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From a Two-Party-Plus to a One-Party-Plus?

Ideology, Vote Choice, and Prospects for a Competitive Party System in Canada 

Abstract

A considerable amount of research on the ideological underpinnings of vote choice casts doubt on 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 both challenge and support this recent research.  We support current findings in that we find ideological dimensions that are salient within the Canadian electorate, and yet vary in importance by region.  We also find that rather than a traditional liberal-conservative cleavage being the principal ideological dimension, minority issues, efficacy, and social policy are significant ideological factors in vote decisions.  This finding leads us to question the ability of the Reform Party/Canadian Alliance to make significant headway as a national party, and also the ability of opposition parties to mount serious national challenges to the governing Liberal Party, although they continue to be major forces in the electoral politics of the several provinces.

Introduction

For political parties and their leaders, democratic elections are usually risky business.  Perhaps never was this demonstrated more forcefully in recent years than the 1993 Canadian national election in which the governing Progressive Conservative Party (PC) was nearly annihilated, loosing 167 of the 169 parliamentary seats it had won in 1988.  The Party’s share of the vote dropped from 43% to 16%.  The left-of-center New Democratic Party (NDP) suffered almost as great a calamity with its seat total dropping from 43 to 7 and its vote total falling from 20% to 7%.  In sharp contrast, two new parties (less than a decade old) emerged as big winners:  the Quebec-only Bloc Quebecois (BQ) elected 54 MPs and received 14% of the vote while the western-based Reform Party garnered 19% of the vote and elected 52 MPs.  

In their paper analyzing the “meaning” of the 1993 election, Clarke and Kornberg (1996) question whether the striking changes in party support are likely to endure or whether they are yet another illustration of the “plus ça change” adage.  They note that Leon D. Epstein (1964) had characterized Canada as a “two-party-plus” system. At that time, only the Liberal and Progressive Conservative parties had ever formed a national government, yet historically there had been a number of occasions when a “third” party seemed poised either to transform the national party system into a genuine multiparty system or to displace one of the two old-line Liberal or Tory parties.  However, in the quarter century after Epstein wrote, neither event happened, and the system he had described remained essentially unchanged.  The results of the 1997 Canadian election seemed to indicate that the party system had undergone a transformation into a genuine multiparty system.  Although the Liberals won again and still formed the government, their once solid majority was reduced to only four seats.  Also, of the 155 seats they won, 101 were in a single province, Ontario.  Further, both the Conservatives and New Democrats had made modest comebacks, with the Conservatives winning twenty seats in Parliament while the NDP captured 21 seats.  Additionally, with Reform’s improved showing, it seemed that it was not merely a “flash party,” a label coined by Converse and Dupeux (1966) to describe short-lived contenders in French elections.  Rather, Reform appeared to have “legs.”  Although the party had captured 19% of the vote it failed, despite a spirited effort, to win a single seat in Ontario, Canada’s largest province.  However, it did supplant the BQ as the official opposition by electing 60 MPs to the Bloc’s 44.

A further indication that the old two-party-plus system might have “morphed” into a multiparty one was the publication of two studies of the 1997 election which contend that the 1997 vote was grounded in an ideological infrastructure.  Gidengil et al. (1999) argue that in some instances the ideological positions of supporters of the several parties, and the salience of ideological considerations more generally, were important, but varied by region.  Nevitte et al.’s (2000) study of the 1997 election goes further.  They argue that outside of Quebec, there is a uniform ideological cleavage that defines the “basic outlook” of Canadian voters on a variety of social and financial issues.  Their research finds that in addition to partisan identification and candidate affect, electoral support for each of the parties was in part grounded in a wide variety of shared attitudes and characteristics.  This finding is interesting in light of the fact that in an earlier comparative study of ideology in Canada and the United States Gibbins and Nevitte (1985) found that left-right labels reflected weaker attitudinal coherence in Canada.  The 1985 study concluded that “there has been neither the need nor the opportunity for Canadians to structure their political world along conventional ideological lines” (598).

This view is much more in accord with what has long been the conventional wisdom — Canadian politics are not structured in terms of class-based ideological considerations (e.g. Alford 1963, Pammett 1987).  This is usually attributed to the importance of federalism and the salience and duration of ethnolinguistic (Francophone/Anglophone) differences
.  There is also a generation of empirical studies of national elections which conclude that because of the relative weakness of partisan identifications, elections are primarily determined by short-term factors, notably party and leader affect and issues and at times, single issues.  These studies include those by Alford (1963), Clarke et al (1979, 1984, 1991, and 1995), Johnston et al. (1992), Kornberg and Clarke (1992), Clarke, Kornberg and Wearing (2000), Nevitte et al. (2000), and Pammett and Dornan (2001).

 
The finding by Nevitte et al. (2000) suggests that an emerging multiparty system could be sustained because voter support for the several parties is partially grounded in sets of attitudes and values that cohere sufficiently to be labeled an ideology.  Given its novelty, this recent finding is potentially an important one.  However, in this paper we will argue that their finding, because of the methodology employed, is problematic.  We will employ what we regard as a more appropriate analytic method to demonstrate that the policy positions of Canadian voters outside of Quebec are not constrained by a single left-right dimension.  Indeed, underlying their attitudes are fully four distinct factors, three of which contribute significantly to explaining the direction of the vote.  We also will show, as Gidengil et al. (1999) concluded, that the explanatory value of these dimensions varies by region and choices between the separate parties.  More generally, in twelve of thirteen tests, vote choice models that include variables considering the ideological location of individuals perform better that models that only consider the influence of partisanship, leader affect and standard control variables.  Notwithstanding the enhanced explanatory power of our vote choice models that include the dimensions underlying voter positions on a variety of issues, partisanship and party leader affect still combined to maintain the Liberal Party in office.  The results of the 2000 national election suggest that this pattern not only continues, but might even grow stronger.  

Determining the Axes of Canadian Ideology

To estimate whether ideological considerations influence Canadian vote choice, one must determine whether there is an underlying basis to issue preferences.  Factor analysis of voter responses to policy questions posed in the 1997 Canadian National Election Study (CNES) is an appropriate technique to employ for this analysis.  Nevitte et al. (2000) and Gidengil et al. (1999) use this analytic tool with satisfactory results.  We believe, however, that the methods each group employed may exclude some important information contained in the CNES dataset.  More specifically, Nevitte and his colleagues (2000) ran two separate factor analyses with only a select set of variables.  But since a primary purpose of exploratory factor analysis is to search for underlying constructs or dimensions (Kline 1993), and since little theory exists to guide the exercise, in selecting variables to include in an analysis “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).  Therefore, the starting point of our analysis is a tabula rasa.
  

To prevent biased results, our variable list includes the entire set of the thirty-seven Likert-scaled issue questions in the 1997 Canadian election survey, pre- and post-tests (See Appendix).  Although the questions have Likert-type answers, the choices available to the survey respondents are not always alike.
  Therefore, we standardize all the issue variables to a 0-1 scale (See Appendix).  High correlations exist between five of the domestic spending questions, and to avoid erroneous results generated by highly correlated variables, we collapsed the responses to the five questions into a “Social Spending Cut Index” in a manner also described in the Appendix.

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 weaker.  Nevitte and his colleagues (2000) “solved” the missing data problem with the use of pair-wise deletion.  However, using this technique in a factor analysis seemed problematic.  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 that produce erroneous results.  Indeed, our attempts to replicate the analysis of Nevitte et al. (2000) using different methods to overcome the missing data problem produced results that were far less robust than reported in their work. 

To avoid the pitfalls of pair-wise deletion and still retain as many cases as possible, we chose to employ mean substitution to deal with missing values (approximately 15% of the sample) in our dataset.  Additionally, to assess the validity of the factor analysis generated with mean substitution, we used a multiple imputation technique with a simplified algorithm developed by King and his coauthors (2001).  Although the technical details of the imputation process are complex, the factor analyses we generated using the imputation technique produced virtually similar results to those generated by mean substitution.
  Accordingly, we are confident that we have generated reliable findings without having to use the mathematically complex technique of King et al.

Our factor analysis of the thirty-seven variables yields particularly strong results. Table 1 shows that four factors were extracted that have eigenvalues greater than one.  After orthogonal rotation, we were able to label each of the four dimensions.  The first dimension, which we label the “liberal-conservative” factor, encompasses most of the specific questions dealing with social spending, foreign aid and ties with neighboring countries, but it also includes feelings about the consequences of Quebec separation.  The latter three dimensions encompass fewer issues.  The second focuses on policy questions dealing with Quebec and Aboriginals, which we label a “minority issues” factor, while the third deals with internal and external efficacy (government cynicism), which we simply label as “efficacy.”  The fourth dimension encompasses issues that deal with morality and government social policy.  For convenience, we labeled this dimension the “social policy” factor.  The results of our factor analysis indicate that Canadians show an appreciable degree of ideological constraint when thinking about political matters but that their issue space is multidimensional.  

Our findings regarding the multidimensionality of the ideological positions is in accord with those of Campbell and Christian (1996:1) who observed that beliefs among Canadians are couched in ideologies dealing with “liberty, individualism, social coherence, hierarchy, and equality.”  Also, in an earlier study Kornberg, Mishler and Smith (1975) found that both elite and mass samples of the public arrayed their own issue positions and those they ascribed to the four national political parties along several dimensions.  Although in the current study the items that cohere along each dimension are interrelated, they do not always “fit logically” as, for example, the ones that combined to constitute our first and fourth factors.  In this regard, they differ from the conventional view of an ideology as a set of interrelated beliefs, one or more of which occupies the position of centrality so that if it (they) change(s), logically so should the other issues (Converse 1964).  That said, our analysis indicates underlying the issue positions of Canadians are four factors that collectively explain a significant amount of the variance in the direction of the 1997 vote.

Table 2 reports the median placement of voters on each dimension by region and party.  On dimensions 1, 2 and 4 the party averages complement one another with NDP voters having the highest and Reform Party supporters the lowest average factor scores on these dimensions.  The party averages for dimension 3 indicate a separation between governing and non-governing parties, which is to be expected given that the dimension contains the efficacy factor.  Factor scores also vary across regions.  These findings support Gidengil et al. (1999), and indicate that the ideological positions of Canadians contribute to the regional variations in their support of specific political parties.      

Ideology and Vote Choice

To test the role of ideology in determining vote choice, we need to determine whether the individual voter’s factor score on each of the four dimensions really matters--that is, whether they improve the explanatory power of standard vote choice models.  More specifically, we want to determine whether one or a combination of the ideological dimensions increase or decrease the probability of voting for a party other than the incumbent Liberals.  Accordingly, we estimate probit models for voting for each of the parties outside of Quebec – the Progressive Conservatives (PCs), the Reform Party, and the NDP – as opposed to voting for the governing Liberals.  To repeat, our dependent variable for each model is a dichotomous choice between voting for one of the non-governing parties or the Liberal Party.
  A preliminary analysis of the data indicated the fourth factor had an insignificant impact in nearly all the vote choice models, and so we dropped the fourth factor from consideration in our revised vote choice models.

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.  The model is:

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

(Factor Scoredl-Factor Scoredi)2 – (Factor Scoredc-Factor Scoredi)2
where d=Dimension, i=Individual Factor Score, l=Average Liberal Party Factor Score, and c=Comparison Party Factor Score.  

We believe that this is an appropriate measure of how far the respondent is from the ideological positions of the Liberal Party supporters, 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 Liberal Party voters 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 Liberal Party voters the voter’s factor score is for each dimension, the greater we expect the magnitude of any of the beta coefficients to be on the ideological variables.  Since the dependent variable is dichotomous and equals one when the citizen votes for the comparison party, the expected signs of ideology coefficients are all positive.  

To test whether ideology matters over and above the standard determinants of voting behavior, we need to add a number of control variables to our models.  First, feelings about political parties are important determinants of vote choice.  Analysts of Canadian voting behavior argue that the leadership of a party is crucial to gaining voter support.  Put simply, affect matters for party leaders.  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 leader 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 one for easier interpretation.

Although there is considerable debate as to the durability and strength of partisan identification in the Canadian electorate (Clarke et al. 1979), 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 identify with the Liberal Party and 0 for those who identify with the comparison party.  In addition, we use a number of control variables to ensure that the voter’s level of education, retrospective voter views of economic performance, and union membership will not bias our estimates of the degree to which ideological dimensions predict vote choice  (specific coding instructions for the control variables are in the Appendix).  The complete model we estimate is:

Probit (Votec)= α +β1Distance1+ β2Distance2+ β3Distance3+ β4Feeling Thermometerc+ β5Party IDl+ β6Retrospective Evaluation+ β7Union+ 

β8Educationl + ε

Tables 3 through 6 report our findings.  The control variables behave as expected, with party identification (PID) and the party/leader feeling thermometer being highly significant in each model.  However, the findings also show that the ideological dimensions underlying Canadian issue positions are important influences on vote choice, and that the magnitude of the influence changes depending on region.
  Across the country, choosing to vote PC instead of Liberal is heavily influenced by dimension 3 (efficacy) across the whole country.  In Ontario efficacious feelings are the most influential, while in the West feelings about minorities as well as efficacious feelings distinguish PC voters from Liberal voters.  None of the factors appears to impact voting for either party in the Atlantic provinces.  However, the addition of the three ideological factors to a vote choice model is a significant improvement over models we ran using only partisan identification, party leader affect, and the three control variables.  Although space limitations preclude the presentation of the results of this model, we include the results of likelihood tests run comparing the model with the ideological distance variables to similar models excluding them (see bottom of Tables 3-6).  Of the thirteen separate probit analyses, in only one comparison is our model with the ideological distance variables no better than the model that excludes such variables.  Moreover, the failure of the ideological distance variables to improve the Atlantic province Liberal-NDP comparisons may well be a function of the paucity of cases—less than 100 cases were available for analysis.  

Voting for the Reform Party rather than the Liberal Party is influenced by the same ideological factors as voting for the PCs.  That conservative voters for either party would hold similar positions on a number of issues is not unexpected, as both the PC and Reform party identifiers have lower factor scores than the Liberal Party voters.  Factors 2 (minority issues) and 3 (efficacy) are significant in the West as well as in the overall ROC dataset.  In Ontario, however, choosing between the Reform and Liberal parties is also influenced by liberal-conservative issues (Factor 1).     

Choosing the NDP over the Liberal Party appears to be least influenced by the voter’s ideological positions.  Rather, support for the New Democratic Party appears to rest heavily on voter feelings about party leader Alexa McDonough.  In contrast, the choice between Reform and the Progressive Conservatives appears to be heavily influenced by the efficacy and minority issues factors, once the decision not to vote Liberal has been made.

To additionally clarify the role of ideology in vote choice, we computed the first differences for our various probit models. Instead of varying a variable from its minimum to maximum value, the range we used was one standard deviation above and below the mean.  In our judgment 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 in each of our models.  As is apparent, the principal ideological factor influencing vote choice in Canada is not the liberal-conservative one (Factor 1).  Instead it is the minority issues and efficacy factors.  

Choosing between voting for the NDP or Liberal Party was strongly influenced by partisan identification and affect for the NDP Party leader, McDonough, while choosing between the PCs and Liberals was affected by factors 2 (minority issues) and 3 (efficacy), although in different degrees across the country.  Efficacy has a consistently strong impact throughout the country whereas the first (liberal-conservative) factor’s influence on the vote was restricted almost entirely to Ontario.  

Table 8 shows the improvement in the pseudo-R2 value that occurred when we added the ideology factors to the “naïve” model that only included the partisanship, leader affect, and the three control variables.  Across Canada the addition of the ideology variables significantly improved our ability to explain why voters chose to support the Reform Party over the Liberals.  In all regions, there is a consistent eight to ten percent improvement in the percentage of explained variance in the vote choice models comparing the parties.  Adding the ideology factors produced varying levels of improvement in the models that compared the decision to vote Liberal over PC and the decision to vote PC over Reform.  In the former case, the greatest improvement in explained variance came from comparing the Liberal and PC parties in Ontario.  This was due to the significance of the first factor (liberal-conservative).  The explanatory power of the ideology variables also was most significant in Ontario in the comparison of the Reform and PC vote choice.  However, in this case the increase in explained variance came from the attitudes the Ontario electorate held about minority issues (Factor 2) and efficacy (Factor 3).  This finding again reinforces Gidengil et al.’s analysis (1999) in that it reveals that the salience of ideology varies across region, as does the ability of the three ideology factors to better explain vote choice.   

Discussion

The question arises as to what the above findings add to our understanding of Canadian national electoral politics.  Recall that one 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, Reform Party leaders understood that in order to be taken seriously as a national party having a realistic chance of governing, it would need to break into Ontario, the location of fully 103 of the 301 seats in the Canadian House of Commons.  Accordingly, Reform concentrated a lot of its advertising and public appearances in Ontario, and although it gained 19% of the Ontario vote, it failed to elect a single MP.  

Table 2 suggests that one reason may be that the median ideological scores of Reform Party voters across the entire country are very different from the median ideological scores of Ontario voters on the three factors.  Only on Factor 1 (liberal-conservative), is the Ontario average close to the Reform Party average.  On the minority issues factor the Reform Party average runs in the opposite direction of Ontario voters.  This suggests that while the Reform Party’s general conservatism may be appealing to Ontario voters, its position on the ideological dimension that encompasses minority rights 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 Factors 2 and 3 are significant indicators of the choice between voting for the Reform Party and the Liberal Party.  As just discussed, however, these are also the factors on which Ontario voters differ most from the average Reform Party voter.  In Ontario specifically, holding more conservative views (Factor 1) impacts the decision to vote for the Reform Party.  This makes sense considering that conservatism is the only factor on which the Reform Party and Ontarians are located close together.  Our findings make it clear that other ideological differences between the Reform Party and Ontario voters make it less likely for Ontarians to vote Reform.  

Our final consideration in explaining the outcome of the 1997 federal election in Ontario is whether the presence of two right-wing parties prevented either from making electoral gains.  Did the Reform and PC parties split the conservative vote in Ontario in 1997?  Tables 6 and 7 suggest that, in fact, this happened.  Factors 2 and 3 (minority issues and efficacy) are strongly significant in the probit models comparing the choice between the Reform and Progressive Conservative parties.  If voters located themselves closer to the Reform Party on the second and third factors they were more likely to vote Reform across the country.  In Ontario, specifically, the probability of voting Reform increases by 29 and 46 percent respectively, as the voter’s factor score moves from one standard deviation below the sample mean to one standard deviation above the sample mean.  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.  Although this did not happen, the party did reincarnate itself as the Canadian Alliance and choose a new leader, Stockwell Day, in the hope that he would appeal to a broader segment of the Canadian population.

Pammett and Vickers’ (2001) overview of the Canadian National Election in November, 2000 indicates that to some extent the Reform/Alliance party was successful.  Alliance won 66 seats, six more than in their previous (Reform) incarnation, including two in Ontario.  Their overall vote total increased by a similar (6) percentage – from 19.4% to 25.5%.  However, the Liberals were the big winners, increasing their parliamentary representation by 17 (from 155 to 172) while gathering only 2.5% more of the national vote (from 38.4% to 40.9%). 

In contrast, the other parties were losers – the PCs and NDP both lost 8 seats – from 20 to 12 and from 21 to 13, respectively, while the Quebec-only, Bloc Quebecois dropped from 44 seats in 1997 to 38 in 2000.  As just noted, the Alliance did broaden its support base from what it had been as the Reform Party, specifically in 3 areas.  The first was in Western Canada, the party’s region of strength.  The second was the 6.5% gain in Ontario, and the third was a 6% gain in Quebec.  However, regarding the latter increase, as the authors note, “the starting point was so low that no observer expects the Alliance to be in a competitive position in the province in even the medium term.” (348)  They go on to observe, however, that the results of increasing support in the West “may have been a mixed blessing for Alliance” (348) because it makes them appear even more of a regional party.  And, despite the limited improvement of the party in battles with the Liberals in Ontario, in that electoral critical region, “the party had great difficulty being considered a major force throughout the province.” (349)

Pammett and Vickers (2001) judge that of the opposition parties, Alliance was the most successful in 2000 because the pattern of vote switching was in its favor.  But they feel that the “unite the right” strategy, which was supposed to boost the Alliance in Ontario, had only limited success.  The Conservatives and NDP lost votes overall and the major gains for the Liberals came in Quebec (an increase of 7.5% over the 1997 vote) in great part because of the erosion of support for the Tories (from 22.2% in 1997 to 5.6% in 2000) in that province.  

Taken together, it appears that the quality of democratic electoral politics in Canada leaves something to be desired.  A democratic electoral system assumes that through the mechanism of free, competitive elections contending political parties will periodically alternate in office.  In Canada, party governments at both the national and provincial levels often have had a disturbing legacy of delaying their departures for long periods of time.  This currently appears to be the case in national politics in that there seems to be no real alternative to the governing Liberals.  The Alliance’s hope of becoming a conservative opposition with a realistic chance of winning a national election in the near future seems farfetched.  The Conservatives and New Democrats are having difficulties in maintaining their status as “official” parties in the House of Commons and the Bloc Quebecois is best thought of as an “anti-system” party since at the end of the day, its principal goal is to get out of Canada, not to govern it.  Hence, the title of this paper, in which we ask whether the Canadian party system has evolved from one in which two parties alternated in office into one in which a whole generation of Canadians may grow up knowing only the Liberals as “their government.”  That is on the one hand.  

On the other hand, the seeming stability of party fortunes can be more apparent than real in Canada.  The current paper has shown that issue space is multi-dimensional and hence parties have an opportunity to build or re-build coalitions of supporters along a number of dimensions.  And, since many Canadians lack durable partisan attachments, historically a combination of short-term forces such as public disaffection from the leader of a governing party, the emergence of an attractive opposition party leader, or the inability of a governing party to adequately address one or more highly salient “valence” issues can combine to generate a rapid and precipitous decline in the support of even the highest flying governing party.   Moreover, although the Conservatives and New Democrats may be figuratively hanging on by their fingernails in the House of Commons, any firm predictions about their imminent demise in national politics seem rash given that they currently constitute the governments of fully seven of Canada’s ten provinces.
  Consequently (and happily for the maintenance of democratic political system in general), elections in Canada and elsewhere remain a risky business. 

Table 1:  Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis

D1:  Dimension 1, Liberal-Conservative Issues

D2:  Dimension 2, Minority Issues

D3:  Dimension 3, Efficacy

D4:  Dimension 4, Social Policy Issues

Variable
D1
D2
D3
D4
Uniqueness

More Should Be Done for Women
0.79
0.14
0.03
0.10
0.34

Canada’s Ties with the United States
0.72
-0.16
0.00
-0.14
0.43

Satisfaction with the Way Democracy Works
0.71
-0.01
-0.27
-0.03
0.43

Government that Accepts High Unemployment Deserves to Be Defeated
0.68
-0.03
0.19
0.03
0.50

If Quebec Separates, What Happens to Your Standard of Living
0.63
-0.27
0.07
0.05
0.53

If Quebec Separates, Economic Unity Should Still Exist
0.60
-0.15
0.13
-0.01
0.60

Cut Spending on Defense
0.58
-0.09
-0.03
-0.11
0.64

Economic Ties Between Quebec and Canada if Quebec Separates
0.57
-0.17
-0.00
0.05
0.65

More Should be Done For Unions
0.55
0.06
0.21
0.15
0.62

Cut Foreign Aid
0.55
0.28
-0.10
-0.07
0.60

More Should be Done for Business
0.54
-0.00
0.05
0.10
0.70

Only the Police Should Have Guns
0.48
0.17
0.04
-0.06
0.73

Social Spending Cut Index
0.44
0.29
0.12
0.16
0.68

I’d Rather Trust Ordinary People as Compared to the Government
0.43
0.29
0.01
0.10
0.72

Aboriginal Spending
-0.01
0.57
-0.05
0.09
0.66

More Should Be Done for Racial Minorities
0.02
0.50
-0.09
0.09
0.74

More Should Be Done for Quebec
0.04
0.48
-0.23
-0.04
0.71

Aboriginals are Better Off than Others
0.02
0.41
-0.16
0.13
0.79

Capital Punishment
0.06
0.34
-0.02
-0.03
0.88

Quebec Recognized as a Distinct Society
0.05
0.33
-0.23
0.00
0.84

Government Doesn’t Care What People Like Me Think
0.05
0.07
-0.67
0.06
0.54

People Like Me Don’t Have a Say in Government
0.01
0.09
-0.59
0.08
0.63

Politicians Are Ready to Lie to Get Elected
0.00
0.07
-0.42
-0.02
0.82

Politics is Too Complicated for People Like Me
0.07
-0.02
-0.41
0.20
0.79

Do Political Parties Keep Their Election Promises
0.03
0.11
-0.40
-0.08
0.82

Those Elected to Parliament Soon Loose Touch
0.01
0.09
-0.38
-0.05
0.85

Immigration, More or Less
0.07
0.29
-0.30
0.02
0.82

Only Married People Should Have Children
0.02
0.05
-0.13
0.54
0.69

Women’s Place is in the Home
0.05
0.04
-0.19
0.48
0.73

Private Sector, Not Government Should Create Jobs
0.03
0.15
0.04
0.43
0.79

Government Can Not Solve the Unemployment Problem
0.04
0.02
0.03
0.39
0.85

Abortion Position
0.00
-0.06
-0.09
0.34
0.87

To Maintain Social Programs, Must Eliminate Deficit
0.05
0.11
0.03
0.35
0.87

If Business Makes Money, Everyone Benefits
0.02
0.21
0.23
0.26
0.83

If You Do Not Get Ahead, Blame Yourself
0.01
0.25
0.06
0.21
0.89

Cut Taxes
0.08
0.25
-0.02
0.18
0.90

Ties Between the U.S. and Canada
0.23
-0.12
0.11
-0.16
0.89

How is the Federal Government Treating Your Province
-0.03
0.16
-0.15
-0.01
0.96

Eigenvalue
5.28
2.72
1.56
1.12
N=2915

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:  Median Factor Scores by Party and Region


Dimension 1:  Liberal-Conservative 
dimension 2:  Minority Issues
dimension 3:  Efficacy
dimension 4:  Social Policy

All
0.328
0.035
0.121
0.034

Liberals
0.361
0.173
-0.169
0.031

PC
0.362
-0.130
0.046
-0.142

NDP
0.441
0.494
0.176
0.563

Reform
0.294
-0.550
0.347
-0.256

Atlantic Provinces
0.429
0.300
0.295
0.020

Ontario
0.281
0.134
0.013
0.034

Western Provinces
0.325
-0.120
0.138
0.040

Atlantic Liberals
0.432
0.267
0.133
0.108

Atlantic PC
0.471
0.331
0.382
-0.433

Atlantic NDP
0.596
0.218
0.759
0.563

Ontario Liberals
0.285
0.248
-0.223
0.021

Ontario PC
0.228
-0.130
-0.052
-0.200

Ontario NDP
0.403
0.749
0.207
0.559

Ontario Reform
0.257
-0.429
0.531
-0.225

Western Liberals
0.409
0.056
-0.216
0.017

Western PC
0.387
-0.286
-0.027
-0.045

Western Reform
0.294
-0.608
0.327
-0.253

Table 3:  Probit Estimation Comparing PC and Liberal Party Voters 

(Vote PC=1)

ROC
Ontario
West
Atlantic

F1
-5.91

(33.84)
70.37

(54.28)
22.57

(53.49)
-66.25

(98.56)

F2
0.39**

(0.12)
0.19

(0.20)
0.77**

(0.20)
0.07

(0.36)

F3
0.78**

(0.16)
0.79*

(0.29)
0.77**

(0.23)
0.48

(0.41)

Liberal Party ID
-1.54**

(0.12)
1.75**

(0.22)
-1.44**

(0.20)
-1.73**

(0.29)

PC Feeling Thermometer
3.09**

(0.33)
3.80**

(0.61)
3.51**

(0.52)
1.62*

(0.77)

Retrospective Economic Condition
-0.07

(0.84)
-0.37*

(0.15)
0.11

(0.13)
0.19

(0.22)

Union Member
-0.15

(0.12)
0.26

(0.21)
-0.52*

(0.19)
0.05

(0.29)

Education
-0.06*

(0.03)
-0.06

(0.05)
-0.07

(0.04)
-0.10

(0.07)

Constant
-1.00*

(0.24)
-1.71**

(0.44)
-1.16*

(0.37)
0.49

(0.55)

N

X2
Pseudo-R2
Likelihood Ratio Test

(Improvement Over Naïve Model)
793

407.19

0.38

χ2(3)=34.00**
328

180.27**

0.44

χ2(3)=10.10*
333

178.57**

0.40

χ2(3)=29.33**
132

67.67**

0.37

χ2(3)=34.00**

†=p<0.1  *p<0.05  **p<0.005   

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

(Vote Reform=1)


ROC
Ontario Only
West

F1
0.89†

(0.49)
2.44**

(0.96)
0.44

(0.63)

F2
0.31**

(0.05)
0.31**

(0.10)
0.29**

(0.07)

F3
0.61**

(0.08)
0.64**

(0.16)
0.61**

(0.10)

Liberal Party ID
-1.40**

(0.13)
-1.84**

(0.28)
-1.24**

(0.17)

Reform Feeling Thermometer
4.54**

(0.33)
5.15**

(0.70)
4.27**

(0.41)

Retrospective Economic Condition
-0.03

(0.09)
-0.40*

(0.18)
0.07

(0.11)

Union Member
-0.21†

(0.12)
-0.09

(0.26)
-0.30*

(0.15)

Education 
-0.03

(0.03)
-0.09

(0.06)
-0.01

(0.37)

Constant
-1.77**

(0.24)
-1.77**

(0.44)
-1.64**

(0.31)

N

X2
Pseudo-R2
Likelihood Ratio Test

(Improvement Over Naïve Model)
1030

845.18**

0.60

χ2(3)=115.68**
347

265.75**

0.66

χ2(3)=40.10**
608

568.49**

0.56

χ2(3)=68.43**

†=p<0.1  *p<0.05  **p<0.005   

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

(Vote NDP=1)

ROC
Ontario Only
Atlantic

F1
0.21

(0.56)
-0.89

(1.22)
-1.63

(1.39)

F2
0.08

(0.16)
-0.31

(0.36)
0.04

(0.40)

F3
0.76**

(0.15)
0.85*

(0.34)
0.48

(0.33)

Liberal Party ID
-1.53**

(0.18)
-1.79**

(0.42)
-1.22**

(0.35)

NDP Feeling Thermometer
3.61**

(0.44)
6.71**

(1.32)
3.38**

(0.92)

Retrospective Economic Condition
-0.10

(0.12)
-0.72*

(0.31)
0.04

(0.27)

Union Member
-0.18

(0.17)
-0.30

(0.39)
0.12

(0.38)

Education 
-0.01

(0.04)
-0.15†

(0.09)
-0.03

(0.09)

Constant
-1.44**

(0.32)
-4.33**

(0.92)
-1.54*

(0.68)

N

X2
Pseudo-R2
Likelihood Ratio Test

(Improvement Over Naïve Model)
444

273.23**

0.45

χ2(3)=29.61**
151

121.89**

0.64

χ2(3)=7.80†
82

39.81**

0.36

χ2(3)=4.14

†=p<0.1  *p<0.05  **p<0.005   

Table 6:   Probit Estimation Comparing Reform Party and PC Voters 

(Vote Reform=1)

ROC
Ontario Only
atlantic

F1
1.07†

(0.64)
2.71*

(1.15)
0.16

(0.85)

F2
0.55**

(0.10)
0.62**

(0.20)
0.45**

(0.14)

F3
0.62**

(0.14)
0.68*

(0.27)
0.61**

(0.19)

PC Party ID
-1.27**

(0.14)
-1.25**

(0.27)
-1.40**

(0.19)

Reform Feeling Thermometer
3.92**

(0.36)
4.38**

(0.77)
3.89**

(0.47)

Retrospective Economic Condition
-0.29

(0.10)
-0.15

(0.21)
-0.01

(0.14)

Union Member
-0.01

(0.15)
0.09

(0.27)
-0.01

(0.20)

Education 
-0.06

(0.03)
-0.17*

(0.07)
-0.00

(0.05)

Constant
-1.24**

(0.27)
-1.02**

(0.48)
-1.34**

(0.36)

N

X2
Pseudo-R2
Likelihood Ratio Test

(Improvement Over Naïve Model)
609

396.25**

0.47

χ2(3)=51.12**
170

104.66**

0.45

χ2(3)=20.06**
373

312.75**

0.49

χ2(3)=22.67**

†=p<0.1  *p<0.05  **p<0.005   

Table 7:  First Differences of Probit Models


Dimension 1:  Liberal-Conservative 
Dimension 2:  Minority Issues
dimension 3:  Efficacy

PC Voters

ROC
-2.82%
14.55%
23.97%

Ontario
9.83%
7.26%
23.17%

West
2.89%
29.65%
23.90%

NDP Voters

ROC
2.30%
3.33%
36.32%

Ontario
-2.73%
-2.85%
6.79%

Atlantic
-17.43%
1.53%
22.62%

Reform Voters

ROC
7.68%
28.64%
42.53%

Ontario
21.31%
28.84%
46.36%

West
3.60%
25.28%
40.20%

Reform Voters (compared to PC Voters)

ROC
8.36%
27.90%
24.37%

Ontario
22.52%
33.24%
28.72%

West
1.15%
19.44%
21.40%

Table 8:  Increase in R2 Value from Naïve to Complete Model 

Probit Model


NDP and Liberal Parties
Liberal and PC Parties
Liberal and Reform Parties
PC and Reform Parties

Region
Atlantic
0.037
0.010
-
-


Ontario
0.041
0.024
0.099
0.087


West
-
0.065
0.082
0.047


ROC
0.049
0.032
0.083
0.061
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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) How much do you think should be done for women? (pese1) (1=much more, 0.75=somewhat more, 0.5=about the same, 0.25=somewhat less, 0=much less)

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) 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).

d) 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).

e) 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).

f) Would you cut defense a lot, some, or not at all? (pese6a) (1=not at all, 0.5 some, 0=a lot)

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

h) 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).

i) How much power do you think unions should have? (pese3) (1=much more, 0.75=somewhat more, 0.5=about the same, 0.25 somewhat less, 0=much less).

j) 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).

k) How much do you think should be done for business? (pese2) (1=much less, 0.75=somewhat less, 0.5=about the same, 0.25=somewhat more, 0=much more).

l) 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).

m) Social spending cut index:  coded from the respondent’s average score on the following variables:

Would you cut welfare spending a lot, some, or not at all? (pese6b)  (1=not at all, 0.5=some, 0=a lot).

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

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

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

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

Would you cut spending on education a lot, some, or not at all? (pese6f) 

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

Would you cut welfare spending a lot, some, or not at all? (pese6b)  (1=not at all, 0.5=some, 0=a lot).

n) 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) 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). 

b) 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).

c) 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).

d) 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).

e) Capital punishment is never justified, no matter what the crime. (pese13) (1=strongly agree    

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

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

      
      0.5=depends, 0=no).

Factor 3: Efficacy.

a) 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).

b) 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).

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

d) 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).

e) 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).

f) 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).

g)   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).

Factor 4: Social Policy 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) There’s not much government can do these days to solve the unemployment problem. (cpsf4) (1=strongly disagree, 0.75=somewhat disagree, 0.25=somewhat agree, 0=strongly agree).

d) 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).

e) To maintain social programs, we must eliminate the deficit (cpsf5) (1=strongly disagree, 0.75=somewhat disagree, 0.25=somewhat agree, 0=strongly agree).

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

a) When business makes money, everyone benefits, including the poor. (pese20) (1=strongly agree, 0.75=somewhat agree, 0.25=somewhat disagree, 0=strongly disagree).

b) 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).

c) 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).

d) 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).

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

b) 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).

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

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

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

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

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

h)   Education:  The value of (cpsm3-1).

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 mean substitution was used.  If the remaining variables that were utilized in the probit analysis were missing, list-wise deletion was used, and those specific cases were eliminated 

� The theory that historically the relative absence of class-based, ideologically grounded electoral politics in Canada is no accident was best articulated by John Porter (1965) in his landmark study of social stratification and the distribution of power.  Porter argued that over time, Canadian political and economic leaders have combined pious exhortations to unite with themes (Anglophone/Francophone differences) and practices (federalism, constitutional revision) that divide in order to maintain their own positions as elites.  For example, he concluded that “the major themes in Canadian political thought emphasize those characteristics, mainly regional and provincial loyalties, which divide the Canadian population.  Consequently, integration and national unity must be constantly reiterated to counter such divisive sentiments.  The dialogue is between unity and discord rather than between progressive and conservative forces…Canada must be one of the few major industrial societies in which the right and left polarization has become deflected into disputes over regionalism and national unity.” (Porter 1965: 368-369)  On the conservative and elitist tendencies inherent in the operation of the Canadian federal system, also see Garth Stevenson (1989).  Somewhat differently, in a series of essays party scholar John Meisel (1975) indicted Canada’s federal political parties, principally the Liberals, for failing to generate or campaign on coherent packages of policies that transcend regional differences.  


� As stated above, Nevitte and his research team (2000) did 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 behavior, and since we found some of the methodological techniques they employed questionable, we conducted our own analysis employing what we regard as the appropriate methodology.


� 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 does not significantly increase the probability of either Type I or Type II errors.


� We are aware that variables we assume to be interval level may correlate with each other, regardless of their content (Gorsuch 1983).  However, we found that the strongest factor contains variables that encompass 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.  


� Analysis is available from the authors upon request.


� However, for the comparison between the Progressive Conservative Party and the Reform Party that follows, the Reform Party is considered to 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 divide the country into Atlantic (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 special position of the Bloc Quebecois.  


� This finding also echoes the finding of Clarke, Kornberg and Wearing (2000:237) that if the Reform Party had increased its attractiveness on issues from 9% to 25% (or even better, 30%) it would have been able to make a substantial breakthrough in Ontario.


� The party intends to hold another leadership convention in March 2002.


� The Conservatives govern Prince Edward Island, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Ontario and Alberta.  The New Democrats govern Manitoba and Saskatchewan, have governed both British Columbia and Ontario, and remain a powerful force in both of the latter provinces.  


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