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 1. Introduction 
 

With rare exceptions, spatial models of candidate strategies under the plurality vot-

ing system have analyzed single-stage plurality elections, i.e. elections in which the win-

ning candidate is the one who receives the most votes in a single round of voting.1  Among 

advanced industrial societies, France is a notable example of a country that features a two-

stage plurality process for selecting representatives to its national legislature (The National 

Assembly) as well as to the presidency.2  In this paper we explore the following question, 

in the context of the 1988 French Presidential election: Does the two-stage process for 

electing the French president change the policy strategies that competitive, office-seeking 

candidates would plausibly pursue, compared with the strategies they would pursue if the 

winning candidate were selected in a single-stage plurality process?  

In this paper, we argue that the surprising answer to the above question is no.  Spe-

cifically, we report analyses of survey data drawn from the 1988 French presidential elec-

tion, which provides estimates of the electoral impacts of the candidates’ policy proposals.  

We then elaborate a simple way that the competitive presidential candidates in this election 

– the Socialist Francois Mitterrand, the Gaullist Jacques Chirac, and the UDF candidate 

Raymond Barre – might have used our computations in formulating their policy strategies.  

This approach takes as its starting point our survey data analyses, in which we compute 

each candidate’s expected vote share – in both the first round and second rounds of voting 

– as a function of the candidate’s Left-Right position.  This approach also allows us to ana-
                                                           
1 We note, however, that there are additional spatial modeling studies that analyze two-stage plurality sys-

tems from a social choice perspective (see, e.g., Merrill, 1988).  However this research is not primarily con-

cerned with candidates’ policy strategies but instead with evaluating the efficiency or desirability of two-

stage plurality systems (relative to other voting systems), i.e. the extent to which alternative voting systems 

satisfy normative desirata such as selecting the Condorcet candidate (which is the candidate who is majority-

preferred to all rival candidates in a series of pairwise comparisons). 
2 As discussed below, in French presidential elections the two top finishers in the first round advance to a 

runoff election held two weeks later.  In district-level elections to the National Assembly, by contrast, all 

candidates who win at least 12.5% of the first-round vote are eligible to advance to the runoff election.  For 

an interesting study of how the two-stage process affects parliamentary candidates’ strategies in France, see 

Tsebelis (1990, chapter 7).  
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lyze counterfactual scenarios in which the winner was selected in a one-stage plurality 

process.  

Our analysis leads us to the following conclusion: that for both the actual two-stage 

election process, and given plausible assumptions about how a one-stage election process 

would have unfolded – namely, that the major left-wing parties (the Socialists and Com-

munist parties) and the major right-wing parties (the UDF and the RPR) would have each 

united behind a single candidate to contest the election – office-seeking candidates would 

have been motivated to present relatively centrist policies, for both two-stage and one-

stage plurality elections.  Furthermore this conclusion on the candidates’ policy incentives 

in a hypothetical one-stage selection process persists regardless of whether the extremist 

National Front candidate Le Pen would have chosen to contest a single-stage election, and 

the conclusion is also robust to alternative assumptions about whether, in a one-stage plu-

rality election, the mainstream right-wing parties would have coalesced behind Barre or 

Chirac.  We therefore conclude that, in the context of French politics in 1988, the two-

stage feature of the presidential selection process probably did not much affect the com-

petitive candidates’ policy strategies, compared with what could have been expected in a 

single-stage election process. 

This paper is organized as follows.  Section 2 discusses the 1988 French presiden-

tial election, both in terms of the actual two-stage contest that took place, and in terms of 

how the election might have unfolded had the winner been determined in a single stage.  In 

Section 3 we analyze survey data from this election, and we use these analyses to compute 

the effects of candidate positioning upon their expected vote shares.  Section 4 presents our 

computations on the competitive candidates’ equilibrium positions, for alternative one-

stage and two-stage election scenarios.  Section 5 concludes.  

 
2. Counterfactual Simulations and the 1988 French Presidential Election 

The context of the election 

French presidential elections feature two stages, with the two top finishers in the 

first round of voting advancing to a runoff election held two weeks later, and the winner 

determined by direct popular vote.  The first round of the 1988 election featured five major 

candidates: the Communist Party’s candidate Andre Lajoinie; the Socialist Francois Mit-
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terrand, who was the incumbent President; Raymond Barre, the candidate of the center-

right Union for French Democracy (UDF); Jacques Chirac, the candidate of the right-wing 

Rally for the Republic (RPR); and Jean-Marie Le Pen, the candidate of the far right, anti-

immigration National Front.3  Each of these candidates won over 8% of the first-round 

vote, and collectively they received over 90% of the vote.  As reported in Table 1, Mitter-

rand and Chirac were the two top vote-getters at the first ballot, with Mitterrand outdis-

tancing the rest of the field with a 34% vote share, and Chirac, with 19.8% of the vote, nar-

rowly outdistancing Barre (16.5%) and Le Pen (14.6%).  In the subsequent runoff election 

Mitterrand defeated Chirac 54% to 46%, thereby winning a second presidential term. 

 
[TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE] 

 
Office-seeking strategies  

Candidate strategies for the actual two-stage election.  In an earlier paper on the 1988 

French presidential election (Adams and Merrill, 2000), we analyzed the candidates’ pol-

icy strategies using the assumption that all five of the major party candidates selected their 

policy programmes with an eye towards maximizing their first-round vote.  Here, in ex-

ploring the candidates’ office-seeking strategies for the two-stage selection process, we 

modify this assumption to account for two factors: first, that the competitive candidates 

were plausibly concerned with both rounds of voting; second, that not all of the candidates 

in the 1988 election were competitive, and that these noncompetitive candidates plausibly 

selected their policy positions based on alternative criteria.  With respect to this latter 

point, we note that Lajoinie and Le Pen, the nominees of the small, extremist Communist 

and National Front parties, had no realistic chance of being elected, regardless of the policy 

positions they presented.4  We shall therefore confine our exploration of office-seeking 

                                                           
3 The 1988 French presidential election also featured four minor candidates, all of whom won less than 4% of 

the valid votes cast.   
4 This assertion may appear questionable in the case of Le Pen, who finished within six percentage points of 

the second-place Chirac in the first round of voting.  However in earlier work on the 1988 presidential elec-

tions (Adams and Merrill, 2000), we report analyses suggesting that Le Pen’s first-round vote would have 

fallen below Chirac’s regardless of the policies that Le Pen presented.  We also note that even had Le Pen 

advanced to the second round, he had no realistic chance of winning the runoff election, given the small 
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motivations to Mitterrand, Barre, and Chirac, the three competitive candidates, while as-

suming that Lajoinie and Le Pen selected their platforms on the basis of expressive motiva-

tions, that is their desire to articulate their sincere policy preferences:5 

 
Assumption 1 on two-stage elections.  Lajoinie and Le Pen selected their policy positions 

on the basis of their sincere preferences, which were independent of the policy positions 

presented by the competitive candidates Mitterrand, Barre, and Chirac.  

 
With respect to Mitterrand, Barre, and Chirac, the analysis of these competitive 

candidates’ office-seeking strategies revolves around how they plausibly weighted elec-

toral support in the first round of voting against support at the decisive second ballot.  To 

begin with, we assume that these candidates were constrained to present a single, consis-

tent set of policy positions over the two rounds of voting – an assumption that appears rea-

sonable given that these two stages were separated by only two weeks, so that any attempt 

by a candidate to dramatically alter his policy image between the first and second rounds 

would likely expose him to charges of flip-flopping and political opportunism.  In the case 

of Mitterrand, who was expected to advance easily to the second round – an expectation 

that proved well-founded, as Mitterrand polled nearly twice as many first-round votes as 

his nearest competitor (see Table 1) – it appears plausible that Mitterrand weighted second-

round support more heavily than support in the first round.  The cases of Barre and Chirac 

are more complicated.  These two candidates were locked in a close contest for the runner-

up spot at round one, so that they surely weighted their first-round support heavily, relative 

to their electoral support at round two (should they qualify for the runoff).  More specifi-

cally, Barre and Chirac’s calculations relative to the first ballot plausibly revolved around 

their expected vote margins relative to each other – rather than simply maximizing their 

                                                                                                                                                                                
number of voters who identified with the National Front, and the refusal of the mainstream right-wing parties 

to form an electoral alliance with the National Front. 
5 Adams, Clark, Ezrow, and Glasgow (2004) report empirical analyses of elections in eight Western Euro-

pean democracies (including France) suggesting that Communist and extreme nationalist parties do not adjust 

their policies in response to public opinion.  These findings support our assumption that in the 1988 French 

presidential election Lajoinie and Le Pen – the candidates of the Communist and the National Front parties, 

respectively – were making expressive appeals rather than attempting to maximize their electoral support. 
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respective expected votes – since only one of them was likely to advance to the second 

round.  These considerations motivate our second assumption, concerning Barre’s and 

Chirac’s office-seeking strategies in the first round of voting:  

 
Assumption 2 on two-stage elections.  Barre and Chirac’s emphasis in the first round was 

on maximizing their expected support relative to each other, while Mitterrand’s first-round 

emphasis was on maximizing his vote share.6 

 
 As denoted in equations 2-3 below, the above assumption implies that Barre and 

Chirac were each concerned with the difference between their expected first-round vote 

and the other’s first-round vote, rather than focusing exclusively on their own vote.  This 

implies, for instance, that Barre would prefer an outcome in which he received 20% of the 

first-round vote while Chirac received 19%, compared to an outcome in which Barre re-

ceived 21% of the vote but Chirac received 22%. 

Finally, we consider how the competitive candidates strategized about the effects of 

their policy positioning on the outcome of the second round of voting.  It seems reasonable 

to assume that Chirac and Barre based their policy strategies on the supposition that, in the 

event they advanced to the runoff, their second round opponent would be Mitterrand.  Mit-

terrand faced a more complicated strategic calculus, given the uncertainty surrounding the 

identity of his second-round opponent.  Accordingly, we analyzed Mitterrand’s policy 

strategies for two alternative scenarios: one in which Mitterrand plotted his strategy in the 

expectation that he would face Chirac in the runoff election, and the other in which he ex-

pected to face Barre.  Because we found that both scenarios supported identical substantive 

conclusions, here we will focus primarily on the situation in which Mitterrand assumed he 

would face Chirac (however footnote 18 below reports results for simulations in which we 

assumed that Mitterrand expected to face Barre in the runoff):  

 
Assumption 3 on two-stage elections.  Barre and Chirac’s emphasis with respect to the 

second ballot revolved around maximizing their expected votes vis-à-vis Mitterrand, while 

                                                           
6 All of the substantive conclusions that we report below would be unchanged if we instead assumed that 

Barre and Chirac’s focus in the first round was on maximizing their expected votes.   
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Mitterrand selected his strategy under the assumption that his second round opponent 

would be Chirac.   

 
Finally, in analyzing the competitive candidates’ strategies for two-round elections, we 

must specify the relative weights that the candidates attached to the outcomes of the first 

and second rounds.  Let w1 be the weight that a given candidate attached to round 1, and [1 

– w1] the weight the candidates attached to round 2.  We assume that w1 is the same for 

each competitive candidate.7  Then we specify the competitive candidates’ utility functions 

as follows, where U(M), U(B), and U(C) represent the utilities for Mitterrand, Barre, and 

Chirac, respectively:   

  
U(M)  =  w1×EV1(M)  +  (1-w1)×EV2(MC)                                  ,                                      (1) 

U(B)  =  w1×[EV1(B) – EV1(C)]  +  (1-w1)×EV2(BM)        ,            (2) 

U(C)  =  w1×[EV1(C) – EV1(B)]  +  (1-w1)×EV2(CM)        ,            (3) 

 
where 

EV1(M) = Mitterrand’s expected first-round vote. 

EV2(MC) = Mitterrand’s expected second-round vote, assuming his opponent is Chirac. 

EV1(B) = Barre’s expected first-round vote. 

EV2(BM) = Barre’s expected second-round vote, assuming his opponent is Mitterrand. 

EV1(C) = Chirac’s expected first-round vote.   

EV2(CM) = Chirac’s expected second-round vote, assuming his opponent is Mitterrand. 

 
Below we explore the candidates’ strategies, as delineated in equations 1-3, for alternative 

values of the weighting parameter w1, which represents the emphasis the candidates’ 

placed upon their first-round votes relative to the second round.8 

                                                           
7 Intuitively it appears plausible that Barre and Chirac placed greater emphasis upon the first-round vote than 

did Mitterrand, given that the latter was virtually assured of advancing to the second round.  Alternative 

simulations in which we varied the weights that different candidates attached to the first and second rounds 

supported substantive conclusions that were similar to the ones we report below. 
8 We also considered exploring candidate positioning under the assumption that candidates maximized their 

subjective probabilities of being elected, i.e. that they maximized their subjective joint probabilities that they 

would advance to – and subsequently win – the runoff election.  The difficulty with this approach is that it 
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Candidate strategies for a hypothetical one-stage election.  In comparing the candidates’ 

office-seeking incentives for the actual two-stage 1988 French presidential election, with 

the candidates’ plausible incentives under a one-round presidential election system, we 

confront the counterfactual question: What are plausible assumptions about how the presi-

dential election would have unfolded, had there been a single round of voting?  This ques-

tion is impossible to answer definitively, for if French presidential elections were one-

round contests – and if moreover parliamentary elections were also one round – then the 

party system would likely have developed quite differently.9  In particular, it is plausible 

that one-round elections would have motivated the political elites of the Communist and 

Socialist parties to merge into a single major left-wing party in order to avoid splitting the 

left-wing vote, with the politicians of the mainstream right parties similarly merging to 

form a single party (see Duverger, 1954).  Indeed, we note that the strategy of coalescing 

behind a single candidate at the decisive ballot is already in operation under the current 

two-ballot system for parliamentary elections, for which the four mainstream political par-

ties form pre-election electoral pacts such that the Communist-Socialist bloc and the UDF–

RPR bloc agree in advance to present a single left-wing (right-wing) candidate at the sec-

ond round of voting.10   

While acknowledging that we cannot foresee how the counterfactual scenario in-

volving a one-round presidential election would have unfolded, the existence of the par-

liamentary electoral alliances described above provides some basis for prediction.  We 

therefore employ the following assumption about how the 1988 French presidential elec-

tion would have unfolded, had it been a one-round plurality election: 
                                                                                                                                                                                
forces us to make strong (and unverifiable) assumptions about the candidates’ beliefs about the uncertainty 

associated with each round of voting, and also about how the probabilities at each round were related to each 

other.  For a study of these issues in one-round elections see Chapter 12 in Adams, Merrill, and Grofman, 

2005. 
9 We thank an anonymous referee for stressing this point to us. 
10 We note that in the parliamentary elections of 1997 the UDF and RPR’s electoral strategy involved run-

ning a single “unity” candidate at the first round in many districts, in order to avoid splitting the first-round 

vote so that this candidate would be sure of advancing to the second round.  This strategy was motivated by 

the increased support for the far right National Front, which threatened to siphon off significant support from 

the center-right parties (see Givens, 2004).  
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Assumption 1 on one-round elections: Had the 1988 French presidential election been a 

one-round plurality contest, the two major left-wing parties (the Communists and the So-

cialists) and the two major right-wing parties (the UDF and the RPR) would have each 

united behind a single candidate. 

 
In the case of the left, it seems certain that their candidate of choice in a one-round election 

would have been Francois Mitterrand, for not only was he the incumbent President but his 

political support far exceeded that of the Communist party’s candidate Andre Lajoinie (see 

Table 1):  

 
Assumption 2 on one-round elections: In a one-round French presidential election contest, 

Mitterrand would have been the single candidate fielded by the major left-wing parties.   

 
The case of the major right-wing parties is less clear, since Chirac, the RPR’s candidate, 

and Barre, the UDF’s candidate, had approximately equal levels of support (see Table 1), 

so that it was unclear which of them would be a stronger representative for the mainstream 

right.  Accordingly, we will explore two different scenarios, one in which the mainstream 

right united behind Barre, and another in which they united behind Chirac.  

 Finally, we note that the strategic decisions that the far right National Front, and 

their leader, Jean-Marie Le Pen, would have made in the event of a one-round presidential 

contest are difficult to determine.  On the one hand the National Front and Le Pen would 

have had strategic motivations not to contest a one-round presidential election, given that 

Le Pen had little chance of being elected, and that his candidacy would surely have si-

phoned off support from the mainstream right-wing candidate, whom the National Front’s 

supporters plausibly preferred to Mitterrand.  On the other hand, Le Pen and the National 

Front would have had several countervailing motivations to actively contest a single-stage 

election.  These include: the fact that Le Pen’s candidacy would plausibly motivate the 

mainstream Right’s candidate to present a more conservative platform, which would prove 

more attractive to the National Front in the event this right-wing candidate won the elec-

tion; that in contesting the presidential election the National Front could demonstrate its 

importance in French politics; that Le Pen and the National Front might plausibly have de-
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rived an expressive benefit from articulating the National Front’s far right, anti-

immigration philosophy during the election campaign.11   

Given the conflicting considerations discussed above, we will explore the candi-

dates’ office-seeking incentives for two alternative one-round scenarios, one in which Le 

Pen was assumed to contest the election, and the other in which he did not.  However, we 

will employ the simplifying assumption that in the event that Le Pen had contested a one-

round plurality election, he would have presented the same policy positions that he was 

actually observed to present in the 1988 French presidential election.  We believe this sim-

plifying assumption is plausible, because the central factors that would have motivated Le 

Pen’s decision to contest a one-round election – the expressive motivation to articulate the 

National Front’s extreme policy positions, and the desire to demonstrate the National 

Front’s importance in French politics – were compatible with the decision to articulate the 

National Front’s sincere policy stances.  Further support for this assumption is provided by 

Adams, Clark, Ezrow, and Glasgow (2004), who report empirical analyses suggesting that 

extreme nationalist parties (such as the National Front) do not adjust their policy pro-

grammes in response to shifts in public opinion.  Accordingly, we will investigate the fol-

lowing four one-round election scenarios: 

 
Scenario 1: A Mitterrand-Barre contest, in which both candidates were assumed to choose 

ideological positions that maximized their expected vote shares. 

Scenario 2: A Mitterrand-Chirac contest, in which both candidates were assumed to 

choose ideological positions that maximized their expected vote shares. 

Scenario 3: A Mitterrand-Barre-Le Pen contest, in which Mitterrand and Barre were as-

sumed to choose ideological positions that maximized their vote shares relative to each 

other,12 while Le Pen presented the positions that reflected his sincere policy beliefs. 

                                                           
11 Expressive benefits are typically conceptualized as utilities that individuals or groups derive from taking 

some action, rather than as utilities that depend on the outcomes that result from the action (the latter are 

typically referred to a instrumental benefits).  Scholars have invoked expressive benefits to explain why citi-

zens turn out to vote, and these benefits have also been explored in the context of spatial models of party 

competition (see Roemer, 2001).   
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Scenario 4: A Mitterrand-Chirac-Le Pen contest, in which Mitterrand and Chirac were as-

sumed to choose ideological positions that maximized their vote shares relative to each 

other, while Le Pen presented the positions that reflected his sincere policy beliefs. 

 
3. Candidate Positioning and Voting Patterns in the 1988 French  
     Presidential Election 

 In Pierce’s 1988 French Presidential Election Survey, 1013 respondents were asked 

to place both themselves and the five major presidential candidates on four different seven-

point scales: Left-Right, church schools, public sector, and immigration.  The left-right 

scale runs from 1 (extreme left) to 7 (extreme right); on church schools, the scale is from 1 

(‘the state should not subsidize church schools’) to 7 (‘the state should increase subsidies 

for church schools’); on the public sector, the scale is from 1 (‘supports a large public sec-

tor’) to 7 (‘the role of the state in the economy should be reduced’); the immigration scale 

runs from 1 (‘we should integrate immigrants into French society) to 7 (‘immigrants 

should return to their native country’).13   

 Table 2 shows the respondents’ mean positions, as well as their mean candidate 

placements, for the subsample of 748 respondents who reported voting for one of the five 

major candidates on the first ballot, and who could place themselves on the left-right di-

mension.  Note first that the French public appears centrist (on average) on each dimen-

sion, but that the candidates were perceived as taking quite divergent positions, with the 

Communist Lajoinie placed on the far left of each dimension, and Le Pen placed at the ex-

treme right of the left-right and the immigration scales.  Mitterrand was viewed as center-

left along each dimension, while Barre and Chirac were seen as center-right.  These re-

spondent placements accord well with experts’ placements of the French parties’ positions 

(see Huber and Inglehart, 1995, p.97), thereby supporting Pierce’s conclusion (1995, pp. 

67-73) that French voters had sharply edged perceptions of the candidates’ policy images. 

                                                                                                                                                                                
12 That is, we assumed that Mitterrand sought to maximize the difference between his expected vote and 

Barre’s expected vote, while Barre similarly sought to maximize the difference between his expected vote 

and Mitterrand’s expected vote.  
13  Note that we have reversed the endpoints of the three policy scales so that the most left-wing response is 1 

and the most right-wing response 7.  In addition, the survey did not record respondents’ placements of La-

joinie on the three policy scales, so we report instead their placements of the Communist party.  
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[TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE] 

   
 Our central interest is whether the candidates’ policy strategies would have been 

very different under a one-round election system, compared with the actual two-round sys-

tem that was in effect.  To address this question we develop an empirical, random-utility 

model of voter choice that incorporates policy factors relating voters and candidates, non-

policy factors idiosyncratic to the voters, and voter-specific random components unknown 

to the candidates.  This model -- as well as estimation of its parameters from the 1988 

French Presidential Election Survey -- is described in detail in Appendix 1.  

 
Exploring counterfactual scenarios: Assumptions about voting behavior in the runoff elec-

tion, and in a one-round plurality election.  While the statistical analyses reported in Ap-

pendix 1 provide a basis for understanding the French electorate’s decision rules in the first 

round of voting in the two-stage 1988 presidential election, we confront two counterfactual 

questions on voting behavior, in order to analyze how office-seeking candidates’ strategies 

would likely have differed between one-round and two-round plurality elections.  These 

questions are: On what basis would French voters have evaluated the candidates in a one-

round plurality election along the lines of the contests delineated in scenarios 1-4 above, 

i.e. a one-round contest that pitted Mitterrand against either Barre or Chirac (and with Le 

Pen possibly contesting the election as well)?  Second, with respect to the actual two-stage 

plurality election, on what basis would French voters have plausibly evaluated the candi-

dates in the second round of voting?   

With respect to the second question, our previous analyses of first- and second-

round voting in the 1988 French presidential election (see Adams, Merrill, and Grofman, 

2004, Chapters 5 and 12) suggest that voters’ decision rules in the Mitterrand-Chirac run-

off election had a similar basis to their decision rules in the first round of voting, with one 

crucial difference: namely, that voters who identified with either of the major left-wing 

parties (the Communists and the Socialists) gave a nonpolicy-related advantage to the left-

ist candidate Mitterrand in round 2, and that, similarly, partisans of both the UDF and the 

RPR displayed nonpolicy-related loyalties to the right-wing candidate Chirac.  That is, in 

the runoff election the partisans of both major left-wing parties behaved as if they identi-
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fied with Mitterrand’s Socialist party, while the partisans of both mainstream right-wing 

parties behaved as if they were partisans of Chirac’s RPR.  This finding is understandable, 

given that the left-wing and right-wing blocs regularly oppose each other in parliamentary 

elections.14  Accordingly, in our subsequent computations we employ the following as-

sumptions about the candidates’ beliefs on how the French electorate would behave, under 

alternative election scenarios: 

 
Assumptions on voting in the runoff election: We assume that the parameters reported in 

Table 5A in Appendix 1, which were estimated based upon survey respondents’ reported 

first-round vote choices, apply equally to their choices in a Mitterrand-Chirac or a Mitter-

rand-Barre runoff election, with the following exception: namely, that partisans of both 

major left-wing parties would behave as if they were partisans of Mitterrand’s Socialist 

party, while partisans of the UDF and the RPR would behave as if they identified with the 

right-wing candidate’s party. 

 
Assumptions on voting in a one-round election: We assume that the parameters reported in 

Table 5A in Appendix 1 would apply equally to voters’ choices in a one-round plurality 

election featuring Mitterrand versus either Barre or Chirac (and also possibly featuring Le 

Pen), but that, as discussed above, partisans of both major left-wing parties would behave 

as if they were partisans of Mitterrand’s Socialist party, while partisans of the UDF and 

the RPR would behave as if they identified with the right-wing candidate’s party. 

 
 We employ an additional assumption on voting in single-stage, three-candidate 

elections involving Mitterrand-Barre-Le Pen or Mitterrand-Chirac-Le Pen: namely, that in 

such scenarios Le Pen’s supporters would have voted sincerely, as opposed to strategically 

deserting Le Pen in favor of one of the major candidates.  We assume sincere voting be-

cause empirical research by Givens (2004) on three-candidate, second-round elections to 

the National Assembly suggests that most National Front partisans did not strategically 

desert their party’s candidate at the decisive ballot.  This implies that our assumption of 

                                                           
14 We note that Lewis-Beck and Chlarson (2002) report similar substantive conclusions in their analyses of 

voting in the first and second rounds of the 1995 French presidential election, although their analyses suggest 

that party identification may be a more salient factor in the first round of voting. 
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sincere voting by Le Pen supporters is realistic.  Furthermore, we note that to the extent 

that Le Pen’s supporters would have strategically deserted their candidate in a single-stage, 

three-candidate election, the election would be effectively reduced to a two-candidate con-

test between Mitterrand and one of the major right-wing candidates.  Thus our simulations 

on the pure two-candidate elections between Mitterrand-Barre or Mitterrand-Chirac pro-

vide reasonable estimates of what these candidates’ strategies would be if Le Pen had con-

tested the race but his supporters had voted strategically.    

 
4.  Candidate Policy Strategies: A Simulation Approach 

Effects of candidate policy movement on the first-round presidential vote 

Our particular interest is how, in the 1988 French presidential election, the policy incen-

tives for the competitive candidates Mitterrand, Barre, and Chirac would have differed in a 

one-round contest compared with the actual two-stage contest that took place.  We use 

equation 6 (see Appendix 1) to calculate the electoral effects of changes in the candidates’ 

Left-Right positions.  Specifically, we simulated the effect of each candidate moving 

across the Left-Right dimension, holding the positions of the other four candidates un-

changed.  At each position, we computed the probability of each respondent voting for 

each of the candidates.  These probabilities were recomputed with everything else held 

fixed except the position of a single candidate, whose policy position was adjusted from 1 

to 7 in increments of .05.  In these exercises we placed no restrictions on candidate posi-

tioning, so that we even considered outcomes in which the Socialist candidate Mitterrand, 

for example, took positions on the right.15  We harbor no illusions that real world candi-

dates can manipulate their policy images in this fashion, and in fact we suspect that had 

any of the French candidates taken positions dramatically at variance with their previous 

policy statements, such behavior would have been seen by the electorate as opportunistic 

and punished accordingly.  However since we find that the major candidates’ policy op-

tima resemble their actual (perceived) positions even given the unrealistic assumption of 

                                                           
15 This approach to estimating the electoral effects of candidate positioning has been widely used in recent 

years (see Adams and Merrill, 1999, 2000; Alvarez and Nagler, 1995, 1998; Schofield et al., 1998; Schofield 

and Sened, 2004). 
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costless spatial mobility, this conclusion would certainly hold if we specified a penalty for 

dramatic policy shifts.  In this spirit we proceed.     

 Figures 1A-1C show the predicted first-round votes for Mitterrand (Figure 1A), 

Barre (Figure 1B), and Chirac (Figure 1C), as a function of the candidates’ positions on the 

Left-Right dimension.  Also marked are the candidates’ vote-maximizing Left-Right posi-

tions, along with their actual (perceived) position on this dimension.  In addition, we have 

also indicated the positions for Barre and Chirac that would have maximized each candi-

date’s expected margin versus the other16; we provide this information because, as dis-

cussed in Section 2, we assume that to the extent that Barre and Chirac selected their pol-

icy strategies with an eye towards the first round of voting, their goal was to finish ahead 

of their right-wing rival rather than to maximize their first-round vote share.  The most 

striking observation is that each of the competitive candidates located quite near his com-

puted optimal position for the first round, with each candidate locating less than 0.7 units 

away from his vote- or margin-maximizing position along the 1-7 Left-Right scale.   

 
[FIGURES 1A-1C ABOUT HERE] 

 
Candidate equilibria in two-round versions of the French presidential election 

 Although the policy optima presented in Figure 1 are suggestive, note, first, that 

these optima are based entirely on the first round of voting, and, second, that each candi-

date’s first-round optimum was computed using the assumption that all rival candidates 

were located at their actual (perceived) positions.  The former assumption ignores the fact 

that the candidates plausibly weighed the impacts of their policy strategies upon both their 

first- and their second round votes, as delineated in the candidate utility functions repre-

sented by equations 1-3 in Section 2.  The latter assumption is problematic because the 

candidates could be expected to react to each other, so that they might eventually converge 

to a Nash equilibrium, i.e. a configuration of policy strategies such that no candidate would 

have an incentive to shift his position, given the positioning of the rival candidates.   

Accordingly, we computed the equilibrium positions for the competitive candidates 

Mitterrand, Barre, and Chirac, using the algorithm presented in Merrill and Adams (2001).  
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As discussed in Section 2, for these computations we fixed the noncompetitive candidates 

Le Pen and Lajoinie at their actual (perceived) positions, i.e. we assumed that these candi-

dates did not react to their competitors’ policy strategies, but instead articulated their sin-

cere policy preferences.  We computed the competitive candidates’ Left-Right equilibrium 

positions while fixing all of the candidates at their actual (perceived) positions along the 

policy scales for immigration, church schools, and the public sector.17  

Table 3 reports the candidates’ Nash equilibrium positions, for alternative assump-

tions about the relative weights that they attached to the first-round vote (represented by 

the parameter w1) compared to the second round vote (represented by the parameter [1 – 

w1]).  For the unrealistic scenario in which the candidates cared only about the first round 

of voting (w1=1), the computed Nash equilibrium finds the candidates adopting moderately  

dispersed positions, with Mitterrand locating at 3.09 along the 1-7 Left-Right scale, and 

Barre and Chirac located at the center-right positions 4.69 and 4.97, respectively.  This 

equilibrium configuration resembles the actual configuration of the candidates’ (mean per-

ceived) policy strategies, which was 3.09 for Mitterrand, 4.81 for Barre, and 5.55 for 

Chirac (see Table 3) However for more realistic scenarios in which the candidates empha-

sized both rounds of voting (i.e., when w1 was set at a value between zero and one), the 

candidates’ equilibrium positions are all relatively centrist.  For instance, for the scenario 

in which the candidates attached equal weights to the first and second rounds of the elec-

tion (w1=0.5), the equilibrium configuration locates Mitterrand at 3.37, Barre at 4.27, and 

Chirac at 4.47.  Finally, we find that had the candidates been completely concerned with 

the runoff election (w1=0), they would have had incentives to converge to identical, cen-

trist positions along the Left-Right scale.  This result is consistent with previous spatial 

                                                                                                                                                                                
16 Barre’s expected margin versus Chirac equals the difference between Barre’s expected vote and Chirac’s 

expected vote, while Chirac’s expected margin versus Barre is similarly defined. 
17 We performed additional computations, which located a Nash equilibrium for the competitive candidates 

along the three policy scales (in addition to the Left-Right scale).  The candidates’ Left-Right equilibrium 

positions for this four-dimensional equilibrium were similar to the one-dimensional equilibrium configura-

tions that we report below. 
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studies of two-candidate competition for a voting model based on the behavioralists’ mul-

tivariate specification (see Erikson and Romero, 1990).18  

Our finding, that the candidates would have incentives to moderate when they con-

sidered the effects of their policies upon their prospects in the two-candidate runoff elec-

tion, is driven by the Downsian logic that two-candidate elections motivate policy modera-

tion from office-seeking candidates.  In the case of our simulations on the 1988 French 

presidential election data we find that this centripetal incentive is sufficiently strong that, 

the centrifugal incentives relating to the first round of voting notwithstanding, this two-

stage election process would motivate relatively centrist strategies by office-seeking candi-

dates.  

 
[TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE] 

 
Candidate equilibria for one-round versions of the presidential election 

 Next, we analyzed the candidates’ policy motivations for the four one-round elec-

tion scenarios delineated in Section 2.  These include: a three-candidate scenario involving 

Mitterrand, Barre, and Le Pen; a three-candidate scenario involving Mitterrand, Chirac, 

and Le Pen; a two-candidate contest between Mitterrand and Barre; a two-candidate con-

test involving Mitterrand and Chirac.  As discussed in Section 2, in our computations we 

assumed that, had Le Pen contested a one-round version of the election, he would have 

presented the same policy positions that he actually advocated in the 1988 two-stage presi-

dential election.  We also assumed that in a three-candidate election involving Le Pen, the 

two competitive candidates (i.e. Mitterrand and Barre/Chirac) would have each maximized 

his expected margin vis-à-vis the other competitive candidate contesting the race.  

The candidates’ computed equilibrium positions for alternative one-round scenarios 

are reported in Table 4.  We again find, as expected, that in the hypothetical one-round 

                                                           
18 We performed alternative computations in which we assumed that Mitterrand anticipated that his second-

round opponent would be Barre, rather than Chirac.  For this scenario, the computed equilibria were as fol-

lows (where M, B, and C represent the equilibrium positions for Mitterrand, Barre, and Chirac, respectively): 

for w1=1 (first-round emphasis): M=3.09, B=4.69, C=4.93; for w1=0.75, M=3.28, B=4.47, C=4.71; for 

w1=0.5, M=3.48, B=4.26, C=4.47; for w1=0.25, M=3.73, B=4.06, C=4.22; for w1=0 (second-round empha-

sis), M=3.92, B=3.92, C=3.92. 



 19

contests pitting Mitterrand against either Barre or Chirac, both candidates would have had 

office-seeking incentives to converge to identical, centrist positions.   

The presence of Le Pen in the race would have given the two competitive candi-

dates incentives to diverge moderately from each other, with the major right-wing candi-

date’s optimal position shifting modestly to the right compared to the pure two-candidate 

scenario, and Mitterrand’s optimal position shifting modestly to the left.19  The degree of 

policy divergence between the major candidates’ policy optima with Le Pen in the race – 

about 0.6 policy units along the 1-7 Left-Right scale – is roughly comparable to what we 

estimated for the two-stage election scenarios, when the candidates were assumed to attach 

equal importance to both rounds of voting. 

 
[TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE] 

 
5.  Conclusion 

We have analyzed the policy incentives for office-seeking candidates in the 1988 

French presidential election, both under the actual two-ballot plurality structure that was 

used to select the president, and for alternative one-ballot plurality scenarios.  Our chief 

aim has been to estimate whether a shift to a one-ballot plurality process would have sig-

nificantly changed the candidates’ policy incentives.  We find that to answer this question 

we must confront several preliminary questions, including: Given the actual two-stage plu-

rality contest, how did the competitive candidates plausibly trade off support in the first 

round of voting against support in the runoff election?, and, had the 1988 election been a 

one-stage contest, what set of candidates would have contested the election?   

                                                           
19 The major right-wing candidate’s incentive to shift further to the right with Le Pen in the race is due to the 

fact that Le Pen’s presence jeopardizes the mainstream right candidate’s support from right-wing voters.  

Mitterrand’s motivation to shift further to the left when Le Pen enters the race is because Le Pen’s entrance 

further reduces Mitterrand‘s likelihood of attracting right-wing support – since these voters now have two 

right-wing alternatives to choose from, at least one of whom is virtually certain to be preferable to Mitterrand 

– so that Mitterrand attaches less weight to these voters’ policy preferences, compared with the pure two-

candidate elections scenario.  We note that these types of strategic calculations are explored in depth in 

Merrill and Adams (2002).   
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Given that there are no obvious answers to the above questions, we have analyzed 

the policy incentives for the competitive candidates Mitterrand, Barre, and Chirac, for al-

ternative sets of assumptions about how the candidates weighted electoral support in the 

first and second rounds of voting, and, for one-round elections, we have explored several 

alternative scenarios concerning the set of competing candidates.  While we find that the 

candidate equilibria that we locate vary with the assumptions we employ, the central sub-

stantive finding that emerges from this exercise is that, to the extent that the candidates in a 

two-stage process attached at least moderate weight to the second round of voting – an as-

sumption that strikes us as quite reasonable – both one-stage and two-stage plurality con-

tests would provide the candidates with incentives to moderate their positions.  Therefore 

we conclude that the competitive candidates’ policy incentives in the 1988 French presi-

dential elections would have been similar, regardless of whether the selection process was 

conducted using the actual two-stage plurality system or an alternative one-stage system. 

 We note that our conclusion comes with the following caveats.  First, although we 

find that the two-stage plurality system provided centripetal incentives to the competitive 

candidates Mitterrand, Barre, and Chirac, this two-stage system also allowed the extremist 

candidates Le Pen and Lajoinie to contest the election.  Thus in 1988 the two-stage system 

allowed the French electorate to choose between a wide variety of viewpoints in the first 

round of voting, at the same time that it provided incentives for policy moderation from the 

competitive candidates.  Second, our conclusions rely on the assumption that voters’ deci-

sion rules would have been the same had they voted in a one-stage election.  Finally, we 

should be cautious about generalizing from the 1988 election to additional presidential 

elections. 

The above candidate notwithstanding, our findings suggest that, in French presi-

dential elections, competitive candidates’ strategic policy incentives would not change sig-

nificantly, were the presidential selection process changed to a one-stage plurality system. 
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Appendix 1.  A Random Utility Voting Model for the First Round of the 

1988 French Presidential Election 
 

The model we estimate for the first round of voting in the 1988 French presidential elec-

tion views the voter i’s utility for a candidate K, Ui(K), as a function of: ViK, the vector of 

i’s utilities for K’s policy and ideological positions; ti, the vector of i’s individual charac-

teristics; and a random disturbance term μiK (whose distribution is given below):   

 

                                                Ui(K) =  AViK  +  BKti  +  μiK                      ,                      (4) 

 

where A and B represent vectors of parameters to be estimated. 

 With respect to the policy component ViK, we specify a mixed directional-

proximity metric, which incorporates elements from Rabinowitz and Macdonald’s (1989) 

directional theory of policy voting along with the standard proximity voting model.  We 

specify voter i’s utility for candidate K’s position along issue j as: 

 

                                   VijK  =  2(1-β)(xij - Nj)(xKj - Nj)  -  β(xij - xKj)
2          ,                    (5) 

  

where xij represents the voter’s position, xKj her perception of K’s position, and Nj the neu-

tral point along issue j for the directional model relative to both direction and intensity (see 

Rabinowitz and Macdonald, 1989) which we locate at 4 along each dimension, the mid-

point of the 1-7 scale.  The mixing parameter β, which is to be empirically estimated, indi-

cates the relative importance of proximity and directional motivations.20  When β = 0, the 

proximity term drops out and we have the case of pure directional voting.  When β = 1, the 

directional component drops out and we have the standard proximity model.  Values of β 

between zero and one indicate that the voter has both directional and proximity motiva-

                                                           
20  The mixing parameter, β, has been used by Merrill and Grofman (1997) and Dow (1997) because of its 

ease of interpretation.  With the factor 2 in the definition of utility, this equation implies that the indifference 

point between a pair of candidates moves linearly with β between its respective positions for the two pure 

models.  Thus a value of β=0.5 specifies an indifference point halfway between the two pure models. 
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tions, in which case voters tend to prefer candidates who propose policies that are similar 

to, but more extreme than, the voters’ own preferred policies (so that for instance center-

left voters may prefer distinctly left-wing candidates).21  This taste for candidates who pro-

pose policies that are more extreme than the voters’ own positions may arise either because 

voters prefer politicians who provide policy leadership on salient issues (Iversen, 1994), or, 

alternatively, because voters discount the candidates’ abilities to fully implement their pol-

icy promises if they are elected (see Grofman, 1985; Merrill and Grofman, 1999; Kedar, 

2002; Lacy and Paolino, 2001).  The mixed directional-proximity metric given in equation 

5 has been empirically evaluated by Iversen (1994), Merrill and Grofman (1997, 1999), 

and Adams and Merrill (1997, 1999), each of whom conclude that this model explains vot-

ing behavior better than either pure model does by itself.  Elsewhere (see Chapter 5 in Ad-

ams, Merrill, and Grofman, 2005) we provide further justifications – both substantive and 

statistical – for this model in the context of voting in the 1988 French presidential elec-

tion.22  Computation of model utilities was performed using respondents’ mean candidate 

placements.23  

                                                           
21 As discussed in footnote 20 above, the parameter β in equation 5 specifies the degree to which voters pre-

fer candidates who propose policies that are more extreme than the voters’ own beliefs.  The value β=0.5, for 

instance, indicates that a voter who self-places at 5 along one of the 1-7 policy scales prefers a candidate lo-

cated at 6 along the scale, while the value β=0.75 indicates that a voter who self-places at 5 prefers a candi-

date located at 5.33. 
22 Substantively, Chapter 5 in Adams, Merrill, and Grofman (2005) presents arguments that French voters 

had reasons to discount the candidates’ proposals in the run-up to the 1988 election, given the fact that Mit-

terrand – the incumbent president since 1981 – had reversed some of the key economic and social policies 

that had been implemented early in his first term, while Chirac – the incumbent premier since 1986 – had 

proved unable (or unwilling) to fully enact his conservative policy agenda, in part due to schisms within the 

right-wing majority in the National Assembly.  Thus the political events of 1981-1988 provided grounds for 

French voters to infer that the winner of the 1988 presidential election would face difficulties in fully imple-

menting his policy agenda.  Given this situation, it would be rational for outcome-oriented voters to support 

candidates proposing policies more extreme than the voters’ sincere policy preferences, since voters would 

project that eventual government policy outputs would be more moderate versions of the winning candidate’s 

pre-election promises. 

 Statistically, Chapter 5 in Adams, Merrill, and Grofman presents results that the difference in the 

log-likelihood between a mixed directional-proximity voting model and a standard proximity model is statis-
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With respect to ti, the vector of individual voter characteristics, we included re-

spondents’ perceptions of national and personal economic conditions, sex (male or fe-

male), age, and sociodemographic characteristics relating to class and income.  Also in-

cluded was the respondent’s partisanship, coded 1 if the respondent identified with the 

candidate’s party and zero otherwise.  Use of the party i.d. variable in voting research is 

controversial for elections held outside the United States, with some analysts arguing that 

respondents’ reported partisanship is equivalent to their current vote intention (e.g., Rose 

and McAllister, 1990, p. 156).  However, Converse and Pierce (1993; but see also Fleury 

and Lewis-Beck, 1993) present evidence that this is not the case in French elections, a con-

clusion supported by an analysis of the 1988 data, which shows that of the 565 respondents 

who reported voting for one of the major candidates in the 1988 election and who reported 

a party identification, 20% crossed party lines and voted for a candidate from a rival party.  

This is actually a higher defection rate than that reported for the 1988 American presiden-

tial election, for which ANES data shows that only 14% of respondents reported crossing 

party lines (Erikson and Romero, 1990).  This supports the conclusion that partisanship 

should be viewed as an independent variable in the 1988 French election (see also Lewis-

Beck and Chlarson, 2002). 

 The multivariate model we use to analyze voter choice is Conditional Logit (CL), 

in which the random disturbance terms μi are assumed to be distributed independently ac-

cording to the extreme value distribution.24  The CL model expresses the probabilities of 

voting for each candidate as functions of the utilities for the candidates, which in turn are 

                                                                                                                                                                                
tically significant at the .005 level, which strongly suggests that the mixed model is the appropriate one for 

the 1988 French Presidential election. 
23 Kramer and Rattinger (1998), Merrill and Grofman (1997, 1999), Westholm (1999), and Dow (1997) have 

employed individual placements, while Rabinowitz and Macdonald and their co-authors use mean placement 

over all respondents.  We performed alternative computations using voter-specific candidate placements, and 

found that these supported substantive conclusions that were identical to the ones we report below.   
24 Two alternatives to the CL model are the Generalized Extreme Value Model (GEV) and Multinomial Pro-

bit (MNP), both of which relax the assumptions that the error terms are uncorrelated across candidates.  

Elsewhere (Adams and Merrill, 1998) we compare the candidates’ strategies in the first round of the 1988 

French presidential election using parameter estimates derived from the CL and the GEV models, and we 

find that the candidates’ computed vote-maximizing positions were quite similar across models. 
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expressed in terms of both voter-specific variables and variables that relate voters to candi-

dates.  

 
Parameter estimates for the CL vote model.   We estimated the parameters of our vote 

model for the subsample of 748 of the 1,013 respondents interviewed in Pierce’s 1988 

French Presidential Election Study (1996), who reported voting for one of the five major 

candidates at the first ballot, and who placed themselves and the five major candidates on 

the Left-Right scale.25  In order to simplify the subsequent simulations on candidate move-

ment, parameter estimates that were not statistically different from zero in the initial analy-

sis were set to zero, and the remaining parameters were recalculated on this basis.26 

 Table 5A displays the resulting parameter estimates for the vote model.  Note that 

the parameters for partisanship and for each of the four policy dimensions are positive and 

statistically significant, which supports the conclusion that both policies and party identifi-

cation influenced the vote.  The estimated mixing parameter β=0.66 is statistically differ-

ent from 0 and 1 at the .01 level, indicating that voters had mixtures of proximity and di-

rectional motivations.  The parameter estimate β = 0.66 implies that voters prefer candi-

dates whose policy promises are about 50% more extreme than the voter’s preferred policy 

outcomes (relative to the center of the 1-7 scales), so that for instance a voter who self-

places at 5.0 along the Left-Right scale prefers a candidate located at 5.5, and a voter who 

self-places at 3.0 prefers a candidate located at 2.5. As discussed above, voters’ tastes for 

candidates who promise policies that are similar to, but more extreme than, the voters’ pre-

ferred government policy outputs plausibly arises because voters anticipate that the win-
                                                           
25 For each of the three dimensions other than Left-Right, we replaced respondents’ missing candidate 

placements with the mean placement over all respondents.  Because some respondents did not self-place on 

all four dimensions, the spatial model component of utility for each respondent was computed as the average 

of the utilities given in equation (5) over the useable dimensions. 
26 Note that we do not report estimates of candidate-specific intercepts in Table 5A, because it is not feasible 

to estimate these parameters while simultaneously estimating the value of the mixing parameter β in equation 

5, which specifies the relative contributions of directional versus proximity motivations to voters’ evaluations 

of the candidates’ policy positions (see Merrill and Grofman, 1999, Appendix 7.1; Adams, Bishin, and Dow, 

2004).  We note, however, that the candidates’ expected vote shares, as computed from the parameter esti-

mates reported in Table 3A, closely match the sample vote, thereby suggesting that the intercepts were ap-

proximately equal across candidates (see Table 5B below). 
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ning presidential candidate will face obstacles to fully implementing his policy promises 

(see also footnote 22). 

 
 [TABLES 5A-5B ABOUT HERE] 

 
The most striking empirical result is the scant effect of voters’ sociodemographic 

characteristics and economic evaluations upon the vote.  Of the variables examined (retro-

spective economic evaluations, income, class, age, and sex), only class, income, and sex 

were estimated to have statistically significant impacts, and these only with respect to three 

candidates: class for Chirac (with middle-class respondents most likely to support Chirac), 

income for Lajoinie (with evaluations declining with income), and sex for Le Pen (with 

males most likely to support Le Pen).27  (Note that since each sociodemographic parameter 

is estimated for only one candidate, we report the parameter estimates in a single column in 

Table 3A).  A plausible explanation is that sociodemographic variables indirectly effect the 

vote by influencing respondents’ partisanship or their policy preferences, as posited in the 

‘funnel of causality’ developed by the Michigan Model of voter choice (e.g., Campbell et 

al., 1960).28   

 The candidates’ expected aggregate votes for the model are given in Table 5B (row 

2), along with the distribution of the respondents’ reported votes (row 1).  The candidates’ 

expected votes are calculated by summing the respondents’ vote probabilities, so that the 

expected vote EV(K) for candidate K is given as: 

 

                                                           
27  The class variable runs from -1 (self-described working class) to +1 (self-described middle class).  The 

income variable runs from 1 (less than 5000 francs per month) to 4 (over 15,000 francs per month).  The sex 

variable is coded 0 for female, 1 for male. 
28  Note that given our focus on the electoral effects of candidate policy positioning, it does not matter for our 

purposes whether this more complex model better captures the voter’s decision process.  This is because in 

the simulations reported below, the respondents’ attributes -- i.e., their policy positions, partisanship, and 

sociodemographic characteristics -- are held constant as the candidates’ policies are varied.  Hence it does not 

matter, for our purposes, whether nonpolicy-related factors influence the vote via the partisan component or 

the sociodemographic component in the vote function; in either case they should have comparable effects 

upon the respondents’ vote probabilities, which is what interest us here. 
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                                                     EV(K)  =  1/n
i

n

=
∑

1

Pi(K)                           ,                   (6) 

where Pi(K) represents the probability of the ith individual voting for candidate K, and 

n=748 is the number of respondents included in the statistical analysis.  Note that in these 

and all subsequent calculations, candidates’ votes are expressed as percentages of the five-

candidate vote, thereby eliminating from consideration the minor candidates who com-

peted in the first round of voting.  The projected aggregate vote is quite similar to the sam-

ple vote. 



 27

REFERENCES 
 
Adams, James, and Samuel Merrill, III. 1998.  “A Downsian Model of Candidate Competition  
    in the 1988 French Presidential Election.”  Presented at the Annual Meeting of the Western  
    Political Science Association, Los Angeles, March 1998. 
 
Adams, James, and Samuel Merrill, III. 1999. “Modeling Party Strategies and Policy 
    Representation in Multiparty Elections: Why are Parties So Extreme?”  American Journal  
    of Political Science 43: 765-791. 
 
Adams, James and Samuel Merrill, III.  2000.  “Spatial Models of Candidate Competition and  
    the 1988 French Presidential Election: Are Presidential Candidates Vote-Maximizers?”   
    Journal of Politics 62: 729-56.  

 
Adams, James and Samuel Merrill, III.  2003.  “Voter Turnout and Candidate Strategies in  
    American Elections.”  Journal of Politics 65(1): 161-89. 

 
Adams, James, Michael Clark, Lawrence Ezrow, and Garrett Glasgow.  2004.  “Understanding  
    Change and Stability in Party Ideologies: Do Parties Respond to Public Opinion or to Past 
    Election Results?” British Journal of Political Science 34(4): 589-610. 
 
Adams, James, Samuel Merrill, III, and Bernard Grofman.  2005.  A Unified Theory of Party  
    Competition: A Cross-National Analysis Integrating Spatial and Behavioral Factors.    
    Cambridge University Press. 
 
Alvarez, Michael, and Jonathan Nagler. 1995.  “Economics, Issues, and the Perot Candidacy:  
   Voter Choice in the 1992 Presidential Election.”  American Journal of Political Science 39:  
   714-44. 
 
Alvarez, Michael, and Jonathan Nagler. 1998. “When Politics and Models Collide: Estimating  
    Models of Multiparty Elections.” American Journal of Political Science 42: 55-96. 
 
Alvarez, Michael, Shaun Bowler, and Jonathan Nagler. 1996.  “Issues, Economics, and the  
    Dynamics of Multiparty Elections: The 1997 British General Election.”  Working paper.   
    California Institute of Technology. 
 
Campbell, Angus, Philip E. Converse, Warren E. Miller, and Donald E. Stokes. 1960.  The  
    American Voter. New York: John Wiley and Sons.  
 
Converse, Philip, and Roy Pierce. 1986.  Political Representation in France.  Cambridge, 
    Mass: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press. 
 
Converse, Philip, and Roy Pierce, 1992. “Partisanship and the Party System.” Political  
    Behavior 14: 239-259. 
 
Converse, Philip, and Roy Pierce. 1993. “Comment on Fleury and Lewis-Beck.” Journal  
    of Politics 55: 1110-17. 
 



 28

Cox, Gary. 1990. “Centripetal and Centrifugal Incentives in Electoral Systems.” American  
 
Dow, Jay. 1997. “Voter Choice and Strategies in French Presidential Elections: The 1995  
    First Ballot Election.”  Presented at the 1997 Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political  
    Science Association, Chicago, April, 1997. 
 
Dow, Jay. 1998.  “Directional and Proximity Models of Voter Choice in Recent U.S.  
    Presidential Elections.  Public Choice 96: 259-270. 
 
Downs, Anthony. 1957.  An Economic Theory of Democracy.  New York: Harper & Row. 
 
Duverger, Maurice.  1954.  Political Parties.  New York: Wiley. 
 
Enelow, James, and Melvin Hinich. 1981. “A New Approach to Voter Uncertainty in the  
    Downsian Spatial Model.” American Journal of Political Science 25: 483-93. 
 
 Enelow, James, and Melvin Hinich. 1984. The Spatial Theory of Voting. New York: 
    Cambridge University Press. 
 
Erikson, Robert, and David Romero. 1990.  “Candidate Equilibrium and the Behavioral 
    Model of the Vote.”  American Political Science Review 84: 1103-1126. 
 
Fleury, Christopher, and Michael Lewis-Beck. 1993. “Anchoring the French Voter: Ideology  
    Versus Party.” Journal of Politics 55:1100-1109. 
 
Huber, John, and Ronald Inglehart. 1995. “Expert Interpretations of Party Space and Party 
    Locations in 42 Societies.” Party Politics 1: 73-111. 
 
Iversen, Torben. 1994.  “Political Leadership and Representation in Western European 
    Democracies: A Test of Three Models of Voting.”  American Journal of Political  
    Science 38: 45-74. 
 
Lewis, Jeffrey, and Gary King. 2000. “No Evidence on Directional versus Proximity 
    Voting.”  Political Analysis 8: 21-33.  
 
Lewis-Beck, Michael, and Kevin Chlarson.  2002.  “Party, Ideology, Institutions, and the 1995 
    French Presidential Election.”  British Journal of Political Science 32: 489-512. 
 
Macdonald, Stuart Elaine, George  Rabinowitz, and Ola Listhaug. 1998. “On Attempting 
    to Rehabilitate the Proximity Model: Sometimes the Patient Just Can’t Be Helped.” 
    Journal of Politics 60: 653-90. 
 
Michelat, Guy. 1993. “In Search of Left and Right,” in Daniel Boy and Nonna Mayer (eds.),  
    The French Voter Decides.  Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. 
 
Merrill, Samuel, III. 1988.  Making Multicandidate Elections More Democratic.  Princeton,  
    NJ: Princeton University Press. 
 
Merrill, Samuel, III, and Bernard Grofman. 1997. “Directional and Proximity Models of Voter  



 29

    Utility and Choice.” Journal of Theoretical Politics 9: 25-48. 
 
Merrill, Samuel, III, and Bernard Grofman. 1999.  A Unified Theory of Voting: Directional and  
    Proximity Spatial Models.  Cambridge University Press. 
 
Merrill, Samuel, III and James Adams.  2001.  “Computing Nash Equilibria in Probabilistic,  
    Multiparty Spatial Models with Nonpolicy Components.”  Political Analysis 9: 347-61.  
 
Merrill, Samuel, III, and James Adams.   2002.  “Centrifugal Incentives in Multicandidate 
Elections.”  Journal of Theoretical Politics 14: 275-300. 

 
Pierce, Roy. 1995. Choosing the Chief: Presidential Elections in France and the United States.   
    Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. 
 
Pierce, Roy. 1996. French Presidential Election Survey, 1988 [computer File].  ICPSR version.  
    Ann Arbor, MI: Roy Pierce, University of Michigan [producer], 1995.  Ann Arbor, MI:  
    Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research, 1996. 
 
Rabinowitz, George, and Stuart Elaine Macdonald. 1989. “A Directional Theory of Issue  
    Voting.” American Political Science Review 89: 93-121. 
 
Rose, Richard, and Ian McAllister. 1990.  The Loyalties of Voters: A Lifetime Learning Model.  
    Sage Publications: London. 
 
Safran, William. 1998.  The French Polity.  Addison Wesley Longman. 
 
Schofield, Norman, Andrew Martin, Kevin Quin, and Andrew Whitford. 1998  “Multiparty  
    Competition in the Netherlands and Germany: A Model Based on Multinomial Probit.”  
    Public Choice 96: 257-293. 
 
Train, Kenneth. 1986.  Qualitative Choice Analysis.  Cambridge: MIT Press. 
 
Tsebelis, George.  1990.  Nested Games: Rational Choice in Comparative Politics.  Berkeley:  
    University of California Press 



 30

 
 

Table 1. French Presidential Election Results, 1988 
 
 

 
  
                                      
                                                First ballota             Second ballot 
                                               (April 24, 1988)                 (May 8, 1988) 
 
 
              Francois Mitterrand                   34.0%                              54.0% 

 
            Jacques Chirac                           19.8                                  46.0 
  
               Raymond Barre                         16.5 

 
             Jean-Marie Le Pen                     14.6 
 
               Andre Lajoinie                           6.9 

 
             Antione Waechter                      3.8 
 
               Pierre Juquin                              2.1 
 
               Arlette Laguiller                         2.0 

 
               Pierre Boussel                            0.3 
 
 
               Voter Turnout                         82.0                                  84.6 
 
 
a Candidate vote percentages for both rounds are calculated as a percentage of valid votes  
cast. 
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Table 2. Candidates’ Ideological and Policy Positions on  
a 1-7 Scale, as Perceived by the French Electorate, 1988  

 
 
 
 

(N=748) 
  

Left-Right 
 

Immigration 
 

Public Sector  
 

Church Schools

Mean voter position 3.97 3.76 3.88 4.66 

Lajoinie 1.90 2.29 1.93 2.34 

Mitterrand 3.09 2.43 2.89 3.57 

Barre 4.81 4.07 5.06 5.08 

Chirac 5.55 4.54 5.75 5.34 

Le Pen 6.57 6.80 5.55 5.16 

 
 
 Source: 1988 French Presidential Election Study 
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Table 3.  French Presidential Candidates’ Equilibrium  
Left-Right Positions, for Two-Stage Plurality Elections  

 

 

Candidate’s weight w1 for 
the first round of voting 

 
Mitterrand 

 
Barre 

 
Chirac 

     w1=1.00 (1st round emphasis) 3.09 4.69 4.93 

     w1=0.75 3.27 4.47 4.71 

     w1=0.50 3.47 4.27 4.47 

     w1=0.25 3.71 4.07 4.21 

     w1=0.00 (2nd round emphasis) 3.93 3.93 3.93 

 
     Candidate’s actual position                3.09                           4.81                           5.55 
 
 
 
Notes.  For these computations the competitive candidates Mitterrand, Barre, and Chirac 

were fixed at their actual (perceived) positions along the policy scales for immigration, 

Church Schools, and Public Sector, while the candidates Lajoinie and Le Pen were fixed at 

their actual (perceived) positions along these policy scales and the Left-Right scale.  The 

utility functions for the competitive candidates are given by equations 1-3 in the text.  For 

Mitterrand, the weight w1 represents the trade-off between Mitterand’s expected first-

round vote and his expected second round vote in a runoff versus Chirac.  For Barre and 

Chirac, the weight w1 represents the trade-off between the candidate’s expected first-round 

vote margin versus his mainstream right-wing competitor, and the candidate’s expected 

second round vote in a runoff versus Mitterrand. 
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Table 4.  French Presidential Candidates’ Equilibrium Left-Right  
Positions, for Alternative One-Stage Plurality Election Scenarios  

 

 

  
Mitterrand 

 
Barre 

 
Chirac 

Mitterrand-Barre 3.93 3.93 -- 

Mitterrand-Barre-Le Pen 3.64 4.24 -- 

Mitterrand-Chirac 3.93 -- 3.93 

Mitterrand-Chirac-Le Pen 3.68 -- 4.26 

 
     Candidate’s actual position                3.09                        4.81                        5.55 
 
 
 
Notes.  For these computations the competitive candidates Mitterrand, Barre, and Chirac 

were fixed at their actual (perceived) positions along the policy scales for immigration, 

Church Schools, and Public Sector, and their equilibrium Left-Right positions were com-

puted on this basis.  For the three-candidate election scenarios, Le Pen was located at his 

actual (perceived) positions along these policy scales and the Left-Right scale.  For the 

three-candidate scenarios the two competitive candidates were assumed to maximize their 

expected vote margins versus each other, while in the two-candidate scenarios the candi-

dates were assumed to maximize their expected vote shares.   
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TABLE 5A. Logit Equation Predicting the First Round  
Vote, 1988 French Presidential Election (N=748) 

 
 

 Estimated parameter  
Policy parameters  
      Left-Right .179 
 (.023) 
      Immigration .028 
 (.011) 
      Public Sector .051 
 (.013) 
      Church Schools .029 
 (.015) 
      Mixing parameter 0.66 
           (.11) 
  
Party Identification 2.15 
 (.12) 
  
Sociodem. Variables  
      Class (Chirac) .32 
 (.14) 
      Income (Lajoinie) .28 
 (.16) 
      Sex (Le Pen) .23 
 (.16) 
  
Log Likelihood -597.4 
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Table 5B. Projected vote shares 
 

   Lajoinie Mitterrand Barre Chirac Le Pen 

Sample Vote        8.8%      41.2%      18.0%    19.1%    12.8% 
Projection from voting model 12.3 37.6 18.4 22.0  9.6 

 
 
Note:  The candidates’ expected votes are computed using the coefficients reported in Ta-

ble 5A, using the assumption that each candidate was located at his actual (perceived) posi-

tion along the Left-Right and policy scales included in the model.
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Figure 1A.  Mitterrand’s Expected Vote as a Function of His Ideological 

Position, for the First Round of the 1988 French Presidential Election 
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Notes.  The figure presents Mitterrand’s expected first-round vote as a function of his 

(mean perceived) Left-Right position, with the rival candidates fixed at their actual Left-

Right positions, and with each candidate fixed at his actual position along the additional 

policy dimensions included in the empirical voting specification.  The label “M*” repre-

sents Mitterrand’s computed vote-maximizing position.  Mitterrand’s expected vote shares 

for alternative Left-Right positions were computed using the estimated parameters for the 

voting specification reported in Table 5A. 

 M*
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Figure 1B.  Barre’s Expected Vote as a Function of His Ideological  
Position, for the First Round of the 1988 French Presidential Election 
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Notes.  The figure presents Barre’s expected first-round vote as a function of his (mean 

perceived) Left-Right position, with the rival candidates fixed at their actual Left-Right 

positions, and with each candidate fixed at his actual position along the additional policy 

dimensions included in the empirical voting specification.  The label “B*” represents 

Barre’s computed vote-maximizing position, while the label “B’” represents Barre’s com-

puted margin-maximizing position vis-à-vis Chirac.  Barre’s expected vote shares for al-

ternative Left-Right positions were computed using the estimated parameters for the voting 

specification reported in Table 5A. 

B’B*
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Figure 1C.  Chirac’s Expected Vote as a Function of His Ideological  
Position, for the First Round of the 1988 French Presidential Election 
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Notes.  The figure presents Chirac’s expected first-round vote as a function of his (mean 

perceived) Left-Right position, with the rival candidates fixed at their actual Left-Right 

positions, and with each candidate fixed at his actual position along the additional policy 

dimensions included in the empirical voting specification.  The label “C*” represents 

Chirac’s computed vote-maximizing position, while the label “C’” represents Chirac’s 

computed margin-maximizing position vis-à-vis Barre.  Chirac’s expected vote shares for 

alternative Left-Right positions were computed using the estimated parameters for the vot-

ing specification reported in Table 5A. 
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