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M ABSTRACY

et

Theunopion that electors acquire an enduring allegiancec
to a political party has gquided the study of voting
beMaviour an¥ elections in western democracies for almost

three decadeéT Yet when used outside the United States,

where the cogcept was developed, part} identification has -

pegg gregﬁgg with less wunanimous enthusiasm. For Canadian
scgola;s,“debate over the concept revolves primarily around
(1)Jkthe empirical independence of party identification and

the vote and (2) the stabi]ity of such attachments. IBdeed.

'ihis debate has occupied muqh of the efforts of previodus

analysts in Canada.
In® this thesis, we reexamine the conventional wisdom

about party identification in [anada by Jlooking at two

questions. First, are party 1identification and the vote

distinguishable - empirical referegts in. Canada? And
secondly, nowu can we account for changes in the party
identifications of Canadians? Thus, the first question

seeks to 'address “the property of indéﬂ%ndence. and the

;econd, the property of stability, .

- L .
{" The first hypothesis is that party identification and

the vote are not the same thing, but differ by the 1mpaqi of

sttort-term forces that contradict partisan attachmEnts.”



This hypothesis is supported -- for all types ‘of partisans,

the differences between vote and party identification can be )

understood, , at least in part, as a function of short-term

. ) ) L ‘
forcese ‘ ,
b [T £ 1

The :eéond hypothesis is that levels of stability and

change in party identification are related t¢ inHividuah*

party images. That is, when these "mental pic%ures“.df the
parties serve to reinforce past party identification,
identifications wj11 be stable. On the other Qand, when

these images are in conflict with the party one identified

with 1n the past, there is a smaller likelihood that the

‘individual will remain a stable identifier. We test this

A

hypothesis in two ways. The first relates image of dhe's

own party to patterns of change and stability in

o

identification, while the second- correlates the relative

image of all three parties with patterns of partisan

stability. In both- an&]yses th%g patterns that emerge are
generally coﬁsistent with _the expectations derived from the-
hypothesis. All partisans are more likefy to change their
party identifications when‘their images of éhe pgrties are
in conflict with the basf party attachments. However, wher
party images reinforce pasgvidentifications, identifications

are likely to endure.- . : .
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CHAPTER I o g
- * '
INTRODUCTION .-

@ - [
» &

In one version or aﬁother.‘ the <concept of part&
identification -- the noti;n that _electors acquire - an
enduring -allegiance to a po]itic;l party -- h9s }fen used 1n
innumerable national and cross-pational electorhal ang]yses.
wet few concepts in conteﬁporary political science have
aroused «fis much academic discussion  and controver%&.
Throughout th% 197051 based on accumulated eviience from[
national election surveys in many western democracies, the
concéﬁt became the\ *targea, of 'critlca1 studiegf As 0
resgarcqi;s atfempted to "trﬁnsport; the <concept to other
nations, challenges were raised ag£1nst the notion of pqrty
identification as a uni&ersally meiningful and  stable
component of the vote. While still g;anting:a high dégreé
of theoretical génerality to theée concept, many critics
question the.utility of party identification in models of
voting choice in non-American ;ettings. Unlike fhe American
political mil1eux,‘ where party {dentiflcation is a well
established tonéept, mapy Camdadian and European scholars
arque that the status of party identification within
multiparty systems or electoral systems 1less complex than

&

that of the United States appears more dubious (Budge"eg

J
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al., 1976; LeDuc. 1984ifIZDuc etsa1.. 1984). In part%cu]ﬁr.Q
the debate revolves aroind (1) the empirical)indépendence of
pa?ty’identifi%at1onk and the votg and (2) the {tégflity of
such party attachments. | ¢ -

The first major <challenge to the view of party
identificétion as stable and meaningful outside of the
United States questionss whether par?y identification and

-«

vote ,variable measure different phenomena. If party
ident1ficat\i6n’s independent of voting preferences thenjt~ \\
need not change when individuals swiig% their votes from one
e]écti?n to another. Analyses of Eurogeén electorates
sugge;tA however, that this is not §the case. In”thgr
influential volume Party Identificatiof and Bevond (Budge et
al., 1976), the weditors gquestion “whether the effective .
orientation tapped byv the party identification questigps
act@a]]y exisfs independently of voting intention" (Budge et
al., 1976: 10). In the published 1jtera£ure, 1his ﬁuestiéﬁ
was first raised {n - an investigation gf the British
electorate and was Bccasioned_qg “the finding that British
voters _changed their identif{cations along with their
egﬁpworal preferences to a much greater extent than Ameriggn
electors (Batle? and  Stokes, ﬁ§74). In contrasting the
British and American electorates, Bugler and Stokes (i9?4)

found that British voters were less likely than Americans to

distinguish between their current electoral preferences and
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. ¢/\\‘&ﬁ ’ . .
their more general partisan~dispoéitions. From this they
¥

»

»

conclude: T -

1
L]

The majority of voters do in fact have
<§enera1 dispositions towards party which

give continuity to their behaviour-ifi a S
‘ succesgion of specific choices. But n
. transferring their vote frm one patty .
" 3 to anothet they "are less likKely to
. retain-a conscious identification with a

party other than the one they currently

. support (Butler and Stokes., 1974: 44). -
v ,/%ﬂ;ﬁg the same lines of argumqnf, studies of the Dutch
e]eétd;at: ~élso cast dqubt on whether party ideﬁ%ifixation
is™ independeﬁix from cufrent v'oting° preference. In his
analysis oft\gg§ elecﬁurate\ in the Netherlands, Thomassen

T e—

L

(1976) provides gvidence  that expressions of party
i -

‘identi1fication among Dutch voters should not be regafded as

a'"standiné decision" at-all. Rather, Thomassen's findlngg
sd}gest .that party identjflcation‘ s not “contgftually
different from vote preference. "ktonc1ud1ng that party

iqentification~ is simply a reflection of vote preference,

I , .
THomassen argues that .the use _of party identif#cation 1h

rejatiog to voting behaviour in the Netherlands is vgry

doubtful: “what 1ittlé evidence exists to— the effect that
* -

party 1identification and vote‘ preferenge ¢ be

distinguished can also bé explained as uﬁieliab1)ﬁty of

measurement” (Thomaséen. 1976: 77). i B

!

»

Ana1ysés of party identification in Germany ﬁf%vide a

further thrust against the view ofy party identification as

§ H
2

_ 4 [ 4

PN



o
independent &from current vote intention: For example, the
findiﬁgs unco:éred. by Kadse (1976) " é» very much in
;agr ent with party identifig;tion” research in other
.« furopean,. po]iticaﬁ sygtems in péinting to a signififant
« tendency of those respondents whé deviated-from their party
1d;ntificat16n in the wvote to later_ adjust their party

ddentification )accordingly" (Kaase, 1976: 100). In
identification and current vo{e preffrence, Kaase points to
Q‘\;f covariation between pafty jdeﬁti?ication and voting
/ * intention as éviden@e that Ehe two variables may be né mor er
than two sides ofﬁfhe same coin. *-0n this basis Kaase_goes
on to conclude that‘ the _independence element of party

. identification 1is not 3ufficiently present in the German

3

case. to warrant the “sophisticated” analyses of voting -

- “ - behaviour undertaken in the United States. WAccordingly,

Kaase argues for de-emphasizing the impoF?Eﬁce of party
v identification in‘fthe analysis of voting behaviour in

European political systems (Kaase, 19764 101).

13

, The secpnd’ major chalf%nge “to the meaningfulnesé of

party identification outside ‘the American national context

arises out of the dbserveq instability of party *

identification over time. As portrayed innlng Voter Decides
: » N ~ . -
- (1954) and I1he -American Yoter (1960), party identification,

;‘\\—j‘ like a religious identity, tended to be quite stgble and was
& » Z;

4 ©

addressing the problem of equivalence of _party. k

-



thus viewed as a long-term component of the political

»

system. While it wii always recognized that party
) . . . identification E\%gd,change under the 1mpact of major issues

and, to a lesser~extent. as a result of a <change 1n one's
- . > h y—
personal surroundings, party 1dentificatvion, once

established, was an attitude that tended to be stable in the

e

long run., - - z.

Systematic prbss»national comparisons of the stability
of party identificati'on in fact show that the United States
is unique ig this respect. There 15.‘ as 15 often nqted.
every reason why this™ exceptionality 1is expected. The
American polit%cal system exhibits a large number of unique
institutional characterdistics (frequent elééiions.
simg]taneous election .of a wvariety of officidals at the
federal, state and local -levels, and independent election of

the executive -and legislature) ~which_<yield a vajiety of

behavioural differences. Faced with a vast array{of ballot

choices, an endurihg sense of partisanship supplies the

Amer ican voter with an invaluable cognitive-evaluative guide
*‘to his or her world of politics. As a redylt of thls:
persuasive assistance, the stability of - party

identifications in th United States has been considerable,

at both the aggregate and the individual level. This caa be

contrasted with changes 1n

!
¥
\

party identification in other

countries which are tgpically two to three times as great as

- \«?

¥
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.
in the American case. The Butler and Stokes‘(1974) s%udy of

o

the British electorate was the first t&r repbrt that party
identif jgation miMt be less stable in other countries than
in the ;ited States. Thomassen (1976), in his analysis of
the Dutcﬁ data, finds that party identification is actﬁa]ly~
less stable than vote pﬁeference. From this Thomassen
concludes tﬁatg rather th;n being c&ysa]ly'prior to vote
preference, party identification is actually Fffected by the
vote (Thomassen, 1976) .

More recent analyses support the =early evidence that
party identification jsﬁless stable 1in other_::Lntries than
in the quted States. Such findings are most clear in
LeDuc's (1984) ana]ysis‘of the dynamic' propertiés of‘Party
identification _in four nations. In comparing Britain,

Canada, the United States and the Netherlands, LeDuc finds

that the cr&&s-natiqyal level of instability in party

_identification' is substantially higher outside the United
~F .

States. for example, while 68% of the American respondenti
maintained the same party identification 1in thret panel
waves — (1972-74-76) and 11% éhanged party identiffcation at

lea}t once, in Britain (1969-70-74), 64% of the respondents

»

remained stable and 27% changed their party identification

as least once. The lower ratio of stable to unstable
identifiers- is even more bronounced in Canada (1974-79-80)

and the Netherlands (1970-71-72). In Canada, 59% of the

L3
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sample maintained é stable pattern of identification over
the ihree panel waves. while 23%¢ reported at least one
change. in their identification. The Ditch case exhibited
even greater instability  in partisaﬁship. In the
vNether]ands, only 36% of the respondents maintained the saﬁe
party identification while 30% reported JanOUWStable party
,identification (LeDuc, 1984: Table 23-3). ~ 4
As in Europe, scholars for some ﬁ%me have questioned
the value ogiparty identification in the Canadian context.
Here, too, the most bopulér objection'h_ been that party
identification appears to be less stable and less
independent from the vote in Jéanada than in the Untted
;States. Thus, . when compared to the Uéited State%,
"

Canadians' party attachments haﬁ;.been pictyred as volatilJ
T
ndependent 1influyence on tHe

transient, and “lackimg - in
individual's vote" (Beck and Pierce, 1977: 32). Noting the
strength of the relagionship between party identification
and vote, some students of Canadian politics have concluded
-thats, f}?"the Canadian eleétorate; party identification and
the vote are not ponceptual]y different; that an identify
exists between the two variables. John Meisel (1973), for
example, seems to draw this conc]psion when he suggests that
party identification may be "almost inapplic#le” 1n Canada,

shifting as much as fthe vote itself (Meisel, 1973: 67).

Meisel <concludes that if party identification is unstab.le

d



- &

and tends to covary with the vote in Canada, a more stable
. f |

measure of the Jlong-term component of the vote may be

v

— -

‘required.

Challenging this view, Sniderman and his colleagues
argue that Canadians are quite ready to profess allegiance

to a party, and that "this sense of jdentification with a

g

party tends to reflect a long-term commitment; not a passing
. X

preference™ (Sniderman et al., 1974: 286). After notin

3

chat the relationship between party identificati&n and the

vote is—indeed strong, the authors make this argument:
To judge by these results, party
identification” is a wuseful concept in
the analysis of the vote in Canada.
This, we should emphasize, is scarcely a

foregone . conclusion. Research® on
electoral 'behaviour in Great 'Britain
suggests_that . . . party identification

- . ... may frequently indicate no more,
than a person's current electoral
preference, not an enduring party
loyalty. In Canada, however, the party
identification -question evidently tends
to measure relatively ltasting
attachments to parties . . . (Sniderman
et al., 1974: 286).

Related to the debate over - the indépendence of party

identification] and voting choice, Canadian researchers in

the field of vo%ing behaviour have also focused considerable.

attention on the question of the stability of party
identification in Canada. In one of the earliest
investigations ofY the Canadian electorate, Regenstrief

(1%55) ‘argués that "[i]f there is anything to be learned

{ —

»*



the elections that have taken place in Canada during

the past decade., it s that the political affiliations of

{Regenstrief, 1965: 169)’.

Simildtly. Jenson (1975a, 1975b) provides evidence thaﬂ({ the

ingtability in party identification in Canad% is
o'

far higher than in the United States.

Canadians are remarkably unstable”

amount of

More recent analyses of the Canadian electorate furnish

us with much the same conclusions. Clarke et al. (1980),

for example, find that 36% of thé respondents in their 1974

study who report a ?pderal party identifjcation recall

- %
having changed that party identification at some point in_

their lives. Breaking this figure down to examine the time
A

at which .the change in party identification occurred, they:
find that 18% of all partisans changed their attachments(?ﬁ%

the two year period between the 1972 and 1974 elections. :

And, over a longer six ‘'year period since the 1968 election,

'the incidence of changing party identiyjfication 1is even

!
higher with fully one-quarter of all partisang changing “

their party identification (Clarke et al..;1980: 101). |

- !
Recogni)zing that one of the critical fqupstions in the . w
debate _about the concept of party 1denéification is "1ts |

| |

stability over time, Canadian researcher# have adopted one

of two approaches to account for the obser?ed instabi1lity 11n }

party identification 1in Canada. In her ftreatment of party
identification in Camada, Jenson argues that “while party
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»

identification may survive a change in vote over several

elections - this does not necessarily imply.that therarty

“identifications of Canadians are stable over a longer

*

) _
period" (Jenson, 1975b: 544). To sustain this argument,

Jenson invokes an alternative definition of the concept;

.

party identification is coﬁceptualized as a "cost-saving"
mechanism in the voters' :at§ona1 calculations. The
implication "of this definition, as Jenson herself points
out, 1s$th;t party “identification in Canada could be either
stable or mutable. As a means of reducing.the information
costs of electéra1 decision making, partf;identification
would be stable if the ‘party was consistent in the
distribution of ité policy benefits. On the other hand,
party identification would be mutable when, as a result of '
a1£eration§ “in pa;ty's position, a more‘reliable cue to
behaviour is required (Jenson, 1975a: 206-207).

. A seﬁond broad explanation for the changing tommitments
to party in \Eanadé is provided by Clarke et al. (1980,
1984). Based on their analyses of the 1974 National
flection Study (NES) data, Clarke et al. (1980) propose a
refinement of .the concept of party identification to better
describe the different types of party identifiers in Canada.
The resulting modification is the introduction of a new

multidimensional measure labelled “partisaﬁship" that takes

account of three potential "qualifiers" of commitment to a

.

>
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particular political party: consistehcy‘bf identifications

with . a party across the federal and provincia} levels,

stability of identification over time, and.intensity of

identification (Clarke et al., 1980: 105). Applying this

"partisgn§hip“=variab1e torthe 1974 data, the authors find

"tﬁat more than six in ten partisans are "flexible" because

they deviaté in some manner from a strong, stable, and

consistent connection with a political party (Clarke et al.,

1980). “For Clarke et al. it is this characteristic of
Canadians‘“ partisan attachments -- that a numb;r of

Canadians make onfy a very limited commitment “to "@heir"

party -- that affects th> individuals relate to parties.
JUtilizing data from the three-wave panel study (1974-79-80),

the same authors further elaborate on this view by examining
the. incidence of chanbing party jdentificatisn at the

md iV dual Ieveli Treating cross-level consistency,

“partisanship” in Canada, LeDuc et al. (1984) emphasiz¢ that

stability, = and intensity as separate dimensiois of
party identifications are not necessarily stable since a
Gmajority of paqti%an identifiers in Canada are “flexible” --
amenable to change in response to short~term%forc;s. It 1is
this condition -of “flexibility", thé authors argue, that
' enhances the liketihood of partisan change in Canada‘(Leduc

et at., 1984: 482-483).

This confusion in the bublished literature over the

—



indgpeﬁdegce and instability of party oidentification'is
clearly an unsatisfactory state g‘.bffairs. Since these
debateSG‘have occupied much of the efforts of previous
analysts, Both in Canada and e]Eewheré, a reexamination of
these ’1ssue$ seems warranted. Therefore, this Epesis
propers to reexamine the conventional wisdoﬁ about party
identification in C;nada by lookiné‘ at two questions: (1)
are party identification and the vote distinguishable
empirical referents in Canada: and)(2) how can we account
for changes in the party idént%fications of Canadians. The
first questiom,A seeks u to address the property of
independence, and the second,- the property dfﬂstab}]ity.

To answer the first question, this thesi; will present
evidence that indicates ghat party identification and. the
’vote varijable measure different pmfngmena -- to rule out
what Norp?th (1984) has Jabelleq the "artifact" hypothesis.
Our sécond concern revolves around the question of the
stability of party identification. If the party
i¢entification concept is to. retain its-app]icabi]it§ in
Canada, a cleare; understanding of its (in)stabi]ity, 50
~widely documented by Canadian researchers, is essential.
However, the work of* Jenson and Clarke et al.
notwithstanding, our und;rstanding "of the instability in

party identification in Canada remains' quite limited.

Recent scholarly research on ~the voters' attitudes towards

12
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the parties -- their “"party images" -- does, however, seem

to offer greaf potential for accounting for both stabi1ity

and change in,‘pérty identification. We wil) explore this
Sy

potential by examining the linkage between changes in party

-

‘identification and the party images voters mo1é within the
- - %-55/ -
context of the Canadian party systém. Since there has been

relatively 1little discussion of 'the relationship between
¢ !

- o~

party identification and party imageé"fn Canada, our first
. | !

objective is to dévelop a basic undersb&ﬁqiﬁgdof the pattern

of ¥oter/éttitudes toward the parties. <“More specifically,

&
- "

our aim is to determine if there is a relationsﬁipybetween

the voters‘¢ipagé§ of the parties and stability or change i?
partj identiff;ation in Canada. i o
In the chapters which follow we will examine both the
question of the- independence of party identification and the
relationship between instability in party identification and
party images wusing data from the 1984 Canad fan National
"Election Study and the 1974-1979-1980 Panel Study. In
Chapter II we wiil discuss the conéept of party image dand
r%v%eu- the «.literature on the rqlationship between“party
images and party identification. 1In Chapter IIl we will
develop the operational definitions of the variables we use

I3

in our analyses. The hypotheses that our research is

‘.hz/)’ M\QBesi%;ed to test and the data and methodology used to test
< . > :

grese hypotheses will also be discussed in this chapter.

13
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€HAPTER II ¢

%
oF LITERATURE REVIEW

Party identification is a well-established coﬁcept n
American political science. Though many American schoLErs
may disagree over whether it is best interpreted within a
psycholgpgical onﬁjnfarmation theorejic framework, the nation
that voters form "standing commitments" to one or the other

parties is widely accepted in the United States. In Canada,

v LN

however, the status of party identification is more dubious.
From our aiscussionbin Chapter I, we know the debate over
the usefulii®ss of the concept within the Canadian polit1caH'
context was occasioned by observed variations in patterns of
the relationship between certain aspects of parfy

+

identification and political behaviour., In - particular,

Canadian scholars have focused on: {1) whether tQS party
identificat}on and vote variables measure different
phenomena; and (2) the incidence and impact of unstable
party identifications of Canadians. Before proceeding to
any consideration of these areas of concern, however, 1t 15
necessary to deal with a logically prior question: why do

independence and stability matter at all?

The requirement that party identification and the vote

15
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be independent derives from the definitioh of the concept

itself. Early voting studies classified adherents of the
various political parﬁs n the basis of their vote ™ the

relevant election (Lazarsfeld et al., i?&ﬂw;Bere]son et al.,
-
W

1954‘)'. ' eross-tabulating vote ¢ #L h kocial background

@ c

variables, - and in particular religion, urban-rural

+

residence, and occupation, these researvchers discovered a
. b i
number of factors opredisposing eledtors to vote  for a

certain paFty. On this basis, adherents of the various

~

parties -- those who consistent]y voted for tng same party

-

-~.could be ctassified according to their predisposition to

wote Democrat or Republican. In cdntrast, The Voter Decides

(1954), the initial study conducted by «Campbell and his
associates at the Mi;higaﬂ Survéy Research Center, defined

party identification as "the sense of personal attachment

which the indibidual feels towafd the [party] of his choice"”

(Campbell” et al., 1954: 8 £89).  Just as people identify
with religious, racial.ddnd ethnic groups. so too do they
identify with political parties.

-4

The <crucial assumption here, 'derived from the more
generic social-psychological condé&tg&ﬁ’reference groups, 1is
that "“people may belong to a pérﬁy %taﬁoagq their sense of
personal identificatipn¢with the party . o .i[gnd; that much
of our individual sense of personal idénlilx iskﬁgrived“from

groups to which we belong" (Miller, 1976: 22; emphasis in

¢
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the original).(1) This emphasis on reference groups becomes

clear in the following'excerpt from The VYoier Decides:

Group- membership may be said.to have
importance psychologically in the degree
to which it influences the attitudes and
behaviors of those who share it e
This sense of personal attachment which
the individual feels toward the groupfof

his c¢hoice 15 referred to . . . as
jdentification, and with respect to
parties , as ° groups, as . party

jdentification (Campbell et al., 1954:
89). —_— -

« The findings uncovered by Campbell et al. (1954) in

their analyses of the l952ﬂpresidential election supported

the view that personal attachments to a party were of

importance to the individual's psycho]ogica1 make-up.

The ®igh degree of family similarity 1in
party identification, the relatively
small percentage-of party switching, the

small number of people who call
themselves Independents -- all these
indicate the mportance of parties as
points -of psychological anchoring

(Campbell et al., 1954: 107).

—. o— -— .

(1) The concept of "reference group" is one of the central

analyti¢ tools in social psychology. In 1ts

most

familiar wusage, the concept signifies that group whose
perspective constitutes the frame of reference of the
actor. Thus. Shibutani (1968) speaks of a reference
group as groups “whose outlook is used by the actor as
the frame of reference in the organization of hi1s
perceptual field” (p. 107). Similarly, Sherif (1968)
characterizes reference groups as "those groups which
the individual relates himself as a part or to which he

aspires to reldte " himself psychologically” (p. 86).

In

this kind of individual-group relationship, Sherif goes
on to argue, “the wvalues or -norms of his reference

groups constitute the major anchorages in relation to

which his experience of self-identity is organized" (p.

87).

A
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Moreover )  these personal attachments werg bof importance in

,account'irf’g for voting behayic}ur. Not only was it found that

*

party ide\ntificﬁ:ationvcorrelated\ powerfully with the vote,

part:y identifiers could be distinguished on the basis of the

intensity with which they held their identifitation. For

example, .weak® party identifiers reported mbr’e T;requent

split-ticket ;/oting an‘d declared that they were less 1likely
2 )

to suppiort disag‘l;eeable candidétes\ of their own party than

~

those with stronger , identifications. From this evidence,
Cﬁfmpbell et al. (1954) conclddegb that party identification,

along with candidate and issue orientations, functioned as

independent factors affecting voting choice. J

r

The erhphasis on groupzattachments was further expanded
t L4

upon by the Michigan scﬁolars in The American Voter (1960).

In this volume, Campbell et al. hypothesize that the

a4 .‘ “ I3
American political parties serve as the most important
group-ob ject . on the " political horizon. Once€ imbued with

positive or negative associations by an individual, this

ind"fvidual-gkroup ,relationshi;) ~acts as the most critical
dimension d%fining and organizing the individual‘s political

cognitions. Party "~ identification -- the individual's
»

affective ori?nta"f.iotl‘ to this important group-object in his

environment -- allowed one to "know" more about the policies
‘A 4
and personalities associated with. the parties than wag

?' 18 - -
L. ) S e
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possible on the basis of their direct contact with the
issues and Jand}dﬁtesA‘of the day.aﬁ_gccordingly. the
psychological attachments of tens of millions of Americans
to ong of the parties was seen /ggﬁghe central and'causally
decisive , element of electoral behaviour. (Campbell et al.,
1960 : 121). No q;onger treated as conceptually coordinate
with“kandidath evaluations ﬁmqhiééue orientations (as was
the case in The VYoler Decides. ‘1954)k‘party identi1fication

provided the crdcial link between the ndividual's

percepti and evalyations of the more immediate factors

leadinz -to'wote choice and a host of anteggdﬂﬂf';::tors,

o

such as the e]pdtor‘s ﬁsoci$1 class and rother group
affi]iations.(Campbell et ;1., 1960:v126). |

Clearly, this description of party identifitation and
its role as the paramount factor within the "field of
psychological forces" explicitly dispenses with the notion
that party identification siﬁply denotes one's voting
record. As  Campbell et . al. (1960) state, party
Jgentification is not congruent with the current intention

to vote for one party or the other. Nor does it, in the

vast majority bf cases, reflect formal membership or an

/c"'ﬁm
+
e
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active connection to & party.{(1) In general, the tie to
party is a  "psychological identification, which ‘[can]
persist without 1legal recognition or evidence of formal
membership and evep without a consistgnt record ’of party
support” (Campbell et al., 1960: 121). Thus, for example,
an individual ‘would view himself as i Democrat while
aliowing his .candidate prefé;;;;;;~h§pﬁ‘¥way Him towards
vqting for the Republicans. ‘

} The Michigan scholars also went to considerable lengths

to show that, as a corollary  to this definition, party

identification was stable. According to Ihe American Voter,

party identification was a "standibhg commitment" to a party.
While an individual's vofe would chanée ‘under the influepce
of factors peculiar to a particular campaign, 1dentification

with the party remained remarkably stable. Speaking to this

'

level of stability, the authors state: £
] When we examine the evidence of the
manner in which party attachment
develops and changes during the lifetime
. of the individual <citizen, we find a
) picture characterized “more by stability
than by <change -- not by rigid,

immutable fixation on one party rather
than the other, but by a persistent
adherence and resistance to contrary
influence (Campbell et al., 1960: 146).

o -

(1) Basic to reference group theory is the notiom® that the
groups to which the individual relates need not always
be the gro!ﬂk in which the individual 7is actually a
member. As Sherif (1968) puts it, one's identifications
“need not always be with groups in which he is
registered, is seen to be, ,or announced to be a member"

{p. 87).
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This “"persistent adherence"”, gr standing commitment, is
based on two main factors. First, there is the person's
family background. Normally. party 1identification ‘i;
learned early—pin Tife and results primarily from
transmis§3on across genergtions within the family. 'In
essence, an individual inherits a partisan identification
much as one acquires a re]%gious ident +ty. More importantly

perhaps, the signif1cahce of a agycho1og1ca] attachment to a
party produces a sfrong effect on the manner 1n which an
individual structures his att itudes towards the elements of
politics, especially parties, leaders, and issues.
Identification with a . political party functions as a
supplier of cues by which thre individual can evaluate and
deal with the compiex and sometiﬁes confusing world of
politics. In a world in - which national politics is far
removed from the common citizen, the 1individual wvoter is
fgiced to depend on sources of information at least one step
removed from “"direct" experience (Campbell et al., 1960:
128). Thus the -role ascribed party identification by
Campbell and his co]leaggts is that of a force which colours
or shapes the formation of the voters‘’ partisan evaluations.
Consequently, the effec{ of party identification is not only
to’%upply;_cues to potitical behaviour, buk to provide cues
of a very specific type.

Identification with a party raises a

21



M%éf”’eeptual~screen through which the
"™ individual tends to see what is “
% favorable to his partisan or ientation.
The . stronger the party bond, the mot e
- exaggerated the process—of se]ectwn and
perceptual*distortion will be (Campbell
et al., 1960: 133).

» .
By aillowing the partisan to ignore and even misperceive

information, pa.rty jdentificatson funct ions to ensure that
new political objects are*view\id in terms of their party

connections.(1) \
) / '

~This selective perception and distortion, when>coup1ed
with "the prevailing beliefs about .childhood political
sociralization,(2) led to the construction of a theory that
cast party identification as ‘a long-term, stable factor in
the citizen*s politirca] life. If one's party identification
was developed in youth, largely as th;result of one's

association with parents' partisan preferences, and was

(1) It is useful to note, again, the importance of reference
group theory to the development of the concept of party
identification. In social psychology, as Shibutani
(1968) points out, there is abundant evidence to show
that .once an individual had incorporated a particular
outlook from his group, he sees things-from a standpoint
peculiar to that group. That =~ is, perception is
selective, with the individual often misinterpreting or
responding selectively to stimuli from the environment.

(2) In the socialization and role theory literature, early
childhood .socialization is seen to affect the course of
" personality development in later 1ife. Biddle (1979),
for example, suggests that initial socialization i-s

likely to be "more lasting, more wholistic, more
central, more likely to determine 1ater role learning .
“ (p. 284).
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ubiquitous in its influence Fver the other éspects of
electoral behaviour, it followed that the fdrces that
impinged upon identification arose from unpredictable and
seemingly nonpolitical factors. The findings uncavered by
Campbell et al. J(1960) proved consistent with this view,
leading the authors to conclude that though the elements 6f
politics ﬂ%y change, there remained_the overriding capacity
of general partisan orientations to maintain stabi]&tyf
Although recall questions suggested that,qutability d-id
- ocecur,, the subject of change in paréy jdentif{éation was
1arge]} dismissed as an unimportant aspect ff politicaﬁ

-3

behaviour.

2

From this ©brief reexaminatjén of the theoretical

)

- x o,
developmenF of the concept of party identification, it is

_apparent - Ethat Q‘heu critical 1insight of the Michigans
researchers consists of two points. First; most electors
feeln an underlying psychological attachment *to - a pa{ty B
(termed party identification) which ,can be distinguished

[N

from current vote intention.) Second, while temporary

U‘anonsistencies between voting choices and party attachments

can be produced by the apﬁeals of candidates and issues, tpe

majority- of voters remain Impressively stableg in their

[y
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attachment to their party.(l) By definition, therefore, the
concept referéA,to a psycho]égical ~attachment tp a party
which is stable over time and which 1is to a certain extent
independent from QWZ vote. However, as we have notey above,
analyses using.th; concept of party identification within
the Canadian context question the existence of one oﬁsboth
Bf these properties. Therefore, for this analysis the
.questions become: is party ?dentification empirically
distinct from the vote?(2) and how can we account for the
observed instaﬁj]ity of party identification in Canada?
Since thewmgjdr focus of this work concerns the nature of
party images and their relationship to the stability of

party identification, we shall deal with this issue first.

We will return to the question of the independence of party

4

(1) This is not to say -that attachment -to parties is

immutable. There is first the fact that individuals
often have mul;iple reference groups. In instances
where several groups are employed simultaneously in the
same realm of attitude, conflicting consequences may be

produced for the individual. Moreover, reference group .

theory assumes that the individual drops and acquires
reference groups as one passes from one group situation
to another from time to time. Thus reference groups
can, and do, change for some individuals.

(2) As Budge et al. (1976) observe, one has to recognize the
important distinction between the empirical independence

of party identification and vote and the more general.

conceptual question of how best to relate voters to
political parties. For the most part, researchers grant
- the conceptual point. , Considerable debate-revolves,
however, around the question of the empirical
independence of party identification and vote. It is
this latter question that occupies our attegtion here.

o &
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identification in subsequent chapters. ~

One of the first problems encountered by scholars,
interested in examininj the relationship befween parfy
identification and party images is the problem of untangling
the Jtéusa] flow between &he two measures. Does party
identification shape cognitions and -evaluations of the

political parties or do party attachments <change under the
.

impact of such <cognitions and evaluations? Study of this

question has been greatly influenced by Ihe American Yoter

(1960). From their analyses of ~the linkage.+wbetween
‘identification and partisan attitudes (e.g. personal
attributes of the Presidential candidates, issues of

domestic policy, comparative record of the two parties in
marmaging the affairgﬂ of government), Campbell et al.
conclude that the influence of party identification on
partisan attitudes is far more important than fg influence
of such attitudes on pafty ide;tification. Examining this
relationship, these researchers are convinced that the data
reflect “primarily” the role of partisan attachments in

shaping attitudes toward politiga] objects (Campbell et al.,

1960: 135). This conviction, they state, is based on the

observed stability of party identification and the assumed

priofity in time of party identification and the attitudes

§

and evaluations it may affect.  ~

This statement of causal priorities -- that-attitudes

e

r ot

“u
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and evaluations are shaped or influenced by party

1dentification -- is, in the end, an inference. For

Campbell et al. (1960), it seemed likely that, for many

aners. party identification cmfated a perceptual screen or
fi]ter which coloured or shaped cognitions“énd’59a1¢ations
of the elements of politics. However, it is also abqhdantly

evident, as noted in 1ng‘Aﬁggiggg Yote that "chénges in

6

party identification can be motivated by prior atU1tud1 al
commitment and do occur with some frequency" (Mlllpr, 19

28). According to Campbell et al. (1960): ;
If the ~ individual has developed
attitudes net consistent with his party
allegiance, that allegiance presumablw
will work to undo the contrary oplnlons(
But they in turn must exert some
pressure on the individual's bas1
partisan commitment. If this pressurt
is intense enough, a stable partlsa
identification may actually be changad

- (pp. 134-135; emphasis in the orlg1na1%

|
!

In this manner, an individual may be Minduced t% c?ange his
party identification when partisan attitudes d%sagree with
those of the party. I.

Though the proportion of changes, in party
identification motivated by such opressures is generally
small in the United States (Nie et al., 1979: 58), there is
now good evidence that this does happen. Indeed, several
studies favour &the view that party identification s

responsive to the <continuing performance of parties and
/»\’ - .
s > 3
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candidates, and the evolution of political dttitudes. It is™
as if citizens respond to day-to-day politics by withdrawing
or investing support in the parties as their appraisal of

events dictate. Fiorina (1981), for: example, argues that

short-term forces -- attitudes toward candidates, issues,
and the political parties -- relate to changes in party
identificationi “Just as a religious affiliation learned at

a parent's knee may give way when one later runs afoul of

some parti;u1arkldogma, so a socialized, affective party 1D
may c¢rumble in the face of short-term political forces"
(Fiorina, 1981: 89). Consonant with this view, he proposed a
mode1‘of party choice based on the accumulated retrospectiJe

o

evaluations of the two political parties. As modeled here,
‘party XHentification reflects the events that transpire in
the poli{ical world. - In other words, rather than viewing
party idemtification as shaping the interpretation of
political events ang csnditions, such events and conditions
are seen to modify party identification. .The findings
provlged By Fiorina (1981) tlend considerable credence to the
conception that party identafication s resp;hsive to
evaluations of the two parties._ On the basis of this
evideh\w—?e concludes that party identification is"bfoth
cause and consequénce of some kinds of political behaviour;
that “[to] take it. purely 7as the former may lead @8

- statistical misspescification and subsequent ecror” (Fiorina,
L4
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1981: 97;98).»

Squpstive evidence that more immediate political
factors impact upon party identificatjoﬁ is also provided by
Kinder and Kiewet (1984). These researchers find that
changes in the_ intensity of kwericans' party\identjfications
between 1972 and 1976 fo1]oﬁlﬁﬁksessments of the part.ies'
performance and competence. Specifically, they observe that
“Democrats became more strongly identified with their party
to the degrge that they held a‘dim view of 'the current
government's performance on economic problems . . . and to
the degree that they felt +the Republicans to be inferior
economic probIea solvers . . ." (Kinder and Kiewet, 1984:
226-227). Though <complementary, this pattern was not as
‘consistént or. as strong for Republicaﬁ? identifiers.
Additionally} Kinder and Kiéwet (1984) find no evidence to
support the hypothesis that ratings of government
performanée and evaluations of party competence merely
represent a rationalized expression of party identifi;ation.
Quite the reverse, they conclude that such attitudes
constitute important: sho#t-term forces which act on (and
through) party identification.

\
M

Evidence of the impact of shortﬁterm forces on party

oy 7

identification is also reported by ﬁJackson (1575).

Examining the determinants of American voters' partisan

affiliations, .he suggests that “party affiliations are the

28



result of voters' current évaiuations of the issue positions
associated with each party znd their previous party
attachments" {Jackson, 1975: 101). Using a-two-stage least
squares procedure, Jackson finds that alJl fluctuations ftn

party‘ identification can be .accaunted for by changes in

issue evaluations and percept%bns of party positions. Weak

" Republicans, for example, become marginal. Democrats after

-

their evaluations shift to marginally favouring the

Democrats. In a similar manner, strong party identifiers

“

also switch party identification as a résu1t of a massive
reevqluation of the parties' issue positions (Jackson, 1975:
116). While such. results do much to erode the notion of
barty identificai?onﬁas a stable, predetermined exogenous
variable at the centre of the electoral process, Jackson is
cautious not to press his conclusion too far.

. This does not depy that individual party
! affiliations may be stable over several
elections, exert influence on jwhat
positions people take on different
jssues, and have TPperceptual effects on
voters' evaluations of the parties’' and
candidates' positions. It does arque,
however, that party <affiliations are
themselves subject to change based upon
the positions people take on 1ssues and
their evaluations of party positions
(Jackson, 1975: 116).

Finally, =+ researchers have also cons idered the

possibility that voters' oparty: identification may be

“affeeted by <comparative candidate evaluations. Page and

~

«
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Jones (1984) argue that preferences based 6n a candidate's
charaffer orgpolicy stands are like?y to affect the strength
- and at timé;' even the direction -~ of oparty
identification. Employing three-stage least squares
regression techniques to estimate the parameters of a
simultaneous equation model of American e]ectoraL/behaviour.
they find that candidate evaluat}oﬁs show‘ a modest
independent effect (.13) jﬁf‘ voters' party identification
(Paée ‘and Jonef, 1984: 122). A]fhough the effect is not
large, it does, indicate that party identification ig not
impervious to electoral stimuli; that citizens alter their
party identification as a consequence of their overall
evaluation of the candidates. From these observations, Page
and Jones (1984) go on to conclude that party attachments do
not function purely as “fixed determinants" of thg vote.
Despite the prgsencé of such stabi1izing' influences as
parental socialization and consistency of party vote,
changes in party identification clearly are affected by
dttitudes towards the candidates\and other campa%gn stimuli.
This finding, they hope, "will help lay to rest the notion
thdt partisanship can be treated as an unmoved mover in the
analysis of voting behaviour" (Paée”and Jones, 1584: 123).

Findings such as those of Fiorina (1981), Kinder and

Kiewet (1984), Jackson (1975),.and Page and Jones (1984)

“ have led schelars to conclude that the "traditional” view of

&~
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party identification -- a view in which identification acts

as “a political beacon 1light gquiding members of the
v - .

electorate through the maze of issues and candidates -- 13

ﬁot fully supported by the data. Indeed.°extensi@e fh;m.ps
observed in the affective and cognitive responses of voters
to the elements of politics are accompanied by corresponding
changes 1n their orientation toward the partﬁes,w’Thus 1t s
apparent thgt party ) idgﬂﬁification does :éspgﬁd to
day-to-day political sti@ﬁ!}g "while party identifjcatlon
is melatively viscous and thus acts to retard electoral
change, it is not solely a “long-term force' or 'standing

decision'" (Shively, 1980: 222-223). Not completely

immovable, party identification is .affected by the

performance of the parties. by policy considerations and by

eva1uationsﬂof the candidates. B

—

This "revised" view of party. identification a¢
sensitive to the continuing performance of the parties and
politicians, and the evglﬁtion of political aftitudes has
moved the~'concept of party identification to the centre of

the political” process.(1l) As we have seen above,

— - - e T T e e D e P -

(1) It is important to note, however, that the revisionist
notion of party identification retains the conception 48f
identification as a lagged, stable attachment. As
Howell (1981) notes, the view that party identification
is a combination of the standing deci1sion and responses
to political events “still presumes -‘that party ID 15 a

¢ lagged political attitude, to be changed only after a
period of disaffection from one's party” (p. 164). .

. L ’
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jre]%tibnship uniting party identification and the citizen's

researchers have examined '~ the influence of issue and

candidate evaluations on changes in party identificatign

Yet  largely ignored. among these perspectives is h

popular images of the political parties. Though numerous

<

scholars have studied party images (Dgclerci et al., 1976;
Kirkpatrigck et al., IQf%; Maggiotto and;Piereson, 1977;
Feldman and Zuskerman, 1982), there has been relatively
little continuity of effort to extend our knowledge of the

rgle of party images in affecting changes‘ in party
-

©

identification. Indeed, examina%ion of the extant

.
1

ligeréture reveals, for the most paft, a:preoccupation with
oniy the direct {mpact of party images bn voting choice.
Despite this overwhelding concentration noﬁfparty image ‘as a

t

predictor of vote, some'gcholars have attempted to an&lyze

the relationship between ~party imaggs and changing party

identification. In-order to gain a fuller understandin§ of
thi§ re]étionshib, we wjl1 examine the efforts'of thege
various scholars.

Early understandung of theeinfluence of party images in

altering party attachments- is shaped by Sellers' (1965)

vinvestigatioh of the American electorate. In attembting“to

account for electoral realigmpents, Sellers speculates that
individuafs first adopt a favourable image of the .party with

whichpthey>w111 come to identi#y before -they actually alter

32
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their party identification. Whereas attitudes toward the

s

parties are commonly determined by party identification in.

-
periods of “equilibrium" -- phases of stable party balance

-- during realignment phases »he “crucial factor would seem

'

to be the gross images of the parties as they are perceived

{whether accurately or not) by- the vgters in the process of
form}ég or,-to a lesser~extent, chagging identificatigns"
(Sellers, 1965: 26). During the realignment of the r790s,
for eiamp1e, many . Republican identifiers may have been
influenced mainly by an image of the Federalist Party
de;ived from “the 1snobbery of conf§picuous Federalists in
iheir communities” (Sellers, 1965: 27). Similarly, Sellers
suggests that in the 1890s “"Eastern urban voters moved more

heavily 1into the Republican ranks partly because they

while less numerous Southern and Western farmers saw the
Rgpublicans as the party of Wall Street” (Sellers, 1965:
27). On the basis of these observations, ;he author
cohcludes that voters' images of the parties do impel some
voters to alter“ their party identification. Thus party"
idé@tifﬁcation, \though strong enough to stabilize the

syi)em, is ma?]eazle enough'fo cauke voters with established

the party whose image has

'y il

g ¥
identifications to change them t

become more appealiné‘

The empirical ‘treatment of -party images begins with

.

perceived the Democrats as the party of radical hayseeds,



(é"‘
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Matthew) and Prothro's (1966) <cYassic study of southern
/

Negro political behaviour. In what is probably the

[

best-known work involving “the concept, these researchers

describe party images as “"mental pictures" individua™® have

about a party. These "mental pictures" are apt to be

"vague, often confused and contradictory” (Matthews and

Prothro, 1966: 378).(1) Further, such an image is not the

same thing as an individual's psyehological attachment to a

party -- his party identification -- because two in&ividuals

~who are equally committed to a party psychologically may

»

vary a good deal in the way the party is perceived and

evaluated. Matth'ews and Prothro $1966) make the following

]

argument: . <

Although the'.iwo concepts obviously are
related, two people may identify with
the same party but have different mental
pictures of it and evaluate these
pictures in different ways. Party
identification is no doubt the more
basic and less changeful of the two --
the evidence is overwhelming HZQt it s
formed early in 11Qe and does Mot easily
or often change. But, while partygjmage
is not so deeply rooted or so stable as
party identification, it is likely to be
less - ephemeral than voter attitude’
P

(1)

Matthews and Prothro operationalize "party images” using
the open-ended questions which asks the respondent what
they . like and dislike about the Democratic and
Republican Parties. Each response favourable to the
Republican Party and unfavourable to the Democratic
Party is -assigned a value of +1 and each response
favourable to the Democratic Party and unfavourable to
the Republican Party is assigned a value of -1 for each
respondent’ This scale is then <collapsed into five
categories. .

i

Pl
-
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toward the issues and candidates of
- specific campaigns (p.*378). '
In other wordi. an individual's party image, while likely to
be associated with his party identification, consists less

of purely psychological and affettive components, and-more

of evaluative components. Viewed 1n this manner, party
" -

& ~ ]

images are best described as a "med1gp«term"A force

(Trilling, 19]gb: 1976)., different from the "long-term®
forces which produce the "normal vote" ortthe "short-term"
force?mwhich cause defections from the "nermal vote". (1)

Matthews and Prothro (1966) go onio arque that the

4

pattern of defections observed among southern Democrats from >

1952 on is not the result of the influence of short-term
fac£ors ’;uch as persqna]ities“ and issues. ’Instead, they
demonstrate that 1in t@f 19?071964 period, party images
played a crucial role 16 the process -of altering the
traditional party loyalties of Southerners. By classifying
individuals by pattern of -;arty identification
(past-present), Matthews and Prothro show that switchers
from & Republican to a Democratic identification had tﬁe
most pro-Democratic mean party image score and those from a

“bemocrat1c to a Repub1iéan ification had the most

prg:Repuylican score of all switchers" 393). Given these

- ——— e s s o e . o g G

(1) For a complete development and discussion of the concept
of the "normal vote" see Campbell et al. 1966, Chapter

2.
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findings, they conclude that patterns of stability and
change in party tdentification are strongly related to party

images: individuals who report a change in party

1dentification hizzrgparty imeges which favour the party of

their new identificétion.(l) ~

Several American studies are suggestive of similar
conclusions. Maggiotto and Piereson (1877) report that
their data, based on the six national election studies
conducted between 1964‘and 19743 indic;te that individuals
with -~ party images marked by "hostiﬁ}ty" toward the
opposition party act as a stabilizing force within ;he
polity by making compromise with the é6pposition unthin&able.
Conversely, they speculate that <the "f]uiQﬁ behaviour of

partisans with favourablé images of the opposition suggests

the “"ehhanced _possibility of «critical shifts in party

identification . . ." (Maggiotto and Piereson, 1977: 766).(2)

,w\'/ -3

pre—— -

(1) Of course, cognitive dissonance theory would rgue that,
having mchanged party 1dent1f1cat1on, one wo 1d develop
favourable images of one's ‘new party in order to,reduce
dissonance. The fact that Matthews and Prothro rely on
recall data therefore leaves open the poss1b111ty that
-party images are brought into line with one's new party

———= identification as part of a process-of rationalization.

(2) Maggiotto and Piereson operationalize “party image" as
. the "thermometer" rating respondents gave the two

parties. Ratings higher than 50 indicate generally
favourable ratings, while ratings lower than 50 indicate
'generally hostile feelings. Since scores or exactly 50

are open to multiple interpretations, the authors remove
* these responses from their analyses.
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In Voters' Chpoice (1975), Pomper, using gata drawn from
the four elections from 1960 to 1972, reports that rathgr
than letting their past_partisaﬁship determine their currente
preferences, citizens often become Democrats or Republicans
because of their evaluations of the two parties. The ,
relationship is par{iculak]y evident when examining changes
in party’identification: “fwlhile stability in partisanship
is most common, persons who develop unfavourable 1magés of a
traditional party do tend to change parties" (Pomper, 1975:
163). Investigating changey in party - images from 1952 to
1968, Knoke (1976) suggests that the “net balance of
Demgocratic and Republican images . . . yields valuable

insight into the process of partisan change in the past two
decades” (p. 46). Though the exact causal relationship’
between party, images and party identifiQation remains
ambiguous, his findings indicate the "erosion of attitudes
disposing respondents to suppo}t a party may be a prelude to
abandoning one's psychological identification with that
party" (Knoke, 1976: 51). Lending support to this causal
sequence is Knoke's finding that party identifiers generally
have moré polarized party images than do Independents
(Knoke, 1976: Table 3.3). °
Additional supporting evidence of this re]ationsh1g

between party identification and party images is provided in

Wattenberg's (1982) cross-national assessment of party

Ly



1dentification and p ﬁty images in the United States..Great
Britain,- Canada, d Australia. Wattenberg argues‘that“by
simply examining the level of party identification in these
democracies, one is léft with an iﬁcomplete picture of how
stable party attachments are likely to be. To ovewrcome this
problem, he proposes an examination of the pattern of party
images in these societies in order to interp#!t the rote
that party identification 1plays. Using the open-ended
‘questions asking respondents what they 1like and dislike
about the two ma jor poltitical pérties in the four nations,
Wattenberg creates an index of evaluations in which
respondents can be <classified as either being positive;
neutral, or negative toward each of the major parties.(1)
After collapsing the data, a six-fold <classification
representing the respondents’ rating of both the parties
combined is created for each country.(2)

‘
. The results of Wattenberg's (1982) analy:es cast doubt

- 4 &

. (1) Repubtican * and Democratie._  in the” United Statge™
Conservative and Labour in Great Britain; Conservatfive
and Liberal in Canada; and, Liberal and Labour in
Australia. A -

(2) Unlike Matthews and Prothro's '(1966) .study of party
images, the vresulting typolaogy does not distinguish
between pgo-Republican and pro-Democratic party.images.
Rather, spondents' evaluations of the parties are
arrayed along a continuum ranging from those who have
negative attitudes toward both parties to those who rate
both parties in a positive fashion. Thus which party
the respondent feels warm, neutral, or cold to is
irrelevant. -
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on the assumption that all partisan/identifiers hold a
positive image o%~their own party and a -.negative image of
the opposition, thereby ensuring long-term stability in the

party system. The results of his analysis show that in none

of the four countries ii “anything very c¢lose to the
idealized versjon' of the electorate havi;g polarized
perceptionsqﬂnj_iihe two major parties the ’actua] case"
(Wattenberg, 1982: 29-30). Importantly, this pattern is

least prominent in Canada, where in 1%74 only 19%‘6f the
respondents held a positive atfitude toward; one of the
ma jor parties and a negative attitude towards the other. In
addition, the nature and extent of deviations from a
clear-cut, positive-flegative pattern reveals tﬁat Canada is

quite different from the other .three nations. In Canada the.

positive-neutral pattern is more frequent than the

. 7‘

positive-ﬁggative.“ ; By contrast, in the . other. three
countries examined, the percentage of | respondents falling

into the latter category outnumber the former by at least a

""' .margin of three to two. In addition, the data reveal that
greater than one in four (57.6%) Canadians exhibit a
negative-negative or negative-neutral pattern in therr
é&aluatiohs of the two major political parties. In

~ comparison, such "negative" iMage holders constitute less

‘than 204 of the sample in the United States and Great

Britain -- 13.6% and 18.6% respectively (Wattenberg, 1982:



Table 2). Interpreting these findings, Wattenberg (1982)
hypoth;sizes thgt one reason why party identification in
Canada appears to shift as much as the vote itself is
because “"public attitudes tqyard the parties are fa; less

polarized than in the )other} countries” (p. 31). In the

absence of. more widespread polarized, positive-negative

attitudes towards the —two major Canadian parties, few

Canadian partisans possess a sense of rejection of the other
party necessary to insufate them from shifts to the
opposition. When combined with the presence of large
numbers of "negative" identifiers? the images Canadians hold
of the major parties is hard]f conducive to stabi1ity in
party identgfications. Tﬁqs despite the fact that the vast

ma jority of Canadians report a nominal party identification,

one <can expect a high degree of instability% in party

identification (Wattenberg, 1982: 32-33).

Most of the evidence we have examined thus far on the
relationship between party images and party identification
has been speculative 1in nature. While these studies have
suggested some derivative propositions, their ‘authprs
provide little empirical evidence with which to evaluate the
theoretical claim that party images play a role in the

transformation of party identifications.. Consequently, on

the basis of these studies, one <cannot rule out the

possibility that <changes in party identification cause
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individuals to <change their party images as part of a

"process of = rationafization of their changes in
identification. Irdeed, Matthews and Prothro (1966) and
Knoke (1976) explicitly acknowledge as much. However,

‘evidence from h number of empirical studies does exist that
adds scope to the suggestive analyses encgountered above.

Using the 1972-1974 NES/CPS Panel Study. Howell (1981)
retates changing party identificationsl‘gp“ past voting
behaviour &nd past attitudes. The stddy begins with an
“attempt to identify the most infJuential factors among a
h;st of short-term forces with possible impact én changing
partisanship” (Howell, 1981: 168). To make sense out of the
45 possible indgpendeqt variables representing past
short-term ﬁforces; each wvariable is crosstabulated with
change in identification. Selecting only those short-term
forces with gamma coefficients greater than or equal to .20,
Howell finds that approximately one-fourth were_ actually
related to change among_ Repubf}cans and Democratﬁ (Tables 1
and 2). Her findings indicate that by far the best
predictor of future changes din pa}ty identi1fication is past
voting behaviour. Nofab1y, howewer, party 1mages also play

a part in future changes.{1) When past voting behaviour and

each of candidate evaluations, VYssue opinions, evaluations
e

. S e C

R - b
(1) Howell operationalized "party images"'ﬁg‘ghe evaluations
of the Democratic and Republican P%htfés derived from

the "feeling" thermometer scores for the two parties.
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of incumbent performance, and party images are entered into
separate equations to predict future party identificatio;.
the data reveal that three of the four atpitudes contribute
/insigniflcantly to <changes in party identification. The
estimates from the four equations indic%te that, among the
four attitude wvariables, only partyﬂjim?ges produce 4
statistically significant effect on partisan change (with a
standardized regression coeffi;ient bfu *12). This effect, -
@y the author goes on to note, is ;qua] to the effect
produced by past voting behaviour on partisan change (i.e.
Beta = .12). Interestingly, however, this observation does
not deter Howell (1981) from concluding that t::?:} tontrary
to one's past party identification was the only significant

identifyfng characteristic of individuals who gfange their
identification (p. 177).(1)

w ——t

-—

(1) The absence of some mention of the impact of party

images on partisan change -seems odd. For this
conclusion -- that past voting behaviour is the major
instrument of partisan change -- to be accurate,

N political attitudes should have a negligible impact on
changes in party identificationy. However, examination
of gquations representing the impact . of prior
identification, vote, and attitudes on party,
identification at time 2 reveals that party images do
indeed have a significant impact --< equal to that of

. past wvote. It is surprising, therefore, that Howell

" concludes the following: "Among a long list of past
attitudinal and behavioral motivations for <changing
one's partiganship, past voting behavior had by far the
strongest association with adopting-a new sgarty ID in
the future" (p. 177). No less surprising is the
conclusion that i'ssues ~also play a role in partisan
change (Beta = .03) though, seemingly, party imiges do

$not (Beta = .12). ‘ : o
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In 4an article focusing on the “dynamic" aspects of
party identification, Franklin andb Jackson (1983) use a
probit model to estimate the effects of several factors
producing changes &n identification. Using. data on the

el 3

American eléctorate for-the period from the Tlate 19505 to
1980, these researchers compare the extent and magnitude of
the changes in patty identification 1likely to result from
the effects of aging, past woting Behaviour, and evaluations
of the partves.(1) The r;sults of their analysis indicate
that the .forces with the greatest impact on party
identification are tﬁe ;va1uatioﬁs of the parties, wjth
coefficients that are statistically significant and
consistently greater than the coeffigients assessigg;the

impact of past votes or age effects on sub§équent

identification (Franklin and Jackson, 1983: Table 2). To

¥

-— — ——— e B e e e B e o S D Gt . i S

(1) Franklin and Jackson operatiocnalize evaluations (i.e.
"party images") as the relative distance between the
respondent's preference on each of a series of policy
issues and the party most likely to pursue the policy 1n
question. The strength of the preference is determined
by whether the respondent does or does not strongly

favour or oppose the policy. Thus the variable 1s
$caled to range from -1, corresponding to a strong
Democratic preference, to +1, signifying a strong’
Republican evaluation. The construction of this

issue-based evaluation variable, while not tonventional

» in the party image literature (though for a similar
constructio& see also Meisel, 1973), is 1n keeping with
the view that the measurement of the feelings
individuals have about the parties can vary widely.
Feldman and Zuckermah (1982) arqgue that these feelings
may "come from studies of 1ssues, they may be likes or
dislikes, affective ties, or general beliefs about the
parties” (p. 198). :
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11lustrate _this point, the authors furnish the following
, j :
.*

example: |
\

. . [a] previously strong Democrat
with strongly pro-Democratic evialuations
has approximately a 0.82 probap1]1ty of
remaining a strong Democrat ., . . .In
/ contrast, if confronted wlth‘strongly

pro-Republican evaluations, the same
individual has only a 0.04 chance of
remaining a strong Democrat, and about
an even chance of becoming at least an
independent Republican (Franklin and
.Jackson, 1983: 968).

t

The authors go on to conclude that party identifications are
subject to change, with much of the impetus for change
coming from Thifts in voters' =evaltations of the parties.

Although previows ‘party identification does exert a

$ignificant brake on  shifts in party preferences, "it is
like a sea anchor: which retards drift rather thar arrests
it entirely" (Franklin and Jackson, 1983: 969). Thus, in
situations where one party is consistently preferred by an
inaividual, favou;ab]e evaluations will ltead to a
strengthening of party identification. Converse]y,ﬁwhen
evaluations are altered to strongly favour the opposition
party, conversions 1n party identification can and will take
place.

- A study by Carmines, Renten and Stimson “(1984) also
examines the contention tg%t party images haQe the power to
move party identifications. Using time-series analysis,

these researchers a}gue that evolving party images are the
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"intervening <causal link" betwéeﬁ events in~the political
environment and 1Q change i; af{ect toward the two major
parties. (1) Accordingly, their caﬁsa] model specifies two
ongoing processes: (1) there s an %mage»shaping process:
and (2) following the -newly chang;d party images, there will
be a change - in party identificat1onv (Carmines et al.,
l984ﬂgg%). Though _Carmines et al. conclude that their
findings provide no reason to doubt - that party images play
an intervening role between past party behaviour and
subseqhent< changes in pkrty ident1}ication. the data they
p?;vide in thié regard~ are- inconclusive. _ Moreover, the
conclustions they draw - from these data seem inconsistent.
Thus, on ~the Qne“hahd,othey~claim only an fmp1ic1t linkage
between party images and changing identifications and, on
the other hand, .a direct «causnl 1ink in which changes of
party images lead to shifts in party i1dentification.

Trilling's (1975a, 1975b, 1976) discussions of the role

< ¢

®
\‘rhb

i
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T

=

(1) Carmines et al. . operationalize "party 1mages”
differently for the presidential and off-year studies.
For presidential elections they are a summary count of
the number of likes and dislikes respondents furnished

-.about the two parties. In the.off-year studies, the
“feeling thermometer" items are used to tap respondents’
rating of the parties. For both measures., Republican
scores are subtracted from Democratic scores to produce
net Democratic ‘“advantage“.. Both scores were then
adjusted to produce a standard metqic' (mean: 50,
standard deviation: 10). Though the measurement
techniques are di1fferent, the authors —argue that
"liking" and “"feeling warm" seem a short conceptual
distance from one another (p. 555). :

.
~
(I
45 —
N “

——



»

of party images in altering partisan loyalties constitute

X the most extensive treatment of the concept to date. Using

data drawn from the na{ionahl sur\:eys conduct ed by the
‘SRC‘/CPS in each election year from 1952 to 1972, Trilling
{1875b) argues that both stability‘of party jdent ifications
®ind changes in identifications are related to individual
party 1mages.(1) Whén party :mages serve to remforce party
_1dentification, stability in identification 1is observed..
Con\versely." when ' “"images‘ are in conflict with
1dentification, identifications are much more-tikely to be

-

altered™ (Trilling, 1975b°( 75)/ ‘Examination  of the
'k

relationship between patterns of stability (and change) in

- party identification and erty images over this t\freniy year

beriod indicate that when party image is notvstroﬁg]y,

b

directed toward the p;rty’ wivt‘h' which tn& individual
identified in the past there is a smaller 11k§ i.ihood that
the individua) wil] retain thaf past 1dent1f1cat1'on.

In fact, the"® more -one's party 1mage
favors the:party withf which one did not
identify in the past, the more likely is
one to <convert to that party in the

— P

(1) Trilling operationalizes "party image" wu®ing the
open-ended questions which ask- respondents 'what they

' like and dislike about the two political parties. The

image variable is devised by counting as pos itive each
response favoura¥®ile to the Republican ‘Party or
unfavourable to the Democratic Party and as negative
each response favourable . to the Democratic Party or
i “unfavourable to the Republican Party. This scale is
4 then collapsed into five categories: Strongly

@ Pro-Democratic; Mildly Pro-Dgmocratic; Neutral; Mi)d]y_

Pro-Republican; and Strongly Pro-Republican.
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present. That is, among individuals

" with past Democratic identifications who
have strongly pro-Republican pariy
images, only _one third or less still
identify with the Democratic Party. .
This is to be compared with the 95% or
higher  figures of = past QDemogratic.
identifiers with strongly Pro-Democratic-
images who identify in the present with

« the Democratic Party . . . (Trilling,
1975b: 75-77; emphasis 1in the original).

Similarly, there is .a precise parallel in tﬁe case of
individuals with past Republican jdentificat1ons. Among
past Republican identifiers who have strongly pro-Dimocratic
party images, very few identify with the Republican Party 1n
the present -- no more than a high of 14.8% in 1952 and as

few as 0.0%2 in 1968 (Trilling, 1975b: Table 4). On the

basis of these data, Trilling (1975b) concludes that "[w]hen

images serve to ~ reinforce past identifications,

identificgtions are stable, but when they conflict with paét

identifications, identifications are tikely to be altered”

B

(p- 91). 4 .
In Party Image and Electoral Behavier (1976), the role
of party images in -explaining stibi]ity and change in party

identification is explored more fully Qy Trilling. In this

- study, the author uses the 1956-1960 SRC/CPS Panel Study to

compare patterns of identification change to party images

. whose temporal Jocation is known. Although the panel data

indicate that the ability of party images to induce thanges

in party identification 1is <considerably weaker than his

a7
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previous findings) suggest (frilling, 1975b), Trilling
reports that thfs ability is nevertheless apparent among
panel members. For instance, among 1956 Republican

identifiers, party images copgistent with past party
i;entifigation "induced" stability in identificatiop: 93.1%
of those who had strongly pro-Republican party images in
1956 retained their Republican identifications in 1958. 1In
contqést. among 1956 RedUbliéan identifiers with mildly
pro-Democratic party‘images in 1956,. 38.7% became Democratic
identifiers by 1958. . Over the longer four-year period
between 1956 and 1960 a similar pattern is apparent for
individuals yho weriaRepubl1can identifiers in 1956 -- 92.0%
of those with ~“strongly pro-RepuBlican images in 1956
retained their Republican identifications in 1960 while
30.0% of 1956 Republican identifiers with mildly
pro-Democratic images switched to the Democratic Party in
1960 (Trilling, 12?6: Table 8.6). B

Trikling‘s énalysis of the v specific patterns of
shifting partigan attachments provides further supporf for
th; proposition fhat party Vim&ées are related to changes in
party identification. Replicating the Matthews and Prothro
(1966) study, mean party image scores are presented for all
possible combiﬁations of party identification (full

seven-poin{ scale) for each wave of the panel. The findjngs

reported by Trilling (1976) indicate that ™"party images at
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time 1 seem to strongly affect party identificat ions at time
2" (p. 201). For those Democratic idenfifiers in 1956 who
wéke to 5ecome Repub?ican identifiers in 1958, their mean
party image scores were more pro-Republican than for those
. 1956 Democratic identifiers- who were' to remain Democratic
identifiers— in 1958. Similarly, among those 1956 Republican
identifiers who switched to the Democrafic Party 1n 1958,
mean party image scores were less prqf{;publ1can than those
who were ‘to remain Republican igentifiers. This same
pattern is also ev¥dent 1n the 195?41960 wave and the longer
1956-1960 wave of the panel. J¥ging from these results,
Trilling (1976) concludes that party 1magés seem to play a
crucijal role in transformations of individual party
ideﬁ(ﬁfications, accounting for. chh diverse behaviour as
stable and unstable partjsanship, '
Findings such as those of Howell (1981), Franklin and
Jackson (1983), and -Trilling (1975b, 1976) have led“'many
American scholars to <conclude that party imaées --‘the
mental pictures indiJidua]s have of the political parties --
can have a powerful impact on the stﬁgjlity of party
identifications. . Significantly, hbwever, understanding'of
the party images of Canadians remains ﬁather limited; few
treatments of theﬂconcept or its role can be found ih\the

literature. In an early effort to study Canadian electgral
~ . v

behaviour, Meisel (1973) suggests an interesting the‘rgtwa]

»
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role for party images. Meisel drgues that party
identifications in Canada are typically volatile, unlike the
stable identifications that a%ej saidito exist in the‘United
States. As a gonSeduencb, the studert of electoral

L} -
behaviour- isedeprived of his tgaditional tool for examining,
. »

the long-térm component of the vote. 1In p]ace;of party
identification, he suggests that party images might provide

~a- more stable measure of the long-term component of the

o™

vote. What 1is mOre’&nteresting for our purposes, Meisel

4, suggests that party images cou]d' also be used to extend our
B

understanding of the nature of party attachments in Canada:

It is plausiblie -to assume that an
dndividual perceives. and evaluate's
parties in some sort of coherent pattern

- y&ﬁch both logically and chronologically
precedes the Identification with a party
and the voting -~ decision. —-One tan
postutlate a three-step process .
camprising a firming up. of party
perceptions in a stable set .of coherent
evaluations, Party Identification and
the vote itself (Meisel, 1973: 113).

Unhaapily. Meisel neither ﬂormalizei nor, tests such a model.
The, study of the 1974 Canadian National Election by
Flarke et al. (1980) expands our understanding of the nature
and role of the images Canadians hold of the political
Sérties. These researchers note that *“Canadian poiitical
scientists have long felt that understanding the 'images' or
mental pictures w%ihh individuals hold of political parties

’ 7{ other political objects can contrigute significantly to

4
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ouf ability to <cdmprehend the fundamental elements of
electoral behaviour in Canada" (Clarke et al..‘.980: 113).
Summarizing the distribution of party images., Cla}ﬁe et al.
(1980) report that respondents in the 19}4 study were only
slightly more 1ike1;’ to hold an 1mage of the party they
identified with than of another party -- 81% articulated an
image of their own federal. party while 77% articu]atéd an
image of a party other than their own (Table 6.1).{(1) In
addition, they find that the absolute number of images of
//) the other parties is greater on average than the images of
one's own party. “

More revealing than the absolute number of party images
is Clarke et al.'s (1980) examination of the»proportion of
party %identifjers holding particular combinations of party
images. Herev théy report finding a large proportion of
respondents who do not conform to the pattern of part}
images that might be axsoc;ated with the concépt of-party
identification as an enduring attacﬁment for voters, QAs a

stable attachment to a political party, we would expect

party identification to woperate in such a manner as to

°

— - - - -

L }

(1) Clarke et al. operationalize “party image” as the
absolute number of comments offered in response to the
.standard open-ended party 1likes and dislikes questions.
Thus the initial data on the distribution of images does
not reveal whether, on 'balance, these respondents
possess a positive or negative <image of the parties.
The authors do make this distinction in subsequent
analyses. )
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produce a predominance of positive images of one's own party
and negative or neutral images of the competing parties.
However, Clarke et al. (19805 find that 54% of federal
identifiers have a positive image of one of the competing
parties and 42% have a negative image of their own party
(Tab]e 6.1).(1) Examining these patterns mofe closely, the
authors find that unstable phrtwans tend to manifest the

own negative/other positive” combination more frequently
than'do those who are stable inatheir identifications (39%
versus 24%) (Clarke et al., 1980: Table 6.4). Commenting on
these findings, they speculate that the rea;on for the
instability in ﬁ’rty identifications in Canada may well be
linked to the party images of the cit}zens. As to the
possible effects of party images on party identification,
Clarke et al. sugdest two possible processes leading to
changes in ?arty identification. On the oﬁe hand,
identifiers with one party could be "bu]1ed" across party‘
5

lines by strong positive images of another party.

Alternatively, identifiers could be "pushed” away from a

~

P
!

(1) This latter finding is very similar to findings reported
by Wattenberg (1982) in his cross-national investigation
Y of party images. Wattenberg's comparison of two-party
systems and multiparty systems indicates that party
identification is more likely to be a negative
identification in two-party systems than in systews
where more than two parties operate. In the four
two-party systems examined, an average.  of 14% of the
major party identifiers were more negative than positive
toward their own party in contrast to an average of only
6% in the multiparty systems.
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former partisan attachment by negative imades of that pargy
(pp. 121-122).

We havé now examined the salient 1iférature pertinent
to the study of party 1images and their linkage to party
identification. At‘the outset of this chapter, we discussed
the development of the concept of party identification and
the th?oretical necessity that it exhibit both the property
of independence and the property of stabiTity. Deferring
investigation of the former fo subsequent chapters, findings
regarding the many factors now shown to impact upon party
jdentification were then ekamined. From a review of this
literature, it is apparent that party identification does
respond to i&:litical stimuli; that it s not solely a
"]ong:ter%} force or "standing decision”. A key component
sto this literature is the notion that partty identification,
while acquired early in adolescence, and still the most
stable of political attitudes, responds to events during

adulthood. Party identification, therefore, is tearned and

relearned throughout' one's life. Finally, we examined
evidence regarding the influence of party images -- the
“mental pictures" voters have of the political parties --:on

changes in party identification. -
~A1thqﬁ5ﬁ>there has been relatively little discussion of
the contept of partj,image, the few empirical treatments

that have appeared safggest that images of the parties £§y
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p}ay a crUpia] role in the transformation of party
identifications. Yet the same works-also indicate that the
exact causal relationship between party images an&yparty
identification remqins ambiguous, confounded- by the
interconnections ‘between past party identification and
current c°party images. Sinte the resolution of this
interactive process 1is beyond the scope of the present
an;1ysis, the emphasis of this thesis will be on

e

investigating whether party images are associated with

stability and instability of party identification. _ In

adopting this approach, we do not segk te refute the more

I

"orthodox" approach, which assumes a hierarchical
relationship from party ident;fication to other Qipects of
political behaviour, forv clearly the images held by the
electorate are 1in part a function ‘of party identification.

s

Bearing in mind this dynamic prbcess, our attention in this

M

thesis focuses on the relationship between party images and

changes in party identificqtion.
) 3
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CHAPTER II1

HYPOTHESES AND METHODOLOGY

Since the publication of the original Butler and Stokes
finding that British voters are less 1likely than Americans
to make.- a distinction between their current vote intentions

and party jdentification, <critics of parfy identification

have questioned whetﬁ;r_,party identification is anything
other than an expréssion of voting preference. The attack
on this basis has been, most severe from European sources
(e.g. THromassen, 1976; Budge and Farlie, 1976: and kaase.
1976). Examining the relationship between party
identifféapion and vote, many students of European politics
have arguéd that the very strength of this relationship .
serves only to increase the suspicion that the two variables
are not indepenqent. Researchers in these countries have
frequently suggested that the utility of party
identif;cation is sevefely impaired by the <concept’s
inability to distinguish itself from' voting preferéente
(h;lrughan, i981:< 37&" Some‘ Canadian authors, Meisel in
particular, seem to have been drawn to such a conclusioniy,
also. Howeyg;, as Jenson (1975b) argues, such findings

L
4 .
"ought not to be used alone as sufficient grounds for
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dismissing party, identification as a wvalid concept in the
analysis of Canadian voting behaviour"” (p. 545).0 Therefore,‘
our first concern in this thesis i% to present evidence that
indicates that party idenyification is dist1ncf from‘ihe
vote -- to rule out what Norpoth 61984) has labelled the
"artifact” hypothesis (p.466). For the "artifact"
hypétheéis to be accepted, evidence must be presented to
ind:catey that, for the Canadian electorate, party
identification and the vote represent substantially the same
thing. On the other hand, the "independence" hypothesis
maintains‘ that the difference between vote and party
identification 1is <caused by both systematic short-term
forces and measurementlerror (Cain and Ferejohn, 1981: 35).
Our second concern in this thesis revolves around the
property' of stability in party identification. 1In this
regard, we will be-interested in determining whether there
is a relationship between voters' images of the Canadian
political parties and instability in party identification.
Although the literature on party Hmages is rather scanty,
past research in the United States indicates* that the
“mental pictures” indiQidua]s have of the political parties
can help explain both stability and change in the party
identifications of Americans (Trilling, 1975b; 1976). With
regard to Canada, the fimdings . of Clarke et al. (1980) lead

these authors to specula;e that the reason why some Canadian

)
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identifiers have unstable party attachmgnis may be linked to
the nature of their party ima;es. Howeveri beyond such
speculative comments on the pocsible effects of party images
on party identification, th?re are no Canadiran studies which

examine the relationship between these two variables.™

In consideration of these findings,, our second

1 4

-* hypothesis is that levels of stability and change in party

identification are related to individual party images. That
is, when party images . serbe ton reinforce past party
identifications, identifications ;ill be st;b]e. However,
when party images are in <conflict with the party one
identifie§ with in the past, there “is a smaller likelihood

!
that the individual wi]] remain a stable identifier.

The "independence" hypothesis outlined above will be

tested using data from the 1984 Canadian MNational Election

Study.(1) The study is a single-wave, post-election survey
of a repregentative sample of the Canadian electoratd.  The
4£&ign consists of a multi-stage, stratified gluster

sample, with systematic oversampling of the less populated

provinces. The weighted sample for the entire survey is

— -— L3 —————— — ————

(1) Data from the 1984 <Canadian National Election Study,
which was funded by the Social Sciences and Humgnities
Research Council of Canada, were made availablé by the
Study's principal investigators. The data were
collected by R. D. Lambert, S. D. Brown, J. E. Curtis,
B. J. Kay and J. M. Wilson. The original collectors of
the data and the SSHRCC bear no responsibility for the
analyses and interpretations presented here.
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3380 respondents. To test tﬁe second hypothesis -- that of

the role of party @images in the transformation of party

..

1dentifications -- we use data from the 1974-1979-1980
Canadian Panel Studies. (1) In 1979, . 1295 persons
participating in the 1974 study were reintervtewed.
Similarly, - 1'n 1980 1731 Ef the 1979 respondé%ts. were
reinterviewed, including 822 persons who had participated in
the 1974 study. The weighted sample size for these three
interlocking panels (1974-79, 1979-80, 1974-79-80) is 1353,
1770 and 865, respectively.

To test the “"independence”  hypothesis the maximum
likelihood 1logit technique will be wused to estimate the

N probab1lity of defection as a function of shorf-term

B e

&

e
[#

forces.(2Y The logit procedure is a statistical technique
designed to explore the relationship between several

] independent variables and a single nominal dependent

. B \

L

(1) The 1974-1979-1980 Panel Studies were conducted by H. D.
Clarke, J. Jenson, L. LeDuc and J. H. Pammett with
“ * funding form the Social Sciences and Humanitie's Research
Council of Canada. The original collectors of the data
and the SSHRCC bear no responsibility for“th# analyses

and interpretations presented here. ‘ 7

. .

(2) It is important to note here that we do n#t use the
“independence” hypothesis to address the question of the
nature of party identification in Canada. What we seek
to test through this hypothesis is whether an identity
exists between the party identification 'and vote
variables, not whether party identification . defines a
long-term force or a short-term preference in 'the minds
of the electorate.
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variable. In a fashion quitée 1Tike multiple regression
analysis "(0LS). logit allows the researcher to mq%e
statisticals inferences and test whether the impact of
various 1i1ndependent variables on‘tﬂe deeendent variable are

statistifally significant.

Moreoser, the fundaméntaﬁ assumptions that underlik*
logit are virtually identical to those made 1in bLS. As 1;
OLS regression., we assume that: (1)-the exogenous variables -
account for the variation 1in the mea}. or expectation, of
the d?pendent variable: (2) the data are geﬁérated from a
random sample of size N, and (3) the indepgndzpt variable£
are not highly correlgted with each other -- a‘problemAqf
multicollinearity. However, wunlike O0LS regressiﬁn. the
dependent variable in the logit mode 1 1 assumed to be
binary, taking on but two values (that s, the outCOﬁ;s on
the dependent variable atre assumed to be mutually exclusive
and exhaustive). As a consequence of the discrete nature of
the dependent variable, logit assumes a nonlinear
relationship . between the dependento and independent
variables. Since the probabilities associated with the
dependefit variable- must fall between O and 1, Such a
specification manifests itself as a sigmoid or S-shaped
«€urve in which‘ one approaches the wvalues of Ouand 1 at

slower and slower rates as the value of the independent

.(‘,»/—*
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var iable becomes extreme. (1)

Gwvgn the three-party system found in Can;ada, three
§éparate» analyses -- ‘one for each pairiﬁg of the three
federal parties --  will be conducted to test the
"independence" hypo/thesis. The property of independence, it
will be recalled,vs:uﬁggests ‘that the difference between vote

and party identification is. caused by both systematic

short»term factors: and measurement erfor. Thus the

“independence” hypothesis is:

Vi -*PIDE = STFt + e

., where,

Vt is an 4andividual's vote at time t

PIDt is an individual's party identification
at time t

STFt are short-term forces

e is the random error or disturbance term
This gives us a test of independence. By estimat ing the
probab.ih'ty of defection. as a function of short-term forces,
it can be determined whether the divergence between /party

identificattion and the vote (i.e. defection) 1is caused by

short-term forces or_/by measurement error alone (Cain and

-

(1) Speaking to this assumption of a nonlinear
specification, Aldrich and Nelson (1984) note that,
though such a specification may seem "arbitrary”, it is
no more arbitrary than the linearity assumption that
underlies OLS. Indeed, given a qualitative dependent
variable, they~ .argue that the relationship between
dependent and independent variables must be nonlinear

 (p. 26). s
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Ferejohn, 1981: 36). Formally, the equation is:
Yy = Bl + B2 STFt «+ e
where,
. ) .
Y is the probability of voting for a party other
' than the one the respondent identifies with
(i.e. VYt - PIDt)
Bl ig the constant or intercept

B2 represents the effect of a change in the
short’-term forces on-Y

e is the random lrror or disturbance term

To détermine if party identification and vote are

~independent, a hypothesis test of \the coefficient B2 is

-

conducted. If the coefficient associated with short-term

forces (STFt)~‘ is significantly different from zero, we gan

conclude that curreﬁt vote varies from party identification
as the result of short-term forces.(l) If, ‘on the other
hand, t\he coefficient does not differ significantly from
zero, then th‘e probability of defectjon is a function of the
disturbance term alone, and party identif“ication and“vote

[y ‘,ai'
are substantially the same thing.

—-— . — e —

(1) There is little disagreement about the measurement of
short-term forces (although perhaps there should be).
Short-term forces -- such as local candidate
evaluations, national party teadership evaluations, and
specific policy evaluations --- are by their nature
peculiar to each election. Such forces are nearly
always constructed on the basis of direct survey

- questions dbout preferences on and/or salience of issues

and candidates (Budge et al., 1976: 18). For a complete
discussion on the nature and role of short-term forces
see- Campbell et al. (1966); particularly Chapter 2.

(8
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The independent variables for the three analyses are
derived from‘ responses to a set of questions asking
individuals to indicate what they like and dislike about the
three federal po]iti%§1 parties.-(1) Using only references
to the personal qualities and Vcompetence of theothnee
na}ional party leaders and to policy evaluations of the
three federal barties.»measures of short-term forcés in the
form of variables for “national leadership evaluation” and
"specific policy evaluation” are developed.(2) Past
research in the United States indicates that, though a

variety of coding procedures have been explored, the one

presented here is "commonly used, plausible, and

— a— — —

(1) The standard "likes/dislikes” questions are worded as
follows: YIs there anything in particular that you.LIKE
about the federal Liberal Party? Anything else? 1Is
there anything in particular that you DISLIKE about the
federal Liberal Pdrty?: Anything glse? ,The same
question sequence was asked about each of the other two
parties in turn. Up to two responses to eacyd question
were recorded. .

«{2) This approach is identical to Cain and Ferejohn's (1981)
treatment of the open-ended party likes and dislikes
cpdes. However, -.these researchers include three
short-term forces in their analysis: Tocal candidate
evaluations, policy evaluations, and national leadership
evaluations. The local candidate evaluation variable is
excluded from the present analysis. Examination of the
1984 open-ended party code§ revealed that less” than 1%
of the respondents made reference to local candidates
when asked what they 1liked awd disliked about the
parties. ; :
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representative” (Cain and Ferejohn, 1981: 37).(1) The

creation of the variables first consists of developing

separate variables for positive and negative "mentions" for

each of the t;o independent vardiables (labelled ledder
evaluation and policy evaluation). This first step results
in four wvariables being created >- the number of {Edder
“likes", the number Of leader “dislikes®, the number of
policy “likes", and the,number of policy "dislikes" -~ for
both the party one identifiesiJith and the other part§ in
the pairin&. This gives us éight variaﬁlgs in all, or four
for each party. Next, for the party Q?th which the
respondent identifies, we subtrac} the number of “dis]1k;s"
from the number of “1ikes; wigﬁin each of the leader and

policy variables to obtain the net leader and net policy

evaluations of one's own party.. By repeating thi1s procedure

e S S S O S s Ly

(1) A common objection to the use of open-ended data 1n thisb
manner is that simpler measures, sugh as the leader™
“feeling” thermometer, are readi’ly available from the
data. MWe use the ‘open-ended data on both practical and
theoretical grounds. Our first concern was to
replicate, as faithfully as possible, the Cain and
Ferejohn (1981) study with Canadian data. Moreover,
Laponce (1978) argues that the separate recording of the
positive and negative elements of these evaluations
enables the researcher to refine his analysis. To take
the example of the leader thermometers, knowing that a
respondent feels “warm" towards leader A, we do not know
the intensity of his "coolness"” towards the same leader.

* In such instances, Laponce states, we should use two
separate questions measuring “"separately the force and
the counterforce, the positive and the negative,:the
like and the dislike that are very probably mixed in
attitudes and opinions..." (p. 139). ,

o
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for fhe other party, we obtain the net 1e5der and net policy
evaluations for t;e other party. Finally, tﬁe resulting
four variables are used to create composite measures which
represent the combined evaluation (i.g. "likes" minus
“dislikes”) of the leader 'and the party's policy position.

This is accomplished by taking the difference between each

- of net leader evaluations and net policy evaluations (i.e.

net leader evaluation of one's own party minus net leader
evaluation of other party; and net policy evalﬁation of
one's own party minus net policy, evaluation of other party).
Thus, both the 1leader and policy evaluation wvariables
signify whether, on balance -- bétween positive and negative
"mentions” - ﬁhe individual prefers his or her party or the
other party.(1)

The-dependent variable in éach analysgs -Jlaefectjon -,
is. simply the divergence between ) vote and party
idehtifﬁqation (Vt~- PIDt). A score of "0" on the defection
variable indicates that vote and party identification are

consistent. Conversely,. a score of "1". indicates that the

o

(1) Take for example the ©policy evaluation variable for
which we have positive-and negative mentions for the
party 1dent1f1ed with and the other two parties. Within
each pa1r1ng of parties, the difference between positive
and negative mentions is the net for the party
identified with and the other party. That is, (Positive
- Negative) = Net for party identified  with; and

' (Positive - Negative) = Net for the other party. The
difference between the two scores producei~the combined
evaluation: (Net party identified with - WNet for other

party) = Combined Evaluation. .
¢ o ¢
64 3



S

individual;s party identification deviates from his or her
vaote. )

To test the second hypothesis that party 1mages are
associated with the transformation of party iéentifications.
we'Kwill examine the relatio?ship' between party iméges and
p;tterﬁs of stability and change of party identification.
Using a similar procedure, Matthews and Prothro (1966)
reported that patterns of stability and change'in party
identifications from 19607to 1964 were strongly related to
the party imdges of Southerners. B8y classifying individuals
according to pattern of party identification (past-present),
these researchers demonstrated that-individuals who reported
a change of party identification had party images yhigh
fa;oured the party of their new identificat16ﬁ?~ But,
Matthews and Prothro relied on recall data for théir
measurements of switchers in party identification. In
consequence, their data leave unanswered the question about
the temporal order‘yof changé ~in party jdentification‘g%d
~development of party images. Thusi for some individuals, it

is possible thﬁt images are ratjona]iiat{ons of change in
’iﬂdenttificaij:ion (Pomper, 1975; Trilling, 1976). That is,
. individuals - may have Qationalized presept party
identifications by adopting images of the parties consistent
with p;esent identifications. 7

* Given that compari§ons of recall data leave open the

’
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possibility that .changes in identification may cause

individuals to change their party images as part-of a

process of rationalization, more conclusive evidence on the

éssociat1oﬁ between party images and stability or change in

identifications could be offered if we were able to

demonstrate that party images had, in fact been developed

before present party i&entifications were acquired-. The

1974-1979-1980 Panel Study, is ideally suited fgr such a
purpose as' it permits us to'méasure party identification and

party images -at three different points in time. The use of

these data, rather than data on recalled party

identification, sheds_cgnsiderab]y more ]jéht on the time.
order sequence of the ;cquisqtion of the attitudes in

question.

The party dimage variables designed to tap voter
evaluations of the parties are based on responses culled
from the set of open-ended questions asking individuals what
they like and dislike about the three political pan{ies.(l)

By subtracting the number of negative comments.from the
-»

(1) The standard questions asking respondents what they like
and dislike about the parties are worded as follows:
“Now I would like to ask you what you personally think
are the good and bad points about political parties at
the federal 1level 1in Canada. Is there anything in
particular that you LIKE about the federal Liberal
Party? Anything else? Is there anything in particular
that you DISLIKE about the federal Liberal Party?
Anything else?" The same question sequence was asked
about each of the three parties in turn. :
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number of Eositive ones, respondents «can be classified as

either positive, neutral, or negative ‘towards each of the

P political pafties. depending on whether the number of

‘ "likes" wexceed, equal, or' are fewer* than the number of
"dislikes". (1)

Using these party image wvariables,. we will examine the

relationship between images of the parties and. change and

stability of party identification in two ways® ?1}st we

«

compare stabiliiy and change 1irn party identification to the

image of one's own party is associatgd with patterns of

s o - ~sbabidity-—and-—change in party identification, we Would
e{pecﬁ éh&t,wherg_Par{y image and past party identification
@unstabfe than when party image and past party iézntification
s are in harmony (i.e.- reingforcing).” Second, we compare
stagility«and change in party identifigation to the overall

party images individuals hold of all three parties. Again,

we Jbuld‘ expect identiffdation to be relatively more

unstable when, images and pﬁst party identificat}gns are 1in

cogfiict« than Pwhen images and past identifications are

reinforcing.

(1) Rather than creating an interval measure based on the
actual number of 1ikes minus dislikes, past research
indicates that the use of a categoric measure
“considerably reduces the reliability problems

- associated with coding open-ended responses”
(Wattenberg, 1982: 29).
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While this second ‘analysis should shed considerably
more light on the p;ocess of stability and change in
identifications, it also raises methodological difficuities
in transforming actual responses into meaningful data. For
most American researchers, indexes of party image§ have been

computed on the number of "likes" and "dislikes" for each of,

the two parties. First, the number of favourable Republican

and wunfavourable Democratic responses are added together; ---

then the number of unfavoqrable Repuﬁlican and favourable
Democratic responses are sué?racted. - The resulting score,
or measure of "net partisan attitudes”, indicates both the
‘ direetion and intensity of party-related attitudes -- a
positive score indicating a pro-Republican disposition,“a
negative score pro-Democratic. Traditionally, such scores
are then collapsed into five cgtegories ranging from
"strongly pro-Republican" to “"strongly pro-Democratic". -
Iﬁ Canada, however, the existence of three political
parties renders the American model for the construction of
party images inappropriate. (1) fherefore, to investigate
the association bet@een combined party images and sfabi]ity

and change in party identification, an alternate approach to

—\

(1) In Wattenberg's (1982) investigation of party images in -
Canada, the author overcomes this problem by classifying
Canada as a two-party system. By arguing that the party
system 1in Canada revolves primarily around two major
parties, Wattenberg is able to construct a single image
variable based on what respondents 1liked and disliked
about the Conservatives and Liberals: ’

// & . - 7 . .
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constructing image “variables s requ%red for our second
analysis. While few empirical treatments of party images in
multi-party systemss can be found in the literature, an
interesting approaéh\_to assessing partisan 'attitudeSPis
suggested by Clarke et al. (1980). Using thermomefer

questions ‘regarding levels of affect for leaders,

candidates, and parties, these authors were able to clasgify

spondents according to their relative affect for each

-’\
P Wi

pon
actor. In a similar procedure, partisans can be classified

-

according to their relative disposition toward- each of the
three parties. That is, by using the party image variables
develpoped for the f@rst analysis, above, party identifiers
can be categorized as either positive, neutral, oﬁ negative
J3 towards their own party relative-to their assessment of the
“othel two parties. Take, for example, those respondents who-
identify with the Liberal Rarty! Aﬁong Liberal identifiers,
*f  the respondent's image: of the Liberals was more
favourable than the other twg parties, he or she was placed
in the "positive" category. Conversely, if the respondent's
image of the Liberals was less favourable than either of the
other two parties, he or she was placed in the "negative"”
category. Fihally, if the respondent's 1mage of the

Liberals was the same as his or her images of one or both of

the other parties, he or she was placed in the "neutral”
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category.(1) By repeating tﬁis¢procedu:e_ for respondents
who identify with the Conservatives rand the NDP, three
separate pqrty image variables. are ;onstructeJﬂ Each image
variable represents, thereflore, the par;isaﬁ identifier's
relative assessment of the thitee parties.
In keeping with the apgroach developed for our first
ana]}sis, we are. again® interested in deiermin{ng whether
J;arty 1mage at time 1 is associated with change in panty
1dent1f1cat1on between times 1 and 2. ° Our second analysis
thﬁs utilizes the combined party¥image variables to examine
mode precisely the relationship between these images and
stabi]}ty and change‘in party identification. To this-end,
we again examine the proposition that whe;é party image and

past party identification are in‘conflict, identifications

are relatively more unstable, but where party image and past

$

— -

(1) It is important to note that there are, in fact, 27
different possible party image categories. Therefore,
the terms ‘“more favourable* and "less favourable"
encompass a number - of different combinations of

. respondents' images of the three ,parties. The term
"more favourable", as used here, refers to individuals
whose combined image of the three partiies consists of a
"positive” image of - their own party and “neutral® or
"negative” images of the other two parties, or a
“neutral” image of their own party and "negative" images
of the other:dyWO parties. Similarly, "less sfavourable"”
refers to ipdividuals whose combined 1image of the
parties consists of a “negative image of their own
party _,and "neutral" or p051t1ve images of either. of
the otfer two parties, or a "heutral" image of their own

“party and a "positive" image of either of the other two
parties. Those individuals falling into the “"neutral®
category have an image of their own party that is the
same as one or both of the other two parties.
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éarty identification are reinforcing, identifications are
relatively more stable.{(1) If the data are consistent with
the argument that party images are associated?with change in
party identification, we would expect that yhen imagé Ofﬁ
one's own party is "negative" at time 1, such partisans areu
more likely to change their identifications than when image
of one's own party is "positive" at time 1. For instance,
among Liberal identifiers, our expectation is that
“negative” image holders in time period 1 will altér their
identifications, as measured at time 2, to a greater degree

e

than "positive™ image holders.

In this <chapter, we have attempted to pravide a
descr}ption of the hypothfses, and the metho&s and
statistical techniques designed .to test these hypotheses,
that serve to arganize this thesis. Two major areas of
interest concern us here. The first of these, long central
in discusgions and analyses of voting behaviour in Canada,
concerns Canadians' sense of attachment to political pafties

-- their party identifiications. As we have seen, some

std@énts of politics have argued that, r the Canadian

- ——— s ot -

(1) We operationalize ‘%onflicting“' party image and past
party identification as identifiers whose image of their
own. party, relative to the other two parties, 1s
"negative”. Party image and past party identification
is “reinforcing" when image of one's own panty, relative
to the other two parties, 1s “positive”.- "Neutral’

. image holders, by the nature in which they are
classified, have neither a conflicting nor g reinforcing
part¥ image/past party identification structure.

»
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electorate, party identification and the vote represent
substantiajl; the same° thing. Thus, for many of these
scholars, the tendency has been to défemphasize or even
abandon quty jdentification as an important variable in the

understanding of Canadian voting behaviour. However, as

+
=3

Jenson (1975a) points out, dmpty identification has become a
useful concept in the anal@ﬁgg of voting behaviour precisely
because it 'has proven to be <clearly distinct from vote
preference. This c¢onfusion about ther usefulness of the

‘ .
concept seems to us an unsatisfactory state of affairs. We

propose theFefore to reexamine this question of the

distinction between party identification and vote by testing

the ”indepéndence" hypothesis outlined above. If the

"independence" hypothesis holds, then party identification
and the vote are not the same, but differ by the impact of
short-term forces.

Qur‘ second area of inierest cpncerns the propgrty of
stability of party identification. Analysts of C:Jadian
voting have freqluently pointed to the instability of pdrty

identification among Canadian voters. Recognition of this

-instability in ' identification also provides the basic

impetus for this thesis. _Why do6 Canadians change their
party identifications? To address this question, we will
examine the relationship between the party images of

Canadian partisans“ and changé and stability in their party

£

A,




identifications.” ’If. as many analysts ofﬁCanadian voting
argue. voters' links with political pacties play a
significant role 1in understanding the actions of :the
electorate, an appreciation of Canadians’ perceptions and

L3

evaluations of these crucial elements of electoral politics
seems vital for a clearer ;nder:tanding of changes in
fdentificat}on. Yet little s known about the §ubject1ve
party evaluations of. Lanadian 1dentifiers. By probing how
individuals perceive and eva]uate:the pb]iticé] parties, amd
how these party images relate to changes in- party

identificatiofi, we should be able to expand our knowledge of

the conditions under which party loyalties are changed.
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CHAPTER IV
3

FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

5. - ’ S

THE INDEPENDENCE OF PARTY IDENTIFICATION

As noted in previous chapters, the decision to use
pqrty identification as an independent vvariab]e in molt
Amer ican v&ting studi%s is derived from 1its observed

distinctiveness from current vote intention. However, use

of the concelpt in studies of societies other thdn the United .

i

States, where tHRe concept was developed, has raised the

A}

question/ of whether -party identification effectively

-redundapt in thé face of thersirong cTass-based voting found -

L
4

: i
ditscriminates between th? respondent's current party

.

preference and his or her more enduring partisar attachment..

In é?eat :ﬂfitajny it- is alleged that voters "are less able
to distinguish théir general partisan inclinations frpm
their decisien to support q_part%cu]ar~p;rty at a ﬁact%cular
pqi;t_in time" (Cain and‘Fe??john; 1981:- 31-32). Analyses
ofvﬂo;wqgian, Dutch, and German';otipg Gehaviour have algo
led s;me to observe that oparty identification might be
there. X ’

Adopting the same ]%HEVOfu argument, Budge and Farlie

L (1976 ) assert that their analyses of .nine democracies render

1

. « ) )
ra &~ . %
‘ ) ) .
. 74 .



the independence of party identification suspect. Comparing
the impact o% _ "issue preferences"(1) with party
identification on voting choice, these authors found that
the predictive ability of party identification con}istently
outranked all other variables in—their ana]ysis.;fBudge and
Farlie <cite examples of the varia?]es party identification
outranks -- in France and Australia, the intended vote; in
Canada, Britain, Jgpan,‘ the Nether]gnds, and Norway, past
voting behaviour. To Budge and Farlie, this strong
predictive success "serves only to 1increase suspicion that
it” [party iden%ification] is not independent; for what
better predictor of votiné choice could there be than voting
choice itself . . .* (p. i22); Based on this evidence, the
authors conclude that the empirical indépendence of party -
idgnti%idation and - voting choice s suspect in societies
other than the United States. b '

Among students of Canadian politics, the«@ossibi11£y

that\ party identification and voting <choice represent

substantially the. samé thing was raiseJ first by Meisel

(1973). Meisel's conclusion that party identifications seem
- ’ - -

as volatile as -the vote itself raises suspicion that f”

"identity does exisy -- that respon&ent& reference as their

I

(1) For the \United States, the authors 1list as examples of
"issue preferences” such variables as which congressmen
respondents voted for, intended vote, senate vote,
feelings towards presidential candidates, etc. (Budge
and Farlie, 1976: 121). . TN “
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party identification the party for which they intend to

vote. For this reason, Meisel argués that the concept of
party identification may. be. of Tittle ugé*fér Canadian
voting studies.

] The array presented in Table 4.1 suggests why some
Canadian scholars have argued that little distinction exists
between party identification and vote. Certainly, the table
revea}s that, in 1984, the wvast majority of respondents
voted for the party with which they identified: 59%, 86%,
and 74% of the Liberal, PC, and NDP identifiers respectively
cast Railots for "their" party (Cramer's V = .58).(1) Given
the n&ture of most social science data;, "a relationship of
such similarity and intensity suggests the inference that an
identity exists" (Jenson, 1975b: 545).(2)

|

(1) With the wexception of Liberals 1in Table 4.1, these
- figures are similar to those reported by Jenson (1975a)
for the 1965 election and the Clarke et al. (1980)
analysis of the 1974 election. In 1965, 82.5%, 79.4%,
.and 81.1% of Liberal, PC, and NDP partisans cast baliots
for "their" parties (Cramer's V = .80), .while in 1974
90%, 92%, arnd 86% of Liberal, PC, and NDP partisans cast
.ballots for “"their" own ' party (Cramer's V = .83). What
is clear . from the 1984 data, then, 1is that a much
greater proportion of Liberal identifiers abandoned
their party identification and voted for one of the
other parties. See Kay et al. (1985).

(2) As Cain and Ferejohn (1981) note, it is not necessary to
show that the asso¢iation between party identification
and vote is perfect  to argue that an identity exists.
Given the possibility of misclassification,’ coding
errors, etc., a perfect correlation between the two '
survey items seems very - unlikely.” Thus, one could find
that the correlation between party identification,and
vote is less than perfect, vet still conclude that the
two variables represent substantially the same thing.
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TABLE 4.1

PARTY IDENTIFICATION BY VOTE IN 1984

VOTE
PARTY
IDENTIFICATION
LIBERAL ' PC NDP  ABSTAINED N=
LIBERAL 59.1% 21.4 3.7 15.8 (964)
. PC 1.5% 86.3 1.2 10.9 (1197)
NDP 1.6% 8.8 74.2 15.5 (397)
NO PARTY 10.8% . 54.7 12.6 22.0 . (238)
CRAMER'S V = .58
Significant at .01 Level
I g -
6
|
& "
| ¢
-
[ aan Sy ﬂl !
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Despite this strong association between party
identification and vote, it seems unwise to conclude that
the concept of party identification is meaningful only to

the extent that it° is not strongly correlated with the

vote. (1) To resolve the questions of whether the two

measures are distinct, we therefore use a more direct
approach which examingé the impact of short-term forces that
may cause voter‘s‘J to” deviate from their part&
identifications. Specifically, we. employ a logit procedure
to ‘test the nu{l hypothesis that differences between a
reépondent‘s voting» preference and his or heér party
identification are unrelated to such short-term factogs as
. 1eader° evaluations or policy evaluatipns -- that is, th%t
such differences are plausibly a functioﬁ of measunem;nt
error. Using this test of indépepdence, we will qresent
evidence which indicates thabkparty identification -and vote
are not the game thing. ‘

The results of the tegt of 1independence appear in
Tables 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4. 1In Table 4.2, only Liberal and
Conservative identifiers are considered; in Table 4.3, only
LtiBeran and NDb identifiers; and in Table 4t4,‘ oniy
Conservative and NDP identifiers. It Q?ﬁl be-recalled, from
abhove, ‘that the*independencé of party identification and the
vote is determined by the~hypg¢hésis test of the 1logit j'

* .
] “— B ' “ - \i-
(1) -For ‘a more detailed discussion, seké Jenson, 19754
(Chapter II); Jenson, 1975b. See also Elkins, 1978.

>
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y " TABLE 4.2 -
PROBABILITY OF PARTISAN DEFECTION AMGNG CONSERVATIVE AND LIBERAL
. IDENTIFIERS 1984, . - s

-
LOGIT
COEFFICIENT | T-TEST

673 25.88 *
.026) ﬂ -

Party Leader Evaluation

~~

Policy Evaluation .426 ‘ 9.91 *

.043)

~~

.998 ' 23.76 *
.042)

Intercept

N = 1828

*’Significant at .01 Level



TABLE 4.3 o -

PROBABILITY OF PARTISAN DEFECTION AMONG LIBERAL AND NDP -
IDENTIFIERS, 1984

LOGIT 3
COEFFICIENT T—LEST
Party Leader Evaluation T - .290 6.04 *
| T(.048)
Policy Evaluation ‘ - .a27 §5.21 *
| . (.082)
Intercept ,* -1.547 “ 17.78 *
: l , (.087)
‘ P
"
=906
*-Significant at .01 Level |
e
¢
e
- -
. s
0 ’ ‘
» L I ) ) .

8 )

', . .

- L S
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TABLE 4.4

$

PROBABILIYY OF PARTISAN DEFECTION AMONG CONSERVATIVE AND NDP

IDENTIFIERS, 1984

”
LOGIT
COEFFICIENT

Party Leader Evaluation .141
\ | (.053)

Policy Evaluatiogn - .132
: o (.087)

Intercept . -1.601
% (.076).

N = i377

*_Significant a .01 Level

T-STATISTIC
2.66 *
1.62

21.07 *

&
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coefficients. - If these coeiffficients are” significanly

o

. i
different from -zero, then differences between vote and party
b -

- h4 §

identification <can be undérstoo@, at least. in part, as a

function of short-term forces (k.e; leader evaluations aﬁd“
policy evaluations). Conveﬁsely,&if the coefficients do:not -
differ significantly from zero, then deviations of the,vot;
from party identification result| from measurement error.or
from factors ndt identified in the model.

_ The data presented in Tables 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4 indicate
that party -dentification and |the Avote are not the same
thing.” In all three equatibps involving the three péirs*bf
party identifiers, atlleast one of the”shbrt-term factors is
significantly related to partisan defection. In\accouﬁtingu

for partisan defec%L?ns among |Liberal and Conservative

»

identifiers (Table 4.2), uthe‘pﬁ¥ameter estimates for both

short-term forces appear to, be stafistica]ly significant

3

with -the correct signs.(l)ﬂlu imi]ﬁriy,u the parameter:

estimates for Liberal and NDP lidedtifiers (Table 4.3) yield
, w ‘

}
i

(1) Given that the short-term Eariah?es are_ composite
measures derived- from the evaluations of the party
“identi1fied with’ minus® that af the other party, the
expected sign of' the coefficients appearing in Tables
4.2 to 4.4 is  negative. is to say, “the
probability of defecting should increase as the,
evaluation variable is less than;zero and decrease as it

" is greater than zero" (Cain and:Ferejohn,;1981: 37). A
positive sign would" therefoﬂe“ indicate that the
probability of defecting increases as one's net
evaluations' of - the party iden{ified with become .more

favourable: - w

—f
=
2

ot

L]

.

V
.y
aoL L . v | ' " -
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comparablé results. Again, both the ﬁarty leader evaluation
and policy evaluation parameters are statistically
significant and have the * correct sign. However, the
findings presentf@rin Table 4.4, when only Conservative and
NDP identifiers are considered, indicate that wonly the

parameter estimate for party leader evaluatien s

'significant with the expected sign. The policy evaluation

variable fails to meet the test of statistical significance. (1)

-— . — —— a— ———_ e S —— . - i T S o o o

(1) Several observations regarding this finding warrant
further attention. First, fewer respondents in Table
4.4 were. classified as defectors than 1in either Tables
4.2 or 4.3. *For example, whereas 12.6% of the
respondents in Table 4.2 defected from their party
identificatjon and voted for the other party, only 3.6%
of the fespondents in Table 4.4 voted against the party
they identified with. Further, examination of the
distribution’ of the policy evaluation variable for the
three partisan ' grpupings revealed that fewer
Conservative/NDP identifiers indicated a preference for
the other party's policy - positions than was the case in
either of the Liberal/Conservative or the-Liberal/NDP

o groupings. For the latter two pairings, approximately
12% of the partisans in each group crossed party lines
and indicated a preference for the policies of the party
not identified with. For Conservative/NDP identifiers,
however, less than 9% indicated a preference for the
other party's policies. A similar pattern emerged for
the - party leader evaluation variable, with fewer
Conservative/NDP identifiers willing to profess a
preference for the leader of the other party. What
these observations seem to affirm is the importance of
ideological orientations to party politics in Canada,

"or, as Stevenson (1987) puts it, the importancem
"enduring ideological character” to the Canadian’ /
system. Clearly, when only Conservative and NDP
jdentifiers are considered, fewer® partisans dndicate a
willingness to <cross party 1lines when evaluating the
party leaders or the. parties’ policy positions. A more
extended -treatment of the left/right factor in party

.idegtifications in Canada may be found in Lambert et al.
(1988). . u
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We are not concerned in this thesis with the magnitu
of the parametér estimates presented above, but with the

finding that at least one of the estimates is statistichlly

different from zero. For our purposes, then, it is clear

- that the null hypothesis of no effect can be rejectéd on the

evidence found in Tables 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4. Partisan

defections in Canada can be wexplained by statistically

significant behavioural parameters (i.e. short-term forces

that contradict partisan attachments will cause partisans to

e
’-

defect from their traditional party loyalties).

| -

PARTY IMAGE AND PARTY IDENTIFICATION

Having shown that party identification in Canada
satisfies the criterion of_  independence, we turn now to the

question of the (in)stability of party identification. Why

do’ some Canadians change their party identifications while

others maintain existing party attachments? In the

remainder of this chapter we will attempt to answer this

question by examining the proposition that party ages --
the “mgpta1 pictures” which individuals hold of :S??tical
parties -- c;n contribu;e significantly to our ability to
understand both stability ‘and change‘“i; the party
identifications of;Canadians. To this end, we employ two

approaches. First, we consider evidence that the image of

o
&

b
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one's own-party -- as measured by the indi@idual's likes and
dislikes about the party -- is related to both staﬂ&lity and
change in party identification. In the second analysis, we
broaden the scope of our investigation by examining the
relationship between combined party images  -- thg
individual's relative assessment of all three parties =-- and
patterns of stability and change in identification. For
each approach, we consider two kinds of evidence. _The first
of these examines the relatiofship between past party images
-and the direction of present party identifications. The
second focuses on différences in§the cross-time durability
of attachments between those with positive and those with
' negative images of their own party at time 1. fkv;ﬂ
We begin our examination by following the distribution
of partisans' imageg of each of the parties over the 6-year
period of our study. Table 4.5 presents these-
distributions. In general, the data reveal the
responsiveness of party images to* short-term forces.(1)
Unlike the distribution of party images in the United -

States, which indicates "great stability over time"

»

- - el i e - e S LS vk, G A —— — . T D T S

(1) In their analysis of the 1974 election, Clarke et al.
(1980) suggest that party images are geared to
slhort-term, more ephemeral political phenomena and are
therefore sensitive to changes in a party.s policies,
leadership, or governing position (p. 131). Swmilarly,
LeDuc et al. (1984) find that party -images.in Canada
"tend to thange easily in response to new issue concerns
or changes in party programs or leaders” (pp. 481-482).
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DISTRIBUTION OF PARTY IMAGES OF THE

S 1974
” LIBERAL
PC
NDP

1979
. LIBERAL

PC

NDP

1980 °
LIBERAL
PC
NDP

TAB

LE 4.5

_——

FEDERAL PARTIES, BY YEAR -

NEGATIVE NEUTRAL POSITIVE
25.1% 38.6% 36.3%
28.6% 51.0% 20.4%
21.5% 57.5% 21.0%

N = 1873 -
27.7% 41.8% 30.5%
27.8% 45.3% 26.9%
18.0% 52.7% 29.3%

N = 2048
31.1% 33.5% . 35.49
36.2% 38.7% 25.1%
20.1% 47.0% 32.9%

N = 768 .

Y - - - D S W TS S Gk A WS S - - b - W el = e A e W

aFigures in the table are.based on data from the 1974,
1979 and 1980 National Election Studies.
based on major party identifiers only.

Pergentages

b .
Party image data for 1980 are based on a random
half-sampling of the relavant party "LIKE" and

"DISLIKE" quest1ons



N p

(Triiling, 1976: 21), the party images , of Canadiap
identifiers fluctuate considerably over time. However, two
essential characteristics of these party image data warrant
further mention. First. the data, in Table 4.5 reveal a
general decrease in the :roportion of neutral image-holders,
both in the aggregate and within each of the parties. For
example, the pr0por£ion of partisans holding a neutral image
of the Conservat‘ves decreases monotonically from a h19h of
51% in 1974 to 39% in 1980.. The percentages with neutral

(LI

images of the NDP and the Liberals also decrease over the

period of the study. If, as the data seem to suggesf{ theu

3

i%ageJ proiecteﬁ by the partieg are becoming less neutral,
it may well indicate increasirfgg ctarity and polarization of
attitudes toward the politidal parties. It should eﬁ
emphasized, however, thét the data are drawn from only three

]
points in time. Therefore.eany .generalizdtions should be

made with caution, | z:

A msecond characteristic that stands out in the party
image <data present;d in Table 4.5 1s the trend towards a
more positive image ‘of the NDP. While the proportion of
positive and negative image~hoiders of the other two parties
fluctuates, péssibly reflecting the changing leadership,
jssue, policy and performanca)evaluat16n§ of the Liberal gnd

Conservative parties, the percentage of partisans holding a

(&

o

.

positive image of the NDP increases markediy.‘from only 21%
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Jdn 1974 to 337 in 1980. Conversely. the propor%ion of

partisans hBIdind a.negativq image‘of the NDP remayns fairly

> A3 -

. stable over time, fluctuating within-a range of IE?F than

¥ -

43 oy © E - : .

©

! . - /‘7“‘. -‘ !
2 This trend: may réklgct the dividends _of the NDP's

ﬁ“contin,ued efforts to remodel itself as , 4 national and
é"

moderate . . . glternative -in the  federal .party sysfem"‘

[N
-

' . L
. (Brodie and Jenson,, 1980: 298).(1) *It-might be, therefore,

that the increase in the pq?ceﬁtage of partisans holding a
. ¢ | -

positive: image of the NDP is an indication of the growing

‘ ” L
acceptance of tﬂe NDP as a viable alternative in’the party

“
.
i -

system.(2) - ’ - ‘
While the* party image data presented in Table 4.5

provide an overview gf the - images partisans hgld of each of
; o :

the parties, Table 4.6 offers a more detailed picture’of the
K . “

¢

(1) Brodie .and Jenson (1980) -argue that, in the years
following 1974, "the NDP attempted indiscriminately to

broaden its appeal to encompass all voters . ., .“ (p.
» ¢ 289). Continuing moderation and “"omnibus tendencies",
the Wuthors conclude, have led to the NDP's diminished
distinctiveness sin the federal party system. An

argument that the political parties differ significantly
in the images they sustain “is made by Lambert et al.
(1988). . .

(2) These observations on the different images projected by
the NDP and the two traditional parties also link up
with the proposition that party images may fade or be
re-shaped rapidly oncesthe party is out of power.:(Clarke

. et al., 1980). Ctlearly, the images of both the Liberals
~ and Conservatives -+ the two parties to hold officé_over

- the peried-of the study -- exhibit the surge and decline
pattern about which the authors speculate. ’

]
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TABLE 4.6 ' C

- R g ‘ .
- - ? a
DISTR‘IBUTI,/I)N OF PARTY IMAGES OF SPECIFIC PARTISANS, BY YEAR

'SEREEY
PANEL A: LIBERAL IDENTIFIERS B
ey T
NEGATIVE ~ NEUTRAL POSITIVE
- ¥ \ . .
1974 : T -
LIBERAL—— 12.2% 37.0% 50.9%
PC - 34.1% . 54.20 ° 11.6%
NDP 21.5%, 63.7% 14.8% v
N = 1114
1979 C B
LIBERAL : 11.5% 41.3% 47323
PC~ : 36.5% 50.97 .  12.6%
NDP ' 16.5% 61.0% 23.4% o
T B N = 1047
1980° . S -
LIBERAL 11.6% ©32.9% 55.54
pc * 45.6% . -142.2% 12.32, N
NDP ¥7.7% 54.1% - 29.21%
. . . -
. "N = 404 , .
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1974 .
- LIBERAL
PC ..

. Nop

1979
LIBERAL

PC
NDP

1980 °
LIBERAL

PC -
NDP

PANEL B:

TABLE 4.6
(Cont'd)

CONSERVATIVE IDENTIFIERS

NEGATIVE ‘NEUTRAL
42.4% 42.7%
11.4% 45.74%
28.8% 58.0%

N = 525
- 47.8% 41.7%
9.1% 37.4%
28.1% 53.1%
"N = 692

%
55.3% * 33.2%

12.95% 36.2%
33.9% 46.1%
N = 235
»
.
£

90

POSITIVE

©14.9%

- 43.0%

13.2¢%

. 10.5%
- 53.5%
18.7%

11.5%
52.3%
.20.0%
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) ' TABLE 4.6
(Cont'Qd)
— “‘ -
. PANEL C: 'NDP IDENTIFIERS
: }
» .
NEGATIVE _  NEUTRAL PPSITIVE
1974 ’ .
LIBERAL 47.6% _37.2% 15.2%
PC . 41.3% 47.1% 11.6%
NDP - 5.2% 26.6% . 68.2%
- " s
N = 234
1979 “ . ) ‘ '
LIBERAL 37.7% 43.6% 18.7%
PC 40.0% 44.1% 15.9%
NDP T '3.4% 23.7% T 72,98 —
N = 309 ‘
1980b , : .
LIBERAL 48.2% - 36.17 15.7%9 < - !
PC ‘ 50.4% 34.0% 15.6% ‘
NDP 2.0% 26.1% 71.9%
& N = 128 %

a'Figures in the table are based on data from the 1974,
1979 and 1980 National Electiom* Studies. Percentages
based on major party identifiers only. 4

b " .
Party image data for 1980 are based on:d random

half-sampling of the relavant party "LIKE" and . 4 -
“DISLIKE! questions. N
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party images of spegific paktisans ower time. Not
\ ) : *

1 1) . - i
unexpectedly, the data reveal that partisans” are more likely
to hold positive images of their own party.(l)‘ Howéyer, it
“is only among NDP identifiers that wé observe anything close

to the ideali%ed version of party identifiers having extreme’

i perceptions of Eheir own party. Among New Democrats (PdnEI
,~ C), approximately 70% or higher hold a positive image of the -
NDP .~ By- ., contrast, the proportion of Liberal and

-ConservatTe party identifiers holding a positive image of
_theirown~ party 1is considerably_]owef,r rangingabetweén 47%
and 56% for Liberal identifiers (Panel A) and 43% to 54% for
Conservative identifiers ’(Panel B). Similarly, NDP

u identifierg are more likely to hold negative images of the -
other parties than are Liberal‘Of Conservative 1dentifiers.‘

. ‘ For Liberal an? Conservative partisans, fmages of one or
both of _the other parties tend—-to—be more nettrat—than— =

i

negative. ) <
9 3 4

It is apparent from Table 4.6 that the barty images of
NDP partisans differ from - those of Liberal and Conservative
identifiers in one further respect. Clearly, ﬂ‘e proportion
of 'negative jdentifiejs" -- indiviguaﬁs wﬁo express more

’dis'likes than likes aboﬁt«’their own party -- is higher among

&, -

Pu—- = B

!
(1) For wease of presentation, we use the term “own® party

throughout this thesis to refer to the party with whom
the ,respondent identifies. The term “other"” part1egﬁ
refers to the parties with whom the respondent does nrot
identify. )



Liberals and Conservatives than among NDP partisans. The

fact that there are "negative identifiers"” in the Canadiap

ﬂ' -

party system might 10t be thought surprising.(1) For

example, Waftenberg's (1982) examipnation of}part}“images in
§ ) ;b v .
seven westson democracies- indicates the presence of g

substantial numBer ofvideﬁtifiers sexpressing more dislikes e
than 1likes about their own’ party (Table 1). In Canada,. ,
Clarke et al. (1980) also found that a ’significant

-

propoftion of partisans had "one or more positive images of
. & s L]

LI

parties other than one's own and/or negative images of oqe'§

own party" (p. 120). However, the finding. that the

~'peércéntage of “negative identifiers” differs subgtamtia11y~

A

< »

t

‘(1) A number of past_studies have documented the existence
- of "“negative" party identifiers. For the most part,
however, such analyses have been based upon an

¥

examinationof—the reasons for identifying with a party.
According to Crewe (1976), negative identifications take
two forms: “identification with a party for negative
reasons . . . and the absence o¢¥ identification with
any party combined = with identification against a

? particular party . . ." (p. 52; emphasis in the

original). Crewe's analysis of the 1974 British data.
suggests that the incidence of the former is quite
substantial: 30% of Conservative identifiers 4and 23% of
Labour identifiers gave negative reasons for
‘identifying. In an exploration of the reasons for:
identification within the Canadian electorate, Brown et
al. -(1987) find that- about 13% of all major party
identifiers g¢ite negative reasons for identifying. .
Unfortunately, these authors do not provide a breakdown ,
on the proportion of negative identifiers among Liberal,
Conservative and NDP partisans. We would expect,
however, given our findings in Table 4.6, that NDP
identifiers would be -less ~Tikely to cite negative =
reasons for identifying than either Liberals or :
Conservatives.

*
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between the traditional "old" parties, on the one hand, and

]

the NDP, on the o%her, is of interest. As can be seen fromv
v . ¥ .

Table 4.6, while an average of-about 11% of bothjLibera1 and ¢

*

Conservative ~ partisans have more pegative "than positive

things to say ab{ut their own parties, an ?Neraée of only

about -3% of NDP partisans are’ cbded | .as  "negative

e

F = * > .
identifiers"”. In addit{on,' unlike the more stable

proportion of negative iﬁeﬁtif%ers found wit&in the rank; of

&

the Liberals and Conserbaiﬂves, the ﬁercéntag?‘ of New
Democrats expressing more dis]fkes than likes a‘oht their
own party decn@asés ‘over time. Apparently, NDP identi}igrs
have greater difficu]tyﬁ_in identifying .characteristics of
their own party that they tend to disl}ike.

In summary, then, several significant characteristics

stand out %n our,anminatian of the distributions of party

L . -
“images. Certainly, the party images of Canadian identifiers.

are changeable. However, the data are 3156 suggestive of a

LY

numbery, bf qualities <heretofore ignored. Overall, the party
4

image data imdicate that the proportion of partisans holding
neutral” images of the parties has decreased over time.(1)

If, as a numbér of scholars have suggested, party images

b

_ — R

s ’ T ‘
(1) It is important to note, however, that while the-image.

of the NDP among Liberals and Conservatives 1§
relatively less neutral by 1980, on the whole this imgge
is still decidedly neutral. This can be contrasted¥to
the much lower proportions, among all partisans, who
hold neutral images of either the Liberals or the
Conservatives. ‘
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reveal the relatiye meaningfulﬁ}ss of parties (fpilling,“ ) .
i?ﬁciis Wattenberg, ' 198&)}3” this trend may vind%cate the -
ﬁncre&sing success with which the parties have beenable to .
project héaningfud image§ to the electorate. 1In addition, ‘
fhe party image data féweal that_while pajtisa;s'aré more 4"
]ike]y‘to hold a positive imggevof the party with which éthey
identify,- a rather large proportion of partisaﬁs do not .
conform to theAZattg;n‘ of images that might be'a;sociated
Yith“ st;b]e party -attachments. For. identifications to
endure, we would egpect partisans to hold predominantly
positive 1images of their own party and negative images of
the compéting partiesweClarké et al., 1980: 120). However, »
only ?ﬁpng NDP -identifiers do we observe.such a pattern.
Turning our attention to the a;§ociation*betw%en pa#ty
imﬁ@es and the direction of party fﬁent;ﬁication, the data
presented in Tables 4.7, 4.8 and‘4.9 seem to offer striking
evidence of such a rela%ionsh%p.“ Cons{dering all partlsans
without regard to past party identificativ¥ns, the

correlation between past images of the parties and current
. : %

identification 1is considerable. Across all three waves of
* .
@

the panel (1974-1979, 1979-1980, 1974-1980), partisans who

—_—

held a positive image of - the Liberal Party-at time 1 are

much more likely to'identify with the Liberals at time 2 -
than are partisans who he a negative image of the party.
Among 1974-1979 panel members, for instance, individuals who
) t
ty

o
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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARTY IDENTLFICATION AND IMAGE OF THE

’

" TABLE 4.7

PO

AlIBERAL PARTY AMONG 1974-1979-1980 PANEL MEMBERS -

Bl

PRESENT PARTY

IDENTIF®CATION

1974-1979
LIBERAL

PC

ﬁ%?P

(N)
CRAMER'S V = .29

~
H

>

IMAGE OF THE LIBERAL PARTY

Significant at .01 Level

1979-1980
LIBERAL
PC
NDP

(N)
CRAMER'S V = .30
Significant at

1974-1980 -
" LIBERAL
PC
NDP

(N)

PXAMER'S V = .29 -

Signifjcant at .01 Level

e O - - Gk W - - -
i

5‘aﬁ8r the 1974-1979 party identification data, party image

°

.01 Level

NECATIVE

23.0%
54.9

(366)

23.0%
49.4
27.6

(156)

’6

NEUTRAL

52.7%
35.4
11.9

4 (338)

50.1%
31.0
18.9

(529)

POSITIVE

73.8%
19.0
7.2

(311)

75.8%
156.8
8.4

(212)

is measured in 1974; for the 1979-1980 party identafication

" data, party image is measured in 1979; for the 1974-1980

party identification data, party image is meaéureé in 1974..

»
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o | TABLE 4.8 R .

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARTY IDENTIFICATION AND IMAGE OF THE PC =~ -
PARTY AMONG 1974-1979-1980 PANEL MEMBERS®

-

)
A"

- * .

IMAGE OF THE PC PARTY®

’ : r
PRESENT PARTY . « v E
IDENTIFIGATION : o -
. . NEGATIVE NEUTRAL POSITIVE ~
1974-1979 “
’ LIBERAL 66.2% 54.5% 25.4%
PC - 18.9 34.4 60.0
NDP 14.9 11.0 P4 6 -
- (N) . (276) " (419) (190)
CRAMER'S V = .23 “ -~
Significant at .01 Level »
‘3"* ) o o ,;‘ ‘:vx
/‘ ) ot ‘&io
1979-1980 < -
LIBERAL . « « 65.3% 54.8% 29.2%
PC s 12.8 2774 - - 60.8
, NDP 21.9 17.8 .- 10.1
(N) ¢ (369) (549) | (360)
~ CRAMER"Y V = .28 ¢
Significant at .01 Level
1974-1980
LIBERAL 66.6% 57.5% 21.7%
w=  PC. 16.7. . 29.6 60.9
NDP_ 16.6 12.9 17.4
(N) (207) (272) (116) -
- CRAMER'S V = .26 Y
S\gn1f1cant at .01 Level

- om S S e S A P e e W W S e o G W G - v > e W ey e -

*For the 1974 1979 party identification data, party 1mage «
is measured in 1974; for the 1979-1980. party identification,
data, party‘image is measured in 1979; for the 1974-1980
party 1dent1f1cat1on data, party image is measured in 1974.

0
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.TABLE 4.9 L'
. T - - T
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARTY IDENTIFICATILON AND IMAGE OF THE
NDP AMONG 1974-1979-1980 PANEL MEMBERS

. T T IMAGE OF THE.NDP PARTY®
PRESENT PARTY . «
IDENTIFICATION - L
NEGATIVE NEUTRAL POSITIVE
_ " ° D
o 1974-1979 "y A
¥ LIBERALy . 7 48.5% 55.8% 45.9%
pc S , 47.1 36.0 . - 18.8
NDP ¢ . 4.4 8.2 35.3
. ) : (214). (485) . (187) °
CRAMER'S V + .26 : v
Significant at .01 Level i . ’
: . P Y
' 1979-1980 W ) i
LIBERAL - 45.4% 58.7% 41.3%
pC ‘ 51.0 32.3 20.8 -
* NDP 3.7 . 9.0 37.9-
. o , a’
(N) (260) (626) (392)
CRAMER'S V = .29° "
Significant at .01 Level
Y
1974-1980 .
. LIBERAL 45.5%, 63.0% . 41.2%
_ PC \ 49.0 28.9 - *  16.1
~ NDP. 5.5 8.1  42.6
TN (152) | (312) . (132)

CRAMER'S V = .32
Significant at .01 Level -

.................................. P
- aFor the 1974-1979 party identification data, party image
is measured in 1974; for the 1979-1980 party identification
dita, party image is me&sured in 1979; for the 1974-1980
party identification data, party image ts measured in 1974,

R )
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held a positive image of the Liberals are*more;than three
’ g "y -
. times as - likely to ideritify with the Liberals in 1979 than
were lnegative image-holders -- 73.8% versus 22.1% (Table
4.7). Alternatively, negative image-holders are more 7ikely
) ) ‘ “

tg report a -Conservative - or"NDP identifi¥cation in 1979.

This saﬁe pattern holds for images of the Conservative Party

“
»

-- partisans holding a pos}tive image of the Conservatives
4 ”
at time 1 are 'ch more likely to repor'g a Conservative

identification at timer 2 while partigans with a negative
o P Y ®

’ ML
image are more Jlikely to identify with one of the other

o

parties"(Tab]e 4.8). o

“

As CEQ be- seen in Table 4.9, however, interpretation of
: o the relationship between images of the NDP and the direction
of ‘party identification is somewhat more problematic. While

we again see that partisans who hold a positive image ofvthg

-

NDP at tiqe 1 are more likely than negative image-holders to

. report- an identification with the ﬂDP, thg percentage of

~

° positive image-holders claiming an NDP ideggification at

time 2 is si§nifi€§nt]y lower than the comparable figures

<

obtained for Liberal and Conservative identifiers above. Of
& & - ‘

individuals who held a positive' iqgg# of the NDP at time 1,.

1y

o only slightly more than one in thfbe™ identify with the NDP -

at time 2. Indeed, even among 1974-1980 pang]l memberéﬁ when

- the proportion of positive image-holders declarimg a time 2

NDP identification is the greatest, individuals-holding a

y M
[,
. 3 - i .
! « 3
* - "
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positive image of thg'NDP~1n 1974 are split almbst equally

between the Liberals and the NDP in their 1980 attachments.

4

. NevertheTess.“these data do not contradict the rel&tionship

discussed above. PRartisans holding a positive image of the

NDP at time 1 are still more 1ikely 1to report an NDP
£/
] ‘ . . ..
identification at time 2 while partisans: with a negative
@ &

imgge are more likely to identify with one of the other

parties.t1l) s

TWRile such correlations Gbetween odrty images and the
direction &of party iient1fi%dtion are not wunexpected,
relgtioﬂships between party images and stability and change
%o party identification are less familiar. The crucial, test

for investigatihg these relationships focuses on differences

.
e e e e e e o e et s e e —_ - @-¢=@___._=é.a_ﬁ~.k~.f.—.aa—_

(1) The -fact that there are variations in the relationships
“ between 1mages of the three parties and ditrection of

identification does not lessen the significance of -the

aoné finding. In fact. such differences are familiar
to ' students vof the brokerage-model of political
anatysis. Sniderman et al. (1974), for _.example,
emphasize that where the Liberal and Concervativé

parties WQre'regarded as parties of-accommodation, the:

NDP is thought of as a party of principle. Accordingly,
the NDP plays the role of advocate ra%ther than broker.
In contrast, the Liberdls and Conservatives "preserve
their- strength federally by. adopting as their own the
most popular of the policies” advocated by the NDP (p.
272). Thus the fact that a substantial proportion of
positive NDP image-holders are found to identify with
the Liberals at the next measurement point should not be
surprising. Rather, the finding may reflect nothing
more than the ability-of the Liberal Party to respond to
change_ 1n intetests and demandst and, thereby, broaden

its electoral coalition. Hovwever, for a critical
assessment of the brokerage-model, see Brodie and Jenson
(1980) .. . -

100
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. their identification by time 2. !

aconflicted

in the cross-time durability of attachments between thosle
with positive gnd those with° negétive images -of their own.
- -~ .

party at s 1.

[N

, Tables 4.10, 4.11 and 4.12 show these party image data

for'Li:peraﬁ Conserv—ative and NDP ig{n‘t‘ifiefs, _f*e.sbecti:we]y,.
¥or any given .wave of the panel, the tables present the
percentage of indiv.iduals with a given past party

jdentificatioh and given image, of that party who changed

The findings in these tables pr'ov*i\de‘ qualified support

f';r\\'our argument. Within our samples, ;partisans whose
images of their own ' parfy conflicted with - their -

identifications at time 1 "were geherally more likely to

-

-cthange their identification by time 2 than were partisans

v

whose images reinforced their identifications. For example,

among 1974 Liberal identifiers, 34.5% of those with &

negative image of the Liberal Party in 1974 changed .their

identifications by 1979. 5‘; comparison, only 1?.‘“2’2 of 1974
Riberals with a.'.pos‘it\!ive image of the party changed their
ildeniifications b& "‘1979~ (TableL 4‘»10). M Similarly, among -
Conser\{ative and NDP iﬂ.entifiers i Tables 4.11 and 4.12,
respectively, identi‘ficatiﬂons were more 1ikély 'go be’cha.nged
when 'images of "own" part'y and identification at time 1
" than when - they did not. Certainly, the

consistency of these patterns among all partisans suggests-

v

“ “ i’ ~
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L S TABLE 4.10

J B
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STABILITY OF PARTY IDENTIFICATION AND
IMAGE OF THE LIBERAL PARTY AMONG LIBERAL IDENTIFIERS

IMAGE OF THE LIBERAL PARTY )
, _ 4
PRESENT PARTY
IDENTIFICATION _ ] .
i  NEGATIVE NEUTRAL POSITIVEw
. . ) ’ ! ¥
1974-1979° . ;
STABLE J 65.5¢ . 80.2% 84 .83
= NOT STABLE 34.5 19.8 15.2
(N) ‘ (63) . (205) . (262)
TAU € = - .11 '

Significant at .01 Level

. b

1979-1980 _ -
STABLE - 78.0% 89.6% Y- 2
NOT STABLE 22.0 .,  10.4 .8
(V) - (88]), (263) (303)

TAU C = - .10

Significant at .01 Level

. 1974-1980°
STABLE " 77.2% 84.0% 84.8%
NOT STABLE 22.8 16.0 - 15.2
(N) ' . (40) (134) (188)
TAU C = - .03

Not Significant |

aParfy images measured in 1974,

b o
Party images measured in 1979.

L ﬁ? ' | | s .
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TABLE 4.11

T—

THE RELATIONSHIP BETHEEN STABILITY OF PARTY IDENTIFICATION "AND :
IMAGE OF THE P RTY AMONG CONSERVATIVE IDENTIFIERS

.
» N

'l r

IMAGE OF THE PC PARTY

PRESENT PARTY o ~

IDENTIFICATION
) NEGATIVE®  NEUTRAL POSITIVE
‘8
Y a
A 1974-1979
STABLE 96.0% 88.4% 87.9%
NOT STABLE v 4.0 11.6 - 12.1
(N) . (29) (104) (114) -
TAU C = .04— — )
Not Significant -
1979-1980° . g
* STABLE u 84, 43 80.9% 87.39%
NOT STABLE 15.6 19.1 12.7
(N) (48) (150) (236) ~
TAUC = - .05 ‘\
Not Significant {
1974-1980— ‘ -
STABLE 83.7% 84 .49 89.2% .
NOT STABLE 16.3 15.6 10.8
(N) ' (28) (70) (72)
TAU C = - .05 -

Not Significant

- - - - W S S B an N e T e e ey WY TR ww T ew S s N We s A e e A S me s W = e e

®party images measured in 131<;/ : .

b .
Party images measured in 19797 e
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TABLE 4.12

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STABILITY OF PARTY ID NTIFICATION AND
" IMAGE OF THE NDP AMONG NDP IDENTIFIERS

IMAGE OF THE NDP

PRESENT PARTY
IDENTIFICATION

NEGATIVE NEUTRAL POSITIVE &
< a !
1974-1979
STABLE 63.8% 60.43% 75 .61
NOT STABLE 36.2 39.6 24.3
(N) B (7) 21y ¥ (70)
TAU C = - .13
Not Significant
1979-1980°
© STABLE 100% 88. 4% 86 .49
NOT STABLE = 0 s,ﬂl 6 13.6
(N) (7) - (38) (147)
TAU C = .03
Not Significant
1974-1980° ° i
STABLE 54.8% 57.7% 87.2%
NOT STABLE 45.2 42.3 12.8
(N) - (3) (15) (46)
. : ]
TAUC = - .24

Significant at .01 Level

. - —— A e . A e e e Ao W W e G G A T W T Ue M e o e o e e

aParty‘images measured in 1974.

Party images measured in 1979.
Y :

-t
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“the existence of party image effects.

Thege, gene;a1 .observat%ons are. subject to two
qualifications. Firs}, the expected pattern of positive
image/stable identification and negative image/unstable
jdentification 1is not .fOUnd° without “exception. Among
1974-1979 Cons;rvaiives and = 1979-1980 New Democrats, the
data indicate that ‘negative image-holders are actually more
likely to remain stable in their id«entiﬂi“_cati;ns than are
positive image-holders.(1). Second,' even wherelthe expected
pattern is observed, the differéncgs are.‘ often
insufficiently large, .given sub-sample sigey; to attain
stftistical significance. Once again, these differences are
largely confined to\ihe ranks of the Conservdtives'yand*New
Democrats. In fact: only one 7of the four directionally
consistent patterns in Tables 4.11 and 4.12‘was significant
beyond the conventional .06 leQe]. Cleariy, these findings
would seem to suggest that the destabilizing effects of

negative images of one's own party are less prevalent among

“Conservatives and New Democrats than among Liberals.

While these qualifications should be kept in mind, the

/

(1) This finding, in itself, might not be thought
surprising. Trilling's (1976) investigation of the role
of party images _ in “inducing” change 1in party

- identification documents similar results. His analyses

. of party images in the United States indicate that the
"apparent ability of party image. to induce change in
party identification is restricted to past Republican
identifiers"™ (p. 194). However, the author provides no
explanatiﬁh&for this finding.

~—
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ontained in Tables 4210, 4.11 -and 4.12 strongly

suggest a previously unobserved linkage~between stability of
party idenfification and image -of o;e's own baéty. As
anticip;ted, there is a greater ten&eAcy for those partisiés
who have a cbnflicting party image/identification structuge
to changé the::\ identifications than partisans with a

-

reinforcing image/identification structure. Conversely:
where images ,and identifications reinforce each' other,
identifications aré more likely to be stable.

7, In addition. it is" interesting to note that the
findinqs presented in these ‘tasies are also consistent with
the view that "~ Canadians alter their party‘identificaiions

more easilky than do identifiers elsewhere. Thus, even among

identify with- (i.e. a reinforcing party image/past party

identification structure), we  find that a significant

~

percentage of all identifiers still -ychange their
fdentifications. . " | o
This inter rétation of the Tinkage betwegen pa&ty images
and thqﬁstabi y of identification s buttreﬁﬁed by our
analysis of the combined party images of ;artiséﬁsji Tables
4.13 to 4.15 replicate Tables 4.7, 4.8 andi4v% using the
combiﬁ%dkpartyuimage~ variables and provide furtﬁer evidence
of the asbociaiion hetweeﬁ party images and idgﬁtification‘

As can be seen in these ‘tables, partisans with a positive - ~

106

past partisans who-hold a positive image .of the party thew/)
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TABLE 4.13
Y

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARTY IDENTIFI ATION AND RELATIVE IMAGE

' : OF THE LIBERAL PARTY
I s

RELATIVE IMAGE OF THE LIBERAL PARTY
“PRESENT PARTY A .
IDENTIFICATION |
NEGATIVE NEUTRAL POSITIVE
. | |
|
1974-1979 ! ~ -
LIBERAL I 28.4% 56.5% 78.6%
PC | 49,1 32.5 18.8
NDP 224 11.0 2.6
(N) 4 (324) (334) (228)
P !
CRAMER'S V = .29
Significant at .01 Leve]
| ]
1979-1980
LIBERAL 25.7% 64.6% 86.5%
PC , 49.0 22.2 11.4
NDP : 25.3 13.2 2.1
N) (585)- - (468) (225) _
CRAMER'S V = .34
Significant at .01 Level
. &
S .
.1974-1980 y
LIBERAL 26.5% 62.1% 78.8%
pC* 45.3 28.5 16.3
NDP 28.2 9.4 4.9
(N) (219) (207) (169)

CRAMER'S V = .32
Significant at .01 Level

'
. --.«.q--—n----—.---.-.s--.——--..------————---J—---------—--------——

’l

*For the 1974-1979 party identification data, party image
is measured in 1974; for the 1979-1980 party identification
data, party image is measured in 1979; for the 1974-1980
party identification data, party image i$ measured in 1974,

4
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TABLE 4.14

THE RELATIONSHIP BETNEEN PARTY IDENTIFICAJION AND RELATIVE IMAGE
OF THE PC PARTY i

_ © . RELATIVE IMAGE OF THE PC PARTY®
PRESENT PARTY B .

IDENTIFICATION , -
NEGATIVE  NEUTRAL POSITIVE
1974-1979 -
LIBERAL 67.2% 44.1% 20.2%
PC . 18.6 42.2 72.4
NDP ’ 1472 - 13.8 7.4
o S (N) T (485) (302) - (138)
CRAMER'S V = .29 ' . - .
Significant at .01 Level
1979-1980 -
LIBERAL \ 63.4% 51.56%  17.4%
N 13.5 34.0 77.2
woiNDP 23.1 . 4.8 - 84
(N) (596) (443) (240)
CRAMER'S V = .35 &
Significant at .01 Level
1974-1980 o
LIBERAL 66.6% 48.3% 16.3%
PC 15.9 37.5 75.8 -
NDP 17.4 14.3 7.8
(N) (327) - (181 " (87)

CRAMER'S V = .32
Significant at .01 Level

- —— . - — - S . A W G v WD S A - - -

For the 1974-1979 party identification data, party image
is measured in 1974; for the 1979-1980 party identificatien
data, party image is measured in 1979; for the 1974-1980

» party identification data, party image is measured in 1974.

hd
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TABLE 4.1%

-

THE RELATIONSHIP BETNEEN PARTY IDENTIFICATION AND RELATIVE IMAGE

JOF ‘THE NDP

a ¢
_RELATIVE IMAGE OF THE NDP,

PRESENT PARTY

IDENTFIFICATION -
NEGATIVE NEUTRAL POSITIVE
1974-1979
LIBERAL 55.7% 50.8% ~41.1¢
PC ) . 39.7 33.2 23.1
NDP 4.6 . 16.Q 35.7
(N) - (433) (337) (116)
CRAMER'S V = .22 °
Significant at .01 Level -
1979-1980 ' -
LIBERAL 52.8% "54.9% 35.7%
o PC— - 43.2 28.0 ° 7 17.3
NDP . © 3.9 17.1 47.0
Ny . (541) (512) (225)
CRAMER'S V = :30 |
Significant at .01 Level
1974-1980
- LIBERAL 57.8% 54.5% 37.4%
PC ~ 36.7 28.9 17.7
NDP - 5.4 '16.6 44.9
» ¢ © .
(N) - ) - (295) - (217) (84)

CRAMER'S V = .26
Significant at .01 Level

e T T S S YD G W e wh D W b e ek Ee Y NS e S TR A G G e W e e W . S e WP N e W e WP e W

®For the 1974-1979 party identification data, party image

is measured in 1974; for the 1979-1980 party identification

data, party image is measured in 1979; for the 1974-1980

party identification data, party image is measured in 1974.

E
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disposition toward a party are more likely to identify with-

that party at the next measurement point than are those who
. »

are negatively disposed. For instance, across all three
panel waves, greater thgn 75% of those with a positjve ;mége
of the Liberals in the past clai@ a Liberal ,jdentification
in the present. This figure can be co%paréd to the less
than 30% who held a negative image gf the Liberals and who

< ! . -
reported identifying with the Liberals iq'1979 (Table 4.13).

e

The combineg party_image data for Conservative and NDP
identifiers manq}esi similar patterns '-- that is, atross the
three waves of the panel, partisans holding a positivel/image
of the party at (img 1 were more 1ike1i to idéntify with
that party by time 2 than were partisans who held a negétive
image-. (1)

As noted previously, ﬁowever, ;he cruc{a1 test in the
investigation of the relTationship between party lmaggﬁ and
partisan st;bility involves examining patterns of chanée and
stability 1in identification when image _and identification
o are inconsistent at time 1. Tables 4.1é to 4.18 display

* ‘e
these p?%tern§”separately for Liberaly Conservative and NDP

-

(1) It is immediately apparent from Tables 4.13 to 4.15 that
the associations between combined party images and the
direction of party identification are greater than the

s ~—— comparable correlations between image of one's own party
"'jp// and, party identification found above in,Tables 4.7 to
4.4( Though not wunexpected, the relative increase in
< the strength of these ® correlations does serve to
underscore the validity of the concept of combined party

images as measured im this analysis.
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TABLE 4.16

8

THE RELATIONSHIP‘B%TWEEN SIABILITY OF PARTY IDENTIFICATION AND
/ IMAGE OF THE LIBERAL-ZPARTY AMONG LIBERAL IDENTIFIERS

ﬂ

+* IMAGE OF THE LIBERAL PARTY

PRESENT PARTY .

IDENTIFICATION S : .
‘. NEGATIVE, = NEUTRAL ROSLTIVE
1974-1979° T
STABLE 74.8% 79.1% 85.4% _
NOT STABLE i 25.2 20.9 14.6 .
- » ) J
(N) V(97 (228) (205)
TAUC = - .09 :
significant at .01 Level LG
1979-1980°" -~
STABLE  _ . 77.8% 93.5% 94.7%
NOT STABLE - 22.2 g 6.5 5.3
(N) <« (151) (303) (199)
TAUC = - .12
Significant at .01 Level
. 7
1974-1980° . :
STABLE. 74.2% 85.7%  * 85.9%
NOT STABLE 25.8 14.3 « 14.1
(N) (67) (182) o (154)
TAUC = - .07 L N - -

Significant at .05 Level

cmmmmee e e e e mmmm— e cmm————————————————
.

—

_fParty images measured in 1974. ¥

)
Party images measured in 1979.

*



THE RELATIONSHIP BETWM -STABILITY OF PARFY IDENTIFICATION AND

-

TABLE 4.17

<

]
\

IMAGE OF THE. PC PARTY AMONG CONSERVATIVE IDENTIFIERS

IMAGE OF THE PC PARTY

PRESENT PARTY
IDENTIFICATION -

A

. .
1974-19794 ]
STABLE
NOT STABLE

(N)

TAU' C = - .08
Significant at .05 Level

1 4

1979-1980° -
STABLE
NOT STABLE

(N)
TAU C = - .14

Significant at .01 Level
¢

1974-1980°
STABLE
NOT STABLE )

(N)
TAU C = - .16,

NEGATIVE

83.3%
16.7

(46)

76.1%
23.9

(80)

75.0%
25.0

(42)

Significant at .01 Level

. T e o B e L R g

a . <
Party images measured

b :
Party images measured

e
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NEUTRAL

[ 4
87.4%
12.6

(104)

80.8%
19.2

(159)

85.8%
14.2

(62)

POSITIVE

93.5% .
6.5

" (100)

91.6%
8.4

(195)

-
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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEE
IMAGE OF TH

.’

PRESENT PARTY

IDENTIFICATION

1974-1979 "
© STABLE
NOT STABLE

+

(N),

TAUC = - .06
Not Significant

1979-1980°

STABLE
"ﬁ NOT STABLE

»

(N)

TAU C = - .06
Not Significant

1974-1980°
STABLE
NOT *STABLE

(N)

TAUC = - .14
Not Significant

LY
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TABLE 4.18

oy

LITY OF PARTY IDENTIFICATION AND
MONG NDP IDENTIFIERS

s

IMAGE OF THE NDP

+ NEGATI

64.7%
35.3

(12)

— 0
(&2 9 -4
o >
KA

(12)

100%

(4)

VE

-

9’ﬂlf’arty images measured in 1974.

bPartybimages measufed‘in 1979.

4

o}
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~9
NEUTRAL .’ POSITIVE

69.0%
31.0

(39)

84.1%
15.9

(79)

64 .5%
35.5

(25)

73.5¢%

= Q0

N ~d
.«
~ W
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(34)
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Adentifiers, respectively, for each of the three waves of

the panel. For any given wave, each table presents rates of
partisan stability for respondents with* d1fferent4
combinations of party 1mages. Across all three waves of the
panei, the perce?tage of Liberal, Conservatzye and NDP‘
identifiers reporting a <change .in their identification
increases as their relat;ve assessment of their own party
becomes'less favourable.(1) Among 1974 Liberal identifiers;
for ,example., the percentage of respondents changing the1r
idéntificati;ns decreases from 25.2%, to 20.9%, to 14.6%
(Table 4.16). In contrat, the percentage of 1979 Liberal
identifiers who retain their Liberal identifications in 1980

increases from 77.8%, to 93.5%, to 94.7% as the combined

image of the Liberals becomes more favourdble. Similarly,

LS

among Conservative and NDP identifiers (Tables 4.17 and

4.18). negative image-hclders are more 1likely to chafnge
their identifications by time 2 than are positive
image-holders.

In sum. then, the data contained in Tables 4.16, 4.17

and 4.18 provide considerable support for our hypothesis

- = — = . e = = = = s — e g

. [ 4
(1) The sole exception to this pattern occurs among NDP
~ identifiers in the. 1974-1980 wave of the panel. For
these partisans, a negative image of the NDP, relative
bto the other two parties, in time 1 does not lead to the
expected change in party i1dentification in time 2. It
should . be emphasized, however, that this segment of
Table 4.18 is based on so few cases (N=63) that any
interpretation ﬁne way or the other would be tenuous.

“
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regérding the relationship between party images and the,
sgability«)f: party identifications. : L
A complementary éna]ysis examinés rates of stasility

- ~ . )
and change in party identifications when combined images of

the~ other parties are subEtitubed fgr combined image of
one's own party.,  According to the argument advaﬁcéd thus
far, chaﬁges in identification should be p}oportioqatelf
gredie; ‘ampn% part%sans whose images of the other two
paffies are in cenflict with their own identifications.(1)
For this analysis,,kherefbre, greater levels o? stability of

identification- should be observed among partisans holdihg
L5 «

negative images of the other two parties. By the same .

token, poﬁitive image-holders should be more likely to
report changing their identifications. Our expectations for

4
Lt !

14

(1) In dealing with images of the other parties; it is worth
noting "that interpretation of these data are confused
somewhat by the existence of a three-party system in
Canada. Unlike investigations of party images in the
United States, where<party images are represented by one
continuous variable, three separate image variables are
.required to examine the Canadian data.” Accordingly, a
positive image of a party other-than one's own does not
igdicate a negative image of the party'identified with
(as 1is the case in complementary American analyses).
Thus, while it is clear that a positive image of another
party doesq constitute a conflicting image/identification
structure, this "conflict” is not so clearly apparent as
when image of one's own party is utilized. Similarly,
this lack ofclarity is evident when negative images of

. the other parties are considered. Ideally, one would
want to categorize partisans more precisely in this

analysis to overcome this problem. . . However, to do so.

would result " in a considerable reduction in the number
of cases in many of the-tables. '

8
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these data are therefore the reverse of those in Tables 4.16
y ¢ e
to 4.18. . ° )
Tables 4.19 fo 4.21 display these patterns of stabilit
y y
and change in identifications when 1images of the other
arties are considered. For ease of comparison, h ]
p ’ ’ p on, each table

also contaips the image data for one's own party which has

been reprodyged from.gables 4.16, 4.17 and 4.18. As can be

seen in Table 4.19, Liberal idéﬂ¢;ijers who hold a positive

(1.e. conflicting) image qf either the Coqsé?vatives or the
NDP are more 1ikely -‘to report changing their Liberal

identificaggggz by the next measurement point in time than
? s

are Libe:als WRO hold a negative (i:e. reinforcing) image of
s ] \

'L

either party. For 1979 Liberal identifiers, for .example,
the percentage of individuals holding a'positiJe image of
the Con;ervatfves who change their identifications by 1980
is 23.3%. This can be compared to the 7.5% of 1979 Liberals

who changed their -identifications by 1980 but who held a

negative image of+« the Conservafives. Likewise, Liberal

- %artisans were more likely to change their identifications

N :
when they had a positive image of the NDP than when they
held a negative image of that party.

Table 4.20 displays the patterns of stability and

change «Xin identifications for Conservative identifiers.

. With one exception, these patterns conform with

expectations. That is, Conservative identifiers tend to be
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TABLE 4.19

RELATIVE IMAGES OF THE PARTIES BY STABILITY OF PARTY -
'ID?NTIFICATION AMONG LIBERAL IDENTIFIERS

STABILITY OF PARTY IDENTIFICATION

PARTY _
* IMAGES
1974-1979 1979-1980 1974-1980
NOT NOT -~ NOT .
. STABLE STABLE (N)  STABLE STABLE (N)  STABLE STABLE (N)
LIBERAL ‘ "

Positive  %85.4% 14.6 (235) 94.7% 5.3 (199) 85.9% 14.1 (154)

Negative— 74784 25.2 (97) 77.8% 22.2 (151) 74.2% 25.8 (67)
’

v

PC :
Positive  74.1% 25.9 (29) 76.7% 23.2 (40) 73.2% 26.8 (19)

Negative  85.2% 14.2 (332) 92.5% 7.5 (382) 84.4% 15.2 (244)
NDP - t‘:

Positivel  81.63 18.4 (48)  82.0% 18.0 (81) 74.7% 25.3 (34)

Negative ~ 83.9% 16.1 (273) 92.1% 7.9 (283) 83.9% 16.1 (201)

-_---......_---_-—---.----~...._---..--.----_..--_-—-.--....-_------_---_---_--_—--—_-.

“For the 1974-1979 party identification data, party images are measured
in 1974; for the 1979-1980 party identification data, party images are

—measured in 1979; for the 1974-1980 party identification data, party
images are measured in 1974, .

. *
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TABLE 4.20

RELATIVE IMAGES OF THE PARTIES BY STABILITY OF PARTY

IDENTIFICATION AMONG CONSERVATIVE IDENTIFIERS - (;
® 4' ‘d -
STABILITY OF PARTY IDENTIFICATION
PARTY _ = . . -
IMAGES
1974-1979 1979-1980 1974-1980
NOT NOT NOT
. STABLE STABLE (N)  STABLE STABLE (N)  STABLE STABLE (N)
PC

Positive  93.54 6.5 (100) 91.6% 8.4 (195) 94.2% .5.8 (66)

* -

Negative  83.3% 16.7 (46)  76.1% 23.9 (80)  75.0% 25.0 (42)

LIBERAL ‘
Positive 78.8% 21.2 (21) 78.9% 21.1 (21) 81.97 18.1 (14)

Negative 89.9% 10.1 (148) 86.87 13.2 (303) 86.8%2 13.2 (103)

NDP : . .
Positive 94.32 5.7 (15) 71.5% 28.5 (44) 66.0% -34.0- (16)

Negative  90.7% 9.3 (148) 88.2% 11.8 (245) 93.04 7.0 (90)

aFor the 1974-1979 party idengification data, party images are measured
in 1974; for the 1979-1980 party identification data, party images are
measured in 1979; for the 1974-1980 party identification data, party
images are measured in 1974.

- [ 4
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C % sk ¢ TABLE 4.21
‘Qgé

RELALIVE IMAGES OF THE PARTIES BY STABILITY OF PARTY
, IDENTIFICATION AMUNG NDP IDENTIFIERS

SHABILITY OF PARTY IDENTIFICATION

4 -
PARTY .
IMAGES® . ,
1974-1979 1523-1980 1974-1980
NOT _NOT NOT
STABLE STABLE (N)  STABLE /STABLE (N)  STABLE STABLE (N)
NDP - ‘

Positive 73.5% 26.5° (53) 90.1% 9.9 (100) 83.7% 12.7 (34)
Negative 64.7% 35.3 (12)

84:41 156 (12) 1003 0  (4)

LIBERAL

Positive  32.6%3 67.4 (3) 65.3% 34.7 (6) 1003 0O (2)
Negative  73.3% 26.7 (78)  87.3% 12.7 (131) 86.7% 13.3 (49)

PC

Positive  71.3% 28.7 (9) 1006 0 (6) -100¢ O (2)
Negative  70.4% 29.6 (66)

89.0% 11.0 (133) 86.4%7 13.6 (41)

S e e -~ . WP e S A o D T S A - - ——— - - 4= s -

For the 1974-1979 party identification data, party images are measured
in 1974; for the 1979-1980 party 1dent1f1cat1on data, party 1mages are

measured in 1979; for the 1974-1980 party identification data, party
images are measured in 1974. )
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less stable if they ﬁave';'positive image of either of the
other two parties than if their impress{on isin;gative. To
illustrate, thé average rate of change‘in identification
ﬂamongA Conservative identifiers holding .a positive image of
the Liberals is apprdximately 20%. By comparison, change in
iaehtification among'ConservatiNes with a negativé image of
the Liberals tends to be considerably lower kabout 12%).
The exception occurs in the case of image of the NDP. 1In
the first wave of the panel, Conservative iﬁ?ﬂf#iig&i‘do not
appear Fo be less stable if they have a positive image of
the ND&J 4 x

Table 4.21 displays the c%istributio.n of stable and
uﬁstab]e NDP identifiérs.,oon the surface, the findings here
appear to be less sugfortive-'of our hypothesis. H&weveri
closer examination of the table reveals that too few cases
a}e found in many of the cells to provide much evidence one
way or.the other about the possible e}fects of images of the
Liberal and Conservative parties on Jthe stgbility of NDP
identif{cations. Among 1974-1980 NDP pane] members, for

example, only 2 individuals  hold a positive (i.e.

confliéting) nimage . of either .the Liberals or the

S

. o
/,Conservat1ves. .
It 1is " possible to overcome this problem of sma[]
numbers, somewhat, ‘Py combining the positive and reutral

categories of the Liberal and Canservative party imabe

/20 ) A
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variables. (1) While not so «clearly “"conflicting” as are
purely = positive , images, the wuse of such collapted

+

positivé/neutral categories is helpful, if only to provide a
point of compariso%t for negative images. This i]ight
ré-working of the data reveals findings which are consistent
witp qur’expectations (TableEnot shown). For example, am%Pg
1974 NBP identifiérs, those holding a pgsitive/neutral image
of the Liberals are more likely to change theif
identification by 1980 than ‘are negative jmage holders --
47.5%  (N=14)  varsus 13.3%  (N=49). Similarly, NDP
identifiers hgﬁding a positive/neutral image of the
Conservatives are more likely to change - their
identifications than are those holding a negative image of
the Conse;vatives -- 34.8%7 (N=22) versus 13.6% (N=41).

.

In summary, then, the evidence presented in Tables 4.13

to 4.21 generally suppoft the hypothesis that when party

. images reinforce‘past part@ identifications, identifications

are more likely to be stable than when party images and past

- party identifications are in conflict. This is not to argue

-

that, ‘when images contradict identifications, all partisans

(1) In Trilling's (1976) examination of party images among
1956-1960 SRC panel members, the author adopts ‘just such
a strategy. .Such a procedure, he states, is necessary
to overcome the problem of instability caused by small
Ns. Trilling thus combines adjacent «cells, for his
purposes defined as both horizontally and vertically
contiguous <cells, to "correct" for the low number of
cases in given tables (p. 20i). g '

P
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are -more likely to change their

identifications, or,
conversely, that when 1images reinforce identifications, all
partisans are necessarily ~more "stable in their
identifications. ’

Certainly, it is possible to find examples
of part+%ans whose identifications:  endure in spite of their

negative assessment of their

\\‘ -

own party. Nevertheless, the
"

analysis has shown that combined party images are associated

with patterns of partisan stability. In fact, the

consi§tenéy of this set of relationships suggests that party -

images, may play a crucial role in the tnansformatigp of
party ?dentifications.

CONCLUSION

\
¥

We began this chapter by arguing that despite the

strong association_between party identification én& vote in

the Canadian electorate,

the two variables

it would bé unwise to conclude that

represent substantially the same thing.

Using data for the 1984 Canadian National Election Study, we

presented

Canada satisfies the

and that on

Ca

-

evidence indicating that party identification in

statistical criterion of independence,

these grounds, we ought not to dismiss party

identificatign as a &@lid concept in the analysis of

nadian voting behaviour.
|

The remainder of theﬂ chapter dealt with the hypothesis

4
|

4
o ‘

|
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that party imageé - yhat ‘yartisans “like" and "dislike”

about the political parties -- are related to stability and

;hange in par?x/;iﬁé%tifications. ‘&The evidence presented

/

|
here is—Targely c&ns%stent with efir expectations. Clearly,

.cons}stency of atﬁi@udes are unambiguously associated with

¥

. ) ,
stability, for_all /types of partisans. Where images and
(.

!

. » ’ .
identifications reﬁnforce each . other, identifications tend
I ; :

to endure. What isimore interesting for our purposes is the
finding that party ?mages also seem to be related to changes
in identification.% For “all types of identifiers, there

»

appears to be [a systematic pattern Ato change in
identification: iwhen party * images Eonf]ict with
idénéificptions, i?entifications are likely to be altered.
Admittedly, f5} fNDP identifiers, _interpretation is
confounded somewha& by the 1low number of cases in many of
the cells. Howevea, when -we adjust for-these low number of

5

casés by combining positive and neutral 3gtegories, the data

 fit the stated pattern consistently. These findings are

consistent Jwith the proposition that party images are
related to both stability and change in party
identifications. Thus, when party images reinforce
identification, identifications tend to be stable. However,
when party imageé conflict with identification,
identifications are more likely to change.

If, as our data seem to suggest, party images are

v .
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4 -
associated with such diverse behaviour as stable and

R

-unstable party attachments, these mental pictures which

indiViduaIs’ hold of political parties Wmay have a crugial
| »

role to play in _the transformation of party identifications-

in Canada.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

e

@
.
3

This chapter provides a summéry of the findings and

seeks to place them within the wider context of voting

research in Canada. We proceed here by presenting the

highlights of the study and then by -discussing some of the

@

implications raised by tfie party image’data.

We began in Chapter I by arguing that party images séém
to have considerable “re1evance for the study ,of partisan
stabilit} in Cdnada. Before turning directly to an
examination of this gquestion, h&wever, it was necessary to
deal with a-logically prior question. This i§ thelquestion
of whether party identification and the vote are indépendent
in Can‘ada. Fpr some ﬂstudgnts of Canadian politics, the

great strength of the re]ationsﬁ{p between these two

“variables has been interpreted as indicating that party

_identification and the vote represent substantially the same

thing. Since almost all individuals vote for thexparty with

which they identify, it has been suggested that the utility

of party identification s severely impaired by the

concept's inability to distinguish itself grom particular
voting decisions. However, evidence presented here

indicates that party identification and the vote measure

125
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different phenomena. "

The independeﬁce of party identification and the vote
was determined by estimating the probability of partisagﬂf
defection as a function of short-Engﬁﬁorcef‘ Specifica11y,o

. we tegted the nu]lhhypothesis that'differences between a
L’respondent's voting preference and his or her party
ideﬂtification are unrelated to such short-term factors as

. ,
leader evaluations or policy evaluations. If such
djfferences are a function of measurement error, or the
) idiosyncratic traits of certain voters, then it 1s plausible
" to conclude that party identification 1s merely another
measure ofi the vote: OQur findings. indicate that party
) {huaidentification ~satisfies the criterion of empirical
( s independence inj Canaga. Thu§. for all partisan groups. it
wdas found that partisan ~defectibns in Canada could be

explainéd, at least in part, by ‘short-term forces. That 15,

leader evalJations and/or policy eva]uatians thEt contradict
party identification ére re]aiedgto voters' deviations from
their traditional party attichmen$s. Thus it wags,-concluded

\ that party identification and the vote are not equivalent in
Canada.

“

The remainder of our analysis dealt with the hypothesis

that party images -- what partisans "like” and "dislike"
about the political parties -- are related to stability and
change in party identifications. Based on past research
%
'
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relative assessment of all

stability and change

correlation between

of controls for paét

general, when

than when
was consistent with our expectations.
qualifications.

image/stable

identification

findings, this hypothesis was that levels-

in p&ty identification are related to individual
party images. approaches were

of stability and
change

Two

undertaken to test the
validity of this

that

hypothesis. The first considered evidence

own party 1is related to partisan
stability. In the second approach,

/
we broadened the scope
of

the image of one's

®

the investigation by examinjng the relationship between

é

-
combined party images -- thé’lmeasurq of the individual's

three parties -- and pattern; of
ih identification.

In terms of the relationship between image of one's own

party and partisan stability, our fiﬁdings provide qualified
suﬁport for-

_ thel hypothesis. It was found that the
past images of the parties and current

v

identificationys was "considerable. 1In addition, applicatiop

party identification revealed that, in
images conflictedswith

identifications at time

l, identifications were more likely to be changed by time 2

images reinforced identifications. This finding

L Y
4
JThis general observation is ’subject to two
First, {he, expected pattern of positive

identification and negative image/unstable

was not without exception.

found Second,

even where the expected pattern was observed, the percentage

&
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differences were .. often insufficiently ~-large, given

sub—samplé siges, to attawn statistical significance. In

both cases it should be emphasized, however, that these

limitations appear to be confined to Conservative and Nl -

identifiers. This finding suggests the possibility that
adherents of parties on the extremes of the ideological

dimension might be critical of their respective parties but
¢ ¢

have nowhere else to go. As agMNew Democrat, for example, an-
, G .

individual may find the @ﬂPu 1psufficientfy “left” aﬁd may
eveﬁ ”gpeak negatively of 1it, but have no realistic
alternative to turn to. Certainly, £;is dynamic could work
to dampen the destabilizing effects of negative imagesyamong
these partisans,

Alternatively, one wonders ‘whether the@igpact of party
images on identification is felt first iﬁ~ and through the
strength of partisan attachments. Certainly the finding of
Frank1lin nd Jackson (1983) that  strength 9fu party
id;ntification responds to shgrt-term political forces would
suggest such a possibility. If this is the case, we would
expect that for some partisans, the effects of party images
are felt first through a ;eakening of party identifications.
If this process continues for any-lengZh of time, the result
may very well be a more substantial shift in

identifications. Although we do not examine the

relationship betwegnvstrength of identification and 5arty

128
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‘spéngif} and change in identifications was found

» ~ |
|
il
) - |
. - L . - J

images here, it is an issue that clearly warrants further
- g i
investigation. o ;

-

Stronger evidence thaf party = images are rehated to

} in our

analysis of the combined .party images of partisans. \When we

examined the relationship betweegn the relatfve assessment of

all three parties and party identification, it was found

that party ' images measured at time 1 were strongly
associated with pa;tj identificati;ns at time 2. Thus,
across ,311 three Qaves bf.the panel, partisans- who held a
positive‘ image of the“party at time_vl were more likely to

—

K ) b
identify with that party at time 2 than were partisans who

held a negative image at time 1. It was aﬁsq cleaFVfrom

these findings that _thgpassotiatiqns between combi@ed party

images and direction of identification were greater than the

-

comparable - correlations for images of, one's own party.

¥

Certainly,‘fhe ‘relative iﬁcrease in the magnitude of thege
bor}elatiéns r;f1egts favourably o;- the validity of our
procedure for coding partiéﬁns' cﬁmbined party images.
Analyseg of differences in the cross-time durability of
party atkachments also p}ovideﬁ considerabie support for our

Rypothesis. ‘As predicted, we foundﬁthqt the perceﬁtages of

Liberal, Conservative and NDP L&eqtifiers who changed their

identifications- by time 2 increaspd among those whose

relative assessment of their own party at time 1 was less

xJ ' Al 129 V ’ ; L. ‘
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favourable. The only deviatién from this pattern occurred

‘among NDP identifiers in the 1974-1980 wave of the panel. -

However, as$ suggested, this departure. could plausibly be
® e

attributed to the small Ns. N

More support for our hypothesis was provided by
analysis of the ,iﬁpact of combineq/ﬂimages of the other’
parties qn‘partisan stability. If pargy images ére re1a£ed
to stygiTity aﬁd “change in party idefdification, we would

expect - changes in identification to be proportionately
; . - .

greatér among partisans whose images of the other parties .-

are ~in conflict with * their own identifications. In
exp1é}3ng this question, the data ;}vea1ed patterns of
stability and change in identifications that were generally
consistent with our expectations. Thus, those partisang
with positive images of the other parties were more 1likely
to abandon their ‘traditional party attachments. On the,
other hand, partisans who had negative imaées of the other
parties tended to be less willing to abandon their
identifications. '
~“Taken together, then, the results of our analyses are
1arge]y‘°§onsistent with the proposition that party images
are rélattd to paﬁiisad stabi1it;. Certainly, our findings

reveal that cdnsistency ofjattitYydes are wunambiguously

v

associated with stability for all es of partisans. Where

<+

images freinforce identifications, identifications tend to
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endure. In addition, party images alég\Jseem to be related
. i

to ch?nges in identification. For all types of partisans;
there appears to be a systematic.pattern to change in par}y
attachments: . when party  images conflict :ﬁth
identifications, identifications are likely to be altered.
To be clear, we are not proposing that, whenuimages

contradict identifications, all partisans are more likely to

change their identifieations, or, conversely, that when

A

_images reinforce identifications, atl partisans are

necessarfly more stable in their identificagions. However,
our analyses in the préceding chapter wqQuld clearl; suggest
thai these imageé or' “mental pictures” of the ﬁo]itica]
parties have a role to play in the fransformation of party
identifications in Canada. » - ” )

Having cléimed this "much for the .concept of party
images within the context of our own immediate study, it is
{mportant to hear in mind that these samewparty image data

also highlight a number of interestin?)findings that go

‘beyond the scope of this thesis. In thgsection that

follows we speculate about a number"of the more significant
of these which seem to us»xto be of particular relevance and

importance.

In the course of the analysis, we have suggested the

'possibility that party images can ;ontribute significantly

ta -our understanding of how salient or .meaningful the
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politica3 parties are for Canadians. That s, party image
data provide information about the¥extent to which parties
continue to have meaning for voters and continue to arouse
“interest and coﬁcern‘among them. If this is the case, our
resea%ch, although 1limited to major party identifiers,
suggests that tﬂg parties are more meaningful to Canadians
than fhey once were. Thus, both in thesaggregate and within
eagh of the parties, attitudes towards the parties have
shown ‘increasing‘:larity and po1ari§ation. This could be
true forea number of reasons. including: the success of the
pariies in taking polarized stands on thoar issues which
have emerged in recent years; the emergence of the NDP as a
viable alternative in _ the Canadian party system; the
worsening economic conditions through the mid-1970s; the
changes in party leadership; the replacement of the
governing party in each ff the 1979 and 1980 elections.
Whatever the cause o% this trend, if parties are more
meaningful to voters; then presumably they may stimulate

more enduring attachments.

These party 1image data also have relevance for the -

study of party decomposition. American researchers have

" 18ng been concerned with the finding that perceptions of the
Republicans and Democrats are 1essmand increasingly
more ‘Heutr%] than they once were (Pomper,'1975; Trilling.

1975a, 1976; Nie et al., 1979; and -Wattenberg, 1982).
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Accordingly, it has been argued that the impact of political

two parties have undergone a

parties has dropped as the

sharp decline in salience as attitudinal objects. 1In short,

the study of partyj}mgges among Americans seems to suggest a
continuing process in which par%ies have increasingly faijiled

to link voters fo the political process.‘ Such a process of

decomposition, Trilling (1975a) suggests, “threatens

future ability of

party
parties to structure

to preclude the
politics and to influence poLicy" (p. 310). Yet, as we have
is not found within our

already seen, this particular trend

panel of the Canadian electorate. Thus, it may well be that

the "ongoing march of party decomposition”, of which Burnham

appropriate within +the Canadian

M970) speaks, +is not
context. Certainly, our findings, as far as they go, do not

that could properly be

reveal a  trend in party images
[S—— . ”

associated with the process of party decomposition.»

a4

~If this first trend reve§1s that the parties, in

general, have become more meaningful attitudinal objects for

second trend in the party image data suggests

Canadians, a
Canada. In this

the potential for electoral clhange in

regard, we note the significant improvement in the image of
(compare Me'isel, 1973: 114-116).

fﬁtﬁﬁﬁwDP from 1974 to 1980
associated with

party images are

If, as described above,
then the improvement

changes in party identification,
registered by the NDP may have long-term ihplicat{ons for

.
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the distribution of parfy identificat{ons in Canada.
Furthermore. in the short-term, these more favourable imagés
of the NDP could ?ave an impact on future voting choices
Thisv latter possibility 1is <consistent with past findings
dbgymenting“the impact of party images on‘ihe vote (Declercq
et al., 1976; Kirkpatrigk et al., 1976; and Mackelprang et
al., 1976).

The party image data also leave us with two interesting
questions. Why do New Democrats -- as distinct from
Liberals and Conservatives -- hold predominantly positive
images of their “own party and negative images of the
competing parties? OQur findings convincingly demonstrate

that NDP identifiers are unique in holding "polarized” party

images. And secondly, why is the proportion of "negative

identifiers" lower among individuals who identify with the -

NDP? B

While there are several reasons one might hypothesize
that NDP identifiers would be different in this regard, the
specutative answer to both questioné is that these partisans

make a fundamentally different type of partisan choice.

This view is consistent with a number of analyses examining’

the importance of class to voting behaviour in Canada.
Meisel (1973), for wexample, has found that the “class
nature" of party perceptions in Canada fs strongly supported

by the data but #s of particular importance to the NDP (p.
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1{
116). More rbcent]:igknalysis bffthe left/right reasons for
| !

f parties reveals that New
-

identifying with political

Democrats are much -more likely Fto offer "leftist" reasons
for their identifications (Lamb%rt et al. 1988). It may
very well be, therefore, that thé particular image p?ofile
regfstered by New Democrats is related to {deolqgical

considerations. That s, becfause the NDP i’ clearly

{
differentiated as the party ofs the left by a substantial

-

proportion of its . own adherents, those who choose to

identify with the party do so oé entirely different grounds

|
!

than Liberals or Cohservatives% In such, situation, it
seems reasonable to expect tpaf New Democrats wi11 hold
images of their party that gre distinctive from other
partisan identifiers. Clearlg, however, this question
r%quires further refinement and empirical investigation.

| Finally, our findings ]e?d us to suggest ‘that party
images are relevant to the stydy of partisan stability in

both two- and multi-party systems. While this suggestion

may appear to be self-evident,~jt is worth recaltling tz$k\

¥

past research on party images has been confined to two- party
systems, most notably the United States. Indeed, Wattenberg
(1982) goes so faé as to claim thatwparty images are more
crucial’ in twllPbarty systems. However, the fact that we
encountered evidence to supp;rt the proposition that party

images are related to partisan stability in Canada suggests

»
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that it is important to assess the .attitudes that underlie
partisan attachments in both ‘types of party systems.

The foregoing account of some of the mére interesting
findings that emerged from the data does not exhaust the
inventory of implications —and further research problems
raised in this study. ,EAlirely absent in our discusgion are

wider theoretica 1cations such as the causal role of

party images in the more <complex and longer process of

partisan alignment or the ability of party images fo bridge
the theories of the “"dependent" voter ahd the "re;ponsive“
voter (Pomper 197%5). While we <can do little more than list
them here, it is hoped that other researchers will address
themselves to these important questions. By responding to
this“cha14enge, we may further expand our understanding of
how these images of the political parties relate to the

wider field g? Canadian electoral behaviour.
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