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Abstract 

Scholars have long debated whether policy preferences motivate vote choice, as expected 

in models of policy representation. This debate has persisted for so long because nearly 

all analyses of vote choice are liable to the critique that the policy preferences in question 

are endogenous to party preferences. We leverage the unique context of the 2017 French 

presidential election in which a candidate lacking a long-standing party, Emmanuel 

Macron, rose to prominence and won. Using a differences-in-differences design applied 

to multi-wave panel date, we find strong evidence that the campaign led voters with 

centrist preferences to support him. We conclude that policy preferences clearly do matter 

to vote choice and that this effect is most visible when a new party emerges. 
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In conventional models of representation, policy preferences are a key input to the 

voting decision process. Voters are expected to support candidates and parties who share 

their policy preferences (Adams et al. 2005; Downs 1957). By doing so, candidates and 

parties who reflect citizens’ preferences end up in government and they also have an 

incentive to implement the policies people want (Manin et al. 1999). Consequently, 

government policy should match citizens’ preferences (Pitkin 1967; Powell 2000).   

However, there have long been doubts about the extent to which policy 

preferences influence vote choice (e.g. Brody and Page 1972; Campbell et al. 1960; 

Converse 1964). An influential argument is that citizens lack the sophistication to vote 

for a party reflecting their preferences (Campbell et al. 1960). Moreover, evidence 

purportedly showing that policy preferences influence vote choice may be deceiving 

because policy preferences can be endogenous to the positions taken by parties and 

candidates. In other words, citizens may be persuaded to change their policy positions 

by the parties and candidates they support (e.g. Bullock 2011; Druckman et al. 2013; 

Lenz 2012). Thus, even the studies using the best methodologies to show that issue 

preferences influence vote choice (e.g. Matthews 2019) are vulnerable to the possibility 

that those preferences were previously shaped by parties.  

Recently, there has been a heated debate between scholars arguing that policy 

preferences have no influence on the way citizens vote (most notably, Achen and Bartels 

2016) and others arguing that policy preferences have a large effect on voting behavior 

(Fowler 2020). The debate cannot be resolved with analyses of data from elections in 
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stable party systems though. Panel data are essential to distinguish the influence of 

policy preferences on vote choice from the influence of vote choice on policy 

preferences, which are observationally equivalent in cross-sectional data (Lenz 2012). 

However, even using panel data may not be sufficient to show that voters’ policy 

preferences are exogenous to party preferences. In a stable party system, parties may 

have influenced their voters preferences in the past.  

Yet, a context in which a major new party emerges offers a unique opportunity 

to show that policy preferences that are exogenous to a candidate or party influenced 

voting behavior. We focus on the 2017 French presidential election, which saw the 

emergence of a new challenger, Emmanuel Macron, leader of the new movement En 

Marche ! (On the Move!), who competed at the center of the political space – a position 

which had not been successful in previous presidential contests. Also, the center-left 

Parti Socialiste (Socialist Party) and the conservative party Les Républicains 

(Republicans) both nominated relatively polarizing candidates in primary elections 

(Mény 2017). Consequently, the French party system was thrown out of equilibrium. 

We argued that Macron’s candidacy and the associated events allowed voters to put 

aside their traditional partisan allegiances and to vote for a candidate who shared their 

preferences.  

We apply a differences-in-differences design to data from the 2017 French 

Election Study, a panel study which started in late 2015, almost 18 months before the 

presidential election, and which allows us to observe changes in policy preferences and 

vote choice over time. An important advantage of this election study is that citizens’ 

attitudes and party preferences were first measured before Macron rose to political 
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prominence and declared his presidential ambitions. Thus, we can be confident that 

neither he nor the party he later created influenced those preferences.  

Consequently, these policy preferences can be seen as exogenous to a vote 

choice for Macron. We find that the 2017 campaign led voters who shared Macron’s 

policy preferences to vote for him. We also find evidence that Macron voters were 

persuaded by Macron to adjust their policy preferences to reflect his positions. The fact 

that policy preferences later became endogenous to vote choice illustrates why it is so 

important to study the influence of policy preferences expressed before a politician is 

deemed a possible election candidate. To our knowledge, this is the first study 

combining an exceptional change in a party system and an exceptional panel survey to 

clearly show that policy preferences motivate vote choice. The finding that policy 

preferences matter to voters means that, contra the subtitle of the influential book by 

Achen and Bartels (2016), elections may in fact produce responsive government.  

 

Policy Preferences and Vote Choice 

While the policy voting perspective that began with Downs (1957) argues that policy 

preferences influence citizens’ votes, scholars in the Columbia and Michigan schools 

observed that vote choice is largely stable over time (Campbell et al. 1960; Lazarsfeld et 

al. 1948). Converse (1964) also showed that most citizens have unstable and weakly-

constrained policy preferences, making it difficult for such preferences to influence vote 

choice. The Michigan authors further doubted that policy preferences could influence 

vote choice because they thought that citizens were too unaware of the political world to 

do so (Campbell et al. 1960, Chapter 8).  
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Later studies found correlations between policy preferences and vote choice (e.g. 

Nie et al. 1976) even controlling for stable predispositions like partisanship (Miller and 

Shanks 1996; Lewis-Beck and Chlarson 2002). However, such correlations do not 

necessarily imply policy voting (Brody and Page 1972). They could instead be due to 

the influence of citizens’ partisan preferences on their issue preferences. 

Controlling for partisanship in models of vote choice is important. Campbell et 

al. (1960) argued that party identification influences both political attitudes like policy 

preferences and vote choice. Numerous experimental studies support the argument that 

parties influence their identifiers’ policy preferences (e.g., Bullock 2011; Druckman et 

al. 2013). Thus, without controlling for party identification, correlations between policy 

preferences and vote choice may be spurious. 

 However, a much more difficult problem is the suggestion by Brody and Page 

(1972) that citizens’ policy preferences might actually be influenced by the parties they 

vote for (not only the parties with which they identify). Lenz (2009, 2012) recently 

showed that this concern is justified. He replicated a number of prominent studies 

purportedly showing that policy preferences influenced vote choice. Using panel data to 

disentangle the temporal order between policy attitudes and voting behavior, he found 

that citizens rarely vote on the basis of their policy preferences but instead change their 

policy preferences to reflect their vote choice. He argues that, without panel data, it is 

impossible to distinguish these two possibilities. 

The tendency for voters to adapt their policy preferences to their vote choice 

reflects the broader tendency for citizens to rationalize their attitudes towards political 

figures (Lodge and Taber 2013). Scholars have long known that policy preferences are 
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endogenous to parties. Converse (1964, 212) argued that political elites decide “what 

goes with what”, that is, that they determine the bundles of policy preferences that 

constitute ideologies. There is recent evidence for this phenomenon in the US context 

where a study found that positions attributed to Donald Trump that are inconsistent with 

conventional ideologies influence his supporters’ preferences, regardless of their 

partisanship (Barber and Pope 2019). 

Because policy preferences are influenced by the parties citizens vote for and not 

only the parties with which they identify, simply controlling for long-term variables like 

party identification is insufficient. Even panel data measuring policy preferences before 

vote choice (e.g. Bélanger, Lewis-Beck, Chiche, and Tiberj 2006) do not allow us to 

entirely rule out the possibility that those preferences are influenced by parties. Parties 

may have persuaded voters on the same issues that are shown to influence vote choice 

before the period covered by the panel study. Findings that policy preferences matter in 

such cases may, therefore, reflect earlier persuasion by parties.  

To show that policy preferences that are exogenous to a party or candidate 

influence support for that candidate requires an unusual context of a party system out of 

equilibrium, with weakened party attachments and the emergence of a new party. 

 

Background on the 2017 French Presidential Election 

The 2017 French presidential election is an ideal context to show that policy preferences 

influence candidate support. This election was unusual as it was marked by the 

weakness of established parties. French politics had long been dominated by two 

mainstream parties: The Socialists on the left and the Republicans on the right. As the 
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popularity of the incumbent Socialist President François Hollande had reached very low 

levels, many expected the election to be won by the Republican candidate. However, the 

election campaign took several unexpected turns and led to a very competitive race 

between five main contenders (from a total of eleven candidates). Marine Le Pen, leader 

of the far-right Front National, the Socialist Benoît Hamon, the Republican François 

Fillon, as well as two outsiders: Jean-Luc Mélenchon of the far-left movement La 

France Insoumise (France Unbowed) and the centrist Emmanuel Macron of En Marche 

!. 

Both the Socialist and Republican parties chose their candidates in open primary 

elections, organized jointly with other smaller parties. On the right, the primary election 

took place in November 2016 and resulted in the surprise victory of François Fillon, a 

former prime minister with very right-wing social and economic views. His candidacy 

was, however, strongly penalized by accusations of misuse of public funds, leading him 

later in the campaign to be placed under formal investigation.  

On the left, the January 2017 primary election was won by Benoît Hamon, 

belonging to the left wing of the Socialist party. He faced strong competition from Jean-

Luc Mélenchon, who campaigned on a populist left-wing platform and managed to 

gather the support of a large share of left-wing citizens, benefiting from the unpopularity 

of the incumbent François Hollande and the more general mood of defiance against 

established parties. In the centre of the political spectrum, Emmanuel Macron, 

campaigned on an innovative mix of policy positions, combining free-market economic 

positions, strong support for European integration, and progressive positions on socio-

cultural issues. His standing in the polls increased steadily during the campaign. In the 
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end, Macron won the first round of the election with 24.0% of the vote, followed by 

Marine Le Pen at 21.3%. He also won a large victory in the second round, with 66.1%, 

against 33.9% for Le Pen. 

What is particularly remarkable about the 2017 election is the strong presence of 

a candidate representing a new party and the weak profile of the candidates of the 

established parties. Macron was of course not unknown before his presidential bid. As a 

former minister of economy and finance in the Hollande cabinet (since August 2014), 

his name was associated with a series of reforms aimed at liberalizing the French 

economy and job market regulations, adopted in April 2015. It was only later, however, 

that he emerged as a possible candidate in the 2017 election. He formed the political 

movement En Marche ! in April 2016, and resigned from the government four months 

later. In November of that year, he officially announced his candidacy for the 

presidential contest. Given the emergence of a candidate representing a party that did 

not previously exist, the 2017 French presidential election provides a unique opportunity 

to study the influence of policy preferences on voting behavior. 

In our analyses, we will pay particular attention to voters who switched from an 

established party candidate at the beginning of the period for which we have data to 

Macron later on. Many respondents made such a shift. More than half (51%) of 

respondents who in early 2016 intended to vote for François Hollande, the presumable 

mainstream left candidate, voted for Macron. Meanwhile, 33% of respondents who 

earlier intended to vote for the likely candidate of the mainstream right, Alain Juppé of 
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Les Républicains, switched to Macron (see Table S1 in supporting information).1 These 

switchers provide us a rare opportunity to analyze the relationship between exogenous 

policy preferences and vote choice. We focus on the first round of the presidential 

election because vote choices at that stage should better reflect citizens’ sincere 

preferences among the entire set of presidential candidates (Blais 2003).2 

 

We seek to determine whether voters changed their votes to reflect policy 

preferences measured before Macron even announced his candidacy. At the same time, 

by analyzing how their policy preferences changed after having decided to vote for 

Macron, we can see to what extent they later rationalized their policy preferences in the 

direction of their new preferred candidate’s positions. 

 

Data and Methods 

The 2017 French Election Study is a panel study that started in late 2015 and ran for 

more than a year and a half, covering both the first and second rounds of the presidential 

 
1 Note that, while neither Hollande nor Juppé ended up as the official candidates of their 

parties (the former decided not to compete for a second mandate; the latter was defeated 

in his party’s primary election), they were largely seen as the most likely candidates in 

early 2016 (Mény 2017). 

2 Strategic considerations do, nevertheless, matter for a small number of voters (Van der 

Straeten et al. 2013).  
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election.3 Our key variables are citizens’ preferences on a number of policy issues, their 

first-round voting intentions and final vote choice. These were measured at various 

points during the survey, allowing us to investigate how early issue preferences 

influenced later vote choices, and whether early vote intentions led to later changes in 

policy preferences. Table 1 presents a summary of the main types of variables used and 

indicates the waves in which they were measured.4 Crucially, the policy preference 

variables we use as independent variables were measured in November 2015, five 

months before Macron created his political movement and a year before he announced 

his candidacy. Thus, what is unique about our study is our ability to test whether 

preferences that are neither the result of partisan motivated reasoning nor of 

rationalization influenced voting behavior.  

 

 
3 The survey was conducted using Computer Assisted Web Interviewing (CAWI) on a 

representative sample of the national electorate. As is standard in France, the sample 

was based on quotas for gender, age, professional status, and was stratified by size of 

community and region (Ile de France, North-West, Northeast, South-West, South-East). 

The study was realized by the polling institute Ipsos Mori. The initial sample size was 

24,369, of which 15,627 (64%) still took part in the first post-electoral wave (Wave 14). 

4 Note that we also use ideology from waves 1, 3, 4, 6, 9, 11b, 12, 12b, 13, 14, and 15 

for Figure 1. Demographics and party identification are from wave 1. 
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Table 1. Main variables used and timing of the panel waves5 

Panel wave Timing Variables 

Wave 1 11/14-11/29/2015 Policy positions, battery 1 
Policy positions, battery 2 

Wave 2 01/22-02/03/2016 Initial vote intention (Hollande or Juppé) 
Wave 6 10/14-10/20/2016 Updated vote intention (including Macron) 

for persuasion models 
Wave 7 10/14-10/20/2016 Policy positions, battery 1 

Wave 12b 03/31-04/04/2017 Policy positions, battery 1 
Wave 14 04/30/2017-05/03/2017 First round vote choice 

Wave 15 05/27/2017-06/02/2017 Policy positions, battery 2 

 

As regards policy preferences, we rely on two batteries of policy questions as 

well as respondents’ self-placements on the left-right scale. The first battery confronted 

respondents with 15 policy issues (e.g., the minimum wage, the rights of homosexuals) 

and asked whether each of them should be strongly increased, somewhat increased, kept 

at the same level, somewhat decreased or strongly decreased. These questions were 

asked in November 2015 (Wave 1) and repeated in October 2016 (Wave 7) and early 

April 2017 (Wave 12b). The second battery asked respondents whether they strongly 

agree, somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree or strongly 

disagree with 12 statements (e.g., “With respect to social justice, society should take 

from the rich to give to the poor”, “There are too many immigrants in France”). These 

questions were included in Wave 1 and in the wave that followed the presidential runoff 

 
5 We follow the numbering of waves used in that election study, with main waves 

designated by numbers and shorter secondary waves, which also have a b suffix. 
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(Wave 15). Policy variables are listed in Table 2. All responses are scaled so that higher 

values indicate right-wing positions. 

Because they were asked more often, we focus on the first battery and place 

results of analyses using the second battery in the Supporting Information. In order to 

reduce measurement error in policy questions and following recent practice 

(Ansolabehere, Rodden, and Snyder 2008), we create two additive policy scales using 

each battery. However, we also present the results of policy voting models with 

individual policy issues in the Supporting Information, thus showing that our results are 

not an artefact of scale construction. 

The two policy scales that we construct with each battery correspond to the main 

dimensions identified in recent studies of policy preferences in France (Bornschier and 

Lachat 2009; Gougou and Persico 2019). We associated each policy item in the survey 

with one of the two dimensions. The first dimension focuses on the appropriate amount 

of government intervention in the economy and protections for workers (the Economic 

Policy Scale). The second dimension focuses on social conservatism and openness to the 

outside world (the Social Policy Scale). Note that one of the policy items considered for 

the first battery (putting into place barriers to imports from outside Europe) does not 

improve the reliability of either scale (i.e., adding it to the scales reduces Cronbach’s 

alpha) and it was thus removed. Table 2 lists all items used, their question wording, the 

scales they are included in, and their coding. The scales were created by adding the 

corresponding policy items, which are scaled from 0 to 1. The resulting scales were also 

rescaled to the 0–1 range, with higher values indicating more right-wing positions.  
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Table 2. List of issues 

Battery Issue Wording Waves Scale Coding 

1 Deficit The state’s budget deficit 1, 7, 
12b 

Econ. 1 Strongly 
reduce 

1 Gay Rights The rights of homosexuals 1, 7, 
12b 

Social 1 Strongly 
reduce 

1 Voting 
Rights 

The opportunity for 
documented immigrants to 
participate in French 
elections 

1, 7, 
12b 

Social 1 Strongly 
reduce 

1 Minimum 
Wage 

The minimum wage 1, 7, 
12b 

Econ. 1 Strongly 
reduce 

1 Layoffs The ability of businesses to 
lay off workers 

1, 7, 
12b 

Econ. 1 Strongly 
increase 

1 Working 
Hours 

Legal working hours for 
employees 

1, 7, 
12b 

Econ. 1 Strongly 
increase 

1 Pollution 
Taxes 

Taxes on activities that cause 
pollution 

1, 7, 
12b 

Social 1 Strongly 
reduce 

1 Foreigners The number of foreigners 
authorized to live in France 

1, 7, 
12b 

Social 1 Strongly 
reduce 

1 Expulsions The number of expulsions of 
illegal immigrants 

1, 7, 
12b 

Social 1 Strongly 
increase 

1 Refugees The number of refugees and 
asylum seekers allowed into 
France 

1, 7, 
12b 

Social 1 Strongly 
reduce 

1 Sentencing The severity of sentences for 
offenders 

1, 7, 
12b 

Social 1 Strongly 
increase 

1 Surveillance The means of surveillance of 
intelligence services 

1, 7, 
12b 

Social 1 Strongly 
increase 

1 Imports Barriers to imports into 
France of products made 
outside Europe 

1, 7, 
12b 

See 
notes 

Strongly 
increase 

1 EU The participation of France in 
the European Union 

1, 7, 
12b 

Social 1 Strongly 
reduce 

1 Civil 
Servants 

The number of civil servants 1, 7, 
12b 

Econ. 1 Strongly 
reduce 
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2 Redistributi
on 

With respect to social justice, 
society should take from the 
rich to give to the poor 

1, 15 Econ. 2 Strongly 
disagree 

2 Death 
Penalty 

The death penalty should be 
re-established 

1, 15 Social 2 Strongly 
agree 

2 Too Many 
Immigrants 

There are too many 
immigrants in France 

1, 15 Social 2 Strongly 
agree 

2 Parents These days, parents have no 
more authority 

1, 15 Social 2 Strongly 
agree 

2 French First With respect to work, a 
French citizen should be 
prioritized over an immigrant 

1, 15 Social 2 Strongly 
agree 

2 Business 
Freedom 

To deal with economic 
difficulties, the state should 
have confidence in 
businesses and give them 
more freedom 

1, 15 Econ. 2 Strongly 
agree 

2 Homosexua
lity 

Homosexuality is an 
acceptable way to live one’s 
sexuality 

1, 15 Social 2 Strongly 
disagree 

2 Immigrants 
French 

Children of immigrants born 
in France are French like 
everyone else 

1, 15 Social 2 Strongly 
disagree 

2 Reduce 
Civil 

Service 

The number of civil servants 
should be reduced 

1, 15 Econ. 2 Strongly 
agree 

2 Immigration Immigration is a source of 
cultural enrichment 

1, 15 Social 2 Strongly 
disagree 

2 Strongman France should be led by a 
strongman who does not have 
to worry about parliament or 
elections 

1, 15 Social 2 Strongly 
agree 

2 Islam 
Threat 

Islam is a threat for the West 1, 15 Social 2 Strongly 
agree 

Note: Battery 1 questions were about raising, maintaining or reducing each item. 

Respondents were given five options: strongly reduce, somewhat reduce, maintain, 

somewhat increase, strongly increase.  
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Battery 2 questions asked respondents to indicate whether they strongly agree, 

somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree 

with each statement. 

The coding column gives the category that gets the highest value code (1). Note that the 

issue of banning imports from outside the EU was excluded from scales because it 

lowered Cronbach’s alpha when added to either scale.  

 

Using these data, we analyze both policy voting and persuasion models. For policy 

voting, we estimate the impact of citizens’ policy preferences, measured before the 

campaign, on support for Macron in the election’s first round (Equation 1). 

𝑉𝑜𝑡𝑒	𝐶ℎ𝑜𝑖𝑐𝑒!"#$	&'

= 𝛽( + 𝛽& ∗ 𝐼𝑑𝑒𝑜𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑦!"#$	& + 𝛽) ∗ 𝐼𝑑𝑒𝑜𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑦)!"#$	& + 𝛽*

∗ 𝐸𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑜𝑚𝑖𝑐	𝑝𝑜𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑦!"#$	& + 𝛽' ∗ 𝐸𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑜𝑚𝑖𝑐	𝑝𝑜𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑦)!"#$	& + 𝛽+

∗ 𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙	𝑝𝑜𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑦!"#$	& + 𝛽, ∗ 𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙	𝑝𝑜𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑦)!"#$	& +⋯+ 𝜀 

Note that we estimate this model first with all respondents, and then separately 

for two groups of respondents: those who at the beginning of the panel (wave 2) 

intended to support the mainstream Socialist (François Hollande) or Republican (Alain 

Juppé) candidate, respectively. These separate models are important, as the policy 

positions that may have led them to switch to Macron are likely to be different for 

former Socialist and Republican supporters. We include squared terms for policy and 

ideological preference in the general model but not in the separate models because the 

expectation in the general model is that Macron did best among voters with centrist 

preferences, while the expectation among former Socialist voters is that those with more 
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right-wing preferences voted for Macron and among former Republican voters is that 

those with more left-wing preferences voted for Macron. We run these models of 

changes in vote choice instead of models with fixed effects because we are interested in 

the influence of earlier policy preferences on changes in vote choice rather than on the 

relationship between changes in policy preferences and changes in vote choice.  

In the persuasion model, we estimate whether the campaign led voters with an 

early vote intention for Macron to change their policy preferences. Note that the 

direction of the effect is expected to differ between left-wing and right-wing respondents 

because Macron was a centrist candidate. For that reason, we again run separate models 

for initial Socialist and Republican voters. The persuasion model in Equation 2 is a 

lagged dependent variable model (Finkel 1995), showing how vote choice leads to 

changes in policy preferences between two points in time. 

𝐿𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑟	𝑃𝑜𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑦	𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒

= 𝛽( + 𝛽& ∗ 𝐸𝑎𝑟𝑙𝑖𝑒𝑟	𝑃𝑜𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑦	𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒 + 𝛽) ∗ 𝑉𝑜𝑡𝑒	𝐶ℎ𝑜𝑖𝑐𝑒 + 𝜀 

In these analyses, we consider changes in the policy questions from wave 1 

(November 2015) to wave 12b (April 2017) for the first battery of policy items and from 

wave 1 to wave 15 (May/June 2017) for the second battery. We regress policy 

preferences in the later wave on a dummy indicating an intention to vote for Macron in 

wave 6 (September 2016) and on policy preferences measured in wave 1.6 The 

coefficients on the Macron dummy variable thus show how much more respondents who 

 
6 Note that Wave 6 is the first one in which Macron was included as a possible choice in 

the vote intention questions. 
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shifted to a Macron vote half way through the panel changed their policy preferences in 

a given direction compared to those who did not shift to Macron. We consider changes 

between waves 1, on the one hand, and waves 12b and 15, on the other hand, in the 

analyses presented in the paper. In the Supporting Information, we also present results 

from battery 1 assessing changes between waves 7 and 12b. We also consider changes 

in policy preferences among respondents who reported a vote for Macron after the first 

round (rather than using earlier vote intentions). As explained below, each of these 

approaches has advantages and disadvantages. 

We run both types of models using Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression. 

That means that our models of vote choice are linear probability models (as in Lenz 

2012). We run linear probability models because they produce marginal effects 

estimates that are nearly identical to those from limited dependent variable models 

(Angrist and Pischke 2009) and are considerably simpler.  

Models include extensive controls. We control for party identification by 

including a dummy variable indicating the respondent identifies with one of the two 

mainstream parties (Parti Socialiste or Les Républicains).7 We include partisanship to 

ensure results are not due to a spurious relationship in which partisanship would 

influence both policy preferences and vote choice. As in previous research on French 

 
7 We include a dummy indicating identification with each mainstream party in our 

model of overall voting for Macron and a dummy indicating identification with 

respondents’ initial party in models for respondents who initially intended to vote for 

either the presumed Socialist or Republican candidate.  
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presidential elections (e.g., Ivaldi 2018; Lewis-Beck et al. 2012), we also included the 

following demographic controls: age, gender, education, religion, income, economic 

sector, numbers of risky and non-risky assets.8 

We adopt a differences-in differences design (Angrist and Pischke 2009) to 

identify the causal effects of the campaign on vote choice and on policy preferences. By 

analyzing changes in each variable, we control for stable individual-level characteristics. 

Furthermore, by comparing changes among respondents with different initial 

preferences, we control for the possibility that our findings are due to trends in the 

dependent variables. The differences-in-differences design relies on the parallel trends 

assumption. By assuming the groups we compare in our analyses move in parallel prior 

to the emergence of Macron as a candidate, we can make a causal claim that his 

candidacy caused voters to change their preferences. We assess that assumption below 

 
8 Age and income were included as continuous variables along with their square to allow 

for non-linear effects. Gender, education and economic sector are represented by 

dummy variables indicating the respondent is, respectively, female, has more than a 

baccalaureate (secondary school diploma), and works in the public sector. Religion is 

represented by three dummies: Practicing Catholic, Other Religion, and No Religion 

(Non-Practicing Catholic is the reference category). Occupation is represented by 

dummies indicating the respondent is a manager, a blue-collar worker or does not work 

(white-collar worker is the reference category). 
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and in Section S8 of the Supporting Information.9 Note that, while the differences-in-

differences design holds constant fixed characteristics of individuals, it does not show 

that the independent variables we focus on adequately capture exposure to the treatment. 

We, therefore, include the control variables listed above in models of both policy voting 

and persuasion.  

 

Did Policy Preferences Influence Vote Choice? 

Before estimating the models of policy voting and persuasion outlined above, we first 

consider whether voters who moved from a mainstream left or right candidate towards 

Macron had distinct policy preferences before they made that switch. Figure 1 shows 

self-placements on the left-right dimension over time among respondents who initially 

intended to vote for either the mainstream left or right candidates (in wave 2). It 

distinguishes those who later decided to vote for Macron (in wave 14) from those who 

did not. It also shows two key events in the emergence of Macron’s candidacy: the 

foundation of his political movement En Marche ! in April 2016 and the official 

announcement of his candidacy in November 2016. If ideological positions motivated 

these voters to change their candidate support, we should find that those who ended up 

supporting Macron had different ideological positions from those who did not before 

 
9 We do not use fixed-effects models along with all waves of data because such models 

would rely on variation within respondents over time. Instead, we test whether the 

emergence of Macron's candidacy led voters with given prior preferences to vote for 

him.  
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they decided to support Macron. That is what we find. In the first wave of the survey, 

supporters of both the mainstream right and left candidates who later switched to 

Macron were considerably more centrist than those who did not, even before Macron 

was considered a possible candidate. Single-tailed t-tests show that both differences are 

significantly different from 0 (p<0.001 for both former left voters and former right 

voters). More details about the distributions of ideological self-placements are in figures 

S1 to S4 in the Supporting Information. 
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Figure 1. Ideological Self-Placements by Initial Vote Intentions and Final Vote Choice  

 

We then systematically assess the impact of ideology and of the policy 

dimensions created above on changes in vote choice by regressing first round vote 

choice (from wave 14) on ideological self-placement and policy scales (from 18 months 
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earlier). Note that all policy variables were rescaled from 0 to 1. We also include 

controls as detailed above. 

 To analyze how prior policy preferences relate to support for Macron the day of 

the election, we first run a model including all respondents. This model tells us how 

policy preferences assessed a year and a half before the election influenced voting for 

Macron. The first column in Table 3 shows the coefficients on the policy variables (see 

Table S2 in Supporting Information for all coefficients). For each significant quadratic 

term, we test whether the relationship is curvilinear (i.e. U- or inverse U-shaped) as 

suggested by Simonsohn (2018). We find that Macron did best among respondents with 

moderate preferences. The coefficients on the three policy measures, ideological self-

placement, the economic policy scale, and the social policy scale, are positive, while 

those on each of the square terms are negative. Simonsohn’s curvilinearity test confirms 

that support for Macron increases as ideology, economic policy, and social policy 

preferences move rightward but that the effect reverses as values increase. Results are 

similar using battery-2 scales (see Table S4 in the SI), except the main effect of the 

second social scale is not significant. Plots of distributions of the three variables in 

sections of the Supporting Information (Figures S2, S6, S10, S14, S18) confirm that 

Macron did best overall among voters with moderate positions. In sum, Macron did best 

among voters with centrist ideologies and moderate economic and social attitudes.  
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Table 3. Models of Voting for Macron 

 All Voters Initial Hollande 
Voters 

Initial Juppé 
Voters 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Intercept -0.54* -0.57* 0.81* 
 (0.08) (0.17) (0.13) 
Ideology Wave 1 0.83* 0.29* -0.18* 
 (0.07) (0.08) (0.06) 
Ideology2 Wave 1 -0.82*   
 (0.06)   
Economic Policy Wave 1 1.31* 0.81* -0.13 
 (0.16) (0.11) (0.07) 
Economic Policy2 Wave 1 -1.00*   
 (0.14)   
Social Policy Wave 1 0.65* 0.14 -0.55* 
 (0.15) (0.09) (0.07) 
Social Policy2 Wave 1 -0.82*   
 (0.13)   
N 10038 1865 2800 
Adjusted R2 0.17 0.10 0.14 

* indicates significance at p<0.05. Standard errors in parentheses 

 

While these results show how prior policy preferences relate to support for 

Macron on the day of the first round of the election, they do not allow us to assess the 

influence of policy on changes in vote choice. To do that, we consider the two largest 

sources of Macron support, former Socialist and Republican candidate (Hollande and 

Juppé, respectively) voters, and run separate models among voters who initially 

indicated support for each of those candidates. These models thus allow us to explain 

change from a vote for each of the two mainstream party candidates to Macron. 

The second column of Table 3 shows the effect of each policy variable among 

respondents who initially intended to vote for the Socialist candidate. The coefficients 

on ideological self-placement and the economic scale are positive and significant. The 

coefficient on the social scale is considerably weaker and not significant. Macron thus 
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did best among former Hollande supporters who placed themselves more to the right 

ideologically and with more conservative economic preferences. Results are similar 

using issue preferences from the second battery, although, in that model (See Table S3 

in SI), the social policy coefficient is essentially 0. For the raw data, see Figure S3 in the 

SI.  

The third column shows coefficient estimates among respondents who initially 

intended to vote for the Republican candidate. As we can see, the coefficient on the 

main effect of ideological self-placement is significantly negative. Macron did best 

among initial Republican voters with moderately left-wing ideologies (see Figure S4 in 

SI). The coefficient on the social policy scales is negative and significant, showing that 

support for Macron is higher among former Republican supporters with more left-wing 

social preferences. The coefficient on economic preferences is considerably weaker 

though and not significant. Results are similar using the second battery scale except that, 

in that model the coefficient on the economic scale is significant but still weak (See 

Table S3).  

We also tested whether the vote shifts were greater among more politically 

sophisticated voters by interacting each policy variable with sophistication. The only 

evidence that policy preferences mattered more for more sophisticated voters is that 

ideology had a greater influence among more sophisticated prior Juppé supporters than 

among the less sophisticated. We also tested whether the policy influence we find 

reflects underlying traits like personality. We did so by controlling for the big-5 

personality traits and find that our vote transfer results are essentially unchanged.  
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In short, Macron did best overall among voters with moderate ideological self-

placements as well as economic and social positions. His candidacy attracted the support 

former Socialist candidate supporters with right-wing ideological positions and right-

wing economic preferences. It also did well among former Republican candidate 

supporters with left-wing ideological positions and social preferences. To reassure 

readers that our results are not an artefact of our scales, we also run models using 

individual issues and find that initial Socialist candidate supporters with more right-

wing economic preference shifted to Macron, while former Republican candidate 

supporters with more left-wing social preferences shifted to him (See Section S6 of SI). 

Effects of the economic policy scale on former Hollande supporters and of the social 

policy scale on former Juppé supporters were particularly large. The probability that 

Hollande supporters with the most right-wing economic preferences voted for Macron 

was 81 percentage points greater than that of those with the most left-wing economic 

preferences. Meanwhile, the probability that former Juppé supporters with the most left-

wing social policy preferences voted for Macron was 55 percentage points greater than 

that of those with the most right-wing social preferences.  

 

Did Macron Persuade His Voters? 

We saw in the previous section that policy preferences clearly led former Socialist and 

Republican supporters to vote for Macron. Some readers may be skeptical that our 

research design is really necessary. They may think that parties only influence people’s 

preferences when they are long established and strongly polarized like in the United 

States. In this section, we push the previous literature on persuasion effects to the limit 
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by testing whether a new candidate from a new party influenced voters’ preferences. If 

he did, our results would suggest that parties influence preferences more than previously 

thought. More fundamentally, it would show that the only way to clearly demonstrate 

that policy preferences that are exogenous to a party or candidate influence voting for 

them is to focus on cases in which a new party emerges. 

We consider whether voters adopted Macron’s policy positions by regressing 

later measures of ideology and each policy scale on an earlier measure of that 

preference, a dummy variable indicating a vote intention or vote choice for Macron, as 

well as controls for party identification and demographics (see Equation 2 above). As 

explained above, controlling for an earlier measure of preferences makes these models 

of changes in policy preferences (Finkel 1995). The Macron vote dummy shows by how 

much policy preferences change in a given direction among former Socialist and 

Republican candidate supporters who ended up supporting Macron compared to those 

who did not. Given that policy variables are scaled from 0 to 1, multiplying these by 100 

gives the percentage of each scale by which voters shift. We again focus on respondents 

who initially intended to vote for either the mainstream left or right candidate. 

For each battery of policy questions, several contrasts between panel waves are 

possible, each of which has advantages and disadvantages. The simplest approach is to 

regress the last measure of each policy preference (wave 12b for the first battery and 

wave 15 for the second) on a dummy indicating an intention to vote for Macron in the 

first wave in which a question was asked about him (wave 6), the first measure of each 

policy preference, and the same set of control variables as above. The advantages of 

using these waves are that we can capture all changes in policy preferences between the 
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first and the last measure of each issue, and, most significantly, the baseline measure of 

policy preferences is pre-treatment (before the decision to vote for Macron). Otherwise, 

our estimated coefficients would be biased (Angrist and Pischke 2009). This approach 

has two disadvantages though. First, some of the change in policy preferences may have 

taken place prior to the decision to support Macron (and thus not because of Macron) 

because the baseline is before the measure of Macron vote choice. Second, it does not 

pick up all Macron voters (those who decided to vote for Macron between September 

2016 (wave 6) and the first round (April 2017).  

We can deal with the first issue by assessing changes in first-battery policy 

preferences between waves 7 and 12b, comparing those who intended to vote for 

Macron in wave 6 to those who did not. The advantage of this approach is that all 

measures of policy preferences are from waves that are subsequent to vote choice, thus 

ensuring that changes in preferences come after changes in vote choice. The 

disadvantage is that these models control for a post-treatment variable (preferences in 

wave 7). Thus, coefficients on vote choice in these models are biased (Angrist and 

Pischke 2009). Moreover, they may miss the influence Macron had on preferences if 

such influence took place earlier or later. We deal with the second issue mentioned 

above by running models using wave-1 policy preferences as the baseline but first round 

vote choice (from wave 14, rather than wave-6 vote intentions). While this approach 

reduces our confidence that changes in policy preferences occurred following the 

decision to vote for Macron, it does ensure that we pick up all voters who decided to 

back Macron in the first round and it ensures we pick up all changes in policy 
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preferences that could be attributable to Macron. We use this approach with both first-

battery and second-battery scales. 

Table 4 shows the results of models applying the first approach to the scales 

constructed using the first battery (See Table S4 in SI for full set of controls). The 

coefficients of interest are those on the Macron vote intention dummy. They tell us how 

much more initial supporters of each large party who decided to support Macron 

changed their policy preferences than those who did not switch to Macron (in wave 6, 

September 2016). As we can see, initial Hollande supporters who decided to support 

Macron moved 3 per cent more to the right on the ideology and economic policy scales. 

Meanwhile, initial Juppé supporters who switched to Macron moved two percent more 

to the left on the ideology scale. Results of models using different panel waves as well 

as scales using items from the second battery are similar (See coefficients on Macron 

vote from each of the specifications in Table S5 in the SI), although there is also some 

weak evidence that Macron moved initial Republican supporters to the left on the social 

scales (in two of five specifications) and possibly to the right on the economic scale (in 

one of five specifications).  

While these persuasion effects are weak (see an early review assessing 

magnitudes in Bullock 2011), evidence is consistent across specifications that initial 

Socialist candidate supporters who switched to Macron moved their ideologies and 

economic policy preferences to the right, while initial Republican candidate supporters 

moved their ideologies to the left. These results justify scholars’ concerns about the 

possibility of persuasion effects when studying policy voting (Brody and Page 1972; 

Lenz 2012). More fundamentally, they show why an exceptional case like that of 
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Macron (new candidate and party with appropriate panel data) is so necessary to show 

that policy preferences that are not caused by a candidate influenced support for them.  

 

Table 4. Persuasion Models 
 Initial Socialist Voters Initial Republican Voters 

 Ideology Econ. 
Scale 1 

Social 
Scale 1 Ideology Econ. 

Scale 1 
Social 
Scale 1 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Intercept 0.11* 0.31* 0.22* 0.22* 0.24* 0.15* 
 (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) 
Macron Vote 
Intention-Wave 6 0.03* 0.03* 0.00 -0.02* 0.00 -0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Ideology Wave 1 0.44*   0.60*   
 (0.02)   (0.02)   
Economic Scale 
1-Wave 1  0.46*   0.55*  

  (0.03)   (0.02)  
Social Scale 1-
Wave 1   0.66*   0.67* 

   (0.02)   (0.02) 
Socialist 
Identification 0.03* 0.00 0.00    

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)    
Republican 
Identification    0.07* 0.03* 0.03* 

    (0.01) 0.00 (0.01) 
N 1849 1016 1015 2776 1528 1529 
Adjusted R2 0.19 0.29 0.57 0.58 0.52 0.50 

* indicates significance at p<0.05. Standard errors in parentheses 

 

Can We Speak of Causality? 

Readers may doubt that it is appropriate to use causal language like “influence” or “led 

to” to describe our findings. By comparing changes in vote choice among respondents 

with different initial policy preferences and changes in policy preferences among 

respondents who decided to vote for Macron or not, we adopt a differences-in-
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differences design. The major assumption to use causal language in that design is the 

parallel trends assumption (Angrist and Pischke 2009, 171). While impossible to test, it 

can be assessed by visually inspecting graphs of preferences among the two groups 

compared prior to treatment. The parallel trends assumption can only be assessed 

indirectly for vote choice models because respondents were not asked whether they 

supported Macron before he announced his candidacy.10 Instead, we consider the 

proportions of initial supporters of the Socialist and Republican candidates who 

continued to support their parties’ candidates over time.  

 We focus on the parallel trends assumptions underlying our two main findings: 

that the campaign led former Hollande supporters with right-wing economic preferences 

and former Juppé supporters with left-wing social preferences to vote for Macron. 

Figure 2 compares initial supporters of each candidate with preferences to the left of the 

median preference in that voting group to the initial supporters with preferences to the 

right of the median. It also identifies two key dates for Macron’s candidacy: the 

foundation of his political movement En Marche ! (on April 6, 2016) and the 

announcement of his candidacy (on November 16, 2016). The expectation is that right- 

and left-wing initial supporters of each party move in parallel prior to these events and 

diverge after he announced his candidacy with initial supporters of the Socialist and 

Republican candidates with the most right- and left-wing preferences, respectively, 

moving away from their initial parties. As we can see, in both cases, the two groups 

moved largely in parallel prior to the announcement of Macron’s candidacy. In the first 

wave following his announcement, we can see clear divergence. The divergence is 

 
10 For that reason, we also cannot run placebo tests. 
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somewhat less clear though among initial Socialist candidate supporters because 

Socialist support plummeted after the incumbent announced he would not run again and 

because of fluctuations caused by the race to replace him. We provide similar evidence 

for the other policy variables in the SI (Section S8). We can thus speak of the causal 

effect of Macron’s candidacy on vote choice. By presenting a credible centrist option, 

Macron led voters with his particular blend of positions to change their vote choice to 

support him. 

 

Figure 2. Trends in Vote Choice Among Voters with Ideologies that Are Left and Right 

of the Median Ideology of Their Initial Partisan Group 

  

(a) Initial Hollande Voters (b) Initial Juppé Voters 

Note: These figures show the proportions of initial Hollande and Juppé voters whose 

preferences were above and below the median preference in each group of voters who 

continued to support the same party’s candidate. Vertical dashed lines show two key 

dates in Macron’s candidacy: the date he created his political movement (En Marche !) 

En
 M

ar
ch

e!
 c

re
at

ed

M
ac

ro
n 

an
no

un
ce

s 
ca

nd
id

ac
y

0

20

40

60

80

Apr 2016 Jul 2016 Oct 2016 Jan 2017 Apr 2017
Date

%
 V

ot
e 

H
ol

la
nd

e/
M

él
en

ch
on

Economic Scale 1
Above Median

Below Median

En
 M

ar
ch

e!
 c

re
at

ed

M
ac

ro
n 

an
no

un
ce

s 
ca

nd
id

ac
y

0.4

0.6

0.8

Apr 2016 Jul 2016 Oct 2016 Jan 2017 Apr 2017
Date

%
 V

ot
e 

Ju
pp

é

Social Scale 1
Above Median

Below Median



31 

and the date he announced his candidacy for president. The expectation is that the two 

groups initially moved in parallel then diverged when Macron announced his 

candidacy. 

 

For models of persuasion, we need to consider whether voters who supported 

Macron and those who did not moved their policy preferences in parallel over time until 

Macron announced his candidacy.  Figure 1 strongly suggests that, prior to the 

emergence of Macron as a candidate, former Socialist and Republican candidate 

supporters who later decided to vote for him moved in parallel with those who did not. 

Given that the individual policy items used to create the policy scales were only asked 

two or three times, we cannot assess parallelism in the same way for persuasion models. 

We are thus somewhat less confident about our ability to make causal claims about 

persuasion on the individual policy scales. Nevertheless, our main findings are about 

persuasion effects on the ideological scale.  

 

Conclusion 

We follow up on the long-running debate about whether policy preferences influence 

vote choice. Recognizing that policy preferences are partly endogenous to parties and 

leaders, we identify a unique context in which it is possible to test whether preferences 

developed independently of a party and its leader influence voting behavior.  

We assess policy voting in the context of the 2017 French presidential election in 

which Emmanuel Macron rose to prominence and won the election without representing 

an established party. We found that policy preferences strongly influenced vote choice. 
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Macron’s candidacy led former Socialist candidate supporters with right-wing 

ideologies and economic policy preferences strongly to shift to Macron, while 

Republican candidate supporters with left-wing social-policy preferences and 

moderately right-wing ideologies shifted to Macron. To our knowledge, this is the first 

study to clearly show that policy preferences developed exogenously from a candidate 

influenced support for them.  

We also found evidence that Macron influenced his voters’ preferences. Former 

Socialist candidate supporters who decided to vote for him moved their ideologies and 

economic policy preferences to the right, while former Republican candidate supporters 

shifted their ideologies to the left. While weak effects, these findings show that 

persuasion effects are more pervasive than many scholars think. Parties do not have to 

be long-established and polarized as in the United States to influence policy preferences. 

Humans tend to rationalize their decisions. Therefore, careful research designs are 

necessary to show that policy preferences influence vote choice.  

Our findings have major implications for citizens’ ability to lead government. 

The earlier claims of the Columbia and Michigan schools about the long-term stability 

of vote choice along with the provocative findings in recent work by Lenz (2012) that 

policy preferences rarely influence vote choice suggest that citizens are incapable of 

getting government to do what they want. However, we present clear evidence that 

preferences formed independently of a party and its leader led voters to support him. 

Voters can thus signal to government their positions on policy issues and thus elections 

may very well lead to responsive government in spite of the doubts expressed by Achen 

and Bartels (2016). Policy preferences are, nevertheless, partly endogenous to vote 
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choice. Therefore, scholars should heed Lenz’s warning about assuming rather than 

testing the direction of causality between policy preferences and vote choice. 

The major strength of our study is that we use preferences measured before 

Macron even announced his candidacy and that are, therefore, clearly, exogenous to 

him. A possible limitation to our study is that our results are specific to the French 

context, where scholars tend to ascribe an important role to ideological positions 

(Bélanger et al. 2006; Lewis-Beck and Chlarson 2002). However, studies on French 

policy voting are vulnerable to the same critiques of studies in the US and elsewhere 

that the effects they find reflect persuasion rather than policy voting. Converse and 

Pierce (1986), in their influential study of French politics, expressed many of the same 

doubts about the extent of ideological thinking among French voters as Converse (1964) 

did about American voters. Thus, our study of the 2017 French election is necessary 

both to show that policy preferences do matter to vote choice in spite of the difficulty in 

studying them. Future research will hopefully uncover similar policy effects elsewhere. 

Most fundamentally, we hope that this study will inform the debate between about 

whether policy preferences matter.  
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S1. VOTE TRANSFERS 
 
Table S1. Relationship Between Initial Vote Intentions (Wave 2) and First-Round Vote Choice 
(Wave 14) 

 Hollande Juppé Bayrou Le Pen Mélenchon Other None Total 

Macron 50.61 32.54 41.43 4.97 8.77 11.55 25.19 25.9 

Hamon 21.56 3.15 9.39 0.68 6.8 12.43 8.84 7.8 

Fillon 0.73 39.84 11.46 11.54 0.69 13.71 13.29 16.9 

Le Pen 1.34 5.55 4.05 68.2 1.58 3.19 5.98 17.4 

Mélenchon 22.52 8.6 18.69 4.9 78.42 32.67 22.13 19.6 

Other 2.12 8.37 12.23 8.38 2.96 24.78 11.9 9.3 

None 1.12 1.96 2.76 1.32 0.79 1.67 12.67 3.2 

Total 14.9 25 7.6 21 6.8 8.4 16.3 100 
Note: Wave 2 vote intentions are in columns and wave 14 vote choice is in rows. 
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S2. DISTRIBUTIONS OF IDEOLOGICAL SELF-PLACEMENTS 
(from wave 1) 
 

Figure S1: Distribution of Ideological Self-Placements 

 
 
Note: ideological self-placements are from wave 1 
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Figure S2: Percentages of Respondents at Each Value of Ideological Self-Placement Who Later 
Voted for Macron 

 
 

Note: ideological self-placements are from wave 1. Macron vote is from wave 14. Unlike 
the previous graph, this does not show a distribution of ideological self-placement. In-
stead it shows the percentage of respondents who voted for Macron (wave 14) among 
those who placed themselves at each value of ideological self-placement in wave 1. 
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Figure S3: Percentages of Respondents Who Initially Intended to Vote for Hollande at Each 
Value of Ideological Self-Placement Who Later Voted for Macron 

 
 

Note: ideological self-placements are from wave 1. Macron vote is from wave 14. This 
graph shows the percentage of respondents who voted for Macron (wave 14) among 
those who intended to vote for Hollande (wave 2) and who placed themselves at each 
value of ideological self-placement in wave 1. The rug plot on the horizontal axis shows 
the distribution of ideological self-placements among initial Hollande voters.  

  



5 

Figure S4: Percentages of Respondents Who Initially Intended to Vote for Juppé at Each Value 
of Ideological Self-Placement Who Later Voted for Macron 

 
 

Note: ideological self-placements are from wave 1. Macron vote is from wave 14. This 
graph shows the percentage of respondents who voted for Macron (wave 14) among 
those who intended to vote for Juppé (wave 2) and who placed themselves at each value 
of ideological self-placement in wave 1. The rug plot on the horizontal axis shows the dis-
tribution of ideological self-placements among initial Juppé voters. 
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S3. DISTRIBUTIONS OF ECONOMIC SCALE POSITIONS (from 
wave 1) 
 
S3.1 Battery-1 Scale 
 
 

Figure S5: Distribution of Economic Scale 1 

 
 

Note: for this graph, the economic scale is from wave 1 and is split into bins of width 0.1. 
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Figure S6: Percentages of Respondents at Each Economic Scale Value Who Voted for Macron in 
the First Round 

 
 

Note: for this graph, the economic scale is from wave 1 and is split into bins of width 0.1. 
Macron vote is from wave 14. Unlike the previous graph, it does not show a distribution 
of the economic scale. Instead it shows the percentage of respondents who voted for Mac-
ron (wave 14) among those who are at each value of the economic scale (wave 1). 
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Figure S7: Percentages of Respondents Who Initially Intended to Vote for Hollande at Each Eco-
nomic Scale Value Who Voted for Macron in the First Round 

 
 

Note: for this graph, the economic scale is from wave 1 and is split into bins of width 0.1. 
Macron vote is from wave 14. This graph shows the percentage of respondents who voted 
for Macron (from wave 14) among those who initially intended to vote for Hollande 
(wave 2) and who are at each value of the economic scale (wave 1). The rug plot on the 
horizontal axis shows the distribution of the economic scale among initial Hollande sup-
porters. 
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Figure S8: Percentages of Respondents Who Initially Intended to Vote for Juppé at Each Eco-
nomic Scale Value Who Voted for Macron 

 
 

Note: for this graph, the economic scale is from wave 1 and is split into bins of width 0.1. 
Macron vote is from wave 14. This graph shows the percentage of respondents who voted 
for Macron (from wave 14) among those who initially intended to vote for Juppé (wave 2) 
and who are at each value of the economic scale (wave 1). The rug plot on the horizontal 
axis shows the distribution of the economic scale among initial Juppé supporters. 
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S3.2 Battery-2 Scale 
 

Figure S9: Distribution of Economic Scale 2 

 
 
Note: for this graph, the economic scale is from wave 1 and is split into bins of width 0.1. 
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Figure S10: Percentages of Respondents at Each Economic Scale 2 Value Who Voted for Mac-
ron in the First Round 

 
 
Note: for this graph, the economic scale is from wave 1 and is split into bins of width 0.1. 
Macron vote is from wave 14. Unlike the previous graph, it does not show a distribution 
of the economic scale. Instead it shows the percentage of respondents who voted for Mac-
ron (wave 14) among those who are at each value of the economic scale (wave 1). 
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Figure S11: Percentages of Respondents Who Initially Intended to Vote for Hollande at Each 
Economic Scale 2 Value Who Voted for Macron 

 
 
Note: for this graph, the economic scale is from wave 1 and is split into bins of width 0.1. 
This graph shows the percentage of respondents who voted for Macron (from wave 14) 
among those who initially intended to vote for Hollande (wave 2) and who are at each 
value of the economic scale (wave 1). The rug plot on the horizontal axis shows the distri-
bution of the economic scale among initial Hollande supporters.  
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Figure S12: Percentages of Respondents Who Initially Intended to Vote for Juppé at Each Eco-
nomic Scale 2 Value Who Voted for Macron 

 
 

Note: for this graph, the economic scale is from wave 1 and is split into bins of width 0.1. 
Macron vote is from wave 14. This graph shows the percentage of respondents who voted 
for Macron (from wave 14) among those who initially intended to vote for Juppé (wave 2) 
and who are at each value of the economic scale (wave 1). The rug plot on the horizontal 
axis shows the distribution of the economic scale among initial Juppé voters. 
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S4. DISTRIBUTIONS OF SOCIAL SCALE POSITIONS (from 
wave 1) 
 
S4.1 Battery-1 Scale 
 

Figure S13: Distribution of Social Scale 1 

 
 
Note: for this graph, the social scale is from wave 1 and is split into bins of width 0.1. 
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Figure S14: Percentages of Respondents at Each Social Scale 1 Value Who Voted for Macron in 
the First Round 

 
 
Note: for this graph, the social scale is from wave 1 and is split into bins of width 0.1. 
Macron vote is from wave 14. Unlike the previous graph, it does not show a distribution of 
the social scale. Instead it shows the percentage of respondents who voted for Macron 
(wave 14) among those who are at each value of the social scale (wave 1). 
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Figure S15: Percentages of Respondents Who Initially Intended to Vote for Hollande at Each So-
cial Scale 1 Value Who Voted for Macron 

 
 
Note: for this graph, the social scale is from wave 1 and is split into bins of width 0.1. 
Macron vote is from wave 14. This graph shows the percentage of respondents who voted 
for Macron (from wave 14) among those who initially intended to vote for Hollande (wave 
2) and who are at each value of the social scale (wave 1). The rug plot on the horizontal 
axis shows the distribution of the social scale among initial Hollande voters. 
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Figure S16: Percentages of Respondents Who Initially Intended to Vote for Juppé at Each Social 
Scale 1 Value Who Voted for Macron 

 
 
Note: for this graph, the social scale is from wave 1 and is split into bins of width 0.1. 
Macron vote is from wave 14. This graph shows the percentage of respondents who voted 
for Macron (from wave 14) among those who initially intended to vote for Juppé (wave 2) 
and who are at each value of the social scale (wave 1). The rug plot on the horizontal axis 
shows the distribution of the social scale among initial Juppé supporters. 
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S4.2 Battery-2 Scale 
 

Figure S17: Distribution of Social Scale 2 

 
 
Note: for this graph, the social scale is from wave 1 and is split into bins of width 0.1. 
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Figure S18: Percentages of Respondents at Each Social Scale 2 Value Who Voted for Macron in 
the First Round 

 
 

 
Note: for this graph, the social scale is from wave 1 and is split into bins of width 0.1. 
Macron vote is from wave 14. Unlike the previous graph, it does not show a distribution of 
the social scale. Instead it shows the percentage of respondents who voted for Macron 
(wave 14) among those who are at each value of the social scale (wave 1).  
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Figure S19: Percentages of Respondents Who Initially Intended to Vote for Hollande at 
Each Social Scale 2 Value Who Voted for Macron 

 
 

Note: for this graph, the social scale is from wave 1 and is split into bins of width 0.1. 
Macron vote is from wave 14. This graph shows the percentage of respondents who voted 
for Macron (from wave 14) among those who initially intended to vote for Hollande (wave 
2) and who are at each value of the social scale (wave 1). The rug plot on the horizontal 
axis shows the distribution of the social scale among initial Hollande voters.  
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Figure S20: Percentages of Respondents Who Initially Intended to Vote for Juppé at Each Social 
Scale 2 Value Who Voted for Macron 

 
 

Note: for this graph, the social scale is from wave 1 and is split into bins of width 0.1. 
Macron vote is from wave 14. This graph shows the percentage of respondents who voted 
for Macron (from wave 14) among those who initially intended to vote for Juppé (wave 2) 
and who are at each value of the social scale (wave 1). The rug plot on the horizontal axis 
shows the distribution of the social scale among initial Juppé supporters.  
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S5. POLICY VOTING MODELS WITH SCALES 
 

Table S2: Models of Voting for Macron (Battery-1 Scales) 

 All Voters Initial Hollande 
Voters 

Initial Juppé 
Voters 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Intercept -0.54* -0.57* 0.81* 

 (0.08) (0.17) (0.13) 

Ideology Wave 1 0.83* 0.29* -0.18* 

 (0.07) (0.08) (0.06) 

Ideology Wave 12 -0.82*   

 (0.06)   

Economic Policy 1 Wave 1 1.31* 0.81* -0.13 

 (0.16) (0.11) (0.07) 

Economic Policy 1 Wave 12 -1.00*   

 (0.14)   

Social Policy 1 Wave 1 0.65* 0.14 -0.55* 

 (0.15) (0.09) (0.07) 

Social Policy 1 Wave 12 -0.82*   

 (0.13)   

Socialist Identification 0.26* 0.13* 0.12* 

 (0.01) (0.03) (0.03) 

Republican Identification -0.02* -0.02 -0.13* 

 (0.01) (0.14) (0.02) 

Age 0.00 0.01 0.00 

 (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) 

Age2 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 



23 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Female -0.03* -0.06* -0.03 

 (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 

Education 0.03* 0.05 0.01 

 (0.01) (0.03) (0.02) 

Practicing Catholic -0.02 0.02 -0.05 

 (0.02) (0.07) (0.03) 

Other Religion -0.02 -0.04 -0.03 

 (0.02) (0.05) (0.04) 

No Religion -0.01 -0.01 0.07* 

 (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 

Public Sector Worker -0.00 -0.02 -0.00 

 (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 

Income -0.01 0.14 0.14 

 (0.08) (0.22) (0.17) 

Income2 0.08 0.02 -0.10 

 (0.07) (0.21) (0.15) 

Manager 0.05* 0.04 0.05* 

 (0.01) (0.03) (0.02) 

Blue Collar Worker -0.05* -0.07 -0.04 

 (0.02) (0.05) (0.04) 

Out of Work 0.02 0.05 0.01 

 (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) 

Risky Assets 0.02* 0.01 0.01 

 (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) 

Non-Risky Assets 0.01 0.02 -0.00 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
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N 10038 1865 2800 

Adjusted R2 0.17 0.10 0.14 

Standard errors in parentheses 

* indicates significance at p<0.05 

 
 

 

Table S3: Models of Voting for Macron (Battery-2 Scales) 

 All Voters Initial Hollande 
Voters 

Initial Juppé  
Voters 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Intercept -0.22* -0.36* 0.69* 
 (0.06) (0.17) (0.12) 
Ideology Wave 1 0.78* 0.30* -0.12 
 (0.07) (0.08) (0.06) 
Ideology Wave 12 -0.73*   
 (0.06)   
Economic Policy 2 Wave 1 0.99* 0.51* -0.10* 
 (0.08) (0.07) (0.05) 
Economic Policy 2 Wave 12 -0.76*   
 (0.07)   
Social Policy 2 Wave 1 -0.04 -0.01 -0.43* 
 (0.09) (0.07) (0.05) 
Social Policy 2 Wave 12 -0.32*   
 (0.08)   
Socialist identification 0.25* 0.13* 0.12* 
 (0.01) (0.03) (0.03) 
Republican Identification -0.03* -0.02 -0.14* 
 (0.01) (0.14) (0.02) 
Age 0.00 0.01 0.00 
 (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) 
Age2 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Female -0.04* -0.07* -0.04* 
 (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 
Education 0.02* 0.05 -0.00 
 (0.01) (0.03) (0.02) 
Practicing Catholic -0.02 0.02 -0.05 



25 

 (0.02) (0.07) (0.03) 
Other Religion -0.04* -0.05 -0.04 
 (0.02) (0.05) (0.04) 
No Religion -0.01 -0.01 0.06* 
 (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 
Public Sector Worker 0.00 -0.01 -0.00 
 (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 
Income -0.00 0.18 0.13 
 (0.08) (0.22) (0.17) 
Income2 0.07 0.02 -0.11 
 (0.07) (0.21) (0.15) 
Manager 0.04* 0.03 0.05* 
 (0.01) (0.03) (0.02) 
Blue Collar Worker -0.05* -0.07 -0.06 
 (0.02) (0.05) (0.04) 
Out of Work 0.03 0.07 0.01 
 (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) 
Risky Assets 0.02* 0.01 0.01 
 (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) 
Non-Risky Assets 0.01 0.02 -0.00 
 (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) 
N 10136 1890 2817 
Adjusted R2  0.18 0.09 0.14 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*indicates significance at p<0.05 

 

 
 

S6. POLICY VOTING MODELS WITH INDIVIDUAL ISSUE 
VARIABLES 
 
S21 Coefficients on Policy Preference Variables from Models of Voting for Macron Among Ini-

tial Socialist Candidate supporters 
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Note: models include one issue at a time in addition to the controls included in models presented 
in the main text. Darker coefficients are significant at the p<0.05 level. P-values and confidence 
intervals are adjusted for multiple comparisons using a Bonferroni correction. 
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S22 Coefficients on Policy Preference Variables from Models of Voting for Macron Among Ini-
tial Republican candidate supporters  

 

 
Note: models include one issue at a time in addition to the controls included in models presented 
in the main text. Darker coefficients are significant at the p<0.05 level. P-values and confidence 
intervals are adjusted for multiple comparisons using a Bonferroni correction.  
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S7. MODELS OF PERSUASION 
 

Table S4: Models of Persuasion Using Battery-1 Policy Scales 
 

 Initial Socialist Voters Initial Republican Voters 

 Ideology Economic 
Scale 1 Social Scale 1 Ideology Economic 

Scale 1 Social Scale 1 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Intercept 0.11* 0.31* 0.22* 0.22* 0.24* 0.15* 

 (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) 

Macron Vote 
Intention-Wave 6 0.03* 0.03* 0.00 -0.02* 0.00 -0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Ideology Wave 1 0.44*   0.60*   

 (0.02)   (0.02)   

Economic Scale 
1-Wave 1  0.46*   0.55*  

  (0.03)   (0.02)  

Social Scale 1-
Wave 1   0.66*   0.67* 

   (0.02)   (0.02) 

Socialist 
Identification 0.03* 0.00 0.00    

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)    

Republican 
Identification    0.07* 0.03* 0.03* 

    (0.01) 0.00 (0.01) 

Age 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Age Squared 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
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 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Female 0.00 -0.01* -0.02* -0.01 -0.01 -0.01* 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 0.00 0.00 (0.01) 

Education 0.02* 0.00 -0.03* 0.00 0.01* 0.00 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Practicing 
Catholic 0.00 -0.04* -0.04* 0.03* 0.01 0.00 

 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Other Religion 0.02 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

No Religion -0.01 -0.01 -0.03* -0.03* -0.01 -0.02* 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Public Sector 
Worker -0.01 0.00 0.00 -0.02* -0.01 0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 0.00 0.00 (0.01) 

Income 0.01 -0.12* 0.00 -0.02 -0.08 -0.02 

 (0.07) (0.05) (0.06) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) 

Income Squared -0.01 0.10* -0.01 0.03 0.08* 0.01 

 (0.06) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

Manager 0.00 0.00 -0.02* 0.01 0.01 -0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Blue-Collar 
Worker 0.00 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02* -0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Out of Work 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02* 0.02 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Risky Assets 0.01 0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 

 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
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Non-Risky 
Assets 0.00 0.01* 0.00 0.01* 0.01* 0.00 

 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

N 1849 1016 1015 2776 1528 1529 

 0.20 0.30 0.57 0.59 0.52 0.50 

Adjusted R2 0.19 0.29 0.57 0.58 0.52 0.50 

Standard errors in parentheses 

 

 
 

 
Table S5: Coefficients on Macron Vote Dummy from Various Persuasion Model Specifications 
 Initial Socialist Voters Initial Republican Voters 

Waves (Vote-
LDV-DV) Ideology Economic 

Scale 1 
Social 
Scale 1 Ideology Economic 

Scale 1 
Social 
Scale 1 

6-1-12b 0.03* 0.03* 0.00 -0.02* 0.00 -0.01 

6-7-12b 0.03* 0.02* 0.00 -0.04* 0.00 -0.01 

14-1-12b 0.06* 0.03* 0.00 -0.04* -0.01 -0.02* 

       

Waves (Vote-
LDV-DV) Ideology Economic 

Scale 1 
Social 
Scale 1 Ideology Economic 

Scale 1 
Social 
Scale 1 

6-1-15 0.03* 0.05* 0.00 -0.02* 0.02* 0.00 

14-1-15 0.08* 0.06* 0.01 -0.04* 0.00 -0.03* 

* indicates significance at p<0.05 

Note: the first column gives the numbers of the waves in which the following variables were 
measured: vote intention (or vote choice), lagged dependent variable, and dependent variable. 
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S8. ASSESSING THE PARALLEL TRENDS ASSUMPTION 
AMONG SUPPORTERS OF EACH CANDIDATE WITH DIF-
FERENT PRIOR POLICY PREFERENCES 
 
The assumption underlying the differences-in-differences research design is that, in absence of 

the treatment, the treatment and control groups would move in parallel. While it is impossible to 

observe what would happen to the treatment group in the absence of a treatment, we can test 

whether the groups move in parallel prior to the treatment. In other words, to assess the parallel 

trends assumption for models of vote choice, we observe whether voters with policy preferences 

that are closer to Macron’s positions moved in parallel with voters with policy preferences that 

are more distant from Macron’s positions before Macron announced his candidacy. Because 

Macron vote choice was not asked before Macron became a candidate, we focus on assessing 

whether voters who initially supported each candidate continue to support that candidate over 

time. We compare the vote choices of initial supporters of each large party’s candidate with pol-

icy preferences above and below the median of each scale in each group of initial supporters. 
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Figure S23: Proportion of Initial Supporters of Each Main Party’s Candidate Above and Below 
the Median Ideology Who Intended to Vote for the Same Party’s Candidate Over Time 

(a) Initial Hollande Voters (b) Initial Juppé Voters 

Note: These figures show the proportions of initial Hollande and Juppé voters above and below 
the median of the first-battery economic scale who continued to support the same party’s candi-
date. Vertical dashed lines show two key dates in Macron’s candidacy: the date he created his 
political movement (En Marche !) and the date he announced his candidacy for president. The 
expectation is that the two groups initially moved in parallel then diverged after Macron an-
nounced his candidacy. 
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Figure S24: Proportion of Initial Supporters of Each Main Party’s Candidate Above and Below 
the Median of the First-Battery Economic Scale Who Intended to Vote for the Same Party’s Can-
didate Over Time 

(a) Initial Hollande Voters (b) Initial Juppé Voters 

Note: These figures show the proportions of initial Hollande and Juppé voters above and below 
the median of the first-battery economic scale who continued to support the same party’s candi-
date. Vertical dashed lines show two key dates in Macron’s candidacy: the date he created his 
political movement (En Marche !) and the date he announced his candidacy for president. The 
expectation is that the two groups initially moved in parallel then diverged after Macron an-
nounced his candidacy. 
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Figure S25: Proportion of Initial Supporters of Each Main Party’s Candidate Above and Below 
the Median of the First-Battery Social Scale Who Intended to Vote for the Same Party’s Candi-
date Over Time 

(a) Initial Hollande Voters (b) Initial Juppé Voters 

Note: These figures show the proportions of initial Hollande and Juppé voters above and below 
the median of the first-battery social scale who continued to support the same party’s candidate. 
Vertical dashed lines show two key dates in Macron’s candidacy: the date he created his politi-
cal movement (En Marche !) and the date he announced his candidacy for president. The expec-
tation is that both groups of initial Hollande voters move in parallel over time (because the so-
cial scale did not influence voting for macron among initial Hollande voters), while the two 
groups of initial Juppé voters move in parallel before Macron announced his candidacy then di-
verge after that.  
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Figure S26: Proportion of Initial Supporters of Each Main Party’s Candidate Above and Below 
the Median of the Second-Battery Economic Scale Who Intended to Vote for the Same Party’s 
Candidate Over Time 

(a) Initial Hollande Voters (b) Initial Juppé Voters 

Note: These figures show the proportions of initial Hollande and Juppé voters above and below 
the median of the second-battery economic scale who continued to support the same party’s can-
didate.. Vertical dashed lines show two key dates in Macron’s candidacy: the date he created his 
political movement (En Marche !) and the date he announced his candidacy for president. The 
expectation is that the two groups initially moved in parallel then diverged when Macron an-
nounced his candidacy. 
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Figure S27: Proportion of Initial Supporters of Each Main Party’s Candidate Above and Below 
the Median of the Second-Battery Social Scale Who Intended to Vote for the Same Party’s Can-
didate Over Time 

 

(a) Initial Hollande Voters 
(b) Initial Juppé Voters 

Note: These figures show the proportions of initial Hollande and Juppé voters above and below 
the median of the second-battery social scale who continued to support the same party’s candi-
date. Vertical dashed lines show two key dates in Macron’s candidacy: the date he created his 
political movement (En Marche !) and the date he announced his candidacy for president. The 
expectation is that the two groups initially moved in parallel then diverged when Macron an-
nounced his candidacy. 
 

To assess the parallel trends assumption underlying models of persuasion, we rely on Figure 1 in 

the main text. For the individual policy items presented in the text we only have two or three 

measures of each, making it difficult to determine whether they move in parallel. We are, there-

fore, more prudent about considering our findings of persuasion on individual policy scales 

causal effects.  
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