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Abstract

What affects public support for electoral reform? How does experience with different
electoral systems affect people’s willingness to support electoral reform? Given the
salience of changes to election rules even when they are passed via the legislature
and the increasing use of referenda as an alternative mechanism for change, these
questions are critical to understanding when electoral reform will occur. I argue that
experience (specifically, with an electoral system similar to that under consideration)
affects public opinion by reducing uncertainty about the likely effects of reform and thus
affecting the direction of partisan bias. Moreover, I argue that support is conditional
on positive experiences. I leverage subnational variation in electoral systems in the
United Kingdom and find that experience does affect support for reform — positive
experiences increase support while negative experiences decrease support. The results
have implications for the possibility of electoral reform in the UK and beyond.
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Elections are the primary way citizens in democracies participate in the political system

and the electoral rules are critical determinants of election outcomes (Dahl 1998; Gallagher

and Mitchell 2005; Lijphart 1999). Electoral rules affect not only which party or parties wield

power, but by extension, which policies are implemented and which outcomes are realized

(Bawn 1993; Chang and Golden 2007; Ichino and Nathan 2013; Pellicer and Wegner 2013).

Given this, who determines the electoral rules is critically important. In established democ-

racies, citizens increasingly directly influence electoral rules through initiatives or referenda.

For example, in New Zealand in 1993, voters overrode the preferences of political elites in

two referenda, leading to a change from single member district plurality (SMDP) to mixed

member proportional (MMP) for national legislative elections (Vowles 2005). More recently,

a 2016 initiative in Maine resulted in the adoption of ranked choice voting for state elections

(Wright 2018).1 Even when electoral reform is enacted through the legislature, parties are

responsive to voters and take their preferences into account (Weingast 1997).

What affects citizen preferences about electoral rules? Under what conditions will they

support electoral reform? The public tends to be poorly informed and therefore, either

resistant to change or reliant on others for cues. In referenda voting, citizens often prefer

“the devil they know,” resulting in status quo bias (Fernandez and Rodrik 1991; LeDuc 2011;

Qvortrup 2012; Whiteley et al. 2012). Alternatively, voter decisions in these referenda are

largely driven by the messages of others: parties, respected public officials, and other elites

(Clarke et al. 2013; McGuinness 2011; Whiteley et al. 2012; although see Qvortrup 2012 for

exceptions). Relatedly, referenda may become similar to “second-order” elections when they

are fought, not on the basis of the proposals, but on other national issues or the performance

of the incumbent government (Laycock 2013; Qvortrup 2012; Stevens and Banducci 2013;

Whiteley et al. 2012).

In other areas of public policy, however, we know that the experience of citizens plays

1 Similar votes have been held in Italy (1991 and 1993), the United Kingdom (2011), and Canadian provinces
(British Columbia in 2005, 2009, and 2018 and Ontario in 2007; D’Alimonte 2005; Denemark 2001; Donovan
1995; Gambetta and Warner 2004; Katz 2001; Nagel 2004; Qvortrup 2012; Renwick 2010).
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an important role in shaping their opinions (e.g., Lerman and McCabe 2017). I argue this

is also true for citizen views about electoral reform. While people may not understand the

intricacies of electoral rules, they do understand that the rules have a powerful effect on the

political fortunes of their preferred parties. For example, in the United States (U.S.) in 1968,

66% of Americans supported a constitutional amendment to abolish the Electoral College in

favor of a system for presidential elections based on the popular vote (Skelley 2019). At the

time, support for the reform was evenly divided between Republicans and Democrats. But

in recent years, support for abolishing the Electoral College has been increasingly divided

along partisan lines. With a presidential candidate winning the popular vote, but not the

presidency, in two of the last five elections, Democrats are now far more likely to support

electoral reform than Republicans.

While experience with the current rules may color public opinion, as in the case of the

Electoral College, the possibility of reform creates inherent uncertainty for citizens (Andrews

and Jackman 2005). Electoral rules at the national level change relatively infrequently.

Bormann and Golder (2013) identify only 42 major changes in electoral formulas (changes

between majoritarian, proportional, and mixed systems) in democracies worldwide between

1946 and 2011.2 Consequently, an individual is likely to be uncertain how a reform will affect

policy outcomes and his own well-being.

In democracies, however, public officials at multiple levels of government are selected via

elections. Of 3,824 country-year observations that are democratic according to the definition

of Boix, Miller, and Rosato (2013), 90% have regional governments and of those, 74% use

elections to fill at least some regional posts (Coppedge et al. 2016). Additionally, of the

3,824 democratic country-year observations, 96% have local governments, of which 93% use

elections to select at least some members of the local governments (Coppedge et al. 2016).3

Moreover, countries increasingly use different rules for subnational versus national elections.

2 Statistic calculated by the author. This corresponds to a reform occuring in 2.6% of election years in their
data. If one instead looks at changes to the electoral formula, including changes within major categories,
there are 55 reforms, corresponding to 3.4% of election years.
3 Statistics calculated by the author.
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For example, some areas in the United States use ranked choice voting for local elections

(or in the case of Maine, statewide elections), while SMDP is used for elections to the

House of Representatives. In France, while a two-round runoff electoral system is used for

elections to the National Assembly and for presidential elections, some subnational elections

use proportional representation (PR).4

Experience with these alternative electoral systems can affect support for electoral reform

because it provides information regarding how parties and policies are likely to be affected,

reducing the uncertainty associated with the proposal. However, the direction of that effect

is conditional on the type of experience. In other words, partisan bias (the tendency to favor

electoral systems that benefit one’s preferred party), combined with information provided by

experience, can either increase or decrease the likelihood that individuals support electoral

reform because that experience may have been either positive or negative. Individuals who

have positive experiences (i.e., their preferred party benefits from the electoral system) will

be more likely to support reform, while those who have negative experiences will be less likely

to do so. Additionally, I argue that for experience to affect support for reform, it must be

experience with a similar electoral system. This is because experience provides information

and reduces uncertainty, but that experience is not informative about the proposal if the

experienced electoral system is significantly different from that being proposed — the expe-

rience does not provide the relevant counterfactual. Furthermore, the role of institutional

experience will be especially important when party cues are diluted or absent. This is when

citizens must rely on their experience rather than simply the messaging of others.

To test the theory, I leverage subnational variation in electoral rules in the United King-

dom (UK) — where electoral reform has been a recurring issue over the last 100 years even

if the use of SMDP to elect members of the House of Commons has remained unchanged.

Most recently, the UK held a referendum in 2011 on changing the electoral system used to

4 Relatedly, some countries use multiple systems for nationwide elections. France uses a two-round runoff
system for National Assembly elections, but PR for European Parliament elections. Australia uses the
alternative vote for House of Representatives elections and the single transferable vote for Senate elections.
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elect members of Parliament (MPs) from SMDP to the alternative vote (AV). Voters re-

jected the proposed change 67.9% to 32.1% (McGuinness 2011; White 2011; Whiteley et al.

2012). However, of critical importance is the fact that voters in the UK have experience

with different electoral systems. In an interview following the referendum, Sheila Gilmore,

Labour MP for Edinburgh East from 2010 to 2015, noted that prior to the vote, there had

been “an assumption that the Scottish electorate might be more open to change [be]cause

it already had experience of different voting systems.”5 Indeed, while 30.9% of voters in

England supported reform, 36.4% of voters in Scotland did so (McGuinness 2011).

Specifically, I use the introduction of a mixed member proportional (MMP) electoral

system in Scotland and London and a difference-in-differences design to estimate the causal

effect of experience with different electoral systems. Since 1999, voters in Scotland have

used MMP for elections to the Scottish Parliament. Therefore, we can examine whether

their support for electoral reform remains similar to their geographic neighbors in Northern

England who do not have experience with MMP. Similarly, London residents have used

MMP to elect the London Assembly since 2000. I compare their support for electoral reform

with their neighbors in Southern England who do not have experience with MMP. Survey

questions about electoral reform on the British Social Attitudes survey since the mid-1980s

allow for a difference-in-differences design to test the effect of experience with MMP at the

regional level on support for electoral reform at the national level.

The results from this analysis show that experience with an electoral system similar to

that which is under consideration does affect support for electoral reform. Elections at the

regional level under a set of rules that include a proportional component leads to support

for changes at the national level from the current majoritarian system to a proportional

system. This desire for change, however, is not driven by concerns of fairness or equity.

Support for reform comes only from those respondents whose preferred political party ex-

perienced electoral benefits from alternative rules and provided few clear indicators of the

5 Sheila Gilmore, personal interview, May 11, 2011, Portcullis House, London, UK.
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party’s stance on the issue of reform. Indeed, in other cases where the party provides few or

confusing cues and the experience was negative for the respondent’s preferred party, support

for reform decreased. Respondents support rule change when they perceive it as benefiting

their preferred party and they especially rely on their experience with alternative rules when

clear party cues are absent.

This study builds on the important work on electoral reform that has traditionally focused

on the incentives of parties and legislators to change the rules that govern their election (e.g.,

Bawn 1993; Benoit 2007; Benoit and Hayden 2004; McElwain 2008; Remington and Smith

1996). By examining public opinion about electoral reform, I probe the interaction between

what parties want and what their constituents prefer. As electoral rules are increasingly

subject to referenda or become the focus of electoral campaigns and promises (e.g., as in the

case of Trudeau and the Liberal Party in Canada), understanding what determines public

support for electoral reform is increasingly important. The findings — that citizens prefer

rules that benefit their preferred parties — has important implications for how movements for

reform can build from the bottom up. It also has darker implications for popular incumbents

who seek to manipulate electoral rules for their own electoral gain (Ahlquist et al. 2018;

Graham and Svolik 2019; Heller 2019) — a point to which I return in the conclusion.

The Effect of Electoral System Experience

Changes to the electoral system, particularly those to the electoral formula, do not only

alter the translation of votes into seats. Rather they also have the potential to affect the

party system (e.g., Benoit 2007; Duverger 1963; Shugart and Taagepera 2017), the type

of government that forms (single-party or coalition, minority or majority; e.g., Lijphart

1999; Shugart and Taagepera 2017), the behavior of legislators (e.g., Chang and Golden

2007; Pellicer and Wegner 2013), the strategic decisions of voters (e.g., Cox 1997), and by

extension, policy outcomes (e.g., Bawn 1993).
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Major changes to the electoral system at the national level — in the form of switches

between majoritarian, mixed, and proportional formulas — occur infrequently in established

democracies. According to data from Bormann and Golder (2013), only 2.6% of election years

in democracies between 1946 and 2011 involved such major changes (a total of 42 changes

worldwide in that period). One possible reason for this is the unwillingness of legislators

— who entered office under the current electoral rules — to switch to alternative systems

that may negatively affect their reelection prospects (McElwain 2008; Remington and Smith

1996). Similarly, a majority of citizens may be unwilling to alter the electoral rules if the

existing system was crucial for the success of their preferred party. But institutional stability

may also be due to citizens who prefer rules with which they are familiar, resulting in status

quo bias (Fernandez and Rodrik 1991; LeDuc 2011; Qvortrup 2012; Whiteley et al. 2012).

The critical problem is that electoral reforms create inherent uncertainty for voters, party

leaders, and even experts (Andrews and Jackman 2005). While ordinary people may not

understand the details of electoral rules, they nevertheless realize that the rules have a

crucial effect on their preferred parties’ fortunes. Moreover, they prefer rules that result

in more seats for their preferred party — what I call partisan bias. At the very least,

people do not want a system that actively disadvantages their party. Citizens observe the

electoral outcome (national results) for parties at the national level under the current rules

(electoral system A). But a reform proposal forces citizens to consider a counterfactual

scenario: national results under alternative rules (electoral system B). By comparing these

two scenarios, citizens can determine which outcome, and therefore electoral system, they

prefer. However, if national-level electoral rules very rarely change, citizens are unlikely to

have the opportunity to observe the counterfactual (outcomes under system B). Given such

uncertainty, it is unsurprising citizens would be hesitant to support reform.

In this context, citizens may turn to political parties for cues on whether to support

electoral reform. Party cues work because in a low-information environment, individuals

who are unsure whether to support a policy adopt the position of the party with which they
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identify or a trusted party leader. For example, in the 1993 Italian referendum, parties took

explicit stances on the proposed electoral reform in an effort to influence the vote of their

supporters (Renwick 2010). However, at times, parties either fail to focus on the issue or

give mixed signals about their preferences. In the 1991 Italian referendum, for example,

some parties deliberately avoided discussing the issue in an effort to “starve the referendum

of publicity” (Renwick 2010, 173). More generally, LeDuc (2011) notes that elites may be

divided on the issue of electoral reform making party cues unavailable or otherwise weak

and confusing. In such cases, voters must use other means to evaluate the counterfactual:

national results under electoral system B. It is in precisely these situations that citizens’ own

experience with alternative rules can play the largest role in shaping their opinion.

Recall, it is common in democracies to select public officials at multiple levels of govern-

ment through elections. Of those democratic country-years with regional elections, 74% use

elections, while 93% of democratic country-years with local governments use elections to fill

at least some positions (Coppedge et al. 2016). Moreover, these elections do not always use

the same electoral system as their national counterparts and this phenomenon is not limited

to federal countries. Countries increasingly use different rules for subnational versus national

elections or for different national elections. Australia, for example, uses different rules for

elections to the House of Representatives and the Senate, while the United States, Canada,

Chile, and France, mix different rules across different levels of government.

For citizens with experience using different electoral systems, the uncertainty that typ-

ically characterizes institutional change (Andrews and Jackman 2005) decreases. Having

observed electoral results under a different set of rules — say, regional results under electoral

system B — the unobserved counterfactual, national results under system B, becomes easier

to assess. Importantly however, the regional results under system B may have been beneficial

or detrimental to an individual’s preferred political party. Thus, the direction of the effect

of experience — increasing or decreasing support for reform — will depend on the nature of

the experience. Citizens with experience with alternative electoral systems are more likely
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to support reform when that experience benefited their preferred party, while those with

experience that harmed their preferred party will be less likely to support reform.

Note that this argument supposes that outcomes under alternative systems (used at a

different time, in a different context, or both) are perceived as informative about the current

electoral environment. While the extent to which the other outcomes are actually informative

will vary, given that even experts struggle to predict the effect of new electoral rules (Andrews

and Jackman 2005), it is likely that the public uses those outcomes — particularly recent

outcomes — as a heuristic for understanding the likely effects of a proposed change.

However, experience with multiple electoral systems is not sufficient to induce changes

in support for electoral reform. Rather, what affects support is experience with electoral

systems similar to the proposed reform. In other words, exposure to multiple electoral

systems does not make one any more or less likely to support a particular reform, but

experience using a system that is similar to the proposed change does have an effect. This is

because simply using multiple electoral systems does not necessarily provide any additional

information about the proposed reform: if one has used SMDP, AV, and a two-round majority

system — all majoritarian systems — this does not help one understand PR. Experience

using a variety of majoritarian systems should not affect support for a proportional system.

Instead, what actually provides information, reduces uncertainty, and therefore affects the

likelihood that an individual supports a particular electoral reform is experience with a

system similar to that which is being proposed. Thus, the number of electoral systems with

which one has experience should not directly affect support for reform except in so far as

experience with more electoral systems makes it more likely that an individual has been

exposed to a similar system to that which is being proposed.

Hypothesis. Controlling for the number of electoral systems with which they have experi-

ence, individuals will be more supportive of electoral reform if they have a positive experience

with an electoral system similar to that which is being proposed.

To be clear, “positive experience” in this context means that the alternative rules resulted
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in favorable outcomes for the individual’s preferred party. This nature of the experience —

positive or negative — is critical due to partisan bias. Given that individuals want systems

that benefit their party, whether experience increases or decreases support for reform is

conditional on whether that experience suggested their party would be benefited or harmed.

It is important to note that, despite the nomenclature similarity, partisan bias is conceptually

distinct from party cues. Party cues may also affect an individual’s support for electoral

reform, but the mechanism is quite different. Unlike party cues, partisan bias does not rely

on the parties as mediators. Individuals simply want electoral systems that benefit their

party and this desire affects whether or not they support reform.

However, while partisan bias and party cues are distinct, we know that party cues affect

support for reform, at least in the context of electoral reform referenda (Clarke et al. 2013;

McGuinness 2011; Whiteley et al. 2012). Undoubtedly, citizens obtain information about

electoral reform proposals from multiple sources, including parties or trusted public officials.

Moreover, party cues may be easier sources of information for citizens to digest and interpret

compared to experience with electoral systems that may or may not be exactly the same

as that under consideration. Therefore, I expect that experience will be most important —

have the largest effect — in cases where people are not exposed to clear, consistent party

cues. It may be that they have received no cues from their party, or the cues they have

received have been inconsistent over time, or the party is simultaneously sending multiple

cues. These are all cases in which we should expect experience to have a greater effect on

support for reform compared to situations in which citizens receive clear, consistent, and

unified party cues. I return to this point in the analysis below.

Research Design

To test this theory, I use data from the United Kingdom, which is an ideal testing ground for

several reasons. First, I am able to leverage subnational electoral system variation. Although
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single member district plurality (SMDP) is used throughout the country for elections to the

House of Commons, other electoral systems have been introduced regionally for selecting

members of other bodies. A total of five electoral systems are used in the UK — SMDP,

the supplementary vote, the single transferable vote (STV), mixed member proportional

(MMP),6 and closed list PR (see Table 1). The introduction of these electoral systems,

although not randomly assigned, was not directly determined by voters — voters did not

choose the electoral systems that operate in their region (Johnston 2016).7 Thus, I am able

to proxy for the electoral systems with which an individual has experience based on the

region in which they live and the year in which they were surveyed.

Second, there are three main parties in the UK — the Conservatives, Labour, and the

Liberal Democrats — which give their supporters cues regarding the electoral system to

varying degrees, as I discuss in more detail below. This allows me to explore the extent

to which experience with different electoral systems is particularly useful in the absence of

clear party cues. Third, within the UK, Northern Ireland has a completely different party

system from the rest of the country (Driver 2011; Kavanagh and Cowley 2010). Similar to

Dewan and Spirling (2011), I am able to use this regional variation as part of a robustness

test to increase support for my results and address a concern that the results are capturing

the effect of party cues rather than that of experience. Finally, electoral reform has been

a topic of debate in the UK for the last 100 years at least. This means that citizens likely

have more information about electoral systems than in many other countries, making this a

difficult test for my theory. That electoral system experience has an effect on support for

electoral reform even in such a context, further increases confidence the results.

One further benefit of studying the effect of experience in the UK is the availability

of reliable survey data on support for electoral reform over a relatively long time period.

To measure individual-level support for electoral reform, I use the British Social Attitudes

6 MMP is called the additional member system (AMS) in the UK.
7 There were referenda to establish several bodies (the Scottish Parliament, Welsh Assembly, and Greater
London Authority, which consists of the London Assembly and the Mayor of London), however these refer-
enda did not allow voters to choose the electoral system (Johnston 2016).
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Table 1: Electoral systems in the UK

Electoral System Elected Body Region Years

Closed List PR European Parliament Eng., Wales, Scot. 1999–present

MMP/AMS National Assembly for Wales Wales 1999–present

Scottish Parliament Scot. 1999–present

London Assembly Eng.∗ 2000–present

SMDP House of Commons Eng., Wales, Scot., NI 1950†–present

Local elections Scot. 1974‡–2006

Local elections Eng., Wales 1973‡–present

European Parliament Eng., Wales, Scot. 1979–1998

STV Local elections NI 1973‡–present

European Parliament NI 1979–present

Northern Ireland Assembly NI 1998–present

Local elections Scot. 2007–present

Supplementary Vote Mayor of London Eng.∗ 2000–present

Elected mayors Eng.∗ 2002§–present

Police & Crime Commissioners Eng.,∗ Wales 2012–present

Note: Start year is the election year in which the system was first used. NI refers to Northern
Ireland. ∗ The entire region does not elect the body (the London Assembly and Mayor of London)
or only some areas in the region have such a body. † Before 1950, House of Commons elections
predominantly used SMDP, but some multi-member constituencies remained. ‡ Elections occurred
previously but were significantly reorganized in that year. § The first mayor was elected that year,
but their introduction was staggered over time. Sources: Audickas, Hawkins, and Cracknell (2016,
2017), Electoral Reform Society (2007), McCartney and Rawlings (n.d.), Parry (2012), and UK
Parliament (n.d.).

(BSA) survey. The BSA is an annual national survey (repeated cross-sections) of adults in

Great Britain (England, Wales, and Scotland), extends from 1983 to 2016 (excluding 1988

and 1992), and is one of the few surveys that asks about attitudes towards electoral reform

(Centre for Comparative European Survey Data 2017; NatCen Social Research 2019). I

supplement this with the Northern Ireland Social Attitudes (NISA) survey, fielded between

1989 and 1996 (excluding 1992). The BSA and NISA surveys asked identical questions on

attitudes towards electoral reform, allowing me to combine them to obtain data covering

the entire UK (Northern Ireland Social Attitudes 1996). Since the proliferation of multiple

electoral systems did not occur in the UK until after 1999 (except in Northern Ireland, all
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elections used SMDP prior to that year; Foster 2016; Mitchell 2005), the BSA survey allows

me to track attitudes both before and after electoral systems were added.

In most years, the surveys prompted respondents,

“Some people say that we should change the voting system to allow smaller
political parties to get a fairer share of MPs. Others say that we should keep
the voting system as it is, to produce more effective government. Which view
comes closest to your own, that we should change the voting system, or, keep it
as it is?” (Centre for Comparative European Survey Data 2017; NatCen Social
Research 2019; Northern Ireland Social Attitudes 1996).8

I use this question to construct an indicator for whether a respondent supports electoral

reform. Reform Support takes a value of one if the respondent answered they believed the

electoral system should be changed and zero if they preferred to keep the existing system.9

This is the main dependent variable in the analyses.10

The proposed alternative electoral system in the survey question is not explicitly stated.

However, the question heavily implies PR with its focus on giving small parties a “fairer

share of MPs” and enumerators were instructed to elaborate that the question referred to

PR if asked. While MMP and PR are distinct, MMP is a mixed system such that 56

out of 129 seats (43.4%) in the Scottish Parliament and 11 out of 25 seats (44.0%) in the

London Assembly are elected via closed list PR (Audickas, Hawkins, and Cracknell 2016).

Thus, MMP is similar to PR (the system they are being asked to consider) and should give

respondents some information about how PR would work in practice.

I test the theory using difference-in-differences (DID) analyses which allow me to estimate

the causal effect of electoral system experience. I leverage the long temporal coverage of the

BSA survey and the staggered introduction of electoral systems around the UK. The DID

design compares the difference in support for electoral reform at the national level before

and after a new electoral system was adopted among those living inside the region in which

8 See the appendix for details and temporal coverage (ranges 1986–2015, but the question was not always
included).
9 Don’t know and no response were coded as missing for the results presented here, but results are generally
robust to coding these responses as support for the status quo.
10 The appendix shows the proportion of respondents who support reform by region over time.
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the system was adopted to the difference in support before and after the change among those

living just outside the region (i.e., those not exposed to the new system).

The hypothesis states that individuals will be more supportive of electoral reform if

they have a positive experience with an electoral system similar to that which is being

proposed, controlling for the number of electoral systems with which they have experience.

It is conditional because as the number of electoral systems with which an individual has

experience increases, he is mechanically more likely to have experience with a system similar

to that being proposed. However, due to the DID design, it is unnecessary to include an

explicit control for the number of electoral systems with which an individual has experience.

I run two sets of DID analyses. First, I compare support for electoral reform among re-

spondents living in Scotland to that among those living in Northern England on either side of

1999 when the Scottish Parliament was first introduced (exposing the Scottish electorate to

MMP).11 Second, I compare support for reform among respondents living in London to that

among those living elsewhere in Southern England on either side of 2000 when the Greater

London Authority, consisting of the London Assembly elected via MMP and the Mayor of

London elected via supplementary vote, was introduced. Although I am unable to separate

experience with MMP and experience with the supplementary vote, this is beneficial in this

case because some areas of Southern England also have mayors elected via the supplemen-

tary vote. Since there is no way to determine if respondents from Southern England have

experience with the supplementary vote, the DID compares experience with MMP in the

London Assembly elections to those who have not been exposed to MMP.

However, whether an experience is positive or negative (and thus, which direction we

should expect the effect of experience to go) is dependent on the party identification of the

individual. Therefore, to test the hypothesis, I conduct the DID analyses using subsets of

the BSA survey respondents based on party identification. At the national level (the level at

which respondents are being asked to consider reform), Labour and the Conservatives both

11 Ideally, I would compare those in Southern Scotland to those in Northern England to ensure the similarity
of treated and untreated units, but the regional data is not sufficiently localized for Scotland.
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benefit from SMDP because it provides seat bonuses at the expense of smaller parties. On

the other hand, the “other parties” subsets include supporters of the Liberal Democrats, the

Scottish National Party (SNP), the Green party, and other small parties in the UK that are

disadvantaged by SMDP at the national level and have only slim chances of participating in

the national government under the current electoral system.

While respondents are asked to consider reforms at the national level, the experience

takes place at the regional level. Thus, whether the experience is positive or negative is de-

pendent on how the individual’s party fares at the level of the Scottish Parliament or London

Assembly. For all small parties, MMP has been a positive experience in both Scotland and

London. However, for the Labour Party, experience with MMP has been generally negative

in Scotland, but generally positive in London. In Scotland, MMP has contributed to the

rise of the SNP over Labour and the percentage of seats held by Labour in the Scottish

Parliament has consistently decreased over time (Audickas, Hawkins, and Cracknell 2017).

Moreover, since 1999 when the Scottish Parliament was introduced until 2015, the vast ma-

jority of Scottish Parliament Labour seats came from the constituency tier, instead of the

regional PR tier (the only exception is the 2011 election). In London, in contrast, MMP

has over time contributed to the rise of Labour over the Conservatives (Audickas, Hawkins,

and Cracknell 2017). For example, despite the Conservatives winning a plurality of seats in

the House of Commons in 2010 and 2015, Labour won a plurality of seats in the London

Assembly in 2012. Moreover, over time the number of Labour seats in the London Assembly

has generally increased for both the constituency and PR tiers.

For the Conservative Party, the reverse is true — MMP has been a relatively positive

experience in Scotland, but a negative experience in London. For context, in national elec-

tions in Scotland, the Conservatives have done very poorly since the 1980s. For consecutive

national elections beginning in 1983, the Conservatives held 29%, 14%, and 5.5% of Scottish

seats in the House of Commons, culminating in 1997 when they held zero seats in Scotland.

Since then, the Conservatives have consistently held one Scottish seat in the House of Com-
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mons at every election through 2015. In comparison, the Conservatives have done relatively

well in Scottish Parliament elections with their seat share being fairly consistently around

10–14% between 1999 and 2015. In London, as described above, the Conservatives have

increasingly suffered as MMP has contributed to Labour’s rise in the London Assembly.

Thus, if the theory is correct, we should expect Labour supporters in Scotland (who have

had a negative experience with MMP) to be less likely to support reform compared to Labour

supporters in Northern England. In contrast, we should expect Conservative supporters and

supporters of the other parties in Scotland (who have all had a relatively positive experience

with MMP) to be, if anything, more supportive of electoral reform than those in Northern

England. In London, we should expect experience with MMP to increase support among

Labour supporters and supporters of other parties (it was a positive experience there), rela-

tive to those elsewhere in Southern England, while we should expect (the largely negative)

experience to decrease support for reform among Conservative supporters in London.

For these DID analyses, I use individual-level data, while the treatment occurs at the

regional level. In samples with multiple pre-treatment years, I include year fixed effects. I also

include individual-level covariates12 to increase precision — in this context, individual-level

variables are unlikely to cause omitted variable bias (Angrist and Pischke 2009). Specifically,

I include a full battery of controls for interest in politics13 given that previous research (Clarke

et al. 2013; McGuinness 2011; Whiteley et al. 2012) has indicated the importance of party

cues for opinions about electoral reform. While party identification conditions which cue an

individual may be exposed to, only those who are interested in politics are likely to be paying

sufficient attention to receive the cue. Thus, the interest in politics controls can be considered

proxies for receiving party cues. Ideally, I would also include controls for news consumption.

This could also proxy for receiving party cues, but it would also address another concern —

that people outside the treated regions receive some form of treatment through news coverage

of the elections in the treated areas. In other words, there is a concern that those outside

12 However, the results are generally robust to excluding these covariates.
13 The question used to create this variable was included in all survey waves except 1987.
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the treated regions receive information similar to that provided by experience through their

news consumption. I am unable to control for this possibility directly because the BSA

survey does not ask consistent news consumption questions over time. Nevertheless, if this

sort of spillover effect were occurring, it should result in bias towards finding null results.14

Analysis

Figure 1 shows the effect of electoral system experience on support for electoral reform.

In other words, the figure shows the treatment effect from a variety of DID models in

which the dependent variable is Reform Support. The left panel shows the results of DID

analyses comparing the difference in the probability respondents will support reform before

and after the 1999 introduction of MMP in Scotland within the region to the difference in the

probability of support before and after 1999 in Northern England. The right panel shows the

results of DID analyses comparing the difference in the probability respondents will support

reform before and after 2000 (when the London Assembly and MMP were introduced in

London) within London to the difference in the probability of support before and after 2000

elsewhere in Southern England.15

I include results from the full samples as well as smaller subsets based on year of the

survey (i.e., one year on either side of the reform, two years on either side of the reform, etc.)

in Figure 1.16 The surveys are repeated cross-sections rather than a panel so the parallel

trends assumption critical for DID analyses may be violated due to changes in the populations

surveyed (for example, caused by movement across regions). The samples in shorter time

periods are less likely to be affected by such population change and it is therefore more likely

the parallel trends assumption will hold.

14 Note that I do not cluster standard errors by region due to a concern that clustering with so few clusters
(two) would bias the results (Angrist and Pischke 2009).
15 Results tables corresponding to all figures may be found in the appendix.
16 The survey occurred after the reforms in both 1999 and 2000. Additionally, the electoral reform question
was asked every year between 1994 and 2003. However, it was not asked in 2004, which is why there is no
five-year sample for the London/Southern England DID.
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Support for reform should be conditional on whether one’s experience with a similar

electoral system was positive or negative — whether that experience benefited one’s preferred

political party or not. Thus, Figure 1 shows the treatment effects obtained by running the

DID analyses on subsets of respondents based on their party identification.

The results in the left panel of Figure 1 show that experience with MMP has a significant

effect on support for electoral reform for Labour and Conservative supporters in some models.

Experience with MMP makes Labour and Conservative supporters in Scotland less likely to

support a change to PR relative to Labour and Conservative supporters in Northern England.

This is as expected for Labour supporters in Scotland — they had a negative experience

with a system similar to that which was being proposed and they are less likely to support

reform. The results for the Conservatives are a bit more puzzling however, since they have

generally had a relatively positive experience with MMP in Scotland. One possibility is

that Conservative supporters are being slightly more sophisticated than the theory suggests.

While MMP helps the Conservatives in Scotland, and thus provides a positive experience,

Conservatives know that they are a minority in Scotland while in other areas, the party

is much stronger. It is possible they realize that while increasing proportionality would be

beneficial in Scotland, if applied at the national level, it would hurt the party elsewhere.

The results of the right panel in Figure 1 show that if anything, experience with MMP

has a significant and positive effect on support for electoral reform among Labour supporters

in London. Again, this is in accordance with the hypothesis, since the experience with MMP

in the London Assembly is generally positive for Labour supporters, as described above. In

London, respondents had a positive experience with a system similar to that which they are

being asked to evaluate and are therefore more likely to support reform. While the treatment

effects for Conservative supporters in London are not generally statistically significant (the

result for the three year sample is significant at the 90% confidence level), the direction of

the coefficients suggests that, if anything, experience with MMP in London makes them less

likely to support electoral reform, as expected given their negative experience. Thus, overall,
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Figure 1: Effect of Experience on Support for Electoral Reform
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interest in politics. 95% confidence intervals shown (significant estimates in black).
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the results from both regions generally support the hypothesis.

It is worth considering why the results for other party supporters are consistently in-

significant (although the generally positive direction of the coefficients is consistent with the

theory). In part, this is related to smaller sample sizes for that group. However, I argue

it is also because the smaller parties have been very consistent over time (including before

the introduction of MMP) about their support for PR. In other words, they have been the

parties giving the most explicit cues and we know from previous research that party cues

are important when it comes to support for electoral reform (Clarke et al. 2013; McGuinness

2011; Whiteley et al. 2012). Given their importance, I argue that is exactly where these cues

are weak that we should see the greatest effect of experience.

One of the most observable ways that parties give cues to their voters is through their

election manifestos.17 The small parties in the UK generally support some form of pro-

portional representation (often STV). For example, the Liberal Democrats (until 2015, the

largest of the small parties), first contested national elections in 1992 and in every general

election manifesto since, they have included a commitment to changing the electoral system

for House of Commons elections to STV (Kimber 2015; Pack 2017). The Liberal Democrats

have always given consistent and explicit cues about their electoral system preferences.

In contrast, the Conservative Party has always been consistent (and unified) in their

support for SMDP, but only state that support in their party manifestos relatively rarely.

Thus, the Conservatives issue consistent party cues (especially if we treat no mention in the

manifesto as tacit support for the status quo), but historically they have been less explicit

with their cues than the smaller parties (Kimber 2015). However, the Labour Party has

long been divided on the issue of electoral reform at the national level.18 For example, in

their 1997 manifesto, Labour committed to a referendum on electoral reform for the House

of Commons and explicitly supported PR, but never followed up on this pledge despite

17 In the appendix, I present systematic evidence of the party cues issued by Labour, the Conservatives, and
the Liberal Democrats in their election manifestos from 1983 to 2015.
18 This is despite being the party to institute other electoral systems for the devolved governments.
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winning a majority (Kimber 2015). By 2005, their manifesto simply stated a commitment to

review the electoral systems introduced for other bodies, maintained that a referendum was

the appropriate method for changing the electoral system for the House of Commons, but

made no mention of PR (Kimber 2015). Thus, the Labour Party has been inconsistent and

not explicit with their electoral system cues. Moreover, the Labour Party has at times been

publicly divided on the issue. For example, in the 2011 alternative vote referendum campaign,

their leader, Ed Miliband, and others campaigned in favor of AV, while other prominent

Labour members campaigned for SMDP, despite being the only party to explicitly advocate

for an AV referendum in their 2010 party manifesto (BBC 2011; White 2011; Whiteley et al.

2012). This sort of division further muddies the cues they send to supporters.

Thus, it is Labour, and to a lesser extent, Conservative supporters, who are some of the

few partisans in the UK that lack clear partisan cues regarding electoral reform. Without

clear, consistent cues from their parties, it is these people for whom experience with alter-

native electoral systems should be most important in determining their support for electoral

reform. In this sense, the results in Figure 1 clearly conform to expectations. Overall, these

results support the hypothesis that experience with a similar electoral system to that which

is proposed influences one’s support for electoral reform and that this effect is largest for

those who do not receive clear party cues.

Individual-level data makes it difficult to visually inspect the plausibility of the parallel

trends assumption. I take several approaches to alleviate concerns that the assumption is

violated. First, as previously described, I use subsets of the full sample that increase the

likelihood the assumption holds. Second, below I describe the results of several placebo

tests, which help allay concerns that these effects are the result of population changes or

other factors. Third, I run diagnostics that include treatment leads and lags. Ideally, the

leads should be individually and jointly insignificant since the treatment cannot have an

effect prior to its introduction.

The diagnostics from models including treatment leads and lags present somewhat mixed
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results. For the models comparing Scotland and Northern England, most treatment leads are

insignificant, but it is not always possible to reject the null hypothesis that the coefficients on

the treatment leads are jointly equal to zero. For the models run on the Labour Party subset,

as expected, the longer time samples are more likely to show evidence of violations of the

parallel trends assumption. In the 4-year, 5-year, and full samples, F-tests lead us to reject

the null hypothesis that the leading treatment coefficients are jointly equal to zero. However,

we cannot reject the null hypothesis for the 3-year sample and in the 2-year sample, the

treatment lead is significant only at the 90% confidence level. Similarly, for the Conservative

Party subsets, F-tests suggest we reject the null hypothesis that the treatment leads are

jointly equal to zero for the 3-year, 4-year, 5-year, and full samples. However, in the 2-year

sample the treatment lead is not significant at any traditional confidence level. Reassuringly,

for those models run on the other parties sample, all treatment leads are insignificant except

for the 1990 lead in the full sample which is significant at the 90% confidence level. Moreover,

for all models with the other parties sample, we cannot reject the null hypothesis that the

treatment leads are jointly equal to zero.

More promisingly, for the models comparing London and Southern England, almost all

treatment leads are individually and jointly insignificant. The only exception is that in the

other party subset run on the full sample of years, the treatment lead for 1994 is significant

at the 95% confidence level. However, in that model as well as all others, F-tests indicate

that we cannot reject the null hypothesis that the leading treatment coefficients are jointly

equal to zero at any conventional confidence level. In other words, these results present

some concerns about violations of the parallel trends assumption in some of the models

using the Scotland/Northern England data (although, as expected, the assumption seems to

hold when using shorter time samples), but provide confidence that the assumption holds

with the London/Southern England samples.19

The DID results are instructive since they provide causal estimates of the effect of elec-

19 See the replication code for full results.

21



toral system experience on support for electoral reform. However, there are several remaining

issues. Therefore, next, I describe a series of analyses to alleviate these concerns.

Robustness: Alternative Explanations and Placebo Tests

Although the DID analyses allow me to be relatively confident that experience is driving

support for electoral reform, there are three remaining issues. First, the theory suggests that

whether an experience was positive or negative will determine the direction of the effect of

experience on support for reform. Thus far, I have focused on whether an experience was

positive at the aggregate, regional level by subsetting the sample by party identification.

However, it is possible that people are willing to accept regional (or even national) results

that do not benefit their party as long as their constituency is represented by a co-partisan.

Second, despite efforts to control for party cues (through the DID design and controls for

political interest, which proxy for receiving party cues), perhaps the effect I am attributing

to experience is actually due to party cues. Third, I discussed above the possibility that

the parallel trends assumption critical for the DID analyses might be violated (particularly

for the analyses using the Scotland/Northern England sample). Thus, in this section I

discuss several additional tests that suggest my results are not explained by constituency-

level election results or party cues as well as placebo tests that increase confidence that the

DID analyses are valid and capturing the effect of experience on support for reform.

First, while I have been considering a positive experience in terms of the fate of the

individual’s preferred party at the regional level, perhaps what really matters to individuals

is their party’s fate in their local constituency. For a subset of BSA survey years, I am able

to match respondents to the parliamentary (House of Commons) constituency in which they

live.20 I then use the Constituency-Level Election Archive (CLEA; Kollman et al. 2019) to

match this subset of respondents to the constituency-level results in the most recent previous

20 Due to data limitations, I am only able to reliably match respondents to their constituency in 1986–87,
1990–1991, 1998, and 2000–03. All other observations are dropped from analyses including Co-partisan MP.
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election. Using CLEA election results and respondent party identification, I code Co-partisan

MP which takes a value of one if the respondent and the MP elected in the respondent’s

constituency in the most recent election are from the same party and zero otherwise.

As shown in the appendix, the main results remain largely unchanged when Co-partisan

MP is included as a control in the DID. The only exception is that whereas the treatment

effect of experience is positive but not significant for Labour supporters in London in the full

sample, the effect is positive and significant at the 95% confidence level for Labour supporters

in London in the sample including the co-partisan control. Unfortunately, it is only possible

to match respondents to parliamentary constituencies and not to Scottish Parliament or

London Assembly constituencies. However, due to the need to compare people outside these

regions as well, it is necessary to use a unit that is common across regions. Moreover, because

these bodies were introduced at the same time MMP was, I cannot compare, for example,

Scottish Parliament constituencies before and after MMP was introduced. Nevertheless,

the proposed change to PR that respondents are being asked to consider would occur at the

parliamentary level and it is possible that they would be willing to sacrifice national partisan

advantage for a co-partisan MP. That the results hold with the inclusion of the control

is suggestive evidence that this local concern does not overpower the effect of experience

combined with outcomes of that experience at the regional level.

Moreover, one might argue that, if what really matters is the type of experience at the

constituency level as opposed to the type of experience at the regional level, the DID analyses

should be run on subsets, not according to party identification, but according to whether

the individual has as co-partisan MP. As the appendix demonstrates, the treatment effects

are not significant when the analyses are run in this way. Again, this test is imperfect, but it

is suggestive evidence that what really matters is experience with a similar electoral system

combined with the outcome of that experience at the regional level, as opposed to experience

combined with the outcome at the constituency level.

Second, I leverage the unique position of Northern Ireland within the UK to alleviate
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concerns that party cues are the factor underpinning the main results. There are three

main nation-wide parties in the UK — the Conservatives, Labour, and Liberal Democrats

— and there is evidence from the 2011 AV referendum that voters take cues from the party

with which they identify (Clarke et al. 2013; McGuinness 2011; Whiteley et al. 2012). To

evaluate if it is truly experience that matters for support for electoral reform, I compare

respondents in Northern Ireland with those in Northern England. This comparison is useful

for differentiating the effect of experience from that of party cues because Northern Ireland

has had a different party system than the rest of the UK since 1970 (Driver 2011; Kavanagh

and Cowley 2010) — respondents in Northern Ireland should be significantly less susceptible

to cues from the three main UK parties than voters in other areas.

I use BSA and NISA survey data from prior to 1999 for this analysis because in 1999

elections to the European Parliament in England were changed to using PR instead of

SMDP. Therefore, prior to 1999, voters in England used only one electoral system (SMDP)

while those in Northern Ireland used two (SMDP and STV). If it is truly experience that

shapes support for electoral reform, then we should see that voters in Northern Ireland are

significantly more likely to support reform than those in Northern England.

This analysis is non-causal and differs from the DID analyses because the survey data

in Northern Ireland does not cover the period when STV was introduced (1973 for local

elections in Northern Ireland). Thus, I cannot compare the difference between support for

electoral reform before and after STV was introduced in Northern Ireland in the region to

the difference between support before and after 1973 in Northern England (where people

were not exposed to STV). Instead, I can only compare respondents in Northern Ireland

who have had experience with both STV and SMDP to those in Northern England who (at

the time) had experience with only SMDP.

Figure 2 presents the results of this analysis. It shows the correlation between living

in Northern Ireland and the probability that an individual supports electoral reform for a

variety of model specifications. The sample is BSA and NISA survey respondents living in
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Figure 2: Living in Northern Ireland Support for Electoral Reform
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Results of linear probability models. 95% confidence intervals shown (significant estimates in black).

Northern Ireland or Northern England before 1999. These models exclude respondents who

support the Conservatives or Labour parties because the theory suggests that support for

electoral reform should be conditional on whether the experience was positive or negative.

For every other party in Northern Ireland or Northern England, PR at the national level

would be advantageous relative to SMDP. Therefore, I focus on that subset of respondents

for whom the theory suggests experience should increase their support for reform.21

The results in Figure 2 suggest that respondents in Northern Ireland (who have been

exposed to SMDP and STV) and who support small parties are more likely to support

electoral reform than those in Northern England who support small parties. Specifically,

living in Northern Ireland is correlated with a 9-14% increase in the likelihood of supporting

electoral reform compared to supporters of small parties living in Northern England.

21 Reinforcing the difference between the party system in Northern Ireland and that in the rest of the UK,
only 12% of respondents (177) in Northern Ireland identify as supporters of the Conservative or Labour
parties compared to 70% of respondents in the rest of the UK.
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Although these results are non-causal, they increase our confidence that the DID results

capture the effect of electoral system experience as opposed to party cues. Given that North-

ern Ireland has an entirely different party system than the rest of the UK, the three main

UK parties (the Conservatives, Labour, and Liberal Democrats) should have significantly

less influence in Northern Ireland and therefore, we would not expect to see an effect across

the DID and Northern Irish analyses if the DID results were simply artifacts of party cuing.

Third, I conduct placebo tests to increase confidence that the DID is capturing the effect

of electoral system experience as opposed to some other factor correlated with region and

time (or population changes over time in the sample regions that would violate the parallel

trends assumption). For these placebo tests, I use the same DID design as above, but the

dependent variable is now something that theoretically should be unaffected by the treatment

— support for abolishing the monarchy. Thus, I compare the difference in the probability a

individual supports abolishing the monarchy among respondents living in Scotland (London)

before and after 1999 (2000) when MMP was introduced to the difference among respondents

living in Northern England (Southern England) before and after 1999 (2000).

For this test, I use a question on the BSA survey that asked respondents,

“How important or unimportant do you think it is for Britain to continue to have
a monarchy... very important, quite important, not very important, not at all
important, or, do you think the monarchy should be abolished?” (NatCen Social
Research 2019)

While it is not in the same format as the electoral reform question (as would have been

ideal), it is a question about a similar constitutional issue where respondents are given

the choice to indicate support for the status quo or support for reform.22 Although this

question was asked on some surveys in which the electoral reform question was not asked,

I limit the analysis to those surveys where the electoral reform question was also asked to

22 The BSA survey has very few questions on constitutional issues. Ideally, I would also run a placebo test
using support for reforming the House of Lords, but the relevant question was changed significantly over
time, precluding its use.
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keep the sample as consistent as possible across analyses.23 Using this question, I construct

the dependent variable for this analysis, Abolish Monarchy, which takes a value of one if

the respondent indicated they support abolishing the monarchy and zero if the respondent

answered by rating the importance of the monarchy.24 To be consistent with the above

analyses, I run the models on subsets according to party identification and include controls

for political interest as well as year fixed effects.

Experience with an alternative electoral system should have no effect on support for the

monarchy so we should expect the “treatment effect” to be insignificant. Figure 3 shows

the results of this placebo test — the “treatment effect” of electoral system experience

on the probability a respondent will support abolishing the monarchy. As expected, the

vast majority of these coefficients are insignificant. The only exception is the effect for

Conservatives living in London. This could simply be the result of multiple testing — with a

sufficiently high number of tests, some may be significant just by random chance. However,

it could also be due to the fact that support for the monarchy is especially concentrated in

the Conservative Party, as one would expect. Nevertheless, overall, experience with MMP

has no effect on support for the monarchy. This increases confidence that the treatment

effects in the earlier DID analyses are capturing the effect of electoral system experience as

opposed to some other factor correlated with region or time.

Finally, I conduct an additional set of placebo tests to further alleviate concerns that the

main DID analyses violate the parallel trends assumption. In these tests, the DID design

is again identical to the main analyses, comparing support in Scotland to that in Northern

England and support in London to that in Southern England, subsetting by party identifi-

cation, and including year fixed effects and a control for interest in politics.25 However, for

these analyses, I drop all observations from the real post-treatment periods (i.e., all observa-

23 However, there are years in which the monarchy question was not asked even though the electoral reform
question was asked so the sample is not identical.
24 As with Reform Support, don’t know and no answer responses were both coded as missing for this analysis,
but the results are robust to coding those responses as support for keeping the monarchy.
25 However the results are robust to excluding the interest in politics control.
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Figure 3: Placebo Test: Support for Abolishing the Monarchy
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Note: Shows the results of placebo tests with Abolish Monarchy as the dependent variable. Results of linear
probability models. 95% confidence intervals shown (significant estimates in black).

tions after 1998 for the Scotland/Northern England sample and all observations after 1999

for the London/Southern England sample, since the reforms occurred in 1999 in Scotland

and 2000 in London). Instead, I assume that the introduction of MMP occurred between

the 1994 and 1995 surveys in both Scotland and London and thus treat all observations from

1995 through 1998 or 1999 (depending on the region) as treated. Ideally, we should see that

there is no effect of this placebo “treatment.”

Figure 4 shows the results of this set of placebo tests. As expected, all the “treatment

effects” are insignificant. This increases confidence that despite the concerns regarding the

parallel trends assumption from the analysis of the treatment leads, the main DID results
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Figure 4: Placebo Test: Support for Electoral Reform with Placebo “Treatment” Period
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Note: Shows the results of placebo tests in which the real treatment periods have been dropped and a
placebo “treatment” occurring prior to the 1995 survey wave was assigned in Scotland and London. Results
of linear probability models. 95% confidence intervals shown.

presented above are valid.

Conclusion

In democracies, elections are the primary way citizens participate in the political process and

the electoral rules are critical mediators between public opinion and election outcomes —

affecting not only which candidates and parties are elected, but also which policies are imple-

mented. Moreover, electoral systems are increasingly being changed, either with the direct

input of citizens in initiatives and referenda or through the legislative process. However, rel-
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atively little is known about citizen preferences regarding electoral rules and the conditions

under which citizens will support changes to those rules. I explore how experience affects

support for electoral reform.

While experience can come from using a single system over time, even when that system

is unchanged, as in the example of the U.S. Electoral College, I focus on experience provided

by multiple electoral systems. Understanding the role of experience with multiple electoral

systems is important because such experience is relatively common. For example, Australia,

Canada, Chile, France, Nepal, Russia, the UK, and the U.S. all use multiple electoral systems

for elections at different levels of government or for different bodies. Moreover, there are other

places (e.g., Italy, Japan, and New Zealand) where people have been exposed to multiple

systems over time because the electoral system used for elections to a single body has been

changed. My results suggest that experience with a system similar to that which is under

consideration does influence support for reform, even if the proposed reform would occur at

a different level of government than the experience. Specifically, a positive experience — one

in which an individual’s party performs well — may increase support for reform.

Would-be reformers may be encouraged by these results because they indicate that

bottom-up reform processes — in which reforms are enacted at lower levels in part as an

effort to garner support for the reform at a higher level of government — have the potential

to succeed. While this analysis does suggest that is a possibility, recall that the type of

experience matters — both in terms of which electoral systems voters experience as well as

whether that experience was positive or negative. Moreover, experience is only one source of

information for citizens about electoral systems. Party cues are another. In future research,

a survey experiment would allow us understand how the magnitude of the effect of electoral

system experience compares to that of party cues.

However, there is also a darker implication of these findings. These results suggest that

people prefer rules that benefit their preferred political party. This suggests that incumbents

who are popular with the public may find it relatively easy to maintain or institute electoral

30



rules that keep them in power, even if those rules are unfair or undemocratic (Ahlquist et al.

2018; Graham and Svolik 2019; Heller 2019). In such cases, it becomes difficult to determine

the extent to which incumbents are able to remain in power only through rule manipulation

or pure popularity.

Nevertheless, while the present paper focuses on partisan motivations, citizens may have

other preferences as well, for example, for fair elections. Additional research is needed to

fully understand how citizens balance these distinct preferences and sources of information.

Given the increasing use of referenda as a mechanism for electoral reform, exploring what

shapes public opinion is critical to understanding when reform will occur.
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Appendix A Survey Data

For this project, I make use of the British Social Attitudes (BSA) survey, which is a national

survey (repeated cross-sections) of adults in England, Wales, and Scotland. Specifically, I

utilize the survey results from every year in which the survey was fielded (it was not fielded in

1988 or 1992) that includes a question about electoral reform (the question was excluded in

1983-5, 1989, 1993, 2004, 2006-7, 2009, 2012-4, and 2016; Centre for Comparative European

Survey Data 2017; NatCen Social Research 2019). Additionally, I supplement the BSA with

the Northern Ireland Social Attitudes (NISA) survey. The NISA is a survey of adults in

Northern Ireland fielded between 1989 and 1996 (excluding 1992) and I use results from

1994 and 1996 — the only years in which the electoral reform question was included.

There are two variables that are critical for my analysis. The first is the region in which

the respondent lives. Unfortunately, the BSA survey has changed the regions they use over

time (they changed the variables they used over time in addition to occasionally changing

the coding used within a single variable). I use these variables to code each respondent as

living in London, the Midlands, Northern England, Scotland, Southern England (excluding

London), or Wales.1

The second critical variable is the electoral reform variable. Respondents were asked,

“Some people say that we should change the voting system to allow smaller
political parties to get a fairer share of MPs. Others say that we should keep the
voting system as it is, to produce more effective government. Which view comes
closest to your own, that we should change the voting system, or, keep it as it
is?” (NatCen Social Research 2019; Northern Ireland Social Attitudes 1996).

While this question does not specify an alternative electoral system, enumerators were in-

structed to elaborate that the question referred to proportional representation if they were

asked. This question text was used in the NISA survey and at the start of the BSA survey,

but there were some changes to the wording over the course of the BSA survey. The exact

1 All respondents in the NISA survey are coded as living in Northern Ireland.
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question wording for each year (when it differs from the original) is shown below:

1. 1997: changes original to “Some people say we...to produce effective government...”

2. 1998, 1999: changes original to “...Others say we should...”

3. 2000: changes to “Some people say we should change the voting system for general

elections to the (UK) House of Commons to allow smaller political parties to get a

fairer share of MPs. Others say we should keep the voting system for the House of

Commons as it is, to produce effective government. Which view comes closer to your

own, that we should change the voting system for the UK House of Commons, or, keep

it as it is?” (If asked, refers to proportional representation)

4. 2001: changes the 2000 text to “...Others say that we should...Which view comes closer

to your own, that we should change the voting system for the House of Commons...”

5. 2002: changes the 2000 text to “...Which view comes closer to your own, that we should

change the voting system for the (UK) House of Commons...”

6. 2003, 2005, 2008, 2010, 2011, 2015: changes the 2000 text to “...to the UK House of

Commons...Others say that we should...Which view comes closer to your own, that we

should change the voting system for the House of Commons...”

I use this question to construct the main dependent variable for the analyses. Reform

Support is one if the respondent believes the electoral system should be changed and zero

if they answered they preferred to keep the existing electoral system. Figure A-1 shows the

proportion of respondents in each region who support reform over time.2

2 Figure A-1 excludes Northern Ireland because the electoral reform question was only included in the 1994
and 1996 NISA survey. However, the proportions of respondents in Northern Ireland who supported electoral
reform in those years is similar to the proportions in other regions.
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Figure A-1: Support for Reform by Region
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Appendix B Party Cues

Naturally, parties have many methods by which they communicate with voters. However,

one of the most clearly observable methods of communication are the election manifestos pro-

duced by political parties that explain what they will do if elected in the upcoming election.

Therefore, I examine the manifestos of the three main UK parties — Labour, Conservatives,

and Liberal Democrats — between 1983 and 2015 (in other words, the manifestos that cover

the entire time period of the survey data) to better track the cues these parties were giving

regarding the electoral system.

Table A-1 summarizes the commitments regarding the electoral system(s) made in the

parties’ election manifestos. The Liberal Democrats are relatively consistent because STV

is itself a proportional system. Thus, the 1997 Liberal Democrat manifesto is not actually

a departure from their other manifestos, simply less specific about the type of proportional

system they prefer. Moreover, the Liberal Democrats have always been explicit in their cues

to supporters about the electoral system.

We can think of no explicit mention of the electoral system in a party’s election manifesto

as tacit support for the status quo. If we conceptualize no mention of the electoral system

in that way, the Conservatives are consistent across the entire time period in their support

for SMDP. However, although they are consistent, the Conservatives are not always explicit

about the cues they are giving to supporters — they are less likely than the other two parties

to explicitly reference the electoral system in their manifesto.

On the other hand, the Labour Party has been both inconsistent and, at times, not

explicit, about the cues they give supporters regarding the electoral system. Labour has

been by far the least consistent of all the three parties — at the level of the House of

Commons, they have alternated between tacit support for SMDP, supporting the creation

of a working group or independent commission on the electoral system, support for PR, and

support for an AV referendum. In addition to being inconsistent, they have at times been
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Table A-1: Electoral System Manifesto Commitments

Election Labour Conservatives Liberal Democrats

1983 No explicit mention No explicit mention NA∗

1987 No explicit mention No explicit mention NA∗

1992 HoC: Electoral system work-
ing group; Scot.: MMP

No explicit mention HoC: STV; Local: STV; EP:
STV

1997 HoC: Commission to recom-
mend PR, referendum; Scot.:
MMP; Wales: MMP; EP: PR

HoC: Keep SMDP HoC: PR; Scot.: PR; Wales:
PR; NI: PR; EP: PR

2001 HoC: Review report of Inde-
pendent Commission

HoC: Keep SMDP HoC: Commission recommen-
dation of AV referendum, ulti-
mately STV; Local: STV; EP:
STV

2005 No explicit preference† No explicit mention HoC: STV; Local: STV;
Scot.: STV; Wales: STV

2010 HoC: AV referendum HoC: Keep SMDP HoC: STV

2015 No explicit mention HoC: Keep SMDP HoC: STV; Local: STV

Note: HoC is the House of Commons. Scot. refers to the Scottish Parliament. Wales refers to the Welsh
National Assembly. EP is the European Parliament. NI refers to the Northern Ireland Assembly. ∗ The
Liberal Democrats were not formed until after the 1987 election. † Manifesto makes no specific comment on
preferred elctoral system, but supports reviewing the systems in use and states that the HoC electoral system
should only be changed via a referendum. Manifestos from Kimber (2015) and Pack (2017).

publicly internally divided. While the Conservatives and Liberal Democrats campaigned in

the 2011 alternative vote referendum in a unified way that was also broadly consistent with

their manifesto commitments (the Conservatives campaigned against the reform and the

Liberal Democrats campaigned for AV while noting that they would prefer to switch to STV

eventually), the Labour party was split. Despite being the only party that supported AV in

their 2010 election manifesto, the Labour leader, Ed Miliband, and others campaigned for

AV while other prominent Labour members campaigned for SMDP (BBC 2011; White 2011;

Whiteley et al. 2012). Thus, Labour has been less than explicit in their electoral system

cues as well as being inconsistent over time and at times, divided.

5



Appendix C Result Tables

In this section, I present result tables. The majority of these tables correspond to figures in

the paper. However, the results for the models that make use of Co-partisan MP are also

presented in this section and those results do not have a corresponding figure in the paper.

Table A-2 presents the coefficients and standard errors that correspond to Figure 1,

specifically, the results for supporters of the Labour party. Columns 1 through 6 show the

effect of the introduction of MMP on the probability of support for electoral reform using

the Scotland/Northern England sample (corresponds to the left panel of Figure 1), while

columns 7 through 11 show the corresponding effect using the London/Southern England

sample (corresponds to the right panel of Figure 1). The variable Region is an indicator for

whether the respondent lives in the treated region (Scotland or London) while the variable

Period is an indicator that is 1 in the years after MMP has been introduced in the region

(1999 and later in Scotland or 2000 and later in London) and 0 prior to the introduction of

MMP. The causal quantity of interest or the treatment effect is given by the interaction of

the Region and Period variables. Table A-2 includes the results of models run on the full

sample as well as subsets based on the year of the survey (e.g., one year on either side of

the reform, two years on either side of the reform, etc.). Additionally, all results are from

models with year fixed effects (except for the one-year samples) and controls for interest in

politics (which proxy for receiving party cues).

Table A-3 presents the coefficients and standard errors that correspond to Figure 1, but

in this case, it shows the results for supporters of the Conservative party. Again, columns

1 through 6 show the effect of the introduction of MMP on the probability of support for

electoral reform using the Scotland/Northern England sample (corresponds to the left panel

of Figure 1), while columns 7 through 11 show the corresponding effect using the Lon-

don/Southern England sample (corresponds to the right panel of Figure 1). The treatment

effect is again given by the interaction of the Region and Period variables. As before, the
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Table A-2: Effect of Experience on Support for Electoral Reform Amongst Labour Supporters

Dependent variable:

Reform Support

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Region 0.088∗∗∗ 0.168∗ 0.026 0.059 0.100∗∗ 0.055 −0.042 −0.076 −0.107∗ −0.069 −0.083∗∗

(0.028) (0.087) (0.057) (0.046) (0.040) (0.035) (0.027) (0.097) (0.062) (0.047) (0.041)

Period 0.132∗∗∗ 0.034 −0.053 −0.051 −0.006 −0.040 0.043 −0.015 −0.043 −0.187∗∗∗ −0.108∗∗

(0.043) (0.056) (0.042) (0.051) (0.042) (0.051) (0.052) (0.053) (0.058) (0.049) (0.055)

Region ∗ Period −0.075∗∗ −0.182 −0.018 −0.065 −0.110∗∗ −0.035 0.020 0.197∗ 0.235∗∗∗ 0.113∗ 0.115∗∗

(0.036) (0.117) (0.075) (0.062) (0.052) (0.047) (0.037) (0.113) (0.077) (0.059) (0.052)

Constant 0.227∗∗∗ 0.299∗∗∗ 0.351∗∗∗ 0.344∗∗∗ 0.281∗∗∗ 0.334∗∗∗ 0.328∗∗∗ 0.186 0.330∗∗∗ 0.437∗∗∗ 0.413∗∗∗

(0.039) (0.082) (0.059) (0.055) (0.048) (0.048) (0.052) (0.124) (0.087) (0.065) (0.062)

Sample Full 1 year 2 years 3 years 4 years 5 years Full 1 year 2 years 3 years 4 years

Region Scotland Scotland Scotland Scotland Scotland Scotland London London London London London

Observations 3,885 339 940 1,314 1,895 2,257 3,267 486 830 1,330 1,659

R2 0.037 0.087 0.036 0.032 0.034 0.032 0.050 0.050 0.040 0.037 0.036

Note: Coefficients and standard errors from linear probability models that include both year fixed effects (excluding one year due to collinearity) and controls
for interest in politics. Year fixed effects are excluded for the 1 year samples. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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results of models run on the full sample as well as subsets based on the year of the survey

are included and the models include year fixed effects (except for the one-year samples) and

controls for interest in politics.

Similarly, Table A-4 presents the coefficients and standard errors corresponding to Fig-

ure 1, however, it shows the results for supporters of other parties besides Labour and the

Conservatives. Again, columns 1 through 6 show the effect of the introduction of MMP us-

ing the Scotland/Northern England sample (corresponds to the left panel of Figure 1), while

columns 7 through 11 show the corresponding effect using the London/Southern England

sample (corresponds to the right panel of Figure 1). Once again, the treatment effect is given

by the interaction of the Region and Period variables. The results of models run on the full

sample as well as subsets based on the year of the survey are shown and year fixed effects

(except for the one-year samples) and controls for interest in politics are included.

8



Table A-3: Effect of Experience on Support for Electoral Reform Amongst Conservative Supporters

Dependent variable:

Reform Support

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Region 0.072∗ 0.258∗∗ 0.279∗∗∗ 0.135∗∗ 0.086 0.111∗∗ 0.032 0.057 0.065 0.060 0.046

(0.037) (0.124) (0.082) (0.068) (0.061) (0.055) (0.025) (0.085) (0.062) (0.048) (0.041)

Period 0.087∗ 0.034 0.108∗ 0.147∗∗ 0.120∗ 0.033 0.092∗∗ 0.002 0.133∗∗ −0.036 0.040

(0.052) (0.090) (0.062) (0.073) (0.071) (0.075) (0.038) (0.050) (0.058) (0.046) (0.053)

Region ∗ Period −0.042 −0.151 −0.331∗∗∗ −0.195∗∗ −0.087 −0.084 −0.032 −0.052 −0.075 −0.120∗ −0.084

(0.051) (0.169) (0.108) (0.092) (0.081) (0.074) (0.036) (0.109) (0.084) (0.064) (0.056)

Constant 0.218∗∗∗ 0.095 0.223∗∗ 0.188∗ 0.267∗∗∗ 0.284∗∗∗ 0.246∗∗∗ 0.353∗∗∗ 0.319∗∗∗ 0.371∗∗∗ 0.279∗∗∗

(0.060) (0.165) (0.098) (0.096) (0.088) (0.084) (0.049) (0.102) (0.085) (0.069) (0.066)

Sample Full 1 year 2 years 3 years 4 years 5 years Full 1 year 2 years 3 years 4 years

Region Scotland Scotland Scotland Scotland Scotland Scotland London London London London London

Observations 1,881 146 409 569 763 918 3,614 438 696 1,157 1,456

R2 0.019 0.059 0.035 0.019 0.017 0.017 0.014 0.013 0.017 0.015 0.010

Note: Coefficients and standard errors from linear probability models that include both year fixed effects (excluding one year due to collinearity) and
controls for interest in politics. Year fixed effects are excluded for the 1 year samples. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A-4: Effect of Experience on Support for Electoral Reform Amongst Other Party Supporters

Dependent variable:

Reform Support

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Region −0.021 −0.0001 0.038 −0.012 0.019 0.004 −0.012 −0.059 −0.017 0.006 −0.025

(0.043) (0.167) (0.101) (0.082) (0.068) (0.061) (0.043) (0.162) (0.110) (0.084) (0.072)

Period 0.162∗∗ −0.298∗ −0.152 0.230∗∗ −0.165∗ 0.088 0.133∗∗ −0.001 −0.021 −0.166∗∗ −0.008

(0.067) (0.155) (0.100) (0.101) (0.088) (0.094) (0.056) (0.076) (0.086) (0.071) (0.082)

Region ∗ Period −0.015 0.174 0.035 0.011 −0.009 −0.021 0.028 0.053 0.072 0.017 0.038

(0.054) (0.212) (0.124) (0.102) (0.085) (0.077) (0.058) (0.206) (0.142) (0.107) (0.094)

Constant 0.438∗∗∗ 0.604∗∗ 0.579∗∗∗ 0.372∗∗∗ 0.592∗∗∗ 0.426∗∗∗ 0.415∗∗∗ 0.540∗∗∗ 0.532∗∗∗ 0.543∗∗∗ 0.475∗∗∗

(0.067) (0.261) (0.129) (0.116) (0.105) (0.094) (0.065) (0.141) (0.119) (0.104) (0.090)

Sample Full 1 year 2 years 3 years 4 years 5 years Full 1 year 2 years 3 years 4 years

Region Scotland Scotland Scotland Scotland Scotland Scotland London London London London London

Observations 1,426 93 290 409 590 710 1,817 205 358 590 740

R2 0.067 0.124 0.059 0.057 0.056 0.054 0.068 0.043 0.025 0.035 0.030

Note: Coefficients and standard errors from linear probability models that include both year fixed effects (excluding one year due to collinearity) and
controls for interest in politics. Year fixed effects are excluded for the 1 year samples. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A-5 shows the results of the DID analyses when Co-partisan MP is included as a

control. This table does not have a corresponding figure in the paper. As discussed in the

paper, due to data limitations, whether an individual has a co-partisan MP can only be coded

for a subset of respondents, which is why the sample sizes are significantly smaller than the

sample sizes for the full samples in the main models. The models show the treatment effect

of experience with MMP and include year fixed effects and controls for interest in politics

and co-partisan MP.

Table A-6 shows the results of the DID analyses when subsetting on the basis of whether

or not the individual has a co-partisan MP instead of based on party identification. Again,

this table does not have a corresponding figure in the paper. The models show the treatment

effect of experience with MMP and include year fixed effects and controls for interest in

politics. If a control for respondent party identification is included, the results are largely

the same, with the exception that the treatment effect in the Scotland samples are significant

at the 90% confidence level (results not shown).

Table A-7 corresponds to Figure 2 in the paper. It shows the correlation between living

in Northern Ireland and the probability an individual supports electoral reform for a variety

of model specifications. All models exclude respondents who identify as supporters of the

Conservative or Labour parties (as discussed in the paper).
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Table A-5: Effect of Experience on Support for Electoral Reform with Co-partisan MP Control

Dependent variable:

Reform Support

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Region 0.145∗∗∗ 0.067 −0.049 −0.090∗∗ 0.021 −0.056

(0.040) (0.048) (0.059) (0.043) (0.038) (0.064)

Period 0.048 0.064 0.040 −0.077 0.016 0.013

(0.049) (0.067) (0.084) (0.057) (0.049) (0.075)

Region ∗ Period −0.117∗∗ −0.055 0.007 0.118∗∗ −0.075 0.065

(0.051) (0.073) (0.078) (0.054) (0.054) (0.088)

Constant 0.278∗∗∗ 0.231∗∗∗ 0.438∗∗∗ 0.372∗∗∗ 0.297∗∗∗ 0.388∗∗∗

(0.048) (0.077) (0.081) (0.063) (0.067) (0.083)

Region Scotland Scotland Scotland London London London

Party Subset Labour Conservative Others Labour Conservative Others

Observations 1,930 925 680 1,622 1,685 811

R2 0.037 0.016 0.054 0.051 0.007 0.044

Note: Coefficients and standard errors from linear probability models. All models include year fixed
effects (excluding one year due to collinearity), controls for interest in politics, and a control for having
a co-partisan MP. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A-6: Effect of Experience on Support for Electoral Reform Subset by Co-partisan MP

Dependent variable:

Reform Support

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Region 0.126∗∗∗ 0.073∗∗ 0.046 −0.084∗∗

(0.040) (0.033) (0.037) (0.033)

Period 0.077 0.034 0.044 −0.024

(0.048) (0.046) (0.047) (0.041)

Region ∗ Period −0.075 −0.050 0.022 0.059

(0.051) (0.046) (0.048) (0.045)

Constant 0.258∗∗∗ 0.254∗∗∗ 0.196∗∗∗ 0.384∗∗∗

(0.045) (0.039) (0.058) (0.039)

Region Scotland Scotland London London

Subset Co-partisan MP No Co-partisan MP Co-partisan MP No Co-partisan MP

Observations 1,916 2,207 1,946 2,811

R2 0.027 0.018 0.023 0.034

Note: Coefficients and standard errors from linear probability models. All models include year fixed
effects (excluding one year due to collinearity), and controls for interest in politics. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05;
∗∗∗p<0.01

Table A-7: Living in Northern Ireland and Support for Electoral Reform

Dependent variable:

Reform Support

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Northern Ireland −0.040 0.091∗∗∗ 0.125∗∗ 0.139∗∗

(0.025) (0.033) (0.056) (0.056)

Constant 0.461∗∗∗ 0.338∗∗∗ 0.346∗∗∗ 0.374∗∗∗

(0.021) (0.028) (0.064) (0.067)

Party ID Controls no yes yes yes

Year FE no no yes yes

Interest in Politics Controls no no no yes

Observations 1,788 1,788 1,788 1,703

R2 0.001 0.070 0.072 0.086

Note: Coefficients and standard errors from linear probability models,
omitting supporters of the Conservatives and Labour. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05;
∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A-8 corresponds to Figure 3 in the paper. It shows the results of placebo tests

designed to increase confidence that the main DID results are capturing the effect of electoral

system experience as opposed to some other factor correlated with region and time. Table A-8

shows the “treatment effect” — given by the interaction of the Region and Period variables

— of experience with MMP on the probability an individual will support abolishing the

monarchy. As expected, the “treatment effect” is largely insignificant. Each model used to

estimate these “treatment effects” includes both year fixed effects and controls for interest

in politics (a proxy for receiving party cues). Models 1 through 3 show the results using the

Scotland/Northern England comparison while columns 4 through 6 use the London/Southern

England comparison. Additionally, the models are run on subsets of the sample based on

respondent party identification to correspond with the main DID models (the other party

subset excludes those who do not identify of supporters of any party).

Finally, Table A-9 shows the results of the final placebo test described in the paper. For

this test, observations from the real treatment periods (1999 and later in Scotland and 2000

and later in London) have been excluded. A placebo “treatment” occurring prior to the 1995

survey wave in both regions has been assigned. The “treatment” effect is again given by

the interaction of the Region and Period variables and, as expected, is insignificant across

all models. Columns 1 through 3 show the results using the Scotland/Northern England

subset while Columns 4 through 6 display the results using the data from London/Southern

England. As with the main DID results, the models are run on subsets based on the party

identification of the respondent (the other parties subset excludes those who do not support

a party) and each model includes year fixed effects and controls for interest in politics.
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Table A-8: Placebo Test: Effect of Experience on Support for Abolishing the Monarchy

Dependent variable:

Abolish Monarchy

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Region 0.047∗ −0.005 0.105∗∗ 0.013 0.018 0.028

(0.028) (0.022) (0.049) (0.024) (0.013) (0.033)

Period −0.124∗∗∗ −0.013 0.045 −0.108∗∗ −0.011 0.086∗∗

(0.040) (0.026) (0.064) (0.042) (0.017) (0.040)

Region ∗ Period 0.022 −0.014 −0.039 −0.022 −0.038∗∗ −0.033

(0.035) (0.027) (0.056) (0.032) (0.017) (0.043)

Constant 0.206∗∗∗ 0.101∗∗∗ 0.029 0.199∗∗∗ 0.071∗∗∗ 0.070∗

(0.034) (0.031) (0.066) (0.042) (0.021) (0.043)

Region Scotland Scotland Scotland London London London

Party Subset Labour Conservative Others Labour Conservative Others

Observations 2,291 1,008 802 1,983 2,059 1,035

R2 0.027 0.030 0.040 0.038 0.022 0.049

Note: Coefficients and standard errors from linear probability models that include both year fixed
effects (excluding one year due to collinearity) and controls for interest in politics. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05;
∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table A-9: Placebo Test: Support for Electoral Reform with Placebo “Treatment” Period

Dependent variable:

Reform Support

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Region 0.084∗∗ 0.063 −0.042 −0.049 0.013 −0.010

(0.039) (0.046) (0.056) (0.043) (0.035) (0.058)

Period 0.003 0.016 0.098 −0.060 0.017 0.007

(0.049) (0.064) (0.102) (0.057) (0.047) (0.069)

Region ∗ Period 0.017 0.028 0.052 0.012 0.043 −0.012

(0.056) (0.074) (0.087) (0.057) (0.051) (0.086)

Constant 0.158∗∗∗ 0.282∗∗∗ 0.387∗∗∗ 0.300∗∗∗ 0.182∗∗∗ 0.309∗∗∗

(0.047) (0.076) (0.087) (0.067) (0.064) (0.084)

Region Scotland Scotland Scotland London London London

Party Subset Labour Conservative Others Labour Conservative Others

Observations 1,682 831 517 1,455 1,663 844

R2 0.047 0.014 0.108 0.050 0.006 0.081

Note: Coefficients and standard errors from linear probability models that include both year fixed
effects (excluding one year due to collinearity) and controls for interest in politics. Observations from
real treatment period have been dropped and placebo “treatment” occurs prior to the 1995 survey
wave. ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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