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Abstract

To what extent do voters select the party or candidate whose policy platform best
embodies their multidimensional policy preferences? We provide a new measure of
individual-level policy preferences estimated via a conjoint experiment on parties’ pol-
icy platforms embedded in a large-scale, nationwide panel survey conducted during
Japan’s 2017 general election. We predict voters’ expected utility from each of the
parties’ platforms, and test how well these utilities relate to vote choice. We find that
the estimated utility from a party’s platform positively predicts voting for that party;
however, the relationship is modest, and factors such as party-specific trust also matter.
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1 Introduction

How (on what basis) do voters decide which candidate or party to support in an election? And
do these decisions correspond to the voters’ policy preferences? These are among the most
important and persistent questions surrounding voting behavior in modern representative
democracies (e.g., Key, 1966; Lupia and McCubbins, 1998; Lau and Redlawsk, 2006), and
for good reason. For representative democracy to function properly, a widely held assumption
is that elected leaders will represent the policy preferences of their voters, and that they will
be held accountable if the policies they pursue once in office veer too far from the direction
favored by the majority of the electorate they represent (e.g., Downs, 1957; Przeworski,
Stokes and Manin, 1999). This fundamental assumption of how democracy works is moot if
voters do not choose parties at least in part (and either retrospectively or prospectively) on
the basis of those parties’ policies.

In theory, spatial models of voting developed in the U.S. context assume that voters
gather (at least some) information on each of the policy positions of the parties or candidates,
rationally calculate which option would provide them with the most benefit, or “utility,” and
then vote for this option (e.g., Downs, 1957; Enelow and Hinich, 1984).! In the multiparty
contexts of parliamentary systems outside of the U.S. context, spatial models of voting also
assume either a basic congruence between voters’ policy preferences and their vote choice,
or directional or strategic voting aimed toward influencing post-electoral coalition formation
outcomes (e.g., Adams and Merrill, 1999; Kedar, 2005; Iversen, 1994; MacDonald, Listhaug
and Rabinowitz, 1991).

In reality, however, voters are diverse in terms of how, and to what extent, their vote
choices incorporate policy preferences. In the first place, voters do not tend to possess com-

plete information about which policies each party represents (e.g., Fowler and Margolis,

1Strategic voters may also consider the candidate or party’s chances of winning the election. For a recent
study of policy voting in the U.S. context, see Tausanovitch and Warshaw (2018). For a general review, see
Dewan and Shepsle (2011).



2014). As a result, their decisions may be based only on a handful of key issues (e.g., An-
solabehere, Rodden and Snyder, 2008; Carmines and Stimson, 1980), long-standing partisan
identifications or social group attachments (e.g., Campbell et al., 1960; Lazarsfeld, Berelson
and Gaudet, 1948), or rough heuristics used to approximate policy congruence (e.g., Popkin,
1991). Voters’ decisions are also likely to incorporate non-policy factors, such as perceived
competence, trust, name recognition, or other valence attributes of candidates (e.g., Grose-
close, 2001; Kam and Zechmeister, 2013).

The extent to which these non-policy factors matter to vote choice should also vary
by the electoral system in use. Specifically, policy-based voting decisions should be more
common in electoral systems where voters choose a party representing a set of policies,
such as a closed-list proportional representation (PR) system, than in systems where voters
select an individual candidate, such as the first-past-the-post (FPTP) single-member district
(SMD) system or open-list PR systems (e.g., Carey and Shugart, 1995; Shugart, Valdini and
Suominen, 2005). The winner-take-all nature of FPTP contests often also results in strategic
voting, whereby voters whose preferred candidate is not likely to win instead cast their ballot
for the more preferred of the two most competitive candidates (e.g., Cox, 1997; Duverger,
1954).2

Despite the theoretical importance of whether voters’ decisions are based on their policy
preferences, the actual measurement of such “policy-based voting” is fraught with chal-
lenges. To assess whether vote choices are consistent with policy preferences, researchers
must start with a faithful measurement of those preferences (van der Eijk et al., 2006). How-
ever, traditional survey questions face significant limitations in measuring policy preferences
as conceived in spatial models, a fundamentally unobserved quantity. Survey respondents

have difficulty attaching a cardinal measure to their alternative choices in elections. More-

2A fair amount of research has investigated the ideological congruence between voters and politicians in
the aggregate under alternative electoral systems (e.g., Golder and Stramski, 2010; Huber and Powell, 1994).
We are less aware of any studies directly testing whether policy-based voting at the individual level varies
across systems.



over, parties and candidates represent multidimensional bundles of positions and attributes,
rendering single-dimensional ratings largely insufficient.

In this study, we apply a novel approach to measuring voters’ policy preferences to evalu-
ate the extent to those preferences map onto vote choice in multiparty elections. We designed
and administered a large-scale nationwide panel survey before and after Japan’s 2017 House
of Representatives general election, featuring a fully randomized conjoint experiment (Hain-
mueller, Hopkins and Yamamoto, 2014). Conjoint designs have become increasingly popular
in studies of voter preferences for alternative candidates or politicians (e.g., Franchino and
Zucchini, 2015; Carnes and Lupu, 2016; Horiuchi, Smith and Yamamoto, 2018a). In our de-
sign, respondents were asked to choose between hypothetical bundles of policies based on the
actual policy manifestos of the main parties contesting the election, following the applica-
tion introduced by Horiuchi, Smith and Yamamoto (2018b) for Japan’s 2014 general election.
Improving on this previous research, we conducted our survey as a two-wave panel before
and after the election, which allows us to relate the policy preferences measured through the
conjoint design to voters’ actual vote choices. This approach directly tackles the challenge
between theory and measurement in the vote choice literature, providing an alternative way
to measure policy preferences holistically without focusing on ideological self-placement or
averages across issue positions measured in separate survey items. In short, our key contribu-
tion is to measure voters’ multidimensional policy preferences and assess how such measures
predict their decisions between parties, all in the context of an actual election campaign.

Our conjoint-based approach to understand voting behavior speaks to earlier methodolog-
ical work on vote choice in multiparty systems (Hausman and Wise, 1978; Alvarez and Nagler,
1998; Imai and Van Dyk, 2005; Yamamoto, N.d.). Specifically, we use the rich choice data
generated from the conjoint experiment to estimate each individual’s policy bundle-specific
utility. Using these party-specific preference estimates, we improve on previous modeling of
multinomial choices in elections by providing a more clearly defined estimate of the degree

to which policy preferences matter in voters’ decisions. Because we record each respondent’s



electoral district (SMD) of residence, we are also able to incorporate information on the
entry of candidates and parties in each district-level contest to better assess the impact of
voters’ choice options.

Finally, we examine whether policy preferences have a stronger relationship to vote choice
under different electoral systems—even for the same voter and in the same election. We do
this by taking advantage of Japan’s mixed-member system, in which voters cast one ballot
for a party in a closed-list PR contest in a multimember district (MMD) and a second ballot
for a candidate in an FPTP contest in an SMD (the two tiers allocate seats separately, with
no compensation or linking across tiers).® As noted, policy preferences should, theoretically,
be more closely related to a voter’s choice in the PR contest than in the FPTP contest in
their district, where the relationship will be conditional on party entry and viability, and
where candidate attributes and other district-specific factors will be more salient. To our
knowledge, we are the first to use a conjoint-based approach to investigate whether and how
policy-based voting varies under alternative electoral systems.

In Section 2, we describe the context of our survey experiment. We then outline our
methodological strategy to estimate and make use of policy-bundle utilities in Section 3.

The results are presented in Section 4. We discuss and conclude in Section 5.

2 Case, Survey Design, and Implementation

We investigate the degree of policy-based voting using a large-scale, online panel survey
conducted during, and immediately after, a national election campaign in Japan. The cen-
tral feature of the survey is a fully-randomized conjoint design (Hainmueller, Hopkins and
Yamamoto, 2014) in the first (pre-election) wave of the survey for policy bundles presented
as hypothetical party platforms, as in a previous application by Horiuchi, Smith and Ya-

mamoto (2018b) in the 2014 Japanese general election. Respondents in our survey were

3Candidates may run in both tiers, and if they fail to win an FPTP seat may still be elected via their
party list in the PR tier. However, the seat allocation at the party level happens in parallel across tiers.
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presented with two hypothetical manifestos randomly generated by juxtaposing sets of mul-
tiple policy issues, each of which reflected one of the multiple actual positions of the parties
in the election. Respondents were then asked to choose the party they would prefer most
(based on its bundle of policies).

There are three key differences between our survey design and existing surveys. First, we
asked respondents to select their SMD of residence through a series of branching questions.
Second, respondents received a follow-up post-election wave of the survey, asking them to
report their actual vote choice (or abstention) in the election. Finally, to measure alternative
rationales for party support (beyond candidate attributes in SMDs), we also included a series

of questions about the respondent’s trust in each of the eight parties and party leaders.

2.1 The Japanese 2017 House of Representatives Election

A brief description of the context of the election is necessary to help to set the stage for
our conjoint design. On September 28, 2017, Prime Minister Shinzo Abe of the Liberal
Democratic Party (LDP) dissolved the House of Representatives for new elections more than
a year earlier than scheduled. As justification for the snap election, Abe pointed to a need to
seek voter approval for his government’s plan to allocate funds from a scheduled increase in
the consumption tax toward social welfare and education. However, many viewed the early
election as an opportunistic ploy to stave off potentially greater losses for his government,
as the decision to call a snap election came after a brief uptick in public opinion toward
the Abe administration in the wake of threats from North Korea, after several months of
sagging public support due to scandals involving perceived political favors for Abe’s friends
(Pekkanen et al., 2018).

The campaign began on October 10, and voting took place on October 22.% Just prior

to the election, Tokyo Governor Yuriko Koike announced the creation of a new party, the

4Early voting has been allowed since 2005, and a record number of voters (roughly 20% of voters) took
advantage of the option in 2017.



Party of Hope (Kibo), to challenge the LDP. Koike had served as an LDP cabinet minister
in previous administrations. However, after failing to receive the LDP endorsement for the
Tokyo gubernatorial election in 2016, she ran as an independent and won, defeating the
LDP’s nominee. She then formed a new party, Tomin First no Kai (or Tokyoites First),
which crushed the LDP in the July 2017 Tokyo Metropolitan Assembly elections with the
cooperation of the local branch of the LDP’s national coalition partner, Komeito. Koike’s
decision to launch Kibo as a national party thus shook up the opposition (although she
herself decided not to run in the election), while also adding some tension to the relationship
between the LDP and Komeito.

Seiji Maehara, the leader of the main opposition Democratic Party (DP), announced on
September 28 that his party would not endorse any candidates, and would instead encourage
its members to join the Party of Hope. The DP had struggled to increase support among
voters since the 2012 general election, when its predecessor, the Democratic Party of Japan
(DPJ), was defeated by the LDP following three turbulent years of DPJ government (Kushida
and Lipscy, 2013). Although many of the DP members joined Kibo, Koike refused to admit
any DP candidates who would not pledge support for a long list of conservative positions.
The left wing of the DP, led by Yukio Edano, established a rival new party, the Constitutional
Democratic Party (CDP) on October 2, and began to coordinate with two small but long-
surviving leftist parties, the Social Democratic Party (SDP) and the Japan Communist Party
(JCP). Other parties that competed in the election included the Osaka-based Nippon Ishin
no Kai (Ishin) and the right-wing Party for the Japanese Kokoro (Kokoro).?

The mixed-member electoral system for the House of Representatives combines 289 SMDs
allocated by plurality rule (FPTP) and 176 seats separately allocated to parties using closed-

list PR (d’'Hondt) in eleven regional MMDs. Turnout was low, at 54% of eligible voters

5 Apart from Kokoro, these parties fielded a list of candidates in all eleven regional PR districts. As an
officially recognized party, Kokoro was included in party debates and most newspaper coverage, but ended
up nominating a party list of candidates in only two PR districts: Tohoku and Tokyo. A few minor parties
also fielded candidates, and many SMD contests also featured independents.



(second-lowest in postwar history following the previous general election in 2014), and the
LDP-Komeito governing coalition won a crushing victory over a fragmented opposition for
the third time in a row, taking home over 68% of the seats. The CDP emerged from the elec-
tion as the largest opposition party, with 12% of the seats, followed by Kibo with 11%, JCP
with 3%, and Ishin with 2%); the SDP won just two seats, with the rest won by independents
(many of whom were DP “refugees” who did not join Kibo or the CDP). The governing
coalition’s two-thirds majority in the chamber following the election means that the Abe
government has the two-thirds majority of seats needed to pursue Abe’s long-held goal of
amending the Japanese Constitution—in particular to revise Article 9 (the so-called “Peace
Clause”) so as to legitimize and clarify the role of Japan’s Self-Defense Forces (SDF).% The
overwhelming victory also secured Abe’s position as the prime minister and the leader of the
LDP.

Abe may have scored a victory in the election, but few public opinion polls leading up to
the election suggested that voters were enthusiastic about the LDP’s policies. As in the 2012
and 2014 elections (Reed et al., 2013; Scheiner, Smith and Thies, 2016; Horiuchi, Smith and
Yamamoto, 2018b), it appeared that the LDP won despite its policies, not because of them.
Observers noted the disarray of the opposition parties and low voter turnout as possible
reasons for the LDP’s success. Nevertheless, even if many voters were unimpressed with the
LDP’s policy positions, it is not necessarily the case that the opposition’s policies were more
popular. Moreover, the overall outcome of the election tells us little about which policies
were most important to voters, the degree to which policy preferences mattered, or whether
voters relied more heavily on policy-based evaluations in the PR or FPTP tier of voting. Our
conjoint design, the panel structure of our survey, and our statistical analysis to estimate

voters’ utitilies from each party’s policy manifesto will help to elucidate these puzzles.

6The Constitution requires a two-thirds majority vote by each chamber of the Diet, followed by a majority
referendum of voters, for amendments.



2.2 Conjoint Design

The policy positions we included in our conjoint experiment were based on the actual policy
positions articulated in the parties’ manifestos. In the run-up to the start of the campaign on
October 10, we carefully followed the policy discussions published in each of the five major
national daily newspapers in Japan (Asahi, Yomiuri, Mainichi, Sankei, and Nikkei). Upon
publication of the official party manifestos, we used each document to decide on the final set
of major policy issues in the campaign: (1) consumption tax (scheduled to increase to 10%
from 8% in October 2019), (2) constitutional revision (especially with regard to Article 9, but
also including other components), (3) nuclear energy (specifically, whether or not to restart
nuclear power reactors, which were shut down following the meltdown disaster at Fukushima
Dai-ichi in March, 2011), (4) national security (including how to respond to the threat from
North Korea), and (5) economic growth strategy (including Abe’s signature “Abenomics”
policies, but also proposals for addressing growing inequality).” For each of these five issues,
we then generated distinct position wordings that summarized the actual positions of the
eight major parties that contested the election: LDP, Komeito, Kibo, Ishin, CDP, SDP, JCP,
and Kokoro.®

Each respondent was shown a table containing two hypothetical party manifestos with
randomized positions on the five policy issues,” and asked “Imagine, hypothetically, that the
following two parties were nominating candidates in this general election. Which party would

you support? Even if you are not entirely sure, please indicate which of the two you would be

"These issues also largely correspond to public opinion polling on which issues were most important. For
example, a Yahoo! poll on October 3 asked voters which issue was most important in the election, with the
following results: “constitutional revision” (27.9%), “diplomacy and national security” (27.6%), “consump-
tion tax increase/allocation” (12.3%), “economics (Abenomics)” (10%), “nuclear problem” (4.9%). Other
issues attracted fewer respondents. https://news.yahoo.co.jp/polls/domestic/31045/result (last ac-
cessed on December 21, 2018).

8The complete set of policy positions (in Japanese and English) and their correspondence with the actual
party manifestos are shown in Appendix Tables A.1 and A.2. We avoided using any keywords, such as
“Abenomics,” in the position wordings that could potentially give away the originating party.

9The order of attributes is also randomized across respondents but fixed for each respondent to minimize
cognitive burden. For each attribute, the probability of presenting each level is constant. We did not impose
any cross-attribute constraint.


https://news.yahoo.co.jp/polls/domestic/31045/result

most inclined to support.” Each respondent then registered his or her preference for one of
the two hypothetical parties, and this exercise was repeated twenty times. After the conjoint
exercises, we asked each respondent a number of questions about their social demographic
backgrounds, political ideology and partisanship, vote intention in the FPTP and PR tiers
of the election, and support for the Abe government, among other questions about political
attitudes and trust in the parties and leaders.

In a post-election follow-up survey, we recontacted the same respondents and asked them
to confirm their vote choice (or decision to abstain). In total, 6,065 respondents completed
the first-wave survey, and 4,578 completed the follow-up survey. Respondents who reported
having already voted early in the first wave were not invited to participate in the second
wave.

There are two main advantages to using conjoint analysis over standard survey ques-
tions (Horiuchi, Smith and Yamamoto, 2018b). First, conjoint analysis jointly measures the
relevance of each policy issue to respondents, as well as which position on each issue is
most preferred. More specifically, conjoint analysis allows researchers to identify the average
marginal component effect (AMCE) of each policy position (compared to the baseline) on
the probability that a respondent would choose a manifesto containing that position.!" In
any estimation of AMCEs, the selection of baseline categories is a crucial consideration. In
some applications of conjoint analysis, this selection is arbitrary, which makes the interpre-
tation of AMCEs questionable, particularly when AMCEs are compared between subgroups
(Leeper, Hobolt and Tilley, N.d.). In our case, however, we set the LDP’s position as the
baseline for every single attribute because, first and foremost, we want to understand voters’
preferences for oppositions parties’ policies, which are significantly different from the LDP’s
policies. Thus, AMCEs for these positions are directly relevant quantities of interest.

The second advantage is that conjoint experiments force respondents to evaluate mani-

10See Hainmueller, Hopkins and Yamamoto (2014) for the precise definition of the AMCE and discussion
about the meaning of the quantity.



festos as a whole, just as they would do in a real election. Newspapers often present conjoint-
like tables to voters in pre-election coverage of parties’ issue positions, so respondents in our

survey would have been familiar with the kind of table shown in the experiment.!!

2.3 Survey Implementation

We used Qualtrics to implement our survey and collect samples. Respondents were recruited
online during the period between October 10 (the first day of the campaign) and the morning
of October 22 (when polls opened). The follow-up survey was conducted two days after
the election. Our final sample of 6,065 respondents is not a probability sample, but the
distributions of key demographic variables are similar to the distributions in the population
based on the 2012 employment status survey conducted by the Ministry of Internal Affairs
and Communications.'?

Specifically, in our sampling process, we set quotas for five variables — age group, gen-
der, region (corresponding to the eleven PR districts), income level, and education level. In
order to facilitate our sample collection leading up to the day of the election, we removed
all quotas during the last several days of the campaign period. This introduced some im-
balances between our sample and the targeted population. We adjusted these imbalances
by post-stratification weights estimated via entropy balancing (Hainmueller, 2012). In our

presentation of the main results, we use the unweighted sample.!?

1 An example of the kind of policy issue coverage that appeared in the daily newspapers leading up to the
campaign is presented in Appendix Figure A.1.

12Statistics Japan, http://www.stat.go.jp/data/shugyou/2012/index.htm (last accessed on December
21, 2018). Descriptive statistics on the sample are provided in Appendix Table A.3.

13Since the degree of imbalances is small, unweighted and weighted results are qualitatively identical (see
Appendix Figures A.3, A.4, A.5, and A.6 for estimates without weights). Reassuringly, the reported vote
choices of our survey respondents, aggregated to the prefectural level, are approximately similar to the official
prefecture-level vote results in the election (Appendix Figure A.2).
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3 Utility Estimation and Multinomial Vote Choice

We now present a framework to estimate a survey respondent’s preference for a bundle of
policies directly. An AMCE, as its name suggests, estimates a component-specific effect on
the probability that a respondent chooses a given bundle over another. It does not, how-
ever, measure the overall level of preference for any given bundle. Therefore, to compare
preferences over multiple bundles, we use a regression framework to estimate the condi-
tional expectation of utilities as a function of demographic variables interacted with policy

proposals, and generate predicted values.

3.1 The Random Utility Model

In a typical conjoint experiment, an individual respondent ¢ makes a binary choice 5; €
{0, 1}—whether or not to select a particular profile, which in our case is a bundle of policies
(a hypothetical party manifesto). This choice is assumed be based on a standard random
utility model. Let Uy, be the utility respondent ¢ derives from a policy bundle k£ € {1, ..., K'},
where k is indexing a party’s manifesto. Then, respondent ¢ chooses party k’s manifesto if
the utility for that party manifesto is larger than the utility for any other party’s manifesto

in consideration:
Up > Uy ¥V 54 7é k

By adding a stochastic component to U, we can define the probability function that maps
a given party’s policy manifesto to the likelihood of an individual respondent choosing that
particular manifesto among others.

The key idea in our estimation is to abide by the random utility model and infer the
values of U, by observing a series of binary choices. Choices are parameterized by pair-
wise interactions between a choice’s policy attributes and the demographic characteristics

of the respondent. Formally, we model S;;, using respondent i’s demographic attributes, the
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positions X between which the respondent chose, and their interactions as inputs. We ap-
proximate this function through a saturated linear model. Finally, the predicted values of

this linear model when the positions X, are set to a party’s bundle serve as estimates for

3.2 Estimating Utility as a Linear Function

We illustrate our estimation strategy from a simple example. Assume there are only two
policy issues, each of which has only three policy positions possible, a, b, and c. For now,
also assume that respondents are homogeneous in their preferences, and thus they have
the same component-wise utilities. Given these assumptions, for a given bundle £ we can

estimate:

(

B+ B2+ ¢ if k={a,a}
B+ B2+ ¢ if k= {a,b}

Uik = § BL + B2 +&; if k= {b,b}

B+ B2+ e if k={cc}
.

where the 8}, B}, and 8! can be thought of as weights that individuals place on position a, b,
and c of the first issue, and 82, 37, and 32 as the weights that individuals place on position
a, b, and c of the second issue.

As mentioned, we model a respondent’s conjoint choice as a random utility model: be-
tween any pair of policy bundles, he or she prefers the bundle that would generate a higher
utility value. By observing the binary vote choice, we can estimate the coefficients by running
a regression model that predicts each individual’s binary choice of a profile on a series of
dummy variables indicating the positions revealed in the profile. With estimates of the coef-

ficients in hand, we can then estimate the utilities as a linear combination of the coefficient

12



estimates and indicators.

So far, all individuals are assumed to share the same utility weight, i.e., the parameters
B and ~ do not differ across different types of individuals. It is more realistic to assume,
however, that individuals have different demographic covariates and different demographic
groups weight different positions in different ways. For example, low-income citizens may
prefer more redistribution, and residents of Tokyo may prefer nuclear power more than
residents of a prefecture where a nuclear plant is located.

A natural way to account for this heterogeneity is to interact the policy variables with
categorical demographic variables. Specifically, in our experiment with the five policy issues,

we run a regression that roughly corresponds to the following model:

Sip = Z(Xj + age; * X7 + sex; « X7 + education; * X7 + income; * X7 + region; * Xj)
J

+age; + sex; + education; + income; + region; + €;

where j € {Tax, Constitution, Nuclear, Security, Economy} for the five policy issues, and
X7 is a categorical variable for issue j that takes on eight values for each policy position in
the conjoint experiment, respondent-level demographic variables are given by age;, ...region;,
etc., and ¢; is a disturbance term. A set of dichotomous variables for this attribute (excluding
a baseline category) is then interacted with each of the five demographic variables that may
be predictive of policy preferences. They include age group, sex, income level, educational
level, and geographical region (approximated by PR regional district), and are all categorical
variables.

Coefficients are estimated for each combination of a dummy variable for each level in X7
and a dummy variable for each level in the demographic variable. Therefore, the number of
coefficients we estimate is very large. For example, given that we have seven age groups and
eight parties, we estimate (8 — 1) x (7 —1) = 42 interaction coefficients only for the age; x X’

term above. In total, the number of coefficients in the OLS regression is 1,044.
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For our main results, we estimate this regression model by OLS. Although these are
discrete outcomes, the OLS estimation can be a reasonable approximation because the re-
gression specification is highly saturated. To account for the growing number of covariates
and interactions, we also estimate the model with the standard variable selection meth-
ods of LASSO and Ridge using the glmnet package, choosing the tuning parameter by
cross-validation (Friedman, Hastie and Tibshirani, 2010). In these penalized regressions,
we estimate coefficients for the baseline value as well, so that coefficient estimates are not
baseline-dependent.'* We find that predicted values from these sparse regressions are heavily
correlated with those from OLS, and therefore use OLS results in the rest of the paper.

Having estimated a regression model, we generate the estimated utilities by setting the
conjoint attribute variables for a given party. That is, to compute individual ¢’s utility from
party bundle k, U, we set all the conjoint policy variables to that of party k, leave in-
dividual 7’s demographic covariates constant, and then compute the linear combination of
the estimated coefficients and the set covariates. We repeat this for each of eight parties, so
we can estimate 8 x n utility values, eight for each respondent. The estimated utilities are
cardinal and are thus unit-less. To facilitate the interpretation of these cardinal values, we
recenter all the estimated utilities after estimation by a global constant so that the average

of the utility from the governing party (LDP) is zero.

3.3 Using Utility as a Covariate in Multinomial Probit

In most electoral settings, voters do not make binary choices between pairs of profiles but
instead make a single choice between two or more possibilities. In multiparty systems, voters

weigh the policy profiles of three or more parties at the ballot box. The policies of each

10Of course, the functional form of U(-) can be specified incorrectly, and no method would be able to
overcome the problem of potential omitted variables. The aim is therefore to use an estimation procedure
that we would expect to have the least amount of bias and the least variance. To make the most out of the
variables that are observed, the best we can do is to use a regression specification that is sufficiently flexible
(e.g., non-parametric regression via tensor splines) in how different variables interact, while controlling for
the overabundance of parameters (e.g., LASSO penalty).
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party are generally fixed across districts, but different voters are likely to experience different
degrees of support for the same policy platform. To investigate whether and how much policy
preferences determine voters’ decisions to choose their most preferred party, it is therefore
necessary to obtain and use estimates of voter-specific utilities as covariates.

To model this choice, we use a multinomial probit model. The multinomial model is
ideal for our data because our data are multivariate, and we estimate utility from each
party’s policy bundle, separately for each respondent, as the multinomial model requires. As
opposed to a multinomial logit model, a multinomial probit model relaxes the independence
of irrelevant alternatives assumption in a random utility framework.'®> By implementing a
multinomial probit, we follow earlier work (Alvarez and Nagler, 1995; Quinn, Martin and
Whitford, 1999) in this area. Our modeling innovation is to incorporate the estimates of
utilities directly, rather than relying on the issue-specific perceived ideological distances as the
choice-specific variables, as in earlier work. Importantly, our proposed method leveraging the
conjoint experiment responses does not rely on self-reported ideology and perception, does
not impose a unidimensional assumption, and isolates the contribution of policy preferences
by using questions that only ask about policy—masking party labels which may influence
vote choice due to long-term partisan attachment. We should also note that our utility
estimates are based on the actual policy manifestos of all major parties fielding candidates
and our experiment was fielded during the actual campaign period.

Although multinomial models are used frequently in political science, the interpretation
of coefficients sometimes remains unclear. We can illustrate the core features of our models
through a simple example. For concreteness, suppose there are three parties: a, b, and c.
Let p = 3 to denote the number of parties, and Y; is the non-ordered categorical outcome
variable that can take a value of a, b, or ¢. Let U2, U?, and Uf be the estimated utilities

individual 7 has for these parties.

15For a discussion of the multinomial probit and multinomial logit in a similar context of multiparty
electoral systems, see Quinn, Martin and Whitford (1999).
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We suppose that there are two latent variables, W2 and W¢ (where superscripts indicate
the relative choice j € 1,...,(p — 1), where p = 3). The parameters we want to estimate are
expressed in terms of the vector of these latent variables W, which is a length (p — 1) vector

with a multivariate normal distribution. It takes the following form:

a
w} 10 U-Uf
W, = = af| +é&;
W¢ 01 Uf-Uf
B

This is simply the familiar regression formulation, but repeated twice. The coefficients
a®, af, B are the key parameters we want to estimate (the first two are intercepts). To rewrite,

Wy =a’+ B(U) —U) + €}

1

W =a+ U — U) + €

1

where e; is a length (p — 1) vector that also has a multivariate normal distribution. Its
mean vector is set at zero, and the variance-covariance matrix is symmetric and positive

semi-definite. Thus,

b

«
W,L-b 1 0 Uzb - Uza 0 1 012
~ o¢| + Multivariate Normal | g = Y=
wi 01 Uy -U¢ 0 012 022
B

How does this vector of latent variables translate to a single party? The value of Y; is
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dictated in the following way:

a if W) <0and W <0, ie. max(W;) <0

Yi=qb i WP >Weand WP >0, ie. max(W;)=W? >0 (1)

c if WE> W) and WE >0, i.e. max(W;) = WF >0

The intuition is as follows. If W is very large and positive, it is more likely to become the
biggest element in W;. Therefore, a larger latent variable indicates that respondent ¢ is more
likely to choose b. If both are negative and very small, then it is more likely that a will be
chosen.

We estimate this multinomial probit model via Bayesian Markov Chain Monte Carlo,
sped up by data augmentation (Imai and Van Dyk, 2005). This estimation imposes a multi-
variate normal prior for the [ parameters and a constrained inverse Wishart distribution for
the covariance matrix. To approach convergence, we increase the number of draws to 10°,
thinning the draws at every 10 draws and a burn-in sample of 2 x 103,16

In our data, there are eight main parties that nominated lists of candidates in the PR
tier. In the FPTP tier, in contrast, no district was contested by all eight parties, but most
featured multiparty competition.!” In the current specification, we drop respondents who
reported abstaining or voting for a minor party that was not one of these eight parties

because there is no obvious selection of choice-specific utility for this category. Therefore, in

the PR tier, we define our outcome variable as a categorical variable with eight choices.

Y; € {LDP, CDP, Kibo, Ishin, Komeito, SDP, JCP, Kokoro} (2)

We posit that each individual ¢ attaches a different utility to each of these choices, and

16The default values of no burn-in, no thinning, and 5x 103 draws generated substantially varying estimates.

17Scholars of Japanese politics have long noted how the opposition fails to coordinate in the FPTP tier,
often splitting the opposition vote after fielding multiple opposition candidates in an SMD.
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we thus use the policy bundle-specific utilities estimated in the previous section to represent
these party utilities. In the FPTP tier, the choice set differs by the voter’s district. Our survey
questionnaire asked each voter’s SMD, by self-report, so it is possible to merge information
on the candidate options in each SMD into our estimation. In our analysis of vote choice in
the FPTP tier, we report the multinomial probit results when unconditioned on candidate
availability, with the same eight choices as the PR tier, as well as conditional results that

take into account the choice set facing the respondent in his or her actual district.

4 Results

We now present the findings from our empirical analysis. We first present AMCEs using
all voters. Next, we compare the AMCEs between those who voted for the LDP and those
who voted for the opposition. Third, we show the distribution of individual-level utilities
for each party’s policy manifesto. Finally, we examine how much the utility estimates and
vote choices are associated. In all of these empirical tests, given our primary interest of
understanding the relationship between voters’ policy preferences and their vote choices, we

exclude respondents who reported abstaining from voting in the election.

4.1 Average Marginal Component Effects

We begin with the average marginal component effects (AMCEs) of policy positions on
preferences for hypothetical manifestos, using the full sample of respondents who reported
voting. Figure 1 presents the estimated AMCEs for non-LDP policy positions (solid circles)
along with cluster-robust 95% confidence intervals (horizontal bars). On each policy issue,
the LDP’s position (the baseline) is indicated by a solid circle on the zero line without an
interval estimate. The estimates are grouped into the five policy issues we included in our
experiment, as indicated by the labels on the left and also by the colors of the plotted points.

In place of the full policy position, only the party label associated with the position is shown
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for simplicity of presentation.'®

Figure 1 shows that although the LDP cruised to victory in the 2017 election, their policy
positions were not necessarily popular, as indicated by positive and large AMCEs for other
parties’ policy positions (compared to the baseline of LDP’s positions) for some issues. For
example, on the Consumption Taz issue, the policy position of the LDP (“Raise the con-
sumption tax to 10% in October 2019, striking the appropriate balance between allocating
the financial resources to invest in the child-rearing generation and the stabilization of social
security”) is estimated to be the least popular position. The position advocated by Komeito,
which is marginally different from the LDP’s position, was only slightly more popular. Each
of the other opposition parties called for a freeze on the tax increase, with various alter-
native proposals. The most popular position was that of Ishin (“Freeze the October 2019
10% consumption tax increase. First reduce expenditures through administrative and fiscal
reform”).

On the issue of Constitutional Revision, the LDP’s position was to “Revise Article 9 to
clearly state the role of the SDF. In addition, revise the constitution to include provisions for
free education, strengthening education, responding to emergency situations, and eliminating
combined prefectural districts of the House of Councilors.” This position was more popular
than the anti-revisionist positions of the CDP, the JCP, and the SDP (all of which opposed
the revision of Article 9 in particular), as well as the pro-revisionist, nationalist position of
Kokoro. The AMCE for the Komeito’s position of protecting Article 9 while adding new rights
to the constitution and the AMCE for the LDP’s position are not statistically distinguishable.
The most popular position was promoted by Kibo, which issued a vague statement for further
debate: “Whether Article 9 is revised and the SDF role is clearly stated will depend on
whether public understanding can be obtained or not. We will advance discussion of the
entire Constitution including the people’s right to information and local decentralization.”

Ishin’s position is also slightly more favored by voters as compared to the LDP’s position.

18For the full description of policy positions, see Appendix Tables A.1 and A.2.
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Figure 1: Average marginal component effects of policy positions on voters’ preference
for a hypothetical party manifesto. The horizontal bars represent 95% confidence intervals
robust to clustering at the respondent level. The estimates and confidence intervals in this analysis
are not adjusted for observed imbalances in age, gender, region (PR district), income and education
between our sample and the target population of voting-age adults (see Appendix Figure A.3 for
weighted results, which are nearly identical).
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As with the consumption tax issue, the LDP’s position on Nuclear Power was clearly
the least popular. The nuclear issue has been salient since the March 11, 2011 meltdown at
the Fukushima Daiichi power plant. All other nuclear power plants were shut down after the
incident as a precaution. In the 2017 election, the LDP’s position called for “Reactivation
of nuclear power plants promoted with the understanding of the local authorities while
satisfying regulatory standards. Positioning nuclear power as an important basic power source
and considering new expansion.” Most of the other parties advocated the eventual elimination
of nuclear power, and those on the left (the CDP, the SDP, and the JCP) opposed restarting
the plants altogether.

In terms of National Security, the big issue of the election was how to deal with the threat
from North Korea. The LDP pushed to “Collaborate with the international community and
raise the pressure on North Korea. Accelerate improvement of capacity to cope with missiles
through revised security legislation, and further strengthen the Japan-U.S. alliance.” The
positions of Komeito, Kibo, Ishin, and the CDP, which offered similar policies to the LDP,
did not gain statistically distinguishable support, compared to the LDP’s position. Less
popular were the positions of the SDP and and JCP, which called for negotiations with
North Korea.

Finally, in terms of Economic Growth strategy, there was a slightly more positive prefer-
ence for the policies of the parties on the left (the CDP, the JCP, the SDP) over the policy of
the LDP. The LDP advocated for “Concentrate investment in innovation to boost produc-
tivity, and support for small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) to revitalize a private-led
economy.” In contrast, the most popular position was that proposed by the JCP: “Raise the
minimum wage and revitalize SMEs that are the backbone of the Japanese economy. Pro-
mote agriculture, forestry, and fishery industries by direct income compensation. Advance
correction of income disparities and poverty.” The CDP and the SDP similarly focused on
supporting rural industries and small businesses, and reducing wealth inequalities. The po-

sitions of other centrist or rightist opposition parties (Kibo, Ishin, and Kokoro) are slightly
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less favored by voters, as compared to the LDP’s position.

In sum, for two of the five major policy issues in the campaign, the LDP’s positions
were the least popular on offer. On the other three issues, some parties’ positions were
more popular while other parties’ positions were less popular. It would seem that the LDP’s
overwhelming victory in the election cannot be attributed to the overall popularity of its
policies. This finding is consistent with what Horiuchi, Smith and Yamamoto (2018b) report

for the 2014 election as well.

4.2 Differences by Party Support

Horiuchi, Smith and Yamamoto (2018b) note that many of the respondents who opposed
the LDP’s policies in 2014 were likely to be “floating voters” (independents), many of whom
likely did not turn out to vote. While their 2014 study only asked respondents about their
vote intentions, we also asked their actual voting decision in the post-election wave. Using
this information, we can evaluate whether the policy preferences of respondents varied by
support for the LDP versus the opposition.*’

Figure 2 presents these results, using vote choice in the PR tier to generate the separate
groups of respondents.?’ The left panel shows the results for the subsample of respondents
who reported voting for the LDP in the PR tier. Here we can see that one thing that clearly
sets LDP supporters apart is a dislike of the leftist positions on constitutional revision and
national security. The split within the LDP-Komeito coalition on the issue of constitutional
revision is also evident. LDP supporters do not prefer Komeito’s position of retaining Article
9 while adding other rights to the constitution.

The left panel results, however, also suggest that apart from some leftist parties’ positions

on contentious issues, the AMCEs for most policy positions are close to zero. This may

9Those who supported Komeito, the LDP’s coalition partner, are excluded from this analysis.

20Weighted results, and corresponding analyses for the FPTP tier, as shown in Appendix Figures A.4,
A5, and A.6 (these results are nearly indistinguishable from the unweighted PR tier results shown).
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Figure 2: AMCE for LDP supporters and opposition supporters. The left panel shows
AMCEs among respondents who reported voting for the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) in the
PR tier, while the right panel shows AMCEs among respondents who reported voting for any of
the opposition parties except LDP’s coalition partner, Komeito. Horizontal bars represent 95%
confidence intervals robust to clustering at the respondent level. The estimates and confidence
intervals are not adjusted for observed imbalances in age, gender, region (PR district), income and
education between our sample and the target population of voting-age adults (see Appendix Figure
A4 for weighted results, which are nearly identical). Appendix Figures A.5 and A.6 show (nearly
identical) results for FPTP vote choice, unweighted and weighted.
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indicate that the LDP’s policy and other parties’ policies are not substantially different for
LDP supporters in their vote decisions. In other words, this is one indication that something
other than policies was important for LDP supporters to vote for the LDP.

The right panel shows the results for respondents who reported voting for opposition
parties, which we define here as any of the eight parties excluding the LDP and Komeito.
Opposition voters were especially opposed to the LDP positions on the consumption tax,
constitutional revision, and nuclear power, as the large and positive AMCEs indicate. Yet,
they were largely unmoved by differences in positions on the issues of national security and
economic growth. The most popular positions among opposition voters appear to be the
leftist parties’ strong stances against restarting nuclear power plants.

Overall, the comparison of AMCEs between LDP supporters and supporters of the oppo-
sition is particularly insightful to understand which policy issues were more relevant in vote
choices (in this case, consumption tax, constitutional revision, and nuclear power) and which
policy issues were more divisive (in this case, most notably, constitutional revision). But as
Leeper, Hobolt and Tilley (N.d.) point out, comparing AMCEs between subgroups is not
suited to discussing the differences in the overall preferences between these groups. To delve
further into the analysis of policy preferences, we now turn to predicting individual-level

utilities from each party’s policy manifesto.

4.3 Individual-Level Utilities from Each Party

Figure 3 presents the distribution of estimated utilities from each of the eight parties we
consider in the conjoint experiment. Each distribution contains the 3,651 respondents who
completed the conjoint tasks and reported their vote choices in SMD and PR in the election.
For ease of interpretation, all utilities are adjusted so that the mean of the LDP’s policy
bundle is set to zero. Most importantly, Figure 3 shows that the utilities from all parties’
policy manifestos except the LDP tend to be positive—meaning the platforms of all other

parties are more favored than the LDP’s platform. This serves as another piece of evidence
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Figure 3: Distribution of estimated utilities (OLS) for each party bundle. For ease of
interpretation, all utilities are centered by a constant so that the mean of the bundle for the
governing party (LDP) is zero (this involved subtracting 0.378 from all utility estimates). On
average, respondents derived less utility from the governing party’s bundle.

suggesting that voters chose parties based not only on the parties’ policies but also something
else. To put it differently, we would not observe the patterns shown in Figure 3 if the LDP
had won because of the popularity of its policy positions. Our finding is that compared to the
mean of the estimated utilities from the LDP’s policy manifesto, the distribution of utilities
is significantly to the right (higher utility) for other parties. Among the opposition, Kibo’s
policy was the most preferred by voters.

Figure 3 only shows the marginal distribution of our estimates for a given party. However,
we are also interested in how these utilities for different bundles correlate within an individual.
For example, we would expect that, if voters were paying attention to the conjoint exercises in
our survey, then their utility for two policy bundles that are diametrically opposed in content
would negatively correlate, while their utility for similar bundles would positively correlate.
We provide a selective illustration of this pattern in Figure 4. For ease of illustration, we
randomly selected 100 respondents and plotted their estimates for three out of the eight
parties, by respondent. The preferences for the policy bundle of the LDP, the governing

party, is in navy. The LDP’s main challengers were the CDP (magenta) and Kibo (green).
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Figure 4: An illustration of utility estimates. A selective visualization of estimated utilities
in our data. Each point is an OLS utility estimate. Only 100 respondents (randomly sampled out
of 6,065) and 3 parties (out of 8) are shown for simplicity. Each vertical bar groups a respondent,
and indicates the range of estimated utility estimates for the parties. Therefore the color of the
point at the top of each bar indicates the respondent’s favorite party

Overall, we see that an individual’s estimated utility from the LDP’s platform is negatively
correlated with its utility from the leftist CDP’s platform, and ambiguously correlated with
that of the center-right Kibo party. These patterns suggest that respondents in our sample

did display some degree of coherence in their evaluation of the policy alternatives on offer in

the conjoint experiment of hypothetical parties.

4.4 Predictive Strength of Utility

We now turn to our final question of how policy utility predicts vote choice. As Figure 4
shows, even with only a handful of cases, our new approach produces specific estimates of
utility for each of the eight policy bundles as a function of the respondent’s demographic
characteristics. Do these utilities correspond to voter’s party choice?

A typical linear regression model is inadequate for analyzing the relationship between
these party-specific utilities and vote choice, as individuals are making choices between two

or more parties. We therefore proceed to estimate the multinomial probit model outlined
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in Section 3, predicting vote choice in the by choice-specific utilities as the main covariates.
Again we focus on the PR tier, where unlike the FPTP tier voters could vote for any of
the eight parties [Note: we intend to compare the FPTP and PR tiers in a future version
of this paper|. For comparison, we also estimate the model with another choice-specific
covariate, self-reported trust in each party. In total, we estimate three models: one with only
the estimated utility as a predictor, another with only trust, and a third with both. We
estimated three sets of models iteratively until marginal convergence was achieved.?!

Table 1 presents coefficient estimates from models that have reliably converged. Our key
estimate is the first coefficient of 0.61. A one-unit increase in a voter’s estimated utility
from a particular party’s policy bundle is associated with a 0.61-unit increase in the probit
latent variable outlined in Section 3, which corresponds to a higher probability of choosing
that party. The 95 percent credible interval does not cross 0, indicating that this estimate is
distinguishable from zero.

In the next two models of Table 1, we model the same outcome variable with self-reported
trust for each party included as predictors. The trust variable is also strongly predictive,
with a coefficient estimate nearly an order of magnitude stronger. When both coefficients
are estimated, the predictive strength of policy utility holding trust fixed is still positive and
distinguishable from zero, but smaller than the initial estimate. This comparison reveals that
while voters’ choices are partially consistent with their policy preferences, other non-policy
factors such as trust also play an important role.

Some caution is required before directly interpreting the coefficient estimates. While our
survey’s innovation is precisely in the ability to measure these covariates, both policy utility
and trust are measured with distinct types of measurement error. As outlined, policy utility is

computed by a regression based on a voter’s demographic variables, and therefore represents

2'We tested a combination of prior variance values { 10, 102, 103, 10* }, each with either 10* or 10°
draws. 5 chains with different starting values were computed for each of these eight possibilities. We use a
specification that converged reliably for all three models mentioned above: 10° draws, thinned every 3 draws,
with a 10® burn-in period, and a weakly informative prior with the variances of the coefficients set to 10.
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Outcome: PR Vote Choice

Utility Trust Utility + Trust
Coefficient Mean 95% CI Mean 95% CI Mean 95% CI
Utility 0.61  [0.09, 1.00] 0.34  [0.07, 0.63]
Trust 3.07 (2.7, 3.4] 3.08 2.7, 3.4]

Table 1: Policy-specific utilities, as well as trust for parties, predict vote choice. Each
pair of columns shows estimates from a multinomial probit model predicting a voter’s party choice
in the proportional representation (PR) tier of the election. The left model uses a voter’s estimated
Utility for each party as a predictor (with intercepts), the middle only use voter’s self-reported trust
for each party, and the right set uses both. Intercept coefficient estimates are omitted. Estimates
are based on 25,000 posterior draws from 5 MCMC chains. Predictors are normalized by a constant
so that the sample mean of LDP Utility is 0, and trust is a 4-point Likert scale recoded from -0.5
to 0.5. All models uses all 3,184 observations for which the respondent reported voting for one of
the major parties; missing data and abstentions are dropped.

averages within a particular demographic cell. Trust estimates are, in contrast, measured
at the individual-level and provide more granularity, although are only coarsely measured
on a 4-point Likert scale. It is clear, however, that even conditional on trust in a variety of
parties, a larger agreement on policy is predictive of voting for a given party.

The probit coefficients themselves are hard to interpret in substantive terms. We plot
fitted probabilities in Figure 5. For each individual, we can estimate the fitted probability (in-
sample predicted probability) of choosing each of the estimated choices by generating many
posterior draws from the model and counting the proportion of times a given choice appears.
We then plot these probabilities across utility estimates. There are fitted values and utility
estimates for each of the choices, but to visually inspect whether the policy preferences predict
voting for the relevant party we simplify the picture by only plotting corresponding pairs.
That is, we first show the relationship between the MNP’s fitted probability for voting for the
LDP and the utility estimate from the LDP’s platform. We then repeat the same graphing
exercise for each party. The result is presented in Figure 5 and confirms the interpretation

of the coefficient table.

How do we reconcile these findings with the mismatch from aggregate component effects?
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Figure 5: Fitted probabilities from multinomial probit, aligned by predicted utilities or
self-reported trust. Probabilites are from fitted outcomes in the utility-trust multinomial probit
model in Table 1. Each observation’s fitted probability is aligned by either the estimated utility
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The results of the multinomial probit analysis provide a more complete picture of how a
vector of party-specific utilities contribute to vote choice. While policy utility matters at
the margins, the most preferred party may not be consistently chosen because other factors
(trust, for example) accrue to the advantage of other parties (the LDP in particular for our
case). Our estimates of coefficients combined with election vote choice is consistent with this
view. On the one hand, the probability of voting for any given party does indeed increase
with the estimated utility a voter would get from that party’s policies. On the other hand, the
much higher intercept for the LDP, compared to other parties, indicates that the governing
party earned many votes from among voters with unfavorable views toward the party’s

policies.

5 Discussion

In this final section, we briefly summarize the findings presented in each set of analyses.
First, voters’ overall evaluation of the parties’ policies, as measured through the AMCEs,
appears to show several deviations from “perfect” policy voting. For many of the five major
policy issues in the 2017 House of Representatives election, the LDP’s positions were less
popular overall than those of the opposition parties. Nevertheless, this pattern is attenuated
among the sample of LDP voters, suggesting that these voters may indeed be supporting
the LDP’s candidates at least in part because they support the party’s policies over those
of the opposition. A similar pattern holds true for voters who support the opposition: those
who vote for the opposition clearly do not prefer the policies of the LDP on most issues.??
Our second set of analyses using multinomial probit models and choice-specific utilities
for each voter, however, suggest some ambiguity in how to interpret the voters’ decision-

making processes. We find that voters in the 2017 election, for the most part, did not choose

the party that campaigned on the bundle of policies that provided them with the highest

22Perhaps most notably, the preferences of abstainers are most similar to the preferences of opposition
voters on all issues except constitutional revision (not shown).
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policy utility. That said, the higher the utility for a given policy bundle, the more likely a
voter was to choose the party associated with that bundle. Additionally, a higher level of
trust in a party was also associated with choosing that party. One possible interpretation of
the LDP’s victory in the 2017 election, therefore, is that the party benefited from greater

trust by voters, despite its relatively less popular policies.
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Table A.1: Policy positions used for each attribute (in rows) and associated party (in
columns).

Attribute JCP SDP CDP Kibo Ishin Komeito LDP Kokoro
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Note: Cells show the actual text in Japanese as shown to survey respondents. An English translation is provided in Appendix
Table A.2.



Table A.2: English translation of policy positions used for each attribute (in rows) and
associated party (in columns).

Attribute JCP SDP CDP Kibo Ishin Komeito LDP Kokoro
Consumption Oppose tax Oppose tax Freeze tax Freeze tax Freeze tax Raise tax as Raise tax as Freeze tax
Tax increase. increase. increase. increase. increase. planned, use planned, with  increase, but
Instead, tax Instead, raise  Debate future Instead, tax Reduce funds to make balance oppose tax
large corporate burden on the internal expenditures education investing in reduction.
corporations taxes and cut  people. reserves of through ad- free; reduced childrearing Introduce
and asset defense large ministrative tax rate for generation, system
owners, and spending. companies. and fiscal food. stabilizing whereby part
eliminate reform. social of tax is
inequality. security. refunded in
future.
Constitution: Oppose Oppose Oppose Revision of Amend Art. 9 Protect Art. Revise Art. 9 Revise Art. 9
Revision revising Art. revising Art. revising Art. Art. 9 and to protect 9. Clarifying to clearly to clearly
9. Protect 9. No change 9. No SDF role citizens’ life SDF role state role of state role of
entire to Peace deviation depends on and property.  unnecessary. SDF. Include  SDF.
constitution. Constitution.  from constitu- public under-  Include free Add new free Establish
tionalism or standing. education, ad- rights to the education, constitution
exclusively Discuss ministrative constitution emergency written by
defensive role  including reform, instead. response, the Japanese.
of SDF. right to creation of elimination of
information Constitu- combined
and decen- tional districts of
tralization. Court. upper house.
Nuclear Oppose Oppose Oppose Reactivate Restart plants Restart plants Restart plants Reactivate
Policy restarting restarting restarting plants if along with if regulatory if regulatory plants if
power plants plants, de- plants, and regulatory creation of standards standards regulatory
and decom- commission, draft law for standards new laws. met, with un-  met, with un-  standards
mission. and remove zero nuclear met. No Promote derstanding derstanding met. Diversify
Instead, early. Instead, energy. expansion electricity of local area. of local area. and stabilize
improve ratio  improve ratio  Instead, and aim for liberalization =~ No expansion, Position energy
of renewable of renewable improve ratio  zero nuclear to escape aim for zero nuclear as sources
energy. energy. of renewable power by dependence nuclear. basic power including
energy. 2030. Instead, on nuclear Improve ratio  source and renewable
improve ratio  through of renewable consider new  energy.
of renewable market energy and expansion.
energy. competition. efficiency of
thermal.
National Strengthen Resolve Collaborate Overcome Collaborate Collaborate Collaborate To respond to
Security sanctions on DPRK with partisan with US, with with DPRK threat,
DPRK, problem international differences to ~ China, ROK international international aim to
resolve peacefully community respond to to respond to  community to community to establish
peacefully through and raise DPRK and DPRK threat. raise pressure raise pressure security by
through diplomacy pressure on other security  Strengthen on DPRK. on DPRK. strengthening
dialogue. and dialogue. DPRK. issues. Japan-US Manage Improve diplomatic
Withdraw Withdraw Strengthen Strengthen defense security laws  capacity to power and
cabinet cabinet regional Japan-US capability, and get cope with defense
decision on decision on security laws  defense review results based  missiles capabilities,
CSD and CSD and within capability, alliance on purpose of  through including
abolish new abolish new framework of  review agreement, the law. revised enemy base-
security laws.  security laws.  Constitution.  alliance including base security laws;  attacking
agreement, burden. Strict strengthen abilities.
including base rules on CSD. Japan-U.S.
burden. alliance.
Economic Raise min. Increase min.  Increase Make Deregulate to  Revitalize Concentrate Improve
Growth wage and wage. salaries in maximum use encourage regional investment in  personal
revitalize Strengthen education, of regulatory  new private economies innovation to  income
SMEs, the redistribu- medical fields. reform and enterprise, through boost through
backbone of tion. Promote  Stabilize special zones ~ promote support of productivity deregulation,
the economy.  AFF income of to revitalize industries, SMEs, AFF and support advancement
Promote AFF  industries by =~ middle class. economy and revitalize industries, for SMEs to of social
industries by  direct income  Strengthen through economy. tourism, and  revitalize a infrastructure
direct income  compensa- redistribu- private investment in  private and
compensa- tion. Expand  tion. Support  enterprise. R&D of new business-led competition.
tion. Fix consumption ~ SMEs, AFF technology. economy
inequality by stabilizing  industries.
and poverty. employment.

Note: Cells show English translations of the original Japanese text as provided in Appendix Table A.1. Translations are
abridged and abbreviated to conserve space. SDF = self-defense forces; CSD = collective self-defense; DPRK = Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea; ROK = Republic of Korea; SME = small and medium-sized enterprise; AFF = agriculture,

forestry, and fisheries.

4



Table A.3: Descriptive statistics of survey respondents.

Variable Category Unweighted Weighted Population
Age 18-19 0.01 0.023 0.023
20-25 0.069 0.067 0.067
26-35 0.155 0.131 0.131
36-45 0.198 0.172 0.172
46-55 0.204 0.153 0.153
56-65 0.198 0.156 0.156
66- 0.166 0.299 0.299
Gender Male 0.574 0.482 0.482
Female 0.426 0.518 0.518
Education Primary school or junior high school 0.125 0.174 0.174
Senior high school 0.475 0.445 0.445
Professional training college 0.077 0.063 0.063
Junior college 0.074 0.085 0.085
College/university or graduate school 0.248 0.233 0.233
PR district Kinki 0.171 0.163 0.163
Minami-Kanto 0.127 0.127 0.127
Tokyo 0.118 0.107 0.107
Tokai 0.114 0.116 0.116
Kita-Kanto 0.101 0.111 0.111
Kyushu 0.091 0.113 0.113
Tohoku 0.073 0.072 0.072
Chugoku 0.059 0.058 0.058
Hokkaido 0.058 0.044 0.044
Hokuriku-Shinetsu 0.055 0.059 0.059
Shikoku 0.034 0.031 0.031
Family income (JPY, 10,000s) 0-199 0.153 0.224 0.224
200-399 0.299 0.29 0.29
400-599 0.235 0.199 0.199
600-799 0.136 0.123 0.123
800-999 0.083 0.074 0.074
1000-1249 0.048 0.048 0.048
1250- 0.046 0.042 0.042
Observations Sample Size 6,065 6,064 NA
SMDs 289 289 289

Note: Proportions for the unweighted survey sample (left), weighted survey sample (center), and the population (right).



B Conjoint Appendix
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Figure A.3: Average effects of policy positions on respondents’ preference for a hypo-
thetical party manifesto (unweighted). See Figure 1 in the main text for a full explanation.
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Figure A.4: AMCE for LDP supporters, opposition supporters, and abstainers
(weighted) in PR tier. See Figure 2 in the main text for a full explanation.
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Figure A.5: AMCE for LDP supporters, opposition supporters, and abstainers (un-
weighted) in FPTP tier. See Figure 2 in the main text for a full explanation.
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Figure A.6: AMCE for LDP supporters, opposition supporters, and abstainers
(weighted) in FPTP tier. See Figure 2 in the main text for a full explanation.



C Multinomial Probit Appendix

We estimate a multinomial probit model by (Imai and Van Dyk, 2005). For each model, we
tested at least two values of prior values. Each model was run with 5 MCMC chains with
different starting values.

Utility Only Trust Only Utility and Trust Models

Prior Variance  Draws Utility Trust Utility Trust
10 10,000 one off almost v one off
100 10,000 X
1000 10,000 X
10 100,000 off v v v
10,000 10,000 X v v v
10,000 100,000 off almost v v

Table A.4: Convergence with different parameters. v' indicates convergence
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D Translation of Utility-Maximizing Party to Vote Choice

How do the estimated utilities translate to respondents’ reported votes in the FPTP and
PR tiers of the election? Table A.5 shows a cross-tabulation of our estimate of the party
bundle (out of the eight available) that maximizes a respondent’s utility and the respondent’s
eventual vote choice in the PR tier (where districts had most of the range of party options
available).

argmaxU LDP Komeito  Ishin Kibo CDP SDP JCP Kokoro  Other Abstain
LDP 8 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1
Komei 21 3 6 6 11 0 6 0 2 15
Ishin 413 76 118 120 173 14 51 10 26 418
Kibo 465 76 150 180 443 10 154 6 27 311
CDP 31 11 11 19 46 1 13 1 2 52

SDP 83 18 24 45 79 5 33 2 5 172

JCP 201 40 41 94 134 14 58 1 21 321
Kokoro 18 6 2 2 9 1 0 0 1 43

Table A.5: Cross-tabulation between voters’ favored policy bundle and actual vote
choice. A cross-tabulation generated from the argmax of estimated policy bundle utilities (in
rows) and vote choice (in columns). The first column (argmaxU) specifies the party bundle that is
an individual’s favorite in terms of estimated utility. The other columns correspond to reported
vote choice in the PR tier. For example, the first cell shows that 8 respondents were estimated to
favor the LDP’s policy bundle the most, and reported voting for the LDP in the PR tier. There is
no clear correlation between estimated favorite party and actual vote choice.

It is not clear from these aggregate pictures that voters in our sample chose the party
that represented their most preferred policy bundle. Voters who we estimate as preferring
Kibo’s policy, for example, split roughly evenly between not turning out to vote, voting for
the LDP, voting for the CDP, or voting for a third party (Ishin, Kibo, or JCP). Interestingly,
the two parties that received the highest reported votes in the PR tier, the LDP and CDP,
represented policy bundles that were less popular than the bundles of Ishin, Kibo, JCP, and
even the small SDP.
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