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1 Introduction
In the last decades of the 20th century and ongoing in the 21st century, political leaders have gained importance both in political communication and electoral competition in relation to political parties and other political institutions. Furthermore, the electorate is changing in such a way that voters increasingly cast their vote on the basis of a preferred politician, instead of a political party. This increased emphasis on political leaders and individual politicians is often labeled as the ‘personalization of politics’ (McAllister, 2007). 

The phenomenon of personalization has many faces and knows various distinct aspects, and has received a large amount of scholarly study in recent years. Nevertheless, there is no consensus on the definition of personalization: many different conceptualizations are used. The most often used definition in (empirical) research is provided by Rahat & Sheafer (2007). These authors distinguish three types of personalization; institutional personalization, personalization in the media, and behavioral personalization. Especially media personalization and behavioral personalization have received much academic attention (Boumans et al., 2013; Langer, 2007; Wattenberg, 1998). Furthermore, behavioral personalization is also being operationalized as ‘electoral’ personalization, in which the focus of study is only on the behavior of the electorate. For example, in two studies, Van Holsteyn & Andeweg (2010/2012) operationalize personalization as ‘a greater importance of politicians than parties for the electoral choice of voters’ (Ibid, 2010, p.629). In the former (2010), they focus on the disentanglement of the political party and individual politician by deploying a quantitative approach and asking Dutch electorate respondents to conduct a counterfactual thought experiment about their preferred candidate. In their most recent article of 2012, they focus on electors (and their particular characteristics) who casted a preferential vote in the Dutch parliamentary elections, which they label as ‘second order personalization’. 

While the articles of Van Holsteyn & Andeweg (2010/2012) mentioned above focus on a counterfactual thought experiment to disentangle party and person, and on second order personalization (preferential votes instead of a vote for the party leader), the ambition of this research is to investigate preferential voting and the disentanglement of party and person in an integrated way. This is deemed necessary since both concepts focus only upon one part of electoral personalization; the counterfactual thought experiment has no notion of the underlying reasons why electors actually voted the way they did, and the study on preferential voting (second order personalization) did not include any research on votes for party leaders, while the underlying reason for casting a vote on a party leader might also by a personalized one. 
Moreover, the research conducted by van Holsteyn & Andeweg (2012) on preferential voting is a predicate upon existing research on preferential voting in other countries. Various accounts, for example in Belgium (André, Wouters & Pilet, 2010), provide the theoretical framework and basis (among other accounts) for van Holsteyn & Andeweg’s research on preferential voting in the Netherlands. Besides the positive aspect of testing an existing theory on a new case, the authors overlook one aspect of major importance: the electoral institutional setting of different countries. In Belgium for example, electors are entitled to either cast a list-vote on a party as a whole, or a preferential vote on a particular political candidate (Marsh, 1985, p.367).  Thus, party-voting and voting on individual politicians are disentangled and distinct from each other. A scholar/researcher who is interested in investigating personalization then only has to focus upon preferential voting in order to capture the amount of electoral personalization. In the Netherlands, electors are only asked to cast a vote on a particular candidate, without a list option (Ibid.). Therefore, it is not directly visible how many electors voted in a personalized manner. To sum up; In the Belgian electoral system voters can choose between a party and a candidate, while in the Netherlands a vote for a party is inherently a vote for a candidate and vice versa. In their research van Holsteyn & Andeweg (2012) decided to focus only upon preferential voting, leaving aside a possible crucial personalized group in the electorate, i.e. electors who voted on the party leader for reasons based on the personal characteristics of that candidate, which may have led them to biased conclusions in their research.  In addition, the literature also suggests that a distinction can be made between ‘intra-party’ personalization, which relates to personalization between individual politicians between parties, and ‘extra-party’ personalization, which relates to personalization beyond parties based on individual politicians. 
Since the framework used by van Holsteyn & Andeweg is not responsive to the Dutch institutional setting and does not fully incorporate vital aspects for casting a personalized vote (i.e. the reasons why electors actually voted the way they did, and the underlying reason for casting a vote for a party leader), there is a possibility that their results are biased. Therefore, this study seeks to synthesize these concepts into a broader, more all-embracing concept; ‘the degree to which electors, and their electoral choice, are susceptible to vote for individual politicians’. This definition covers the definition provided by van Holsteyn & Andeweg (2010, p.629), but exceeds it in a sense that it can be operationalized in a way that both reasons for casting a vote for political leaders and preferential votes can be incorporated. In other words, this definition allows for the disentanglement of the reasons
 for a vote casted on the first candidate on the ballot list.
The goal of this research will be the further development of this concept of ‘susceptibility of individual politicians’ in the Dutch particular context, together with an empirical quantitative analysis and exploration of the specific characteristics of those individuals who are more susceptible to individual politicians. Therefore, this research tries to answer the following research question:

· What specific personal characteristics of voters best explain the susceptibility to vote for individual politicians?
In order to answer this question a quantitative analysis will be conducted using the Dutch Parliamentary Election Study (DPES) covering the Dutch parliamentary elections. But first, an investigation of the existing literature about electoral personalization is conducted  in order to determine which causes (independent variables) should be used as main explanatory variables, and which variables should be controlled for. In particular, this research focuses upon two widely used predictors in existing research; education and age. These individual characteristics of voters are especially interesting since there is no consensus on the assumed direction of correlation within existing research. Therefore, the theoretical set up of this research is build around the predictors of education and age. These variables, and other variables which will be controlled for, will be addressed in the next chapter.  Furthermore, the third chapter deals with an elaboration on the Dutch political constitutional context, and the concept of ‘susceptibility for individual politicians’ which has to be operationalized and further developed, combined with the operationalization of the other concepts used in this research.  In particular, the concept of susceptibility for individual politicians will be operationalized in two dependent variables (see chapter 3). The fourth chapter presents the descriptive statistics of the variables used in this research, accompanied with the explanatory results found in the models. In particular, independent samples T-tests and logistic regression models are used as inferential statistical methods. Chapter 5 provides a summarizing overview and the conclusions that can be drawn upon the results, combined with some recommendations for future research. 
2 Theoretical Framework
The starting point of this research is the bipartite account provided by van Holsteyn & Andeweg (2010/2012) in their research on electoral personalization in the Netherlands. Due to the puzzle that is distilled out of their research, this chapter addresses these accounts first hand. Secondly, an elaboration of the main explanatory factors on the susceptibility of individual politicians, and the justification for choosing these explanatory factors as main independent variables,  will be provided. Thirdly, this chapter also addresses several recurrent variables in existing research, which, as I will argue, will serve as control variables in this account. Finally, an overview of all variables used in this research will be presented.

2.1 The Starting Point: Van Holsteyn & Andeweg
For many journalists and politicians it is part of common wisdom that contemporary politics in Western democracies has become and is becoming increasingly personalized. However, for most scholars this is not evidently the case. For them, the concept of personalization faces several problems such as the lack of conceptual clarity, and the use of different definitions which lead researchers to contradicting conclusions. Van Holsteyn & Andeweg (2010) define personalization as ‘a greater importance of politicians than parties for the electoral choice of voters’. 
Empirically, the concept of personalization faces the problem of disentangling the individual voters’ preferences for individual candidates in relation to their parties, since in many electoral systems, such as the Dutch, a vote for a candidate is a vote for a party and vice versa. Furthermore, the sympathy for leaders and/or individual politicians correlates with sympathy for political parties. In order to cope with these problems, and to disentangle the person from the party, a counterfactual thought experiment related to the Dutch parliamentary elections is conducted.  This is done by using questions regarding party/politician preferences included in the NKO (DPES). Their results show that most people are true party voters, and would abandon their preferred candidate if he or she would be lower on the list, or on the list of another party. Furthermore, their results show that there is a positive link between populism (populist parties) and personalization. These results refer to party leaders, and several studies show that there is a steady increase in the percentage of votes cast for other candidates i.e. preferential votes. The question then is; does personalization refer to party leaders only, or to other candidates as well? When the counterfactual experiment is conducted on electors who casted a preferential vote the results show that most electors are ‘pure party-voters’, and would stick to their party even when their preferred candidate would be on the list of another party. In addition, there is a stronger tendency for voters to stick to their preferred candidate if he or she would be in another position on the same list. 

The thought experiment combined with the increase in preference votes further suggests that a preference for a person is to a large extent embedded in the preference for a party. However, the data cannot provide conclusive information whether this is true or not. Furthermore, and of major importance for this study, Van Hostelyn & Andeweg (2010, p.634) explore which electors are more likely to put a person over a party. Their results show that the level of education, political knowledge, strength of party id, and the moment of vote decision are all negatively significantly correlated, while gender, electoral generation, and interest in politics are not statistically significant.

Electoral personalization is a widely discussed and investigated phenomenon.  Despite this large amount of attention, most studies are focusing on political leaders, leaving the issue of preferential voting unanalyzed and unanswered. In another account, van Holsteyn & Andeweg (2012) make a distinction between voting on the first candidate or political leader, which they label as ‘first order personalization’, and casting a preferential vote, which they label as ‘second order personalization’. While first order personalization focuses on the impact of party leaders, second order personalization focuses on casting a vote on a candidate other than the party leader (preferential vote). 
According to the authors, both forms of personalization have a distinct logic and different dynamics. In first order personalization, the preference for the first candidate precedes the preference for the party, while in second order personalization the choice for a particular political party precedes the preference for an individual candidate within that particular party. This second order personalization is the main focus of their study, and an elaboration is provided of the characteristics of electors who cast a preferential vote, combined with an analysis of what makes other candidates beside the party leader so appealing to these voters. 

In their analysis on preferential voting in the Netherlands, they found that women slightly more often cast a preferential vote than men, and a positive correlation between the date when voters are entitled to cast a vote for the first time and preferential voting. Furthermore, a positive correlation for casting a preferential vote is found for the level of education, following the news, political knowledge and political efficacy scores.

2.2 Research on Electoral Personalization in Other Countries
As Van Holsteyn & Andeweg (2012, p.172) already point out, there is no established menu of explanations for the behavior of preferential voters in the field of study on personalization. Rather, researches use various background and social-demographic characteristics of individual voters to find correlates and therefore explanations for the behavior of preferential voters. The argumentation behind the use of these background and social-demographic characteristics of individuals as explanatory variables is usually based on (theoretical) hunches. However, some widely used and recurrent explanatory variables can be detected in the literature, which will be addressed in turn in here. This section starts with the main explanatory variables used in this research, combined with an elaboration on the particular reasons for choosing these factors as main explanatory variables, followed by an overview of other variables in existing research, which will be controlled for. 
2.2.1 Main Explanatory Variables

2.2.1.1 Education

Most literature focuses on levels of education as the most important explanatory factor in order to explain which voters are ‘more likely to put person above party’ (Van Holsteyn & Andeweg, 2010). However, there is no consensus on what the direction of the effect of levels of education actually is. Lodge et al. (1989) argue that voters with a low level of education usually have less knowledge and information about politics, and are therefore more prone to base their electoral voice upon personality, instead of a party or a party’s performance, or ideology. The reason, according to the authors, is that personalities are less abstract than for example an ideology, and people tend to memorize personalities better than performances of politicians. According to the candidate evaluation model, these personalities will be decisive for the assessment of  political candidates (Ibid.). On the other hand, McGraw & Steenbergen (1995) argue that individuals with a higher level of education give more weight to personality. In contradiction to the candidate evaluation model, they argue that highly educated voters are better equipped with the knowledge and resources to analyze party manifesto’s and party promises in such a way that they can assess their credibility and thus conclude if they can be trusted. If not, it is argued, highly educated voters will rely on individual integrity and competence. Moreover, in most contemporary governmental systems the candidate (and possible executive) is relatively free to change his or her policy positions. While in office, the executive might abide his or her party, and might even ignore his own pledges. Therefore, educated voters might judge the candidate for something that is not going to change; his or her personality (Glass (1985). To put it another way: “the preference vote represents a more discriminating choice than the simple list vote, and so should be associated with higher levels of (…) education’ (Katz, 1985, p.231).
In a different study on personal attributes of candidates, but closely related to the issue under scrutiny in this research, David P. Glass (1985) tries to answer the question whether higher educated people are as concerned with the personal qualities of political candidates than as those who are less educated.  In accordance with Van Holsteyn & Andeweg (2010), he assesses that in the current literature two logical deductions are possible: (1) personal qualities are more consequential for less educated voters, while the more educated better fit the ideal of the ‘rational voter’, or (2) the better educated are more concerned with candidate attributes than the poorly educated (Ibid, p.519). 
 Using survey data from the National Election Studies in the United States, Glass finds that not the less educated Americans are more interested in personal attributes of political candidates, but the more educated Americans do. Thus, the myth that better educated people are less concerned with personal attributes and characteristics of individuals should remain what it is - a myth (Ibid, p.523). 
In existing research on preferential voting in the Netherlands, Van Holsteyn & Andeweg (2010/2012) find a positive effect of levels of education on the odds of preferential voting. An explanation of this could be in line with the argumentation of McGraw & Steenbergen (1995). In Dutch politics, cabinets are formed out of coalitions and coalition formation. Coalition formation ensures that a process of bargaining between parties and politicians is always in place, and especially policy proposals are frequently used as leverage or ‘bandwagoning’ in these formative negotiations (Andeweg & Irwin, 2009). More educated voters might realize that standpoints of political parties could change or alter during coalition formation, and instead focus on personal candidates. In other words, the institutional setting of the Netherlands influences the focus of voters. Therefore, I expect that levels of education will have a positive effect on the probability of preferential and personalized voting. 
2.2.1.2 Age

There are some particular variables that always pop up in quantitative analyses. Like education, age is another important factor which researchers often include in their analysis. Besides the standard inclusion of age, there are also some theoretical reasons for attributing age an explanatory effect for the chance of casting a preferential vote. In existing literature on preferential voting, most researchers lend, again, from resource theory (Verba, Nie & Kim, 1978; Marsh, 1985). It is argued that in general, young, or conversely old, people lack the needed resources to participate in politics, which decreases the chance for casting a preferential vote. In particular, different generations lack different kinds of resources. While young people usually have adequate access to information, they lack time, money and sincere interest to participate.  At the same time it is argued that older people usually have more resources in terms of time and money, but lack adequate access to (political) information (Ibid.). Thus, people above the age of adolescents, and below the age of retirement are most susceptible to cast a preferential vote, and age has therefore a ‘curvilinear’ effect (Van der Kolk, 2003; Wauters, Verlet & Ackaert, 2009). 

However, as with some other explanatory variables under review in this account, a different explanation backed up by empirical evidence is possible. Dalton (2008) argues that among the American electorate another cleavage is becoming visible; voters who use traditional ways of political participation, and voters who use newer, more informal and director ways of participation. This cleavage is primarily based on age, and it is argued that voters who use traditional ways of political participation, the elderly, are more prone to cast a preferential vote (Dalton, 2008; Wauters & Pilet, 2010). In contradiction to this presupposed causal direction, one could also argue that younger generations of voters are usually more frequent users of new, digital media such as the World Wide Web and social media, while the elderly stick to their traditional media such as newspapers. In accordance with resource theory, one could argue that the possible amount of knowledge and information is higher among the younger generations, and younger generations are therefore more prone to cast a preferential vote. Moreover, since the contemporary political system is full of complexities, and older categories of the electorate are perceived to be more loyal to political parties, this also decreases the chance of casting a preferential vote (Wauters & Pilet, 2010).  
In the case of the Netherlands, I expect that Age will not be linear correlated to preferential/ personalized voting. On the contrary, I expect that the effect will be complicated and non-linear, since there is a huge variation between generations in their political participation, and the way in which they gather information (Verba, Nie & Kim, 1987). Moreover, the explanations provided by resource theory (Verba, Nie & Kim, 1978) and different ways of political participation (Dalton, 2008) do not necessarily contradict each other. In particular, it is often argued that older generations usually participate more and show more interest in politics and the political process. Conversely, younger generations usually have easier access to different sources of information. While both participation and access to information enhance the odds of a preferential vote, younger generations usually participate less, and older generations usually have less access to information. Therefore I expect that middle-aged generations (above the age of adolescents, below the age of retirement) will display most preferential and/or personalized voting.  
2.2.1.3 Justification for Main Explanatory Variables

Research on preferential voting is, and has been, conducted in different countries with distinct political and institutional settings, using a variety of methods and research strategies. However, when the field of study on preferential voting is investigated, one can filter out some reoccurring similarities between those different accounts. One of these similarities relates to the recurring use of variables within research on preferential voting. In every investigation, or to state it less ambitious; in every investigation which was encountered in this research, predictors of both Education and Age were always included, either as main explanatory variable, or as a constant. Thus, within existing research, much attention is devoted to education and age in explaining the probability of preferential voting (Marsh, 1985; Katz, 1985; Van der Kolk, 2003; Wauters & Pilet, 2010). 

What is even more striking is the fact that the existing literature on preferential voting is not conclusive about the effect of some variables. In particular, there is no consensus on the effect of Education and Age. Moreover, while Marsh (1985) argues that the effect of variables may vary across countries due to differences inherent to countries, I do not have reasons to expect that country differences will mediate or change the effect of education and age. After all, aggregate levels of education and age can obviously vary and differ between countries, but there is no country-level (or multilevel) factor  in the existing literature which can explain variation and/or an mediating effect for age and education (which is not the case for gender, as we shall see in the next section). This makes it particularly interesting to take these variables as the main focus of this research, due to their clear presence in existing research, without consensus on the direction of correlation. With the effect of education and age as the main focus, this research tries to contribute in the ongoing debate on the role of these variables in the probability of preference voting. 
2.2.2 Control Variables (without consensus)

This section will cover gender, party attachment and urbanization as explanatory variables, which in this research will be controlled for in order to filter out any disturbances on the main explanatory variables education and age. As with the main explanatory variables, there is no consensus on the effect of gender, party attachment and urbanization on the probability of preferential voting. Therefore, these variables will be addresses in separation from the other control variables (see next section). 
2.2.2.1 Gender 
Gender is another determinant in the existing literature on preferential voting, and this variable is usually associated with resource theory. Resource theory states that (political) participation is dependent from the resources an individual has to its disposal. Some members of society are better equipped with resources, such as money, time, and access to political information, and are therefore better equipped to participate (Verba, Nie & Kim, 1978). In turn, this lack of political participation decreases the chance of casting a preferential vote (Marsh, 1985). Various studies on gender related issues provide evidence that, in general, women usually have fewer resources at their disposal than their male counterparts, and therefore women have a smaller chance of casting a preferential vote (Marsh, 1985; Wauters, Verlet & Ackaert, 2009; Wauters & Pilet, 2010). On the contrary, one could also argue that women have a higher chance of casting a preferential vote, and in particular on another woman on the candidate list, because of their backward societal position which they want to improve by casting a vote on a candidate which is in the same societal class (Van Der Kolk, 2003; Wauters & Pilet, 2010). 
The empirical evidence on gender and preferential voting shows a mixed picture. Where Van Holsteyn & Andeweg (2010) conclude that women in the Netherlands have a slightly higher chance of casting a preferential vote, Van der Kolk (2003) concludes that rather male voters in Denmark and Norway have a higher chance of casting a preferential vote. The conclusion which can be drawn from this is that there variation between countries is at play. However, most empirical evidence tend to agree on the fact that women usually have a higher probability to cast a preferential vote (Katz, 1985; Wauters & Pilet 2010; Wauters & Verlet, 2009; Van Holsteyn & Andeweg, 2010).
While it is true that there is no consensus on the effect of gender as well (which in the case of education and age formed the partial argumentation for choosing them as the main focus of this research), gender will be a control variable. The reason for this is partially based upon pragmatism, and partially upon my own preference of argumentation. First, it is pragmatic, since this research focuses on an individual’s susceptibility for individual politicians
, and when a large group of variables is going to be used as main explanatory variables, it may decrease focus upon explaining this susceptibility in general. Thus, using only two variables (Education and Age) aims at keeping an explanatory focus, instead of an all-inclusive model with as much variables included as possible. The second reason for using gender as a control variable is more substantive.  As becomes clear from the previous paragraph, one could argue, on theoretical grounds, that either women or men have a higher chance of casting a preferential vote. In accordance with the argumentation from Van der Kolk (2003)(while not in accordance with his results) and Wauters & Pilet (2010), I would also argue that women have a higher chance of casting a preferential vote due to their identification with a candidate of the same societal class, or in this case, the same sex. The argument in favor of the opposite, is not really convincing, since the effect of gender seems to be flowing through other predictors, such as (the lack of) political participation, or resources to participate. Therefore the conclusion that women have a lower probability of casting a preferential vote may be invalid and/or biased.
Moreover, evidence shows that variation between countries is at play, which may have led to the different conclusions. This conclusion is also logically and empirically deductible; the socio-economic position (and thus the resources at disposal) of women deviates strongly between different countries (European Institute for Gender Equality, 2013), and this country difference may interact with gender on the probability of preferential voting. This could explain the different results in different countries.  In addition, Van Holsteyn & Andeweg (2010) conclude that in the case of the Netherlands, women do have a higher probability in casting a preferential vote. In conclusion, the debate about the effect of gender is primarily focusing on the theoretical argumentation behind the effect of gender on preferential voting, while different studies show fairly robust and corresponding results in favor of higher probabilities of preferential voting among women. Therefore I expect this correlation to be the same in the Dutch context, which resonates with Van Holsteyn & Andeweg’s (20120) findings.
2.2.2.2 Party attachment & Party Trust

In relation to the puzzle of this research, Michael Marsh (1985) stresses the difference between electoral systems where seats are allocated between candidates purely based on preference votes and those electoral systems where the list of the party is also a factor. Moreover, he argues that possible explanations for the variation in preferential voting also vary across countries. Therefore, causal mechanisms may be positive in one specific country, while there is a negative correlation in another. Marsh (1985, p.372) focuses on party attachment as an interesting area. As with education (see paragraph on education) the effect of party attachment on preferential voting is highly disputed. A positive relationship is suggested by arguing that electors first need to be closely involved in parties in order to decide on differences within parties, leading to the use of a preferential vote. This resonates with what Van Holsteyn & Andeweg (2012) call ‘second order personalization’. In contradiction, party attachment can also be a sign of trust in that particular party and this trust may result in more willingness to let the party determine who gets elected. In the Belgian case, list voting would be an example, and party attachment is in this sense set equal to trust in the political party (Ibid.). Thus, Marsh (1985) concludes that since both hypotheses are equally plausible, more evidence is needed, especially since these factors may provide explanations to a different extent in various countries. 

While there is evidence that high party trust results in less preferential voting (Marsh, 1985; Van Holsteyn & Andeweg, 2012), this is not the case for party attachment.  The inconclusiveness in the existing literature on party attachment makes this variable also particularly interesting for this research. However, as with gender, party attachment is not going to be of the main importance in this research. Rather, party attachment is going to be controlled for in order to filter out any disturbances in the effect of education and age. The reason for this is that party attachment is presumed to correlate strongly with age. Processes of dealignment have eroded classical forms of political participation and political involvement, and party partisanship and party attachment have dropped. Therefore, party attachment is usually associated with older segments of the population, while younger generations are increasingly less associated with, and attached to, political parties (Dalton & Wattenberg, 2000). Moreover, evidence from research on political participation in the US shows that older generations usually participate in classical electoral processes, such as joining a political party, while younger generations make more use of ‘informal’ political processes (Dalton, 2008). Thus, it is evident that age and party attachment (and other political variables as well) are highly correlated. 
While party attachment will be controlled for, I expect that voters who are attached to a party are more susceptible for individual politicians. This expectation is based on the argumentation provided by Marsh (1985); electors who are attached to a party, have more knowledge of political candidates, and are therefore more capable of choosing between these candidates, which leads to a higher probability of casting a preferential vote. While the evidence provided for this claim is not statistically significant in research on the Dutch electorate (Van Holsteyn & Andeweg, 2012, p.176), Wauters & Pilet (2010, p.183) do find a significant positive effect of party attachment and the probability of casting a preferential vote in Belgium. 
2.2.2.3 Urbanization

Within existing literature, another highly debated variable can be identified; the degree of urbanization. The degree of urbanization is often classified as a geographic variable, and while these geographic variables are beyond the scope of a voter’s individual characteristics, they do have a (indirect) on a person’s voting behavior (Wauters & Pilet, 2010). As with gender and party attachment, existing research is not conclusive about the perceived correlative direction, and shows a mixed picture. Marsh (1985) argues that the reason for this lack of clarity is to be found in a cross-national dimension, and shows that the literature contains expectations for preferential voting to be both more present in urban regions (for example Italy), and more present in rural regions (for example Denmark).
When we shift our scope closer to the Netherlands, to Belgium, Wauters & Pilet (2010) find a positive correlation between preferential voting in more rural regions during elections for the municipality councils. However, when they investigated this correlation on the national level, their model was not statistically significant anymore (Ibid, p.182). Van Holsteyn & Andeweg (2012) also investigated the relationship between preferential voting and the degree of urbanization, and in their study around the Dutch parliamentary elections they found a rather complicating and non-linear pattern, in which relatively more preferential votes are cast in urban areas and relatively few in more rural areas.  Since the evidence on the perceived correlation between urbanization and preference voting is not conclusive, it is a risky and precarious job to theorize how the correlation will look like in this research. Therefore this account will take a conservative stance and adopt the perceived correlation provided by Van Holsteyn & Andeweg (Ibid.). It is far more important to include this variable not on the basis of its strong alleged correlation, but on the basis of the opposite; the fact that it is not conclusive. This makes it particularly interesting to see how urbanization will influence preference voting in this research. 
2.2.3 Control Variables (with consensus)
The remainder of the variables which are identified in existing literature on preferential voting all refer to political variables.  These variables will be, as with gender and party attachment, controlled for. Furthermore, the directions of these variables are undisputed, and all investigations encountered in this research are in agreement in their argumentation and findings. Therefore, I expect the effect of these variables in the Dutch context to be the same as in existing research. 
2.2.3.1 Political Knowledge 
Another explanatory factor is political knowledge. In various accounts it is argued that the amount of political knowledge of individuals influences his or her focus on personal characteristics of political candidates (Hayes, 2009; Converse, 1964). Voters who have more knowledge of, and are more engaged in, politics possess more political information and develop therefore more stable standpoints about politics and individual politicians. Therefore, there is lesser focus on personal characteristics. 
The issue of political knowledge becomes of even greater importance when TV exposure as an explaining factor is introduced. Hayes (2009, p.244) investigates whether or not TV exposure is of influence in individuals’ focus on personal characteristics, and argues that television’s effects are not evenly distributed across the population. Political knowledge could mediate the effect of TV exposure in such a way that politically unaware and less knowledged voters are more likely to vote based on personal characteristics than politically knowledged and aware voters, while having the same amount of TV exposure. This is an interaction effect: while TV exposure increases the weight voters give to personal characteristics, its effect is mediated and conditioned by political knowledge. 
 In itself, the role of television has been attributed an important (and perhaps the most important) role in causing what is nowadays called ‘the personalization of politics’ (Langer, 2007; McAllister, 2007; Rahat & Sheafer, 2007). Already in the beginning of the television era, scholars have investigated the claim whether or not television is the main cause of a more personalized form of politics. Keeter (1987) examines the changes in the electoral decision-making of individuals since the advent of television during U.S. elections, and assesses the role played by television in this matter. Deploying an empirical analysis, he finds data that supports the claim that television-watchers rely more on personal characteristics of political candidates than voters who get their political information from other media, such as newspapers or radio. On the basis of these findings, he concludes that television played and is playing a major role in the personalization of American elections (Ibid.).
2.2.3.2 Political Orientation
Besides the differences between countries and inherently party attachment and party trust, Marsh (1985) also argues that there is striking variation between parties in relation to preferential voting
, and that preferential voting is more common among electors who vote for the political Right. However, existing literature conducted in a variety of countries such as Switzerland, Belgium, Austria, Luxembourg, Denmark, and Italy, doesn’t provide a very clear structured dimension underlying preferential voting (Ibid, p.369)., but only a trend in increased preferential voting among Christian Democratic- and Liberal parties, as opposed to less preferential voting among Social Democratic- and Socialist parties. 
In a similar vein, Katz (1985), in his investigation on preferential voting in Italy, notes that preferential voting resonates with personalism and clientelism associated with traditional values and traditional culture. Thus, preferential voting may therefore be more common among those embodied with the traditional characteristics of society and its institutions. In other words, higher levels of preferential voting are expected among those with stronger ties with traditional parties such as the Christian Democrats, rather than those in the working class of society (Ibid, p.231).  
2.2.3.3 (Internal) Political Efficacy 

Political efficacy is another concept which is widely used to explain several aspects of political behavior, and in this case, the probability of casting a preferential vote.  Political efficacy is usually defined as the feeling that individual action has, or can have, an impact upon the political process. In addition, political efficacy consists of two components; external efficacy, which relates to the responsiveness of formal institutions to citizens’ demands; and  internal political efficacy, which relates to a person’s  beliefs about his own competence to understand and to participate in politics (Craig, Niemi & Silver, 1990). In existing literature, and in particular in van Holsteyn & Andeweg’s (2012) account on the Netherlands, a positive correlation between internal political efficacy and the probability of casting a preferential vote is found, Thus, people who have a higher internal political efficacy, or in other words, are more politically self-confident, have a higher probability of casting a preferential vote. 
2.2.3.4 Political Interest

Another variable which is frequently used in existing literature is political interest, and most authors tend to agree on a positive causal direction of political interest on the probability of casting a preferential vote. In his study on preference voting in Italy, Richard Katz (1985, p.231) argues that a preference vote ‘represents a more discriminating choice than the simple list vote, and so should be associated with higher levels of (…) political interest’, and on the basis of his results he concludes that political interest contributes significantly in the probability of preference voting. Similarly, Van Holsteyn & Andeweg (2012) found a positive correlation between political interest and the probability of preference voting in the Netherlands, and argue that people who are not interest in politics will probably not consider affecting the selection of individual candidates, due to their lack of political knowledge. Moreover, Wauters & Pilet (2010) argue that people who are more politically interested should be more aware of the opportunity to cast a preferential vote, and should have more knowledge of individual candidates, which will enlarge the probability of casting a preferential vote. 
2.3 Recapitulation

As becomes clear from the previous sections, there are many presupposed explanatory factors (independent variables) used in existing research on preferential voting, and a substantive amount of the existing literature is involved in an ongoing debate about the alleged directions or correlations of these explanatory factors. Moreover, a reoccurring shared issue between the various accounts becomes visible; the conditions of the particular country. Marsh (1985) argued that the effect of the alleged independent variables may vary across countries, due to unique characteristics of particular countries. Table 1 provides a schematic overview of the explanatory variables, their nature, their level, and their assumed correlation with preferential voting based on existing literature. In addition, it also provides an overview of my own assumed correlations in the Dutch particular context (which will be investigated in this research), based on the hypotheses stated and elaborated in the previous paragraphs. Finally, Table 1 also provides an overview of the variables which will be used as main explanatory variables, highlighted in underlining.
Table 1 Overview Variables Theoretical Framework

	Level
	Nature of variable
	Explanatory Variable
	Assumed correlation in existing literature
	Assumed correlation in this research

	Individual factors
	Socio-demographic
	EDUCATION
	Both positive and negative
	Positive

	
	
	AGE
	Both positive* and negative**, and curvilinear
	Curvilinear

	
	
	Gender
	Both positive and negative
	Positive***

	
	Political involvement
	Party Attachment
	Both positive and negative
	Positive

	
	
	Party Trust
	Negative
	Negative

	
	
	Political Knowledge
	Negative
	Negative

	
	
	Political orientation (Left-Right)
	Positive****
	Positive

	
	
	(Internal) Political Efficacy
	Positive
	Positive

	
	
	Political interest
	Positive
	Positive

	Environmental factors
	geographic
	Urbanization
	Both negative (e.g. Belgium) and positive (The Netherlands)
	Positive


* More preferential voting when age increases
** less preferential voting when age increases
*** When men are taken as a reference group
*****more preferential voting among those on the political Right.

3 Methods, Data and Operationalization
This chapter addresses the method deployed in this research, what sort of data is collected and used, and the operationalization of the concepts/variables used in this research, combined with the development of indicators/measurements for these variables. But first, since this research is interested in the Netherlands, and how several explanatory mechanisms operate in the Dutch context, the current political (institutional) setting of the Netherlands is sketched. This enables the reader to place this research in the wider context of the field of study on personalization and preferential voting. 
3.1 The Political Setting of the Netherlands
The Netherlands was one of the first countries in the world to have an elected parliament, and is up to date considered to be one of the most stable democracies in the world.  Legally it can be described as a representative parliamentary democracy, with a constitutional monarchy (Andeweg & Irwin, 2009). Particularly relevant for this research is the bicameral setting of the Dutch parliament: it consists of a lower house (Tweede kamer or, from now on, Second Chamber), and an Upper house (Eerste kamer, or First Chamber). The cabinet is formed by coalition and based on the election results of the Second Chamber. The head of state, the King or Queen, is part of the cabinet, but does not have any legal powers, which is enshrined in the constitution. The main focus of this study will be on the Second Chamber. While this body of parliament is directly elected every four years, members of the First Chamber are only indirectly elected based on election results of, and votes from, members of provincial councils. This ensures that voters practically do not consider members of the first chamber in casting their vote on provincial councils, and members of the First Chamber do not organize election campaigns. It is therefore far more interesting to take the Second Chamber elections into consideration, in which voters fully consider individual politicians in relation to parties.
The electoral system  of the Netherlands is one of extreme proportionality; there is no legal electoral threshold a party much cross in order to reach parliament, and the only threshold is formed by dividing the number of valid votes by the number of parliamentary seats (150) (Andeweg & Irwin, 2009). Furthermore, the Netherlands knows no geographical representation, and has only one nationwide district. The facto, this results in a threshold in which approximately 60.000 votes nationwide are sufficient to gain a seat in the Second Chamber (Ibid, p.98).  Moreover, the Dutch electoral system is a proportional list system in which parties submit lists with their candidates to the party’s preferred ordering. Parties determine the order of the candidates on the list, which is the order parties hope their candidates will be elected. In the Netherlands, the only way to break through this ranking is by casting a vote another (lower ranking) candidate then the first name on the list, or the ‘list-puller’ (Andeweg & Irwin, 2009). The number of votes cast on the list-puller and the other candidates ultimately determine the distribution of seats in parliament for that particular party. However, a vote on another candidate lower on the list, i.e. a preferential vote, could result in a different ordering of candidates elected if a lower candidate receives at least 25% of the votes casted on that particular party. If this threshold is crossed, the candidate gets elected directly without regard of the list ordering (if seats are available at all). Thus, in the Dutch proportional list system, parties determine the list ordering, in which voters can make alterations by casting a preferential vote. Where in closed list systems voters have no say at all in a list ordering (such as Portugal or Spain), and in open list systems voters alone decide which candidates shall fill seats won by a party (such as Switzerland or Italy), the Netherlands can be characterized as a ‘semi-open’ list system (Marsh, 1985; Andeweg & Irwin, 2009). The party system of the Netherlands has always been stable, and can, in accordance with ‘Duverger’s hypothesis of proportional representation, be characterized as a multiparty system, in which a fairly stable amount of parties (ranging between 7 in 1948 and 10 in 2006) competed for parliamentary seats. 

This institutional electoral setting is particularly problematic when one tries to investigate personalized voting behavior. As already mentioned in the introduction, existing literature on the subject in the Netherlands focuses only on whether or not a preferential vote is cast, leaving aside possible personalized reasons for casting a vote on a list-puller. In analytical terms, preferential voting in the Netherlands refers only to votes casted on lower candidates than the list puller, while in theory a vote casted on the list-puller might also be a preferential vote on that particular candidate. Thus, both sorts of votes have to be analyzed to cover every aspect of preferential voting.
3.2 Quantitative Analysis
The main focus of this study is the Netherlands, and in particular, personalized voting in the national Dutch Second Chamber elections. Moreover, the goal of this research is to examine those individual characteristics of voters which best explain one’s susceptibility for individual politicians when casting a vote. Logically, this goal can be achieved in two distinct ways; one can investigate in-depth how a particular person votes and why, or one can take a whole group of voters as a unit of analysis. This research is interested in the Netherlands and the electorate of the Netherlands in its entirety. Moreover, the goal is to come to macro-level conclusions about the Netherlands and the Dutch electorate as a whole. There are therefore many cases to be examined, and taking into account that resources and time are limited, these cases are best addressed by deploying a method of quantitative analysis. Quantitative research in this particular setting has some major advantages over qualitative research. A quantitative approach enables one to investigate many cases instead of one or a couple. Since there are many cases (here;  voters), the quantitative method is able to estimate average effects of independent variables, and to provide correlational causes, which makes it by definition probabilistic (Mahoney & Goertz, 2006). The fact that the quantitative approach comes up with probabilities instead of deterministic conclusions also has another advantage which is of major importance in this research: it ensures that any conclusions derived will be generalizable to other units of analysis. An important goal of this research is to situate itself in comparison to research on preferential voting in other countries, and the quantitative approach lends itself perfectly for this purpose. 
3.2.1 Regression Analysis
3.2.1.1 Logistic regression

Within the field of quantitative research, many distinct statistical tests are used. One of the techniques used very often is regression analysis. Regression analysis, or multiple regression, is perhaps the most often used statistical test in the social sciences, and is used for studying the relationship between a (single) dependent variable, and one or more independent variables. This makes this method particularly well suited for this research. In addition, multiple regression can be utilized in two ways. First, multiple regression can be used for making predictions on the dependent variable, based on the observed values of the independent variable(s). Secondly, it can be utilized for conducting a causal analysis, in which is investigated whether a particular independent variable affects the independent variable (Allison, 1999). This research will also make use of multiple regression, and in particular, logistic/logit regression
.  Logit regression, a very popular method for an analysis on a dichotomous or categorical dependent variable, will be used in this research in to investigate two categorical dependent variables (see chapter 4). Since both uses of  logit regression are not mutually exclusive (Ibid, p.2), this research also aims at investigating whether or not particular variables such as age and education do have an effect on one’s susceptibility for individual politicians, and when this is the case, to make predictions on future voting behavior based on these individual characteristics.
3.2.1.2 Assumptions

The validity of a statistical method is always assessed by a set of statistical assumptions which should be met in order to use a particular statistical method. Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression in particular has an established set of assumptions which must be met before OLS regression can be used effectively, such as the assumptions of linearity, normality of disturbance and homoscedasticity (Allison, 1999). However, logistic regression necessarily violates some of these assumptions. Logistic regression does not make any assumptions of normality, linearity, and homogeneity of variance for the independent variables. Rather, it requires that the dependent variable is dichotomous (has two categories), while the independent variables can be either continuous (interval or ratio), or categorical, i.e. nominal or ordinal. Furthermore, the categories must be mutually exclusive and exhaustive; a case can only be in one of the groups. These assumptions, as we shall see in the coming sections, are met. While logistic regression is not linear and therefore doesn’t have a linearity assumption, it does assume linearity in the logit, that is, a linear relationship between the continuous independent variables and the logit transformation of the dependent variable (Long, 2008). However, this research will not make use of continuous independent variables, but interval-like ordinal variables at a maximum. Therefore this assumption is of no relevance here. Finally, any regression requires the absence of (perfect) multicollinearity. This assumption holds that the predictors used in the models aren’t highly correlated with each other. The best way to test this is by analyzing the collinearity statistics which can be calculated using the linear regression option in SPSS. While the coefficients can be ignored, the collinearity statistics for all independent variables have a tolerance above 0.40, and Variance Inflation Factor below 2.50 (see Appendix B for SPSS table). This provides enough evidence to conclude that there is no reason to expect multicollinearity in the models used in this research. 
3.2.2 Data

The data used in this research is provided by the Dutch Parliamentary Election Studies (Nederlands Kiezers Onderzoek)(DPES), a joint project by several political science departments in the Netherlands. The DPES are a series of national surveys conducted around the elections for the Second Chamber with the supervision of the Dutch Electoral Research Foundation, and is a statistically representative sample of all citizens eligible to vote in the Netherlands. The survey itself consists of a variety of questions about political affairs, voting behavior, societal questions, and several individual (socio-economic) background characteristics. In total, the survey consists of 1977 cases and 573 variables. This survey is particularly well suited for providing the empirical information for this research, and it will make use of the DPES conducted around the national parliamentary elections of 2012 (NKO2012 – DPES2012). This is the most recent version of the DPES, is publicly accessible, and can be downloaded (when registered in EASY) through the Data Archiving and Networked Services (http://www.dans.knaw.nl/ - https://easy.dans.knaw.nl/ui/datasets/id/easy-dataset:57353/tab/2 ). The advantage of using the DPES round 2012 is that it is conducted around the most recent Dutch parliamentary elections, which ensures that the data used will be up to date. 
3.3 Operationalization
This section covers the operationalization of the concepts used in this research, and aims to define them as clearly as possible. In addition, a measurement or recoded measurement grounded in the DPES2010 file will be attached to the concepts (dependent variable & independent variables) in order to measure these variables.
In the Dutch electoral context, a distinction can, and must be made between two groups of voters; those who cast a preferential vote, and those who voted on the first candidate (list-puller). As already mentioned several times by now, research on personalized voting behavior in the Netherlands primarily focuses on the group of voters who cast a preferential vote (Van Holsteyn & Andeweg, 2010; 2012). While more and more voters make use of the possibility to cast a preferential vote, still relatively few Dutch voters make use of it; only 16% in the parliamentary elections of 2010 (Van Holsteyn & Andeweg, 2010). Existing research thus focuses on a relatively small group of voters, while within the other bulk group there might be voters who voted for the first candidate not based on party preferences, but on preferences in favor of the particular person i.e. the first candidate. While it might be true that these voters officially did not cast a preferential vote, they could have de facto cast a preferential vote on the basis of their preference of a particular first candidate or list-puller. 

Since existing research neglects a potentially important group of voters, the aim of this research is to incorporate these first candidate voters with personal preferences in the group of preferential voters. In particular, this will be done using to dependent variables. The first dependent variable will be the dichotomous variable whether a respondent casted a preferential vote or not. This is in fact a replication of existing research (van Holsteyn & Andeweg, 2010; 2012). The second dependent variable consists of those voters who cast a preferential vote, and those voters who cast a vote on the first candidate based on support for this first candidate instead of the political party. This dependent variable will be the main focus of this research, since it departs from existing research and adds a potentially important new group to the analysis. Moreover, using these two dependent variables in distinct models is also a perfect opportunity to analyze the differences between the predictors or independent variables and their correlations with the dependent variables. Therefore the second model will also be a robustness check of existing research, which the first model in fact is.
3.3.1 Susceptibility to Vote for Individual Politicians 

As already mentioned in the introduction, the concepts used in existing literature primarily focus only on preferential voting. In countries with a closed list ballot system or the opposite, a completely open list system, focusing on preferential voting will cover all there is to personalized voting behavior. Moreover, in yet other electoral systems, such as Belgium, it is possible to cast a vote on a particular candidate (a preferential vote), or a vote on a party as a whole, which is by definition a party vote (Marsh, 1985). Focusing solely on preferential voting in these systems does not pose any problems. However, when personalized voting in the Netherlands is investigated, and one focusses only upon preferential votes, that is, votes casted on candidates on lower positions than the list-puller, there is a possibility that an important part of personalized voting will be omitted from analysis. As becomes clear from the paragraph on the Dutch electoral system, voters can only cast one vote on a particular candidate from a certain a party. In practice, electors who vote on the basis of party preferences, usually cast their vote on the list-puller. However, it might also be possible that the reason for casting a vote on the list-puller might be a personalized one. Thus, a new concept on personalized voting responsive to the Dutch electoral system has to be developed. 
The concept (and dependent variable) which will be used in this account relates to individual reasons for casting a vote. In particular, it focuses on how susceptible a person (voter) is for individual politicians. In other words, how ‘sensitive’ a person is for individual politicians in deciding who to vote for. This ‘susceptibility to vote for individual politicians’ is primarily based on the underlying reasons for casting a vote, which could be either based on party preferences, or individual politicians and their personal characteristics. In conclusion, this dependent variable can be defined as: the degree to which electors, and their electoral choice, are susceptible for casting a vote on individual politicians. 
The previous paragraph already mentions the use of two dependent variables in order to measure the susceptibility for individual politicians. The first dependent variable, whether a respondent casted a preferential vote or not, will be investigated in the first part of the analysis. Using logit analysis, the dichotomous dependent variable ‘did (not) cast a preferential vote’ will be investigated using the independent variables summarized at the end of chapter 2. This is in part a duplication of already existing research (see Van Holsteyn & Andeweg, 2012) with some new independent variables in addition. The advantage of this duplication is that it makes it possible to check the validity of measurements used in both this research and the research of Van Holsteyn & Andeweg, and provides a benchmark to compare with. Within the DPES2012 file, the v219 ‘did not cast a preferential vote’ variable will be used and recoded into a dummy variable for this purpose (see table 3.1. and the Appendix for the codebook).

The second part of the analysis focusses on a combined group of preferential voters and first candidate voters supportive of the first candidate.  Again, this will be investigated using logit dichotomous regression. Within the DPES2012 file, v219 (whether a respondent casted a preferential vote) and v222 ‘reason for vote on first candidate’ will be recoded and computed into a new group which covers both groups stated above (see table 2 for additional descriptive information and the Appendix A for the recoding of this variable). 
Table 2 Descriptives Main Dependent Variables

	Name
	Label
	N
	Min.
	Max.
	Missing
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Prefvote1
	Did (not) cast a preferential vote (dummy)
	1410
	0
	1
	267 (15.9%)
	0.1936
	0.39527

	Prefvote2
	Whether or not a ‘true’ preferential vote is cast
	1410
	0
	1
	267 (15.9%)
	0.3652
	0.48167


While it is true that the analysis on preferential voters (prefvote1) and the analysis on the combined group (prefvote2) will be conducted in isolation and separation from each other, these analyses combined form the larger picture on the susceptibility for individual politicians. Therefore they will be closely linked, related and compared which each other throughout the analysis in order to check the differences between the explanatory variables.  

3.3.2 Main Independent Variables
This study is primarily focused on the effects of Education and Age for explaining the susceptibility for individual politicians. Within the DPES2012 file variables relating to these two characteristics have been included. In order to measure an individual’s level of education, variable v344 will be used, which measures the highest completed level of education of respondents. As for age, v340 will be used, which measures the respondent’s age at the date of the parliamentary election, which was held on 09-12-2012 (see table 3). In addition, a recoded interval variable of age in categories will be included, since a ten-year increase might provide a more substantive and elusive picture than a one-year increase, which could be marginal.
Table 3 Descriptives Main Independent Variables

	Name
	Label
	N
	Min.
	Max.
	Missing
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Edu
	Highest education completed
	1593
	1
	5
	84 (5.0%)
	3.75
	1.226

	Age
	Age at date interview
	1677
	18
	96
	0 
(0.0%)
	49.64
	17.492

	Age
	Age in interval
	1677
	1
	8
	0  (0.0%)
	3.73
	1.752


3.3.3 Control Variables

Deciding which control variables should be included or omitted is always a precarious job, and therefore the argumentation for inclusion or exclusion of a particular control variable is of major importance. The aim of this research is to be as inclusive as possible with regard to existing research (see chapter 2). The DPES2012 file includes all the variables needed for measuring the control variables laid out in the theoretical framework of the second chapter. 
The first variable to be controlled for is gender. Within the DPES2012 file gender is measured by v341. This variable is recoded into a dummy variable with males as reference category (again see Appendix for coding). In order to measure party attachment variable v490 is used, which reports if the respondent is (not) adherent to a party. This variable will be used as a dummy variable with people who are not attached/adherent to a party as reference category. Party trust is measured in the DPES2012 file by variable v451, which is measured on a four-point scale ranging from ‘very much trust’ to ‘no trust at all’. Political knowledge is not directly measured in the DPES2012 file, and therefore an additive index is constructed out of variables probing a respondent’s political knowledge, based on questions regarding political parties and coalition building. This results in an additive index with higher scores corresponding to more political knowledge.  The theoretical framework (see chapter 2) underlines an interaction effect between political knowledge and TV-exposure, and argues that both predictors influence and correlate with each other. However, within the DPES2012 file there are no suitable measures available for an investigation of this interaction effect, and therefore TV-exposure will not be included as a measure in this research.

In order to measure political orientation variable v130 in the DPES2012 file is used, which measures a respondent self-reported position on a Left-Right spectrum from 0 t0 10.  Internal political efficacy is another frequently used variable in this field of research, and it is most commonly operationalized as ‘a person’s beliefs about his own competence to understand and to participate in politics’ (Craig, Niemi & Silver, 1990). In the DPES2012 file this is measured by the proxy v244, which measures a respondent’s own belief about his or her qualities appropriate and needed for participating in politics. Political interest is measured by variable v014, which measures a respondent’s own reported interest in politics. The last control variable used in this research is Urbanization. Urbanization is measured by v361 in the DPES2012 file on a five-point scale. Table 4 summarizes the descriptives of the control variables used in this research.
Table 4 Descriptives Control Variables

	Name
	Label
	N
	Min.
	Max.
	Missing
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Gender
	Gender of respondent
	1976
	0
	1
	1 
(0.1%)
	0.51
	0.500

	adherence
	Respondent is (not) adherent to a party
	1472
	0
	1
	205 (12.2%)
	0.24
	0.430

	Partytrust
	Trust in political parties
	1439
	1
	4
	238 (14.2%)
	2.68
	0.623

	Polknowledge
	Political knowledge score
	1675
	1
	6
	2
(0.1%)
	4.13
	1.71381

	Leftright
	Left-Right self rating
	1601
	0
	10
	76 (4.5%)
	5.21
	2.186

	Internefficacy
	Internal efficacy score
	1671
	1
	4
	6
(0.4%)
	2.96
	0.849

	Polinterest
	Political Interest score
	1677
	1
	3
	0
(0.0%)
	2.04
	0.586

	Urban
	Degree of Urbanization
	1677
	1
	5
	0
(0.0%)
	2.91
	1.263


4 Analysis
This chapter contains the heart of this investigation; the analysis. In this chapter the relationship between the two dependent variables prefvote1 and prefvote2 (see chapter 3) and the set of independent variables (see chapter 2 and 3) will be investigated using several logit regression models and independent samples T-tests for the main explanatory variables Education and Age. However, it is equally important to report on descriptive statistical information first, since it forms the basis of almost any quantitative analysis. Therefore, some summarizing statistics and graphics are presented here first.  Moreover, some descriptive comparisons and crosstabs are presented.
4.1 Descriptives  
4.1.1 Preferential Voting in the Netherlands
It is often argued that politics is becoming increasingly personalized (McAllister, 2007; Langer, 2007; Wattenberg, 1998). This process of personalization alters many aspects of the political process, and one of these aspects is the electoral behavior of voters. During elections, voters increasingly vote in a personalized manner, that is, their vote is increasingly based on a preference in favor of a person or candidate, at the expense of a particular party. In electoral systems with open or semi-open lists, this increased personalized electoral behavior results in an increase of preference voting (Marsh, 1985). It is often argued that the Netherlands, as a system with semi-open lists, also faces an increased personalized electoral behavior and therefore an increase in preferential voting. This raises the question if there actually is an increase in preferential voting in the Netherlands, and if so, how strong is it? 
An increase of preferential voting is clearly visible (see figure 4.1), and in half a century the amount of preference votes cast in the Netherlands increased from around 3% of the total population eligible to vote to around 16% during the parliamentary elections of 2010 with a peak of 27% during the Dutch parliamentary elections of 2002 (Van Holsteyn & Andeweg, 2010; kiesraad, 2010). During the parliamentary elections of 2012, 1.408.496 out of 9.462.223 voters (16%) made use of the possibility to cast a preferential vote, which still accounts for a fairly small part of the total population of eligible voters. However, despite the fact that relative few people cast a preferential vote, a clear trend is visible towards increased preferential voting. 

Figure 1 Preferential Voting in the Netherlands (1946-2010)
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Source: Van Holsteyn & Andeweg, 2012
Within the random sample of the DPES2012 file, 273 out of 1677 respondents (16.3%) reported to have cast a preference vote (see figure 4.2a). This corresponds with the amount of preference votes cast in the total population of Dutch eligible voters (16%), and is a confirmation of the validity of the representative sample taken by the DPES. However, as becomes clear from previous chapters and paragraphs, this number does not include all ‘true’ preferential voters, since there is a group of voters who casted a vote on the list-puller based on personalized preferences. 
Figure 2 Did (not) cast a Preferential Vote
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The recoded variable Prefvote2 includes this group as well, which results in a slightly different figure (see figure 4.2b). While in accordance with official academic terms of preference voting only 16% out of the total population of eligible voters in the Netherlands cast a preferential during the parliamentary elections of 2012, I would argue that the real amount of preference votes cast in the Dutch parliamentary elections of 2012 is in fact 30.7% (also, see Appendix B). Given that 14.4% of the voters who voted for the first candidate actually voted on that particular candidate instead of preference for a particular party, these votes also ought to be treated as preferential votes. Bearing this in mind, a completely different picture emerges. One should take into account the substantive amount of voters omitted in the traditional concept of preferential voting in the Netherlands, and bear in mind that this omitted group of voters consists of approximately 10% or more of the total Dutch population eligible to vote. Therefore the percentages of preferential voting in the Netherlands as presented by van Holsteyn & Andeweg (2010/2012) might be seriously flawed and provide a wrong picture of actual preference voting. 

Figure 3 Vote on the basis of Party/Person Preferences
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Moreover, omitting a group of (personalized) voters of such a scale might seriously change the composition of the group and/or population under analysis, which in this case are preferential voters in the Netherlands. This in turn can lead to different inferences on this population. As already mentioned, this is another aim of this study; to discover whether or not including the group of first candidate-voters with personalized preferences seriously alters the correlations between the independent variables and the dependent variable.

In addition, Van Holsteyn & Andeweg (2012) also argue that while preferential voting is on the rise (see figure 4.1), this is not the case for votes on first candidates or list-pullers, and the total share of votes on list-pullers remains steady and has not increased over recent years. On the basis is of this, they falsify Fiers & Krouwel’s (2005) statement of a recent increase in voting on first candidates due to processes of personalization, in which media increasingly cover first candidates and list-pullers instead of the party they represent and first candidates and list-pullers are given center stage in the political process. 
 However, while they present figures providing evidence for an increase of preferential votes, they settle with the fact that a vote on the list-puller is based on preferences of a particular list-puller, while this is not necessarily the case (which they themselves acknowledge earlier in their account), since a vote on a first candidate might be based on preferences in favor of a party, or based on preferences in favor of a particular person. What is ignored here is the group first-candidate voters who voted on the basis of preferences in favor of a particular candidate at the expense of a particular party. It might be the case that the group of  list-puller voters in favor of a particular list-puller is steadily increasing over recent years at the expense of list-puller voters in favor of a particular party, due to processes of personalization, just as Fiers & Krouwel (2005, p. 148-148) thesis suggests.

At this moment, this group of voters is completely submerged in the existing category of list-pullers voters, and more research covering a longer time span is needed. This is not investigated in depth here, since data with a certain time span has to be gathered which is time-consuming, and the focus of this study lies elsewhere. Nevertheless, a short analysis based on three DPES rounds (DPES2006, DPES2010 and DPES20121) could provide us with a certain hunch and/or perception about a possible increase. However, based on these three moments of observation, no trend becomes visible (see table 5). 
Table 5 Voting Preferences of List-puller voters

	
	Parliamentary elections 2006
	Parliamentary elections 2010
	Parliamentary elections 2012

	Supporting first candidate
	23.5%
	25.1%
	21.3%

	Supporting party
	76.5%
	74.9%
	78.7%


Source: DPES2006, DPES2010, DPES2012
During the parliamentary elections of 2006, 23.5% of the list-puller voters reported to have cast such a vote based on preferences of the candidate, while in the parliamentary elections of 2010 this amount has increased to 25.1% of the list-puller voters, albeit this amount decreases again in 2012. Based on this information no conclusions worth mentioning can be drawn, and more robust information is needed.
4.1.2 Characteristics of Preferential Voters
Now that it has become clear that there is a steady ongoing increase in preferential voting, and that the total number of preference votes in the Netherlands is actually higher than most often presented, the time has come to analyze if the perceived relation between these preferential voters and the predictors laid down in the theoretical framework exists. In other words, do individual, background & socio-economic characteristics and individual political attitudes and political preferences relate to preference voters? Before any regression models are run (see the next section with explanatory results), it is also particularly useful to make use of and analyze descriptive statistical information first, such as percentages. These numbers often are a good starting point for a more advanced statistical method, and provide the researcher with a useful hunch about the relationship between the variables.
Table 6 Background & Environmental Characteristics (short version
)

	
	Prevote 1 - Vote on:
	Prefvote 2 – Vote on:

	Characteristic
	First candidate
	Other candidate
	Party
	Person

	Education
	Elementary
	86.7%
	13.3%
	66.7%
	33.3%

	
	Lower vocational
	87.4%
	12.6%
	69.8%
	30.2%

	
	Secondary
	77.9%
	22.1%
	59.7%
	40.3%

	
	Middle level
	83.9%
	16.1%
	64.6%
	35.4%

	
	Higher/University
	72.4%
	27.6%
	59.2%
	40.8%

	Age (recoded in intervals)

	18-27
	83.0%
	17.0%
	64.8%
	35.2%

	
	28-37
	78.2%
	21.8%
	61.5%
	38.5%

	
	38-47
	79.0%
	21.0%
	60.9%
	39.1%

	
	48-57
	78.1%
	21.9%
	62.5%
	37.5%

	
	58-67
	79.7%
	20.3%
	61.3%
	38.7%

	
	68-77
	84.7%
	15.3%
	66.7%
	33.3%

	
	78-87
	89.0%
	11.0%
	75.6%
	24.4%

	
	88-97
	100%
	0.0%
	87.5%
	12.5%


Source: DPES2012 Datafile
An important feature of this research is to compare the conventional concept and operationalization of preferential voting in the Netherlands to the in this research operationalized concept of preferential voting (see chapter 3) which exceeds the traditional concept. It is therefore interesting to compare the differences between the background characteristics in both definitions of preferential voters (table 6). 

With regard to the main independent variables in this research, Education and Age, the expectation/hypothesis is that well-educated citizens make more use of the possibility to cast a preferential vote than less-educated citizens, and people above the age of adolescents, and below the age of retirement are most susceptible to cast a preferential vote. As for education, the descriptive percentages in table 6 certainly support the hypothesis of more preferential voting among higher educated people in both operationalizations of preferential voting, albeit the pattern is not linear. In Prefvote2, this pattern is even more clearly visible. In the case of Age, one can detect something like a curvilinear pattern; in the segment of 18 till 27 year olds (adolescents) and above the age of 68 (above retirement) only 0% to 17% cast a preferential vote (Prefvote1), and only 12.5% to 35.2% cast a vote in favor of a particular candidate (Prefvote2), while the middle-aged categories (28-76) score relatively high on preferential voting and voting in favor of a particular candidate. 
As for gender, the literature holds the expectation that women more often cast a preferential vote than men, and more often vote on the basis of personal preferences. This certainly corresponds with the descriptive data (see Appendix A for table), albeit the difference between males (17.3% in Prefvote1 and 34.5% in Prefvote2) and females (21.3% in Prefvote1 and 38.4% in Prefvote2) is only around 4%, a small difference. 
In the case of the degree of urbanization, the percentages are not conclusive), and a pattern is not directly visible (again, see Appendix A for complete table). The literature on the degree of urbanization and preferential voting is particularly dependent of the country in which the research was conducted, and in the case of the Netherlands preferential voting is expected to be more dominant in urban regions such as large cities. This expectation finds confirmation in the data (see table 6), but again, the differences are minimal. Worth mentioning is the difference between Prefvote1 (preferential voting) and Prefvote2 (voting on the basis of party- or personal preferences); while the differences between very rural and very urban regions remain fairly similar, the middle categories deviate strongly, which provides a good example for displaying that operationalizing and conceptualizing preferential voting in the Netherlands may seriously alter the results that are found. 
When we turn our attention to the political variables and preferences (table 7), the expectation laid out in the literature that citizens who are attached to a party tend to cast a preferential vote more often does not find support in the descriptive data. On the contrary, within the DPES2012 file, the percentage of preferential voters is larger in the non-adherents group (20%) than in the group of voters who are adherent/attached to a party (18.9%), although the difference is marginal. This pattern is also visible in Prefvote2, but the difference between non-adherents and adherents is a little more substantive. This ostensibly negative correlation might be a sign that party-adherence strongly associates with trust in a particular party, and more trust in the list-order as proposed by this party (Marsh, 1985). Thus, in the case of trust in a particular party, the literature holds that high amounts of trust reduce preferential voting. In the case of the classical conceptualization of preferential voting, the data does not support this claim (see table 7). However, when the conceptualization favored in this account is used (Prefvote2), a pattern becomes visible in which the groups with more trust in political parties display less personalized voting, with the exception of the group with the highest amount of trust. 
Table 7 Political Attitudes & Preferences (short version)

	
	Prevote 1 - Vote on:
	Prefvote 2 – Vote on:

	Characteristic
	First candidate
	Other candidate
	Party
	Person

	Adherence
	Yes
	81.1%
	18.9%
	65.2%
	34.8%

	
	No
	80%
	20%
	62.8%
	37.2%

	Party Trust
	No trust
	85.1%
	14.9%
	62.2%
	37.8%

	
	Not so much
	80.4%
	19.6%
	63.2%
	36.8%

	
	Fairly much
	79.0%
	21.0%
	63.6%
	36.4%

	
	Very much
	100%
	0%
	50%
	50%

	Pol. Knowledge
	0 Low
	77.8%
	22.2%
	59.3%
	40.7%

	
	6 High
	74.5%
	25.5%
	59.9%
	40.1%

	Internal Political Efficacy
	1 Low
	85.6%
	14.4%
	65.4%
	34.6%

	
	2
	81.8%
	18.2%
	64.5%
	35.5%

	
	3
	76.5%
	23.5%
	61.7%
	38.3%

	
	4 High
	67.1%
	32.9%
	54.3%
	45.7%

	Political Interest
	1 low
	87.5%
	12.5%
	67.8%
	32.2%

	
	2
	80.6%
	19.4%
	64.1%
	35.9%

	
	3 High
	74.9%
	25.1%
	57.2%
	42.8%


Source: DPES2012 Datafile
In the case of political knowledge, the literature generally expects that voters with more political knowledge usually make less use of the possibility to cast a preferential vote, since they construct their preference on the basis of their knowledge of politics and the political system, instead of personal attributes of candidates. This does not translate directly to the percentages in table 7 (and see Appendix A); it seems that, save the less-knowledged group, a trend is visible in which categories who score high on political knowledge, also increasingly cast a preferential vote. Again, a somewhat different picture emerges when one looks to Prefvote2, in which no pattern can be detected. In the case of political orientation, preferential voting is most commonly associated with traditionalist parties, such as Christian Democrats and Liberals, as opposed to working-class based parties. In other words, the literature expects that preferential voting is more prevalent among voters with an orientation towards the political right. However, the percentages (see table 7 in Appendix A) do not directly support this claim, and most preferential votes are cast in the categories in the (near) centre of the political spectrum, both in Prefvote1 and Prefvote2.
Another frequently used concept of political behavior is (internal) political efficacy, which relates to a person’s belief about his own competence to understand and to participate in politics (Craig, Niemi & Silver, 1990). In other words, this concept relates to one’s political self-confidence. High amounts of political self-confidence are usually associated with more preferential voting. The data in table 4.3 fully supports this hypothesis, and categories with higher amounts of internal political efficacy, i.e. are more political self-confident, more often cast a preferential vote. Moreover, this trend is also visible in Prefvote2, and the difference between voters with low internal political efficacy (34.6%), and voters with high political efficacy (45.7%) is with 11.1% a substantive difference.
The final political attitude under investigation is political interest. It is argued that preferential voting represents a deeper and discriminating choice than a simple list-puller vote, and should therefore be associated with politically interested voters (Katz, 1985). Moreover, it is argued that people who are not interested in politics will not consider affecting the selection of individual candidates (Van der Kolk, 2003). As with political efficacy, the data in table 4.3 is fully supportive of this claim; voters who are not interest in politics (12.5%) make less than half as often use of the possibility to cast a preferential vote than the group with high interest in politics (25.1%). This pattern is also visible in Prefvote2, in which the category with high political interest scores more than 10% higher on voting based on personal preferences than the category with low political interest.
4.2 Inferential Statistics

At this point, a clear picture should have emerged about the background characteristics and political preferences of the Dutch electorate, based on the descriptive data in the previous section. Now the time has come to present some advanced inferential statistics. This section will therefore present the most important part of this research; the logit regression models. But first, null-hypotheses constructed around the main independent variables, Education and Age, are tested using independent-samples T-tests.
4.2.1 Independent Samples T-tests for Education and Age

Based on the theoretical framework (chapter 2), it is expected that the probability of preferential voting correlates with levels of education and age. In other words, the hypothesis suggests that when an individual’s level of education increases, his or her probability to cast a preferential vote will increase as well. As for age, the expectation is that it is curvilinear correlated with the probability of casting a preferential vote and/or voting in a personalized manner. In correct statistical terms, these expectations are considered to be alternative hypotheses, which are to be tested against a skeptical null-hypothesis. This null-hypotheses claims that group differences, even if they are observed in the random sample, do not exist in the population. In other words, the null-hypothesis claims that there is no relationship between measured phenomena. In the context of this research, the null-hypothesis suggests that there is no relationship between the probability of casting a preferential vote and Education and Age. Before proceeding to a more advanced statistical inferential method, this null-hypothesis has to be falsified. This is done by conducting two independent-samples T-tests, which allows for testing the alternative hypotheses provided by the theoretical framework against the null-hypothesis. 

Table 8 T-tests Prefvote1 for Education and Age

	
	Prefvote1
	

	
	First candidate
	Other candidate
	t
	Mean difference

	Highest Education
	3.78      (1.206)
	4.13      (1.102)
	-4.577***
	-0.351

	Age
	50.43  (17.598)
	48.50  (15.798)
	1.772**
	1.930


*= p < 0.1, ** = p < 0.05, *** = p < 0.001
In total, four T-tests were conducted, both for the traditional concept of preferential voting (Prefvote1), the in this account newly constructed and operationalized broader concept of preferential/personalized voting (Prefvote2), and the separate main explanatory variables Education and Age. From table 8 it becomes clear that, on average, preferential voters in the classical definition score 3.95 on levels of education, while traditional list-puller voters score 3.80, meaning that preferential voters have, on average, higher levels of education. This indicates that the alternative Education hypothesis has merit.
Table 9 T-tests Prefvote2 for Education and Age

	
	Prefvote2
	

	
	Vote  party
	Vote person
	t
	Mean difference

	Highest Education
	3.80      (1.210)
	3.95      (1.161)
	-2.289**
	-0.153

	Age
	50.64  (17.730)
	49.04  (16.425)
	1.714**
	1.603


*= p < 0.1, ** = p < 0.05, *** = p < 0.001
In addition, this pattern is also visible in the broader concept of personalized voting (Prefvote2), albeit the difference is smaller. These mean differences are also statistically significant; while using a 95% confidence interval, Education is statistically significant at a demanding (<0.001) level in Prefvote1, and statistically significant in Prefvote2 at a standard below 0.05. Thus, the alternative hypothesis on education is safe on inferential grounds, and the null-hypothesis is rejected. As for Age, the mean differences in tables 8 and 9 do not directly translate into a pattern which is easy to grasp or to picture in mind, and most certainly do not prove the perceived curvilinear pattern. However, the T-tests provide enough evidence for the rejection of the null-hypothesis; in both tests with Prefvote1 and Prefvote2 the mean difference remains statistically significant at a criterion below 0.05. Therefore, the alternative hypothesis should be accepted.
4.2.2 Logit Regression Models
Now the time has come to zoom in on those personal characteristics, political preferences and political attitudes which best explain a voter’s susceptibility to vote for an individual politician. First, let us turn our attention to the traditional concept of preferential voting as used by Van Holsteyn & Andeweg (2010; 2012), which is based on a division between list-puller voters and preferential voters.

4.2.2.1 Logit Models Prefvote1
Table 10 presents the results of three logit regression analyses in which Prefvote1 is used as the dependent variable. In the first model, where only the main independent variables Education and Age are included, the Omnibus Test reports a coefficient which is highly statistically significant at the most demanding level. This proves that including Education and Age as a predictor significantly enhances the performance of the model, compared to a hypothetical model in which preferential voting is predicted without knowing Education and Age.  
Table 10 Logit Regression Models Prefvote1

	Model estimates
	Model 1: Main independent variables
	Model  2: + controls without consensus
	Model  3: + controls expected correlation

	
	Coef.
	Exp (B)
	Coef.
	Exp (B)
	Coef.
	Exp (B)

	Constant
	-2.496
	
	-2.765
	
	-1.655
	

	Edu
	0.277***
	1.319
	0.303***
	1.353
	0.197***
	1.218

	Age (Interval)

	-0.000
	1.000
	0.002
	1.002
	0.021
	1.021

	Gender
	
	
	0.283*
	1.327
	0.356**
	1.427

	Adherence
	
	
	-0.053
	0.949
	-0.201
	0.818

	Urban
	
	
	0.017
	1.017
	0.040
	1.041

	Polknowledge
	
	
	
	
	0.059
	1.061

	Leftright
	
	
	
	
	-0.056*
	0.945

	Internefficacy
	
	
	
	
	-0.206**
	0.814

	Polinterest
	
	
	
	
	-0.234
	0.792

	Partytrust
	
	
	
	
	0.084*
	1.087

	
	Model 1: Main independent variables
	Model  2: + controls without consensus
	Model  3: + controls expected correlation

	Model Summary
	
	
	

	Omnibus Test
	19.967***
	23.233***
	32.710***

	Cox-Snell R-Square
	0.015
	0.019
	0.028

	Nagelkerke R-Square
	0.023
	0.030
	0.044

	N
	1347
	1209
	1146


*= p < 0.1, ** = p < 0.05, *** = p < 0.001 

As for the coefficients of Education and Age, the logged odds regression coefficients are themselves not directly meaningful and intuitive. For analytical reasons, it is better to turn our attention to the ‘Exp (B)’ column which reports an odds ratio based on the logged odds regression coefficients. Education has an odds ratio of 1.319, which means that voters on a given level of education are 1.319 times more likely to cast a preferential vote than voters in a lower level of education on a scale of 1 to 5. In other words, each year increment of education increases the probability of preferential voting with 31.9%, and this coefficient is highly statistically significant.  As for age, the logged odds coefficient suggests that Age is (slightly) negatively correlated with the probability to cast a preferential vote (Prefvote1), but the odds ratio suggests there is no relationship at all. Moreover, on top of these inconclusive coefficients, Age is not statistically significant at an acceptable criterion (p < 0.1).
Finally, the two methods for assessing the R-Square prove that only a small part of the total variance (0.015 Cox-Snell and 0.023 Nagelkerke) is explained by Education and Age. Thus, the predictors in the first model provide an incomplete explanation. 
When the predictors of gender, party adherence and urbanization are added (model 2 in table 10), the Cox-Snell and Nagelkerke R-Squares increase slightly (from 0.015 to 0.019 and from 0.023 to 0.030). In combination with a highly significant Omnibus Test, it can be concluded that including these predictors in the model has merit, although the variance explained by these variables remains fairly limited. When turning our attention to the coefficients again, the effect of education on the probability of preferential voting increases from 31.9% to 35.3% with a one-level increase on a scale of 1 to 5, and remains highly significant. As for age, no statistically significant difference compared to model 1 can be detected. With regard to the included control variables, the positive coefficient of urbanization seems to prove the theoretical expectation, while the negative coefficient of party adherence seems to disprove the theorized expectation in chapter 2, but both predictors are not statistically significant at a level below 0.1.  Gender on the other hand is statistically significant at the p < 0.1 level and fairly substantial as well: women are 1.327 times more likely to cast a preferential vote. In other words, women are 32.7% more likely than men to cast a preferential vote, a confirmation of the theoretical expectation. 
With regard to the third en last model (table 10) in which Prefvote2 is used as the dependent variable, the Cox-Snell- and Nagelkerke R-Square increase even further after adding political knowledge, political orientation, internal political efficacy, political interest and trust in political parties as predictors. However, they remain very small (0.028 and 0.044). These low R-Squares prove that even when a substantial variety of predictors is included, there still is a large portion of variance which cannot be explained by the model. As for the coefficients in model 3, education remains highly significant at the < 0.1 level, albeit its effect decreases to 1.218. While age remains inconclusive and not statistically significant, gender becomes even more statistically significant at a <0.05 level, and in this comprehensive model women are 42.7% more likely to cast a preferential vote than their male counterparts. 
As for the control variables used in model 3, three predictors are statistically significant. For political orientation, the negative coefficient and odds ratio suggest a negative relationship. In particular, the odds ratio of 0.945 corresponds to saying that a voter on a given point in the political orientation scale has 5.5% more chance (with a scale from 1 to 10) to cast a preferential vote than a voter in a (higher) more Rightist political orientation. In other words, a person who scores 4 on the political orientation scale (where 0 stand for Left and 10 for Right) has 5.5% more chance to cast a preferential vote than a person who scores 5 on the political orientation scale. This is in contradiction with the perceived correlation laid out in the theoretical framework.

Internal political efficacy, which relates to a person’s beliefs about his own competence to understand and to participate in politics (Craig, Niemi & Silver, 1990), displays a negative coefficient in model three. This corresponds to the theorized correlation (see chapter 2) since lower scores on the internal efficacy score (with a scale from 1 to 4) correspond with higher levels of internal political efficacy. The internal efficacy score in model 3 has an odds ratio of 0.814. A simple mathematical calculation transforms this ratio in a percentage: a one-point increase on the internal efficacy scale from 1 to 4 increases a voter’s probability to cast a preferential vote with 18.6%. This substantial increase is statistically significant (p < 0.05). The final statistically significant control variable (with a p-value below 0.1) is trust in political parties. Based on the odds ratio (see model 3 in table 10), a voter at a given point on the scale of trust in political parties (ranging from 1 to 4, where 1 stands for much trust, and 4 for no trust at all) is 1.087 more likely to cast a preferential vote than at a lower , more trustworthy level. So a voter who scores 4 (no trust at all) is 8.7% more likely to cast a preferential vote than a voter who scores 3 (not so much). This is a confirmation of the theorized expectation in chapter 2.
Overall, some predictors stand out in all models which used Prefvote1 as the dependent variable. The effect of education on the probability of preferential voting is the highest in model 1 and 2, and among the highest in the third and most comprehensive model. Moreover, it is robust, substantial and remains statistically significant at the most demanding level (p < 0.001). Another predictor that clearly stands out is gender; in both models 2 and 3 gender is statistically significant and has a substantial influence on the probability of preferential voting. Moreover, both predictors provide evidence for supporting the theoretical claims in chapter two. In addition, gender becomes even more statistically significant in the last model. This might be caused by the added political variables with statistical significance, which could act as an intervening variable for gender. With regard to these variables, internal political efficacy and trust in political parties: both are statistically significant and substantial. However, there are some discrepancies between some theoretical expectations and the empirical results. As a start, this model clearly suggests that preferential voting is more present among Leftist politically orientated voters, which is in contradiction with most existing literature and the expectations of this research. The results found for political orientation are substantial and statistically significant at the p < 0.1 level. Yet another, perhaps more important observation must be made; the insignificance of age as a predictor. In all models of Prefvote1, age is not substantial, robust, nor statistically significant. And on the basis of these empirical results, no valid conclusion can be drawn. Worth mentioning here is the fact that when age is the only predictor in the regression equation, it is statistically significant at the p < 0.1 level, albeit its effect is fairly small (see Appendix A for the regression model). However, when other predictors are taken into account, age loses its statistical significance, indicating that the causal mechanism of age on the probability to cast a preferential vote operates through other variables (I will return to this issue at a later stadium).
Now that it has become clear which predictors matter and have an influence on the probability of preferential voting, it is particularly interesting to relate and compare the models above with the in this research constructed concept of susceptibility to vote for individual politicians (Prefvote2). The next section will cover the regression models with this newly constructed concept, followed by a comparison between the two sets of the logit regression models. 
4.2.2.2 Logit Models Prefvote2
The models constructed around Prefvote2 are constructed in a similar fashion as the models for Prefvote1. Table 11 presents the results of three logit regression analyses in which Prefvote2 is used as the dependent variable, which measures preferential voters (the traditional concept) + list-puller voters who voted on a first candidate based on personal preferences of that particular candidate. 

In the first, most basic model, the Omnibus Test again proves that including education and age as predictors significantly (p < 0.05) enhances the performance of the model, compared with a model that predicts the dependent variable without knowing education and age. However, according to both measures for gauging the R-Square, the Cox-Snell (0.005) and Nagelkerke (0.006), the model has very little explanatory power and only a small part of the total variation is explained by education and age. As for the individual coefficients, a one-level increment in education (with a range from 1 to 4) increases the probability to vote in a personalized manner by 10.3%, a percentage which is statistically significant at a standard level (p < 0.05). 
Table 11 Logit Regression Models Prefvote2

	Model estimates
	Model 1: Main independent variables
	Model  2: + controls without consensus
	Model 3: + Controls expected correlation

	
	Coef.
	Exp (B)
	Coef.
	Exp (B)
	Coef.
	Exp (B)

	Constant
	-0.810
	
	-0.925
	
	0.042
	

	Edu
	0.098**
	1.103
	0.107**
	1.113
	0.054
	1.055

	Age (Interval)

	-0.030
	0.970
	-0.028
	0.973
	-0.032
	0.969

	Gender
	
	
	0.182
	1.200
	0.248*
	1.281

	Adherence
	
	
	-0.060
	0.941
	-0.181
	0.834

	Urban
	
	
	-0.003
	0.997
	0.019
	1.019

	Polknowledge
	
	
	
	
	-0.025
	0.975

	Model estimates
	Model 1: Main independent variables
	Model  2: + controls without consensus
	Model 3: + Controls expected correlation

	
	Coef.
	Exp (B)
	Coef.
	Exp (B)
	Coef.
	Exp (B)

	Leftright
	
	
	
	
	0.004
	1.004

	Internefficacy
	
	
	
	
	-0.45
	0.956

	Polinterest
	
	
	
	
	-0.418**
	0.658

	Partytrust
	
	
	
	
	0.082
	1.086

	Model Summary
	

	Omnibus Test
	6.163**
	8.122
	18.143*

	Cox-Snell R-Square
	0.005
	0.007
	0.016

	Nagelkerke R-Square
	0.006
	0.009
	0.021

	N
	1347
	1209
	1146


*= p < 0.1, ** = p < 0.05, *** = p < 0.001
Age is again negatively correlated with the probability to vote in a personalized manner; a voter in a given 10-year interval of age is 3% less likely to cast a preferential vote than a voter in a lower interval. In other words: A voter with the age of 50 is 3% less likely to cast a preferential vote than a voter with the age of 40. This indeed is a fairly small effect, and above all, not statistically significant at the least demanding level. 

When we turn our attention to the second regression equation on Prefvote2 (table 11), the first thing that should be noticed is the Omnibus Test, which reports a coefficient of 8.122, which is no longer statistically significant. On the basis of this, it must be concluded that model 2 does not significantly enhance the performance when compared to the first model. In other words, the inclusion of the variables of gender, political adherence, and urbanization do not improve the explanatory power of the model. This also corresponds with the reported R-Squares (0.007 & 0.009): albeit they increased in comparison with the first model, there is still a lot of unexplained variation. Moreover, only education remains statistically significant at a level below p < 0.05. Interestingly, after controlling for the added control variables, the effect of education becomes a little stronger (from 0.098 to 1.103). 
In the third and most comprehensive model of Prefvote2, the inclusion of another battery of control variables results in a model which significantly (p < 0.1) enhances its performance compared to a model without any independent variables, accompanied with an increase in both the Cox-Snell- and Nagelkerke R-Squares (although all these predictors still account for a very small part of the total variance). What is most interesting in this model is the coefficient of education, which decreases compared to the previous models and more importantly, loses its statistical significance. At the same time, gender becomes statistically significant again with a p below 0.1, and while controlling for the other variables, women are 1.281 times more likely to vote in a personalized manner than their male counterparts. From the added control variables, only political interest is statistically significant at the p < 0.05 level. The effect of political interest is also substantial: voters with a given level of political interest (with a range from 1 to 3) are 34.2% more probable to vote in a personalized manner than voters with a lower level of political interest. This effect certainly corresponds with the theorized expectation. 
All in all, the models for Prefvote2 provide a mixed picture. The effect of education remains statistically significant and robust in the first two models, but loses its significance in the last. It is possible this is caused by the added control variables, and in particular, by two phenomena: an illusory correlation and/or an intervening effect. It is possible and logically deductible that gender and education are strongly correlated to each other, and the true causal mechanism of education operates through the gender variable. For example, it might be the case that gender (for a part) influences levels of education. It is often argued that women in general have fewer resources, such as education, to participate in politics (Verba, Nie & Kim, 1978). While the reasons for this difference in resources between men and women are disputed, the fact that there is a discrepancy based on gender should be kept in mind, and this way it seems gender is operating is an intervening variable. In addition, an illusory correlation might be at play between education and political interest. Levels of education can (and do) for a great deal influence a person’s political interest, and how interested a person is in politics is often shaped by his or her educational background. Therefore, education influences the probability to vote in a personalized manner through political interest, and political interest instead of education is decisive in explaining a voter’s susceptibility to vote for individual politicians.
4.2.3 Comparison & Recapitulation 
While both sets of regression models on Prevote1 and Prefvote2 are in themselves interesting enough and provide abundant useful data, it is also particularly interesting to link and compare them. As touched upon earlier, the dependent variable Prefvote1 is constructed around the traditional concept of preferential voting in the Netherlands; whether or not a respondent casted a preferential vote
. Prefvote2 exceeds this traditional concept by adding those voters who voted on a list-puller based on personal preferences
  to the group of preferential voters. The question that pops up now is: what happens when this group of preferential voters is enlarged by these ‘personalized list-puller voters’? The answer to this question is best addressed by comparing and analyzing both sets of regression models intertwined.
A good point starting point for the comparison between the models of Prefvote1 and Prefvote2 is the assessment of the regression equations in general. In all three models for Prefvote1, the Omnibus Tests reports a chi-square statistic which is statistically significant at the most demanding level (p < 0.001). This indicates that including the used predictors (both Education & Age, and the control variables) significantly enhances the performance of the model. In Prefvote2, the inclusion of the group of list-puller voters with personal preferences resulted in loss of statistical significance for the Omnibus Test in all models, and the chi-square reported by the Omnibus Test in the second model of Prefvote2 is not even statistically significant anymore at the least demanding level. In other words, the inclusion of the group of list-puller voters in favor of a particular candidate resulted in a decrease of explanatory leverage caused by the predictors included.  
The statistics reported by the Cox-Snell R-square and Nagelkerke R-square correspond with these findings in general. In all models, both for Prefvote1 and Prefvote2, the R-squares are very low, which leads to the conclusion that the relationship between the predictors and the dependent variables is not very strong. A large portion of the total variance remains unexplained, even in the most comprehensive models. However, while both sets reports very low R-squares, the models in which Prefvote2 was used as dependent variable even report lower R-squares, which resonates with the insignificant chi-square statistics in the Omnibus Tests. 
Even more interesting are the changes in the coefficients and their accompanying p-values. With regard to Age, one of the main independent variables, no remarkable differences can be detected after adding the group of list-puller voters who voted on the basis of personal preferences. In addition, age is not statistically significant in all regression models
. In contradiction, a difference of major importance can be detected when zooming in on Education. In all models for Prefvote1 Education is highly significant, robust, and substantial. However, this dramatically changes after adding the list-puller voter group with personal preferences in Prefvote2. For example, in Prefvote1 a voter on a given level of education is 1.3 times (odds ratio = 1.319) more likely to vote in a personalized manner (while holding all other predictors constant) than a voter on a lower level of education (after controlling for Age), while in Prefvote2 a voter is 1.1 times (odds ratio = 1.103) more likely to vote in a personalized manner (see Models 1 in both table 4.7 and 4.7). And not only becomes education less substantial in the models of Prefvote2, education also becomes less statistically significant, indicating that inclusion of the group of list-puller voters in favor of a person decreases the explanatory power of education. 
A similar trend is visible for Gender; in the most comprehensive model of Prefvote1, women are 47.7% more susceptible to vote for individual politicians than their male counterparts, while in a similar setting of Prefvote2, women are 28.1% more likely to vote in a personalized fashion. Not only is gender less substantial after adding the list-puller group favoring individual candidates, it also becomes less statistically significant (from p < 0.05 to p < 0.1). The same phenomenon also holds for Political Orientation, Internal Political efficacy and trust in political parties; when the classical concept of preferential voting is used, the control variables report statistically significant coefficients, but become insignificant when the group of list-puller voters in favor of individual candidates is added (Prefvote2). Yet another remarkable thing happens; the effect of both Political Orientation reverses in Prefvote2, albeit its effect remains fairly small. Finally, it turns out that Political Interest becomes statistically significant at a fairly demanding level (p < 0.05) when Prefvote2 is used as dependent variable, which is probably due to an intervening effect (see paragraph 4.2.2.2)
All in all, the most important difference between the two sets of regression models (Prefvote1 & Prefvote2) is the diminished effect of most predictors, such as Education and Gender, accompanied with diminished statistical significance. This difference should be attributed to the inclusion of an influential group: the list-puller voters who voted in favor of a particular candidate instead of a party. The implications that result from this will be discussed in chapter 5. 
5 Conclusion
Preferential voting has received and is receiving a large amount of academic attention across modern representative democracies, and in the Netherlands this scholarly attention is primarily focused on one group of the electorate; those voters who casted a vote not on list-pullers, but on other individual political candidates occupying lower positions on ballot-lists. This group, dubbed as ‘preferential voters’ (Van Holsteyn & Andeweg, 2010/2012), was already under scrutiny during the Dutch parliamentary elections in recent years. However, while the Dutch political and electoral context allows for an easy distinction between those who casted a preferential vote (a vote on a candidate lower on the ballot-list) and those who did not (and voted for the first candidate on the ballot-list), an important group of voters is left out. This group encompasses those list-puller voters who voted on the first candidate not on the basis of preferences for a particular political party, but based on preferences for a particular candidate, that is, personalized preferences. While this is not a preferential vote in strict terms, it can be regarded as being one since the underlying reason is based on a preference for a particular candidate, instead of a party. 
This research sought to synthesize both groups of voters into a broader and more encompassing concept; the degree to which voters are susceptible to vote for individual politicians, and aimed at investigating and analyzing them simultaneously.  In addition to the development of this concept, which resulted in an operationalized and empirically grounded working definition, this research also investigated which specific personal characteristics of voters best explain this susceptibility to vote for individual politicians. In particular, this research focused on the Dutch parliamentary elections of 2012, and deployed a quantitative method using a dataset encompassing almost 2000 respondents. On the basis of an extensive literature study, independent variables used in existing research on preferential voting were selected for this research. Out of this literature review, two predictors were considered as most prominent and reoccurring; levels of education, and a voter’s age. In addition, a set of control variables, such as gender, political orientation, political interest and internal political efficacy, were selected in order to determine whether these particular independent variables really affect a voter’s susceptibility to vote for an individual politician.
In order to determine whether these independent variables explain a voter’s susceptibility to vote for an individual politician, two sets of logistic regression models were run, one set for the traditional concept of preferential voting as conceptualized by Van Holsteyn & Andeweg (2010/2012), and another set for the in this research newly developed concept. The first set of logistic regression models, which is in part a duplication of existing research, served multiple goals; it provided a chech for existing research, it exceeds it in a sense since more variables were added, and finally, it provided a benchmark to compare the results found for the other set of regression models regarding the susceptibility to vote for individual politicians. 
With this approach, this research aimed at exposing those personal characteristics of voters which best explain the susceptibility to vote for individual politicians. Based on existing literature, two main explanatory variables were selected; levels of education, and a voter’s age. With regard to levels of education, the theoretical expectation was that it is positively correlated with preferential voting and/or personalized voting. In other words, higher levels of education increase the probability to cast a preferential vote and/or to vote in a personalize manner. In the first set of regression models for preferential voting (Prefvote1), this theoretical expectation holds truth; even after controlling for several other variables, levels of education have a substantial and statistically significant positive effect on the probability to cast a preferential vote. In the second set of regression models for Prefvote2, relating to one’s susceptibility to vote for individual politicians, the conclusion is not that strong; education does have a significant and positive effect, but after controlling for some political variables, such as political interest, it seems the effect of education operates through these variables. Conclusively, levels of education are a substantial part of the explanation for a voters susceptibility to vote for individual politicians, albeit its effect also operates through other variables.
With regard to the other main explanatory variable, a voter’s age, a complicated correlation was anticipated in which age curvilinear is related to the probability to cast a preferential vote (Prefvote1) /vote in a personalized manner (Prefvote2). As it turns out, this correlation cannot be evidenced by the empirical results found in this research. While the independent samples T-test proves that the null-hypothesis has to be rejected, and age does have an effect on the probability to cast a preferential vote/vote in a personalized manner, the regression models report inconclusive and insignificant statistics. Therefore, no conclusion can be drawn for a voter’s age in explaining the susceptibility to vote for individual politicians. This inconclusiveness is probably due to the quantitative method deployed here, since logistic regression is relatively insensitive to address curvilinear relationships. In a future study on the effect of age on the probability to cast a preferential vote/vote in a personalized manner, I would recommend to use a different setup, in which a curvilinear relationship can be proven using a more suitable method.
As for the batteries of control variables used in this research, two individual variables stand out; gender and political interest. In explaining the probability to cast a preferential vote, gender certainly has a substantial and significant share, and women are much more probable to cast a preferential vote than their male counterparts. And even more interestingly, when explaining a voter’s probability to vote in a personalized manner (the second set of regression models), gender only has a significant effect when other control variables are added (albeit its effect is substantial in all models), and again, women are almost 30% more probable to vote in a personalized manner. Therefore it must be concluded that gender has an important share in explaining one’s susceptibility to vote for individual politicians. The second control variable which stands out is political interest. As the second set of regression models prove, it turns out to be that political interested people are far more probable to vote in a personalized manner then voters with a given lower level of political interest.
Yet another, perhaps more important conclusion can be drawn. With regard to the two sets of regression models, there are substantial differences to be noted. Many predictors which have a statistically significant effect in the regression models for Prefvote1, such as political orientation, internal political efficacy, and trust in political parties, lose their statistical significance in the same setting after adding the group of list-puller voters who voted on the basis of personal preferences (Prefvote2). This proves that adding this influential group to the analysis seriously alters the results that are found. However, very little is known about this group of voters. For future research I would welcome a more in-depth analysis of this group, in order to find out which individual characteristics, (political) preferences and attitudes caused the alteration of the correlation and accompanied significance for most predictors.
Furthermore, in all regression models, both of Prefvote1 and Prefvote2, the tests that gauged the R-squares reported very low statistics. This indicates that the predictors used in this research only form a small part of the explanation, while a large portion of total variance remains unexplained. In order to discover which factors best explain a person’s susceptibility to vote for individual politicians, I would recommend the use of additional variables in future research. Moreover, this research has only focused on the ‘demand side’ of electoral politics, that is, on voters who have demands and wishes about their preferred candidates. At the same time, it would also be particularly interesting to have more knowledge of the ‘supply side’, that is, the characteristics of candidates who run for a seat in parliament. While this field is already under scrutiny in recent years, I would welcome a more encompassing study, linking both the demand and supply side of electoral politics together.
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Appendix A
Codebook variables
Independent variable prefvote 1: variable V219 in the DPES2012 file is recoded into a different variable with changed values: 1(first candidate)=0, and 2(other candidate)=1 in order to create a dummy.
Independent variable prefvote 2: this variable consists of V219 and V222 in the DPES2012 file, and V219 is recoded as missing=0, first candidate=1, other candidate=10. V22 is recoded as missing=2, supporting first candidate=10, supporting party=5. Both recoded variables are summed up and recoded into 2=missing, 3=0, 6=0, 11=1, and 12=1, which results in a dichotomous dummy variable. 
Control variable v010: variable is recoded into dummy variable with changed values: 1(male)=0 and 2(female)=1
Control variable Political knowledge: This variable is build out of variable v155, v156, v157, v182, v184, and v185, and summed up, which results in additive index with 0=low political knowledge, and 6- high political knowledge
Tables 6 & 7 (Full version)

Table 6 Background & environmental Characteristics (Full version)
	
	Prevote 1 - Vote on:
	Prefvote 2 – Vote on:

	Characteristic
	First candidate
	Other candidate
	Party
	Person

	Education
	Elementary
	86.7%
	13.3%
	66.7%
	33.3%

	
	Lower vocational
	87.4%
	12.6%
	69.8%
	30.2%

	
	Secondary
	77.9%
	22.1%
	59.7%
	40.3%

	
	Middle level
	83.9%
	16.1%
	64.6%
	35.4%

	
	Higher/University
	72.4%
	27.6%
	59.2%
	40.8%

	Age (recoded in intervals)

	18-27
	83.0%
	17.0%
	64.8%
	35.2%

	
	28-37
	78.2%
	21.8%
	61.5%
	38.5%

	
	38-47
	79.0%
	21.0%
	60.9%
	39.1%

	
	48-57
	78.1%
	21.9%
	62.5%
	37.5%

	
	58-67
	79.7%
	20.3%
	61.3%
	38.7%

	
	68-77
	84.7%
	15.3%
	66.7%
	33.3%

	
	78-87
	89.0%
	11.0%
	75.6%
	24.4%

	
	88-97
	100%
	0.0%
	87.5%
	12.5%

	Gender
	Male
	82.7%
	17.3%
	65.5%
	34.5%

	
	Female
	78.7%
	21.3%
	61.6%
	38.4%

	Urbanization
	Very low
	79.3%
	20.7%
	63.4%
	36.6%

	
	Low
	79.3%
	20.7%
	64.5%
	35.5%

	
	Medium
	82.8%
	17.2%
	64.4%
	35.6%

	
	High
	81.9%
	18.1%
	62.6%
	37.4%

	
	Very High
	78.5%
	21.5%
	62.3%
	37.7%


Table 7 Political attitudes & preferences (Full version)
	
	Prevote 1 - Vote on:
	Prefvote 2 – Vote on:

	Characteristic
	First candidate
	Other candidate
	Party
	Person

	Adherence
	Yes
	81.1%
	18.9%
	65.2%
	34.8%

	
	No
	80%
	20%
	62.8%
	37.2%

	Party Trust
	No trust
	85.1%
	14.9%
	62.2%
	37.8%

	
	Not so much
	80.4%
	19.6%
	63.2%
	36.8%

	
	Fairly much
	79.0%
	21.0%
	63.6%
	36.4%

	
	Very much
	100%
	0%
	50%
	50%

	Pol. Knowledge
	0 Low
	77.8%
	22.2%
	59.3%
	40.7%

	
	1
	88.3%
	11.7%
	66.2%
	33.8%

	
	2
	85.5%
	14.5%
	62.4%
	37.6%

	
	3
	85.1%
	14.9%
	68.6%
	31.4%

	
	4
	82.9%
	17.1%
	64.7%
	35.3%

	
	5
	81.1%
	18.9%
	64.7%
	35.3%

	
	6 High
	74.5%
	25.5%
	59.9%
	40.1%

	Left-Right self-rating (recoded)

	1 Left
	83.2%
	16.8%
	69.9%
	30.1%

	
	2
	74.0%
	16.0%
	59.3%
	40.7%

	
	3
	81.2%
	18.8%
	62.7%
	37.3%

	
	4
	82.5%
	17.5%
	64.1%
	35.9%

	
	5 Right
	91.7%
	8.3%
	75.0%
	25.0%

	Internal Political Efficacy
	1 Low
	85.6%
	14.4%
	65.4%
	34.6%

	
	2
	81.8%
	18.2%
	64.5%
	35.5%

	
	3
	76.5%
	23.5%
	61.7%
	38.3%

	
	4 High
	67.1%
	32.9%
	54.3%
	45.7%

	Political Interest
	1 low
	87.5%
	12.5%
	67.8%
	32.2%

	
	2
	80.6%
	19.4%
	64.1%
	35.9%

	
	3 High
	74.9%
	25.1%
	57.2%
	42.8%


Source: DPES2012 Datafile
Tables: Logit models with Age in ratio scale

Tabel  Logit Regression Models Prefvote1 (Age in ratio)
	Model estimates
	Model 1: Main independent variables
	Model  2: + control variables without consensus
	Model 3: + Control variables with expected correlation

	
	Coef.
	Exp (B)
	Coef.
	Exp (B)
	Coef.
	Exp (B)

	Constant
	-2.441
	
	-2.728
	
	-1.663
	

	Edu
	0.247***
	1.316
	0.300***
	1.350
	0.196***
	1.217

	Age
	-0.001
	0.999
	-0.001
	0.999
	0.002
	1.002

	Gender
	
	
	0.282*
	1.326
	0.356**
	1.427

	Adherence
	
	
	-0.047
	0.954
	-0.197
	0.821

	Urban
	
	
	0.017
	1.018
	0.041
	1.041

	Polknowledge
	
	
	
	
	0.060
	1.062

	Leftright
	
	
	
	
	-0.056*
	0.945

	Internefficacy
	
	
	
	
	-0.205**
	0.815

	Polinterest
	
	
	
	
	-0.235
	0.790

	Partytrust
	
	
	
	
	0.086*
	1.090

	Model Summary
	
	
	

	Omnibus Test
	20.016***
	23.246***
	32.629

	Cox-Snell R-Square
	0.015
	0.019
	0.028

	Nagelkerke R-Square
	0.023
	0.030
	0.044

	N
	1347
	1209
	1146


*= p < 0.1, ** = p < 0.05, *** = p < 0.001 
Tabel  Logit Regression Models Prefvote2 (Age in ratio)
	Model estimates
	Model 1: Main independent variables
	Model  2: + control variables without consensus
	Model 3: + Control variables with expected correlation

	
	Coef.
	Exp (B)
	Coef.
	Exp (B)
	Coef.
	Exp (B)

	Constant
	-0.752
	
	-0.875
	
	0.085
	

	Edu
	0.097*
	1.102
	0.107**
	1.112
	0.053
	1.054

	Age
	-0.003
	0.997
	-0.003
	0.997
	-0.004
	0.996

	Gender
	
	
	0.182
	1.200
	0.249*
	1.282

	Adherence
	
	
	-0.057
	0.944
	-0.178
	0.837

	Urban
	
	
	-0.002
	0.998
	0.019
	1.019

	Polknowledge
	
	
	
	
	-0.024
	0.976

	Leftright
	
	
	
	
	0.005
	1.005

	Internefficacy
	
	
	
	
	-0.44
	0.957

	Polinterest
	
	
	
	
	-0.418**
	0.658

	Partytrust
	
	
	
	
	0.083
	1.087

	Model Summary
	

	Omnibus Test
	6.163**
	8.122
	18.238

	Cox-Snell R-Square
	0.005
	0.007
	0.016

	Nagelkerke R-Square
	0.006
	0.009
	0.022

	N
	1347
	1209
	1146


*= p < 0.1, ** = p < 0.05, *** = p < 0.001
Basic Logit Regression model Age (Prefvote1 & Prefvote2)

	Model estimates
	Model Prefvote1
	Model Prefvote2

	
	Coef.
	Exp (B)
	Coef.
	Exp (B)

	Constant
	-1.106
	
	-0.284
	

	Age
	-0.006*
	0.994
	-0.005*
	0.995

	Model Summary
	
	
	
	

	Ominbus Test
	2.754*
	2.280*

	Nagelkerke R-Square
	0.003
	0.002

	N
	1410
	1410


*= p < 0.1, ** = p < 0.05, *** = p < 0.001
Appendix B
Frequency Tables Independent Variables
	Statistics

	
	did (not) cast a preferential vote (dummy)
	whether or not a true preferential vote is cast

	N
	Valid
	1410
	1410

	
	Missing
	267
	267


	did (not) cast a preferential vote (dummy)

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	First Candidate
	1137
	67,8
	80,6
	80,6

	
	Other Candidate
	273
	16,3
	19,4
	100,0

	
	Total
	1410
	84,1
	100,0
	

	Missing
	System
	267
	15,9
	
	

	Total
	1677
	100,0
	
	


	whether or not a true preferential vote is cast

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	vote on party
	895
	53,4
	63,5
	63,5

	
	vote on person
	515
	30,7
	36,5
	100,0

	
	Total
	1410
	84,1
	100,0
	

	Missing
	System
	267
	15,9
	
	

	Total
	1677
	100,0
	
	


Collinearity statistics independent variables

	Model
	Collinearity Statistics

	
	Tolerance
	VIF

	1
	(Constant)
	
	

	
	Highest education (completed) of respondent
	,804
	1,244

	
	age in interval
	,814
	1,229

	
	Gender
	,913
	1,095

	
	Respondent is (not) adherent to a party?
	,870
	1,149

	
	Trust: Political parties
	,916
	1,092

	
	index political knowledge
	,774
	1,293

	
	Left-right self-rating (10 point scale)
	,966
	1,035

	
	Consider myself qualified for politics
	,777
	1,286

	
	Interested in politics
	,761
	1,315

	
	Degree of urbanization
	,966
	1,035


Frequency tables accompanying table 4.1
	Reason for vote on first candidate DPES2012

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Supporting first candidate
	242
	14,4
	21,3
	21,3

	
	Supporting party
	893
	53,2
	78,7
	100,0

	
	Total
	1135
	67,7
	100,0
	

	Missing
	INAP
	540
	32,2
	
	

	
	Don't know
	2
	,1
	
	

	
	Total
	542
	32,3
	
	

	Total
	1677
	100,0
	
	


	Reason for vote on first candidate DPES2012

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Supporting first candidate
	406
	15,5
	25,1
	25,1

	
	Supporting party
	1209
	46,1
	74,9
	100,0

	
	Total
	1615
	61,6
	100,0
	

	Missing
	PA
	374
	14,3
	
	

	
	CATI
	71
	2,7
	
	

	
	PAPI
	23
	,9
	
	

	
	DK/NA
	10
	,4
	
	

	
	INAP
	528
	20,1
	
	

	
	Total
	1006
	38,4
	
	

	Total
	2621
	100,0
	
	


	Reason for vote on first candidate DPES2006

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	supporting first candidate
	385
	13,7
	23,5
	23,5

	
	supporting party
	1252
	44,6
	76,5
	100,0

	
	Total
	1637
	58,3
	100,0
	

	Missing
	PA
	285
	10,2
	
	

	
	CATI
	124
	4,4
	
	

	
	PAPI
	38
	1,4
	
	

	
	DK/NA
	9
	,3
	
	

	
	INAP
	713
	25,4
	
	

	
	Total
	1169
	41,7
	
	

	Total
	2806
	100,0
	
	


� The reason why an elector chose the first candidate on the ballot list might either be ‘the party’ or ‘the candidate/person’.


� For a more elaborate argumentation, see Lodge et al. (1989) for an elaboration on the ‘less educated - more weight to personality’ hypotheses, and McGraw & Steenbergen (1995) for an elaboration the ‘more educated – more weight to personality’ hypotheses.


� For the operationalization of this concept, see chapter 3. 


� This variation is also not necesarily similar between countries.


� The reasons for using Logit regression in particular is based on the use of two dichotomous (dummy) dependent variables (see the following paragraph).


� For the complete table, see Appendix A


� In the logit regression models, Age is also included on a ratio-scale.


� In the regression models, Age was initially measured on ratio scale. However, the coefficients accompanying the predictor of age were too small to intuitively make sense for analysis. Therefore, in the regression models presented here, age is recoded into intervals spanning 10 years. For the old regression models with age in ratio scale, see Appendix A.


� In the regression models, Age was initially measured on ratio scale. However, the coefficients accompanying the predictor of age were too small to intuitively make sense for analysis. Therefore, in the regression models presented here, age is recoded into intervals spanning 10 years. For the old regression models with age in ratio scale, see Appendix A.


� Read: a vote casted on any candidate besides list-pullers.


� Read: list-puller voters in favor of a person instead of a party.


� Except when Age is used as only independent variable in a univariate logistic regression analysis (see Appendix A. 


� In the logit regression models, Age is also included in ratio scale. 


� Left-Right self-rating is recoded only this instance into a variable with 5 categories for analytical reasons.
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