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ABSTRACT: When considering elections in multi-level contexts, scholars have typically assumed – in line with second-order election theory – that the way voters approach an election depends on their attributions of responsibility, that is, on what they see as being at stake in that election. This assumption is questionable. The formal position is not always clear, and is further blurred by parties and the media. Moreover, many voters pay little attention to politics and have little incentive to trace constitutional responsibilities. In this paper I use data from election studies in two multi-level contexts, Ontario and Scotland, to explore the nature and impact of voters’ attributions of responsibility. The evidence suggests that, when called upon in surveys to do so, many voters can confidently and fairly accurately assign issues to different levels of government. Yet they do not seem to consider these attributions much at elections. I found very little indication that issues weighed heavier in the decision-making of those who regarded them as the responsibility of that electoral arena. Nor was there evidence that respondents’ overall assessment of what was at stake in an election affected the basis for their choice. The clear impression is that most voters sidestep the cognitive demands imposed by multi-level elections.
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1. Introduction
Scholars of electoral behaviour have turned increasingly to valence explanations of voting behaviour. On this reading, there is broad agreement among parties (if not citizens) on the desired outcomes of policy, and political competition is about which contender for office is most likely to deliver these outcomes (Stokes, 1992; Clarke et al., 2004). Competence and performance are brought to the fore, which places particular emphasis on parties’ past records. Rather than a prospective assessment of the ideological or policy menu offered by a party, voters instead retrospectively evaluate its performance (especially though not only in government). As Fiorina puts it, “what policies politicians follow is their business; what they accomplish is the voter’s business” (1981, 13; see also Key, 1966).
This paper is about how the valence model of party choice operates in the context of multi-level governance. Where there are multiple levels of government, often with different parties (or combinations of parties) in office, each developing its own record, the simple reward-punish model becomes much more complex. Ideally, of course, voters will hold each level of government responsible for what it does, and will not reward or punish it for things outside its control (Partin, 1995; Orth, 2001). (The democratic credentials of such arrangements depend at least in part on such electoral accountability.) Yet the clear delineation of responsibilities in multi-level polities is extremely difficult. Anything that is disputed by politicians and debated by constitutional scholars is bound to present problems for voters. In this study I examine whether and how voters cope, assessing how readily they can attribute responsibility across levels of government, and gauging the impact of these attributions on their voting decisions.
The theoretical starting-point is a discussion of the second-order elections thesis (Reif and Schmitt, 1980), hitherto the dominant theoretical perspective on voting in multi-level contexts. I identify the key implications of this approach, assess their plausibility given what we know about voters’ political interest and awareness, and specify four research questions. To address these questions, I draw on data from two cases, Scotland and Ontario. Having briefly introduced these cases and the datasets to be used, I present analyses bearing on all four questions. In the final section I assess the implications of the results for second-order election theory, and suggest an alternative approach to understanding voting behaviour in these multi-level contexts.
2. Multi-level elections
In a landmark article, Reif and Schmitt (1980) drew a distinction between first- and second-order elections. By (their) definition, each country has only one first-order election: the ‘general’ election to its dominant national legislative chamber. All other elections – municipal, regional, upper house, European, and so on – are second-order elections. The crux of Reif and Schmitt’s argument is that, because voters perceive less at stake in these second-order elections, their decisions are instead driven by factors inhering in the more important first-order arena. In particular, voters use the opportunity to have a mid-term say on the performance of the national government, which typically results in a poor performance for parties in office. Second-order elections also tend to see greater support for small parties, such as environmental or extreme right parties. Voters are more reluctant to support such parties in first-order elections when, with more at stake, the opportunity cost of such a protest vote is higher (Reif, 1984; van der Eijk et al., 1996; Marsh, 1998; Schmitt, 2005).

The analytic distinction between first- and second-order elections has proved very durable in political science (Norris, 1997; Schmitt, 2005). However, there are reasons to question the simplicity of Reif and Schmitt’s initial formulation. As the term multi-level governance implies, a straightforward distinction between the national level and ‘everything else’ is inadequate. Many countries have more than one subnational level of government, and the amount ‘at stake’ can vary substantially between different levels (Jeffery and Hough, 2003). In federal systems such as Canada, the immediately subnational (subfederal) level is much more powerful than local or municipal governments – in that sense, it is ‘less second-order’ (Watts, 1989). Where there has been such extensive devolution of power from the centre, the status of subnational authorities can rival that of the national government, such that there may be said to be two first-order elections (Cutler, 2008). Or, since no level approaches the dominance of a unitary state, these countries might be said to have no first-order election. The picture is still muddier in a case like Scotland, where there might be said to be not only two first-order elections but also two ‘national’ elections.
These arguments point to a continuum rather than a dichotomy, with elections ranging from purely first-order (with decisions driven entirely by factors pertaining to that arena) to purely second-order (with decisions driven entirely by factors pertaining to another arena) (van der Eijk et al., 1996; Reif, 1997; Hough and Jeffery 2005). For example, Heath et al. (1999) and Rallings and Thrasher (2005) show that, in Britain, arena-specific factors play a greater role in local than in European elections, and conclude that voters must perceive more at stake in the former than the latter. In other words, local elections are less second-order than European elections. The configuration of elections along this continuum constitutes a pattern of what might be called ‘multi-level elections’. Such patterns can vary in three important respects. First, it will vary across countries, along with their different structures of multi-level governance. Second, it can vary across time within the same country (and not only via the redistribution of formal powers). As Hobolt (2005) demonstrates with respect to EU referendums, a particularly heated campaign boosts the relevance of arena-specific factors, thus in effect moving an election towards the first-order end of the continuum. And changes in the overall salience of issues will affect the relative importance of elections. For instance, an economic crisis is liable to render most non-national elections more second-order, because voters will be preoccupied by an issue for which national governments are principally responsible.
The third type of variation, most important for present purposes, is at the individual level. In a given country at a given time, voters differ in the importance assigned to each arena. An election’s overall location on the first- to second-order continuum reflects the aggregation of what may be quite widely differing individual perspectives. Such heterogeneity may result from different issue priorities (those primarily concerned with the economy are likely to see non-national elections are more second-order), or perhaps from differences in political focus. For example, those voters with stronger Scottish than British identity seem likely to regard Scottish elections as more important, and to treat them as more first-order.
 But it may also result from different perceptions of how responsibility is allocated across levels. This is likely to be a matter of perception rather than knowledge, partly because many voters will be unaware of the de jure constitutional arrangements, and partly because in any case the de facto situation is liable to be rather different (Brzinski et al., 1999). Insofar as the basis for these perceptions – whether media coverage, wishful thinking, partisan cues, or some other source (Anderson, 2006b) – differs across individuals, there is likely to be disagreement within the electorate about how responsibility is divided.

Whether one subscribes to the simpler binary model of Reif and Schmitt (1980) or the more complex notion of multi-level elections, the foregoing arguments lead to two basic propositions. First, not all voters approach a given election in the same way. Second, the way that they approach an election depends on their attributions of responsibility, that is, on what they see as being at stake in that election. On the face of it, these seem fairly straightforward and perhaps uncontroversial. However, there are good reasons to doubt the second proposition in particular. Those reasons are set out in the next section.
3. Attributions of responsibility
It is well established that political knowledge is thin on the ground in mass publics (e.g. Neuman, 1986; Delli Carpini and Keeter, 1996; Fournier, 2002). Knowledge of what Delli Carpini and Keeter call the ‘rules of the game’, a category that would include the distribution of powers across levels of government, is if anything sparser (1996, ch. 2). Hence many voters will be at best uncertain about which level of government bears primary responsibility for a given policy area. Furthermore, in some cases even the most aware voter would find it difficult to identify where responsibility lies. The tendency for central or federal governments to retain economic powers means that they could be argued to be ultimately responsible for virtually any issue (Oates, 1999; Cutler, 2004). Even in cases of fiscal federalism, subnational authorities’ room for manoeuvre is constrained by macroeconomic conditions. Then there is the point that many issues, at least as understood in common parlance, encompass matters belonging at different levels. For example, ‘law and order’ involves policing, for which the Scottish government at Holyrood is clearly responsible, but also the raft of counter-terrorism measures taken by the UK government at Westminster. Such blurring of responsibility leads to political argument about who should have the credit for success and the blame for failure in the disputed issue territory (Tuschhoff, 1999). Confusion is exacerbated by parties’ tendency to campaign on their safest ground, regardless of whether in constitutional terms those issues are at stake in the election. In all, it is not surprising that surveys reveal a large majority of Canadians agreeing with the statement “It is often difficult to figure out which level of government is responsible for what” (Cutler, 2004), and the results would very probably be similar in other multi-level contexts. 
This is not to say that voters simply cannot form attributions of responsibility. Just as the dearth of political knowledge is well established, so is the notion that citizens can nonetheless make political decisions using a variety of rules of thumb, or heuristics (Sniderman et al., 1991; Lupia and McCubbins, 1998; Lau and Redlawsk, 2006). If called upon to consider where responsibility lies for a particular issue, there are various shortcuts a voter might take. One is to apply a general impression: if a given authority is seen as more powerful overall, it is a reasonable guess that it bears responsibility for that issue. A different kind of heuristic is partisan reasoning (see Rahn, 1993). Party identifiers may simply bestow power on their party, by attributing responsibility to levels of government in which that party holds office (Anderson, 2006b). More plausibly, partisan voters will share their party’s wish to claim credit for success and to avoid blame for failure, and so they will attribute responsibility to those levels of government at which their party has achieved success or an opponent has presided over failure (Rudolph, 2003; Cutler, 2004; Anderson, 2006b). A variant on this kind of wishful thinking is to attribute responsibility to those levels of government that a voter would like to see granted more powers. This is particularly applicable to cases like Scotland, where the constitutional arrangements are apparently in flux and are themselves a contentious issue. As De Winter and Swyngedouw (1999) show with respect to the EU, citizens tend not to know how much the EU does, but they do know how much they would it to do.
One feature common to these heuristics is that they are liable to lead voters astray. In complex information environments, heuristics often lead to ‘errors’ – i.e. decisions different from those that the citizen would have taken if better informed (e.g. Bartels, 1996; Lau and Redlawsk, 2006) – and such shortcuts are most effectively deployed by those who already have a reasonable amount of background knowledge (Sniderman et al., 1991; Kuklinski and Quirk, 2000; Lau and Redlawsk 2006). Moreover, for those less interested in politics, the effectiveness or accuracy of a heuristic is less important than its accessibility (Lau and Redlawsk, 2001). Put another way, the less engaged are more concerned that a shortcut is short than that it leads them in the right direction. This brings us to the crucial role of motivation. What incentive do voters have to form clear attributions of responsibility, and to base their voting decisions at different levels on these attributions? Cutler (2004) recalls Alexander Hamilton’s concerns in Federalist Paper No. 70 that citizens lack the time, resources, and commitment to trace the lines of responsibility in government. And since knowledge and motivation are close cousins, those voters who are least sure where responsibility lies are also the least troubled by this uncertainty.
The importance of motivation means that survey evidence on attributions of responsibility can be misleading. Survey responses are often not pre-existing attitudes and perceptions, but are instead constructed during the survey process (Zaller and Feldman, 1992; Tourangeau et al., 2000; Alvarez and Brehm, 2002). When called upon to answer difficult questions about attributions of responsibility, respondents may answer almost at random (Converse, 1964), or use one of the above heuristics to generate a quick answer, or invest considerable cognitive effort into ‘working out’ the answer (see Krosnick, 1991). Or of course they may have the ‘correct’ answer in working memory anyway. The first two possibilities explain why Cutler and Mendelsohn (2001) found considerable instability in Canadians’ attributions of responsibility. The second two explain why, when aggregated, the responses were broadly in line with the constitutional position. However, the fact that survey respondents are willing and able to report attributions, and that on balance these suggest a broadly rational public, does not mean that such attributions are readily accessible to voters outside the survey context. And it certainly does not mean that such attributions are uppermost in voters’ minds when choosing at election time. 
On that final point, which is the ultimate question for this paper, the existing direct evidence is limited (and somewhat conflicting). There is ample evidence that economic evaluations are less influential over vote choice when, due perhaps to coalition or minority government or a strong second chamber, it is less clear that an incumbent party can be held responsible for economic conditions (e.g. Powell and Whitten, 1993; Anderson, 2000; Nadeau et al., 2002). The implication is that, when attribution of responsibility is difficult, voters are less likely to attempt it. Anderson (2006a) suggests that the same applies when, as in multi-level governance, lines of responsibility are blurred ‘vertically’ (as opposed to ‘horizontally’ as in the studies cited just above). This expectation is confirmed: “economic voting is weakest in countries where multilevel governance is most prominent” (2006a, 449), specifically when fiscal powers are devolved from the central government. Thus, in the federalised system of Canada, Anderson (2006b) found no evidence that attributions of responsibility moderated the effect of economic evaluations on voting. Support for the incumbent Liberals in the 2004 federal election was affected by perceptions of national economic performance, but this effect was not significantly stronger among those who attributed responsibility for economic conditions to the federal government. Cutler (2004), in a similar analysis but based on evaluations of health rather than the economy in Canada, reaches a different conclusion. Whether in provincial or federal elections, those who perceived deterioration in the health care system were disproportionately inclined to punish the incumbent if they saw that level as mostly responsible for health. However, those who thought health care worse “but could not finger one government as ‘mostly responsible’ were no more likely to oppose the government than those who saw no deterioration” (2004, 32). In this case, those with a clear picture of responsibility were influenced by that attribution when voting. Yet those struggling to assign responsibility seemed to give up, such that the issue was irrelevant for their voting decisions (despite their reporting it as highly salient). Cutler’s evidence suggests that they simply refocused on other (simpler) issues (2004, 34-5).
The analyses in this paper extend that work in two directions. First, I introduce a cross-national comparison, comparing the Canadian province of Ontario with Scotland.
 Second, I move beyond a focus on specific issues. While the term valence politics was coined to describe a different brand of issue competition (Stokes, 1963), it has been broadened into a general description for the politics of competence and delivery (Key, 1966; Fiorina, 1981). For example, Clarke et al. (2004) make a compelling case for the predominance of valence voting in recent (and probably not so recent) British elections, but the powerful variables in their models are general impressions of parties and leaders, rather than competence evaluations on specific issues. This makes sense given the limits on political interest and knowledge noted above, and the resulting proclivity of voters to use heuristics as substitutes for more detailed information.
 Attributions of responsibility may well work in the same way: while voters struggle to link individual issues to particular levels of government, they maintain broad impressions of the relative importance of these levels, and take these into account when voting. In this case we would at least expect the overall impact of arena-specific factors to be stronger among those who see more at stake in elections at that level. I explore that possibility here.
4. Research questions

The general purpose of this paper is to investigate the role of voters’ attributions of responsibility in elections. More specifically, I address four research questions: 
Q1. How sure are voters of their attributions of responsibility?
Voters unsure about their attributions are less likely to be influenced by them at election time (see Gross et al., 1995; Glasgow and Alvarez, 2000). The data used in this paper offer some scope for assessing certainty at the individual level, though sadly no opportunity to gauge stability over time, the standard indicator of the crystallisation of attitudes (Saris and Sniderman, 2004). There is, however, rather more scope for inferring certainty from the aggregate level – the more consensus among voters about where responsibility lies, the more sure the electorate can be said to be of its attributions.
Q2. Which factors can predict voters’ attributions of responsibility?

Since the politically engaged are more likely to know where responsibility lies for various issues, we can expect measures of political involvement to predict attributions of responsibility (Hobolt, 2005). Identifying other predictors of attributions – like partisanship, or constitutional preferences – gives us an idea of the shortcuts used by those lacking prior knowledge (Anderson, 2006b). My concern is not only with the variables that predict attributions of responsibility, but also with variance explained. Sniderman and Bullock argue that “the predictability of positions citizens take on specific issues given their general political orientations” (2004, 337) is a distinct dimension of attitude strength. The more variance in attributions of responsibility that goes unexplained, the greater the suspicion that these attributions are nonattitudes, and the less likely they are to influence electoral choice. 

Q3. Do attributions of responsibility for specific issues moderate the effect of those issues on party choice?

This is the basic accountability question addressed by Cutler (2004) and Anderson (2006a, 2006b). It tests the basic principle that voters should only reward or punish governments to the extent that they are deemed responsible outcomes. A negative answer to Q3 would imply that issue voting proceeds largely heedless of considerations about responsibility.
Q4. Do broad impressions of the importance of an arena moderate the overall effect of that arena on party choice?
This is a variant on Q3, but cast at a more general level. Many voters may work with overall impressions rather than issue-specific knowledge, in which case we might expect the answer ‘no’ to Q3 but ‘yes’ to Q4. If the answer to Q4 is ‘no’, than that undermines the core assumption of theories of second-order or multi-level elections: that the way voters decide in an election depends on what they see as being at stake in that election.
5. Cases and data

Each question is addressed with data from two cases, Scotland and Ontario. Before outlining the data sources used, it is worth briefly discussing why these cases are chosen, and the similarities and differences between them. The Scottish and Ontarian governments occupy quite similar positions in structures of multi-level governance. Both have considerable powers, notably over key public services like health, education, and public transport.  Unsurprisingly, then, there is clear evidence of valence voting in elections in both Scotland (Curtice, 2006; Johns et al., 2008) and Ontario (Cutler, 2008), with voters rewarding or punishing incumbent performance at that level as opposed to simply passing comment on the performance of the UK or Canadian governments. Nonetheless, these latter authorities do retain key powers, and as noted above the control of macroeconomic levers means that their influence spills into almost every policy area. In the terms of Anderson (2006a), then, there is lack of clarity along the vertical dimension of responsibility in both Scotland and Ontario. Hence we can reasonably expect attributions of responsibility to vary across issues – with, say, health much more often attributed to the provincial level than is the economy – but also across individuals on the same issue. That latter type of variance is crucial in allowing us to address Q3 and Q4. 
There are also noteworthy differences between the two cases. First, in some key respects Ontarian governments are more powerful than their Scottish counterparts. They have much more fiscal autonomy, in terms of both tax-raising and borrowing (which is one reason why Canada is regarded as the most decentralised of advanced democracies (Watts, 1989; Anderson, 2006a)). And a majoritarian electoral system means that Ontario typically sees strong single-party government, more akin to those elected at Westminster than to those formed following PR elections to the Scottish Parliament. A second difference is that the current allocation of powers is much newer in Scotland (dating only from the devolution settlement of 1997) and so voters are likely to be less sure about constitutional arrangements that are still in the process of bedding down. Moreover, these arrangements remain an issue of major controversy in Scottish politics. Whether or not they know how responsibilities are currently divided between Scotland and Westminster, most Scottish voters have a pretty clear idea of how they would like them divided. As argued above, this wish might prove the father of the thought when voters are asked about attributions of responsibility.
  
Although most work on second-order elections was based on aggregate election results (e.g. Reif and Schmitt, 1980; Jeffery and Hough, 2003), this is a highly indirect means of inferring the basis for voters’ decisions. As Cutler (2008) points out, what is needed instead are well-specified individual-level models of party choice (e.g. Johnston et al., 1992; Clarke et al., 2004). One reason why such analyses have been comparatively rare in the multi-level context is that the necessary funding is usually only available for general elections.
 The two data sources for this paper are exceptions, each being a major survey study of voting at a subnational (or at least not a general) election.

The 2003 Ontario Election Study (OES) is a rolling cross-section survey conducted over the telephone (by Opinion Search, Inc.) during the month running up to polling day on 2 October, with a total N of 2,252. Post-election interviews were conducted with 1,016 of these respondents. However, since the questionnaire varied over the pre-election fieldwork period, some of the core questions used here were asked only of a relatively small sub-sample of respondents. Hence the available N varies in the analyses below. The 2007 Scottish Election Study (SES) is a panel survey conducted over the internet (by YouGov), with a pre-election wave two weeks before polling day on 3 May and a post-election wave in the days immediately after the election. Total Ns for the two waves are 1,872 and 1,552 respectively.
 The analyses reported here are based on weighted data (using the variables ‘wgt_fin’ (OES) and ‘post_w8’ (SES)). For further details on these studies, to check the wording and coding of questions, and to download the data, visit www.politics.ubc.ca/index.php?id=4946 (OES) and www.scottishelectionstudy.org.uk (SES).

6. Results
Q1. How sure are voters of their attributions of responsibility?
Before turning to the limited individual evidence on this first research question, I begin with aggregate indications of agreement within each electorate. Respondents in both surveys were asked to attribute responsibility for a (different though overlapping) range of issues. The precise question wordings are:

[OES] We'd like to know if you recall which government has primary responsibility in the following areas. If you don't know, just say so. Which government has primary responsibility for _______?
[SES] Would you say that ______ is mainly the responsibility of the British government at Westminster or the Scottish executive at Holyrood?

In both surveys a ‘don’t know’ option was explicitly offered. The options ‘both’ and ‘other’ were not offered in either survey, but were accepted in the telephone-based OES if volunteered by respondents.  The distributions of responses by issue are presented in Table 1.
Table 1
Attributions of responsibility for key issues, Scotland 2007 and Ontario 2003

[image: image1.emf]Federal/ Provincial/ Both/

UK Scottish other

Scotland

Health 30.8 59.3 -- 9.9 1872

Economy 60.2 26.2 -- 13.6 1552

Transport 24.0 61.3 -- 14.7 1552

Law and order 39.1 50.2 -- 10.7 1872

Education 20.2 69.6 -- 10.2 1872

Environment 38.0 46.0 -- 16.0 1552

Ontario

Health 25.9 53.1 8.3 12.7

Economy 56.6 16.3 17.2 9.9

Public transport 4.7 67.0 17.9 10.5

Social security 69.1 15.6 3.3 12.0

All Ns = 

797

DK

N

% mainly responsibility of…


On balance, these look like ‘rational publics’ (Page and Shapiro, 1992) in that the aggregate attributions of responsibility correspond to constitutional reality (insofar as that can be discerned). For example, responsibility for health was most often attributed to the Scottish and Ontarian governments, while economic power was more often assigned to the UK and Canadian authorities. However, in almost all cases there were substantial minorities dissenting from the general view (plus non-negligible proportions of ‘don’t know’ responses). Such minorities were larger in the Scottish case, due perhaps to the relative novelty of those constitutional arrangements, or to the lack of fiscal autonomy of the Scottish government which weakens its control even over devolved matters. Yet this difference between the two cases should not obscure the fact that none of the figures in the table exceed 70%, indicating at least some uncertainty on each issue. The point here is not to assess whether this shows the glass of public awareness to be half-empty or half-full.
 It is simply to note that these answers are consistent with the suggestion that, while some voters can confidently allocate powers to different authorities, many others are unsure.
That point is reinforced by individual-level evidence from the OES of 2003, in which respondents were also asked (about a slightly different range of issues): “How certain are you about how much responsibility each level of government has for ____? Are you very certain, somewhat certain or not very certain?” Here, ‘don’t know’ was not explicitly offered, but accepted if volunteered. The distribution of responses is set out in Table 2.
Table 2

Ontarian voters’ confidence in their attributions of responsibility for key issues
[image: image2.emf]Very Somewhat Not very (DK) N

Health 29.9 44.5 23.2 2.4 796

Economy 28.7 49.0 19.0 3.3 796

Taxes 36.4 42.1 17.8 3.7 611

Electricity supply 39.8 40.5 16.1 3.7 794

% "How certain are you…?"


The results in Table 2 suggest considerable public confidence in their attributions of responsibility. On each issue, around three quarters of respondents were at least ‘somewhat’ certain. This is impressive, especially given that – as noted above – on a separate question more than 70% of respondents agreed that “It is often difficult to figure out which level of government is responsible for what”. There are some cautionary notes to sound. First, confidence did not differ greatly by where responsibility was attributed. So, if a certain attribution is deemed ‘correct’ (or at least more accurate) for each issue, plenty of respondents were confident in a misattribution.
 Second, given the differences between the two cases in Table 1, we can probably infer that Scottish voters would be rather less sure of their attributions. Third, there remains in both cases a minority of respondents who cannot assign responsibility with any confidence, and certainly it seems unlikely that their voting decisions at different levels of election will be influenced by considerations about where powers lie. All that said, the evidence so far suggests that many voters, perhaps even a majority, can if called upon attribute responsibility with confidence and often with accuracy.

Q2. Which factors can predict voters’ attributions of responsibility?

The next step is to consider the predictors of attributions of responsibility. I focus here on two issues, health care and the economy, that were asked about in both surveys, and that were salient (as usual) in the two elections (Johns et al., 2008; Cutler, 2008). The basis for analysis is a series of binary logistic regressions, predicting for each issue whether it was attributed mainly to the UK/Canadian or the Scottish/Ontarian government.
 (Those answering ‘both’, ‘other’ or ‘don’t know’ are omitted.) I first present the coefficient estimates, identifying the key drivers of attributions. Then I focus on overall predictability by looking at explained variance.
Each regression contains two sets of predictors.
 The first set, more or less equivalent (albeit with some differences in wording or coding) across the two countries, are demographic and political engagement variables.
 These test the supposition that the more politically active, interested, and knowledgeable will have a better idea of where responsibility lies. I also include education and newspaper readership as rough proxies for cognitive ability and exposure to political news respectively. Age is included, too, because older respondents may take longer to update their attributions in response to constitutional change. The second set of independent variables is included to try and identify the heuristics used by those needing shortcuts to form attributions. These variables differ between the two cases, partly because the party identification variables are of course different, and partly because the SES offers a range of constitutional preference questions – to test the ‘wishful thinking’ idea sketched above – which did not have equivalents in the OES (where constitutional issues are presumably less pressing). The Scottish regressions contain three such variables: support for independence (on an 11-point scale), and two Likert items measuring support for ‘more powers’ and for fiscal devolution for the Scottish Parliament. I also include a measure of national identity, to test whether identifying with an arena leads voters to project responsibilities onto it.
 Apart from age, all of the other independent variables are recoded to range from 0 to 1.
The coefficient estimates for the two issue regressions in Ontario are reported in Table 3.
Table 3

Logistic regressions predicting attributions of responsibility for health and the economy, Ontario 2003 (0 = federal, 1 = provincial)
[image: image3.emf] 

B s.e. B s.e.

Demographics + political engagement

Age -0.01* 0.01 0.00 0.01

University educated -0.34* 0.19 0.11 0.22

Regularly read newspaper 0.03 0.19 -0.03 0.23

Political interest 0.25 0.41 0.94* 0.48

Political knowledge 0.97*** 0.28 -0.07 0.32

Likelihood of voting -0.03 0.48 -1.27** 0.49

Party ID

Progressive Conservative ID -0.53** 0.25 0.04 0.30

Liberal ID -0.10 0.24 0.07 0.28

New Democratic Party ID -0.13 0.30 0.72** 0.33

Constant 1.11** 0.50 -0.90* 0.51

N=

617

Health Economy

569


* p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01
A first point to note about Table 3 is that the factors predicting attributions of responsibility can clearly differ sharply across issues. On health, there was a strong effect of political knowledge – the more aware being more inclined to attribute responsibility to the provincial government – and a rather weaker tendency for older and for more educated respondents to locate control at the federal level. On the economy, none of these variables had any significant effect. However, those likelier to vote were likelier to attribute responsibility to the federal government, while political interest tended to lead respondents to the opposite attribution. Overall, there is not much indication that political engagement enables voters ‘correctly’ to assign responsibility. There is also only limited evidence of partisan differences in attributions, and again the picture differs across issues. PC identifiers are more likely to assign health care to the federal level, while NDP supporters are more inclined to ascribe economic responsibility to the province. This could be argued to reflect those parties’ longstanding orientations to Canadian federalism, with the PC’s sympathies perceived as lying closer to Ottawa. The final noteworthy feature of Table 3 is the general paucity of significant effects. I say more about this shortly, having first looked at the corresponding analyses from the Scottish data. Table 4 reports the results.
Table 4

Logistic regressions predicting attributions of responsibility for health and the economy, Scotland 2007 (0 = Westminster, 1 = Holyrood)
[image: image4.emf] 

B s.e. B s.e.

Demographics + political engagement

Age 0.01 0.00 -0.02*** 0.00

University educated 0.35** 0.15 -0.53*** 0.16

Regularly read newspaper -0.24* 0.13 -0.14 0.14

Political interest 1.30*** 0.28 0.30 0.31

Political knowledge 1.30*** 0.29 -0.96*** 0.30

Likelihood of voting 0.25 0.29 -0.66*** 0.32

Party ID + constitutional attitudes

Conservative ID -0.12 0.24 0.35 0.31

Labour ID -0.32* 0.17 -0.19 0.19

Lib Dem ID -0.08 0.29 -0.23 0.31

SNP ID 0.39 0.25 0.08 0.20

Scottish (> British) identity -0.06 0.25 -0.03 0.28

Attitude to independence 1.09*** 0.31 0.42 0.35

More powers for SP 0.44 0.31 2.43*** 0.40

Fiscal powers for SP 0.34 0.28 0.35 0.29

Constant -2.38*** 0.38 -1.43*** 0.41

N=

1302

Health Economy

1244


* p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01

Looking first at demographic and political engagement variables, the results in Table 4 are rather more consistent, both across issues and with expectations. Education, political knowledge, and willingness to vote are all associated with attributing responsibility for health to Holyrood and for the economy to Westminster. (Political interest has the expected effect with respect to health, but not to the economy.) Most of these differences are highly significant.
 Interestingly, there is some evidence that newspaper readership encourages the attribution of responsibility to the federal level, which may reflect a continuing Westminster focus in the Scottish press. Turning to the other variables in the model, there is some evidence that Labour supporters are readier than SNP supporters to attribute responsibility to Westminster, but partisanship looks largely irrelevant. National identity is wholly irrelevant. However, there is some evidence of a ‘wishful thinking’ effect when we look at constitutional preferences. Those who support independence are much more likely to attribute responsibility for health to the Scottish government. On the economy, there is a parallel effect but this time the driver is the desire for more powers to the Scottish Parliament (rather than secession).
 Taking the table as a whole, though, significant effects are again the exception rather than the rule.
That brings us to the issue of the overall predictability of these attributions. In Table 5, I present three indicators of model fit for the regressions in Tables 3 and 4: Cox and Snell’s pseudo-R2 measure, the percentage of cases correctly classified, and the log-likelihood (multiplied by -2).
 In each case the statistics are presented for three specifications: the null model (as a baseline comparison), a model with only the demographic and political engagement variables (Model 1), and a full model with the partisan and (in Scotland’s case) constitutional preference variables added (Model 2).
Table 5

Model fit statistics for regressions predicting attributions of responsibility
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Cox & Snell % correctly Cox & Snell % correctly

 R

2

classified

 R

2

classified

Ontario

Null model -- 67.5 796 -- 77.4 617

Model 1 (demog. + engagement) 0.04 67.2 753 0.02 77.3 599

Model 2 (all variables) 0.05 67.5 747 0.03 77.4 593

Scotland

Null model -- 66.0 1797 -- 70.0 1643

Model 1 (demog. + engagement) 0.10 67.4 1641 0.04 70.4 1574

Model 2 (all variables) 0.15 71.0 1454 0.15 73.1 1321

Health Economy

-2(LL) -2(LL)


Clearly these attributions of responsibility are highly resistant to prediction. This is especially true in Ontario, where the variance explained is negligible, and adding variables does not improve prediction at all. Things are slightly different in Scotland, where both the political engagement and the constitutional attitudes add at least something to explanatory power. In the former case the difference may be due to the recency of constitutional change, with which the less politically aware have yet to catch up. In the latter case, it seems that constitutional preferences offer a cue to Scottish respondents who might otherwise struggle to decide where responsibility lies. Such a cue is not so readily available to Ontarians. It is the weakness of Model 1 across the board that is most striking, though. Politically engaged respondents were barely different from the unengaged in their attributions of responsibility; in other words, such engagement does not seem to be much help.
There are two rival interpretations of these results. First, these models may be seriously under-specified, and a good deal more variance could be explained with the addition of certain key independent variables. There are, however, reasons to doubt this. The model is not noticeably leaner (and the pseudo-R2 not much lower) than in Anderson’s (2006b) similar analysis. And for this paper I tested a variety of fuller specifications without much boost to variance explained. The second interpretation is that the attributions of responsibility reported in these surveys were in many cases nonattitudes, delivered off the top of respondents’ heads and not tightly linked to their broader political thinking and predispositions (Zaller, 1992; Alvarez and Brehm, 2002). This interpretation sits uneasily with the suggestion in Table 2 that respondents were quite confident in their attributions, although conceivably that reported confidence could itself lack deep roots.
On the basis of the results so far, it is difficult to adjudicate with much conviction between these two interpretations. What can be said with confidence is that they have very different implications about the role of attributions of responsibility in vote choice. If these are indeed ‘real’ attitudes or perceptions, held with some confidence by voters, then they are much more likely to be taken into account when voters make their electoral decisions. Conversely, on the nonattitudes reading, these attributions of responsibility were created in a survey context, and may not live beyond that survey, let alone as far as electoral decision time.
Q3. Do attributions of responsibility for specific issues moderate the effect of those issues on party choice?
This section consists mainly of a set of logistic regressions predicting party choice, testing whether the impact of issue opinions varies by attribution of responsibility for the issue. This is the stock approach to inferring the relevance of an issue in vote choice. First, though, it is worth considering a more direct approach, in which respondents were asked to report the most important issue for them when deciding how to vote. Such a question is available in both surveys.
 If attributions of responsibility influenced decisions at these elections, we would expect those seeing an issue as primarily the responsibility of the Scottish or Ontarian governments to report that issue as more important. I do not present the results in full here because of the uniform triumph of the null hypothesis. On no issue in either dataset was there a significant difference in reported salience by attribution of responsibility. More often than not, the non-significant relationship was in the opposite direction. We thus have initial grounds for doubt that attributions have much sway in voting decisions. 
I turn now to the regression analyses. Given the focus of this paper on valence politics, and the use of issue opinion variables based on likely government performance (see below), I estimate binary logistic regressions predicting choice for the two realistic contenders for office. In Ontario these were the Progressive Conservatives and the Liberals; in Scotland they were Labour and the SNP.
  (While polls in Scotland clearly showed that no party could secure a majority, the election was still widely portrayed – by those parties and the media – as a straight fight for office between Labour and the SNP.)
The key terms in each regression model are issue performance evaluations. I measure the impact of an issue on vote choice for two groups, according to whether responsibility for that issue was attributed primarily to the Ontarian/Scottish or the Canadian/UK governments. To the extent that the coefficients are larger in the former group, we have evidence that the answer to Q3 is ‘yes’. In the OES analyses the issue opinion variables are straightforward questions asking respondents “which party do you think would do a better job of dealing with ______?” This was asked about four issues for which attributions of responsibility are also available: health, the economy, taxes, and electricity supply.
 These variables are coded ‘-1’ for the Liberals, ‘+1’ for the Progressive Conservatives, and ‘0’ for any other party (or if no party was mentioned). In the SES, the performance evaluations took a slightly different form, with respondents asked “How well or badly do you think the Scottish executive has handled ____ over the last four years?”
 Respondents were also asked, on the same five-point scale from ‘very well’ to ‘very badly’, how well they thought an SNP-led executive would have handled the issue. By subtracting the Labour from the SNP evaluation, we obtain a party differential for each issue. That differential is used in the analyses below, and is available for all of the issues on which we have attributions of responsibility (see Table 1). However, because in previous analyses neither the environment nor transport have proved relevant for party choice (regardless of attributions of responsibility), here I present results for just four issues: health, the economy, crime, and education. 
There are problems of endogeneity with evaluation variables like this (Wlezien et al., 1997; Evans and Andersen, 2006). Whatever an issue’s relevance for respondents’ decision-making, other things remaining the same we would expect them to report their preferred party as better able to deal with it. To try to isolate the real independent effect of each issue evaluation, I include a range of control variables in each regression. Party identification is particularly important in minimising endogeneity bias, and is included in both Scottish and Ontarian models, as are age and measures of economic and social conservative attitudes. The rest of the variables differ across the two cases, and are chosen because they have proved significant predictors in previous models of party choice using these data (Cutler, 2008; Johns et al., 2008). Example models are provided in Appendix B (and Appendix A gives details of the variables involved).
Given the number of regressions involved, and space constraints, in Table 6 below I report only the issue opinion coefficients from each analysis. Each coefficient denotes the impact of that evaluation variable among respondents attributing the issue to each level in turn. To assess the relationship between attribution of responsibility and the impact of issues on party choice, I use two summary statistics: first, the simple difference between the two coefficients; second, a significance test for this difference. The latter is obtained in a parallel analysis by estimating an interaction term between the issue evaluation and the attribution.
 Attribution of responsibility was coded ‘2’ for provincial/Scottish and ‘1’ for federal/UK, so in that row too a positive figure indicates a stronger effect when an issue was attributed to the Ontarian or Scottish government.
Table 6

Logit coefficients for issue performance evaluations by attribution of responsibility:

i) Ontario (0 = Liberal, 1 = PC);

ii) Scotland (0 = Labour, 1 = SNP)
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i) Ontario Health Economy Taxes Electricity

Primary responsibility of:

Provincial government 1.65*** 1.82*** -0.25 0.43

Federal government 1.49*** 1.91*** 0.81* 2.00**

Difference (B

prov

 - B

fed

) +0.16 -0.09 -1.06 -1.57

Evaluation * attribution +0.01 -0.08 -0.12* -0.11*

N= 208 200 157 198

ii) Scotland Health Economy Crime Education

Mainly responsibility of:

Scottish executive 0.59*** 0.95*** 0.98*** 0.62***

UK government 0.78*** 1.48*** 0.57*** 0.57**

Difference (B

Scot

 - B

UK

) -0.19 -0.53 +0.41 +0.05

Evaluation * attribution -0.27 -0.43* +0.48* +0.29

N= 708 692 696 707

Which party would do a better job of dealing with…

How SNP would have handled minus how Labour handled…


* p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01

Given the number of analyses reported in Table 6, it is not surprising that the picture is somewhat mixed. Nonetheless, it becomes clear that there is little support for a positive answer to Q3. Only with crime in Scotland is there evidence that an issue weighed significantly heavier with voters who regarded it as more clearly at stake in that Scottish election. The relationship is actually in the opposite direction in five of the eight cases, and significantly so in three of those (despite low Ns, especially in the OES data
). In Ontario, taxes and electricity had no significant impact on those attributing responsibility primarily to the provincial government (to be elected), but did influence the decisions of those who regarded these issues as the primary responsibility of the federal government.
 And economic voting in the Scottish election of 2007 appears to have been stronger among those ascribing economic responsibility to a different level of government. These counter-intuitive results resist easy explanation. In the other analyses, though, the pattern was simpler: the effect of issues was roughly the same regardless of how respondents attributed responsibility for them (as in Anderson, 2006b, but contra Cutler, 2004).
Q4. Do broad impressions of the importance of an arena moderate the overall effect of that arena on party choice?

I suggested earlier that the thinking behind Q3 may overestimate voters’ willingness to focus on specific issues, both when attributing responsibility and when deciding how to vote. In this section, I look at respondents’ assessments of the overall balance of issue responsibilities, and assess whether this affects the kind of factors that drive party choice. (This approach is perhaps more in tune with the general ‘arenas’ approach of second-order election theory.) For respondents’ overall impressions of how much is at stake, I simply count the number of issues (from Table 1) that respondents attribute to the provincial/Scottish rather than the federal/UK governments, and then split these count variables around their median values. In Ontario, the split is between 0-1 and 2-4 issues for which the provincial government was deemed primarily responsible; in Scotland, the corresponding figures are 0-3 and 4-6 issues.

To explore whether the basis for voters’ decisions differs according to their overall impressions of importance, I run another series of logistic regressions predicting party choice. As in the previous section, I begin with a base model containing variables that have been shown to predict party choice.
 Here, though, instead of simply adding a single issue evaluation each time, I add a batch of variables from each arena in turn. For example, in the SES analyses, the ‘Scottish arena’ variables are evaluations of the main Scottish party leaders, of Labour’s overall performance in the 2003-2007 executive, and of performance on key issues (see Table 6), while the ‘UK arena’ variables are evaluations of British Labour’s outgoing and incoming leader, and of Labour’s performance at Westminster, and attitudes to the Iraq war. For the precise contents of these batches, see Appendix C which also shows an example model from both cases. The batches of added variables are quite small, partly because low Ns demand such restraint, but also because it was quite difficult to identify variables that could be straightforwardly assigned to one arena rather than the other. (Of course, the fact that many of these variables cannot be easily allocated to one arena or the other merely reinforces the point that such attribution may be beyond voters’ capacities or indeed ambitions.)   
In Table 7, as before, I do not report the full results from these regressions, but instead provide the data needed to answer Q4. These are the same model fit statistics that were included in Table 5. If the answer to Q4 is ‘yes’ then we would expect the addition of provincial/Scottish variables to boost explanatory power particularly for those respondents who see more at stake at that level (and the same to be true for the federal/UK level).
Table 7

Model fit statistics for regressions predicting party choice – by overall attributions of responsibility
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Cox & Snell % correctly Cox & Snell % correctly

 R

2

classified

 R

2

classified

Base model 0.29 70.8

89

0.32 75.8

119

Base + provincial variables 0.68 92.9

19

0.58 90.2

58

Base + federal variables 0.31 78.0

87

0.34 80.0

115

Cox & Snell % correctly Cox & Snell % correctly

 R

2

classified

 R

2

classified

Base model 0.52 86.6

196

0.53 87.5

240

Base + Scottish variables 0.64 91.8

111

0.58 92.1

190

Base + British variables 0.59 90.8

149

0.54 89.6

228

Ontarian government mainly responsible for…

-2(LL) -2(LL)

0-1 issues 2-4 issues

0-3 issues 4-6 issues

Scottish government mainly responsible for…

-2(LL) -2(LL)


Table 7 provides very few grounds for a positive answer to Q4. In the Ontarian case, the dominant pattern is that the provincial variables greatly boost variance explained, while the federal-level variables do very little.
 This pattern holds regardless of overall assessments of responsibility; if anything, the provincial-level variables boost prediction most among those who ascribe more responsibility to the federal level. In Scotland there is a similar imbalance, with Scottish- trumping British-level variables for explanatory power, but again this is clearest for voters attributing responsibility mainly to the British government. However, the prevailing theme in Table 7 is homogeneity between the left- and right-hand panels. The factors that drive (and the factors that are largely irrelevant for) party choice are more or less the same, regardless of which levels of government are held responsible for key electoral issues.

One valid objection to the analysis above is that the general measure of responsibility, being simply a sum of attributions for individual issues, is not what political psychologists would see as an ‘overall impression’. Unfortunately, neither dataset includes a variable more obviously suitable.
 But we can come at this problem from a different angle, using an SES question asking voters “did you vote mostly according to what was going on in Scotland, or mostly according to what was going on in Britain as a whole?” Respondents split 70:30 in favour of ‘in Scotland’, which tallies with the evidence from Table 7. Here, though, the key question is whether – at the individual level – these self-reports are consistent with the impact of variables from the different arenas. Table 8, following the same format as Table 7, provides the data to address this question.

Table 8

Model fit statistics for regressions predicting party choice – by self-reported basis for vote
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Cox & Snell % correctly Cox & Snell % correctly

 R

2

classified

 R

2

classified

Base model 0.60 89.6

84

0.50 85.7

319

Base + Scottish variables 0.68 97.2

40

0.56 88.7

250

Base + British variables 0.65 93.0

59

0.54 89.1

274

Voted mainly according to what was going on in…

Britain as a whole Scotland

-2(LL) -2(LL)


For reasons that are not immediately obvious, it proved easier to predict the party choices of those who reported voting mostly on British matters. That difference aside, Table 8 tells a similar story to that from Table 7. If anything, there is conflict rather than consistency between ‘subjective’ and ‘objective’ bases for decision. Among those who reported voting mostly on Scottish matters, the British-level variables did marginally more to boost the percentage of correct classification, while it was the Scottish-level variables that were more potent among those who reported voting on what was going on in Britain. Using pseudo-R2 rather than correct classification, there is no difference between the two groups in the relative explanatory power of the batches of variables.
 It is a moot point whether the regression coefficients or the respondents’ self-reports are a truer indication of the basis for decision. It could be that voters cannot readily identify the basis for their decision-making (Nisbett and Wilson, 1977; Blais et al., 1998), such that questions like the one used for Table 8 elicit top-of-the-head responses. Or it could be that voters classify variables differently: for example, some might see Iraq as a Scottish matter because an independent Scotland may well not have participated in the war. Or voters may not distinguish between performance in different arenas: they have only a general impression (that is, only one ‘running tally’ (Fiorina, 1981; Achen, 1992)) for Labour, and will report it whether asked about Labour’s performance at Holyrood or Westminster. Either way, the crucial point is that voters do not think about these things in the same way that political scientists have become accustomed to think about them. In particular, the notion underlying second-order or multi-level election theory – that the way voters approach an election depends on the powers that they attribute to the body being elected – does not fare well confronted with the empirical evidence presented here.  
7. Summary and implications 

The purpose of this paper was to explore voters’ attributions of responsibility in multi-level contexts like Scotland and Ontario. At the aggregate level, voters tended on the whole to agree on where powers lie, and insofar as there was consensus it reflected constitutional practice. At the individual level, many voters expressed confidence in their judgements. However, these attributions were not readily predictable, even among the more politically aware voters, raising suspicions that they were not particularly deeply rooted in voters’ thinking about politics. That suspicion was fuelled by the findings from the analysis of voting decisions at the Ontarian election of 2003 and the Scottish election of 2007. There was very little evidence that issues weighed heavier in the decision-making of those who laid responsibility for them at the door of the bodies being elected. Nor was there even any evidence that respondents’ overall assessments of what was at stake in an election affected the basis for their decision.

It should be emphasised that these arguments are not a criticism of voters. For one thing, the attribution questions asked about which level was ‘mainly’ or ‘primarily’ responsible for issues. Evidence of economic voting in these elections does not mean that voters mistakenly believed the Scottish and Ontarian governments to be in sole control of that issue; it could simply mean that, since the economy is so important, it makes sense to hold to account any authority that bears some responsibility for it. Nonetheless, we would still expect the impact of the economy, or indeed any issue, to have been stronger among those who regarded it as primarily the responsibility of Ontario or Scotland. And that expectation was routinely confounded. Instead, it appeared that attributions of responsibility were basically irrelevant for vote choice. Why?
The answer probably lies in understanding the psychology of voters and their decision-making. The essential point is that, when tasks are cognitively arduous, people look to avoid them. Since attribution of responsibility is by any standards a difficult task even for the politically aware, the likelihood is that voters will not attempt it. (When a survey interview requires them to do so, we saw that voters seem on the whole to do a good job, but that gives no reason to suppose that they would otherwise invest such cognitive effort.) What they do instead, as is well established, is use heuristics and general impressions to simplify the task of voting. To end, I briefly sketch a way in which this might work in multi-level contexts.
First of all, since the task at election time is to choose between parties, it will be parties rather than levels of government that are at the forefront of voters’ thinking. And because it would be cognitively costly to maintain different impressions of a party’s image and performance at multiple levels, many voters will rely instead on general evaluations.
 Thus the debate about whether the 2007 Scottish election was a referendum on Labour at Holyrood or at Westminster may be misguided. The election was (among other things, of course) a referendum on Labour’s performance. Naturally, its successes and failures in both arenas will feed into voters’ impressions of the party. And, insofar as developments at one level are more prominent in the political news, that level will feed in more to those evaluations. Crucially, though, it is those general evaluations that matter at election time, and they matter at every election, regardless of whether they were driven largely by considerations inhering in a different arena. That explains why local and European elections, for example, are so often seen as referendums on national governments. Most European voters hear far more about national than either local or European politics, and so naturally their attitudes to the parties are based largely on national developments.

The approach sketched above diverges sharply from the conventional understanding of second-order and multi-level elections because it casts voters in a much more passive role. An election’s place on the first- to second-order continuum is not determined by voters actively considering what is at stake and adapting their decisions accordingly. Instead it is determined by what is put in front of voters, by way of parties’ campaigning and media coverage. Imagine a local election campaign that is dominated by local issues, personalities, and the records of the parties at a local level. A large proportion of voters would base their choice on local issues, even though the responsibilities of the authority being elected remain unchanged and very limited. Similarly, because the Iraq issue remained prominent at the time of the 2007 Scottish election, it had an effect on party choice. The point is not that voters could not, if called upon, correctly identify that responsibility for Britain’s past and future participation in the war lay at Westminster. However, to expect voters to ‘overrule’ the campaign, and to act (on their own initiative) like jurors asked to ignore evidence that was wrongly brought before them, is to overestimate their motivation to process and reflect on political information.
Throughout this section I have referred to ‘voters’. To imply homogeneity in this way is misleading. In particular, there will doubtless be a group of voters with distinct impressions of parties at multiple levels, who are able to attribute responsibility for different issues, and whose decisions at different elections are definitely influenced by these attributions. The problem with second-order or multi-level election theories is that they presume such voters to be the rule rather than the exception. As such, they fail to take account of the limits on most voters’ knowledge of where responsibility lies, and, more importantly, on their motivation to consider these matters when voting. That is why these theories may falter when confronted with individual-level data.
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Appendix A
Variable labels for OES and SES measures
[image: image9.emf]OES SES

Variable Label Variable Label

Forced-choice: Crime pre_q89

Health ju1 Health pre_q92

Social security ju2 Education pre_q95

Public transport ju3 Economy post_q183

Economy ju4 Transport post_q186

11-point scales: Environment post_q189

Health k1a-b

Economy k3a-b

Taxes k4a-b

Electricity supply k5a-b

Age

age

Age

age

University educated

educ

University educated

pre_q230

Regularly read newspaper

ma1

Regularly read newspaper

pre_q210

Political interest

d1

Political interest

pre_q45

Political knowledge

c1-c3

Political knowledge

pre_q105-pre_q108

Likelihood of voting

b6

Likelihood of voting

pre_q52

Party identification x 3 po1 Party identification x 4 pre_q48, pre_q50

Scottish (> British) identity

post_q127

Attitude to independence

pre_q129

More powers for SP

post_q119

Fiscal powers for SP

post_q120

Party best to deal with: SNP v Labour to handle:

Health e5, e5b, e5x, ppe5

Crime

pre_q90, 91

Economy

e10, e10b, e10x, ppe10

Health

pre_q93, 94

Taxes

e13, e13b, e13x, ppe13

Education

pre_q96, 97

Electricity supply

e11, e11b, e11x, ppe11

Economy

post_q184, 185

Other base model variables

Gender

x11 Gender gender

Pro-Liberal tactical situation

f2, f3 (see Cutler, 2008)

Lives outside central belt

SPregion

Economic conservatism

p21-26

Lives rural area

rururb

Social conservatism

p15, pj15, p27

Economic conservatism

pre_q119

View on taxes

j20

Social conservatism

pre_q123

Want constitution referendum

post_q161

Want constitution status quo

pre_q135

Want independence

pre_q137, 138

Attributions of responsibility

Predictors of attributions of responsibility

Issue evaluation variables



Appendix A (cont’d)
[image: image10.emf]OES SES

Variable Label Variable Label

Provincial variables Scottish variables

Impression of Eves

e1, e1b, e1x, ppe1

Like-dislike - Salmond

pre_q193

Impression of McGuinty

e2, e2b, e2x, ppe2

Like-dislike - McConnell

pre_q192

Evaluation - Ontario economy

j27

Evaluation of Lab in Scotland

pre_q103

SNP v Lab - public services

pre_q93, 94, 96, 97

SNP v Lab - economy

post_q184, 185

Federal variables British variables

Satisfaction - federal govt

aa2

Like-dislike - Tony Blair

pre_q189

Evaluation - Canada economy

j26

Like-dislike - Gordon Brown

pre_q191

Evaluation of Lab in Britain

pre_q102

Attitude to Iraq war

pre_q115


Appendix B

Examples of the health issue models reported in Table 6

i) Ontario (0=Lib, 1=PC; N=208)

[image: image11.emf] 

B s.e.

Gender (female) 0.64 0.48

Age 0.00 0.00

University education -0.94* 0.51

PC ID 2.23*** 0.62

Liberal ID -0.70 0.57

Pro-Liberal tactical situation 0.78 0.89

Economic conservatism 0.67 0.60

Social conservatism 0.82* 0.48

View on taxes 0.88* 0.47

Best party on health 1.27*** 0.29

Responsibility for health 0.03 0.08

Evaluation * attribution 0.01 0.08

Constant -1.36 0.94

Cox & Snell pseudo-R

2

% correctly classified

87.0

0.52


* p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01
ii) Scotland (0=Lab, 1=SNP; N=708)
[image: image12.emf] 

B s.e.

Gender (female) -0.93*** 0.01

Age 0.03*** 0.28

Lives outside central belt 0.45 0.29

Lives rural area 0.93*** 0.30

Labour ID -2.77*** 0.40

SNP ID 2.11*** 0.65

Economic conservatism -0.06 0.07

Social conservatism 0.05 0.04

Want constitutional referendum 1.17*** 0.29

Want constitutional status quo -0.91*** 0.32

Want independence 1.44*** 0.43

SNP v Labour on health 1.11** 0.48

Responsibility for health 0.13 0.28

Evaluation * attribution -0.27 0.27

Constant -0.54 0.88

Cox & Snell pseudo-R

2

% correctly classified

88.2

0.55


* p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01

Appendix C
Examples of the full models reported in Table 7

i) Ontario: Provincial government responsible for 2-4 issues (0=Lib, 1=PC; N=124)

[image: image13.emf] 

B s.e. B s.e. B s.e.

Gender (female) 0.85* 0.47 1.11 0.77 1.13** 0.52

Age 0.01 0.02 0.06** 0.03 0.00 0.02

University education -0.29 0.47 -0.56 0.75 -0.22 0.49

Pro-Liberal tactical situation -0.57 0.94 -0.95 1.78 -0.65 0.96

Economic conservatism 2.73*** 0.70 1.48 1.09 2.66*** 0.71

Social conservatism 1.05** 0.47 1.08* 0.71 1.10** 0.48

View on taxes 0.87** 0.45 -0.08 0.69 0.87* 0.45

Impression - Ernie Eves -- -- 2.45*** 0.68 -- --

Impression - Dalton McGuinty -- -- -3.54*** 1.01 -- --

Evaluation of Ontario economy -- -- 0.95* 0.59 -- --

Satisfaction with federal govt -- -- -- -- -0.63* 0.39

Evaluation of Canada economy -- -- -- -- 0.48 0.36

Constant -1.34 1.18 -4.11** 2.32 -1.87 1.27

Cox & Snell pseudo-R

2

% correctly classified

-2(LL)



75.8

0.32

Base model



119 58 115

Base + federal

0.34

80.0



Base + provincial

0.58

90.2


* p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01

ii) Scotland: Scottish government responsible for 4-6 issues (0=Lab, 1=SNP; N=468)

[image: image14.emf] 

B s.e. B s.e. B s.e.

Gender (female) 0.85* 0.47 1.11 0.77 1.13** 0.52

Age 0.01 0.02 0.06** 0.03 0.00 0.02

University education -0.29 0.47 -0.56 0.75 -0.22 0.49

Pro-Liberal tactical situation -0.57 0.94 -0.95 1.78 -0.65 0.96

Economic conservatism 2.73*** 0.70 1.48 1.09 2.66*** 0.71

Social conservatism 1.05** 0.47 1.08* 0.71 1.10** 0.48

View on taxes 0.87** 0.45 -0.08 0.69 0.87* 0.45

Impression - Ernie Eves -- -- 2.45*** 0.68 -- --

Impression - Dalton McGuinty -- -- -3.54*** 1.01 -- --

Evaluation of Ontario economy -- -- 0.95* 0.59 -- --

Satisfaction with federal govt -- -- -- -- -0.63* 0.39

Evaluation of Canada economy -- -- -- -- 0.48 0.36

Constant -1.34 1.18 -4.11** 2.32 -1.87 1.27

Cox & Snell pseudo-R

2

% correctly classified

-2(LL)



75.8

0.32

Base model



119 58 115

Base + federal

0.34

80.0



Base + provincial

0.58

90.2


* p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01

� All this assumes that voters have turned out at all, which for obvious reasons they are less inclined to do in second-order elections. Since this paper is about how rather than whether people vote, I will not dwell on the turnout issue.


� Similarly, studies have shown that many Canadians see the federal and provincial arenas as separate ‘political worlds’, the relative importance of which varies between citizens (Wilson and Hoffman, 1970; Blake, 1985).


� Cutler’s (2004) study compared two Canadian provinces (British Columbia and Alberta).


� As Anderson (2008) shows, it is the better informed voters for whom attribution of responsibility on a specific issue (the economy) moderates the effect of that issue. 


� With this in mind, a closer comparison would be between Scotland and Quebec (e.g. McLean, 2001; Henderson and McEwen, 2005).  Ontario was chosen instead precisely because it allows us to explore how voters attribute responsibility in a less politically charged atmosphere.


� An exception is the series of studies of voting in US state-level elections (e.g. Kone and Winters, 1993; Atkeson and Partin, 1995; Carsey and Wright, 1998).  


� There was an additional SES wave in December 2007, but no data from that survey are used in this paper.


� One reason to avoid such speculation is that both the OES and SES will overstate the awareness of their respective publics.  In both samples the well educated are overrepresented and abstainers are underrepresented, and both turnout and education are known positive correlates of political engagement and knowledge.


� In fact, those who deemed the province responsible for the economy, and the federal government responsible for health, were slightly more confident than the average.


� All analyses are run using Stata, and all significance tests are based on robust standard errors.


� To save space, I do not set out precise wordings and codings of all the measures used in the empirical analyses. In Appendix A, the variables used are listed along with their OES/SES variable names. Readers can check these details, and if desired replicate the analyses, by accessing the questionnaires and datasets at the studies’ websites.


� The biggest difference was in the measures of political knowledge, which took the form in the SES of a true/false quiz on parties and issues in the 2007 election, and in the OES of open-ended questions asking respondents to name the leaders of the provincial parties.


� The measure used is known as the ‘Moreno question’, and asks respondents to classify themselves as ‘Scottish only’, ‘Scottish more than British’, ‘Scottish and British equally’, ‘British more than Scottish’, or ‘British only’.  Strictly speaking, this ordinal variable should be converted into dummies for inclusion on the right hand side of a regression equation.  However, since its effects were nowhere near significance in either analysis, I treat it here as a single predictor for economy of presentation. 


� Older respondents were noticeably more likely to ascribe responsibility for the economy to Westminster.  However, since there was no parallel effect with health, this result cannot really be explained via the earlier speculation about belated reaction to the impact of devolution.


� This difference across issues perhaps makes some sense, in that polls show the economy to be the commonest priority among those seeking more powers for the Scottish government. 


� Since this latter value is partly a function of sample size, listwise deletion was used such that only cases available for Model 2 were used in calculating the statistics for the slimmer models.


� The SES question was open-ended, while the OES version asked respondents to choose between five issues: the economy, health, education, electricity supply, and taxes.


� In Scotland’s mixed electoral system, voters have two ballots.  For these analyses I use the constituency rather than the regional list votes, because with fewer minor parties competing these constituency contests are more clearly fought between the main contenders.


� For the latter two issues, the attribution of responsibility variable is not the simple provincial-or-federal question as in Table 1.  Instead, respondents were asked “how much responsibility does the Ontario government bear for ______?” and then an equivalent question but about the federal government.  These questions involved an 11-point response scale from ‘not at all responsible’ to ‘fully responsible’.  To create a parallel dichotomy from these variables, respondents were coded as attributing primary responsibility to that level of government which they rated higher on this scale.  Those who gave the same rating to both the provincial and federal governments are omitted from these analyses, as are those who volunteered ‘both’ in response to the simpler question.  (Where both types of attribution question were available, as with health and the economy, I reran the analysis using each in turn.  The substantive conclusions were the same.  Those analyses are available from the author on request.  Data were pooled across conditions in the question order experiment conducted with these questions (with the order of provincial and federal responsibility switched).  Again, there is no evidence that this affected the results of the analysis here.)


� Although Labour was in coalition (with the Liberal Democrats) in the Scottish executive between 2003 and 2007, it was clearly the dominant coalition partner, and viewed as such by the voters (see Johns and Carman, 2008).


� Obviously for these parallel analyses the specification changes: the model includes the issue evaluation, the attribution of responsibility and the interaction term. Krosnick (1988) uses a similar dual approach, with separate coefficients to illustrate differences, and then interaction terms to test the significance of those differences.


� The particularly small Ns in that case are due to the fact that the attribution of responsibility questions were asked of only around one-third of the total sample, many of whom were not included in the post-election survey (and of course some of those who were included had not voted or had chosen other parties).  These small Ns mean that the results from the Ontario analyses must be taken with a degree of caution.  One possibility for future research is to pool data from different provincial election studies, with a view to boosting the sample available for analysis.


� Those non-significant coefficients for taxes and electricity indicate that these issue evaluation measures are not so contaminated by endogeneity bias that performance on any issue appears to be a strong influence on party choice. 


� This base model is slightly different from that used in the issue evaluation regressions, however, because in this context it was essential to use only variables that were independent of level of government.  In particular, this meant that party identification had to be omitted from the Ontario base model, because in Canada partisanship is far from consistent across federal and provincial levels (Stewart and Clarke, 1998; Cutler, 2004), and hence the OES measures are arena-specific.


� This matches Cutler’s (2008) findings, and reinforces his conclusion that the 2003 Ontarian election falls very close to the first-order end of the continuum.


� In some work on second-order elections the question “how much difference do you think it makes who wins _____ elections?” is used as an indicator of what is at stake at each level.  This is misguided, because such questions measure a broader impression of the efficacy of electoral democracy, and not an arena-specific assessment.  That question was asked in the SES 2007 about both Westminster and Scottish Parliament elections, and the responses were positively correlated at 0.66.  If the questions gauged respondents’ attributions of responsibility to the different levels, that correlation should be strongly negative.


� A couple of caveats are necessary here. First, voters’ tendency to rely on general impressions of parties, blurred across levels of government, is probably exacerbated when – as in Scotland in 2007 but not Ontario in 2003 – the same party is in power at both levels.  Different governing parties tend to sharpen the distinction between levels, thus facilitating the maintenance of separate evaluations.  Second, separate evaluations are also more likely where the party system diverges across levels of government (Hough and Jeffery, 2005), and where – as in Canada – many voters even maintain separate party identifications at the different levels.  





