gathered 4120 respondents.

We will see that although there are more numerous ways to cast a strategic vote under the runoff system than under the plurality system, the overall level of strategic voting is weaker under the runoff system than under the plurality one. This does not mean that other voters cast sincere votes. But before examining strategic voting and its frequency by forms, we have to take a look at party coordination since it impacts the level of the forced electoral mobility. 

2.1 A weak party coordination 

According to Duverger, the majority runoff system tends to produce more than two parties and creates incentives for strategic party coordination (Duverger, 1951). In a multiparty system, each party mechanically has an interest to form or to join an electoral coalition if it wants to increase its chances of winning seats. For example, in the 1958 French legislative elections, without any electoral agreement with the Socialist party in the second round, the Communist party obtained only 10 seats (i.e. 1.7 percent of the seat share) for 18.9 percent of the vote share
. In the same way, the Socialist party (then labeled SFIO) got 40 seats (i.e. 8.6 percent of the seat share) for 15.7 percent of the vote share. But four years later, in 1962, both parties concluded an electoral pact called “la discipline républicaine” which provided that the most endangered candidate would withdraw before the second round. This agreement enabled the Communist party to get 40 seats (for 2.8 percent of the vote share) and the SFIO to obtain 65 seats (for 12.5 percent of the vote share). 

However, parties can also form agreements for the first round even if Sartori considers that it is “not very plausible” (Sartori, 1994: 66). But when the coordination is strong, a lot of parties do not field any candidates in a large number of constituencies. Consequently, “frustrated” voters (Benoit and al 2006) have to vote for another party than the one they prefer. The absence of some parties creates “necessary split tickets” (Johnston and Pattie, 2002).  This behavior under restraint is here called “forced electoral mobility” and has to be distinguished from strategic voting. Its frequency depends on the level of the party coordination: the stronger the coordination, the higher the level of forced electoral mobility. 

In 2007, voters faced a very weak party coordination which led to a low level of “forced electoral mobility”. In the survey, only 7 percent of the respondents were obliged to vote for another party than their preferred one because their preferred parties were not fielding any candidate in their constituencies (295 respondents). This low figure can be explained by the nationalization
 of the electoral opportunity structure which is due to the almost systematic presence of two strong parties (the UMP and the SP), but also of the MoDem (centrist party), the Greens (Verts) and the Communist party. For example, 95 percent of the UMP’s supporters had a UMP’s candidate in their constituency (Table 1). Extreme parties also largely took part in the competition. The two extreme left-wing parties, (Lutte ouvrière –LO- and the Ligue communiste révolutionnaire –LCR-), which were running separately, both fielded their own candidates. The extreme right wing parties (the National Front and the Mouvement pour la France- MNR) were also competing separately. On the other hand, the CPNT’s hunters and the “souverainistes” (MPF) multiplied candidacies to get the most of the government aid to political parties. There was an average of 11 candidates competing in the constituencies. Consequently, notwithstanding a few exceptions in most cases, supporters of different parties had the opportunity to vote sincerely on the first round. In other words, in 2007, party coordination was minimal with only two national agreements: the first, on the left, between the PS and two of its satellites, the PRG and the MRC; the second, on the right, between the UMP and the PSLE. In both cases, the agreements had mainly two goals: protecting the respective incumbents and allowing the small parties to field a minimum of candidates. 

However, the level of the forced electoral mobility has to be interpreted with caution since it not only depends on party coordination but also on party system. Thus, in the 1980’s and the 1990’s, the two main right-wing parties, the UDF and the RPR, systematically concluded an electoral agreement. In 1997, for example, they both presented one candidate in approximately half of the constituencies. In most cases, either the UDF fielded a candidate supported by the RPR, or the RPR presented a candidate supported by the UDF. Both parties competed in only about twenty constituencies. Except in some rare cases, these constituencies were held by the Left. The strong Right coordination mechanically provoked a forced electoral mobility: half of the UDF and of the RPR’s supporters could not vote in their constituencies for a candidate of their favorite parties.

In 2002, the creation of the UMP changed the deal, at least apparently. From then on, the right-wing candidates were united under a single banner, the UMP. This “new” party presents almost systematically a candidate in each constituency. The UMP’s supporters can almost always vote for a candidate from their favorite party. For the Right, forced electoral mobility does not exist any more. Nevertheless, the set of competitors does not change: there is still only one right-wing candidate in each constituency. Formerly, candidates ware labeled either UDF or RPR; today, they are labeled UMP. The creation of a new political party resulted in the sharp dropping of the frequency of forced electoral mobility. So, comparing the frequency of forced electoral mobility from a ballot to another makes sense only if the party system remains stable. 

Table 1: The 2007 French electoral opportunity structure 

	4120 respondents split up into 547 constituencies 
	Number of constituencies in which the party (X) fields a candidate 
	Respondents having in their constituency a candidate of 

the party (X) 



	
	
	N
	in %

	LO (Extreme left party)
	545
	4108
	99.7

	LCR (Extreme left party)
	482
	3816
	87.8

	PC (Communist party)
	503
	3789
	92.0

	MRC (Left party)
	79
	592
	14.4

	PS (Socialist Party)
	506
	3855
	93.6

	PRG (Left party)
	62
	418
	10.1

	Verts (Greens)
	517
	3887
	94.3

	CNPT (Categorial party: Hunters)
	245
	1824
	44.3

	MoDem (Centrist party)
	506
	3831
	93.0

	PSLE (Right-wing party)
	79
	578
	14.0

	UMP (Right-wing party)
	515
	3919
	95.1

	MPF (Souverainiste party)
	411
	3083
	74.8

	FN (Extreme right party)
	544
	4113
	99.8

	MNR (Extreme right party) 
	375
	2917
	70.8


2.2 Low levels of strategic voting under the runoff system

Only 3825 respondents are kept in the following developments, i.e. those whose favorite parties field a candidate in their constituencies giving them the opportunity to cast sincere votes. Among them, nearly eight out of ten intend to vote for their preferred parties (78 percent, table 2). The level of sincere voting intention is larger among strong parties’ supporters. Thus, the UMP and the PS caught on the first round respectively 91 and 84 percent of their supporters. For strong parties, sincere voting is the rule, desertion the exception. On the other hand, supporters of the MoDem and of the other small parties are not as loyal. More generally, the level of sincere voting depends on the strength of the party: the smaller the party, the lower the frequency of sincere voting.

Table 2:  Level of sincere voting by parties

	Preferred party
	Number of supporters 
	Number of sincere vote intentions

	
	
	N
	in %

	UMP
	1437
	1305
	91

	PS
	1050
	876
	84

	MoDem
	599
	389
	65

	Other parties
	739
	425
	58

	Total
	3825
	2995
	78


So, the share of supporters who do not intend to vote for their preferred party is high: 22 percent. However, all those remaining persons cannot be qualified as strategists. What about the levels of strategic voting? 

“Simple strategic voting” concerns less than 2 percent of the respondents (tableau 3). The level is lower than the ones observed for British general elections which according to evaluations made by scholars, were ranging between 5 to 17 percent in 1983 and 1988 (Alvarez and Nagler: 2000, 15). These findings confirm Duverger and Cox’s conclusions that strategic voting is weaker under the runoff system than under the plurality rule (Duverger, 1954; Cox, 1997). Here, we consider that three requirements must be met for a simple strategic voting to exist. First, voters must not intend to vote either for their preferred parties or their preferred candidates. Second, they plan to vote for a party of their political family (left or right). Third, they estimate that the chances of success (of winning or of being qualified) of the candidate for which they intend to vote are superior to those of their favorite ones. Of course, small parties are more concerned by strategic voting than strong ones: 5 percent for the small left-wing parties and 3 percent for the small right-wing parties. However, these shares remain lower than those calculated for the US presidential elections (Abramson, Aldrich, Paolino and Rohde, 1995)
. The French legislative runoff system therefore produces very few incentives to be strategist. 

“Inversed strategic voting” is on average also very low (1 percent). In other words in the survey few voters intend to desert their preferred party for another one with fewer chances of being successful (of qualifying for the second ballot or of winning) than their favorite one. The two strong parties, the UMP and the PS, which should have been the first victims of this kind of strategic voting, are not affected (slightly more than 1 percent). These figures seem very low especially when compared to the level of this form of strategic voting established by Blais for the 2002 presidential election (Blais, 2004: 102). But as he noted, the level [9.5 percent] was probably exceptional, (Blais, 2004: 105). The dominant form of strategic voting observed in 2002 came from perception that the issue of the first round was a foregone conclusion (Blais, 2004: 105). 
In the survey, the number of the “ingenious” voters is null i.e. no respondent intends to desert temporarily his/her preferred party on the first round to favor it on the second one. To desert a preferred party for another well placed, or to support temporarily a small party, i.e. to play with the rule, voters must have information about candidates’ viability and electabily. They must be convinced that their preferred parties will be, at least, qualified for the second round, hypothesis which could be difficult to establish in the absence of constituency-level polling.

Finally, on the whole, only a very small share of respondents is acting strategically on the first round: 2.5 percent. But voters can also be strategists on the second round of the runoff majority system.

This “second round strategic voting” concerns potentially those who intend to vote for the MoDem or for the National Front on the first round. In most constituencies, their candidates’ winning chances are very low. If their candidates could qualify, on the second round they would have to face a left-wing candidate and a right-wing candidate in a triangular contest. Would their supporters still be loyal? Or would they vote strategically i.e. would they defect from their most preferred party and vote for one of the two candidates whose winning chances are estimated higher? In the survey the MoDem and the FN’s supporters were asked about their voting intentions in such hypothetical triangular elections. Among the 619 respondents concerned in the survey, the share of strategists would be of 3.5 percent for the MoDem and close to 10 percent for the FN. The question was hypothetical. Actually, only one triangular contest occurred, the MoDem (which won the seat) while the FN was qualified in only one constituency in a dual contest which was won by the PS.

Finally, if the runoff system tends to produce many opportunities to be strategist, in fact for the 2007 legislative elections, few voters engaged in strategic behavior when given the opportunity to do so. 

Table 3: Strategic voting in the 2007 legislative elections

	N = 3825
	in %

	“Simple strategic voting”
	1.6

	“Inversed strategic voting”
	0.9

	“Ingenious voters”
	0.0

	 Total of “strategic voting”
	2.5


2.3 “The four round system”: evidence of high strategic mobility for regime reasons
According to Shugart, “Elections held early after a presidential election are likely to produce a surge in support for the new president” (Shugart, 1995: 337). Thus, the 1981 legislative elections, organized some weeks after François Mitterrand’s victory and which followed the dissolution of the National Assembly by the new president, led to a very strong push of the Left on the first round and to a large majority of socialist deputies on the second round. This scenario occurred again in 1988, with mitigated effects. As for now, since the 2000 constitutional revision, every five years, French voters are facing an electoral sequence (Parodi, 2007: 2086) which includes four rounds; the first two for the election of the president, the last two for the election of the MPs. In 2002 and 2007, the link between these two elections resulted in giving large parliamentary majorities to the Right, the first time in favor of Jacques Chirac, the second in favor of Nicolas Sarkozy.

Each time, the legislative elections have confirmed the presidential results and in most cases they have intensified them. “The four round system” is therefore an efficient cross-pressure mechanism on electoral behaviors. On the one hand, the legislative elections are characterized by a soaring abstention rate when compared with the abstention rate of the presidential ballot. As soon as 1981, François Goguel, estimated that the victory of the Left had mainly been a consequence of a real breakdown in turnout from the supporters of the Right, over 20 percent (Goguel, 1983). Since then, this scenario happened systematically. Legislative elections taking place just after a presidential election are likely to result in a low rate of turnout. One of the 2007 specificities is a strong electoral presidential mobilization (85.3 percent) followed by a high legislative demobilization (60.4 percent). A 2007 national electoral survey (“Le panel français”)
 reveals an asymmetrical turnout: nearly a half of the voters (46 percent) who participated in the presidential election but abstained in the legislative ones come from the Left, against only 22 percent coming from the Right (Muxel, 2007).  More generally, the successes of new presidents are partly due to the demobilisation of the opposite camp’s supporters, called either “abstention from indifference” (Gschwend and Leuffen, 2004) or “differential abstention” (Dolez, 2004). 

On the other hand, a large number of supporters intend to modify their votes after considering the presidential results. In 2007, Nicolas Sarkozy’s election shapes the electoral legislative agenda. Our survey highlights a high rate of institutional strategic mobility (table 4). “Presidential strategic mobility ” reaches 8.2 percent. It concerns supporters 1) who did not cast a vote for a moderate right-wing candidate (Nicolas Sarkozy or Philippe de Villiers) in the first round of the presidential election 2) who intend to vote for a UMP or a PSLE candidate in the first round of the legislative elections 3) unequivocally “in order to give Nicolas Sarkozy a parliamentary majority to govern”
. “cohabitation strategic mobility”, also called balancing voting (Fiorina, 1996), concerned 5.5 percent of the respondents. It comes from respondents 1) who did not vote for a moderate left-wing candidate (Royal, Buffet, Voynet, Bové) in the first round of the presidential election, 2) but who intend to cast a vote for a candidate from the PS, the PC, the Verts, the PRG or the MRC in the first ballot of the legislative elections 3) unequivocally “in order to counterbalance the president’s powers”.

The high rate of institutional strategic mobility, close to 14 percent, shows that in 2007, voters were likely to engage in cross voting for explicit regime reasons
. But above all, institutional agenda exerts a strong attraction on small parties’ supporters. One third of Jean-Marie Le Pen’s supporters chose to vote for moderate right candidates on the first round in order “to give Nicolas Sarkozy a parliamentary majority to govern”. Nearly half of Laguiller’s, Besancenot’s and Schivardi’s supporters similarly deserted the extreme left for institutional reasons, most of them voting on the first round for moderate left candidates « in order to counterbalance the president’s powers”. The new electoral agenda thus favors both the moderate left parties and the moderate right parties to the expense of the extreme left-wing parties as well as of extreme right-wing parties.

The MoDem’s vote-share also decreased between the presidential election and the legislative ones. While François Bayrou had gathered 18.6 percent on the presidential election, the MoDem’s candidates only obtained 8 percent some weeks later. The survey shows that 38 percent of François Bayrou’s supporters modified their votes for regime reasons: two-thirds of them intended to cast a vote for a right-wing candidate “to give Nicolas Sarkozy a parliamentary majority to govern” and one-third intended to vote for a left-wing candidate « in order to counterbalance the president’s powers”. 

Table 4: Institutional strategic mobility in the 2007 legislative elections

	N= 3825
	in %

	“Presidential strategic mobility”
	8.2

	“Cohabitation strategic mobility”,
	5.5

	Total: “Institutional strategic mobility”
	13.7


2.4 Candidate-driven voting: a source of wealth for large parties 

Under the single member constituency system, voters vote both for a candidate and for a party with the same ballot. In our sample, 77 percent of the respondents have party preferences consistent with their candidate preferences. This means that on a 0-10 scale, on which respondents had to rate their candidates, the highest mark benefits the candidate of their preferred party. But for 23 percent, discrepancies between party preferences and candidate preferences are observed (879 persons). In other words, the highest mark is granted to the candidate of a party different from the one they prefer. By their vote intention are they favoring their party or their candidate? One out of three respondents solves this conflict in preferences by a vote intention in favor of their preferred party. But two out of three, make a choice in favor of their preferred candidates who run for another party. For the latter, the legislative vote decisions are more suitable with the candidate-driven voting model rather than with the party-driven voting model. These figures suggest that under the single member constituency system, the preferred party desertion is largely vulnerable to notability. 

Desertion is not homogeneous and varies according to political parties. Strong parties are not much affected but minor parties are largely concerned since they lose one quarter of their potential voters (table 5). But what is more important is that the two large parties’ candidates benefit from these supporters’ defections for three-quarters. Finally, in 2007, the PS and the UMP kept their supporters and caught a large number of the other parties’ first-round supporters thanks to their candidates.

 

Table 5: From the preferred party to the preferred candidate 

	Preferred party
	Number of supporters
	Respondents who intend to desert their preferred party for their preferred candidate

	
	
	N
	in %

	UMP
	1437
	71
	4.9

	PS
	1050
	111
	10.6

	MoDem
	599
	135
	22.5

	Others
	739
	195
	26.3

	Total 
	3825
	512
	13.3


These two characteristics, high level of loyal supporters for strong parties and significant swings from minor parties’ supporters towards large parties, result mainly from the key role of the notability factor. For many voters, party label does not matter that much and the personal qualities of the candidates are more important than party membership. This finding confirms the conclusions of the researches about the strong impact of notability on the vote decision, (King, 2002; Marsh, 2007; Buren, 2008), especially in a country like France in which the practice of the “cumul of mandats” is deeply rooted. 

In our survey notability can be assessed thanks to two indicators. The first one is the percentage of respondents who rate the candidates: the share of those who give marks range between 56 and 90 percent (table 6). The percentage of notation is particularly high for the two strong parties’ candidates since 83 percent of the respondents rate the PS’s candidates and more than 90 percent rate the UMP’s candidates. The second indicator is the marks given by respondents to candidates on the 0-10 scale: the two strong parties’ candidates get the highest marks: 5.2 for the PS’s candidates and 5.4 for the UMP’s ones (table 5). These figures show a notability effect. The “cumul des mandats” opens up many opportunities for individual choices based on preferences for specific personalities. Being more often incumbents than other parties’ candidates, holding more often at least another local mandate, the two strong parties’ candidates are therefore more attractive, able to rally an organized “personal vote” at general elections
. Thus, they are better rooted and in a very large number of cases in the best position to get Candidate-driven votes. 

	3825

respondents split up into 547 constituencies
	Number of constituencies in  which the party  (X)fields a candidate
	Number of respondents
	NR
	Does not know  the candidate enough to rate him
	Respondents who rate the candidate
	Mean mark 

	
	
	
	
	
	N
	in %
	

	LO
	545
	3818
	15
	1633
	2170
	56.8
	2.8

	LCR
	482
	3369
	15
	1476
	1878
	55.7
	2.7

	PC
	503
	3528
	37
	1455
	2036
	57.7
	3.2

	MRC
	79
	544
	6
	227
	311
	57.2
	3.0

	PS
	506
	3633
	34
	593
	3006
	82.7
	5.2

	PRG
	62
	343
	4
	143
	206
	58.4
	3.5

	Verts
	517
	3611
	52
	1213
	2346
	65.0
	4.2

	CPNT
	245
	1681
	17
	692
	982
	58.1
	2.5

	MoDem
	506
	3623
	31
	1027
	2565
	70.1
	4.7

	UDF-PLSE
	79
	497
	5
	162
	330
	66.3
	3.5

	UMP
	515
	3709
	23
	334
	3352
	90.3
	5.4

	MPF
	411
	2873
	25
	1051
	1797
	62.5
	2.1

	FN
	544
	3819
	19
	1154
	2646
	69.3
	1.6

	MNR
	375
	2873
	16
	1415
	1797
	62.4
	1.1


Table 6: Candidates’ assessment 

 Conclusion and discussion

 As predicted by Duverger and Cox, strategic voting under the majority runoff system is weaker than under the plurality rule: in our survey only a very small fraction of the respondents (1.6 percent) casts strategic votes during the 2007 legislative elections and a very small share (1 percent) casts an inversed strategic votes. It is all the more outstanding that party coordination was weak whereas it is known that under the plurality rule a weak party coordination leads to strong level of strategic voting (Cox, 1997: 68). While the plurality system encourages both parties and voters to coordinate, the pressure applied by the majority runoff system is weak: the level of party coordination as well as the level of strategic voting is low.

However, a low level of strategic voting does not necessarily mean that votes are widely scattered. The first round of French parliamentary elections is now in a way the third round of a four round electoral sequence,. The survey shows that a substantial part of voters (13.7 percent) modify their votes to take into account the presidential election results that can be interpreted as another way to be strategist. This phenomenon benefits the president’s party, which thus strongly keeps growing from the presidential election to the legislative ones.

Additionally, the survey suggests that voters were responding to more than just party labels and reveals the prevalence of candidate-driven voting. A significant share of voters (13.3 percent) does not hesitate to desert their preferred parties at the time of legislative elections if they prefer another party candidate. Local opportunity structure strongly impacts the vote choice. In our survey, switches benefit the two strong parties, the UMP and the PS, whose candidates are better rooted, notably since they almost always already hold other mandates and so benefit by a real secure income.
These two phenomena emphasized by our survey data explain that legislative elections systematically present the same three characteristics since they are held after the presidential election. First, the president recently elected invariably obtains a parliamentary majority. Legislative elections are above all “confirmation elections”. Second, legislative elections amplify presidential polls verdict: from an election to another one, the majority grows while the opposition decreases. Last, legislative elections are characterized by the rebipolarization of the vote: during parliamentary elections, the two strong parties’ candidates (SP and UMP) make strong gains compared to their respective presidential leaders’ vote-shares. 

The sole majority runoff rule does not encourage voters to cast strategic votes. On the other hand, both the presidential outcomes and the well-rooted candidates strongly affect voters’ behavior at legislative elections. Thus, the rebipolarization of the party system that is observed from the presidential election to the parliamentary ones is better related to the rule of the single member constituency rather than to strategic voting.

Appendix

List of the questions used for this research 

· Pour quel candidat y a-t-il le plus de chances que vous votiez ? (liste de tous les candidats présents par circonscription)

Dans l’hypothèse d’une intention de vote pour un candidat du FN

· Supposons que dans votre circonscription le second tour oppose 

· nom du candidat de gauche

· nom du candidat de droite 

· nom du candidat FN

Pour quel candidat voteriez –vous ?

Dans l’hypothèse d’une intention de vote pour un candidat du MoDem

· Supposons que dans votre circonscription le second tour oppose 

· nom du candidat de gauche

· nom du candidat de droite 

· nom du candidat du MoDem 

· Pour quel candidat voteriez –vous ?

· Voici une liste de parties ou de mouvements politiques. Pouvez-vous le dire duquel vous vous sentez le plus proche ou disons le moins éloigné ? ( Liste de 14 partis).

· Vous savez que dimanche prochain se déroule le premier tour des élections législatives. Dans votre circonscription un certain nombre de partis présentent des candidats. Pour chacun d’entre eux pouvez-vous me dire quelle appréciation vous portez sur eux, en leur attribuant une note de 0 à 10. 10 veut dire que vous appréciez beaucoup ce candidat, 0 que vous ne l’appréciez pas du tout. Les répondants pouvaient aussi cocher la case «Je ne connais pas assez ce candidat pour le noter » 

· A votre avis dans votre circonscription

· un candidat sera élu dès le premier tour

· un second tour sera nécessaire

· je n’en ai aucune idée

Pour ceux qui pensent qu’un candidat sera élu dès le premier tour

· Selon vous, quel candidat a le plus de chances d’être élu au premier tour ? ( liste de tous les candidats en course dans la circonscription

Pour ceux qui pensent qu’un second tour sera nécessaire 

· En cas de second tour, quels sont les candidats qui ont le plus de chances d’être présents ?

· A votre avis, quelles sont les chances de chacun de ces candidats d’être présent au second tour, sur une échelle de 0 à 10, où 10 signifie « certain d’être présent au second tour » et 0 « aucune chance d’être présent au second tour »

· A votre avis, quelles sont les chances de chacun de ces candidats d’être élu au second tour, sur une échelle de 0 à 10, où 10 signifie « certain d’être élu au second tour » et 0 « aucune chance d’être élu au second tour »
· A votre avis, est-il préférable que, après les élections législatives, il y ait une majorité de députés :

· Favorables à Nicolas Sarkozy pour qu’il ait les moyens d’appliquer son programme

· Opposés à Nicolas Sarkozy pour qu’il soit obligé de partager le pouvoir
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� We can make a parallel with  US primary elections (presidential or general ones) in which voters can desert candidates because of their weak chances of being nominated or being elected as President 


�  On the “four round system”, see Dupoirier and Sauger (2009) 


� On this point see Chiche and Dupoirier (2009)


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.assemblee-nationale.fr/elections/2007/" ��http://www.assemblee-nationale.fr/elections/2007/�


� This study was conducted by the CERAPS (Centre d’Etudes et de Recherches Administratives, Politiques et Sociales, University of Lille2) and the CEVIPOF ( Sciences-Po, Paris) with the financial support of the Agence Nationale pour la Recherche. The fieldwork was carried out by Opinionway. We thank André Blais (University of Montreal) for his suggestions.


� Questions used in this research are indicated in the appendix 


� We used party proximities to determine preferred parties


� Among them we kept only respondents who gave at minimum a mark equal or superior to 5. 


� Results for metropolitan France


� On this concept see Caramini. D. (2004). On the nationalization of the electoral opportunity structure in France, see Dolez, B. and Laurent, A. (2001).


� These authors indicate that between 16 and 43 % of minor party supporters voted strategically in the 1968, 1980 and 1992 US presidential elections. 


� « Panel électoral français (2007). Cevipof - Ministère de l’Intérieur ».


� Only 18 respondents (0.5 percent) did not give any answer to this question.


� For other methods used to evaluate the regime preferences see Gschwend and Leuffen, 2005. 


� We find a same phenomena in US since incumbent candidates always obtain a higher mark than challenger candidate. http://www.electionstudies.org/nesguide/toptable/tab8a_2.htm
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