Does the presence of another party change people’s perceptions of another party?

My thesis tests the proposition the menu of alternatives affect people’s choice over those alternatives. This proposition is based on consumer literature that argues that certain options become more desirable to consumers depending on the other alternatives under consideration. The consumer literature has the benefit of being able to use items that can be “objectively” described. The price of one Minolta camera is greater, less than or equal to another Minolta camera. The second Minolta camera has more or less features than the first. So, the behavioral decision theorists propose that the value of certain attributes rises (decreases) in the presence of these other alternatives.

Expanding the analysis to politics brings us to the world of sugar-water. Riskey gave subjects sugar water and asked them how sweet it was. Perceptions of how sweet the water tasted varied depending on how the other samples were, suggesting that for many objects, perceptions can be subjective and idiosyncratic. I am curious as to whether or not perceptions of candidates or parties can be affected by the presence (or absence) of other parties around them. Are parties like sugar water or like cameras? Are perceptions of one party strongly affected by comparison with other parties or is it possible to assume that policy stances can be accurately placed on a scale independently of the perceived stances of the other parties? In particular, I would like to test the proposition that the presence of an extreme candidate will make the other candidates appear more moderate.

A popular way to measure perceptions of parties and candidates is through the use of issue scales asking respondents to choose a point that they think best describes the parties’ position. A substantial body of literature analyzes why there is often disparity over where respondents place the parties. Part of the problem of the “standard” Likert scales where only the end-points are labeled is that there is uncertainty over the middle points and many who have trouble placing the party choose to put the party at the midpoint rather than answer “I don’t know.” Those with better education and higher levels of political knowledge generally have an easier time placing the party at the “correct” position, or at the very least, are likely to employ the extreme end points and are unlikely to place the party at the center.

The British General Election Panel Study (1992-1997) offers some unusual advantages for my analysis:

a) There is a separate sample for Scotland, where questions about the Scottish National Party are posed in addition to the three parties (Labour, Lib-Dems, Conservatives) asked about in England. So, I can compare the placement of the other British parties in Scotland to the placement of the other British parties elsewhere.

b) The issue scales have 11 points. This has the advantage of turning this case into one where I might most likely find evidence that perceptions shift! In the U.S., the NES and others typically use seven-point scales. Consequently, respondents run out of points and will often place more than one candidate at a single point even if they can differentiate whether one is more liberal or conservative than the other. This is less likely on an 11 point scale. With four unlabeled points to either side of the mid-point, it is more likely that there will be some fluctuation in the placement of each party. As a matter of convenience, the 11 point scale also allows regressions to be easily performed on the data.

c) The nature of the panel study allows me to observe whether perceptions of the parties are shifting over time or remaining stable. It is likely that the larger, better known parties, shift less than the smaller, less-known parties.

d) The Scottish National Party (SNP) advocates greater autonomy for Scotland (but hedges by calling for an autonomous Scotland within the European Union). As a result, I expect the SNP to be seen as more extreme than any of the main British parties. In the presence of this extreme option, I expect Labour and/or the Liberal-Democrats to be seen as more moderate.

The first problem I confront is that the study does not ask a scale question regarding devolution to Scotland. Instead, on all eight scales (five dealing with financial or economic questions), the mean perception of the SNP is actually more moderate than Labour! However, there are questions where Labour is seen as more extreme than the Liberal-Democrats and questions where the Liberal-Democrats are more extreme. There is a question that asks whether each party is “extreme.” While that seemed like a promising way to see whether fewer people see Labour as extreme in Scotland (where they are rather popular), this does not seem to be the case. In fact, even when controlling for Conservative party identification, those who see the SNP as more extreme are more likely to see Labour as extreme. This might be an artifact of the survey, since the question about whether the SNP is an extreme party was probably asked after the question about Labour. So, if a respondent already answered that Labour was extreme, and they think that the SNP is even further out towards the Shetland Islands the only recourse is to answer that both are extreme!

The second problem I face is that the descriptive statistics do not suggest that there is very much difference in how Labour and the Liberal-Democrats are seen in Scotland or in the rest of Britain. So, difference of means tests did not reveal any large effects.

Unwilling to despair, I looked to multivariate regressions for some indication of how perceptions of one party affect perceptions of the other parties. The dependent variable in all of these models is the perceived placement of a party, either Labour or the Lib-Dems.

I present results from three different issue scales in 1992. 

a) Party positions on the European unification (EU).

b) Party positions on equalizing income (EQ).

c) Party positions on reducing taxes/government services (TX).

Summary statistics:

EU       |     Obs        Mean   Std. Dev.       Min        Max

---------+-----------------------------------------------------

Labour   |    1562    5.172215   2.865853          1         11  

Lib-Dems |    1479    4.902637   2.471759          1         11  

Conserv  |    1635    5.566972   3.276284          1         11  

SNP      |     410    5.478049   3.421599          1         11  

EQ       |     Obs        Mean   Std. Dev.       Min        Max

---------+-----------------------------------------------------

Labour   |    1675    3.075224   2.342343          1         11  

Lib-Dems |    1565    4.621725   2.153042          1         11  

Conserv  |    1678    7.897497   3.118832          1         11  

SNP      |     425    3.849412      2.214          1         11  

TX       |     Obs        Mean   Std. Dev.       Min        Max

---------+-----------------------------------------------------

Labour   |    1683    2.829471    2.32011          1         11  

Lib-Dems |    1579    3.960735   2.140142          1         11  

Conserv  |    1682     7.06302   3.037474          1         11  

SNP      |     426    3.967136   2.335173          1         11  
I choose these three, because as you can see above, on the question of European integration, the Lib-Dems have the lowest mean placement. Labour is second-most extreme. On equalizing incomes, Labour is the most extreme, followed by the SNP and the Lib-Dems. On taxes, Labour is more extreme, with the Lib-Dems and SNP at virtually the same point. So, we have one case where the SNP is more extreme than the Lib-Dems, one where the Lib-Dems are more extreme than the SNP, and one where they are at the same point.

I created a dummy variable for the Scottish respondents, and a dummy variable that is 1 whenever one party is more extreme than the party that is the dependent variable. For comparison of effects on the placement of the parties, I also include the placement of the Conservative party on that issue. I used political knowledge and education as controls, since higher levels of both increase the likelihood that respondents are not guessing, and will use the entire scale. Additionally, I control for the ideal position of the respondent relative to the mean of the party position used as the dependent variable.

First I examined the effect of whether the respondent lives in Scotland, the placement of the Lib-Dems, the placement of the Conservatives, whether the Lib-Dems were more extreme than Labour and the controls:

  Source |       SS       df       MS                  Number of obs =    1456

---------+------------------------------               F(  7,  1448) =  342.88

   Model |  7319.73278     7  1045.67611               Prob > F      =  0.0000

Residual |   4415.8826  1448  3.04964268               R-squared     =  0.6237

---------+------------------------------               Adj R-squared =  0.6219

   Total |  11735.6154  1455  8.06571504               Root MSE      =  1.7463

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

EULabplace |      Coef.   Std. Err.       t     P>|t|       [95% Conf. Interval]

---------+--------------------------------------------------------------------

Scotland?  |   .0628817   .1022201      0.615   0.539      -.1376336    .2633969

L-D Place  |   .8374354   .0196022     42.722   0.000       .7989837    .8758871

LD extreme |   3.434561   .1083564     31.697   0.000       3.222009    3.647114

R-mean Lab |   .0088314   .0252673      0.350   0.727       -.040733    .0583958

 Con place |  -.0519129   .0145017     -3.580   0.000      -.0803594   -.0234663

   pknow   |  -.0331064   .0220712     -1.500   0.134      -.0764014    .0101886

    educ   |  -.0193128   .0388821     -0.497   0.619       -.095584    .0569583

   _cons   |   .5176344   .1970494      2.627   0.009       .1311016    .9041671

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

  Source |       SS       df       MS                  Number of obs =     395

---------+------------------------------               F(  8,   386) =   71.73

   Model |  1843.82247     8  230.477809               Prob > F      =  0.0000

Residual |  1240.34461   386  3.21332802               R-squared     =  0.5978

---------+------------------------------               Adj R-squared =  0.5895

   Total |  3084.16709   394  7.82783525               Root MSE      =  1.7926

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

EULabplace |      Coef.   Std. Err.       t     P>|t|       [95% Conf. Interval]

---------+--------------------------------------------------------------------

   snpeu92 |   .2749234   .0411656      6.678   0.000       .1939866    .3558602

  sxlaeu92 |    1.37961   .2895168      4.765   0.000       .8103826    1.948837

 L-D Place |   .5392664    .050549     10.668   0.000       .4398806    .6386522

LD extreme |   2.651544   .2608645     10.164   0.000       2.138651    3.164437

R-mean Lab |  -.0031079   .0530097     -0.059   0.953      -.1073318     .101116

 Con place |   -.038762    .027777     -1.395   0.164      -.0933752    .0158512

     pknow |    .002657   .0445533      0.060   0.952      -.0849406    .0902546

      educ |  -.0345047   .0794967     -0.434   0.665      -.1908055     .121796

     _cons |   .1655761   .4198015      0.394   0.693      -.6598077    .9909599

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

  Source |       SS       df       MS                  Number of obs =    1456

---------+------------------------------               F(  7,  1448) =  258.54

   Model |  4923.34951     7  703.335645               Prob > F      =  0.0000

Residual |  3939.13331  1448  2.72039594               R-squared     =  0.5555

---------+------------------------------               Adj R-squared =  0.5534

   Total |  8862.48283  1455  6.09105349               Root MSE      =  1.6494

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

EU L-D Place |      Coef.   Std. Err.       t     P>|t|       [95% Conf. Interval]

---------+--------------------------------------------------------------------

Scotland?   |   .0114504   .0965919      0.119   0.906      -.1780247    .2009255

Lab place   |   .6650459   .0168452     39.480   0.000       .6320022    .6980896

Lab Extreme |   2.682376   .1156978     23.184   0.000       2.455422    2.909329

R-mean LD   |   .0396075   .0230812      1.716   0.086      -.0056687    .0848838

Con place   |   .0874298   .0135828      6.437   0.000       .0607858    .1140738

      pknow |   -.091703   .0206782     -4.435   0.000      -.1322655   -.0511405

       educ |  -.1320826   .0364031     -3.628   0.000      -.2034911   -.0606741

      _cons |    .969308   .1844023      5.256   0.000       .6075838    1.331032

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

  Source |       SS       df       MS                  Number of obs =     395

---------+------------------------------               F(  8,   386) =   49.52

   Model |  1134.32857     8  141.791071               Prob > F      =  0.0000

Residual |  1105.20561   386  2.86322697               R-squared     =  0.5065

---------+------------------------------               Adj R-squared =  0.4963

   Total |  2239.53418   394   5.6840969               Root MSE      =  1.6921

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

EU L-D Place|      Coef.   Std. Err.       t     P>|t|       [95% Conf. Interval]

---------+--------------------------------------------------------------------

SNP Place   |   .2099389   .0511016      4.108   0.000       .1094666    .3104111

SNP Extreme |   .4947003   .3691195      1.340   0.181      -.2310361    1.220437

Lab place   |   .4731978   .0389156     12.160   0.000       .3966847    .5497109

Lab Extreme |   2.335928   .2381843      9.807   0.000       1.867627    2.804229

R-mean LD   |  -.0601273   .0506753     -1.187   0.236      -.1597614    .0395069

 Con place  |   .1127096   .0256002      4.403   0.000       .0623764    .1630428

     pknow  |  -.0922211   .0415135     -2.221   0.027      -.1738421   -.0106001

      educ  |  -.0653052   .0748704     -0.872   0.384      -.2125099    .0818996

     _cons  |   .6498577    .675734      0.962   0.337      -.6787222    1.978438

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

This data suggests that Labour had a larger effect on the Lib-Dems (and vice versa) than the SNP had on either party.  Being in Scotland had no statistically significant effect on the placement of either party.

Let me call your attention to two findings:  The coefficient for the placement of the Conservatives is negative in the when explaining the position of Labour, but positive for the Lib-Dems, suggesting that the Conservatives and Labour demonstrate a small repellent effect. This repulsion does not exist for the Lib-Dems and the Conservatives. Second, there is a problem: The coefficient for the Lib-Dem location is positive. So, the more moderate the Lib-Dem is perceived to be, the more moderate Labour is perceived to be. On the other hand, when the Lib-Dems are seen as more extreme than Labour, Labour appears much more centrist. I hypothesize that this may be because of the many voters who place both parties at the midpoint. 

So, I looked at the same equation, but with the dependent variable folded at the midpoint. So, the two extremes, 1 and 11, are both equal to 5, while the midpoint is now zero. This allows me to measure distance from the midpoint- so increasing values suggests that the variable is more extreme.

. reg Lab place scot LD place LD extreme R-mean Lab Con place pknow educ

  Source |       SS       df       MS                  Number of obs =    1456

---------+------------------------------               F(  7,  1448) =  140.39

   Model |  1818.84075     7  259.834393               Prob > F      =  0.0000

Residual |  2680.01364  1448  1.85083815               R-squared     =  0.4043

---------+------------------------------               Adj R-squared =  0.4014

   Total |   4498.8544  1455  3.09199615               Root MSE      =  1.3605

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Lab place  |      Coef.   Std. Err.       t     P>|t|       [95% Conf. Interval]

---------+--------------------------------------------------------------------

Scotland?  |  -.0173673   .0798144     -0.218   0.828      -.1739316    .1391969

LD place   |   .4984219   .0210777     23.647   0.000       .4570758    .5397679

LD extreme |  -.4712168   .0812093     -5.802   0.000      -.6305172   -.3119164

R-mean Lab |   .1384053   .0214786      6.444   0.000       .0962729    .1805377

Con place  |   .1141041   .0237953      4.795   0.000       .0674271    .1607811

   pknow   |   .0021273   .0168722      0.126   0.900      -.0309693    .0352238

    educ   |  -.0606678   .0302545     -2.005   0.045      -.1200152   -.0013204

   _cons   |   .8414395   .1266585      6.643   0.000       .5929857    1.089893

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
  Source |       SS       df       MS                  Number of obs =     395

---------+------------------------------               F(  8,   386) =   43.15

   Model |  594.961209     8  74.3701511               Prob > F      =  0.0000

Residual |   665.20588   386  1.72333129               R-squared     =  0.4721

---------+------------------------------               Adj R-squared =  0.4612

   Total |  1260.16709   394  3.19839363               Root MSE      =  1.3128

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

EU Lab place|      Coef.   Std. Err.       t     P>|t|       [95% Conf. Interval]

---------+--------------------------------------------------------------------

SNP Place   |   .1072317   .0414957      2.584   0.010       .0256457    .1888176

SNP extreme |  -.3643442   .1630674     -2.234   0.026      -.6849557   -.0437327

 LD place   |   .4912262   .0438295     11.208   0.000       .4050518    .5774007

LD extreme  |  -.2357824   .1626121     -1.450   0.148      -.5554988     .083934

R-mean Lab  |   .1255866   .0438922      2.861   0.004       .0392888    .2118844

Con place   |   .1300129   .0431257      3.015   0.003       .0452223    .2148035

   pknow    |  -.0133645   .0323708     -0.413   0.680      -.0770096    .0502806

    educ    |   -.060481   .0581253     -1.041   0.299      -.1747627    .0538008

   _cons    |   .6320382   .2291123      2.759   0.006        .181574    1.082502

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

  Source |       SS       df       MS                  Number of obs =     395

---------+------------------------------               F(  8,   386) =   58.21

   Model |  704.214619     8  88.0268274               Prob > F      =  0.0000

Residual |  583.734748   386  1.51226619               R-squared     =  0.5468

---------+------------------------------               Adj R-squared =  0.5374

   Total |  1287.94937   394  3.26890702               Root MSE      =  1.2297

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

LD place   |      Coef.   Std. Err.       t     P>|t|       [95% Conf. Interval]

---------+--------------------------------------------------------------------

SNP Place   |   .2221691   .0400258      5.551   0.000       .1434733     .300865

SNP Extreme |   .3974149   .1537195      2.585   0.010       .0951825    .6996472

Lab place   |   .5744401   .0422267     13.604   0.000       .4914169    .6574633

L-D Extreme |  -1.203565   .1587952     -7.579   0.000      -1.515777   -.8913534

R-mean LD   |  -.0074549   .0400174     -0.186   0.852      -.0861342    .0712244

Con place   |   .0833353   .0403155      2.067   0.039       .0040699    .1626007

   pknow    |   .0505025   .0303127      1.666   0.097      -.0090961    .1101011

    educ    |   .0225479   .0542722      0.415   0.678      -.0841583     .129254

   _cons    |  -.6314599   .2494159     -2.532   0.012      -1.121844   -.1410761

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

These results seem very promising to me: While the location of one party is positively related to the other, when one party is more extreme than the other, the other party is seen as more moderate. However, the movement is not dramatic, suggesting that there is some consistency in how parties are viewed. Labour does not look conservative relative to the Lib-Dems, only a little more moderate when the Lib-Dems are more extreme. When Labour is more extreme than the Lib-Dems, than the Lib-Dems look more moderate- not like the Conservatives. The effect of the Conservative party placement on these positions is very small. Looking at all of Britain for the Lib-Dems did not substantially change the observed effects. 

The effect of the SNP is interesting: for Labour, when the SNP was seen as more extreme, Labour was seen as more moderate. When the SNP was more extreme than the Lib-Dems, the Lib-Dems were seen as more extreme! 

The great Phillip Converse observed that people whose sympathies are quite different to a set of similar parties will have much more trouble differentiating those parties, while someone who’s ideal if very close to those parties will have a much easier time differentiating between them. So, a liberal would be able to differentiate between two liberal parties (say, “A” and “B”), but a conservative would not be able to easily differentiate among them. this could be an important confounding force, since the effect Converse describes would work in the opposite direction of the effect I am expecting to find. Instead of finding that “A” makes “B” look more moderate, I may simply find that the two parties are located at roughly the same location. This may be especially true with survey instruments that ask about the parties sequentially and do not prevent respondents from using the same point on the scale for multiple parties.

 So, I plugged in to the above models the difference between each pair of party, a dummy of whether or not the respondent’s ideal is on the low end (1-4) of the scale, and an interaction between this dummy and the difference. 

Here’s an example of what I found:

  Source |       SS       df       MS    Number of obs =    1456

---------+------------------------------ F( 10,  1445) =  596.71

   Model |  9447.74916    10  944.774916 Prob > F      =  0.0000

Residual |  2287.86623  1445  1.58329843 R-squared     =  0.8050

---------+------------------------------ Adj R-squared =  0.8037

   Total |  11735.6154  1455  8.06571504 Root MSE      =  1.2583

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

DV: Labour place   Coef.   Std. Err.       t     P>|t|       

-----------+------------------------------------------------------------------

Scotland?  |   -.006947   .0740534     -0.094   0.925      

R is left  |   .5709448   .0878099      6.502   0.000      

L-D place  |   .9094911   .0147982     61.460   0.000   

Interact-1 |  -.5396647   .0309735    -17.423   0.000 

LD extreme |   .2128198   .1199184      1.775   0.076  

Interact-2 |    1.32488     .03652     36.278   0.000  

Con place  |  -.0202453   .0107359     -1.886   0.060   

R-mean Lab |  -.0669446   .0183454     -3.649   0.000   

poli know  |  -.0094307    .015928     -0.592   0.554

education  |   .0080994   .0281278      0.288   0.773 

_cons      |   .0342367   .1539249      0.222   0.824 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Variables explained:

R is left = Dummy variable: If R’s ideal pt is 1-4 on 11 pt scale, variable=1.

Interact-1= Converse: Absolute value of difference between Labour and LibDems * whether R is left

LD extreme = Dummy variable: If LD is placed lower than Labour on scale, than variable=1

Interact-2=  Absolute value of difference between Labour and LibDems * whether LD is extreme

Does an R2 of 0.8050 worry you?!? For a policy placement question!?! It did worry me, and I think the problem was that I kept in the actual placement of the parties rather than the difference of the parties’ placement, but I thought you would all enjoy seeing such an R2. If you think this equation is okay, then speak up!! Alternatively, let me know if there is anything else wrong...

So, same as above, but, instead of placement of the parties, I include only the absolute value of the difference of the parties. I am looking to see what the effect of this difference is, interacted with whether R is left (a low #), relative to the same difference interacted with the party-extreme variable. The interaction with whether R is left should capture Converse’ effect.

What I found did not vary much from one policy question to the next. If R is left, there is a significant, negative effect on the placement of the party. This is not a surprise; one tends to project one’s own beliefs on proximate parties. The difference between the party’s position and the SNP’s position was not always significant, but it usually was negative. The difference between the Lib-Dems and Labour was more likely to be significant, but not necessarily larger. The coefficient was negative. The Converse interaction did not, generally perform very well, it was often insignificant or showed a small effect. Whether or not a party was more extreme on the scale was not significant, but the interaction was either the largest or second largest coefficient (after personal placement), and significant. This was signed positively. The R2 ranged from .4 to .6, which is more reasonable. Below are two examples:

> IV: Placement of SNP on issue; Placement of Labour on issue

> Is SNP and/or Labour extreme relative to party on scales? Also, Scotland?

> Controls: R's distance from party's mean, political knowledge, education, Int

> eractions

> ***/

> reg Lab place rtxk92 snlatx92 rlasntx sxlatx92 rsxlatx ldlatx92 rlaldtx lxlatx9

> 2 rlxlatx Con place txrlam92 pknow educ;

  Source |       SS       df       MS                  Number of obs =     412

---------+------------------------------               F( 13,   398) =   40.92

   Model |  1285.23957    13  98.8645821               Prob > F      =  0.0000

Residual |  961.563831   398  2.41598953               R-squared     =  0.5720

---------+------------------------------               Adj R-squared =  0.5581

   Total |   2246.8034   411  5.46667493               Root MSE      =  1.5543

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

TX Lab place |      Coef.   Std. Err.       t     P>|t|       [95% Conf. Interval]

---------+--------------------------------------------------------------------

R is left?  |  -1.382269   .2863548     -4.827   0.000      -1.945226   -.8193116

SNPLabDiff  |  -.3185858   .0713098     -4.468   0.000      -.4587768   -.1783948

Interact RS |   .2529794   .0883011      2.865   0.004       .0793845    .4265743

SNPextreme  |   .5566643   .3391317      1.641   0.101       -.110049    1.223378

InteractRex |   .6211312   .1182858      5.251   0.000       .3885882    .8536743

LD-Lab Diff |  -.2123758   .0821858     -2.584   0.010      -.3739484   -.0508032

Interact LDS|  -.0105918   .0933251     -0.113   0.910      -.1940635    .1728799

LD Extreme  |   .1214912   .3912008      0.311   0.756       -.647587    .8905693

InteractLDex|   .8299963   .1339711      6.195   0.000       .5666169    1.093376

Con place   |   .0187599    .026337      0.712   0.477      -.0330172     .070537

R-Lab Mean  |   .0302865    .066495      0.455   0.649      -.1004388    .1610119

   pknow    |  -.2175733   .0362225     -6.007   0.000      -.2887845    -.146362

    educ    |   .1108843   .0648574      1.710   0.088      -.0166216    .2383903

   _cons    |   4.759183   .3936077     12.091   0.000       3.985373    5.532992

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

. reg Lab place scot rtxk92 ldlatx92 rlaldtx lxlatx92 rlxlatx Con place txrlam92 pk

> now educ;

  Source |       SS       df       MS                  Number of obs =    1559

---------+------------------------------               F( 10,  1548) =  127.58

   Model |  3845.34023    10  384.534023               Prob > F      =  0.0000

Residual |   4665.6309  1548  3.01397345               R-squared     =  0.4518

---------+------------------------------               Adj R-squared =  0.4483

   Total |  8510.97114  1558  5.46275426               Root MSE      =  1.7361

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

TX Lab place |      Coef.   Std. Err.       t     P>|t|       [95% Conf. Interval]

---------+--------------------------------------------------------------------

Scotland?    |   .2439667   .0988377      2.468   0.014       .0500968    .4378366

R is left    |  -1.014055   .1562995     -6.488   0.000      -1.320636    -.707474

LD-Lab Diff  |  -.3766167   .0377546     -9.975   0.000      -.4506722   -.3025611

Interact R-LD|   .1487093    .047335      3.142   0.002       .0558618    .2415569

LD extreme   |   .0838291   .2086533      0.402   0.688      -.3254438     .493102

Interact LDex|   1.315478   .0651744     20.184   0.000       1.187638    1.443317

 Con place   |  -.0476586    .015357     -3.103   0.002      -.0777814   -.0175358

R-Lab Mean   |  -.0077792   .0366859     -0.212   0.832      -.0797385    .0641801

   pknow     |  -.1160357    .020993     -5.527   0.000      -.1572134    -.074858

    educ     |   .0012729   .0366338      0.035   0.972      -.0705841      .07313

   _cons     |   4.441921   .2167948     20.489   0.000       4.016679    4.867164

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

I am not sure this tells me that much. The larger the difference between two parties, the more likely that the placement of (in this case) Labour is lower on the scale, while if Labour is already the lowest, than Labour is much higher.

So, again, I look at the folded version of the scale. First Labor, then the Lib-Dem placement on the taxes scale (all of Britain, using a dummy for Scottish people, not SNP placement.

. reg Lab place scot rtxk92 ldlatx92 rlaldtx lxlatx92 rlxlatx Con place txrlam92 

> pknow educ;

  Source |       SS       df       MS                  Number of obs =    1559

---------+------------------------------               F( 10,  1548) =   55.13

   Model |  944.416161    10  94.4416161               Prob > F      =  0.0000

Residual |  2651.73522  1548  1.71300725               R-squared     =  0.2626

---------+------------------------------               Adj R-squared =  0.2579

   Total |  3596.15138  1558  2.30818445               Root MSE      =  1.3088

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

TX Lab place|      Coef.   Std. Err.       t     P>|t|       [95% Conf. Interval]

---------+--------------------------------------------------------------------

Scotland?   |  -.2649537   .0745312     -3.555   0.000      -.4111465   -.1187608

R is left   |   .9513455   .1253258      7.591   0.000       .7055192    1.197172

LD-Lab Diff |   .3145273   .0285151     11.030   0.000        .258595    .3704596

Interact RLD|  -.1398994   .0356615     -3.923   0.000      -.2098493   -.0699494

LD extreme  |  -1.610829   .1572785    -10.242   0.000       -1.91933   -1.302327

Inter LD ext|   .0603417   .0484935      1.244   0.214      -.0347781    .1554615

Con place   |   .1394934   .0205522      6.787   0.000       .0991804    .1798064

R- Lab Mean |   .1461653   .0281503      5.192   0.000       .0909486    .2013819

   pknow    |    .081815   .0156223      5.237   0.000       .0511718    .1124582

    educ    |  -.0172316   .0275207     -0.626   0.531      -.0712135    .0367503

   _cons    |   1.763642   .1558738     11.315   0.000       1.457895    2.069388

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

. reg ldtxf92 scot rtxk92 ldlatx92 rlaldtx lxldtx92 rlxldtx Con place txrldm92 p

> know educ;

  Source |       SS       df       MS                  Number of obs =    1559

---------+------------------------------               F( 10,  1548) =   73.34

   Model |  1568.79313    10  156.879313               Prob > F      =  0.0000

Residual |  3311.20174  1548  2.13901921               R-squared     =  0.3215

---------+------------------------------               Adj R-squared =  0.3171

   Total |  4879.99487  1558   3.1322175               Root MSE      =  1.4625

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

TX LD Place|      Coef.   Std. Err.       t     P>|t|       [95% Conf. Interval]

---------+--------------------------------------------------------------------

Scotland? |  -.3334894   .0833873     -3.999   0.000      -.4970534   -.1699255

R is left |   .7375747   .1143515      6.450   0.000       .5132744    .9618749

LD-LabDiff|  -.0947172   .0418226     -2.265   0.024      -.1767521   -.0126823

Inter R-LD|  -.0709465   .0398187     -1.782   0.075      -.1490507    .0071577

Lab Extrem|  -.7906205   .1171217     -6.750   0.000      -1.020354   -.5608867

Inter LabX|  -.1619779   .0453464     -3.572   0.000      -.2509248    -.073031

Con place |   .1150404    .023454      4.905   0.000       .0690354    .1610455

R-LD Mean |   .1869116   .0279237      6.694   0.000       .1321394    .2416838

   pknow  |   .1067414   .0174896      6.103   0.000       .0724356    .1410473

    educ  |  -.0264513   .0311376     -0.849   0.396      -.0875276    .0346249

   _cons  |   1.680428   .1499135     11.209   0.000       1.386373    1.974483

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Now things make more sense to me. Again, the more extreme R is, the more extreme the party placement. The other variables are all signed negative- so the bigger the difference between Labour and the Liberal-Dems, the more centrist was the (more centrist on average Lib-Dems), but the more extreme was Labour. The impact of the Converse interaction was small. The impact of Labour being more extreme than the Lib-Dems (or vice versa) was quite large. The interaction effect was small.

. reg Lab place scot reuk92 ldlaeu92 rlaldeu LD extreme rlxlaeu Con place R-mean Lab 

> pknow educ;

  Source |       SS       df       MS                  Number of obs =    1456

---------+------------------------------               F( 10,  1445) =   55.05

   Model |  1241.03894    10  124.103894               Prob > F      =  0.0000

Residual |  3257.81546  1445  2.25454357               R-squared     =  0.2759

---------+------------------------------               Adj R-squared =  0.2708

   Total |   4498.8544  1455  3.09199615               Root MSE      =  1.5015

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Lab place  |      Coef.   Std. Err.       t     P>|t|       [95% Conf. Interval]

---------+--------------------------------------------------------------------

Scotland?  |  -.1618374   .0883939     -1.831   0.067      -.3352314    .0115567

R is left  |   .5690005   .1016359      5.598   0.000       .3696308    .7683702

Ld-Lab Diff|   .3191128   .0324132      9.845   0.000       .2555309    .3826948

Inter R-LD |  -.1043127   .0409761     -2.546   0.011      -.1846917   -.0239337

LD extreme |  -1.089303   .1432604     -7.604   0.000      -1.370324   -.8082826

Inter LDex |   .0503776   .0471417      1.069   0.285      -.0420959     .142851

Con place  |   .2105798   .0258456      8.148   0.000       .1598809    .2612788

R-mean Lab |   .2015748   .0236403      8.527   0.000       .1552018    .2479478

   pknow   |   .0415196   .0185766      2.235   0.026       .0050796    .0779596

    educ   |   -.077842   .0334907     -2.324   0.020      -.1435375   -.0121464

   _cons   |   .7054461   .1434159      4.919   0.000       .4241205    .9867717

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

. reg LD place scot reuk92 ldlaeu92 rlaldeu lxL-D Place rlxldeu Con place R-mean LD p

> know educ;

  Source |       SS       df       MS                  Number of obs =    1456

---------+------------------------------               F( 10,  1445) =   35.50

   Model |  945.999632    10  94.5999632               Prob > F      =  0.0000

Residual |   3850.9832  1445  2.66504028               R-squared     =  0.1972

---------+------------------------------               Adj R-squared =  0.1917

   Total |  4796.98283  1455  3.29689542               Root MSE      =  1.6325

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

EU LD place |      Coef.   Std. Err.       t     P>|t|       [95% Conf. Interval]

---------+--------------------------------------------------------------------

Scotland?   |  -.2169615    .096071     -2.258   0.024      -.4054151   -.0285079

R is left   |   .6168424   .1114525      5.535   0.000       .3982164    .8354684

Lab-LD Dif  |    .026371    .034882      0.756   0.450      -.0420538    .0947959

Inter R-Lab |  -.0173634   .0440422     -0.394   0.693      -.1037569      .06903

lxL-D Place |  -1.217146   .1681028     -7.240   0.000      -1.546898   -.8873946

Inter R-LD  |   .0668075   .0552757      1.209   0.227      -.0416217    .1752367

Con place   |   .2234053   .0280684      7.959   0.000       .1683461    .2784646

R-mean LD   |   .1897529   .0250668      7.570   0.000       .1405817    .2389242

   pknow    |   .0671023   .0201474      3.331   0.001        .027581    .1066235

    educ    |  -.0297934   .0362367     -0.822   0.411      -.1008755    .0412887

   _cons    |   .4283592    .158758      2.698   0.007       .1169385    .7397799

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Here is the same thing for the EU variable. The larger the difference between the placement of the extreme Lib-Dems and the more moderate Labour, the more extreme was Labour (and there was no effect for the Lib-Dems). When Labour actually was more extreme, the Lib-Dem position was much more moderate. The effect on Labour of the Lib-Dems is smaller. Scots were more likely to see both the Lib-Dems and Labour as more moderate.

So, what are the important lessons here? What explains these findings? What alternative hyptheses should I continue to test with this data, with US data? What should I test when I go to NY to implement an experiment?

This seems to be a story about survey response; about how a major party is viewed relative to its main opposition and how the minor parties are viewed relative to those parties (not necessarily to each other). It is interesting that  to find the most interesting effects, I need to make multiple jumps to get around the propensity of people to place multiple parties at the median. When I do make those jumps, then I do find that extreme positions for one party has an effect of making the other party look more moderate. The effects are real, but may not be visible when I look at a country employing seven-point scales and I need not worry that the effect is so large that what is down looks like up and what is black suddenly looks white.

What do you think about these analyses? What other, better analyses do you think would make the most sense?
