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Abstract. This paper presents a selection of findings drawn from a national research project
carried out in Italy and aiming to identify the strategies that Italian voters enact in order
to combine political information originating from exposure to election campaigns and
information processed during social interaction, in the wider context of the Italian political
system. New fields of research have focused on socio-cognitive factors that affect voting
choices and information search processes undertaken to formulate judgments via cognitive
shortcuts (or “heuristics”). In particular, this project extends the scope of an innovative
voting decision model developed by Richard R. Lau and David P. Redlawsk and adapts it
to the Italian context. The voting decision model is implemented via a “dynamic information
board” simulating election campaigns tailored to observe information search strategies in
which voters engage. This technique employs a controlled-environment, on-line simulation,
endeavouring to reproduce a complex, realistic situation, in which the information that the
voter can access changes over time. This article, in particular, focuses on the
operationalization of so-called “correct voting”, i.e., the voting behaviour that voters
would enact if they operated in conditions of complete information, and the divergence
between the final voting decision expressed within the simulation and “correct” votes.
Section 1 comprises a short overview of the concept and the operationalizations of “voting
correctly”. Section 2 briefly addresses the platform used for simulating the election
campaign and describes the research project. Section 3 outlines specific features of the
Italian political system that influenced some operationalization and analysis choices,
which are then implemented in Sections 4 and 5, dedicated, respectively, to illustrating key
variables and developing a series of models through multinomial logistic regression. The
final section contains some concluding remarks.
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1. CORRECT VOTING: DEFINITION AND OPERATIONALIZATIONS

Lau and Redlawsk introduced their concept of “correct voting” in an article
appearing in a 1997 issue of the “American Political Science Review”; that article
begins by emphasizing how five decades of empirical research in political science
show that few citizens residing in democracies live up to the ideals of democratic
theory which posit that voters should be informed about, interested in and display
participative behaviour as regards politics. This divergence between normative
theory and political reality has sparked both “downward revisions” of normative
theory and claims that no political system is authentically democratic. Lau and
Redlawsk, however, hold that such reactions accept the premise that a politically
active and attentive public is necessary for a democracy to work; perhaps this
premise is unfounded. After all, as cognitive psychology has shown, people are
able, despite the limited information at their disposal, to make reasonable decisions
in practically all spheres of life through the adaptive development of “a large series
of cognitive heuristics or ‘shortcuts’” (1997, 586).

Given this starting point, Lau and Redlawsk state that “if we are going to make
judgments about the ‘democratic’ nature of different forms of government, we
should do so at least initially on the basis of the quality or ‘correctness’ of the
political decisions citizens make within that system of government rather than on
the basis of the ways in which those decisions are reached” (ibid.). The authors
implicitly, but reasonably, suggest that voting behaviour comprises the most
important type of decisions in this context: “if most people, most of the time, vote
‘correctly’, then we should not be too concerned if those vote decisions are reached
on the basis of something less than full information about the different policies
espoused by different candidates, much less information about how government
actually carries out policy decisions or who important players are” (ibid.).

Accepting this approach, of course, begs the question: what is “correct voting”,
i.e., which criteria and procedures determine whether an individual voting decision
is “correct”? Lau and Redlawsk reject answers based on the “good” of society as
a whole or ideals and interests that stem from an individuals’ position in the social
class structure, as well as the opposing view that any option freely chosen by an
individual is ipso facto “correct”. They prefer to define correctness on the basis of
values and beliefs of the individual voter: “we define a ‘correct’ vote decision as one
that is the same as the choice which would have been made under conditions of full
information. Ideally, this determination can be best made subjectively, by the voter,
on an individual basis” (ibid., emphasis in the original).

In their original empirical study – based on the administration of a questionnaire
and an interactive simulation of an election during which participants had the
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opportunity (but not the obligation) to access different types of information about
candidates and at the end of which they were asked to vote (see Section 2) – Lau
and Redlawsk implemented two distinct procedures for assessing correct voting.
Firstly, after the election and the necessarily partial information gathering in which
they had engaged, participants were asked to peruse a notebook containing “all the
information” about the candidates and then “decide if s/he would have voted the
same way if s/he had known all the available information” (ibid., 588). Participants
changing their minds were classified as engaging in incorrect voting, whereas those
confirming their initial choices were defined as correct voters (let’s call this
Operationalization A).

A second procedure – defined as “normative-naive” (in that the researcher
presumes to determine which elements are or should be important in developing a
voting decision) and developed in order to provide cross-validation with
Operationalization A – used in the same study was significantly more intricate. In
the questionnaire administered before the election simulation, participants were
asked to express their views in two distinct areas: positions along a set of politically
relevant issues (collected via a seven-point scale); whether they liked, disliked or
were indifferent towards each of a set of groups. Study participants were also asked
to say how important broad types of information were in their preceding U.S.
presidential voting decision. Additionally, candidates’ personality descriptions and
appearance were evaluated by a different group of subjects, and a set of experts
estimated the candidates’ positions on the above-mentioned set of issues, using the
same seven-point scale used by participants. At this point, the researchers had
information about the following elements: the (self-reported, past) importance
given by participants to candidates’ policy issue stances, personality/appearance,
and endorsements; participants’ views on the same policy issues and potential
endorsement groups; an independent evaluation of candidates’ personality and
appearance appeal and their policy issue stances; the participants’ actual access,
during the simulated election, to items concerning candidates’ issue stands, group
endorsements, and personality descriptions. With this information, an evaluation
score was calculated for each combination of participant and candidate, based on
the approximate degree of correspondence between: the participant’s views on
issues and the experts’ estimation of the candidates’ stances on the same issues, only
for those issues involved in items actually accessed by the participant; the participant’s
views concerning endorsement groups and the endorsements of the candidate
actually accessed by the participant during the simulated election campaign; the
external assessments of the candidate’s personality/appearance only for the pertinent
items actually accessed by the participant. Each of these components was weighted
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according to the importance the participant assigned (in the past) to the corresponding
type of information. The candidate with the highest evaluation score is considered
the “correct” candidate the participant “should” have voted for (let’s call this
Operationalization B). Lau and Redlawsk imply that they would have also inserted
party identification into the algorithm had it not been irrelevant in the specific study
(the simulation concerned a primary election).

In the same study heretofore cited, Lau and Redlawsk resort to a third
procedure (Operationalization C) in an effort to adapt their approach to survey data
drawn from American National Election Studies (ANES). In this operational
definition, an evaluation score was determined for each combination of participant
and candidate by combining data concerning their party affiliations, their agreement
on policy stands, candidate-social group linkages, and the participants’ judgements
of the candidate’s past performance (only for incumbents). This, too, is an intricate
procedure, that obviously seeks to make the most of the available variables in the
ANES dataset.

As the diverse operationalizations adopted by Lau and Redlawsk point out –
perhaps ironically – there is no “correct” way to gauge “correct voting”. The authors
themselves describe the A version as the “probably most defensible” option but also
stress that participants’ choices may be affected by self-presentation (not wanting
to admit to having made a mistake during the simulated election), dissonance
avoidance (not wanting to express two conflicting preferences), and fatigue. This
third factor appears particularly pertinent, for one may wonder how could a study
participant dedicate more attention to the post-simulation tasks (examining a
“twelve-page... single-spaced” document laying out all the information concerning
the candidates) than to the simulation itself (a demanding two-hour effort). In some
ways, Operationalization A appears more “naive” than the other attempts at
assessing correct voting, but it undoubtedly reflects the authors’ claim that the
“determination can be best made subjectively, by the voter, on an individual basis”.
Perhaps even this belief could be discussed critically, but even the authors admit that
the approach has practical limits, in that it cannot be used in a study with a large N.

Operationalization B does not require extra efforts from participants and can
be used in larger studies, but also entails the (usually non-problematic) recruitment
of “experts” to assess candidates’ personality, appearance, and policy views. The
approach is thus readily available and also flexible, in that the decision as to which
elements to incorporate in the evaluation score can be adapted to specific contexts
and circumstances. It is, however, worth underlining that Lau and Redlawsk
implement a specific solution: on a case-by-case basis, each candidate’s evaluation
score is based exclusively on items actually accessed by the participant. This means
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that the evaluation scores are determined in a different way for each participant and,
indeed, even when one focuses on a single participant, in a different way for each
candidate.

In their influential 2006 book (How Voters Decide)2, Lau and Redlawsk adopt
a modified version of this approach (Operationalization B2), in which they attempt
to incorporate not only “what was viewed about each individual candidate”, but also
“what should have been looked at” (2006, 78). More specifically, “if a voter looked
at a piece of information for at least two candidates, we take it as evidence he cares
about that dimension of judgment, and therefore believe he should have examined
the same information for all candidates in the choice set”. In other words, the
procedure for calculating the evaluation score determining the “correct” candidate
is the same across all candidates for each participant. However, the procedure
continues to vary across participants. Options B and B2 both reject the idea that the
same procedure can be used for each participant, but of course one can contemplate
the use of the same algorithm for all participants (see below).

Operationalization C is obviously suitable for research contexts in which
there is no observation of voters’ behaviour during an election campaign, typically
in extensive sample surveys. The procedure, usually identical for all respondents,
entails the use of a set of variables in order to determine, for each respondent, the
way in which he/she should have voted and a comparison of the result with his/her
actual self-reported voting decision. Lau, Andersen and Redlawsk (2008) used this
approach to estimate the extent of correct voting in U.S. presidential elections
according to ANES data. In that article, the authors judiciously emphasize that
“there is an extremely large number of different ways... information could be
combined into overall judgments about how much each candidate represents the
preferences of each voter, and thus which candidate is the correct choice” (2008,
400); they expressly state that crucial decisions involve the adoption (or non-
adoption) of a weighting scheme among dimensions and whether such dimensions
should be combined in an averaging or additive manner. Lau and collaborators
(2014) apply a similar procedure in order to gauge correct voting in 69 elections in
33 democracies, using the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES) dataset.
In that study, they underline how difficult it may be to achieve “conceptual
similarity... across different national election studies” (Lau et al. 2014, 247) and,
implicitly, different political systems.

2 Chapter 4 of the same book is drawn largely from the 1997 article.
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In conclusion, we should emphasize that in the above-mentioned studies
correct voting, on average, is achieved by over 70% of voters. Although the level
does vary from election to election, from country to country, and according to other
characteristics, on the whole the findings suggest that a great majority of voters do
indeed vote for the party or candidate they would have preferred in an ideal situation
of full information.

2. THE DYNAMIC INFORMATION BOARD AND A BRIEF
DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH PROJECT

It is widely acknowledged that political choices – included voting behaviour – are
affected by forms of cognitive limitation. Modern cognitive psychologists argue
that individuals are limited information processors (Fiske and Taylor 1991; Lau and
Sears 1986) and usually avail themselves of only a small amount of information
during their decision-making processes, which means that they are intrinsically
rationally bounded (Simon 1979). Despite such constraints, most people are able
to act and choose in their own interest because, when individuals have to make a
decision, they shape their judgements by processing partial information by resorting
to cognitive shortcuts, i.e., “heuristics”. Heuristics are simple, efficient rules,
learned by evolutionary processes, which have been proposed to explain how
people typically make decisions, form judgments, and solve problems when facing
complex issues or incomplete information (Nisbett and Ross 1980; Petty and
Cacioppo 1986). Furthermore, it has been argued that it is not possible to functionally
distinguish the use of heuristics from any rational process, in that both motivated
and competent individuals and scarcely motivated and relatively incompetent
individuals use reasoning heuristics (Lau and Redlawsk 2001).

If these considerations are applied to the field of political involvement, it may
be assumed (as argued in Section 1) that voters, even if they are only partially
informed and narrowly engaged in politics, are able to make “correct” political
decisions. As regards voting behaviour, it means that voters, even in conditions of
low motivation, low interest and low knowledge, may vote “correctly”.

The results reported in the following sections are drawn from a research
project called “Electoral Choice: Voters’ Heuristic Strategies and Information
Processing”, which aimed to empirically study the information search strategies
enacted by voters during an election campaign from the standpoint of heuristics,
i.e., cognitive shortcuts used by individuals in order to make decisions. The project
was innovative in that: a) it involved the application in a new context – the Italian
political and electoral system – of a technique, the “dynamic information board”,
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heretofore used only in the United States; b) it adopted an unusual approach for the
Italian research context on voting behaviour, traditionally based on ecological
studies and/or sample surveys.

The “dynamic information board” is an innovative voting decision model
developed by Lau and Redlawsk (1997; 2006; 2009) and inspired by the classic
“information board” put forward by behavioural decision theorists for the study of
decision-making (Carroll and Johnson, 1990). More precisely, the “board” is a
computer software tool for simulating election campaigns tailored to observe
information research strategies in which voters engage. The virtual environment
reproduces the presence of candidates and parties and introduces participants –
randomly assigned to subgroups – to variable sets of information in order to
evaluate their use of different sources. Lau and Redlawsk’s instrument is defined
“dynamic” since information about candidates and other political (and non-
political) issues scroll down a computer screen rather than being in a fixed location.
The information board is thus implemented via a “dynamic process-tracing
environment” (DPTE). The basic premise of process tracing studies is that it is best
to study decision-making while the decision is being made. In other words, with a
dynamic information board the decision-maker can access any information available
at a certain time, for information flows continually during the simulated campaign,
as it does during a real campaign.

This project required the development of an on-line simulation of a mayoral
election campaign, via the DPTE. The simulation – developed ex novo for this
project – begins by describing the election campaign setting, asking the “voter” (we
will use this term to designate the participants in the study) to imagine that she/he
has moved to a new city that will be electing a new mayor in a few weeks; there are
four candidates (which we can label 1, 2, 3 and 4), about whom the voter knows
nothing, and whose ideological profiles range from far left to far right. The four
candidates are introduced at the beginning of the campaign by displaying their
names and photos3.

The campaign, more specifically, consists in a set of “news items” scrolling
down the computer screen (so-called “flow items”) which the voter can choose to
open by clicking on them. The initial item boxes comprise a short text. The voter
may (or may not) click on any box in order to access more detailed information and
then return to the ongoing “flow”. The campaign may be temporarily interrupted

3 All candidates are white males, in order to exclude gender and ethnicity as possible effects
on voting preference. Also, the analysis concerns only simulations in which candidates’
ideological profiles were internally consistent and non incompatible with their party affiliations.
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by “timed items”, i.e., boxes that display information (a video advertisement, for
example) independently of the voter’s will. All the items developed for the project
draw from previously cited studies and concern personal characteristics (candidates’
age, family, religious orientation, level of education, occupation, social commitment,
personality, and previous political experience), party affiliation (candidates’ party
membership and being endorsed by specific parties), issues (candidates’ positions
on 14 distinct issues associated with 7 politically relevant dimensions), endorsements
(for one of the candidates by non-party organizations: religious associations, trade
unions, etc.), feasibility (candidates’ self-professed ability to win the elections or
to govern the city effectively), epistemic authorities’ preferences (voting intentions
and opinions on candidates’ platforms expressed by the voter’s significant others),
exchange voting (personalised election promises addressed to the voter), opinion
polls (results of pre-election polls not focused specifically on voting intentions),
and irrelevant information (news stories concerning celebrity gossip, scientific
discoveries, disastrous events, etc.).

In a standard simulation, the voter enjoys potential access to approximately
145 items (almost all of which scroll down the screen more than once during the
campaign, which lasts about 15 minutes). As Lau and Redlawsk stated in their
initial study, “our goal in designing this mock election simulation was to overwhelm
people with information to force them to be selective in what they learn” (1997, 587;
in those authors’ original study, the items were 212).

The campaign simulation is preceded by a short questionnaire recording a set
of voter characteristics. After the end of the simulated campaign, participants are
invited to “vote” for one of the four candidates and respond to other questions
concerning the candidates’ qualities and the simulated campaign.

The final sample here considered comprises 762 participants, distributed
among six different research units operating in the regions of Trentino, Emilia-
Romagna, Piedmont, Tuscany and Campania. Fieldwork was carried out between
March and December 2011. Voters were recruited in order to have an equal number
of participants in each of eight subgroups defined by gender, age group and level
of education. The recruiting technique was not intended to yield a representative
sample of the general voting population.

The simulation of the mayoral campaign offers a unique opportunity to gauge
the extent of correct voting. In fact, the voter is placed into a new, unfamiliar
situation in which he/she is asked to develop a voting decision and, in order to do
so, may access information that is relevant to correct voting (see next section) in a
context that simulates the flow of information to which a typical voter is subject
during a real election campaign (for more information on the project framework,
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especially as concerns the types of heuristics explored, see Corbetta and Colloca
2013). At the beginning of the campaign the voter knows nothing about any of the
four candidates, except their names and general appearance, and thus is not familiar
with their political and specific party affiliations nor with their views on politically
relevant issues.

3. SPECIFIC FEATURES OF THE ITALIAN POLITICAL SYSTEM

A traditionally compelling approach to the study of Italians’ voting behaviour is
based on a typology identifying three modes of relationship among voters and
parties (Parisi and Pasquino 1977): belonging (appartenenza), opinion (opinione),
and exchange (scambio). Appartenenza corresponds to a situation in which voters
and parties both belong to a wider, structured subculture, in which political ties and
voting behaviour are specific aspects among a larger set of features governing
collective life; this type of relationship has been used to describe both the “red”,
socialist- and communist-oriented, and “white”, Catholic subcultures, which were
consolidated vote reservoirs for, respectively, the Italian Communist Party and the
Christian Democratic Party (and, since the 1990s, to a lesser degree, for their
successors). Opinione corresponds to a situation reflecting the typical tenets of
liberal democracy, in which voters act as individuals and determine their vote
according to a careful examination of parties’ and candidates’ platforms and their
adherence to personal ideals and interests. Finally, in scambio relationships citizens
basically treat their vote as a potentially valuable good which can be sold to a party
or candidate willing to offer, in exchange, personal (non-public) advantages to the
voter or his/her immediate family; this relationship was used to describe voting
patterns that are typically believed to be more widespread in Southern Italy.

Appartenenza voting, based on party affiliation, is typically stable over time,
whereas opinione and scambio voting generate mobility, as individuals adapt their
preferences to the specific electoral context. This classification scheme has been a
powerful tool in Italian political research, documenting the gradual weakening,
over a span of decades, of appartenenza in favour of opinione (Parisi and Schadee
1995; Bellucci and Segatti 2010); in other words, with respect to the past, Italians’
voting behaviour is increasingly a matter of choice rather than a re-affirmative
display of one’s subcultural identity. Although, over time, the typology has lost
explanatory power, especially as the Italian political scene has been shaken by
advent of new political actors, the distinction between appartenenza and opinione
remains a fruitful one, which we feel should be exploited in the analysis undertaken
here in order to adapt Lau and Redlawk’s heuristics to the Italian political context.
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More specifically, we feel that it is useful to keep the political affiliation
heuristic separate from the one involving policy issues, in that the former is tied to
subcultural identities which appear to be extraneous to the concept of correct
voting, which is more germane to the latter. In other words, we have decided to
narrow the focus of voting correctly on the opinione component of Italian voter
behaviour, and therefore on the degree of convergence between voters’ and
candidates’ views on issues of policy. We have thus decided not to include in the
operational definition of correct voting other heuristics, such as those dealing with
candidates’ appearance or personality (which in any case were not purposefully
differentiated) and non-party endorsements (which are traditionally not relevant, at
least not in any formalized sense, in Italian politics).

This decision is in part justified on grounds supplied by the study participants’
themselves, who were asked, after having expressed their final vote, to identify the
most important reason explaining why they preferred their candidate. A strong
majority (69%) opted “for his positions on social and political issues”; the second
most important reason, chosen by only 6%, was “I didn’t like any of the other
candidates”. All other reasons (including “I liked him as a person”, “for the
coalition to which he belongs”, “for the party to which he belongs”, “he was
supported by groups or associations I respect”, “he might help me should I need
him”…) each collected an even smaller share of responses.

The following analyses should be considered as a sort of methodological
exercise for other reasons, besides those set forth out above. As previously
mentioned (see Section 2), study participants were not recruited in such a way as
to achieve a representative sample.

Which age groups to involve in the study was a central methodological issue
in the initial discussion of the participant recruitment technique. In particular, it was
debated whether or not to confine recruitment to young people: a certain degree of
familiarity and comfort with information technology (reading on a screen, use of
a mouse for accessing information, etc.) appeared to be a prerequisite for effectively
partaking in the campaign, and this attribute is predictably more widespread among
younger voters, especially in a country such as Italy in which the digital divide is
still relatively marked. The final decision was to involve a full spectrum of
participants, in terms of age. The actual findings are ambiguous on the efficacy of
this decision. Some results suggest that the research technique may be less effective
among older voters: younger participants report a greater frequency of use of
computers and Internet and also state to a relatively higher degree that the campaign
had appeared to them “fairly” or “very realistic” (86 and 85%, respectively, among
18-30 and 31-45-year-olds). On the other hand, even among older voters, a great
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majority acknowledges that the simulated campaign was at least “fairly” realistic
(89 and 71%, respectively, among 45-55 and 56+-year-olds), and the perception of
the campaign’s verisimilitude is less differentiated than one might expect in the
light of the varying levels of digital competency. On the whole, therefore, the
participants’ opinions regarding the simulation’s realism suggest that the technique
“works”.

Also, although interviewers were instructed, among other things, to seek a
roughly balanced distribution among participants as regards their political views,
the latter were skewed leftwards (see Table A1 in the appendix); of course,
interviewers often had no way of ascertaining participants’ political views prior to
recruitment (at least not without compromising the quality of the simulation).

Moreover, the simulations submitted to study participants were not all
identical in their content. We have eliminated available cases pertaining to election
campaigns having disruptive features with respect to correct voting (for instance,
in one subset of simulations, candidates had party affiliations that were incoherent
with their policy views, and in another subset no information at all was available
about candidates’ party affiliations); we deem the remaining cases, used here, as
having participated in sufficiently similar simulations. For a more precise description
of the simulations subsets, see the already cited article by Corbetta and Colloca
(2013).

4. VARIABLES AND ESTIMATING CORRECT VOTING

Within this project various variables were available for the operationalization of
correct voting and competing models of electoral decision-making. Before examining
potential approaches, it should be recalled that study participants were able (but not
obliged) to access various sources of information pertaining to the four candidates’
party affiliations and positions on issues.

An “opinion-based voting” approach (opinione; see Section 3) is implemented
in the following way. In our simulated election campaign, for each candidate 12
distinct flow items illustrated his position on six political issues (2 distinct flow
items per issue): more taxes/services versus less taxes/services; public versus
private provision of services; public intervention versus laissez-faire; economic
growth versus environmental protection; crime and security; immigration and
minority rights. A panel of eight experts (including the first author of this article)
estimated the position of each candidate along each of the six issue dimensions,
using a seven-point scale (with 1 indicating the most progressive position and 7 the
most conservative). Voters also placed themselves along the same six political
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dimensions (using a seven-point scale). “Correct voting” is defined, in this case, as
the situation in which the voter prefers the candidate whose mean score across the
six dimensions is closest to the voter’s. “Incorrect voting” includes all other
respondents who expressed an opinion on the six issues and a preference for any
candidate.

As regards party affiliation (appartenenza), the simulation displays another
12 distinct flow items: 4 announcing the party to which each candidate belongs and
8 announcing the candidate endorsed by specific parties. If a voter accesses all of
these items, he/she will find that candidate 1 belongs to no party but is supported
by centre-left civic movements fighting for workers’ rights and more equality, as
well as the far-left parties Sinistra, Ecologia e Libertà and Rifondazione Comunista;
candidate 2 belongs to the centre-left party Partito Democratico and enjoys the
support of his party and another centre-left party, Italia dei Valori; candidate 3 is a
member of the Silvio Berlusconi-led Popolo della Libertà and enjoys the support
of both that party and another centre-right party, Unione di Centro; candidate 4 is
a member of no party but is endorsed by centre-right movements promoting law,
order and traditional values, as well as by centre-right/far-right parties Lega Nord4

and Destra-Fiamma Tricolore.
Voters’ tendency to select a candidate according to his/her party affiliation

(and therefore, approximately, according to the criterion of appartenenza) can be
assessed in different ways. We have chosen to use a combination of two variables.
One records the election coalition to which the voter feels “closest”: centre-left,
centre-right, other coalition or party, or none. This variable was enhanced with
another containing information about the degree of “closeness” to the coalition felt
by the voter: not very much, somewhat, a lot. By cross-tabulating these variables
with the final voting decision in the simulated campaign (to be more precise, with
the preferred candidate’s party membership and/or endorsements, which are stated
in the above-mentioned flow items), we may assess the degree to which voters tend
to choose a candidate on the basis of party identification.

4 Or, for simulations performed in Campania, the Lega’s ally Movimento per le Autonomie.
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Table 1: Combinations of Values on Three Variables Used to Define Presence/Absence of a
Party Affiliation among Voters

Degree of closeness Feels close to a coalition:

to coalition and voted Centre-left Centre-right Other coalition None
candidate coalition coalition or party

Voted for candidate 1 or 2

– A lot Yes No No
– Somewhat Yes No No No
– Not very much No No No

Voted for candidate 3 or 4
– A lot No Yes No
– Somewhat No Yes No No
– Not very much No No No

More specifically, we constructed a dichotomous variable concerning the pertinence
of party identification for the participant’s voting decision on the basis of Table 1,
which displays possible combinations of three variables (the two mentioned in the
previous paragraph and the actual vote). “Yes” identifies situations in which there
exists significant convergence between the voter’s and the voted candidate’s party
identification; “no” identifies all other situations5. The corresponding Ns for each
combination are reported in Table A1, in the appendix.

We have constructed a typology of voting behaviour comprising four categories:
A. voters engaging in correct voting (in terms of stances on political issues) who

also identify with the party to which the “correct” candidate belongs (213 cases);

B. voters engaging in correct voting (in terms of stances on political issues) who
do not identify with the party to which the “correct” candidate belongs (140
cases);

C. voters not engaging in correct voting but who opted for a candidate belonging
to a party with which they identify (187 cases);

D. voters not engaging in correct voting and who furthermore do not identify with
the party to which the “correct” candidate belongs (222 cases).

5 We feel that it is important to classify all participants in the study, in that any empirical
investigation of citizens’ voting behaviour will be plagued by missing data, and a thorough
evaluation of modes of operationalizing correct voting needs to accommodate this fact.
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Correct voters, that is individuals who voted for the candidate with which they
most share attitudes towards issues, are thus distributed among categories A and B.
Type-A voters stated a party preference before the campaign and voted for a
candidate that was “doubly” satisfactory, in terms of both party identification and
issue orientation. Type-B voters, on the other hand, either did not state a party
preference before the campaign or did state such a preference but did not observe
it in their final vote. Type-C voters stated a party preference before the campaign
and voted for the candidate belonging to their preferred party, even though a
different candidate most shared the voters’ issue orientations (for this reason
members of this category voted “incorrectly”). Finally, type-D voters can be said
to have made a “poor” choice in terms of both issue orientation and (if present) party
identification.

As mentioned in Section 1, one of the procedures developed by Lau and
Redlawsk in order to operationalize correct voting considers a category of information
only if the voter actually accesses items belonging to that category (or accesses
them a certain number of times, for instance two). As regards policy issues, this step
would have been largely superfluous in our case: only 6 participants (less than 1%)
accessed candidates’ policy stances less than twice, and only 21 (less than 3%)
accessed them less than four times.

In sum, “only” 46% of study participants voted correctly, in terms of
convergence between their policy stances and candidates’, a percentage that is
significantly smaller than the share of participants claiming to have chosen a
candidate exactly on these grounds (69%, as reported in Section 3). The incidence
of participants identifying voted candidates’ views on social and political topics as
the main reason justifying their decisions is 75 and 68%, respectively, among Type-
A and type-B voters; 73% among type-C voters (who voted “incorrectly” as per our
operational definition); and 59% even among type-D voters. In other words, there
seems to be a tenuous link between actual candidate-voter opinion proximity and
voters’ tendency to invoke such proximity as a decision-making criterion.

5. FINDINGS

In order to have a comprehensive understanding of the relationship between the
typology described above and other voter characteristics, we have defined four
multinomial logistic regression models, in which the dependent variable is the
above-mentioned four-category typology of voting behaviour. The reference category
for all models is type D, i.e., voters who vote for a candidate that neither reflects
their issue orientations nor belongs to their preferred coalitions. This category is
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both meaningful and, as anticipated in Section 4, the most widespread among the
study’s participants.

Our purpose is to test if voting behaviour is, ceteris paribus, associated to a
specific attitude towards politics in general and election campaigns in particular.
More precisely, we hypothesize that voters are more likely to vote correctly if: a)
they express higher levels of interest in politics and greater degrees of political
competence; b) they are “active” seekers of information during the simulated
election campaign, especially as regards accessing flow items concerning candidates’
issue orientations and political affiliations.

In order to test these hypotheses and the effects of such predictors on voting
behaviour, we have estimated four multiple logistic regression models, which are
structured hierarchically. In other words, we have adopted the practice of adding
incremental blocks of predictor variables in each model, since this strategy enables
us to test the effect of certain predictors – mostly, attitude towards politics and active
information collection during the election campaign – independently of the
influence of others. (See Tables A2 and A3 in the appendix for a descriptive profile
of the predictor variables.)

Model 1 includes – and shares with all following models – the main socio-
demographic variables: gender, age6, level of education and area of residence7

(Table 2). In general, even if the results are not statistically significant, males and
well-educated voters are more likely to vote correctly. In other words, following
Milbrath’s theory of social centrality (1965), we may assume that people with more
central social roles display higher levels of interest and participation in politics;
hence they are more likely to vote correctly. Age shows a non-linear relationship
with the dependent variable. This is particularly evident – and statistically significant
– among type-B voters: young people show a propensity to vote incorrectly,
whereas older people tend to vote correctly. This might be explained by the fact that
younger voters belong to a generation which grew up in an era of political scandals
(Tangentopoli occurred in 1992), which caused disaffection and hostility towards
politics and politicians (Bettin Lattes 1999; Cedroni 2001). As a consequence,
younger voters might be less likely to vote correctly, since “correctness” – as
defined here – implies the ability to develop a personal opinion on politically
relevant issues and to compare one’s own opinions to those expressed by candidates;
being politically informed and interested are a prerequisite for developing such an
ability.

6 In order to improve the interpretability of the estimated parameters, age was centered around
its mean.

7 Data collection was conducted in five regions, here aggregated as follows: North = Piedmont
and Trentino; Centre = Emilia-Romagna and Tuscany; South = Campania.
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Model 2 in Table 3 adds two variables pertaining to voter’s relationship with
politics: interest for politics and political competence. The former has been
operationalized by asking participants to indicate their personal level of interest in
politics among the following response categories: not interested at all, not very
interested, quite interested, and very interested. In order to reduce the number of
estimated parameters, and in light of the distribution of cases among these four
categories, the first two and the last two have been aggregated, respectively, in
“low” and “high” level of interest.

Political competence is an indicator of voter’s knowledge about politics and
politicians. Here an additive index was obtained by asking respondents four
questions concerning: who was (at the time of fieldwork) the Chamber of Deputies
President, who was the foreign minister, who is responsible for electing the
President of the Republic, and the number of members of Parliament. Answers were
subsequently coded by hand. The variable’s range varies from 0 to 4.

Estimated parameters associated with these two variables emphasize that
being interested in politics and politically informed increases the propensity to
express a vote in favour of a candidate consistent with both one’s opinions and party
identification. An intermediate level of interest in politics also boosts the propensity
to vote for the nearest candidate to voter’s opinions. This result partly confirms our
first hypothesis, since a positive attitude towards politics increases the chance to

Table 2: Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis for Covariates of Voting Behaviour
(N = 762) – Model 1 (Reference Category = Type D)

Type A  Type B Type C

β̂ S.E. β̂ S.E. β̂ S.E.

Intercept –1.607 1.172 –3.313** 1.301 –2.650** 1.197

Gender (male)

- Female –0.094 0.194 –0.070 0.217 +0.137 0.201

Age –0.033 0.046 –0.102** 0.050 –0.069 0.047

Age2 +0.001 0.001 +0.001** 0.001 +0.001*** 0.001

Level of Education (low)

- Intermediate +0.121 0.258 +0.147 0.299 +0.201 0.270

- High +0.255 0.274 +0.306 0.311 +0.433 0.284

Residence Area (South)

- North –0.289 0.296 +0.245 0.320 –0.142 0.293

- Centre +0.059 0.254 +0.061 0.292 –0.180 0.259

Cox and Snell = 0.048; Nagelkerke = 0.051
**** α < 0.001; *** α < 0.01; ** α < 0.05; * α < 0.10.
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vote correctly. Furthermore, even if one opts for a candidate far from one’s personal
opinion, being interested in politics at least permits one to vote for a candidate
compatible with one’s own political identification.

This model deserves one more comment with reference to the level of
education, even if its associated parameters are not statistically significant. In fact,
the passage from model 1 to model 2 reveals a change of sign, from positive to
negative. In other words, it would seem that higher educated voters have a lower
propensity to vote correctly. This interpretation is misleading: the sign change is
explicable as a consequence of the insertion of “political” variables – such as
political competence and interest in politics – which are positively associated to
education.

Model 3 in Table 4 includes a set of variables related to the voters’ relationship
to the election campaign simulation: number of accessed items during the campaign
involving the candidates’ views on six policy issues, number of accessed items
concerning the candidates’ party affiliations, total number of flow items accessed

Table 3: Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis for Covariates of Voting Behaviour
(N = 762) – Model 2 (Reference Category = Type D)

Type A  Type B Type C

β̂ S.E. β̂ S.E. β̂ S.E.

Intercept –1.822 1.201 –3.278** 1.311 –2.852** 1.230

Gender (male)

- Female +0.205 0.212 –0.061 0.232 +0.401 0.220

Age –0.013 0.047 –0.100** 0.050 –0.051 0.048

Age2 +0.000 0.001 +0.001** 0.001 +0.001 0.001

Level of Education (low)

- Intermediate –0.101 0.268 +0.115 0.304 –0.020 0.281

- High –0.128 0.292 +0.249 0.323 +0.063 0.302

Residence Area (South)

- North –0.273 0.306 +0.146 0.327 –0.210 0.305

- Centre +0.045 0.262 –0.011 0.298 –0.262 0.270

Interest in Politics (low)

- Intermediate +0.845**** 0.235 +0.525** 0.252 +1.191**** 0.245

- High +0.718** 0.330 –0.135 0.405 +0.808** 0.353

Political Competence +0.202** 0.095 –0.024 0.102 +0.119 0.098

Cox and Snell = 0.109; Nagelkerke = 0.116
**** α < 0.001; *** α  < 0.01; ** α < 0.05; * α < 0.10.
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during the campaign, and voting difficulty8.
The number of accessed flow items concerning the candidates’ views on

specific issues is an obvious measure of voters’ sensitivity towards candidates’
platforms: the higher the number, the greater the sensitivity. We expect higher
values on this variable to be associated with a greater likelihood of correct voting.

Similarly, the number of accessed flow items concerning the candidates’ party
affiliations (membership and endorsements) reflects voters’ propensity towards
appartenenza: the higher the number, the greater the likelihood of ending up in
types A or C.

The total number of flow items accessed during the campaign is a measure of
voters’ propensity to seek out information: the higher the number, the greater the
propensity. Since a voter’s values on the preceding two variables might be high
simply because he/she accesses many items, this variable is included in order to
control for this overall tendency.

Voting difficulty suggests if the final electoral choice – stated by voter at the
end of the simulated campaign – was taken easily or not. Absence of difficulty could
reveal a confident voter, since he/she might have acquired “enough” information
concerning candidates’ views on specific issues and/or candidates’ party affiliations.
For these reasons, we might expect to find a positive parameter associated to this
variable among A (especially), B and C voters.

In general, data is rather consistent with our hypotheses. Firstly, a reactive
voter’s attitude towards flow items concerning the candidates’ views on specific
issues tends to be associated to voting correctly. In fact, voters sensitive to
candidates’ platforms have a higher propensity to express a vote in favour of a
candidate consistent with their own opinions on issues. In other words, active
seekers of information on candidates’ issue orientations are more likely, all other
things being equal, to vote correctly.

Secondly, voters accessing a greater number of flow items related to candidates’
party affiliation show a higher propensity to vote for a candidate congruent not only
with their personal opinion on issues, but also with their political affiliation. To be

8 The intensity of access to any category of flow items can be operationalized in at least two
different ways. Firstly, one may simply observe the number of times that one of the flow items
was accessed; secondly, one may calculate the ratio between the number of items that have
been accessed and the total number of accessed flow items, pertaining to any information
category. We may consider these two options, respectively, as absolute and relative  indicators
of usage. In this paper we use the “absolute” version, but of course the inclusion of the total
number of accessed items allows us to account for the relative interpretation. Moreover, we
ran models using the relative versions of the same indicators and obtained similar results.
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more precise, the relative propensity to vote for the candidate who is both correct
and the closest to voter’s political affiliation, rather than for the reference type,
increases by 12.5% for each additional accessed flow item concerning candidates’
party affiliation. However, unexpectedly, the parameter associated to this variable,
even though positive, is not statistically significant with reference to voters opting
for a candidate consistent with their party affiliation only. On the contrary, in this
case, interest in politics seems to be the variable that best reflects the propensity to
be a type-C, and more in general a non-type-D, voter.

Table 4: Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis for Covariates of Voting Behaviour
(N = 762) – Model 3 (Reference Category = Type D)

Type A  Type B Type C

β̂ S.E. β̂ S.E. β̂ S.E.

Intercept –2.416* 1.250 –3.155 1.362 –3.084** 1.280

Gender (male)

- Female +0.207 0.215 –0.086 0.233 +0.399* 0.222

Age –0.015 0.048 –0.090 0.051 –0.056 0.049

Age2 +0.000 0.001 +0.001 0.001 +0.001 0.001

Level of Education (low)

- Intermediate –0.161 0.273 +0.106 0.309 –0.022 0.286

- High –0.202 0.296 +0.226 0.326 +0.047 0.305

Residence Area (South)

- North –0.310 0.311 +0.079 0.331 –0.249 0.309

- Centre +0.013 0.268 –0.074 0.303 –0.243 0.275

Interest in Politics (low)

- Intermediate +0.776**** 0.239 +0.504*** 0.255 +1.105**** 0.248

- High +0.632* 0.338 –0.104 0.410 +0.730*** 0.359

Political Competence +0.170* 0.097 –0.023 0.104 +0.109 0.100

No. Accessed Issue Items +0.008 0.022 +0.042*** 0.023 –0.003 0.023

No. Accessed Affiliation Items +0.118* 0.066 +0.068 0.072 +0.057 0.070

Total No. Accessed Items –0.005 0.011 –0.021* 0.012 –0.007 0.012

Ease of Decision (difficult)
- Easy +0.610*** 0.214 +0.150 0.227 +0.609*** 0.224

Cox and Snell = 0.135; Nagelkerke = 0.145
**** α < 0.001; *** α < 0.01; ** α < 0.05; * α < 0.10.
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Thirdly, another estimated parameter deserving attention is the total number
of flow items accessed during the campaign, since it is systematically negative, even
though statistically significant only once. Indeed, it suggests that a strong tendency
to access items is not enough to increase correct voting. One might consequently
assume that: the access to information might be detrimental to correct voting if it
is indiscriminate; voters who access too much information might be more uncertain
and their ensuing information collection strategy might be not sufficient to
eliminate this uncertainty.

Lastly, and as expected, the propensity to vote with no difficulty is positively
associated with types A and C. For type-B voters, the parameter remains positive
but is not statistically significant.

To conclude, model 4 in Table 5 adds two other variables pertaining to voters’
relationship to the election campaign simulation, but in this case they refer
specifically to the number of accessed items during the campaign involving the
“correct” candidate’s views on six policy issues and the number of accessed items
concerning the “correct” candidate’s party affiliation.

As observed in model 3, voters again report a greater ease of their voting
decision when they decide to vote for a candidate with whom they share a party
affiliation (types A and C). An intermediate level of interest in politics is positively
associated to a lower propensity to be a type-D voter.

The insertion of the two additional variables concerning voters’ information
collection behaviour are, not surprisingly, positive and statistically significant for
type-A voters. The relative propensity to vote both correctly and for the candidate
consistent with the voter’s party affiliation increases if the voter accesses a greater
number of flow items concerning both the “correct” candidate’s views on issues and
his party affiliation. The number of accessed items during the campaign involving
the “correct” candidate’s views on the six issues is also positive with reference to
types B and C, as well, even if it is statistically significant only in the first case.

The most unexpected finding is the systematic negative sign registered in
correspondence to the number of accessed flow items concerning all the candidates’
views on issues. In other words, ceteris paribus, the propensity to vote correctly
(type-A and type-B voters) decreases when the number of flow items concerning
all candidates’ views on issues is greater. Such a result, even if apparently
controversial, suggests that correct voters’ access to information during the campaign
might be defined above all as confirmatory rather than exploratory. In fact, the high
correlation between the number of accessed items involving the candidates’ views
on issues and the number of accessed items involving the “correct” candidate’s
views on issues (r = 0.731) implies that voters do not search – in an exploratory
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manner – for information about candidates’ policy orientation in general but rather
seek out information concerning that candidate who most shares his/her opinions.

It is comforting to note that each model’s ability to explain variation, as
estimated by the Cox and Snell and the Nagelkerke coefficients, displays an
appreciable improvement with respect to the preceding models.

Table 5: Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis for Covariates of Voting Behaviour
(N = 762) – Model 4 (Reference Category = Type D)

Type A  Type B Type C

β̂ S.E. β̂ S.E. β̂ S.E.

Intercept –1.951 1.413 –2.507 1.533 –3.214** 1.318

Gender (male)

- Female +0.012 0.243 –0.306 0.263 +0.428* 0.228

Age +0.000 0.055 –0.063 0.058 –0.058 0.051

Age2 +0.000 0.001 +0.001 0.001 +0.001 0.001

Level of Education (low)

- Intermediate –0.008 0.308 +0.267 0.346 +0.013 0.294

- High –0.360 0.335 +0.075 0.367 +0.042 0.312

Residence Area (South)

- North –0.258 0.346 +0.128 0.369 –0.210 0.314

- Centre +0.016 0.301 –0.066 0.336 –0.196 0.279

Interest in Politics (low)

- Intermediate +0.712*** 0.269 +0.495* 0.286 +1.139**** 0.252

- High +0.548 0.390 –0.141 0.455 +0.775** 0.368

Political Competence +0.080 0.109 –0.099 0.117 +0.094 0.102

No. Accessed Issue Items –0.194**** 0.032 –0.167**** 0.032 –0.028 0.029

No. Accessed Affiliation Items –0.079 0.089 –0.083 0.095 +0.056 0.083

Total No. Accessed Items +0.510 0.013 –0.007 0.014 –0.004 0.013

Ease of Decision (difficult)

- Easy +0.645*** 0.243 +0.181 0.257 +0.658*** 0.227

No. of Accessed Issue Items +0.627**** 0.061 +0.656**** 0.064 +0.090 0.056
for Correct Candidate

No. of Accessed Candidate
Affiliation Items for
Correct Candidate +0.601**** 0.167 +0.412** 0.183 –0.034 0.162

Cox and Snell = 0.393; Nagelkerke = 0.420
**** α < 0.001; *** α < 0.01; ** α < 0.05; * α < 0.10.
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6. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In the late 1990s, Lau and Redlawsk introduced the concept of “correct voting” in
order to investigate if (inevitably rationally bounded) voters are able to choose the
candidate they would have voted for under conditions of complete information. On
the basis of empirical findings of cognitive psychology, the authors theorise that
voters are limited information processors, possessing inadequate knowledge and
interest, who nonetheless manage to make decisions in their own interests resorting
to heuristics. Those findings suggest the opportunity of exploring democracies’
functioning via an alternative indicator – such as correct voting – which is different
from the traditional “voter turnout” and “level of interest in politics” popular among
classic democratic theorists (Powell and Bingham 1980; 1986; Franklin 1996;
Tuorto 2006).

In their empirical studies, Lau and Redlawsk proposed various operationalizations
of the concept of “correct voting”. Each features strong and weak points, but the main
conclusions are pervasive: a great majority of voters actually vote correctly; there is
no unquestionable best way to gauge “correct voting”.

This paper offers, for the first time, an empirical application of “correct
voting” to the Italian political system. More precisely, thanks to data collected in
2011 through the ex novo development of an on-line simulation of an Italian
mayoral election campaign implemented via a “dynamic process-tracing
environment”, we offer an alternative – and more suitable to the Italian political
context – operational definition of correct voting.

We attribute “correct voting” to individuals who vote for the candidate with
which they share attitudes on selected policy issues. In other words, on the basis of
the “opinion-based voting” approach, a voter votes “correctly” if he/she chooses the
candidate who is the closest to his/her stances on political issues. As far as this
definition of “correct voter” is concerned, it has been estimated that correct voting
was achieved by almost one participant in two (46%); but we underline the fact that
our sample is not representative.

Even if an opinion-based voting approach is essential for our effort to estimate
“correct voting”, an in-depth analysis of voters’ political behaviour requires us to
place emphasis on voters’ coalition affiliations as well, since the appartenenza
(political subcultural membership) component is rather widespread in Italy. A
typology of voters – based on both voters’ closeness to candidates’ stances on
political issues and compatibility between voters’ and candidates’ coalition affiliation
– reveals that more than one-fourth of the respondents (28%) are correct voters who
also identify with the party to which the “correct” candidate belongs; less than one
fifth (18%) is made up of correct voters who do not identify with the party to which
the “correct” candidate belongs; another fourth (25%) are incorrect voters opting
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for a candidate belonging to a party with which they identify; and almost one in
three (29%) are incorrect voters who vote for a candidate with whom they share
neither policy orientations nor party affiliation.

Estimation of multinomial logistic regression models reveals that being
interested in politics increases the propensity to vote correctly, regardless of the
candidates’ consistency with voters’ coalition identification. This finding only
partially confirms our first hypothesis: voters are more likely to vote correctly if
they express higher levels of interest in politics, but the effect of political competence
is statistically insignificant. Also, an intermediate level of interest appears, perhaps
counter-intuitively, to be more important than a high level of interest, especially
when correct voting implies defying one’s party affiliations. The latest 2013
ITANES (Italian National Election Studies) survey – aiming to depict the relationship
between Italians and politics after the general election held in February 2013 –
sounds the alarm: the lack of trust towards parties and politicians, which increased
dramatically during the Clean Hands investigations of the early 1990s, still persists
and has been exacerbated by the economic crisis. In particular, almost two-thirds
of Italian voters claim to have little or no interest in politics, and their feeling of
political efficacy is declining (Gasperoni 2013). This could hint at a potential
decline in the incidence of correct voting in the near future.

At the same time, our findings also reveal that participants who actively
access, during the simulated election campaign, a great number of flow items
concerning both their correct candidate’s views on issues and his party affiliation
are more likely, ceteris paribus, to vote correctly. However, the greater the number
of total flow items accessed concerning all candidates’ views on issues, the lower
the propensity to vote correctly. Again, our second hypothesis is confirmed only in
part. Voters are not more likely to vote correctly if they are “generally active”
seekers of flow items concerning candidates’ issues orientations, but they are more
likely to vote correctly if they are “specific active” seekers of information concerning
their “correct” candidates’ issue orientations. This suggests that correct voters’ are
more likely to access to information in a confirmatory rather than in an exploratory
manner. In other words, correct voters’ information search strategies concerning
candidates’ issue orientations are especially focused on “correct” candidates.
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APPENDIX

Table A1: Combinations of Values on Three Variables Used to Define Presence/Absence of a
Party Affiliation among Voters

Degree of closeness Feels close to a coalition:

to coalition and voted Centre-left Centre-right Other coalition None
candidate coalition coalition or party

Voted for candidate
1 or 2
– A lot 49 2 11
– Somewhat 256 14 26 135
– Not very much 70 10 10

Voted for candidate
3 or 4

– A lot 2 10 0
– Somewhat 11 73 22 44
– Not very much 3 13 1

Table A2: Distribution of a Set of Variables According to Voter Type (percentage values)

Correct Voting Incorrect Voting

Type A Type B Type C Type D Total (N)

Total 28.0 18.4 24.5 29.1 100 762

Male 29.3 19.0 23.0 28.8 100 379
Female 26.6 17.8 26.1 29.5 100 383

Low level of education 31.1 16.0 24.9 28.0 100 225
Intermediate 27.0 19.1 23.7 30.2 100 278
High 26.3 19.7 25.1 29.0 100 259

North 22.4 21.9 25.0 30.6 100 196
Centre 30.5 17.3 23.2 29.0 100 410
South 28.2 16.7 27.6 27.6 100 156

High interest in politics 36.2 12.4 26.7 24.8 100 105
Medium 30.7 18.3 30.7 20.4 100 339
Low 22.3 20.4 17.3 39.9 100 318

Easy to vote 30.9 16.8 27.5 24.8 100 495
Hard to vote 22.5 21.3 19.1 37.1 100 267
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Table A3: Distribution of a Set of Variables According to Voter Type (means and, in
parentheses, standard deviations; N = 762)*

Correct Voting Incorrect Voting

Type A Type B Type C Type D Total

Age (in years) 47.1 41.8 46.2 41.7 44.3

(14.8) (15.2) (15.4) (13.7) (14.9)

Political Competence 2.5 2.1 2.4 2.0 2.3

(0-4 scale) (1.2) (1.3) (1.2) (1.3) (1.3)

No. Accessed Issue Items 19.0 20.0 17.5 19.3 19.0

(0-48/96) (8.6) (10.5) (9.0) (9.8) (9.4)

No. Accessed Affiliation Items 3.8 3.4 3.5 3.4 3.5

(0-12/24) (2.0) (2.0) (2.0) (2.1) (2.0)

Total No. Accessed Items 47.4 46.0 43.4 46.7 46.0

(0-144/288) (20.1) (22.2) (19.2) (20.9) (20.5)

No. Accessed Issue Items for 7.2 7.6 4.4 4.4 5.8

Correct Candidate (0-12/24) (3.7) (4.0) (3.0) (3.3) (3.8)

No. Accessed Affiliation  Items 1.3 1.1 0.8 0.8 1.0

for Correct Candidate (0-4/8) (0.9) (0.9) (0.9) (0.8) (0.9)

* The numbers in parentheses in the first cell of each line identify the corresponding minimum value (0) and two
maximum values (the first, before the slash, assumes that the respondent never accesses the same item more than
once; the second, after the slash, assumes the respondent can access the same item more than once).




