Putting the Pieces Together:

Ideology and Vote Choice in Canada

Thomas J. Scotto

Laura Stephenson

Allan Kornberg

Department of Political Science

Duke University

Since the findings of the American Voter and the work of Converse in the early 1960’s, scholars have attempted to search for ideological dimensions that may underlie the vote choice.  Although much of the classic literature is focused on the American political system, there has been a considerable amount of work done that casts doubt as to the salience of ideology within the Canadian electorate.  Recent findings by Nevitte et al. (2000) and Gidengil et al (1999) challenge this viewpoint.  Using the 1997 Canadian National Election Studies and a refined methodological approach, we provide evidence that both challenges and supports the most recent research.  We support the position of Nevitte et al in that we find ideological dimensions that are salient within the Canadian electorate.  However, we challenge the notion that the main ideological dimension that drives vote choice comes from a traditional left-right cleavage.  Rather we find that the ideological cleavages that are salient in Canada are uniquely “Canadian” and form around minority issues, personal efficacy, and women’s issues.  These three dimensions play a significant role in voter choice outside of Ontario.  Furthermore, the fact that these are the dimensions that appear to be driving vote choice in Canada leads to question the ability of the Reform Party/Canadian Alliance to make significant headway as a national party given regional differences in the salience of the four ideological dimensions we identify.

Paper prepared for presentation at the 2001 Annual Meeting of the Southern Political Science Association.

Latest version can be viewed on-line at: http://www.duke.edu/~lbs5
The authors would like to thank Jeffrey Grynaviski for his helpful comments regarding the methodological section of this paper.  However, the authors bear all responsibility for any errors that may be contained in this paper.

Putting the Pieces Together:

Ideology and Vote Choice in Canada

Introduction

Since the findings of The American Voter (1960) and Converse’s (1964) seminal paper, the search for ideological dimensions underlying vote choice has captured the attention of several scholars.  Both Campbell et al. and Converse found dramatically low levels of ideology in the American voter public.  Their work was updated and revised by several scholars, who found that while the lack of ideology may have been overestimated, ideology is not dominant in either the United States or Europe.
 The search for ideology in Canadian society yielded similar results.  Gibbins and Nevittte (1985) found that when comparing the United States and Canada, Canadian ideology is weaker and left-right labels represent weaker attitudinal coherence.  They concluded that because Canadian politics has been dominated by issues, “there has been neither the need nor the opportunity for Canadians to structure their political world along conventional ideological lines.”(p.598.)

Recent work by Nevitte et al. (2000) and Gidengil et al. (1999) challenges this view.  The former,  Nevitte et al, demonstrate that support for each of the political parties in the 1997 Canadian federal election is rooted in a wide variety of attitudes and characteristics.  Their findings are unique in that they demonstrate that Canadians have the capacity to think in ideological terms, while the authors still maintain that there is also a relationship between social characteristics and the vote.  Ideology and personal characteristics work together to determine vote choice in Canada.  Furthermore, Gidengil et al (1999) find that regional differences in voting behaviour represent actual differences in the salience and effects of ideology across the country.  Both of these studies suggest, then, that ideology has a role in structuring voting behaviour in Canada.  

We believe that both the older and the more recent studies do not provide an accurate picture of the ideological landscape and its connection to vote choice in Canada.  This paper thus seeks to accomplish two things.  First, using updated statistical methods, we re-estimate the number of relevant ideological cleavages in Canadian society.  We find that there are four relevant ideological dimensions, which differs from the findings of Nevitte et al (2000).  After explaining the methodological reasons for the different results in depth, we use the four dimensions to evaluate the role of ideology in determining vote choice.  Similar to Gidengil et al. (1999), we show that vote outcomes in the 1997 election can be explained by the relative strength of the ideological dimensions in each region of the country.  However, unlike previous research done by the above scholars, we find that the ideological dimensions that determine vote choice are not constrained by a single left-right dimension.  Rather, we find uniquely Canadian ideological cleavages.  The ideological dimensions that we extract using a more refined statistical procedure ultimately question the ability of the “new” Canadian parties to make significant headway in the national forum if their support is rooted in ideological predispositions that are not equally dominant in all regions of the country.  

Determinants of Vote Choice

The overall aim of this paper is to investigate how ideology influences the support for Canadian political parties.  This question is particularly interesting given the results of the 1993, 1997 and 2000 elections:  two new parties have firmly planted themselves in the Canadian political landscape without displacing the traditional ruling parties.  By conventional wisdom, five parties should not co-exist in an equilibrium first-past-the-post system.  The Canadian party system is usually reconciled with the conventional wisdom of electoral systems and parties by recognizing that both the Reform Party/Canadian Alliance and Bloc Quebecois have support that is largely contained within a specific region.
  Recent work by Gaines (1999), however, questions this view.  He finds little evidence of two-party competition at either the riding, province or national level in Canada over the last century, arguing that “Canadian ridings span the two- to four-party continuum, and two-party politics is not the norm.”(p.7/17)  What remains, then, is a question of how viable support has been maintained for each of the parties.   

One way of attacking this question is to ask whether there are specific constituencies, divided by socio-economic characteristics, which are loyal supporters of the different parties.  Such constituencies can be said to cohere on the basis of ideology, which may be rooted in similarities (circumstances, jobs, etc.).  The debate over the existence of an ideology or ideologies in the mass electorate makes its way into the Canadian literature shortly after Converse’s (1964) seminal article.  Early studies of ideology and Canadian vote choice mostly focus on four aspects:  class voting, regional voting, partisanship and economic voting.  

While class is a strong predictor of vote choice in most European countries, is loses a lot of explanatory power when it crosses the Atlantic.  Early attempts to look at identify class-based voting in Canada (Alford 1963) find that region and religious differences far surpassed class issues in Canadian voting behaviour.  Porter (1965) and Mallory (1967) find little difference in the ideological leanings of the Progressive Conservative and Liberal Parties.  Schreiber (1976) argues that this finding was not surprising given that the two traditional major parties, the Liberals and Progressive Conservatives, tend simultaneously target the median voter of the population and therefore not differentiate themselves.  It is only the left-leaning New Democratic Party (NDP) that shows evidence of a working class ideology and base of support, although even those (e.g. Clarke et al 1979) who find a relationship between class and support for the NDP note that the relationship is tenuous at best.  Pammett (1987), for example, finds that the link between union membership and NDP voting is not rooted in traditional working class issues.  The findings on the irrelevance of class leads to the interpretation that Canadian politics is one of moderation and brokerage, which tends to “minimize differences, restrain fissiparous tendencies and thus, over time knit together the diverse interests of a polity weak in integration.”(Cairns 1968:63)

One finding that has been continuously successful is that region of residence holds substantial weight in Canadian vote choices.  The West, the Maritimes, Ontario, and Quebec all maintain significance as indicators of vote choice.  Blake (1972) argues that the importance of region is in actuality a cover for a configuration of other characteristics that were grouped by region.  Economic prosperity, language issues, etc. tend to shape how individuals react to political messages, especially promises of politicians, and so it is not surprising that region should appear to shape one’s vote choice.  Clarke et al (1979) links this finding with class voting, arguing that class voting does in fact exist, but that it differs substantially based upon region residence.   

Studies of partisanship in Canada suffer a fate similar to that of class voting.  To begin, Gidengil (1992) argues that there are strong reasons for expecting partisanship to be weaker in Canada.  First, the electoral process in Canada lacks incentives for individuals to cultivate a partisan identity (i.e. primaries).  Second, the brokerage parties, in attempting to appeal to all segments of the population, failed to evoke either strong feelings or strong ties for constituents.  Finally, the differences between parties at the federal and provincial level mean that there is no reinforcement mechanism for party identification.  As per these expectations, the strong influence of partisanship on vote choice in the United States appears to have only a very weak counterpart in the Canadian system.  Jenson (1975) argues that the difference between the two countries lies in the stability of one’s attachment – in Canada, there is a much higher likelihood of switching party allegiance.  Clarke et al (1984) further articulate this finding in their book Absent Mandate, characterizing Canadian partisanship as either flexible or durable on the basis of intensity, stability and consistency over time.  That Canadians are more likely to feel closer to several different parties over their lifetimes leads to an expectation of a reciprocal relationship between vote and attitudinal factors (Gidengil 1992).  As Gidengil writes, “When we say that party identification tends to ‘travel with the vote’ in Canada, we are really saying that a person’s vote choice may prompt a change in party identification.”(1992:239)

This fluid notion of party identification, and the lack of strong findings of traditional socio-economic vote determinants, leads one to note the possibility that salient issues will play a very large role in shaping a person’s vote choice and partisanship.  The economy is an issue that typically holds great salience for many voters.  Economic voting studies have developed two basic hypotheses for voter behaviour, extending from the basic argument of Key (1968) that voters evaluate politicians on their accomplishments and attempt either to re-elect them or “throw the rascals out.”  The first is that voters look to their own personal circumstances (egotropic) when deciding if the government has done a good enough job to be returned to office.(Kramer 1983)  The second argues that voters are more concerned about the well-being of the country at large, and so consider the overall health of the country’s economy when evaluating the government (sociotropic).
  MacKuen, Erikson and Stimson (1992) find that neither of these hypotheses holds for all situations, as voters tend to vote sociotropically when they are more affluent and vote egotropically otherwise.  LeDuc (1984) and Clarke et al. (1996) look at the relationship between short-term issues and the vote in Canada.  Both authors find significant linkage between party support and positions on free trade and the vote.  Clarke and Kornberg (1992), looking at the 1988 Canadian election, find that the economy’s health was an overwhelmingly important issue, surpassing the importance of both the GST and free trade debates.  In fact, they find that economic evaluations were important influences on attitudes toward the GST and Canada-US free trade.  Thus, there is some support for the importance of salient issues in determining vote choice.

Page and Jones (1979) combine several of the elements discussed above to argue that vote choice is made up of three main interdependent elements:  policy positions, partisanship, and candidate evaluations.  The importance of each of these elements differences across elections, but nonetheless remain significant influences on vote choice.  In the Canadian context, candidate evaluations are particularly important.  The parliamentary structure of government means that when a citizens vote for candidate to become their members of parliament (MPs), they are also casting their vote for who should lead the country as prime minister.  Compared to the American case, one might say that Canadian citizens vote in the electoral college, as the number of MPs determines which party is asked to form the government.  Because of the implicit ties between riding candidates and the prime minister, and the strong party discipline that prevents most MPs from dramatically altering government legislation, the personal qualities of the party leaders are often very important in influencing vote choice.

Determining which issues will be salient and matter to whom leads back to the question of an underlying ideology in the Canadian electorate.   Are there axes of ideology along which Canadians place themselves and parties when they decision how to vote?  Does ideology shape how Canadians evaluate issues and party stances?  Nevitte et al. (2000) find six dimensions of ideology in Canada -   moral traditionalism, free enterprise, cynicism, outgroups, Canada/US, and Quebec – by conducting factor analysis on a range of issue responses.  They find that the 1997 election was fertile ground for ideological appeals from parties, and that the overall Canadian landscape experienced a shift to the right between 1993 and 1997.  Gidengil et al. (1999) find somewhat similar results.  They show that the importance of region in Canadian vote choice is not an artifact and does not mask socio-economic differences between the regions.  Instead, there are real differences in political viewpoints between the regions that are demonstrated by including scales that measure orientations toward out-groups, accommodating Quebec, continentalism, cynicism, free enterprise and moral traditionalism, and looking at the effects of these scales on voting in difference regions.  They find that there is substantial regional variation in terms of what influences vote choice.  There is, therefore, evidence that there are ideological dimensions underlying Canadian politics.  The next section of this paper will investigate which specific dimensions exist in Canada, using an updated methodological approach.

Determining the Axes of Canadian Ideology

To estimate which ideologies predominate Canadian vote choice, one must determine whether there is an underlying basis to policy preferences.  A good way of doing that is to do factor analysis on voter responses to policy questions posed in the 1997 Canadian National Election Study (CNES).  Nevitte et al (2000) and Gidengil et al (1999) use this analytical tool with satisfactory results.  We believe, however, that the methods each of these sets of authors use may exclude some important information held in the CNES dataset.  Nevitte and his colleagues (2000) take a questionable approach to exploratory factor analysis in that they run two separate factor analyses with only a select set of variables.  A primary purpose of exploratory factor analysis is to gain an understanding of underlying constructs or dimensions that may account for correlations between the issue variables involved in a study (Kline 1993).  Such an analysis is done with little prior idea about what constitutes the dimensions that should emerge from such an analysis.  Therefore, when one selects variables for inclusion in such an analysis they should be “selected…with an effort to achieve wide representation of the domain…The guiding principle should be to obtain wide coverage of the domain, so as not to miss any important common factors.”(Tucker and MacCallum 1997:132)  The starting point of our analysis is therefore a tabula rasa. We have no preconceived notion of the underlying ideological dimensions in Canada, largely because the research to date has failed to provide any conclusive consensus.
  

To prevent biased results, we select all of the variables from the 1997 Canadian Election Survey (pre- and post-tests).  The full variable list, listed in Appendix A, consists of thirty-five of the thirty-seven issue questions that give the respondent choices based upon Likert-type scales.
  Due to computational limitations, two questions, one that deals with capital punishment and the other that asks whether or not a government that accepts a high level of unemployment deserves to be defeated, are randomly excluded from our analysis.  Although the questions we include are all of the questions that have Likert-type answers, some of the questions simply give the respondent the opportunity to agree, disagree, or be indifferent while others allow the respondent to state whether they agree strongly, agree, are indifferent, disagree or disagree strongly.  All variables are standardized to a 0-1 scale in a manner we detail in Appendix A.  

We are aware that variables that are assumed to be interval level and have similar splits may correlate with each other, regardless of their content.(Gorsuch 1983)  However, in the following examination of the factors analysis, we find that the strongest factor contains variables that are measured with both types of scales.  Unlike Nevitte et al. (2000), we do not include feeling thermometer questions in our factor analysis because we are not confident that the linearity assumption holds in regards to feeling thermometer scores.  

With such a large set of variables, it is not surprising that a large portion of our sample (close to 10%) did not respond to at least one of the questions included in the analysis.  The standard technique to correct for this, list-wise deletion, eliminates a substantial portion of our dataset, making any analysis weak.  Nevitte and his colleagues (2000) “solve” the missing data problem through the use of pair-wise deletion.  We are skeptical of this method, particularly in a factor analysis.  With pair-wise deletion, matrices may not be “positive-definite” since each element of the covariance matrix used in the factor analysis is computed from differing subsets of cases (Arbuckle 1996).  A non positive-definite matrix creates negative variances which produce erroneous results.  Indeed, our attempts to replicate the analysis of Nevitte et al (2000) using different methods to overcome the missing data problem produce results that were far less robust than reported in their work. 

An alternative method of dealing with missing data is to perform multiple imputation using a simplified algorithm developed by King and his coauthors (2001).  Multiple imputation involves estimating distributions of missing values from the available observed data in a way that reflects uncertainty levels.  The mathematics of imputation are complex and too detailed to be described in this paper, but a basic explanation should suffice.  The Expectation-Maximization (EM) algorithm and accompanying computer program (AMELIA) developed by King et al. takes information in the observed data and uses it to create predictions for the missing values.  The algorithm is a significant breakthrough for social science research in that instead of attempting to gain predictions about the value of missing data from the convergence of an infinite number of posterior distributions (as does the Imputation-Posterior (IP) Algorithm), the EM algorithm computes a single value from posterior distributions of the data.  As the authors write “The EM algorithm works like IP except that random draws from the posterior are replaced with deterministic calculations of posterior means (King et. al. 2001:55).”  Using this method involves less computing time and produces deterministic convergence.  The latter overcomes the onerous and sometimes controversial task of predicting the convergence of the predicted distributions (Cowles and Carlin 1996).  

We program AMELIA to return five separate estimates of the missing values in the data set.  Because the imputed values for our missing data are based upon probabilistic distributions, the actual values of the missing data are unknown.  Meng (1994) notes that when all of the available information is used in the model the estimates should not be biased. However, Robins and Wang (2000) caution that the estimates may be inefficient.  Inefficiency is a concern for us given that we cannot use the standard error correction procedures designed by King et al for use in standard regression procedures when performing a factor analysis.  To account for this, we will focus on results that are significant at the more demanding p<0.05 level.   

We begin our analysis with the intention of running five separate factor analyses, averaging the factor scores, and correcting the standard error in a method similar to that described by King.  The five factor analyses yield similarly defined factors, and the magnitude of the variable loadings after orthogonal rotation is consistent across factors.   However, when looking at the factor analyses, we noticed that the variables that load on the second and third factors alternated with one another.  Given this difference, averaging factor scores across the five datasets produces meaningless results, as the second and third factors have different variables loading on individual factors depending on the analysis used.
  Since we believe that the EM imputation is superior to pair-wise deletion, we choose to average the five data sets before performing any factor analyses.  Although our results may run the small risk of being inefficient, the guiding literature supports the idea that such estimates will be unbiased.  

Our factor analysis of the thirty-five variables yields particularly strong results.
  Table 1 shows that four factors are extracted that have eigenvalues greater than one.  After orthogonal rotation, we are able to label each of the four dimensions.  The first dimension, “General Economic and Social Liberal-Conservatism” encompasses most of the specific questions dealing with social spending, foreign aid and ties with neighbouring countries, and overall feelings about the consequences of Quebec separation.  The latter three dimensions deal with more specific policy areas and government cynicism.  The second dimension focuses on policy questions dealing with Quebec and Aboriginals (Minority Issues), the third deals with personal efficacy and government cynicism (Efficacy), and the fourth dimension focuses on women’s issues such as abortion, marriage, and a women’s place in society (Women’s Issues).  The results of our factor analysis indicate that the Canadian citizenry does show a high degree of ideological constraint when thinking about political matters, and that there are four separate ideological dimensions that influence citizen opinions.  

The fact that we conclude that a) there is an ideological constraint, and b) there are multiple ideological dimensions, requires that we clearly define our use of the term ideology.  When we state that an electorate shows ideological constraint we often think that their positions on all types of issues are interrelated regardless of whether or not the type of issues logically fit together (Converse 1964).  This is the view taken by Campbell and Christian (1996:1) in writing that beliefs among Canadians are crouched in ideologies dealing with “liberty, individualism, social coherence, hierarchy, and equality.”  Given the results of the factor analysis, our conclusions about ideology in Canada differ from the common view that ideology must be encompassing and defined in broad terms.  Canadians appear to be ideologically constrained in the sense that issues that load on the first factor dimension encompass the traditional left-right ideology of advanced industrial democracies.  However, Canadians also appear to have separate and distinct ideologies regarding matters of minority and Quebec relations, personal efficacy toward the government, and attitudes towards women in society.  Although Canadians relate questions about government efficacy to one another, their positions on these matters are independent of their feelings about the traditional questions about government spending and the other issues that fall on the first dimension.  The same can be said for the dimensions that capture the questions dealing with Quebec and aboriginal issues and women’s rights issues.  The fact that there are three separate dimensions that fall outside of the traditional liberal-conservative spectrum leads us to believe that Canadians have separate, distinct, and coherent ideologies that center around the post-materialist issues of government cynicism, regionalism and the rights of minorities, and the role of women.  Thus, although we cannot say that there is an all-encompassing ideological dimension that constrains the Canadian voter, we can claim that ideological constraint centers around four key areas.       

Table 2 reports the average placement on each dimension of voters by region and party.  After scoring the factors, we see that on dimensions 1, 2 and 4 the party averages complement one another, with NDP members having the highest average factor score and the Reform Party members having the lowest average factor scores on these dimensions.  It is also clear that there are differences in average ideology scores across regions, and that these regional differences impact the ideological positions of partisans.  These findings support Gidengil et al. (1999), and lead us to suspect that there may be ideological underpinnings that contribute to the regional variation in support of specific political parties.  The next section of the paper deals with the question of ideology and vote choice specifically.    

Ideology and Vote Choice

In order to test the role of ideology in determining vote choice, we need to see whether the individual voter’s score on each of the four ideological dimensions matters while controlling for the variables commonly found in vote choice models.  We are interested in whether one or a combination of the ideological dimensions increase or decrease the probability of voting for a party other than the incumbent.  We estimate probit models for voting for each of the parties outside of Quebec – the Progressive Conservatives (PCs), the Reform Party, and the NDP – compared to the governing Liberals.  Our dependent variable for each model is a dichotomous choice between voting for one of the non-governing parties or the Liberal Party.

Because we are interested in how ideology shapes the choice between two specific political parties, we operationalize each respondent’s ideological positions as the difference between the squared difference of the average Liberal Party’s factor score and the individual’s factor score and the squared difference between the average factor score comparison party and the individual’s factor score:
  

Distance from Liberal Party on Dimension “D”(Distanced)=

(Factor Scoredl-Factor Scoredi)2 – (Factor Scoredc-Factor Scoredi)2
We believe that this is a good measure of how far the respondent is from the ideological position of the Liberal Party, controlling for the distance the individual is from the comparison party.
  When the respondent’s factor score on a particular dimension is further away from the Liberal Party than the comparison party, the measure is positive.  When the respondent’s factor score on the dimension is closer to the average score of all Liberal Party voters, the measure is negative. The further away from the Liberal Party the voter’s factor score is for each dimension, the higher we expect the magnitude any of the beta coefficients on the ideological variables to be.  Since the dependent variable is dichotomous and equals one when the citizen votes for the comparison party, the expected sign of the four ideology coefficients are all positive.  

To test whether ideology matters over and above the standard determinants of voting behaviour, we need to add a number of control variables to our models.  First, feelings toward political parties are important determinants of vote choice.  Analysts of Canadian voting behaviour argue that the leadership of a party is crucial to gaining voter support.  Put simply, candidate affect matters.  Clarke et al. (1996 16) explain that “the job of the leader is to ‘make the party’ after winning a leadership post in which widely divergent candidates seek the highest post.”  In order to control for both party and candidate affect, we include the average of the voter’s feeling thermometer scores for both the comparison party and party leader.  This variable is continuous and scored 0 to 1 for easier interpretation.

Although there is considerable debate as to the durability and strength of partisan identification in the Canadian electorate, there is little doubt that partisanship plays a role in the vote choice of a significant number of Canadian voters.  For example, Clarke et al. (1991, 1996) estimate that between 25 and 33% of Canadians vote for the same party from one election to the next.  Therefore, we include a dichotomous partisan identification variable, coded 1 for voters who identified with the Liberal Party and 0 for those who identified with the comparison party. 

In addition, we use a number of control variables to assure that the voter’s level of education, view of economic performance, religion, and union membership would not bias our estimates of the degree to which ideological dimensions predict vote choice.  For education, we create two simple dichotomous variables.  The first is coded one if the respondent has a high school education.  The second is coded one if the respondent has at least some college.  Dichotomous variables are also created to control for Catholic voters and union members.  The former control is coded 1 if the voter is Catholic, and the latter is coded 1 if the voter is a member of a union family.  The economic performance variable considers the voter’s evaluation of economic performance over the year prior to the administration of the survey.  This variable is based upon interval level responses, with scores closer to 1 reflecting a more positive assessment of the economy.  Exact coding methods can be found in the Appendix.  The complete model we estimate is thus:

Probit (Votec)= α +β1Distance1+ β2Distance2+ β3Distance3+β4Distance4+

β5Feeling Thermometerc+ β6Party IDl+ β7Retrospective Evaluation+ β8Union+ β9Catholic+ β10High School+ β13Some College+ ε

Tables 3 through 5 report our findings.  The control variables behave as expected, with PID and the party/leader feeling thermometer being highly significant in each model.  The findings show that the ideological dimensions in Canadian society are important influences on vote choice, and that the influence changes depending on region.
  Choosing to vote PC instead of Liberal draws upon dimensions 2, 3 and 4 (Minority Issues, Efficacy, and Women’s Issues) across the whole country.  In Ontario specifically, how one feels about personal efficacy with respect to government holds the most influence, while in the West feelings about minorities distinguishes PC voters from Liberal voters.  Positions on minority and women’s issues lose importance in Ontario, as do positions on women’s issues in the western provinces.  None of the dimensions appears to impact voting for either party in the East.  

Voting for the Reform Party instead of the Liberal Party draws upon the same ideological dimensions as those who vote for the PCs.  That conservative voters for either party would hold similar ideologies is to be expected, as both the PC and Reform party identifiers both have lower factor scores as compared with the Liberal Party.   Dimensions 2, 3 and 4 are significant in the West as well as in the overall ROC dataset.  In Ontario, however, choosing between the Reform and Liberal Parties draws upon traditional left-right issues (dimension 1) and does not reflect positions on women’s issues (dimension 4).     

Choosing the NDP over the Liberal Party appears to be rooted in both efficacy and women’s issues across the country.  In Ontario, feelings of efficacy distinguish the NDP and Liberal Voters, while in the East both women’s issues and traditional left-right issues impact the vote choice.  

In order to understand the importance of ideology as an influence on vote choice, we computed the first differences for our various probit models. Instead of varying a variable from its minimum to maximum value, we chose to use one standard deviation below the mean to one standard deviation above the mean.  We believe that this avoids using outliers to determine the impact of ideology and presents a more realistic view of mainstream voters.  Table 7 reports the first differences for ideology in each of our models.  As you can see, the main ideological dimension that influences party support in Canada is not the traditional left-right, social/economic dimension.  Instead, the issue-based dimensions dealing with minorities, efficacy and women have the most impact on vote choice.  

Choosing between voting for the NDP or Liberal Party incorporates beliefs from dimensions 3 and 4, while choosing between the PCs and Liberals takes into account dimensions 2, 3 and 4, although in different magnitudes across the country.  Eastern voters are 44.59 percentage points more likely to vote for the NDP over the Liberal Party when their factor scores from dimension four moves from one standard deviation below the mean factor score of the sample to one standard deviation above the mean factor score for the sample.  Efficacy has a consistently large impact on vote choice in all areas of the country.  However, excluding the comparison between PC and Liberal supporters, the effect of the efficacy dimension is most salient in Ontario.  Hence, our results confirm the regional variation in the salience of ideology found by Gidengil et al (1999).
 

Not surprisingly, voting for the Reform Party instead of the Liberal Party is strongly determined by feelings of efficacy and minority issues.  Across the country, a voter is 24.88 percentage points more likely to vote for the Reform Party if they hold similar views on minority issues, and 36.49 percentage points more likely if they feel similarly about personal efficacy.  These findings suggest that there are indeed ideological dimensions underlying vote choice in Canada, but that the dimensions are based upon specific issues.  That support for each of the non-governing political parties is somewhat rooted in feelings of efficacy is not surprising, as voting for any party other than the Liberals indicates dissatisfaction with the current government.  More interesting is the importance of women’s issues for NDP support, and minority issues for Reform support.  As expected, given that the Reform Party took a hard-line approach to the issue of Quebec separation in the election campaign, voters who placed themselves closer to that view were more likely to vote for the Reform Party.  Given the similarities between the PC and Liberal parties, it is not surprising that the dominant ideological consideration of PC voters is personal efficacy.       

Discussion

Now that we know that ideology a) exists in Canada, and b) influences vote choice, what do these findings add to our understanding of Canadian politics?  One particularly interesting outcome of the 1997 federal election was the failure of the Reform Party to win a single seat east of Manitoba.  Going into the election, the Reform Party realized that in order to be a national party and have a realistic chance of governing, it would need to bolster its support in Ontario.  Of the 301 seats in the Canadian Parliament, 103 are in Ontario; to win the election, then, a party needs to be able to capture some, if not most, of the seats in that province.  The Reform Party concentrated a lot of its advertising and public appearances in Ontario, attempting to maintain the support it had gained during the 1993 election and gather more supporters.  The election outcome suggests, however, that this campaign strategy was ineffectual.  Does our understanding of Canadian ideology shed any light on this election outcome?

The first piece of information to consider is the difference in ideological averages across the provinces.  The Reform Party, which originated in feelings of Western alienation, takes the most extreme (and least tolerant) view of Quebec separation.  Looking back to Table 2, it is clear that the average ideological scores of Reform Party voters across the entire country are very different from the average ideological scores of Ontario voters on three of the four dimensions.  Only on dimension 1, general liberal-conservative social/economic issues, is the Ontario average close to the Reform Party average.  On the other three dimensions the Reform Party average is in the opposite direction of Ontario voters.  This suggests that while the Reform Party’s general conservativism may be appealing to Ontario voters, its position on the issue-based ideological dimensions is unattractive.  

A second element to notice is which dimensions matter the most for choosing to vote Reform.  The results from Table 4 show that dimensions 2, 3 and 4 are significant indicators of the choice between voting for the Reform Party and the Liberal Party.  As just discussed, however, these are also the dimensions on which Ontario voters differ most from the average Reform Party voter.  In Ontario specifically, holding more general conservative views (dimension 1) impacts the decision to vote for the Reform Party This makes sense considering that conservatism is the only dimension on which the Reform Party and Ontarians are located close together.  Our findings make it clear that ideological differences between the Reform Party and Ontario voters make it less likely for Ontarians to vote Reform.  Consider, however, the average position of PC voters on dimension 1.  PC voters average a score of 0.380 on dimension 1, whereas Reform voters average 0.333; the Ontario average of 0.377 is closer to that of the PC party.   Thus, if an Ontario voter is looking to move away from the Liberal Party because of his/her general liberal-conservative ideological placement, the PC party is a better choice.

This leads to our final consideration in explaining the outcome of the 1997 federal election in Ontario -- whether the presence of two right-wing parties prevented either from making electoral gains.  After the election, there was a strong push by members of the Reform Party to form a coalition with the Progressive Conservatives and become a unified right-wing party.  While this did not happen, the party did reincarnate itself as the Canadian Alliance and choose a more moderate leader that was expected to appeal to a broader subset of the Canadian population.  Did the Reform and PC parties split the conservative vote in Ontario in 1997?  Our discussion above and the data in Tables 6 and 7 suggest that this is what happened.  

Dimensions 2 and 3 (minority rights and efficacy) are strongly significant in the probit models of Reform Party vote choice.  If voters located themselves closer to the Reform Party on these ideological dimensions they are much more likely to vote for the Reform Party across the country.  In Ontario specifically the likelihood of voting Reform increases by 25.80 and 28.26 percentage points, respectively as the voter’s factor score moves from one standard deviation below the sample mean to one standard deviation above the sample mean.  However, a similar movement of Ontario voters on the efficacy dimension makes them only 14.48 percentage points more likely to vote PC instead of Liberal.  However, If voters placed themselves closer to the Reform Party they were more likely to vote Reform than to vote PC if they placed themselves closer to the PC Party.  Combining our knowledge of the average position of Ontario voters on these dimensions with our knowledge of the positions of the Reform and PC parties, it is clear that the number of Ontario voters who did place themselves closer to the Reform Party is much lower than the number who identified with the PC Party on dimension 3.  Thus, it appears that voting conservatively in Ontario means voting for the PC, not Reform, party.  

This discussion of ideological differences between Ontario and Reform Party voters suggests that in order for the Reform Party/Canadian Alliance to make electoral gains in Ontario, it needs to place itself closer to the PC position on all issues.  In practical terms, this means becoming more moderate on the issue-based ideological dimensions.  Whether the Canadian Alliance will make this change is of course up for debate.  The failure of the party to make significant inroads in Ontario in the 2000 election, despite the name and leadership change, and the recent schisms in the party over Stockwell Day’s leadership, imply that the party may undergo significant changes before the next election.  Taking more moderate stances on issues risks losing significant support in the western provinces, however, which will likely caution the party’s leadership against making any truly substantial changes.  

Conclusion  

Our analysis in this paper leads to several conclusions.  First, ideology does play an important role in Canadian politics.  Our analysis uses a more refined methodological approach to provide a clear view of the dimensions that underlie Canadian society.   Unlike earlier studies, we find that there are four distinct dimensions on which Canadians structure their beliefs. Canadians holds opinions that cohere on four dimensions – traditional liberal-conservative, minority issues, efficacy, and women’s issues.  Finding these dimensions stands in contrast to recent work by Nevitte et al. (2000), but we are confident that our use of imputed observations and a more extensive set of variables in the factor analysis makes our results more reliable.  

Although we disagree with the method of Nevitte and his colleagues (2000) in constructing the ideological dimensions, we agree with their conclusion that ideology influences vote choice in Canada.  Likewise, we also feel that the many of the issue positions of Canadian voters fall on a traditional left-right dimension.  However, our findings suggest that it is the more specialized dimensions that do not easily fit into the left-right spectrum that actually determine vote choice in Canada.  The findings of separate dimensions for the voter’s beliefs surrounding Quebec and aboriginal issues, personal efficacy towards the government, and women’s issues is significant in that our results show that in the West, these are the dimensions that influence vote choice.  Only in Ontario do the issues that load on the traditional liberal-conservative dimensions appear to influence citizen’s behaviour, and in all cases, they appear to influence the populace’s electoral behaviour in conjunction with at least one of the other three dimensions.  Given these findings, those attempting to explain role of ideology in Canadian voting behaviour are apt make erroneous conclusions if they believe that ideology in Canada falls on a simple left-right spectrum.  Ideological constraint exists and matters in Canada.  However, it has a uniquely Canadian form that incorporates key issues that fall outside of the left-right spectrum.

Finally, our findings question the ability of the Reform Party/Canadian Alliance to make significant headway as a national party.  There are substantial regional differences in ideology, and we know that support for parties other than the governing Liberals is largely rooted in issue-based ideologies.  Unless a party holds views on these dimensions that are similar to those of the average Ontario voter, it is unlikely that party will be able to wrest control of many seats away from the Liberals.  

Appendix A:  Listing and Coding Instructions for the Variables

All variables were coded on a scale from 0-1 unless specified otherwise.

Each question used in our analyses corresponds to the variable in the campaign survey (cps) or the post-election survey (pes) of the 1997 Canadian National Election Study

Factor 1, General Liberal-Conservative Issues:

a) On the whole, are you very satisfied, fairly satisfied, not very satisfied, or not satisfied at all with the way democracy works in Canada? (pesa5b) (1=very satisfied, 0.75=fairly satisfied, 0.25=not very satisfied, 0=not satisfied at all).

b) Do you think that Canada’s ties with the United States should be, much closer, somewhat closer, about the same as now, more distant, or much more distant? (pese4) (1=much closer, 0.75=somewhat closer, 0.5=about the same, 0.25=more distant, 0=much more distant).

c) Would you cut unemployment insurance a lot, some, or not at all? (pese6e) (1=not at all, 0.5=some, 0=a lot).

d) Would you cut education a lot, some, or not at all? (pese6f) (1=not at all, 0.5=some, 0=a lot).

e) Would you cut aid to developing countries a lot, some, or not at all? (pese6g)   

      (1=not at all, 0.5=some, 0=a lot).

f) Would you cut welfare spending a lot, some, or not at all? (pese6b)  (1=not at  

       all, 0.5=some, 0=a lot).

g) Would  you cut spending on pensions a lot, some, or not at all? (pese6c) 

(1=not at all, 0.5=some, 0=a lot).

h) Would you cut spending on healthcare a lot, some, or not at all? (pese6d)

(1=not at all, 0.5=some, 0=a lot).

i) Only police officers and the military should be allowed to have guns?  Do you 

strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree? (pese12) (1=strongly agree, 0.75 somewhat agree, 0.25 somewhat disagree, 0=

strongly disagree).

j) If Quebec separates, how likely is it that there will be a close economic unity between Quebec and Canada? (pese11d) (1=very likely, 0.75=somewhat likely, 0.25=somewhat unlikely, 0=very unlikely)

k) If Quebec separates, Canada should have a close economic union with Quebec? (pese27) (1=strongly agree, 0.75= somewhat agree, 0.25= somewhat disagree, 0=strongly disagree).

l) If Quebec separates from Canada, do you think your standard of living will get better, get worse, or stay the same? (pese10a,b, and c) (1=a lot better, 0.75=somewhat better, 0.5=stay the same, 0.25=somewhat worse, 0=a lot worse)

m) I’d rather put my trust in the down-to-earth thinking of ordinary people than in experts. (pese21) (1=strongly agree, 0.75=somewhat agree, 0.25=somewhat disagree, 0=strongly disagree)

Factor 2: Minority Issues:
a)  How much do you think should be done for Quebec? (pese3a, b, c) (1=a lot     

     more, 0.8=somewhat more, 0.75=more, 0.6=a little more, 0.5=about the same,    

     0.4=a little less, 0.25=less, 0.2=somewhat less, 0=a lot less).

b)  Should the Federal government spend more, spend less, or spend about the 

same as now for aboriginal peoples?  (cpsj10) (1=more, 0.5=about the same, 0=less).

c) In general, would you say that Canada’s aboriginal peoples are better off, worse off, or about the same as other Canadians? (cpsj9) (1=worse off, 0.5=about the same, 0=better off).

d) How much do you think should be done for racial minorities:  more, less or about the same as now? (cpsf1) (1=more, 0.5=about the same, 0=less).

Factor 3: Efficacy.

a) People like me don’t have a say about what the government does? (cpsb10b)

(1=strongly disagree, 0.75=somewhat disagree, 0.25=somewhat agree, 0=strongly agree)

b) I don’t think the government cares much about what people like me think. (cpsb10b) (1=strongly disagree, 0.75=somewhat disagree, 0.25=somewhat agree, 0=strongly agree).

c) Do political parties keep their election promises most of the time, some of the time, or hardly ever? (cpsj13) (1=most of the time, 0.5=some of the time, 0.0=hardly ever).

d) Politicians are ready to lie to get elected? (pese15) (1=strongly disagree, 0.75=somewhat disagree, 0.25=somewhat agree, 0=strongly agree).

e) Sometimes government and politics seem so complicated that a person like me cannot understand what is going on. (cpsb10c) (1=strongly disagree, 0.75=somewhat disagree, 0.25=somewhat agree, 0=strongly agree).

Factor 4: Women’s Issues.   

a) Only people who are married should be having children. (cpsf2) (1=strongly   

      disagree, 0.75=somewhat disagree, 0.25=somewhat agree, 0=strongly agree).

b) Society would be better off if women stayed at home with their children. 

(cpsf3) (1=strongly disagree, 0.75=somewhat disagree, 0.25=somewhat agree, 0=strongly agree).

c) Abortion should never be permitted, permitted only after need has been established by a doctor, or should be a matter of personal choice. (pese5a, b, c) (1=matter of personal choice, 0.5=permitted after need established, 0=never permitted).

Variables that Did Not Load on Any of the Four Factors.

a) People who don’t get ahead should blame themselves, not the system. 

(pese19) (1=strongly agree, 0.75=somewhat agree, 0.25=somewhat disagree, 0=strongly disagree).

b) When business makes money, everyone benefits, including the poor. (pese20) 

(1=strongly agree, 0.75=somewhat agree, 0.25=somewhat disagree, 0=strongly disagree).

c) Those elected to parliament soon loose touch with the people.  (cpsb10a)    

       (1=strongly disagree, 0.75=somewhat disagree, 0.25=somewhat agree,    

       0=strongly agree).

d)   Should Quebec be recognized as a distinct society? (cpsj3) (1=Yes, 

      0.5=depends, 0=no).

e)   Do you think Canada should admit more immigrants, fewer immigrants, or 

      about the same as now (cpsj18) (1=more, 0.5=about the same as now,    

      0=fewer).

f) Would you cut taxes a lot, some, or not at all? (cpse1a, b, c) (1=cut taxes a lot, 0.8=cut taxes somewhat, 0.75=cut taxes, 0.6=cut taxes a little, 0.5=keep taxes as they are, 0.4=increase taxes a little, 0.25=increase taxes, 0.2=increase taxes somewhat, 0=increase taxes a lot).

g) To maintain social programs, we must eliminate the deficit (cpsf5)  

(1=strongly disagree, 0.75=somewhat disagree, 0.25=somewhat agree,    0=strongly agree).

h) The government should leave it entirely to the private sector to create jobs    

      (cpsf6) (1=strongly disagree, 0.75=somewhat disagree, 0.25=somewhat agree,    

       0=strongly agree).

i) In general, does the Federal Government treat your government better, worse, 

or about the same (cpsj12) (1=better, 0.5=about the same, 0=worse).

Variables Used in Probit Analyses:

a) Catholic Voter:  coded “1” if cpsm10=2, coded “0” otherwise

b) Union Member:  coded “1” if cpsm9=1, coded “0” otherwise

c) Retrospective Economic Condition: Does the respondent think the economy is 

worse, better, or the same as it was a year ago. (cpsg1) (1=respondent thinks the economy is better now than it was one year ago, 0.5=respondent thinks economy is the same, 0=respondent thinks the economy is worse).

d) Liberal Party ID: coded “1” if cpsk1=1, coded “0” otherwise

e) PC Party ID: coded “1” if cpsk1=2, coded “0” otherwise

f) At Least Some College: coded “1” if cpsm3>5 (the respondent has taken some courses beyond high school), coded “0” otherwise.

g) High School Education:  coded “1” if cpsm3=5 (the respondent has completed high school, and they have not attained any further schooling), coded “0” otherwise.

h) PC Feeling Thermometer:  The sum of the PC feeling thermometer (cpsd1g) and feeling thermometer for Charest (cpsd1a) divided by 200.

i) NDP Feeling Thermometer:  The sum of the NDP Party feeling thermometer (cpsd1i) and the feeling thermometer for McDonough (cpsd1c) divided by 200

j) Reform Feeling Thermometer:  The sum of the Reform Party feeling thermometer (cpsd1j) and the feeling thermometer for Manning (cpsd1d) divided by 200.

All of the answers where the respondent refused to answer a question, or the respondent answered “don’t know” were coded as missing.  For the variables included in the factor analysis, the AMELIA program was used to estimate values for the missing data.  If the remaining variables that were utilized in the probit analysis were missing, list-wise deletion was used, and those specific cases were eliminated 

Table 1:  Results from Exploratory Factor Analysis

D1:  Dimension 1, General Liberal-Conservative Issues

D2:  Dimension 2, Minority Issues

D3:  Dimension 3, Efficacy

D4:  Dimension 4, Women’s Issues

Variable
D1
D2
D3
D4
Unique-ness

Satisfaction with the Way Democracy Works in Canada
0.69
-0.01
-0.30
-0.03
0.44

Canada’s Ties with the United States
0.69
-0.16
-0.04
-0.13
0.48

Cut Unemployment Benefits
0.75
0.12
0.11
0.00
0.41

Cut Education Spending 
0.87
-0.02
0.00
0.06
0.23

Cut Aid to Developing Countries
0.55
0.27
-0.12
-0.10
0.60

Cut Welfare Spending
0.65
0.26
-0.03
0.08
0.50

Cut Spending on Pensions
0.89
-0.03
0.03
0.01
0.20

Cut Spending on Healthcare
0.90
-0.03
0.03
0.04
0.18

Gun Control
0.47
0.12
-0.07
-0.06
0.75

More Should Be Done For Women
0.80
0.12
0.01
0.07
0.34

Economic Ties Between Quebec and Canada if Quebec Separates
0.61
-0.28
0.04
0.03
0.55

If Quebec Separates, How Likely is it that a Strong Economic Union Will Form Between Quebec and Canada
0.54
0.00
-0.21
-0.04
0.66

If Quebec Separates, Should Economic Unity Still Exist
0.57
0.12
-0.20
-0.04
0.61

If Quebec Separates, What Happens to Your Standard of Living
0.61
-0.28
0.04
0.03
0.55

I’d Rather Trust Ordinary People as Compared to the Government
0.42
0.03
0.31
0.10
0.72

More Should be Done for Quebec
0.03
0.51
-0.24
-0.06
0.68

Aboriginal Spending
-0.01
0.63
-0.03
0.08
0.60

Aboriginal Peoples Better off Than Average Canadian
0.02
0.46
-0.14
0.14
0.75

More Should Be Done for Racial Minorities
0.04
0.53
-0.08
0.08
0.70

People Like Me Don’t Have a Say in Government
-0.01
0.11
-0.59
0.09
0.63

Government Doesn’t Care What People Like Me Think
0.02
0.07
-0.68
0.09
0.53

Do Political Parties Keep Their Election Promises
0.01
0.12
-0.42
-0.07
0.81

Politicians Are Ready to Lie to Get Elected
0.03
0.09
-0.45
0.00
0.79

Politics is Too Complicated for People Like Me
0.05
0.01
-0.40
0.22
0.79

Only Married People Should be Having Children
0.03
0.07
-0.10
0.61
0.61

A Woman’s Place is In the Home
0.05
0.06
-0.17
0.52
0.70

Abortion Position
0.11
-0.05
-0.09
0.43
0.79

If You Don’t Get Ahead, Blame Yourself
0.02
0.27
0.09
0.21
0.88

If Business Makes Money, Everyone Benefits
0.19
0.22
0.24
0.24
0.80

Those Elected to Parliament Soon Loose Touch
0.01
0.08
-0.38
-0.03
0.85

Quebec Should be Recognized as a Distinct Society
0.04
0.34
-0.24
0.01
0.82

Should Canada Admit More Immigrants
0.05
0.31
-0.30
0.03
0.81

Cut Taxes
0.12
0.27
-0.01
0.17
0.88

To Maintain Social Programs, We Must Eliminate the Deficit
0.06
0.12
0.02
0.31
0.88

Government Should Leave it to the Private Sector to Create Jobs
0.04
0.17
0.06
0.37
0.83

How is the Federal Government Treating Your Province
-0.03
0.16
-0.15
0.01
0.95

Eigenvalue
6.88
2.77
1.48
1.10
N=2873

All of the respondent’s answers to each of the questions used in this factor analysis are standardized to a zero-one scale.  For questions on spending, a score of “1” means that the respondent is most open to more spending while a score of zero means that the respondent is most opposed more spending.  For questions on women’s rights, treatment of minorities and aboriginals, and the treatment of Quebec, a score of one indicates that the respondent is most favorable to expanded rights for women and aboriginals and open to allowing special recognition for Quebec.  Scores of “1” on the variables that load on the efficacy dimension indicate that the person is most efficacious.  A detailed listing of the questions can be found in Appendix A.

Table 2:  Average Factor Scores by Party and Region


Dimension 1:  General Liberal-Conservative Issues
dimension 2:  Minority Issues
dimension 3:  Efficacy
dimension 4:  Women’s Issues

All
0.427


0.051
0.012
0.014

Liberals
0.460

0.189
0.162
0.102

PC
0.380

-0.133
0.029
-0.123

NDP
0.519
0.488
0.136
0.475

Reform
0.333
-0.580
0.339
-0.342

Eastern Provinces
0.542
0.257
0.232
-0.134

Ontario
0.377
0.183
-0.083
0.075

Western Provinces
0.426
-0.103
0.026
0.022

Eastern Liberals
0.528
0.241
-0.025
0.146

Eastern PC
0.549
0.280
-0.278
-0.394

Eastern NDP
0.647
0.102
0.807
0.319

Ontario Liberals
0.381
0.280
-0.168
0.102

Ontario PC
0.181
-0.121
-0.084
-0.108

Ontario NDP
0.605
0.779
0.136
0.495

Western Liberals
0.493
0.095
-0.244
0.073

Western PC
0.365
-0.272
-0.011
-0.030

Western Reform
0.333
-0.611
0.289
-0.336

Table 3:  Probit Estimation Comparing PC and Liberal Party Voters 

(Vote PC=1)

East, West, and Ontario
Ontario Only
West
East

F1
-0.40

(0.43)
0.55

(0.73
-0.86

(0.69)
-0.47

(1.53)

F2
0.34**

(0.11)
0.25

(0.19
0.77**

(0.18)
-0.54

(0.39)

F3
0.61**

(0.15)
0.62*

(0.29)
0.56*

(0.23)
-0.04

(0.50)

F4
0.35**

(0.16)
0.55†

(0.29
0.21

(0.25)
0.08

(0.49)

Liberal Party ID
-1.55**

(0.12)
1.91**

(0.24)
-1.52**

(0.21)
-8.15**

(1.59)

PC Feeling Thermometer
3.03**

(0.33)
4.32

(0.68
3.46**

(0.53)
7.70**

(1.63)

Retrospective Economic Condition
-0.60**

(0.17)
-1.06**

(0.31)
-0.18

(0.27)
0.55

(0.57)

Catholic Voter
-0.24†

(0.12)
-0.28

(0.21
-0.06

(0.21)
-0.54

(0.36)

Union Member
-0.16

(0.12)
0.31

(0.23
-0.59

(0.19)
-0.22

(0.34)

High School Education 
0.04

(0.19)
-0.07

(0.34
-0.17

(0.29)
-0.19

(0.57)

At Least Some College
-0.21

(0.17)
0.39†

(0.37)
-0.38

(0.266)
-0.55

(0.48)

Constant
-0.70*

(0.26)
-1.27**

(0.50)
-1.02*

(0.40)
1.45†

(0.77)

N

X2
Pseudo-R2
796

430.93

0.40
330

209.64**

0.49
333

184.33**

0.41
129

100.61**

0.57

†=p<0.1  *p<0.05  **p<0.005   

Table 4:  Probit Estimation Comparing Reform Party and Liberal Party Voters 

(Vote Reform=1)


East, West, and Ontario
Ontario Only
West

F1
0.32

(0.23)
2.30*

(0.91)
-0.04

(0.30)

F2
0.34**

(0.06)
0.37†

(0.19)
0.34*

(0.07)

F3
0.67**

(0.08)
1.19**

(0.30)
0.69**

(0.10)

F4
0.27*

(0.10)
0.41

(0.88)
0.36*

(0.13)

Liberal Party ID
-1.52**

(0.14)
**2.05-

(0.29)
-1.31**

(0.17)

Reform Feeling Thermometer
4.54**

(0.35)
5.24**

(0.74)
4.54**

(0.44)

Retrospective Economic Condition
-0.19

(0.18)
-0.63†

(0.37)
0.08

(0.22)

Catholic Voter
-0.35*

(0.14)
-0.29

(0.27)
-0.22

(0.18)

Union Member
-0.23†

(0.13)
-0.08

(0.26)
-0.36*

(0.15)

High School Education 
-0.20

(0.19)
-0.44

(0.38)
-0.37

(0.24)

At Least Some College
-0.27

(0.17)
-0.92*

(0.37)
-0.26

(0.22)

Constant
-1.49**

(0.25)
-1.18*

(0.48)
-1.54**

(0.33)

N

X2
Pseudo-R2
1057

910.86**

0.63
351

271.07**

0.66
631

515.73**

0.59

†=p<0.1  *p<0.05  **p<0.005   

Table 5:  Probit Estimation Comparing the NDP and Liberal Party Voters

(Vote NDP=1)

East, West, and Ontario
Ontario Only
East

F1
0.20

(0.75)
0.96

(1.62)
-4.77*

(2.25)

F2
0.12

(0.19)
-0.19

(0.43)
0.15

(0.59)

F3
0.80**

(0.17)
0.78*

(0.37)
0.58

(0.42)

F4
0.53**

(0.16)
0.39

(0.34)
1.37**

(0.47)

Liberal Party ID
-1.46**

(0.18)
**1.48-

(0.39)
-1.10*

(0.40)

NDP Feeling Thermometer
3.51**

(0.44)
6.34**

(1.28)
3.39**

(1.03)

Retrospective Economic Condition
-0.49*

(0.25)
-0.72

(0.51)
-0.07

(0.68)

Catholic Voter
-0.32†

(0.19)
-0.52

(0.40)
-0.55

(0.40)

Union Member
-0.18

(0.17)
-0.27

(0.38)
0.07

(0.45)

High School Education 
-0.07

(0.27)
-0.03

(0.63)
-0.38

(0.71)

At Least Some College
-0.40†

(0.23)
0.15

(0.54)
-0.75

(0.61)

Constant
-0.81*

(0.35)
-2.94**

(0.83)
-0.98

(0.93)

N

X2
Pseudo-R2
441

284.74**

0.47
150

116.60**

0.62
80

52.31**

0.48

†=p<0.1  *p<0.05  **p<0.005   

Table 6:   Probit Estimation Comparing Reform Party and PC Voters 

(Vote Reform=1)

East, West, and Ontario
Ontario Only
West

F1
1.17**

(0.55)
1.86†

(0.97)
0.41

(0.74)

F2
0.57**

(0.10)
0.59**

(0.18)
0.47**

(0.13)

F3
0.53**

(0.10)
0.59**

(0.18)
0.53**

(0.13)

F4
0.30

(0.28)
-0.47

(0.52)
0.87*

(0.37)

PC Party ID
-1.32**

(0.13)
-1.20**

(0.24)
-1.48**

(0.17)

Reform Feeling Thermometer
3.89**

(0.33)
4.01**

(0.65)
3.87**

(0.44)

Retrospective Economic Condition
0.11

(0.18)
0.22

(0.34)
-0.05

(0.24)

Catholic Voter
-0.08

(0.15)
-0.18

(0.28)
-0.20

(0.19)

Union Member
0.11

(0.13)
0.22

(0.25)
0.21

(0.18)

High School Education 
-0.30

(0.19)
-0.34

(0.36)
-0.28

(0.24)

At Least Some College
-0.24

(0.17)
-0.67*

(0.34)
0.01

(0.22)

Constant
-1.33**

(0.25)
-1.35**

(0.47)
-1.15**

(0.33)

N

X2
Pseudo-R2
789

521.65**

0.48
207

127.30**

0.44
507

312.75**

0.49

†=p<0.1  *p<0.05  **p<0.005   

Table 7:  First Differences of Probit Models

This table reports the percentage point impact on the probability of voting for the comparison party of varying independent variable from one standard deviation below mean to one standard deviation above mean.  For clarity, all other variables were scored at their mean (zero) with the exception of the comparison party’s feeling thermometer score, which was scored at its midpoint, 0.5.


Dimension 1:  General Liberal-Conservative Issues
dimension 2:  Minority Issues
dimension 3:  Efficacy
dimension 4:  Women’s Issues

PC Voters

ROC
-3.32%
10.26%
19.35%
7.56%

Ontario
4.26%
7.08%
14.48%
11.34%

West
-7.62%
25.16%
14.92%
4.97%

NDP Voters

ROC
1.25%
2.68%
23.02%
16.68%

Ontario
9.34%
-6.31%
31.42%
18.01%

East
-22.58%
2.76%
14.18%
44.59%

Reform Voters

ROC
4.94%
24.88%
36.49%
9.83%

Ontario
13.06%
14.93%
48.63%
7.85%

West
-2.71%
25.01%
37.35%
13.29%

Reform Voters (compared to PC Voters)

ROC
8.88%
24.77%
23.71%
4.53%

Ontario
14.05%
25.80%
28.26%
-6.85%

West
2.73%
16.79%
20.39%
11.77%
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� For example, Achen (1975), Levitin and Miller (1979), Converse and Markus (1979), Nie, Verba and Petrocik (1976).  


� Rae (1967), Palfrey (1989), Taagepera and Grofman (1985).


� See Kinder and Kiewiet (1981), Kinder, Adams and Gronke (1989), and McGraw, Best and Timpone (1995).  


� It is only Blais and his research team (1999, 2000) that attempt to test for underlying ideologies and draw a direct link between ideology and the vote.  Since their findings are novel and stand in contrast to previous scholarship on Canadian voting behaviour, we do not rely on them as indicators of the underlying issue dimensions in Canada.


� Likert scales involve the use of a standardized set of responses that can be used to answer a variety of questions or statements.  Jaccard and Wan (1996) suggest that assuming these questions create interval level variables do not significantly increase the probability of either Type I or Type II errors.


� Results from these analyses are not shown due to spatial limitations.  A copy of the results is available from the authors.


� We find similar results when we substituted the mean value of variables for missing values.  Given the superior theoretical foundations of the AMELIA datasets, we choose to report those results instead.  


� The following subscripts are used in the equation: d=Dimension, i=Individual Factor Score, l=Average Liberal Party Factor Score, and c=Comparision Party Factor Score.  


� For the comparison between the Progressive Conservative Party and the Reform Party that follows, the Reform Party is considered to be the comparison party with the Progressive Conservatives serving as the base.  When comparing the PC and Reform Parties, substitute, the average PC voter’s factor score (p) on dimension D with the average Liberal Party score on dimension D (l).  In this situation, Reform (r) is the comparison party (c).  





� We separate the country into East (Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Prince Edward Island and Newfoundland), Ontario, West (Manitoba, Alberta, Saskatchewan and British Columbia) and Rest-Of-Canada (ROC) subsets in our models.  The ROC represents all provinces except for Quebec, which we have chosen to exclude from our analysis because of the importance of the Bloc Quebecois.  


� The negative first differences suggest that the ideological dimension was unimportant for vote choice, as one’s closeness to a party’s position did not make the person more likely to vote for that party.
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