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CHAPTER ONE 

 

 

Introduction 
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Federalism Shapes the Game 

For countries that possess a federal structure, this institution is a crucial 

component of the constitutional arrangement of the nation. This institution arguably plays 

a role in nearly all aspects of the country’s political environment. Considerable treatment 

is given in constitutions, whether actually entrenched or otherwise by convention, for the 

way in which regional division of power and governance will take place between 

different levels of government. These decisions stem from often contentious 

constitutional debates over the level to which regional autonomy will contrast with 

centralized authority. Sometimes in the development of this institution there can also be 

experimentation, tried and failed forms on dealing with the question of how to organize 

an effective governmental system.  

Although political science has much to say about federalism in the abstract, each 

country’s federal system works differently. Because of this, each nation’s federalism 

impacts other features of the political system, such as political party systems, differently 

as well. The purpose here is to re-inject federalism back into the consciousness of 

political science. More specifically, this project stresses the importance for examining 

how a more nuanced and detailed understanding of federalism; and how such can provide 

a rich theoretical foundation for understanding the political world today, particularly as it 

pertains to three large and varied federal systems the United States, Canada, and 

Germany. 

 The United States and Canada both experimented with systems of confederation 

before ultimately settling on forms of federation that they have today, and the historical 

evolution of the federal system had distinct impacts on how these systems operate. In 
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Germany, the federal structure was crafted as a delicate balance of intergovernmental 

relations, the three Western occupying powers after World War II worked together – 

sometimes not so together – with the new West German political leadership to establish a 

federal system to keep the West German federal government from wielding too much 

centralized power. So examining the impact of federal structures on voting behavior is 

interesting. Also interesting is how such governmental structures result from differences 

in how the balance of power was struck for a particular nation. An exhaustive look at the 

development and debates concerning federalism provides a compelling comparison for 

how differences in governmental structures have lasting and relevant ramifications for the 

political system writ large, particularly as it impacts citizen political behaviors in 

elections, noticeably through the impact federalism has upon political parties. 

Perhaps the most visible act of all democratic governance is the process of 

elections. Foundational democratic theory places elections as paramount to democracy, 

and often stipulates that elections should, in theory, inspire voter participation by all, or at 

least most, of the citizenry. However, as observed in reality, the rate of citizen 

engagement in elections seems low, a phenomenon Aldrich (1993, 236) referred to as “a 

major theoretical puzzle.” This study seeks to contribute to this immense literature on 

voting behavior by giving more attention to the institution of federalism, and the impact 

this has on voting behavior in advanced industrial democracies. Not simply the behavior 

of turning out to vote, but also how this by extension impacts the actual kinds of vote 

choices individuals make in these countries, given that this political arrangement allows 

for votes in multiple levels of governance. Theoretically this could inspire voting 

behavior among citizens that could be deemed peculiar, or even contradictory on its 
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surface, but because of the nature of each system’s federal design, could be quite 

rationally understandable.  

The dissertation is guided to answer the following questions. What impact does 

federalism have on voting behavior in advanced industrial democracies? Specifically, 

does the institution of federalism have a significant impact on the level of voter turnout 

cross-nationally? After determining the broad influence of federalism comparatively, 

what observable impacts can we see in several of these advanced industrial federal 

systems in terms of individual voting behavior? Specifically, for the federal systems of 

the United States, Canada, and Germany, what explains their actual vote choice, and how 

is such impacted due to the federal structure in place? Does the existence of federalism 

inspire voters to behave in an unconventional manner? What factors contribute to voting 

irregularities in federal countries? Each of these questions will be tackled through the 

course of the dissertation.  

 

Unjustly Forgotten 

Unfortunately the passage of time in scholarly work has seen the institution of 

federalism sadly slip away and be relegated to, if considered at all, a wanton dummy 

indicator for “federal or not” in much contemporary cross-national analysis.  Rodden 

(2004, 482) puts this point quite clearly, 

 

Distinctions between various shades of decentralization and federalism 

have not been taken seriously. Questions about the design, content, and 

form of decentralization are glossed over not because the theories and 
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hypotheses of interest are undifferentiated, but because more refined data 

are difficult to collect. The bluntness of these measures is often 

acknowledged but defended as the cost of achieving a large enough 

sample to make reliable inferences. 

 

 This is perhaps even more unfortunate for studies of voting behavior at the 

individual level, where the theoretical impact of federalism on citizen behavior has been 

largely forgotten by contemporary scholarship. The purposes of this dissertation are to 

bring federalism back into the forefront of scholarship and demonstrate the significant 

effects that this has for political behavior. My argument is that such a simple treatment of 

this vital institution need not continue. The following chapters will seek to answer the 

following questions. 

 It is instructive before delving further to establish a working definition for 

federalism. Appropriately we will use the definition laid out by political scientist William 

Riker (1964) who describes federal system as possessing “a government of the federation 

and a set of governments of the member units, in which both kinds of governments rule 

over the same territory and people and each kind has the authority to make some 

decisions independently of the other.” It is important to note however that federalism is 

not to be understood only in black and white. The degree to which authority is given to 

both levels within the governmental arrangement, the central and regional authorities, 

shows rich variation in federal countries today and throughout history.  

The purpose of this project is not to determine the utility of the federal 

arrangement per se, but instead to determine the broader effects of its use. Certainly 
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proponents of federalism are not hard to come by, among academics or not, more often 

than not in a rather romantic sort of way. Federalism is often pointed to as one of the 

largest protections against tyranny, and is the crucial feature which makes democracy 

possible in geographically large nations. Elazar (1991) even goes so far as to suggest that 

this institution is one ordained by God. The focus here is not on the merits of whether a 

nation adopts federalism or not, rather simply to investigate what extensive ramifications 

this governmental arrangement has for political behavior. Feeley and Rubin (2008) are 

purposefully skeptical of federalism as an institution because the need for such an 

arrangement arises from a suboptimal situation. Essentially the need for federalism is to 

make the best of a bad political circumstance, namely, that a nation is comprised of 

multiple segments of the population with different political identities, often mirroring 

geographical separations. For all of the positivity hurled at federalism as a working 

concept, the authors speculate that few observers would objectively say it would not be 

better if such an arrangement were unnecessary. 

However, this piece is chiefly concerned with the experience with federalism, as 

broad an institution as you will find; which has certainly been varied through space and 

time. In fact the harder task would be finding and identifying two nations that share the 

same kind of federal arrangement. Three cases will serve as the basis for much of the 

dissertation’s discussion, the United States, Canada, and Germany. Even among these 

three similar nations the particular brand of federalism employed by each is considerably 

different. The United States is a nation that has a particularly strong central government 

and the passage of history since the U.S. federal system was structured in its Constitution 

has only seen this dynamic amplified. The independent authority of the American states 
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has decreased and allowed the United States to exhibit the highest level of centralization 

among these three cases. Canada has conversely the largest level of power 

decentralization of the three nations. The power vested in the provincial governments of 

Canada has steadily grown since independence. In fact Canada is unique among the three 

in that their constitution is set out from its beginning as an agreement between the 

provinces, and has remained such, who are viewed as holding the ultimate authority for 

the establishment of the nation of Canada. Germany finds itself situated between these 

two, where the central government has considerable power; however, the structure of the 

German federal system has vested considerably and crucial powers with the Land 

governments, particularly as it pertains to legislative power given that the upper house of 

the German federal legislature is derived from the Land governments. Therefore, federal 

systems are certainly no monolithic category; there is ample variety among nations. 

There needs to be understanding of how these variations impact the political system. This 

is the primary goal of this dissertation.  

Riker describes federal countries as falling on a continuum between minimally 

federalism where the system is nearly completely peripheralized and one where the 

system is completely centralized, noting that no real examples of these extremes exist. 

From the beginning Riker notes the largely futile action of trying to quantify and place 

federal countries on this continuum in a systematic fashion in a complex manner rather 

than just deeming a particular country “centralized” or “peripheralized” federal system. 

Yet this does not suggest that there is not utility in understanding different levels of 

centralization. Riker correctly points to the United States in 1787 as the starting point for 

modern centralized federalism; however, he superficially asserts that nearly all other 
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federal other nations at the time of his writing simply copied the U.S. system of 

government. This seems only partially correct, as many of the other nations adopting 

federalism used considerable institutional hindsight to determine how federalism should 

be uniquely crafted for their own national purposes. Riker explains that each nation 

engages in a “federal bargain” and each bargain is affected by the historical context.  But 

this does not go far enough. This work both supports and challenges the notions that 

Riker puts forth.  

Supporting Riker, empirical evidence is provided for his theoretical framework. 

Riker is quite right to assert that federalism, in and of itself, does not affect the political 

behavior of the citizenry directly. Instead, this process has an intervening step, namely 

that federalism has profound effects on other important aspects of the political system, 

particularly, the party system.  

Feeley and Rubin (2008) discuss the tenuous relationship between federalism and 

political participation. Justice O’Connor once stated that federalism “increases the 

opportunity for citizen involvement in the democratic process” (Gregory v. Ashcroft 

1991,501 U.S. 458). However Feeley and Rubin point out that federalism, in and of itself, 

does not foster greater participation, but that “it simply authorizes a set of specified 

political subunits to decide for themselves how much participation is desirable. Some 

might choose to encourage participation, but others might choose to suppress it” (2008, 

22). This again speaks to what Riker suspected, that federalism’s effects are channeled 

through other media. Feeley and Rubin do not make the leap explored here for a 

particular medium, the political party system.  
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Important to note is that other systematic institutional factors have been shown to 

influence voter behavior. Particularly this connection has been made between these 

behaviors and the electoral system in place in a country. Several comparative studies of 

voter turnout have noted the importance of electoral rules, finding – particularly in 

advanced democracies – that more proportional electoral rules correspond to higher 

levels of voter turnout (Jackman 1987, Blais and Carty 1990, Jackman and Miller 1995, 

Franklin 1996, Radcliff and Davis 2000). Electoral rules have also been shown to impact 

vote choice, given that these often restrict the size of the party system operating in a 

nation (Duverger 1963; Rae 1971; Norris 2004, 2007). Fortunate for much of this 

analysis is that electoral system remains constant across the data used here. The United 

States and Canada, for the contemporary time period analyzed here use only Single 

Member District Plurality electoral rules in both their national and state/provincial 

elections. Likewise, for German elections at the federal level, only the first vote, which is 

also SMDP, is used in the analysis. German subnational electoral systems vary across 

Länder and over time, although elections within many Land now resemble the federal 

electoral system (Massicotte 2003). While there is more variation of federal-state 

electoral systems in Germany than the North American countries, electoral systems are 

similar.   

Returning to federalism and challenging Riker, federalism can be measured in a 

more complex manner systematically, making use of newer measures of political system 

decentralization and regional authority, particularly the Regional Authority Index 

developed by Hooghe, Marks, and Schakel (2008, 2010). These new data can indeed 

show the importance of federalism in its effects on significant features of the political 
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landscape. Another challenge to Riker, even with his cursory statement regarding 

historical context, there is great utility in understanding more historical context in which 

federalism emerges. The generalization that all federal systems are mere copies of the 

U.S. system of federalism is too dismissive given how much variation we see in federal 

systems; and how such variation came to be. This is another goal with this study, to 

understand differences in federalism not simply in a vacuum. Said another way, this 

dissertation chooses not to take a snapshot of federalism in different countries at the 

present time. Federalism, like all institutions really, more resembles a living organism; 

constantly changing, albeit often slowly.     

The American and Canadian examples both battled, sometimes literally, with 

systems of confederation before ultimately settling on the federal structure each have 

today. The unique historical evolution of the federal system had distinct impacts on how 

these systems operate. In the German case, the federal structure was put in place through 

a rather distinctive circumstance involving a German leadership striking a delicate 

balance with an a set of occupying powers who had their own goals for establishing a 

particular kind of federal Germany to keep the German federal government from having 

too much centralized power.  

A more extensive look at the development and debates surrounding federalism in 

the cases of the United States, Canada, and Germany provides an interesting and 

compelling comparison for how differences in the constitutional treatment of the federal 

structure has lasting and relevant ramifications for the political system writ large, and 

also the behavior of citizens within the system as well electorally.  
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The Canadians benefitted from watching the largest debate concerning federalism 

occur for their southern neighbors, the American Civil War. It is not a coincidence that 

the British North America Act of 1867 emerged so soon after the conflict in America. 

The Canadians witnessed how a dysfunctional arrangement or at least one not satisfactory 

to its signatories could literally rip a country apart. Canadians knew that they were 

perhaps even more situated in a position where such a powder keg could be ignited given 

the already tedious state of relations between French- and Anglo-Canadians of Lower and 

Upper Canada respectively. In order to avoid such turmoil resultant from this latent 

ethnic-religious-linguistic conflict, the Canadian constitutional fathers constructed a 

system of federalism to better ameliorate such issues from arising. Of course they 

intended for their system to be different from, if not better than, the American system of 

federalism given their unique circumstances, but doing so had immense ramifications on 

the Canadian political system. The decisions made as to the federal structure in Canada, 

as opposed to those in the United States, led to a system in which political parties and the 

party system overall would function and structure differently. These differences have 

enormous consequences for voter behavior and resulted in clear distinctions seen to this 

day between American and Canadian voters. 

In order to fully understand the vast ramifications of an institution as broad as 

federalism, it is paramount to understand the rich history that has gone into its crafting. 

Historical context unfortunately is often forgotten among contemporary political science 

research, which is why it is necessary to tell this rich story of how each of the three 

countries presented here arrived at their own particular arrangements of federalism.  With 

respect to Georg Hegel’s famous assertion that “Governments have never learned 
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anything from history, or acted on principles deduced from it” the record of history 

concerning constitutionalism seems to disagree. In this instance, governments clearly 

recognized the successes and failures of their own or others’ experiences with federal 

arrangements and taken these assessments quite seriously in their deliberation and 

ultimate decision for how they would structure their own system. The lessons learned 

from history were certainly taken into consideration. This consideration of how 

institutions used previously have either succeeded or failed is in this project called 

‘institutional hindsight’. Rationales used by framers of constitutions are often cased in 

hindsight of failures or successes of past experience. Likewise, when changes to the 

system are petitioned for reasoning for new structures are often rooted in pointing to how 

such arrangements have worked in other instances of locations. This idea is applied here 

to decisions concerning the structure of government of countries through the process of 

institutional hindsight.    

The principle reason behind the differences in structure among the United States, 

Canada, and Germany in their federal arrangements laid forth by their constitutions is 

rooted in the different historical circumstances of each nation. Each country successively 

had the ability to survey the landscape of institutional arrangements regarding federalism 

in other countries at the time and determine how they would be best served to structure 

their own system. This echoes the famous quote from Alexis de Tocqueville who 

remarked that “history is a gallery of pictures in which there are few originals and many 

copies.” Canada had the profound luxury – in a morbid sense – of witnessing their 

neighbor to the south undergo the biggest challenge to its federal system (the Civil War) 

and attempt to structure their own constitution in a way that would alleviate some of the 
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problems that arose in the United States. It is certainly no coincidence that the British 

North America Act of 1867 was drafted so soon after the American Civil War’s 

completion.  

Likewise, the German constitution perhaps shows an even greater example of 

‘institutional hindsight’ whereby the occupying powers, in deciding how the new West 

German system would be structured, examined their own history and experience with 

federalism to determine how the new German system would be structured. It should not 

be taken that the German constitution was forced through by the Allies. In fact, it 

becomes clear when looking at the actual process of establishing the Basic Law that the 

process was much more of a mutual collaboration between all parties involved. The 

German framers also exercised immense institutional hindsight, with respect to their own 

political history and also the political structures of other federal nations as well. Prior 

discussion has not placed enough importance on this concept for its vital significance on 

understanding constitutional craftsmanship in these countries. By viewing each of the 

three cases’ constitutional histories through the lens of institutional hindsight, a richer 

perceptive can be had on just how these constitutions came to be, and the lasting effects 

they had on the political systems of these three nations.  

 

Effect on Voting Behavior 

In the United States, even with the prevailing ethos in American political culture 

of states’ rights, the central government still remains the strongest level of the American 

federal system. Political parties are incentivized to organize chiefly at the national level 

instead of independently in each state. This has also assisted in seeing the United States 
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in having little variation in the party systems operating at the federal and state levels. The 

two main political parties in the U.S., the Republican and Democratic parties, contest for 

American political offices consistently across the levels of the American federal system, 

which arguably has profound impacts on voting behavior, particularly citizens’ choices in 

elections.  

For Canada, this is not the case. Canadian constitutional history has shown that 

greater power is in the hands of the provincial level of the Canadian federal system. This 

is shown in this chapter as resulting from a lengthy process of Canadian 

constitutionalism, which has shown a trend toward devolution of authority from the 

central government in Ottawa to the various Canadian provinces. Because of this, 

Canadian political parties are incentivized to structure themselves at the provincial level. 

This has inspired greater incidence, certainly compared to the United States, but Germany 

as well, of variation in the party systems operating at the Canadian federal and provincial 

levels, which inspire some to consider these levels as two separate political worlds 

(Blake, Elkins & Johnston 1985). This again will have profound ramifications on 

observed voting behavior in Canada.   

In Germany, the parties themselves became closely tied to the German states. 

Coupled with the significant power vested at the Land level in the country, German 

parties have considerable incentive to organize around the states as well. This was also by 

institutional design, as the Basic Law explicitly mandated that political parties in 

Germany be organized at the Land level exclusively. Because of this, some variation can 

be seen in Germany in terms of party systems operating at the national and Land levels of 

the German federal system.  
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These differences in federal structures are especially relevant, and serve to 

corroborate the theory discussed in Chapter 2 concerning how party system structures, in 

accordance with the federal structure in place, have significant effects on voting behavior. 

 

Dissertation Roadmap 

The remainder of the dissertation will be conducted according to the following 

outline. 

Chapter 2 will investigate what impact federalism has on voter turnout. The main 

argument here is that federal systems, all else equal, will have lower voter turnout 

compared with those who do not. An attribute often attributed to notions of voter fatigue 

given the greater number of electoral access points in these systems, which also serve to 

make the electoral process in these countries more complex for voters as well (Jackman 

1987; Jackman and Miller 1995). However, as stated above, there is indeed more to the 

puzzle than if a country is federal or not. This gets at the issue of gradation of operational 

measure in federal systems in their levels of decentralization. The type of gradation that 

this analysis seeks to measure empirically for a more specified understanding of how 

impactful federalism really is in comparative analyses of voter turnout. This chapter will 

take up Riker’s mantle most clearly in finding this intervening effect of federalism on 

voting behavior. Namely, that the type of federalism effects the party systems of a nation. 

Political parties in these systems should theoretically organize themselves in a way 

suitable to the particular brand of federalism of their country. Those that accomplish this 

more than others will be better situated to perform the basic functions of representation 

and mobilization of the electorate, and thereby because of this, all things equal, we will 
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see increases in voter turnout. Oppositely, systems where the parties do not organize 

themselves in a way reflective of the particular federal system in place will not be able to 

accomplish these functions to the same degree and correspond to lower levels of turnout. 

Using data from the Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance (IDEA) for 34 

stable democracies from 1945-2001 this chapter investigates empirically Riker’s 

theoretical speculation.  

The dissertation next turns to empirically investigating the effect of federalism on 

another form of political behavior, this time concerning individual vote choice in the 

same three countries of the United States, Canada and Germany. This will be done in 

three separate chapters, one for each of the three countries respectively. The first, Chapter 

3, will be an analysis of partisan vote choice consistency between federal and state votes 

in the United States. Using election survey data from 2006 to 2012 the analysis first 

establishes a five-point measure of partisan consistency to determine at what rates 

different, sometimes contradictory, types of behaviors occur. A unique contribution of 

this measure is also that it does not simply include those who exhibit consistent and 

inconsistent partisanship, but also those who espouse partisanship at one level of the 

political system only, whether at the federal or state and none in the other. This measure 

also includes nonpartisan voters as well, to determine what we can say about the full 

range of voting behavior in the American federal system.  

The federal structure in place provides an environment in which citizens can vote 

at different levels of politics. Most prior literature has dismissed the portion of the 

electorate, specifically in the United States, that vote in an inconsistent fashion. Namely, 

those who cast a vote for one party in a federal election and another in a state election, 
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are thought to be a rather trivial and uninteresting segment of the voting populace, often 

excluded from models of vote choice. Not only is this an existent portion of the citizenry, 

but these voters are also worthy of scholarly enterprise. Chapter 3 seeks to discover what 

factors explain the variation in partisan vote consistency in an exploratory manner, in the 

fashion of The American Voter. Essentially this chapter sets out to discover the 

Inconsistent American voter.   

Chapter 4 sets out to accomplish a similar goal as the previous, based on an earlier 

collaborative effort between myself, James Endersby, and Steven Galatas. However this 

chapter will focus on Canada, where considerable variation is seen in the party systems 

operating between the federal and provincial levels. Previous literature has often 

remarked on the “flexible” nature of partisanship among Canadians (Pammett et al. 

1977). This notion begs for a scholarly look into just how much of this flexible behavior 

is occurring in Canada. This will again be accomplished through developing a five-point 

measure of partisan consistency in vote choice, and then use such to determine what 

factors significantly contribute to this variation. This analysis will be conducted using 

Canadian election survey data from three elections occurring between 2004 and 2008. A 

particularly useful feature of this data is that such includes a panel of survey respondents 

across the time span. This will allow for a closer look at how such behavior change over 

time as well, namely whether these voters are consistently inconsistent in their partisan 

vote choice between the Canadian federal and provincial levels. 

Chapter 5 continues this theme by conducting the same kinds of empirical 

analysis on the third and final case, Germany. The German case is one in which we see 

some slight variations in party systems between the federal and Land levels, however the 
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starkest challenge to an investigation of partisanship in Germany is the existence of a 

greater population of nonpartisans relative to the other two countries. Germany certainly 

falls in line with the prevailing declining trend noticed in the literature concerning 

European levels of partisanship (noted in the works of Russell Dalton and his colleagues 

2000, 2005; among others). Even with this, the chapter seeks to again determine the 

levels of partisan consistency and inconsistency in Germany using German election 

survey data from 2009 to 2013. The same five-point measure as the previous chapters for 

the United States and Canada allows determination of the proportion of the German 

electorate that falls into each of these categories and which explanatory factors 

significantly impact variation in partisan vote choice consistency between federal and 

Land elections in Germany.   

Chapter 6 provides the conclusion, beginning with restating the purpose of the 

dissertation overall and discussing the empirical findings of the previous chapters and 

theoretical conclusions. This discussion puts the findings of the analyses into a broader 

context on the role of federalism. The chapter will end by addressing some future 

avenues for scholarly work stemming from this project.     

 

Summary 

The results found in the following chapters show that federalism is indeed an 

important component of our understanding of voting behavior in countries. This 

institution is unjustly left out, or at best not given the proper level of rigor, in 

understanding the vast effects that federal arrangements, and the variation among them, 

have for the political world and the behavior of its inhabitants.  
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Chapter 2 finds support for Riker’s theories using cross-national macro level data, 

that the effect of federalism is channeled through its impact on political parties in federal 

countries, which thereby have significant effects on voters’ motivations to turn out to the 

polls. Interestingly, the theory also extends quite well to unitary systems, simply in the 

inverse, that political parties in unitary systems should also mirror the highly centralized 

character of the governmental system in order to better accomplish their mobilization of 

the electorate.     

Chapter 3 shows that the portion of the American electorate behaving 

inconsistently in their partisan vote choice between federal and state houses is larger than 

previously suggested, and thus merits further investigation. After a series of logistic and 

multinomial logistic regressions we can determine that better educated Americans are 

more likely to exhibit inconsistency in their partisanship, likely attributable to their 

higher levels of political sophistication allowing them to vote rationally in a seemingly 

contradictory manner. Educated voters perhaps rise above the simple heuristics of a party 

label in these federal and state elections. Also chiefly important for Americans, and 

wholly unsurprising, were their strength of partisanship, irrespective of the political party 

they supported. Strong partisans were simply more likely to be consistent, corroborating 

the long held wisdom that America is the land of weak parties yet strong partisans. 

Chapter 4 finds greater incidence of partisan inconsistency among Canadians than 

in the United States. However, similarly inconsistent voters are again shown to likely 

possess greater levels of educational attainment. Also found to be positively related to 

partisan consistency in Canada are political trust and efficacy, support for political 

parties, and affinity with the Canadian nation in general. 
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Chapter 5 finds firstly a greater level of nonpartisanship in Germany than in the 

other two cases. Still a portion of the electorate behaves in an inconsistent fashion with 

respect to their partisan vote choice across federal and Land elections. Again respondents 

with higher levels of education are shown to more likely be inconsistent voters. Also as 

before, the strongest partisans, even if rarer in the German case, are still significantly 

more likely to maintain consistent partisan vote choice. The three chapters’ results, taken 

together, show how differences in the federal arrangement of the three countries have 

played out impacted the voting behavior of the citizenry in each nation. This, in 

conjunction with the results of Chapter 2, illustrates the vital importance that federalism 

has on political behavior, both the decision to vote and also the decision of who to vote 

for. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
 
 
 
 
 

The Institution Left Behind: The Impact of Federalism and Party System  
Centralization on Comparative Studies of Turnout 
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The institution of federalism has an underappreciated and under-investigated 

impact in its comparative importance when looking cross-nationally at voter turnout. 

Leading federalism scholar, Ronald Watts (1999, 1) describes federalism as a system in 

which there is a “combination of shared-rule for some purposes and regional self-rule for 

others within a single political system so that neither is subordinate to the other.” With 

this definition in mind, there is gradation in how well actual federal systems adhere to 

this strict definition, what gradations exist in this shared power system between countries, 

and what effects these differences have on voting behavior. Another portion of this 

discussion will seek to reactivate the discussion concerning federalism with its impact on 

the party system that a country exhibits, in the tradition of Riker (1964). This latter point 

is arguably the best way in which to truly understand the impact that federal institutions 

have on voter behavior.  

This chapter describes a cross-national comparative study of rates of voter 

turnout, conducted in the same vein as those done in previous foundational studies on the 

subject (Powell 1982, 1986; Jackman 1987; Lijphart 1999; Gray and Caul 2000; 

Endersby and Krieckhaus 2007; among others). Even with this rich tradition in the 

literature, it is important that these studies have arguably not fully considered federalism 

as an important explanatory institution for the variation in countries’ rates of voter 

turnout. Or at least these have not incorporated some of the foundational theoretical 

literature concerning the interplay between federal institutions and the resulting party 

system. This project is motivated by the following related questions. Most broadly, what 

impact does federalism have on voting behavior in advanced industrial democracies? 

Does the institution of federalism have a significant impact on the level of voter turnout 
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in these systems comparatively? Could this impact happen indirectly, through federalism, 

or decentralization more broadly, impacting the party system of a country, thereby 

effecting turnout in that manner? Ultimately, even with empirical shortcomings, support 

is found that federalism has indirect effects on voter turnout, particularly through its 

impact on party system characteristics which then thereby directly influence voter 

turnout. This theoretical linkage, a la Riker, finds support here, suggesting that this 

understanding of federalism should return to the forefront of our understanding of this 

important component of the political world.   

 

Comparative Turnout 

A substantial portion of comparative literature has been dedicated to the study of 

differences in voter participation across electoral democracies. From early empirical 

foundations in the works of Powell (1982, 1986), the initial focus was on differences in 

nationally competitive districts and citizen and group linkages with political parties (a 

particularly relevant element to the theoretical position taken here). Building upon this, 

Jackman (1987) injected a much stronger focus on institutions as explanatory of 

differences in voter turnout across electoral democracies. Earlier literature postulated the 

importance of electoral rules as effecting voter turnout (Wolfinger and Rosenstone 1980; 

Wolfinger, Glass, and Squire 1985) and that these electoral rules also lead to other 

institutional features that profoundly influence turnout (Gosnell 1930). 

Jackman, along with contemporaries in the literature, details a list of five 

characteristics which serve to bolster turnout rates among a country’s electorate. These 

five institutional factors Jackman lists include a nation having competitive electoral 

districts (Powell 1986), proportionality in translation to legislative seats (Blais and Carty 
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1990), unicameralism, compulsory voting laws, and a two-party dominant structure (a 

factor shown to largely be dependent upon a nation’s electoral rules by Duverger 1963). 

Later studies in this tradition have postulated these same prescriptions, as well as other 

more specific institutional characteristics such as political parties and their effective 

mobilization of the citizenry and its effects on turnout in both American and comparative 

contexts (Norris 2007; Lewis-Beck et al. 2008). 

In his review of the literature on studies of cross national turnout research Blais 

(2006) does not mention federalism. This omission of federalism is an oversight based 

prematurely on the lack of appropriate measures for this institution. The studies that 

included federalism (Powell 1986; Jackman 1987; Lijphart 1999) have mostly noted the 

institution of federalism as in place or not, implemented empirically with simple 

dichotomous measures. The acknowledgement of its existence inadequately gets enough 

leverage on the potential influence of federalism on voter behavior. More recent 

scholarship tends to omit federalism as a relevant independent factor influcencing 

national turnout. Rodden (2004, 482), though not analyzing the effect on voting behavior, 

describes the lacunae best when he states, 

Distinctions between various shades of decentralization and federalism 
have not been taken seriously. Questions about the design, content, and 
form of decentralization are glossed over not because the theories and 
hypotheses of interest are undifferentiated, but because more refined date 
are difficult to collect. The bluntness of these measures is often 
acknowledged but defended as the cost of achieving a large enough 
sample to make reliable inferences.  
 
 Through a more thorough examination of the institution of federalism, and 

particularly the ramifications of this institution with respect to the party system and party 

organizational structures, federalism’s impact is much more apparent. Thereby, the need 
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for federalism to be given more sufficient consideration in studies of this kind is 

important.    

 
Where’s The Party? 

Important to note is that Jackman’s (1987) analysis omitted the party-linkage 

contained in Powell’s earlier studies, stating party linkages were not shown to 

systematically impact differences in voter turnout. For Jackman, comparative turnout was 

simply an institutional story alone. The succeeding literature in the field followed in 

Jackman’s footsteps, focusing on institutional effects on comparative voter turnout, and 

has largely ignored the relevant party-linkage aspect. To be fair, some expansions on the 

institutional literature have incorporated aspects such as group mobilization efforts and 

their effects on turnout (Uhlaner 1989; Gray and Caul 2000; Verba, Schlozman, and 

Brady 1995). These groups are mostly mobilized by political parties, and subsequent 

study can be read somewhat as harkening back to the party-linkage suggested by Powell. 

Jackman’s omission was hasty, and the party-linkage might be a part of the 

institutional story after all. Quite a theoretical precedent in the literature suggests the link 

between parties and the federal institution. William Riker (1964) offered one of the 

foundational works concerning federalism. Though most of Riker’s work is applied to the 

case of the United States, the theoretical contribution, mainly his claims regarding the 

origin and maintenance of a federal system have shaped the way scholars of federalism 

have viewed the subject. Most notable among Riker’s claims was the idea that political 

parties serve as the main peripheralizing force in a political system and are necessary for 

keeping a federal system from becoming unitary. But even with the vast scholarship 

Riker dedicated to federalism, perhaps his most interesting assertion came in a later work 
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on federalism, where he essentially claimed that federalism did not in itself matter for 

most political phenomenon, especially behavior. Riker bluntly stated that “one can never 

blame federalism for a political outcome, for outcomes are the consequences of the 

preferences of the population. One can only blame federalism for facilitating an emphasis 

in popular preference” (1975, 155). On the surface this seems to suggest that Riker is 

relegating the institution to the same fate or irrelevance as scholars in the comparative 

study of cross-national voter turnout. However, the caveat in Riker’s statement lends 

credence to the idea that federalism has an effect on the political system, just an indirect 

one. The party system is certainly a byproduct, or at the least, greatly influenced by the 

institution of federalism.  

If federalism impacts something like the party system operating in a country, then 

the political, and especially behavioral, are important secondary effects. So there needs to 

be a resurgence of consideration for how federalism impacts voter behavior, by way of its 

impact on the party structure in place. The theoretical connection between these two will 

be fleshed out in more detail. Important to note here is that this is not a new concept and 

it can be traced back to some of Riker’s hypotheses concerning federalism. Volden 

(2004), in summarizing Riker, suggests that in federal systems, “decentralized parties in 

the state and local arenas are more responsive to and representative of diverse 

populations than would be centralized uniform parties” (2004, 100). Parties that best 

perform their representational function by structuring themselves in a way that best fits 

the structure of the political system would have serious implications for voter behavior, 

particularly the action of turning out to vote.  
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The federal institutional arrangement adopted in a number of these countries, 

actually sets up the foundations for a party system to develop and structure itself in 

response to the institutional setting in place, sometimes even different ones between the 

levels of government. This has profound impacts on the nature of electoral competition 

not only within the country, but also cross-nationally, and ultimately, is significant to 

understanding explanations of voter turnout comparatively. Thus, inspired by much of the 

aforementioned theoretical literature, the theoretical linkage between federalism and how 

it impacts voter turnout comparatively through impacting party system structure will be 

fleshed out in more detail in the following section. 

 

Federalism and Turnout 

For countries that possess a federal structure, this institution is a major component 

of the constitutional arrangement of the country. This institution arguably plays a role in 

nearly all aspects of the country’s political environment. Considerable treatment is given 

in constitutions; whether entrenched or by convention, for the way in which regional 

divisions of power and governance characterize levels of government. These decisions 

stem from often contentious constitutional debates over the level to which regionally 

autonomy will contrast with centralized authority. It would seem perhaps incomplete not 

to consider this institutional variation as not having any effect on the whole range of 

phenomenon, certainly not least among them elections.  

The question remains as to what impact federalism really has on voter turnout. A 

main hypothesis here is that federal systems, all else equal, will have lower voter turnout 

compared with those who do not. An explanation found in previous research is that 

dual/multiple elections results in voter fatigue. Citizens in federal countries have more 



28 
 

elections and/or more frequent elections because of the different levels of the political 

system that select public officials. Many citizens will grow weary of the demand to vote 

more often in these systems, thus depressing voter turnout (Boyd 1981, 1986, 1989; 

Jackman and Miller 1995). Interestingly, in this later work, Jackman seems to suggest 

this affect of federalism (voter fatigue) could be influential, yet does not make the 

connection by explicitly mentioning this being resultant from federalism. This link needs 

to be, and is here, made between federalism and voter turnout in this regard. Essentially 

the greater incidence in number of elections is actually counterproductive to inspiring 

greater levels of participation (Rallings, Thrasher, and Borisyuk 2003). 

However, there is indeed more to the puzzle than if a country is federal or not. 

This gets at the issue of gradation in federal systems in their levels of decentralization, 

and the type of gradation that this analysis seeks to measure empirically for a more 

specified understanding of how impactful federalism really is in comparative analyses of 

voter turnout. This measure will take into consideration how the federal system is put in 

place and structured constitutionally. But this is not all that is impacted by the level of 

decentralization in the system. As Riker illustrated, decentralization impacts the party 

systems that have developed, a phenomenon that is arguably attributed to the federal 

structures put into place. The impact of having decentralized parties in a federal system is 

suggested here to have a significant impact on voter behavior in countries.    

The novelty is the inclusion both a more nuanced and complete measure of 

federalism and also a measure of party decentralization in the country, which will serve 

as the main explanatory variables of interest effecting the dependent variable of voter 

turnout. Most studies have simply used components of federalism that are directly 
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entrenched in the constitution establishing the federal system to gauge how decentralized 

the nation is. A more complete measure of federalism, namely the Regional Authority 

Index developed by Hooghe, Marks, and Schakel (2010), allows for a more nuanced 

understanding of what effect federalism has on voter turnout in these systems. The 

political party system results from the constitutional division of power between levels of 

government under federalism. Where a system exhibits more powers devolved to lower 

levels of government or is set up to where provincial or state level elections are more 

significant in their power, then these systems will exhibit differences in the party systems 

that operate at this level will have a party system that is more decentralized. Therefore 

parties would be more apt to mobilize the electorate if their party system were 

decentralized to handle this decentralization in the political system.  

Because these differences exist as a direct result of the kind of federalism that 

these countries’ constitutions put in place, such an important factor should be included 

for any complete understanding of decentralization in a system, and the effects on voter 

behavior. This inspires the first hypothesis to be empirically tested here: 

H1: Greater decentralization in a country will correspond to lower levels of voter 

turnout. 

However the theoretical expectations become a bit more nuanced. The effect for 

decentralization in the political and party systems is different for federal and unitary 

countries. Where a country has established itself as a federal system, it also makes the 

choice as to what degree they decentralize political authority to the regional level. If more 

power is vested in the hands of the national government (greater centralization by federal 

system standards), this also should correspond to the party system structured in a more 
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centralized manner as well. These two in conjunction will inspire lower rates of turnout 

because a greater proportion of the citizenry is arguably marginalized because of this. 

The inverse is true if greater power is devolved to the lower levels within the federal 

system. Here parties have greater incentive to structure themselves in a more 

decentralized manner in order to effectively contest elections at these lower levels. This is 

a similar notion that Riker (1964) put forth where parties would decentralize in federal 

systems in order to be responsive and representative. What follows should be that this 

will in turn inspire parties to perform their mobilizing function and result in greater rates 

of voter turnout. Where the party systems are more decentralized there will be 

theoretically more, or differences in, the choices offered to citizens at lower levels of 

government. The greater set of alternatives will arguably result in less alienation of 

citizens from the political system and thereby correspond to greater engagement 

electorally by the citizenry. The causal chain for federal systems is represented in Figure 

2.1. 

 
Figure 2.1 

Party Centralization and Voter Turnout in Federal Systems 
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structured in a more decentralized manner in a unitary system, the argument here is that 

this will actually depress the rate of voter turnout. If parties choose to mimic their 

centralized structure of government by centralizing the party system, this will correspond 

to higher rates of turnout. Again, this follows because parties in this instance are better 

able to perform their representational function and mobilize the electorate if they are 

structured in the most optimal fashion given the political structure of their country. This 

causal chain for unitary systems is represented in Figure 2.2.  

 
Figure 2.2  

Party Centralization and Voter Turnout in Unitary Systems 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

It should be stated that the argument is more focused on federal countries, and 
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centralized. 
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federal countries. There is other empirical evidence that the data actually adhere to the 

theoretical story offered here. However, given the small sample size, the regression 

analysis is not able to test this fully. Again, because there are more unitary systems in the 

world and the data, a more modest concerning the relationship between party system 

centralization – as opposed to political system decentralization in the first hypothesis – 

and turnout is offered as well: 

H3: Voter turnout will be higher where the party system is more centralized. 

 

 Using data from a cross-section of 34 countries, these hypotheses will be tested 

empirically. Other appropriate controls, factors shown to be significant in prior 

scholarship, will be considered to determine the independent impact of federalism and 

party system decentralization on comparative voter turnout. Among the other institutional 

variables being controlled for in this study are those derived from Jackman’s (1987) 

foundational study. As mentioned before, Jackman identified five particularly germane 

institutional factors to comparative assessments of voter turnout. Namely, these five 

factors were the existence of nationally competitive districts, electoral disproportionality, 

multipartyism, unicameralism, and the existence of compulsory voting laws in place. 

Concerning electoral disproportionality, this is going to involve a more lengthy 

discussion of the role of electoral institutions, and their tedious empirical history to 

determine their impact on comparative voter turnout. Though contemporary research has 

less tediously settled that in more advanced industrial democracies, and those that are 

more democratic, still find electoral rules to be a considerable factor (Endersby and 

Krieckhaus 2007).  
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The importance of compulsory voting certainly needs no justification for its effect 

on voter turnout. However, there is important variation and nuance in compulsory voting 

laws, and the consideration of such is both methodologically and theoretically important. 

The next section will describe the operationalization of the measures chosen to 

empirically test these theoretically relevant factors, as well as the methodology to 

accomplish such.     

 
Using Cross-national Data to Analyze Federalism and Turnout 

 With full understanding that the nuanced nature of the theory detailed above does 

not lend itself particularly well to rigorous statistical analysis, this chapter attempts some 

basic empirical analysis to find support for the theoretical arguments made above. Each 

of the national-level variables included in the OLS regression analysis conducted here 

will be described in the following sections. 

 
Voter Turnout 

The dependent variable will be aggregate measures of voter turnout, averaged 

over the time period of 1945-2001, using the Institute for Democracy and Electoral 

Assistance (IDEA) figures for voter turnout in 34 stable democracies (mostly OECD).  

Countries included here are Albania, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, 

Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, 

Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, New 

Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, 

Turkey, the United Kingdom, and the United States. The bulk of these studies have used 

this same kind of averaged aggregate measure of turnout, because the focus of these 
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studies is on the impact that institutional variables have on the variation in turnout. The 

current analysis continues this tradition, focusing on the institution of federalism. The 

reason for not analyzing this data through time-series analysis is simply because there is 

little to no variation in the main institutional independent variable of interest of 

federalism in these countries. Therefore, the appropriate type of analysis will be to use 

these averaged aggregate figures and explain the variation of these. 

 
Federalism/Decentralization 

 Considering federalism as an important institution in studies of comparative voter 

behavior requires more empirical rigor that has been usually done in past studies. 

Because few scholars have even incorporated gradations in the power structures of 

federal systems (and even in unitary systems) into statistical models the general 

institutional literature has chosen to, if at all, only include whether a country is federal or 

not as a dichotomous indicator. A dichotomous indicator of federalism hardly captures 

the nuance of something like federalism. Therefore, this study instead utilizes a measure 

of decentralization that accounts for the variation in both federal and unitary countries’ 

degree of devolution of political power away from the central government.  

 The Regional Authority Index (RAI) developed by Hooghe, Marks, and Schakel 

(2008, 2010) accounts for the self-rule and shared-rule between central and regional 

governments by accounting for eight dimensions: institutional depth, policy scope, fiscal 

autonomy, representation, law making, executive control, fiscal control, constitutional 

reform Hooghe, Marks, and Schakel (2008, 2010). The authors describe that “self-rule 

refers to the authority of a regional government over those living in the region” and that 

“shared rule refers to the authority a regional government (co-)exercises in the country as 
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a whole” (2008, 123). To get these data at the appropriate aggregated per country level an 

average RAI score was calculated for all years between 1950 and 2006 for the 34 

electoral democracies included in this study.   

  

Party System Centralization 

 Even with this more nuanced measure of federalism, or more correctly, the 

general level of decentralization in the political system, the theory presented here is 

predicated on the indirect role that federalism and decentralization play on voter turnout 

through their impact on party systems that operate in these countries. In order to begin to 

capture this theoretically important factor, one acceptable measure that has the potential 

to be quite useful is the recently available Constituency-Level Electoral Archives 

(CLEA) project on party system nationalization (Kollman, Hicken, Caramani, and Backer 

2014). As the authors describe the project, it has “nine measures of party system 

nationalization, or the degree to which the political parties in a given country-year dyad 

are active at the national level (as opposed to a more regionalized party system)” (p. 3). 

The Party System Nationalization Score (PSNS) represents the most appropriate measure 

for the overall levels of nationalization exhibited in a country’s party system because this 

measure captures the level to which the party system in a nation is structured, on a 

continuum of heavily centralized to highly decentralized. The PSNS is a measure of the 

level of nationalization of a party system. Its mathematical calculation is done so 

according to the formula used by Jones and Mainwaring (2003): 

           
 

 
     

where pi is the party’s share of the national vote and Party Nationalization Score (PNS) is 

the inverse of the Gini coefficient of inequality in vote shares across constituencies for 
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each party. Parties that received less than a five percent share of the vote at the national 

level are excluded from this data. Using this measure from the CLEA, in order to, as with 

the decentralization measure, use this at the aggregated country level over the time 

period; these data were averaged for the elections across the years 1950-2006 to create an 

aggregated score for a country.  

 

Compulsory Voting 

Compulsory voting deserves a bit more attention because another valuable 

contemporary trend is to consider the factor of compulsory voting in a more nuanced 

manner as well. As with what is argued concerning the institution of federalism, much is 

lost in analyses by considering either of these two complex features of a country as a 

simple dichotomy, as the bulk of research has done to this point. Recent work 

(Panagopoulos 2008; Singh 2011) has shown that this factor may not be considered 

monolithically in its impact on voter turnout. Singh (2011) in particular demonstrates the 

significant impact that more nuanced measures of compulsory voting have on election-

level voter turnout, not just the individual decision to vote. 

This analysis constructs a measure of compulsory voting laws that takes into 

consideration the degree to which sanctions are levied under the compulsory voting law, 

as well as the degree to which are enforced by the government. This leads to continuous 

measure of compulsory voting ranging from 0-6. Table 2.1 displays the theoretical values 

for this measure and the distribution of the 34 countries included here.  
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Table 2.1 
Compulsory Voting Laws 

 
Value Sanctionsa Enforcementa Countries 

0 Not 
Compulsory 

Not Compulsory ALB, AUTb, BUL, CAN, CRO, 
CZE, DEN, EST, FIN, FRA, GER, 
HUN, ICE, IRE, JAP, LAT, NET, 
NZL, NOR, POL, POR, ROM, 
RUS, SPA, SWE, SWI, UK, US 

1 None None GRE, ITA 

2 Moderate None  
3 Moderate Weak  
4 Moderate Strict AUS, LUX, TUR 

5 High Weak  
6 High Strict BEL 

a
Source: Panagopoulos (2008) 

b
Austria had compulsory voting until 1982 

 

Unicameralism 

 One of the five relevant institutions to voter turnout in Jackman’s study is whether 

a country’s parliament or legislature is unicameral or not. The argument here is that 

unicameralism localizes political power and yield greater turnout, as citizens simply vote 

in the one election. This is also possibly attributable to the clarity of responsibility 

arguably resultant from a unicameral system. This variable is coded as a dichotomy 

where 1 is unicameral and 0 otherwise.  

 

Proportionality 

 As Jackman points out, greater levels of disproportionality in the electoral system 

should yield lower rates of voter turnout compared to those that display more 

proportionality in their vote-to-seat ratios. The argument here is that greater 

disproportionality results in votes cast for smaller minor parties to be wasted, thus many 

prospective supporters of these small parties are less incentivized to vote.  
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Electoral District Type 

 Both Powell (1986) and Jackman (1987) use a discrete measure to capture 

differences in how district magnitude and constituency size impact turnout. This study 

follows suit by choosing the same measure put forth by Powell (1986) coding the nature 

of electoral districts in each country according to the following schema: 4 = national 

election PR or national pool for some legislative seats, or simple national presidency 

vote; 3 = large district PR; 2 = PR with three to five members per district; 1 = single 

member or winner-take-all districts. This measure is included as a control shown to be 

relevant to explaining cross-national variation in voter turnout. Greater values are argued 

to correspond to greater levels of turnout, as districts are seen as more responsive to a 

diverse society. Descriptive statistics for all measures included in the analysis can be 

found in the Appendix. Also a table of the dataset is also included in the Appendix as 

well.  

 
Modeling 

 With each of the variables used operationalized, OLS regression analysis can be 

conducted to determine what variables account for significant variation in average voter 

turnout among the voting age population of the electorate among countries. The decision 

not to adopt a two stage model or other more sophisticated methods of analysis is done 

because of the limited sample size in the data. Data are for 34 electoral democracies in 

the post-war period until 2006. Certainly, the restriction of the size of the sample of 

countries is an important consideration, which is pragmatically the reason for the 

parsimony and simplicity in the empirical modeling done here. The decision to limit the 
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analysis to stable advanced industrial democracies is that these nations have consistent 

history of democratic institutions across the time period; they are less vulnerable to 

regime-type fluctuations. The analysis is chiefly concerning with institutional effects in 

stable democracies relative to one another, not to emerging democracies, autocratic 

regimes, or other nations. Even with these empirical limitations in mind, we can now turn 

to the results of these tests and a discussion of the evidence in the next section.  

 
Results 

 The results from the regression analysis are shown in Table 2.2. Most notable for 

the hypotheses presented is that H3 is shown to find statistical significance (at the .10 

level, acceptable given the size of the sample), and in the correct direction. Greater levels 

of party system centralization correspond to significantly higher rates of voter turnout, 

supporting the modest third hypothesis. The interpretation of the large coefficient is not 

obvious, given the full range of this measure is only 0 to 1; however, the actual range of 

observed party systems is much narrower. Also important to point out is that the measure 

of decentralization in the political system, the Regional Authority Index, does not achieve 

statistical significance. A squared term for the RAI is also included because this variable, 

like the party system decentralization) could operate in a non-linear fashion, and more in 

an inverted parabolic manner. However, neither models with or without the squared term 

showed any significance for this measure. This lends itself to suggesting that H1 does not 

find support in the statistical results.  
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Table 2.2  
Effect of Party System Centralization on Voter Turnout 

 

Variable 

Coefficients 

(Robust Standard Error) 

Party System Nationalization Score 41.107* 
(22.61) 

Regional Authority Index .202 
(.527) 

Regional Authority Index2 -.005 
(.020) 

Compulsory Voting 3.178*** 
(.862) 

Proportionality .434 
(.384) 

Electoral Districts 2.118 
(2.268) 

Unicameralism 1.551 
(3.431) 

Intercept 1.283 
(23.913) 

  
n  34 
R

2
  .435 

Note: Entries are OLS coefficients with robust standard errors reported  

* p<.10, **p<.05, ***p<.01 
 

However, the political system decentralization does not have a significant 

independent effect, something consistent with the ideas espoused by Riker given the 

significance of the party system measure, which is arguably a consequence of the 

decentralization in the system. So although it does not attain independent significance, 

the theoretical story could still be seen as having considerable support in the results of the 
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analysis. Riker’s controversial assertion that federalism matters little to political behavior 

except through its indirect impact is supported to a large degree here.  

The only other variable that achieves statistical significance is the measure for 

compulsory voting. Certainly this is not surprising, but does lend some support for a more 

nuanced measure of compulsory voting, like the one used here. As mentioned, because 

the data cannot practically be partitioned to test how this relationship is acting for unitary 

and federal countries separately, the regression analysis can only be used to discuss the 

third hypothesis. Norris (2004) notes that because there are simply too few federal 

countries in the world, most sophisticated types of statistical analyses are unavailable for 

use in answering questions concerning only federal countries. Scholars are left with 

having to explore alternative, often simpler, methods of finding empirical support for 

theories in these countries.  

Another empirical test that could illuminate the front end of the theoretical 

relationship explained here would be to include an interaction term for the party system 

nationalization and the regional authority index. Certainly because the theory postulates 

that this relationship is not an interaction per se, but more of a two stage process, the 

nature of the data do not allow for the true test of the relationship. Instead this interaction 

is included in Table 2.3 to show the results when this is included into the regression 

analysis1. The inclusion of this interaction effect does reduce the statistical significance 

of the party system measure somewhat, unfortunately to a level just below conventional 

levels of significance, but this still might suggest (given the small sample of countries) 

that more is indeed going on here. Though this chapter may not find the smoking gun for 

                                                 
1 This model also centers the regional authority index to reduce the level of correlation between the RAI 
and its squared term given the now incorporation of a second interaction term into the model.  
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this relationship with turnout, subsequent chapters will serve to examine this with respect 

to another political behavior, the actual party vote choice.  

Table 2.3  
Effect of Party System Centralization on Voter Turnout (Interaction) 

 

Variable 

Coefficients 

(Robust Standard Error) 

Party System Nationalization Score 30.097 
(20.683) 

Regional Authority Index -1.755 
(2.17) 

Regional Authority Index2 .002 
(.022) 

Compulsory Voting 3.596*** 
(1.041) 

Proportionality .515 
(.387) 

Electoral Districts 1.962 
(2.291) 

Unicameralism 1.610 
(3.511) 

PSNS*RAI 2.586 
(3.009) 

Intercept 3.582 
(24.505) 

  
n  34 
R

2
  .447 

Note: Entries are OLS coefficients with robust standard errors reported  

* p<.10, **p<.05, ***p<.01 
 

 In order to further examine the preliminary empirical evidence in support of the 

two parts of the second hypothesis, a straightforward method is to graphically compare in 

order to see if a relationship is apparent between the centralization of the party system 

and the rate of voter turnout. Figure 2.3 shows this relationship graphically. The first 

graph is for unitary countries, and the second displays federal countries. Because of the 
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overwhelming significance of compulsory voting on turnout, countries with compulsory 

voting are omitted from these graphs. What can be seen is that the relationship in the data 

between the party system centralization behaves somewhat as expected both in unitary 

and federal systems. As can be seen the data somewhat perform as the theory presented 

here would suggest. In unitary systems, greater centralization of the party system – 

essentially the party system correctly mimicking the political centralization inherent in a 

unitary political system – corresponds to higher rates of voter turnout. This lends slight 

support to H2a.  
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Both of these, in conjunction, support the assertion that this relationship operates 

differently for these two different kinds of systems, just as expected theoretically. Though 

certainly not the most empirically rigorous, these do lend cursory support to both H2a 

and H2b.   

 
Conclusion 

 William Riker, in his seminal discussions of federalism as an institution, 

postulated that federalism does not matter when we are considering political behavior. 

This statement led to a certain kind of initial outrage among some comparative electoral 

scholars, and among others it simply led to the notion that federalism was simply not an 

important factor that needs consideration for a lot of academic inquiry. However, taken in 

totality, Riker’s view on federalism was merely making clear theoretically that federalism 

does not in and of itself impact voter behavior, but instead impacts several other 

institutions that have a real effect on voter behavior. Chiefly among the institutions 

effected by the degree of decentralization that a country imposes a government structure, 

according to Riker, is the system of parties, and how these important features of the 

political landscape in turn decide to organize themselves as a result.  

 Moving from this theoretical story, the analysis conducted here brings Riker’s 

suggestions back into a foundational empirical literature on comparative voting behavior. 

These studies had in large neglected a careful consideration of the impact that federalism 

or decentralization played in explaining cross-national differences in voter turnout. By 

considering the full ramifications of decentralizing a country’s political system, as chiefly 

argued here to be the effect this has on the way this influences the structure of the party 

system, we can determine the significant impact that these have on voter turnout.  
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 Using more nuanced measures like the RAI and PSNS to account for political 

system decentralization and party system centralization respectively, the analysis 

conducted here for 34 stable electoral democracies shows support Riker’s theoretical 

assertions and the empirical hypotheses tested here. Federalism as a decentralizing 

institution may not have an independent effect on voter turnout, as Riker would have 

suggested. But, it does play a necessary role in shaping the party system of a country, 

which is indeed shown to have a significant effect on the level of voter turnout. Said 

another way, this would justify saying that federalism is a necessary but not sufficient 

condition for understanding voter turnout. The results here, both in the regression 

analysis and in the graphical depictions, offer considerable empirical support for the 

predictions made a half century ago. This analysis answers the call that Riker (1964) sent 

out for empirical studies in comparative federalism to test these generalizations. His 

theoretical perspective is largely supported. 

 Overall the evidence presented here suggests that federalism as an institution does 

indeed matter for comparative studies of turnout, just in a more nuanced manner. The 

ramifications that decentralizing the political structure of a country has on the system, 

particularly in terms of the parties that operate in the country, had drastic effects on 

behavior of those within it. Thereby, these institutions should not be relegated to the 

realm of non-consideration, because they have significant effects for our understanding of 

the political world around us. 

 The remainder of the dissertation focuses on the three federal countries of the 

United States, Canada, and Germany. These three nations are usually come to mind 

immediately when we think about federalism. These three also show interesting variation 
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in political behavior, even if we think these nations similar in many ways. Choosing these 

three countries allows for comparison which is able to hold numerous institutional and 

systematic factors constant in order to focus on how the differences between these 

nations in terms of how their federal systems are structured impact political behaviors of 

their citizenry. Specifically, each of the three following chapters – one for each country – 

will examine the impact on individual citizens vote choices for political parties in their 

countries national and state/province/Land elections.   
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CHAPTER THREE 

 

 

Consistency of Party Identification:  American Voter Uniformity of Federal  
and State Party Choice across Several Recent Elections 
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Party identification is often conceptualized as an individual’s long-term 

attachment to one political party. The vast majority of scholarly work in this area and the 

origin of contemporary notions of partisanship has been focused on the United States. 

Therefore this would certainly be the first place to start when offering a comparison 

between the three cases of the U.S., Canada, and Germany. For the American case, one 

institutional factor arguably stands out to suggest its difference from most other nations, 

such as Canada and Germany. The American system has a presidential system and does 

not share parliamentarism. However, this has curiously not led to all campaigns being 

totally dominated by individuals, the highest levels certainly have become more 

individually driven, but lower level elections find this not to be so. Instead, America is 

remarkably rich in its partisan tradition. This is certainly derivative from its history where 

Thomas Jefferson, and his Republican Party, quickly established American politics as a 

partisan contest. Since then, American has been a nation of traditionally weak parties. In 

terms of their controlling mechanisms over individual candidates – particularly after the 

progressive reforms around the turn of the century – American parties are comparatively 

weak. Yet, America is likewise noteworthy for an electorate with consistently strong 

partisanship. American partisanship is contrasted, as will be shown in the next two 

chapters, with the parliamentary parties, much stronger organizations, in Canada and 

Germany, yet simultaneously drawing less partisan attachment in their electorates.  

 This seeming paradox, that American parties are weak, yet inspire greater levels 

of attachment among the citizenry was aptly resolved in the work of Campbell et al. 

(1969) with The American Voter. The authors assert that American voters conjure up a 

psychological image of the main political parties in America, the Republicans and 
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Democrats, often in a social-psychological manner of groups ties in which to identify 

themselves belonging to. However elegant this solution may be, empirically speaking, 

partisanship is difficult to conceptualize, measure, and analyze. American election 

surveys are often quite good about asking questions attempting to get at this attachment 

more than just how a person voted. The American National Election Study itself is an 

extension of this tradition. Correctly, some authors have remarked that an individual’s 

vote choice, though highly correlated with partisan identity, might not always be exact, 

and thereby should not be conflated (Campbell et al. 1960; Green, Palmquist, and 

Schickler 2002). However, given that this analysis is attempting to parse whether this 

partisan attachment remains consistent between the levels of the federal system, the only 

realistic means of capturing party identification at each level of governance is to use the 

vote choices of citizens. This kind of measure relies on the notion that citizens in 

America vote on the basis of their partisan identification. Empirically, we will simply 

rely on the high correlation that does exist between the two, and also look at each of the 

elections analyzed in a cross-sectional manner, and not over time.  

 Another important note here is that in the United States, unlike in Canada and 

Germany, elections at the national and state levels, for most states, occur at the same 

time. This electoral rule could also be pointed to when remarking on the consistency in 

American partisanship between elections at both of these levels. It could be reasonably 

expected that most citizens would cast a vote for the same party when these races appear 

on the same ballot. However, this does not preclude voters from splitting their ticket and 

voting for a different party in federal and state-level races. There may also be no partisan 

competition in state-level races, or perhaps weak or no challengers for these races, a 
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phenomenon which occurs quite regularly in the United States, especially in state 

legislative races. This analysis seeks to capture those who exhibit this inconsistent kind of 

electoral behavior, of voting for different parties at different levels of the American 

federal system, because this portion of the electorate has gone underappreciated by 

previous literature.   

 Much of the foundational work on Americans’ partisanship has arrived at the 

same basic conclusion, that partisanship is a long-lasting often unshakable attachment 

between parties and American voters. More relevant for this study, other research has 

suggested that American partisanship is also incredibly consistent between all levels of 

the federal system as well (Green, Palmquist and Schickler 2002). Unlike what is 

observed in other advanced industrial democracies around the world, Canada and 

Germany certainly among them, where differences in party systems exist at different 

levels of the federal system, with little exception in America political parties are 

consistent across the nation at the different levels of governance. This fact, compounded 

with early scholars finding considerable consistency in voting behavior at different levels 

of government, has led to many assuming that inconsistent partisan behavior in America 

constitutes an insignificant minority among the American electorate. 

 Work in this area is also at a disadvantage empirically because few American 

election surveys ask respondents to indicate their party support at the federal and state 

levels separately. This is unfortunate given that we know of differences between state and 

federal attachments in the American context. Not so distant are the days of the old ‘Solid 

South’ where it was not uncommon to find citizens in this part of the country consistently 

voting for Republicans in federal elections (particularly presidents like Eisenhower and 
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Nixon) yet voting nearly exclusively for democratic candidates in all other races (Black 

1987; Black and Black 2002, earlier in Key 1949).  

However, this chapter shows that in recent American elections there have been a 

significant proportion of voters who indeed cast inconsistent party votes in national and 

state elections. Using data from the Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCES) 

between 2006 and 2012, this analysis shows that these voters exist, and determines their 

characteristics, in the same vein as The American Voter, essentially discovering the 

inconsistent American voter.  The analysis finds differences in partisan vote choice 

across levels of government, and defines a conception of partisan consistency.  We find 

that the difference among partisan consistency is a function of several factors, 

socioeconomic and demographic factors as well as general perceptions regarding the 

political system.  

 

Party Identification in America     

 No examination of American political behavior and party identification can begin 

without discussion of the foundational work of Angus Campbell and his colleagues’ 1960 

book The American Voter. This seminal piece laid out a rich description of the American 

political landscape by describing the general tendencies of the American electorate. One 

prominent fixture of the work was to cement the concept of party identification as 

essentially the “unmoved mover” in American politics. Not only is this partisan 

attachment pervasive throughout the American electorate, it was also remarkably stable 

over time, leading the authors to conclude that “only an event of extraordinary intensity 

can arouse any significant part of the electorate to the point that its established political 
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loyalties are shaken”(151). American citizens’ extreme attachments to their supported 

political parties seemed to shape most of their other political attitudes and behaviors, 

leaving the literature in this area to echo the authors’ findings. Lewis-Beck et al. (2008) 

provide a contemporary revisit to update the foundational study. Most importantly of note 

for this analysis, the authors find that the majority of electoral behavior in the United 

States is driven still by party identification even with the passage of nearly a half a 

century since Campbell et al.’s original work. 

There is some skepticism as to whether this same conclusion about partisan 

identification can be extended beyond the confines of the U.S.  Some cross-national 

analyses find contrary evidence, but more often than not these differences seen abroad 

were often labeled as unfounded because of methodological and measurement error 

(Johnston 2006). Earlier scholars seemed to find support for the same levels of party 

identification cross-nationally. Butler and Stokes (1969) found similar trends after 

analyzing British election studies. However much of the comparative criticism laid 

against the “Michigan school” scholars was that these studies only looked at two, perhaps 

even an unrepresentative two, elections and the conclusions should be more conservative 

in their generalizability.  

At home, much of the contention with the Michigan model came from the up and 

coming rational choice school of thought that sought, after some compromise, to view 

partisan attachment as a calculation done by voters in weighing their political 

considerations and behaviors over their lifetime (Ordeshook 1976, Fiorina 1981, Calvert 

and MacKuen 1985). The initial Downsian (1957) model of pure rationality had to be 

curtailed given the reality that relatively little shifts were actually observed in the United 
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States in partisan identity. The compromise acknowledged the static nature of partisan 

attachment but did leave the door at least slightly more open for a rational movement in 

partisan identification, particularly in the short term.  

Abroad the criticism against the Michigan model has largely come in the form of 

one of four arguments related to multipartism. The first emphasizes the connection 

between parties and their supporting constituents in society. The second focuses on 

different party “families” and how multiple parties from a family could compete in a 

country. The fourth looks at how strategic voting impacts identification. The final, and 

most relevant to the current study, discusses the possibility for individuals to identify 

with more than one political party.  

Focusing on this literature concerning multiple partisan identifications, works by 

Clarke et al. (1979) and Stewart and Clarke (1998) note the often thought dominance of 

electoral rules in shaping party systems often tends to break down outside of the U.S. 

context particularly when parties can organize in multiple jurisdictions or levels of 

governance in federal systems. Specifically, that electoral rules in place greatly impact 

party system size (Duverger 1963). The authors point specifically to Canada which can 

be considered the classic case for this phenomenon of having strikingly different behavior 

that results from highly varied political landscapes between the federal and provincial 

levels. Some scholars have even speculated that this multiple identifications may indeed 

exist in the United States as well (Weisberg 1980). This is where the current analysis 

seeks to supplement this literature. Little work to date has sought to determine if 

American voters are as consistent in their voting behavior between elections in the 

federal system as previously thought. Green et al. (2002) dismiss the notion of partisan 
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inconsistency in the United States. The authors point to survey respondents from the 1987 

American National Election Study where only 1% of the electorate showed inconsistency 

in the party identification between the federal and state level. Therefore, if so few voters 

operate in this manner, attempting to understand and analyze these people would be 

substantively useless. It is because of this assumption that this area has received far too 

little scholarly inquiry. This assertion has fed into the notion that this is simply how it is 

in the United States, and needs no further research. The assertion here is that this should 

not be taken as a permanent empirical fact. This analysis demonstrates how the 

proportion of inconsistent partisans in recent American elections is higher than that found 

by Green and his colleagues. And because these are not a negligible portion of the 

American voting population, it would behoove us to determine what we can learn about 

who these voters actually are.  

 

Using American Election Survey Data to Measure Partisan Identification 

 Green et al. (2002) are not unfounded in their position that scholars need to 

exercise caution when attempting to measure partisan identification. However, following 

the examples laid out by Uslaner (1990) and Clarke and Stewart (1998), work done in the 

Canadian context, the easiest way to investigate partisan consistency between federal and 

state elections is to use the self-reported party identification by survey respondents. If we 

can find a significant portion of citizens who show inconsistency in their partisanship, the 

need to understand this segment of the electorate becomes empirically and theoretically 

important. As mentioned, unlike other countries like Canada and Germany, the United 

States maintains extreme consistency in the political parties operating at the federal and 
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state levels of politics. Therefore, if we can find inconsistency even in this extremely 

limited instance, a deeper examination of these voters is more than justified.                

 Data used to investigate consistency in party identification in the United States 

comes from the Cooperative Congressional Election Study for each election year between 

2006 and 2012. The CCES is an internet-administered voluntary survey. The question of 

unrepresentative samples is certainly justified; therefore, data weights were included in 

all following analyses. These correspond to the American general elections of November 

7, 2006, November 4, 2008, November 2, 2010, and November 6, 2012. These post-

election surveys pose the question, “For whom did you vote for U.S. House of 

Representatives?” Responses for Democrat and Republican were presented in random 

order, and serve as the instrument of federal partisan identification (FPID). For the 

measurement of the state party identification (SPID) the question, “For whom did you 

vote for State Representative?” again with Republican and Democrat options presented in 

random order. These two questions in conjunction allow construction several measures of 

partisan consistency. Respondents who refused or did not answer are excluded from the 

final analysis.  

These two questions are chosen to maximize the number of elections that could be 

included and were more theoretically justified. Each of these elections are current for all 

respondents and not relying – in off year elections – on an answer, say for president, 

which happened two years prior. The same kinds of temporal issues exist for Senators as 

well. Choosing to examine consistency between U.S. Representatives and State 

Representatives can also serve to mitigate some of the forces that could be attributed to 

simply strong candidate or campaign effects. Likewise, given the remarkably low 



56 
 

turnover in lower houses, this would also serve as the most conservative of measurement 

devices as well. Also of note is that the question asked of respondents concerning their 

state legislative vote is also likely to rely, for the majority of respondents, on their latent 

sense of partisan affiliation, given many will simplify rely on such for answering the 

question.  

The surveys also include a battery of socio-demographic and personal 

characteristics that will be used to explain variation in partisan consistency among the 

American electorate. Specifically these include respondents’ gender, ethnicity, age, 

education, religion, region, and attitudes towards political parties. Descriptive statistics 

for all variables used in this chapter are included in the Appendix.  

In order to assess partisan consistency in federal and state politics in America, we 

first begin by developing a five-point nominal measure of consistency. Table 3.1 

(actually a series including 3.1a for 2006, 3.1b for 2008, 3.1c for 2010, and 3.1d for 

2012) shows the comparison of respondents’ federal and state partisan vote in the 2006, 

2008, 2010, and 2012 CCES studies. Dashed lines are included in the tables to create four 

quadrants, which will serve to help classify the different forms of federal-state partisan 

consistency.  

Partisan Consistency or FPID-SPID agreement: this category includes 

respondents who consider themselves as members of the same party at both the federal 

and state level. These are essentially those who vote for both a U.S. Representative and a 

State Representative from the same political party. These will be identified as those 

respondents in the shaded cells of the upper left quadrant in each portion of Table 3.1. 
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Partisan Inconsistency or FPID-SPID disagreement: this category is comprised of 

respondents who identify with one party at the federal level and a different party at the 

state level. These respondents will be notated in the series of Table 3.1 as the unshaded 

cells in the upper left quadrant for each of the elections.  

Federal Partisanship Only: some citizens identified with a political party at the 

federal level (i.e. reported a vote in the U.S. House of Representatives) but yet do not 

report a partisan identification at the state level. Because of this we can neither consider 

these respondents as consistent or inconsistent, only that their partisanship is incomplete. 

This group of citizens may not be theoretically surprising given the greater salience of 

federal elections compared to those at the state level. This has considerable theoretical 

and empirical support among the so called “second order” elections scholarship (Reif and 

Schmitt 1980; Marsh 1998; Norris 1997). Information for these races is also much more 

widely available to voters. These respondents with federal partisanship only will be 

located in the lower left quadrant in the series for Table 3.1 for each election.  

State Partisanship Only: these respondents are similar to the previous category in 

the sense that they possess only one level of partisanship, but curiously these respondents 

only report partisan identification at the state level and not at the federal level. These 

voters certainly defy conventional wisdom, but could result from those who are largely 

jaded from federal politics, or simply choose to only vote “at home” in a sense. These 

respondents will be located in the upper right quadrant of the series of Table 3.1.  

Nonpartisans: these respondents express no party choice at the federal and state 

levels. These nonpartisan respondents will be within the lower right quadrant of the series 

for Table 3.1 for each election. 
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Table 3.1a 
Federal and State Partisanship, 2006 

 
  

Federal Party 

State Party Dem Rep Third 
Party 

Did Not 
Vote Race 

Did Not 
Vote 

Don’t 
Recall 

Not 
Asked Total 

Democrat 7891 836 41 445 41 246 1 9501 

Republican 807 6568 58 406 44 142 0 8025 

Did Not Vote 341 246 4 208 38 11 0 848 

Don’t Recall 463 419 7 64 5 140 0 1098 

Not Asked 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Total 9705 8069 110 1124 128 539 1 19473 
 

Table 3.1b 
Federal and State Partisanship, 2008 

 
 

Federal Party 

State Party Dem Rep Ind. Will Not 
Vote 

Haven’t 
Decided Total 

Democrat 5937 583 36 96 1304 7956 

Republican 635 6625 26 79 1186 8551 

Did Not Vote 387 425 1 69 335 1217 

No Race 309 319 2 26 412 1068 

Total 7268 7952 65 270 3237 18792 
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Table 3.1c 
Federal and State Partisanship, 2010 

 
 

Federal Party 

State Party Dem Rep Ind. Did Not 
Vote Race 

Did Not 
Vote 

Not 
Sure Total 

Democrat 12686 1062 130 336 24 130 14368 

Republican 1000 16184 83 209 13 57 17546 

Did Not Vote 413 396 9 133 27 24 1002 

No Race 745 1209 28 55 5 23 2065 

Total 14844 18851 250 733 69 234 34981 

 

Table 3.1d 
Federal and State Partisanship, 2012 

 
 

Federal Party 

State Party Dem Rep Ind. No One Not Sure Total 

Democrat 11331 940 88 450 2245 15054 

Republican 787 12447 42 286 1742 15304 

Did Not Vote 
Race 720 637 13 213 963 2546 

No Race 1082 1173 23 110 485 2873 

Total 13920 15197 166 1059 5435 35777 

 

This classification is similar to that developed by Clarke and Stewart (1987) 

where the authors use it to analyze Canadian voting behavior. They categorize 

respondents as consistent, inconsistent or split, and single-level party identifiers. The 

measure used here expands upon this to distinguish between state-only and federal-only 

identifiers and also includes those who do not identify with a party at any level. 
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Partisan Consistency in America 

 Certainly, the vast majority of respondents in these election surveys maintain 

consistency in their partisan attachments across the levels of the American federal 

system. Table 3.2 compiles this consistency across the four elections. Important to note 

from the outset is the percentage of citizens who exhibit inconsistency in their 

partisanship in the United States. Contrary to previous contentions of less that 1%, the 

proportion of inconsistent partisans is much higher. In some elections, inconsistency 

reaches 9% of the electorate, and never is shown to be lower than 5%. This could even be 

higher given that respondents who answered the open ended “Other” category were also 

not included in the analysis. Certainly these are smaller than those who are consistent, but 

this is a substantial portion of the voting population.  

Table 3.2  
Party Identification Consistency across Four Elections 

 
 

2006 2008 2010 2012 

Consistent PID 74.25% 66.85% 82.53% 66.46% 

Inconsistent PID 8.95% 6.81% 6.50% 5.19% 

SPID only 6.80% 14.18% 2.20% 13.20% 

FPID only 7.60% 7.68% 8.00% 10.20% 

No PID 2.40% 4.48% 0.76% 4.95% 

N 19,474 18,792 34,981 35,777 

 

Based on these four elections, there seems to be lower levels in consistency 

during presidential election years. This is contrary to some expectation that the greater 

campaigning and conditioning of the electorate that goes on during presidential election 
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campaign years would correspond to higher partisan consistency. Instead we see much 

higher proportion, nearly double in fact, of voters who have partisanship at the state level, 

but none at the federal level. Initial thoughts for why this may be could be a simple 

disenchantment with federal politics in these years, possibly a greater incidence of voter 

fatigue in hearing campaign rhetoric during these years. This could also be supported by 

the noticeable increase in those who espouse no partisanship at any level in these years as 

well. Interestingly, inconsistency takes a slight decline in presidential election years, so 

voters are not abandoning consistent behavior and becoming inconsistent, they are simply 

choosing in greater numbers to not vote for federal offices, or none at all. Another theory 

could be that because there is greater levels of campaigning in these years, voters are 

provided with more information and can thus choose which elections are worthwhile to 

vote in and which ones are not. 

 

Method   

Inconsistent voters indeed constitute a sizeable portion of the American 

electorate, we can now turn the remainder of the analysis to determining what we can say 

about characteristics these voters. The forthcoming analysis will be done in three ways. 

First is to consider what factors prove significant predictors of whether a voter is 

consistent or not, combining all inconsistent categories. This creates a binary measure of 

consistency which will serve as the dependent variable in the first logistic regression 

model. However, the second method keeps the dependent variable in its most complex 

form containing five nominal categories. Using this measure we can utilize a multinomial 

logistic regression, allowing the consistent category to serve as the baseline to determine 
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which factors are significant for the other categories relative to those who are consistent. 

Multinomial logit is easier to interpret effects than multinomial probit. Multinomial 

probit assumes independent irrelevant alternatives but that assumption is unnecessary 

here, e.g. consistent versus inconsistent is not independent from not voting at state level, 

for instance (Dow and Endersby 2004). Finally, we can create another binary measure of 

consistency with just the two categories of consistent or inconsistent, ignoring those who 

have only one level of party support or none at all. This is the second logistic regression.   

Possible explanatory factors of partisan consistency are a host of socio-

demographic and personal characteristics. Included among these are respondents’ levels 

of education, gender, age, religious affiliation (both catholic and evangelical), whether 

they are African American or Hispanic, if they are a native born citizen, whether they are 

from the Southern region of the United States, the respondent’s mobility (except for 2012 

where this was not asked in the survey), and finally their strength of partisanship. This 

last variable does not consider the direction in which the individual espouses their 

partisanship, simply their intensity of the attachment.  

Table 3.3 reports the logistic regression results, for each election, for the first 

models where the dependent variable is consistent or other. We can see several trends 

across the four elections. Concerning education, college-educated respondents show 

much greater consistency in this model. Those with post graduate degrees exhibit this 

relationship to a slightly lesser degree across the four elections, but this is certainly the 

prevailing trend. Men are seen to be more likely to cast consistent partisan votes in each 

election year.  
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Table 3.3  
Logit Model for Consistent and All Others, CCES 2006-2012 

 
 2006 2008 2010 2012 

No HS -.162 
(.129) 

1.505*** 
(.170) 

.023 
(.164) 

-.199* 
(.097) 

Some College .154^ 
(.074) 

.321*** 
(.046) 

.107* 
(.050) 

.316*** 
(.036) 

Two Year .203* 
(.087) 

.283*** 
(.068) 

.056 
(.065) 

.318*** 
(.046) 

Four Year .175* 
(.072) 

.323*** 
(.047) 

-.003 
(.051) 

.400*** 
(.037) 

Post Grad .070 
(.085) 

.413*** 
(.061) 

-.082 
(.056) 

.378*** 
(.042) 

Gender .204*** 
(.039) 

.475*** 
(.035) 

.098*** 
(.030) 

.377*** 
(.025) 

Age .024** 
(.008) 

.007 
(.006) 

.025*** 
(.007) 

.036*** 
(.005) 

Age Sq -.0002* 
(.00008) 

.00004 
(.00006) 

-.0002** 
(.00006) 

-.0002*** 
(.00004) 

Catholic -.032 
(.047) 

-.080^ 
(.042) 

-.111** 
(.036) 

-.109*** 
(.030) 

Evangelical .050 
(.043) 

.164*** 
(.039) 

.192*** 
(.034) 

.200*** 
(.028) 

Black -.139* 
(.070) 

.429*** 
(.088) 

-.100^ 
(.051) 

-.173*** 
(.045) 

Hispanic -.208** 
(.078) 

.190** 
(.079) 

.169** 
(.071) 

-.111^ 
(.057) 

Native Born .104 
(.099) 

-.011 
(.047) 

-.110 
(.075) 

.091 
(.060) 

Party ID Strength .330*** 
(.019) 

.531*** 
(.017) 

.327*** 
(.014) 

.505*** 
(.012) 

South -.271*** 
(.040) 

-.270*** 
(.037) 

-.643*** 
(.030) 

-.385*** 
(.025) 

Mobility .194*** 
(.049) 

-.131** 
(.042) 

.003 
(.038) __ 

Intercept -.714** 
(.252) 

-1.264*** 
(.177) 

-.025 
(.220) 

-2.315 
(1.821) 

n 14816 17753 34568 34635 

Pseudo-R2 .03 .08 .03 .07 
Figures are estimated coefficients with robust standard errors.   
 
^Significant at the .10 level,   * Significant at the .05 level,   ** Significant at the .01 level,  
*** Significant at the .001 level 
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Likewise, older Americans are shown to have greater likelihood of casting 

consistent partisan votes as well. This finds its rationale perhaps as Morris Fiorina (1981) 

postulated in his theory of a “running tally” that voters would become more attached to 

political parties as their experience with voting proceeds. In each election other than 

2006, Evangelical Christian voters are shown to be more consistent in their voting 

behavior as well. Voters in the Southern region of the country are shown to have a higher 

incidence of inconsistent partisanship. Most important is the measure of strength of 

partisanship. This is shown to be the strongest indicator for whether a voter is consistent 

or not in their vote between state and federal elections. As expected, voters who report 

being stronger partisans, irrespective of which party they support, are more likely to vote 

for the same party in federal and state legislative elections. 

Another reasonable method of evaluating party consistency is to keep each 

category of the dependent variable distinct. Because of this, the consistency measure 

requires the use of multinomial logistic regression. This analysis was run for each of the 

four elections using the same independent predictors as before (except for the mobility 

measure which was not in the 2012 survey). The results of these models can be seen in 

the series of Tables 3.4a through 3.4d. A separate table for each year allows for direct 

comparison between each category and the baseline category, which in this case is 

consistency in vote choice. Table 3.4a shows the results for the MNL model for 2006, 

Table 3.4b for 2008, Table 3.4c for 2010, and Table 3.4d for 2012. The general evidence 

suggests that those with higher education correspond to having more likelihood of being 

nonpartisans altogether than being perfectly consistent in their voting behavior. This 

could speak to the idea of rational abstention from politics among educated individuals.  
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 Table 3.4a  
Multinomial Logit Models, Significant Predictors, CCES 2006 

 
 No Party ID FPID Only SPID Only Inconsistent 

No HS __ __ __ __ 

Some College -.420^ 
(-.224) 

-.236^ 
(.126) __ __ 

Two Year -.480^ 
(.260) 

-.483** 
(.154) __ __ 

Four Year -.485* 
(.213) 

-.410*** 
(.124 __ __ 

Post Grad __ __ __ __ 

Gender -.208^ 
(.112) 

-.481*** 
(.066) __ -.115* 

(.058) 

Age __ -.025^ 
(.013) 

-.042** 
(.014) __ 

Age Sq __ __ .0003* 
(.0001) __ 

Catholic __ __ __ __ 

Evangelical __ __ __ __ 

Black .629*** 
(.173) __ .292* 

(.116) __ 

Hispanic __ __ .577*** 
(.124) __ 

Native Born -.421*** 
(.130) __ __ __ 

Party ID Strength -.473*** 
(.052) 

-.471*** 
(.031) 

-.139*** 
(.033) 

-.313*** 
(.028) 

South .388*** 
(.113) 

.207** 
(.067) 

.462*** 
(.069) 

.152* 
(.060) 

Mobility -.421*** 
(.130) __ -.351*** 

(.082) __ 

n 14816    

Pseudo-R2 .03    
Consistent serves as the basis of comparison 
 
Figures are estimated coefficients with robust standard errors.   
 
^Significant at the .10 level,   * Significant at the .05 level,   ** Significant at the .01 level,  
*** Significant at the .001 level 
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Respondents from the southern region of the country are also again shown to have 

greater consistency in their partisanship than they are to have none at all. Remaining still 

the driving factor in each category is the role of strength of partisanship. As we would 

rightly expect, those who possess intense partisan identity are certainly more likely to be 

consistent in their partisan vote than they are to not vote for a party at all. 

For those respondents who maintain a partisan identification at the federal level 

and none at the state level, we can see again that inconsistent voters are, on par, more 

likely to be higher educated. This speaks to the idea that higher levels of education 

correspond to greater levels of political sophistication, thereby allowing these voters to 

not simply rely on the simple party identifier as a heuristic. These citizens are also more 

likely to be able to distinguish which races deserve their vote and which ones might not.  

In the latter two elections, those who identified themselves as evangelical 

Christians were also shown to be more likely to only have a federal party identification 

than a consistent one. This could speak to the general trend that this segment of the 

electorate is particularly activated during federal election campaigns recently. Keeping 

with the trend, the two most powerful predictors again are whether a voter is from the 

southern region of the country or are a strong partisan. Strong partisans are more likely to 

be consistent than to just maintain a federal partisan attachment and none at the state 

level. Adversely, southerners are more likely to be federal only partisan identifiers 

compared to those that are consistent in their identity between both levels of the 

American federal system. 
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Table 3.4b  
Multinomial Logit Models, Significant Predictors, CCES 2008 

 
 No Party ID FPID Only SPID Only Inconsistent 

No HS -2.288*** 
(.347) 

-1.687*** 
(.276) 

-1.519*** 
(.221) 

-.859** 
(.304) 

Some College -.749*** 
(.103) 

-.259*** 
(.081) 

-.273*** 
(.061) 

-.249** 
(.084) 

Two Year -.577*** 
(.153) 

-.477*** 
(.132) 

-.168^ 
(.089) __ 

Four Year -.743*** 
(.110) 

-.133^ 
(.081) 

-.326*** 
(.064) 

-.295*** 
(.085) 

Post Grad -1.367*** 
(.195) __ -.476*** 

(.086) 
-.339** 
(.108) 

Gender -1.002*** 
(.084) 

-.319*** 
(.060) 

-.629*** 
(.047) __ 

Age -.034* 
(.014) __ __ __ 

Age Sq __ __ .0002* 
(.0001) __ 

Catholic __ __ __ .125^ 
(.075) 

Evangelical -.286** 
(.093) 

-.119^ 
(.067) 

-.186*** 
(.053) __ 

Black -.309^ 
(.182) 

-.701*** 
(.153) 

-.247* 
(.111) 

-.697*** 
(.197) 

Hispanic __ -.578*** 
(.154) __ -.355* 

(.160) 

Native Born __ __ __ __ 

Party ID Strength -.875*** 
(.037) 

-.490*** 
(.028) 

-.460*** 
(.023) 

-.528*** 
(.029) 

South .299*** 
(.086) 

.835*** 
(.061) __ __ 

Mobility .294*** 
(.090) __ .217*** 

(.054) __ 

n 17753    

Pseudo-R2 .06    
Consistent serves as the basis of comparison 
 
Figures are estimated coefficients with robust standard errors.   
 
^Significant at the .10 level,   * Significant at the .05 level,   ** Significant at the .01 level,  
*** Significant at the .001 level 
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As stated before, perhaps the most perplexing of the categories in the partisan consistency 

measure are respondents who exhibit partisan vote at the state level but not the federal 

level simply because these voters defy most conventional wisdom regarding American 

politics.  

Table 3.4c  
Multinomial Logit Models, Significant Predictors, CCES 2010 

 
 No Party ID FPID Only SPID Only Inconsistent 

No HS __ .566* 
(.245) __ -.904*** 

(.284) 

Some College -.386^ 
(.211) 

-.310*** 
(.070) __ __ 

Two Year __ -.313*** 
(.092) __ .230* 

(.098) 

Four Year __ -.186** 
(.070) __ .222** 

(.080) 

Post Grad __ __ __ -.339** 
(.108) 

Gender -.446*** 
(.131) __ -.232** 

(.076) __ 

Age -.109*** 
(.025) 

-.027** 
(.010) 

-.040* 
(.017) __ 

Age Sq .0009*** 
(.0002) 

.0002^ 
(.0001) 

.0003^ 
(.0002) __ 

Catholic __ .141** 
(.050) __ .125^ 

(.075) 

Evangelical -.286^ 
(.147) 

-.205*** 
(.047) 

-.304*** 
(.087) __ 

Black .485* 
(.194) 

-.134^ 
(.075) 

.458*** 
(.113) 

-.697*** 
(.197) 

Hispanic __ -.753*** 
(.120) 

.642*** 
(.141) 

-.355* 
(.160) 

Native Born __ .226* 
(.114) __ __ 

Party ID Strength -.633*** 
(.059) 

-.234*** 
(.019) 

-.109** 
(.037) 

-.528*** 
(.029) 

South .760*** 
(.129) 

.906*** 
(.041) 

.898*** 
(.076) __ 

Mobility __ __ __ __ 

n 34568    

Pseudo-R2 .04    
Consistent serves as the basis of comparison 
 
Figures are estimated coefficients with robust standard errors.   
 
^Significant at the .10 level,   * Significant at the .05 level,   ** Significant at the .01 level,  
*** Significant at the .001 level 
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We would expect some group to only vote in federal elections, as these are the 

most high profile, and perhaps even simpler of an explanation, they appear at the top of 

the voting ballot, both of which could understandably create only federal-level partisans. 

However the citizens in this category are those that only identify their partisanship at the 

state level and none at the federal. We can glean some idea of who these voters are and 

their tendencies from the analysis. The relationship with education seems the most 

tenuous in this category, but it does seem that the highest educated citizens, those who 

have completed a four year college degree or those who have gone on to post graduate 

degrees do seem to be more likely to fall in this category.  

This should be associated with higher levels of political sophistication. The idea 

of political sophistication and its variations among individuals has a rich history in 

political science research (e.g. Althaus 1998; Bartels 1996; Converse 1964; Delli Carpini 

and Keeter 1996; Goren 2004; Luskin 1990; Zaller 1992). More educated, more 

sophisticated voters are able to hold conflicting goals in mind without cognitive 

dissonance. Voters with higher levels of political sophistication could realize that these 

“lower” level elections might indeed correspond to having a greater impact on their daily 

lives. This speaks to famous words of former Speaker of the House Tip O’Neill that “all 

politics is local” and those who understand this may be more inclined to vote only in 

these elections. The south again seems to be explanatory of those who fall into this 

category, possibly indicating what some have thought of as disenchantment with federal 

politics among many southerners, particularly in recent years. At the risk of sounding 

redundant, party identification strength again behaves in the expected direction in this 
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category; these voters are simply the ones most likely to be consistent compared to all 

categories.     

 Relative to consistent partisan voters, those who are inconsistent – meaning they 

vote for two different parties in their federal and state votes – are statistically more likely 

to be better educated, again speaking to the political sophistication factor. Most of the 

other factors are shown to have tenuous relationship across all four elections. The only 

factor that again proves unwavering is the strength of partisan identification. African 

American voters are shown to be more likely consistent in presidential election years, 

possibly attributed to greater mobilization of partisan voters in presidential election years. 

Exactly the opposite can be said for southern voters in off-year elections, who are much 

more consistent in these elections than during presidential election years. Hispanic voters 

were shown to be more likely to be consistent in their partisan voting in the 2008 

election, which could be a combination of factors about the issues of the campaign that 

year focusing on immigration, and also the general wave of support that Barack Obama 

achieved in this segment of the electorate that had largely been unable to be shored up by 

any particular party.     
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Table 3.4d  
Multinomial Logit Models, Significant Predictors, CCES 2012 

 
 No Party ID FPID Only SPID Only Inconsistent 

No HS .452* 
(.182) __ .344** 

(.123) 
-.452^ 
(.241) 

Some College -.686*** 
(.075) 

-.221*** 
(.057) 

-.308*** 
(.049) 

-.235*** 
(.074) 

Two Year -.603*** 
(.098) 

-.215*** 
(.074) 

-.315*** 
(.063) 

-.309** 
(.098) 

Four Year -.896*** 
(.080) __ -.543*** 

(.052) 
-.308*** 

(.076) 

Post Grad -.874*** 
(.096) __ -.650*** 

(.062) 
-.228^ 
(.084) 

Gender -.635*** 
(.056) 

-.227*** 
(.038) 

-.552*** 
(.035) 

-.101* 
(.051) 

Age -.053*** 
(.010) 

.017* 
(.008) 

-.050*** 
(.006) 

-.034*** 
(.010) 

Age Sq .0002^ 
(.0001) 

-.0002** 
(.0001) 

.0002*** 
(.0001) 

.0002** 
(.0001) 

Catholic __ .087^ 
(.047) 

.089* 
(.043) 

.242*** 
(.060) 

Evangelical -.526*** 
(.066) 

-.184*** 
(.042) 

-.168*** 
(.039) __ 

Black .337*** 
(.095) 

.148* 
(.067) 

.257*** 
(.061 __ 

Hispanic __ -.262* 
(.104) 

.321*** 
(.073) __ 

Native Born -.226^ 
(.123) __ -.186* 

(.080) __ 

Party ID Strength -.854*** 
(.026) 

-.320*** 
(.018) 

-.523*** 
(.016) 

-.552*** 
(.024) 

South .501*** 
(.056) 

.729*** 
(.038) 

.224*** 
(.036) 

-.097^ 
(.056) 

Mobility __ __ __ __ 

n 34635    

Pseudo-R2 .06    
Consistent serves as the basis of comparison 
 
Figures are estimated coefficients with robust standard errors.   
 
^Significant at the .10 level,   * Significant at the .05 level,   ** Significant at the .01 level,  
*** Significant at the .001 level 
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Results from the final logistic regression models where the dependent variable is 

simply consistent or inconsistent are shown in Table 3.5. The dependent variable is vote 

across the two election contests (House of Representatives and state legislature (coded 1 

for consistent and 0 for inconsistent, respectively). Lesser educated citizens, as 

represented by those who have not completed a high school diploma are shown to be 

more likely to be consistent in their partisanship. This is quite possibly because of the 

power of party labels as a voting heuristic for less educated voters (Downs 1957; Lupia 

and McCubbins 1998; Popkin 1991; Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock 1991; Lau and 

Redlawsk 2001). In the two most recent elections, Evangelicals are shown to be more 

likely to be consistent than inconsistent in their partisan behavior, which goes to support 

the often speculated trend in recent elections for the Republican Party monopolizing this 

segment of the electorate’s vote. Also interesting again is to note that African Americans 

are shown to be statistically more consistent in their partisanship during presidential 

election years.  

Finally strength of party identification remains the driving factor for Americans in 

their vote choice consistency. This goes back to the original nature speculated of 

American voters, that they have a considerable attachment to parties in general, even if 

parties are not as strong in America as they are in other democracies around the world. 

American truly is a nation of weak parties but strong partisans. However as the analysis 

here has shown, there are those who behave in an inconsistent manner, and we are able to 

analyze these voters to determine their characteristics. Weak partisans are often dual 

partisans. In other words, weak partisans often support different party candidates for 

similar office at the federal and state levels. This offers another point of view on party 
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attachment. Some voters, characterized by social and demographic indicators discussed 

above, have divided party loyalty of different levels of government. Federalism itself may 

influence party system organization and, by extension, voter decisions.   

Table 3.5 
Logit Model for Consistent and Inconsistent 

 
 2006 2008 2010 2012 

No HS -.212 
(.192) 

.956** 
(.316) 

.933*** 
(.285) 

.466^ 
(.242) 

Some College .017 
(.110) 

.254* 
(.084) 

-.102 
(.079) 

.245*** 
(.074) 

Two Year .006 
(.128) 

.199 
(.124) 

-.231* 
(.098) 

.314*** 
(.098) 

Four Year .008 
(.108) 

.306*** 
(.086) 

-.215** 
(.080) 

.324*** 
(.076) 

Post Grad .002 
(.128) 

.357*** 
(.109) 

-.190* 
(.089) 

.245** 
(.085) 

Gender .126* 
(.058) 

.106^ 
(.063) 

.159*** 
(.045) 

-.095^ 
(.051) 

Age .008 
(.012) 

.002 
(.012) 

.001 
(.011) 

.037*** 
(.010) 

Age Sq -.0001 
(.0001) 

-.00004 
(.0001) 

-.00002 
(.0001) 

-.003** 
(.00009) 

Catholic -.021 
(.071) 

-.136^ 
(.075) 

-.150** 
(.054) 

-.251*** 
(.061) 

Evangelical .002 
(.064) 

.106 
(.072) 

.134* 
(.052) 

.051 
(.059) 

Black .009 
(.110) 

.732*** 
(.200) 

-.175* 
(.081) 

.167 
(.114) 

Hispanic -.107 
(.121) 

.348* 
(.161) 

.017 
(.106) 

-.107 
(.120) 

Native Born -.080 
(.157) 

-.123 
(.084) 

-.036 
(.111) 

-.186 
(.139) 

Party ID Strength .317*** 
(.028) 

.529*** 
(.029) 

.476*** 
(.021) 

.559*** 
(.024) 

South -.151* 
(.060) 

-.034 
(.070) 

-.180*** 
(.048) 

.123* 
(.056) 

Mobility .055 
(.075) 

-.017 
(.082) 

.028 
(.057) __ 

Intercept 1.126** 
(.388) 

.623^ 
(.335) 

1.415*** 
(.347) 

-3.281 
(3.521) 

n 12370 13164 30790 25032 
Pseudo-R2 .02 .05 .04 .05 
Figures are estimated coefficients with robust standard errors.  
  
^Significant at the .10 level,  * Significant at the .05 level,  ** Significant at the .01 level,  *** Significant 
at the .001 level 
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Conclusions 

 We began this chapter with two goals. The first was to rectify the oversight by 

assuming that there is not a substantial portion of the American electorate who vote for 

parties inconsistently. As was shown, this portion of the electorate should not be 

uninvestigated. With their importance illustrated, we then turned toward the second goal 

of the analysis, to determine who these voters were. Said another way, what 

characteristics do we find among those voters who vote inconsistently, not just for 

different parties in federal and state elections, but also those who voted in only one or the 

other, or perhaps none at all. Using three variations of the consistency measure, including 

one that is more broadly conceptualized than in all previous literature, we were able to 

glean some of the trends into the characteristics of these voters. This was done in the 

spirit of the Michigan tradition, namely that of Campbell et al.’s The American Voter as a 

largely exploratory analysis to simply learn all we could about this painfully overlooked 

segment of the American population.  

All things considered, and surprising to few perhaps, the strength with which a 

person identifies with any political party greatly impacts their voting behavior. The 

strongest partisans are the most likely to be consistent in their vote choice in both federal 

and state level elections. This factor hold true across all models and all years of the 

analysis. No matter how you shake the dice, the American electorate is noted for its 

partisan identity.  

Voters with higher levels of education are generally shown to be more likely to 

exhibit inconsistency – in any of its forms – than those with less education. Again, the 

most likely explanation for this in our estimation is supported by the literature on political 
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sophistication and party label voting heuristics. Overall men are shown to be the more 

consistent in their partisan identification than females. Southern voters are also shown to 

be more likely to have inconsistencies in their partisan voting behaviors as well between 

levels of the American federal system.  

The next step for this research is to investigate this same phenomenon in different 

settings. Specifically, the next two chapters will conduct this same kind of analysis in two 

similar systems of Canada and Germany, to see what similarities and differences there are 

between these three countries. In Canada, survey questions allow us to examine whether 

party vote dissonances are more a function of split-ticket voting or if in fact there are 

voters with dual party support.            
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 

 

Consistency of Party Identification: Canadian Voter Uniformity of Federal  

and Provincial Party Choice across Several Elections* 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*Earlier drafts of this chapter were prepared in conjunction with James W. Endersby and 

Steven E. Galatas.   
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Party identification is a citizen’s long-term attachment to one political party.  

Whether Canadian voters actually have a long-term party attachment is the subject of 

some scholarly debate.  The American perspective, with a tradition of weak parties but 

strong partisanship, contrasts with the Canadian environment of strong parties but weak 

partisanship.  In parliamentary systems, voters typically choose among parties rather than 

casting a personal vote, by dividing up votes among candidates for different offices and 

parties, so (short-term) partisanship may be synonymous with party vote choice.  This 

paper considers party identification in terms of consistency of party choice.  Weaker 

partisan orientation of Canadians is part institutional, part cultural, and in part due to 

variance in survey questions in the different countries (Blais, Gidengil, Nadeau, & 

Nevitte 2001; Hansen 2003).  However, partisanship can also be affected by the 

institutional structure of the federal state and the coordination of political party 

organizations at the national and provincial levels. 

Canadian voters are often described as possessing flexible partisanship, that is, 

partisanship that varies significantly over time and across levels of government.  Studies 

of the Canadian electorate often focus on the shifts across parties at a level of government 

or of the macro-causes of flexible partisanship, yet less attention has been paid to the 

patterns or shifts in party identification across levels of government: federal versus 

provincial.  These patterns are especially important in certain provinces such as Quebec 

and Saskatchewan where the parties contesting provincial elections lack one or more 

corresponding parties at the federal level, or in provinces such as British Columbia where 

electoral competition among the parties varies across levels of government.  Using data 

from recent Canadian National Election studies, this chapter re-examines party 



78 
 

identification across levels of government, focusing on individual-level, that is, voter 

variation in party identification.  This chapter notes differences in party identification 

across levels of government and defines partisan consistency.  The difference among 

partisan consistency is a function of several factors socioeconomic and demographic 

factors as well as general perceptions regarding the political system.   

Party Identification in Canada 

The study of the role of party identification in Canadian voting behavior 

developed from the research of Sniderman, Forbes, and Melzer (1974), who assert that 

earlier views of cleavage in Canadian politics was that of leadership and factions.  By 

faction, the authors referred to the plethora of small political parties and interest groups 

that existed at the time of the founding of the Canadian political system or emerged in the 

time immediately following the creation of the Confederation in 1867.  The founders of 

the Confederation engineered two large, yet largely indistinguishable parties, the 

Conservatives and the Liberals.  These parties were to be elite driven cadres that offered 

little in the way of alternatives, that were substantively indistinguishable in ideology, and 

that harmonized differences across factions within the electorate.  This design was to 

suppress potential divisions among Canadian voters that could prove harmful to the unity 

of the new country such as ethno-linguistic community and religious affiliation.  As a 

result, party loyalty became associated with party leaders, not strong partisan ties.  

Support for minor parties (such as the NDP) was distinctive because it was based on 

principles or ideology (Englemann and Schwartz 1967) but support for major parties was 

not.  Because partisan ties were weak, the Canadian electorate demonstrated electoral 

volatility and party instability over time. 

This approach to partisanship stands in contrast to the approach of Campbell, 

Converse, Miller, and Stokes (1960) in the United States.  Here, party identification is 

conceptualized as a long-term loyalty of voters to a specific party. It is also important that 
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voters evaluate political parties similarly across elections, as is the case in the United 

States (Endersby and Hinich 1992).  In other words, there may be a critical difference 

between party identification and party loyalty—the first may indicate a strong short-term 

relationship which may change but the later implies that party evaluations stay for the 

long term.  Jenson (1975) comments on this difference when interpreting the results of 

Sniderman, Forbes, and Melzer (1974). Moreover, the notion of party identification from 

The American Voter onward contains two components: direction and strength.  Direction 

refers to the specific party to which the voter identifies, such as the Conservative party or 

the Liberal party or the Bloc Québécois in the Canadian context.  The strength 

component refers to how intensely the voter identifies with the party.  Thus, we might 

describe voters, or a voter might describe herself, as “strongly Conservative,” 

“moderately Liberal,” and so forth.   

In examining Canadian party identification, Sniderman, Forbes, and Melzer 

(1974) rely on electoral returns from 1926 to 1972 and Canadian election survey data for 

1965 and 1968.  They find that party identification is no more volatile than in Britain and 

United States, although they do observe some regional differences.  Archer (1987) finds 

evidence that party identification holds strong, consistent effects on vote choice, although 

there are smaller impacts of short-term factors like issue voting, leadership effects, and 

social and demographic characteristics of voters.  Clarke and Stewart (1987), however, 

distinguish between stability of national/federal party identification and a deeper form of 

partisan consistency.  They confirm, through election survey data, that many Canadians 

support different political parties at different levels of government. They categorize 

respondents as consistent, inconsistent or split, and single-level party identifiers, similar 

to the classification scheme below. Canadian federalism and other institutional structures 

influence partisan consistency.  If party identification becomes more volatile across 

Canadian elections as suggested by some earlier research, Martinez (1990) proposes that 

this may cause issues of cognitive consistency among individuals.  A voter’s level of 
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political sophistication influences the ability to hold split partisan loyalties for each level 

of government and the tendency to use party identification as a guide to vote choice in an 

election.   

While these studies suggest that party identification is a determinant of vote 

choice, and perhaps a motivation for people to cast a vote on Election Day, two contrary 

trends appear in the literature on Canadian voting behavior: declining party identification 

over time and inconsistent identification across elections and levels of government.  In 

the former case, changes have occurred over time in terms of voter loyalty to specific 

parties and in terms of the strength of that identification.  In the latter case, large 

segments of the Canadian electorate seem to hold dual partisanships.  Voters appear to 

identify with one party at the federal level and another party at the provincial level.  

Regionalism is central to understand the political dynamics of the Canadian 

confederation (Schwartz 1974, Young and Archer 2002).   

These trends were first detected over a generation ago.  Clarke and Kornberg 

(1993) find that negativism toward the political parties increased in the 1960s. The 

resulting lukewarm feelings toward political parties corresponded with weakness and 

instability in party identification, leading to increasingly lower levels of party 

identification with the two major political parties of the time: the Liberal party and the 

Progressive Conservative party.  Evidence of weakened party identification is also found 

in other studies of the Canadian electorate in the 1970s (Pammett, et al. 1977; LeDuc 

1985).  These trends continued into the 21st Century (Stephenson, Scotto, and Kornberg 

2004; Merolla, Stephenson, and Zechmeister 2008, Clarke and McCutcheon 2009), with 

short-term factors like party leadership and issue voting overpowering the instability of 

party identification and influencing vote choice at a given election. 

To explain the declining party identification and inconsistency in party 

identification, scholars began to examine the potential causes and implications of the 

trends.  Pammett et al. (1977) suggest an explanation for the apparent dealignment that 
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began in the 1970s: flexible partisanship.  Flexible partisans maintain inconsistent 

identification across levels of government based upon two factors.  First, the issues that 

are important during an election campaign or on election day vary tremendously across 

levels of government.  Thus, federal campaigns focus on issues like constitutional reform, 

the national economy, etc., while provincial elections focus on more localized or 

regionalized issues.  Second, the issues that matter vary over time across levels of 

government, so that changes occur but not consistently at the federal and provincial level 

simultaneously.  In addition, flexible partisans with low levels of interest in elections are 

more likely to choose a candidate based upon party leader images, than those with higher 

levels of interest in elections.  LeDuc, et al. (1980, 1984) build on this notion by finding 

additional evidence of flexible partisanship over time.   

Moreover, variance in party identification across levels of government has been 

linked to provincial political culture (Uslaner 1989).  Differences between those with 

split, or inconsistent, identification and consistent identification across levels of 

government reflect esoteric nuances at the provincial level.  Thus, what drives 

inconsistency in Nova Scotia may be different from that in Quebec, Ontario, or Manitoba.  

In addition, the level of trust in government does not appear to relate to the inconsistency 

of party identification across levels of government.  Uslaner finds little evidence that 

those with inconsistent party identification trust their provincial government more than 

the federal government, or vice-versa.  Yet, inconsistency in party identification based 

upon survey data across Anglo-American countries may reflect variation in question 

wording and potential answers, suggesting that the degree of dealignment in Canada may 

be overstated (Blais et al. 2001). 

However, these studies were mostly conducted during the era of two-party 

dominance in Canada or relied upon data from that era.  Throughout the 1960s, 1970s, 

and 1980s, the axis of federal party competition focused upon the Liberal party versus the 

Conservative party, with both major parties forming governments throughout this period.  
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On rare occasions, a short-lived minority government was a harbinger of a transition in 

power from one party to another.  Other parties like the Social Credit party early in this 

period, or later the New Democratic Party, received only a handful of seats in a given 

federal election.  In contrast, the dynamics of party competition and party systems at the 

provincial level were quite different.  For example, this same era saw the rise of the Parti 

Québécois in Quebec and the overwhelming dominance of the Progressive Conservative 

Party in Ontario, among other deviations from trends at the federal level.    

The political landscape at the federal level shifted with the collapse of the old 

Progressive Conservative Party in the 1993 federal election.  In this election the Bloc 

Québécois and the Reform Party entered the Canadian House of Commons for the first 

time, based on strategic voting and political issue positions (Bélanger 2004).  The Bloc 

became the dominant party at the federal level in Quebec and competed only in Quebec, 

remaining organizational distinct from any provincial party yet sharing common issues 

and complementary leadership.  The Reform party captured many seats in western 

provinces.  By the turn of the century, consolidation on the right of center occurred 

through the merger of the Progressive Conservative Party and the Reform Party to create 

the contemporary Conservative Party.   

Thus, existence of flexible partisanship is in part a function of federalism (Blake 

1982, Clarke and Stewart 1987, Bowler 1990).  Using data from federal and provincial 

elections in the 1970s and early 1980s, Blake discovers sixty percent of voters maintain 

inconsistent identifications across levels of government. Because some parties perform 

better in provincial elections while others perform better in federal elections, voters tend 

to develop dual loyalties.  Blake concludes that as the perception of the gap in a party’s 

performance at the two levels increases, dual partisanship becomes more likely for a 

voter.  In British Columbia, for example, federal and provincial representation inhabits 

two political worlds (Blake, Elkins & Johnston 1985).  Bowler (1990) finds similar 

patterns and reaches similar conclusions using data from the same time period.  Bélanger 
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(2004) finds the emergence of the Bloc Quebecois and Reform Party in 1993 to be a 

function of alienation from the existing Federal parties, allowing these regionally based 

parties to enter government.  In contrast, Clarke and Stewart (1987) agree that federalism, 

and regionalism, are part of the cause of flexible partisanship in Canada. The authors 

place part of the explanation on other factors as well, including the weak linkage between 

social and demographic characteristics of voters and vote choice.   

Flexible or inconsistent partisanship based on regional differences is not limited 

to Canada.  In the United States, for example, Democrats were the substantial majority in 

the Solid South for many decades; Republicans could not compete effectively on the state 

level yet Southern voters often supported Republican Presidential candidates by large 

margins.  Jennings and Niemi (1966), for example, distinguish American voters as 

consistent and mixed identifiers at the national, state and local levels.  Other explanations 

may also apply to differences in Canada.  Erikson and Filippov (2001) use aggregate 

electoral results to suggest that Canadians may use provincial elections to balance party 

control at the federal level.  Gaines (1999) uses election returns to show that Canadian 

federalism intervenes in the relationship between electoral law and party systems.  

Canada appears to be an important and unusual case, and its federal structure is worthy of 

further research.   

 

Using Election Results to Measure Partisan Consistency 

Aggregate election results may suggest whether party voting is relative consistent.  

Political observers and scholars have commented on voters who elect different parties to 

represent the province in Ottawa and in the provincial capital (see, for instance, Scarrow 

1960).  However, measuring partisan consistency from election returns is somewhat 

difficult as federal and provincial electoral districts do not coincide.  Although Canadian 

electoral districts conform more to historical and geographical relationships and less with 

the decennial American preoccupation with equal representation and application of a one 
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person one vote standard.  However, provincial districts do not conform to federal 

districts.  One exception is the province of Ontario.  From 1996 to 2005, districts for the 

Ontario Legislative Assembly are geographically identical to those for the federal House 

of Commons. That is, for MPP elections in 1999 and 2003, provincial and federal 

electoral districts were identical. Only minor boundary changes were made in advance of 

the 2007 provincial general election.  This similarity allows a comparison of party voting 

for federal and provincial legislators in proximate elections—something akin to straight 

party voting in the American context.   

Table 4.1 compares the political party for winners within the same federal and 

provincial electoral district for the October 10, 2007, Ontario election and the October 14, 

2008, Canadian federal election.  Nearly two-thirds, 65%, of all ridings elected legislators 

for the same party for both the federal and provincial parliaments.  Nearly all of the split 

ticket districts (34/37) provided support for the Conservative majority in the Provincial 

Parliament while electing Liberal or NDP (minority party) members to the House of 

Commons.  Of course, other factors, such as an incumbency advantage (at either 

governmental level), could influence split party outcomes.   

 
Table 4.1 

Party Voting Consistency in Ontario: 
Provincial and Federal Electoral Districts, 2007-2008 

 2007 Provincial Election 
2008 Federal 

Election Conservative Liberal NDP Provincial Total 

Conservative 
 36 0 2 38 

Liberal 
 24 26 1 51 

NDP 
 10 0 7 17 

Federal Total 70 26 10 106 
One district that is not in the 2008 Federal Election (Timiskaming—Cochrane) which 
was a win for the Conservative Party in the 2007 Provincial Election, all others are 
consistent between the two elections. 
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Thirty-five percent of electoral districts have split outcomes; federal and 

provincial legislators are elected from different parties within the same electoral district.  

This rate is higher than that of U.S. congressional districts carried by a Representative of 

one party and the President of another party except for landslide presidential elections of 

1972 and 1984.  As a means of comparison, setting aside those two presidential 

landslides, split congressional district outcomes in the post-war era range from 34% to 

less than 14% (Ornstein, Mann, and Malbin 2008; Davidson, Oleszek and Lee 2012: 91).  

It should be noted, however, that campaign cooperation between federal and provincial 

parties may be stronger in Ontario than in other Canadian provinces (Esselment 2010).   

This Ontario example, like much of the research discussed above, aims to predict 

Canadians’ party vote choices for federal (or provincial) members of parliament rather 

than analyzing partisan identification.  Using party support in provincial elections as an 

explanatory variable for federal vote choice is not unrelated (see Stewart and Clarke 

1998, Clough 2007), but this does not analyze long-term affiliation—the important 

component of party identification.  This chapter’s purpose is to investigate and measure 

the strength or consistency of party identification.  This analysis follows the example of 

Uslaner (1990) and Clarke and Stewart (1998) who compare self-reported party 

identification in federal and provincial politics.  The key substantive issue is whether 

federal and provincial partisanship is consistent (for the same or similar parties) or 

inconsistent (any other case).   

The electoral viability of major parties has considerable viability in Canadian 

politics.  Throughout its political history, only two parties have ever formed the 

government—the Conservatives and the Liberals—though minority governments have 

not been uncommon in the modern era.  Notable shifts in viability occurred when the 

Progressive Conservative Party, the largest and governing party in the House of 

Commons after 1988, became only the fifth largest party in the House with only two seats 



86 
 

after the 1993 federal election.  The Bloc Québécois became the second largest party in 

the House of Commons and the Official Opposition although the organization only fields 

candidates within the province of Quebec.  The more recent decline in viability of the 

Liberal Party, the dominant federal party from 1993 to the mid-2000s, has not been as 

dramatic.  Still, the New Democratic Party (NDP) is now the Official Opposition as 

second largest party in the House since the 2011 federal election.  The fortunes of many 

provincial parties have experienced similar variability.  For instance, the Conservative 

Party of Canada does well within the province of British Columbia, however, the 

Conservatives essentially are non-competitive in provincial elections in BC.  

Conservative voters tend to cast ballots for the BC Liberal Party in provincial elections; 

the NDP is the only other viable party.  Voters throughout Canadian ridings do not 

necessarily have candidates of the same party/coalition on the ballots in federal and 

provincial elections.  

  

Using Canadian Survey Data to Measure Partisan Consistency 

Data to investigate the consistency of partisan identification come from the 

Canadian Election Studies.  The CES includes panel surveys for the 38th, 39th, and 40th 

General Elections of June 28, 2004, January 23, 2006, and October 14, 2008.  The total 

number of respondents across all three waves is 9,639; of course, the sample size varies 

for each election year and for comparisons between years.  The panel allows a 

comparison of partisanship from one (federal) election period to a subsequent election.  

After the 2011 election, Canadian federal elections occur at fixed dates, on the third 

Monday in October of the fourth calendar year after the election.  Although constitutional 

interpretation may allow dissolution of federal Parliament and call for an earlier election, 

this may be the last opportunity to measure partisan consistency at three points during a 

four year period.   
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Partisan preferences from consecutive questions2 asked in each post-election 

survey.  In the 2004 and 2006 post-election survey instruments federal party 

identification (FPID) is elicited from the question, “If a federal election were held today, 

which party would you vote for?” followed by a list of federal parties.  For 2008, the 

survey conducted only during the campaign period asks “In federal politics do you 

usually think of yourself a Liberal, Conservative, N.D.P., Bloc Québécois, Green Party, 

or none of these?”  For all three surveys, the item measuring provincial party 

identification (PPID) remains constant: “If a provincial election were held today in 

[province], which party would you vote for?” followed by a list of political parties 

competing in that province.  We construct a measure of partisan consistency from these 

questions.  We include the Green Party as it competes nationally on the federal level and 

in many provincial districts although the Green candidates are elected to only a few 

offices.  The survey includes the Green Party consistently, so we include the Greens in 

our analysis as well.  Respondents who refused or could not answer a partisanship 

question are excluded from the analysis, along with the small number of respondents who 

identify with other minor political parties.   

The panel surveys also include a battery of items regarding respondent 

demographic and personal characteristics.  These include the respondent’s gender, 

ethnicity, education, religion, region, and attitudes toward political parties and toward 

Canada.  These factors are utilized, below, to explain variation in partisan consistency 

among Canadians. Descriptive statistics for all variables used in this chapter are included 

in the Appendix.  

We assess partisan consistency in federal and provincial politics by developing a 

                                                 
2 In 2006, provincial party identification is asked first and federal party identification follows immediately.  
In 2004, the survey item for federal partisanship, followed directly by province partisanship.  In 2008, the 
federal item appears first and the provincial items follows, but several items on federal parties and election 
administration intervene.  All pre-election surveys include questions on vote intention, but not an item on 
partisanship, with the exception of 2008 which includes the question on FPID.  This analysis uses only 
post-election questions to maintain uniformity in the data analysis. 
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nominal five point measure.  The series of Table 4.2 (a, b, and c) compares federal and 

provincial partisanship for respondents in the 2004, 2006, and 2008 Canadian Election 

Studies.  Dashed lines divide the responses into four quadrants, which help classify 

respondents’ federal-provincial partisanship consistency.   

Partisan Consistency or FPID-PPID agreement: this category includes 

respondents who consider themselves as a member of the same, or similar, party at both 

the federal and provincial level.  Certainly a Quebec voter loyal to the Bloc Québécois 

and the Parti Québécois shares similar partisan orientation.  We also pair the 

Saskatchewan Party with the federal Conservatives, although there is no organizational 

connection.  We also match a support for the Action démocratique du Québec (ADQ) 

with the Conservative Party of Canada.  Here, the direct links between provincial and 

federal levels are absent; however, leadership of the ADQ primarily came from the 

Liberal Party of Quebec in order to form a right-wing alternative in provincial politics.  

Districts in which the ADQ did well also had stronger support for the federal 

Conservatives. Some of the party leadership explicitly campaigned for the CPC in federal 

elections, but there was no formal linkage.  The ADQ merged with the Coalition Avenir 

Québec in early 2012. In most cases, partisan consistency simply indicates partisan 

identification with the same party in federal and provincial elections.  The shaded cells of 

the upper left quadrant within each comparison of Table 5.2 identify cases of partisan 

consistency.   

Partisan Inconsistency or FPID-PPID disagreement: this category consists of 

respondents who identify with one party at the federal party and a different party at the 

provincial level.  The exceptions are those party pairs noted above as partisan 

consistency.  The unshaded cells of each upper left quadrant identify cases with partisan 

inconsistency.   

Federal Partisanship Only: some respondents express political party preference at 

the federal level, but report no particular partisan orientation at the provincial level.  
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These respondents thus hold partisanship that is neither consistent nor inconsistent, rather 

it is simply incomplete.  As more information is available to potential voters regarding 

federal elections, it is unsurprising if a respondent identifies with a federal party but not 

with a provincial party.  Cells in the lower left quadrant of Table 4.2 comparison identify 

those with federal partisanship only.   

Provincial Partisanship Only: similar in construction to the previous category, 

respondents here express identification with a provincial party but no particular 

identification with a party at the federal level.  Cases with provincial partisanship only 

are found in the upper right quadrant with Table 4.2.   

Nonpartisan: These respondents express no party affiliation at either the federal 

or provincial level.  These nonpartisans appear in the various cells in the lower right 

quadrant of Table 4.2 comparisons. 
 

 Table 4.2a 
Federal and Provincial Partisanship, 2004 

Federal Party 

Provincial 
Party Liberal Conservative NDP BQ Green 

Would 
Not 
Vote 

Would 
Spoil 
Ballot 

It 
Depends 

Don’t 
Know Total 

Liberal 618 73 19 16 17 0 0 14 23 780 

Conservative 107 571 15 0 9 1 0 9 16 728 

NDP 108 28 300 1 5 1 0 10 11 464 

Alliance/Reform 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

BQ 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 

Social Credit 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

PQ 8 9 6 214 2 1 0 2 3 245 

ADQ 11 11 4 22 1 0 1 1 2 53 

SK Party 8 25 2 0 1 0 0 0 4 40 

Green 5 2 11 0 50 0 0 0 3 71 

Would Not Vote 4 0 0 0 0 52 0 0 1 57 

Would Spoil 
Ballot 0 0 2 0 1 0 3 0 0 6 

It Depends 22 17 10 1 3 0 0 440 7 100 

Don’t Know 85 75 27 15 8 7 0 5 193 415 

Total 976 814 396 270 97 62 4 81 263 2963 
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Table 4.2b 
Federal and Provincial Partisanship, 2006 

Federal Party 

Provincial 
Party Liberal Conservative NDP BQ Green 

Would 
Not 
Vote 

Would 
Spoil 
Ballot 

It 
Depends 

Don’t 
Know Total 

Liberal 499 195 63 4 20 4 0 20 46 851 

Conservative 64 660 18 0 10 2 1 10 28 793 

NDP 90 50 328 5 20 4 1 4 17 519 

Green 6 13 8 0 37 0 1 1 2 68 

PQ 3 46 19 213 3 2 2 3 4 295 

ADQ 3 46 10 16 6 0 0 0 3 84 

SK Party 4 42 2 0 2 0 0 0 1 51 
Would Not 
Vote 2 1 1 1 1 28 0 0 1 35 

Would Spoil 
Ballot 0 2 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 6 

It Depends 7 15 4 2 1 1 0 23 6 59 

Don’t Know 51 92 29 6 13 4 0 7 113 315 

Total 729 1162 482 247 113 45 9 68 221 3076 

 
Table 4.2c 

Federal and Provincial Partisanship, 2008 

Federal Party 

Provincial  
Party Liberal Conservative NDP BQ Green None of 

These 
Don’t 
Know Total 

Liberal 665 165 37 6 15 133 12 1003 

Conservative 66 619 6 0 3 83 6 783 

NDP 74 31 287 1 18 71 6 488 

PQ 10 8 15 215 10 28 0 286 

ADQ 9 33 6 10 1 16 2 77 

SK Party 9 39 1 0 1 12 0 62 

Green 11 7 2 0 41 24 1 86 
Would Not 
Vote 4 6 2 3 0 33 2 50 

Would Spoil 
Ballot 0 1 2 2 0 3 0 8 

It Depends 26 22 7 7 0 32 3 97 

Don’t Know 75 72 33 9 6 176 45 416 

Total 949 1003 398 253 95 611 77 3386 
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Partisan Consistency in Canada 

The majority of Canadian respondents in the election surveys maintain 

consistency of party identification across levels of government.  Table 4.3 summarizes 

the party consistency measure across the three election surveys.  Although all election to 

election differences are statistically significant, there are few large shifts in frequencies 

and the partisan consistency measure seems relatively stable in the aggregate.  Nearly 

60% of Canadians report consistent party preferences in 2004.  That percentage declines 

to about 58% in 2006, and slides further, to less than 55% in 2008.  Partisan 

inconsistency, however, starts at about 16% in 2004, increases in 2006, and then falls to 

15% in 2008.  The differences in the trends are not explained by the rate of those 

expressing only federal partisanship, which dips to 8% in 2006 but remains steady at 10% 

in 2004 and 2008.  Those expressing provincial but no federal partisanship, on the other 

hand, increases from 4% in 2004 to over 12% in 2008.  The rate of nonpartisans begins at 

10%, drops in 2006, and ends at 8.5% in 2008.  Notable temporal shifts are from 

consistency as well as inconsistency, and non-partisanship to the category of provincial 

partisanship only.  Based on the existing literature and contemporary observers, this 

change accounts for a growing dissatisfaction with federal parties (Liberals and the Bloc 

in particular).  

  
Table 4.3 

Consistency of Partisanship across Election Years 
 2004 2006 2008 
Consistent 59.8% 58.4% 54.6% 
Inconsistent 16.4% 21.8% 14.8% 
Federal Only 9.7% 8.1% 9.7% 
Provincial Only 3.7% 5.8% 12.4% 
Nonpartisan 10.3% 6.0% 8.5% 
N 2993 3125 3477 
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Most of the existing literature treats party identification as an exogenous variable 

to predict vote choice, voter turnout, issue preferences, and so forth.  Here, we investigate 

the sources of agreement in partisanship across levels of government, which we believe 

to be a fundamental to understanding political attitudes and behavior.  Several methods 

were utilized in order to account for federal-provincial partisan consistency among 

Canadian respondents.  Results from logistic regression models for each election survey, 

predicting the binary variable of whether a respondent demonstrates federal-provincial 

partisan consistency or not (the latter including all four categories) is shown in Table 4.4 

and discussed below.  Multi-nominal logistic regression using the five point scale as the 

dependent variable along with a logistic regression predicting the dichotomous variable 

of partisan consistency or inconsistency (only) were also conducted.  The results of these 

additional statistical models are similar to the results to those found in Table 4.4.  
 
 

Table 4.4 
Factors Associated with Partisan Consistency, Logistic Regression 

 2004 2006 2008 
Educ: Less than high school  -.085 .140  .225 .219  -.098 .173 
Educ: Some college  -.209^ .112  .146 .169  -.070 .134 
Educ: College graduate  -.355** .117  -.447** .170  -.105 .134 
French speaker  .162 .134  .042 .186  -.106 .147 
Gender: Male  -.108 .082  -.109 .120  -.033 .095 
Mobility, residential  -.018 .099  -.215 .145   --- 
Native Canadian  -.083 .124  -.281^ .161  -.206 .129 
Religion: Catholic  -.076 .116  -.281^ .163  .188 .136 
Religion: Protestant  .116 .109  .114 .168  .076 .131 
Age  -.016 .014  -.061** .023  .004 .016 
Age-squared  .0001 .0001  .0005* .0002  -.00004 .0002 
Parties thermometer  .009*** .002  .010*** .003  .009*** .002 
Alienation (Canada thermometer)   ---  -.005* .003  .003^ .002 
Atlantic (NB, PE, NS, NL)  -.314* .148  -.034 .242  -.202 .157 
Quebec  -.121 .137  -.473* .192  -.271^ .154 
British Columbia  -.527*** .130  -.387* .188  -.722*** .148 
West (AB, SK, MB)  -.293* .115  .015 .184  .091 .154 
Constant  .976** .373  2.464*** .622  -.056 .452 

Wald χ2  56.21*** 67.90*** 56.38*** 
Weighted n 2,615 1,248 1,911 
Figures are estimated coefficients with robust standard errors.   
^Significant at the .10 level,   * Significant at the .05 level,   ** Significant at the .01 level,    
*** Significant at the .001 level 
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Explanatory variables included in the logistic regression equation include dummy 

variables for gender, educational attainment (less than high school, high school graduate, 

some college, and college graduate), language (French spoken at home), religion 

(Catholic, Protestant, and other), home ownership (associated with residential mobility; 

not available on the 2008 election survey), and whether the respondent was born in 

Canada.  Interval variables include respondent’s age, age squared, a thermometer score (0 

to 100) for how a respondent likes political parties in general (larger scores indicate 

greater favorability), and a proxy for political alienation—a thermometer score for 

feelings about Canada (not available for 2004).3  We also include provincial and regional 

indicator variables for the Atlantic provinces (New Brunswick, Newfoundland and 

Labrador, Nova Scotia, and Prince Edward Island), Quebec, the prairies (Alberta, 

Manitoba, and Saskatchewan), and British Columbia with Ontario as the null category.   

We expected important regional differences in partisan consistencies, even 

controlling for individual characteristics, because effective party competition varies 

across provinces.  These expectations are confirmed in the logistic regression results, 

when controlling for other respondent characteristics.  Residents of British Columbia are 

far less likely to express partisan consistency, and this finding holds across all election 

surveys.  Respondents in Quebec are less likely, in 2006 and 2008, to report partisan 

consistency; this may be associated with the electoral misfortunes of the PQ and the Bloc 

during this time period.  Partisan inconsistency, compared to Ontario, is also found in 

2004 in the West and the Maritimes.  In short, the province or region in which a 

respondent resides is significantly related to partisan consistency.  

Educational attainment is the primary socioeconomic factor influencing a 

                                                 
3 “How do you feel about political parties IN GENERAL?” and “how do you feel about Canada?” 
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respondent’s partisan consistency.  College graduates are significantly less likely to 

express partisan consistency.  This is in harmony with the findings of Martinez (1990) 

that political sophistication and, in particular, higher levels of education, is associated 

with dual partisanship or partisan inconsistency.  Substantial cognitive complexity may 

be necessary to distinguish and accept differences between similarly named federal and 

provincial parties, so it seems reasonable that college-educated Canadians are willing to 

tolerate partisan inconsistency.   

Other socioeconomic and demographic indicators are at best weakly related to 

party consistency.  Age (and age squared) shows significant relationships for 2006, but 

not for the other years.  Gender, language, Canadian birth, home ownership, and religion 

show little to no association with partisan consistency in the logistic regression model.  

The absence of strong relationship for socioeconomic and demographic characteristics 

beyond age and education is consistent with previous research.  Rather, ideological and 

attitudinal factors should be correlated with partisan change and party inconsistency 

(Clarke and Stewart 1987, Stevenson 1987, Uslaner 1989).   

Respondent support for political parties generally is strongly and positively 

associated with partisan consistency.  In additional, support for Canada (or lower levels 

of political alienation) is related to consistency, though at a weaker level than the effects 

of found by Uslaner (1990).  Both thermometer scores tap into citizen satisfaction with 

the current political system; that they, in turn, are related significantly to partisan 

consistency, even controlling for other factors, suggests they jointly measure a common 

acceptance of the status quo.  The overall strength of the logistic regression models is 

weak, but we do find significant relationships showing that partisan consistency varies in 

predictable ways.   

As noted earlier, we also ran multinomial logistic regression for the five point 

party consistency measure and for a dichotomous measure for partisan consistency or 

inconsistency.  Statistical results for these models are similar to those reported here.  The 



95 
 

MNL estimates do exhibit significant results for respondent gender, but the effect of the 

alienation measure (the inverse of support for Canada) is less important.  The 

consistency-inconsistency dichotomy excludes many respondents.  Statistical results are 

strong for region, education (although weaker than in the results reported here), age, and 

gender.   

 

Partisan Consistency across Time 

The panel design not only allows a comparison of party identification and other 

ideological component across election cycles.  Panel data also allow a means of 

determining with partisan consistency is stable or volatile from one election to another.  

Three contingency tables reported in Table 4.5 (a, b, and c) show the conditional 

distributions of each category of partisan consistency for common panel respondents in 

each pair of elections.  Of course, respondents are excluded who do not participate in 

each pair of election surveys.   

 
Table 4.5a 

Temporal Partisan Consistency across Federal Elections, 
2004-2006 

   2006    
2004 Consistent Inconsistent Federal Provincial Nonpartisan Total 

Consistent 74.9% 15.0% 6.1% 8.5% 4.9% 100.0% 
955 

Inconsistent 31.9 51.0 8.0 7.6 1.4 100.0% 
288 

Federal Only 48.4 26.6 9.4 6.3 9.4 100.0% 
64 

Provincial 
Only 33.8 20.1 5.8 29.9 10.4 100.0% 

154 
Nonpartisan 29.9 11.0 17.3 14.2 27.6 100.0 

127 
CES Panel Respondents, 2004-2008, n=1,588  
χ2=568.7, p<.001; γ=.56 
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Table 4.5b 

Temporal Partisan Consistency across Federal Elections, 
2006-2008 

   2008    
2006 Consistent Inconsistent Federal Provincial Nonpartisan Total 

Consistent 69.8% 9.4% 11.2% 6.5% 3.1% 100.0% 
635 

Inconsistent 39.8 33.6 15.0 7.5 4.0 100.0% 
65 

Federal Only 26.2 23.1 27.7 10.8 12.3 100.0% 
65 

Provincial 
Only 33.3 15.5 15.5 25.0 10.7 100.0% 

84 
Nonpartisan 27.1 4.2 14.6 12.5 41.7 100.0 

48 
CES Panel Respondents, 2004-2008, n=1,143 
χ2=284.2, p<.001; γ=.46 

 

Respondents who report party consistency in one election are likely to report 

consistency in subsequent elections.  Three-quarters of 2004 respondents who declare 

partisan consistency remain consistent in 2006 and 62% remain consistent in 2008.  Rates 

between 2006 and 2008 are similar; seven out of ten consistent partisans remain as such 

in the next election.  
Table 4.5c 

Temporal Partisan Consistency across Federal Elections, 
2004-2008 

   2008    
2004 Consistent Inconsistent Federal Provincial Nonpartisan Total 

Consistent 61.9% 11.7% 6.6% 10.7% 3.0% 100.0% 
708 

Inconsistent 37.7 33.5 8.9 15.7 4.2 100.0% 
191 

Federal Only 37.3 15.3 18.6 16.1 12.7 100.0% 
118 

Provincial 
Only 42.5 17.5 7.5 20.0 12.5 100.0% 

40 
Nonpartisan 38.4 4.4 11.6 16.3 24.4 100.0% 

86 
CES Panel Respondents, 2004-2008, n=1143 
χ2=185.9, p<.001; γ=.40 
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Respondents who abandon party consistency are more likely to drop party 

affiliation of one or both parties than to adopt identification with a different political 

party.  Only about 10-15% of all consistent partisans in one election declare inconsistent 

partisanship in 2006 or 2008, a greater percentage become nonpartisan at the provincial 

or federal level.  

Another way to examine partisan change is to look at respondents who lack 

partisan consistency and fall within one of the other four categories.  Those who are 

inconsistent, fully or in part, do not exhibit such stability across elections.  Respondents 

without party consistency demonstrate volatility in political preferences over time.  

Although a slim majority of inconsistent partisans in 2004 remain inconsistent in 2006, a 

greater percentage of respondents become consistent partisans by 2008.  In fact, with 

three exceptions—inconsistent partisans from 2004 to 2006, federal only and 

nonpartisans from 2006 to 2008—the plurality for each group is to express partisan 

consistency in a subsequent election (and the latter two groups have a rather small sample 

size).   

The electoral portrait revealed in Table 4.5 is one of evolving partisan change, 

tinted by federalism and its influence on party systems.  Two-thirds to three quarters of 

consistent partisans remain consistent.  Some consistent partisans become less satisfied 

and move away from either their federal or provincial party affiliation.  Inconsistent, 

incomplete, or non-partisans tend to become more consistent.  From one election to the 

next, about a third of those without partisan consistency will become consistent.  Among 

the four categories of panel respondents lacking partisan consistency, the most frequent 

classification, not counting party consistency, in a later election is the original category.  

This suggests that reported partisan change is not merely response error, but a reasonable 

estimation of respondents’ federal and provincial party consistency.   

Another way to consider change in partisan consistency is to look at the 

proportion of all panel respondents who share common party identification at federal and 
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provincial levels.  These panel data are summarized in Figure 4.1. 

  
Figure 4.1 

 

The height of each bar shows the percentage of panel respondents who express 

partisan consistency. Each pair of bars compares data from the original survey (2004 or 

2006) and the subsequent survey (2006 or 2008).4  The darker (blue) portion in the lower 

portion of each bar shows the percentage of panel respondents who report partisan 

consistency in both surveys.  The percentage of stable partisan consistency across panel 

cohorts is 42.1% for 2004-8, 45.0% for 2004-6, and 41.9% for 2006-8.  The full height of 

each bar displays the total panel consistency for each year; for example, for 2004-2008, 

this is 61.9% (709/1143) for the first stage of the panel and 56.6% (647/1143) for the 

second stage.  The upper (red) portion of the stacked column of each bar shows the 

portion of the total panel respondents that expresses partisan consistency within a survey 

but temporal inconsistency across the two surveys.  In other words, approximately 42%-

                                                 
4 The sample sizes for panel comparisons are the same shown in the series of Table 4.5. 
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45% of Canadian respondents identify with federal and provincial parties consistently 

between elections.  Another 13-20% of respondents also express partisan consistency 

within one election survey or another, but not at the time of the other survey.  The overall 

level of partisan consistency among panel participants of all three election surveys over 

the four year period is lower, just over 35% (363/1029).   

 

Conclusions 

The Canadian electoral environment is typically characterized by strong parties 

and weak partisanship.  According to conventional understanding, federal and provincial 

arenas exist as two separate political worlds.  The lack of strong, stable partisanship in 

Canada such as that found in the United States or the United Kingdom seems related to 

the federalist government structure and regionalism as an important component of 

national politics.   

Relative partisan consistency can be classified into five categories: consistent, 

inconsistent, federal only, partisan only, and nonpartisan. Approximately 55%-60% of 

Canadians declare consistent federal-provincial partisanship at the time of the 2004, 

2006, and 2008 elections. Partisan inconsistency or identifying with one party at the 

federal level and another at the provincial level from 15-22% of Canadians, but an 

equally large or larger proportion expresses incomplete or missing party identification at 

both levels of government.   

Factors explaining relative partisan consistency are theoretically strong, but 

statistical results are empirically weak in terms of explanatory power. College graduates 

are more likely to maintain partisan inconsistency, presumably because of political 

sophistication and the ability to hold preferences that initially seem contradictory. 

General indicators of political trust and efficacy, support for political parties and support 

for the nation generally, are positively associated with partisan consistency. Provincial 

and regional differences are also strongly related to the degree of partisan consistency.   
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Within a five year period with three federal elections, there is a slight decline in 

partisan consistency, but there is no corresponding increase in partisan inconsistency. 

Partisan change does appear to occur, but inconsistency is offset by intermediate steps, 

such as losing consistency by declaring provincial party affiliation only. The absence of 

strict partisan consistency seems a function of changing alignments more than holding 

preferences for two different factions. Among panel participants, partisan consistency is 

modified over time, not surprising as survey data are collected during a time of 

significant changes for party organization and coalitions. Among all Canadians, 

approximately 40% hold consistent identification for federal and provincial parties from 

one election to the next. About 35% of Canadians identify consistent party identification 

across both governmental levels and all three elections.   

Political observers seem to underestimate partisan consistency in Canadian 

electoral politics. Although many Canadians do indeed hold inconsistent partisan 

preferences at the provincial and federal level, the rate of partisan inconsistency does not 

appear so high. And much of the inconsistency that does occur, such as in British 

Columbia, seems largely a function of institutional differences, rather than a person’s 

partisan disagreement. Moreover, the findings, particularly about changes from one 

election to another, would be compatible with a notion of evolving and changing 

partisanship, perhaps based on political attitudes and preferences, rather than preference 

inconsistency.   

Certainly partisan consistency in Canada seems lower than in other comparable 

nations such as the U.S. and the U.K. However, that apparent inconsistency could be 

simply that similar questions are not asked in this context for other countries. An 

improved research design could involve a reliable set of questions to tap into partisan 

preferences as well as voting behavior and other related characteristics at national and 

state levels of governance. Partisanship for most Americans seems to be a long-term 

attachment to one political party. Partisanship seems to be a long-term attachment for a 
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substantial proportion for many Canadians, but a short-term or evolving attachment for 

another large segment of Canadians.   
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CHAPTER FIVE 

 

 

Consistency of Party Identification: German Voter Uniformity of Federal  
and Länd Party Choice across Several Recent Elections 

  



103 
 

 The final case in which we will test for consistency in party vote choice between 

levels of the federal system is the Federal Republic of Germany. The German federal 

system allows for its citizens the possibility of inconsistency of vote choice, given that 

they will vote in elections at the federal level as well as the state or Land level. When we 

examined the contents and debates surrounding the federal arrangement in the German 

constitution, several noteworthy qualities of federalism in Germany have resounding 

effects on the voting behavior among the electorate.  

Particularly with respects to the constitutional focus placed on political parties, 

and the constitutionally dictated quality of organization at the Land level, This factor 

alone has profound impact upon how citizens behave, given the well established role that 

political parties play in shaping voter attitudes and behaviors. Because parties form at the 

Land level, we would expect to find a greater incidence of partisan inconsistency in 

Germany certainly compared to the United States, however we might expect less of a 

degree than in Canada because of the fact that there is less of a stark difference in party 

systems between the Land and federal levels in Germany like we find in the Canadian 

case.  

This chapter seeks to determine the level of partisan vote inconsistency in 

Germany and also determine what characteristics are associated with consistency for 

voters. Data used to accomplish this come from the 2009 and 2013 German Longitudinal 

Election Studies. We will establish the same kind of partisan vote choice consistency 

measure as in the previous two chapters and then determine what factors explain 

variation in individual Germans’ voting behavior in federal and Land elections. An 

important difference to note however is the uniqueness of German electoral rules 
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compared to the preceding two nations. In Germany citizens are tasked with casting two 

ballots simultaneously. The first is for a individual party candidate in their local electoral 

district, similar to the electoral system in the U.S. in Canada. The second, however, is a 

vote cast for a political party under a party list proportional representation system. These 

two ballots are used in conjunction to determine the composition of the German 

legislature. For the purposes of this analysis, the first vote is the more relevant, as this is 

most similar to the other two previously analyzed and this vote has been shown to operate 

in the same manner comparative to other nations, and exhibit similar patterns of electoral 

behavior on the party of the electorate (Bawn 1999).    

 

Party Identification in Germany 

Previous literature concerning partisanship and party identity in Germany has 

mostly noted the rather volatile quality of the partisan attachment for the German voter. 

This is not simply a modern trend, as the instability under Imperial Germany and the 

Weimar Republic is also quite well documented (see Shively 1972; Sperber 1997). 

Contemporary research notes a process of dealignment in modern German partisanship, 

meaning a decline in the political party identification among the German electorate. 

Particularly since 1990 the volatility of German citizens from partisan identification has 

been on the increase (see Zelle 1995, 1998; Arzheimer 2006). This is often attributed to 

the concurrent increase in citizen satisfaction with the political system which took a steep 

decline following 1990 as well, a theory sometimes referred to in the literature as the 

‘frustration perspective’ (Zelle 1998; Dalton 2012). This time point also suggests another 

explanation, the reunification of East and West Germany. Zelle (1998) especially notes 
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the vastly greater level of nonpartisanship among East Germans who had no history of 

voting in democratic elections. Therefore adding East Germans into the population 

brought rates of partisanship down nationally. Regardless of the cause, the trend is clear, 

the decline of partisanship in Germany was evident. Arzheimer (2006) shows a decline in 

the level of partisan identifiers in Germany from approximately 85% of the electorate in 

1980 to only around 65% by 2003. This trend will have to be kept in mind for the 

analysis conducted here even though the data do not allow a measure of pure partisan 

identity; but of partisan consistency.  

It is important to note here that Germany is not the only nation in Europe to 

experience this trend of partisan dealignment in recent decades. This growing literature 

suggests that the traditional social bases for parties in Europe are becoming less reliable. 

This literature draws from the theoretical work of Lipset and Rokkan (1967) who develop 

a theory of social basis for the alignment of citizens with political parties. Namely, this 

theory explains how social cleavages in society correspond to electoral competition. At 

the time of their writing the political landscape suggested to Lipset and Rokkan that these 

political cleavages had ‘frozen’ to a point of stability in Europe. The more contemporary 

dealignment literature, in contrast, has sought to note how these cleavages have become 

less important for modern electoral competition in European democracies, essentially 

proposing that Lipset and Rokkan’s frozen cleavages have begun to thaw across the 

continent. This literature emerged primarily in the early 1990s and has blossomed into 

one of the richer in the discipline, discussing both the origins and explanations for why 

this decline in partisanship has taken place across the European political landscape (Katz 

et al. 1992; Mair 1994; Clarke and Stewart 1998; Mair and Van Biezen 2001; Bartolini 
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and Mair 2001; Scarrow 2000; Dalton and Wattenburg 2000; Dalton 2005; Thomassen 

2005). Though this trend is certainly relevant, the purpose of this analysis is not looking 

specifically at partisan identity in individuals, but yet the consistency with which this 

identity is maintained across the different elections in the federal system of Germany, a 

matter to which we now turn.    

 

Using German Election Survey Data to Measure Partisan Identification 

 The data used to analyze partisan consistency in Germany come from the German 

Longitudinal Election Studies (GLES) of 2009 and 2013. The GLES is a recently 

initiated project that will eventually include a 2017 study as well. The 2009 study 

contains questions consistent with those used in the American and Canadian surveys of 

the previous two chapters, allowing for the exact same type of analysis. However, the 

2013 study contained a change in how the questions concerning Land elections were 

conducted. Instead of asking all respondents their prospective Landtag election vote, the 

survey administrators instead chose to focus only on the two Länder elections that were 

proximate to when the survey was conducted. Thus, only respondents in Hesse and 

Bavaria were asked about their electoral behavior in Land-level elections. Pragmatically 

this made the size of the sample much smaller for the analysis in this year, but we still 

proceed on with the same examination of partisan vote choice consistency with these 

restrictions. In a perfect world all respondents should answer about voting behavior in 

Land-level elections in order to conduct the same kinds of comprehensive tests of the 

German electorate for 2013. On the other hand, Hesse and Bavaria’s elections are more 

proximate to the federal election, offering an interesting case for analysis.    
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 Just as before, partisan preferences will be drawn from consecutive questions 

asked in each post election survey of the GLES. In the 2009 survey the instrument for the 

federal party identification (FPID) is elicited from the question, “Where will you place 

your crosses on your ballot paper? Please tell me the applicable number for your first and 

for your second vote. Please give the number now for your first vote” followed by a list 

of federal parties. For the 2013 survey the question used to create the FPID measure 

comes from the question, “This is a model ballot paper, like the one you will be given at 

the federal election. What will you tick on your ballot paper? Please tell me the numbers 

for your first and second vote” followed again by a list of federal parties. In order to 

establish the measure of Land party identification (LPID) the 2009 survey asks the 

question, “Which political party did you vote for in the last elections to the Landtag, or 

did you not vote or were not eligible to vote” followed by a list of parties in the Land 

election. For 2013, the question of Land votes were only asked to respondents in Hesse 

and Bavaria. Therefore for the election survey FPID will come from two questions, one 

for each Land. For Hesse and Bavaria the question reads, “This is an example ballot 

paper which is similar to the one you would be given in the elections to the Landtag. 

Where would you place your crosses on your ballot paper? Please tell me the applicable 

number for each vote” followed by a list of political parties in Hesse or Bavaria 

respectively. 

Included also in the surveys is a standard battery of questions regarding 

respondent socio-demographic characteristics as well as a few other personal identifiers. 

These include here the respondent’s gender, age, level of education, religious affiliation, 

and nation of birth. Also included are measures of party alienation of respondents, which 
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essentially is a measure of general distrust in political parties in general, not any specific 

party in particular, similar to the measure in the Canada chapter. Similar to the American 

study, also included is a measure of the strength of partisan identity. As before this is not 

a measure of the direction of partisanship, simply the intensity. These factors will be 

utilized in the following analysis to explain variation in partisan consistency among the 

German electorate. Descriptive statistics for all variables used in this chapter are included 

in the Appendix.  

A nominal five point measure of partisan consistency in federal and Land 

elections is constructed in a manner similar to the U.S. and Canadian examples. Table 

5.1a, 5.1b, and 5.1c compare federal and Land partisanship for survey respondents in 

2009 and 2013. Table 5.1a is for all respondents in the 2009 survey, Table 5.1b is for 

respondents in the 2013 survey residing in Hesse, and finally Table 5.1c represents 

respondents in the 2013 survey from Bavaria. Each of these tables include dashed lined to 

divide respondents into four quadrants, which help to classify individuals’ federal-Land 

partisanship consistency.  

Partisan Consistency of FPID-LPID agreement: this category includes 

respondents who identify themselves with the same, or similar, party at both levels of the 

German federal system. In 2009, survey respondents identifying with the German 

People’s Union (Deutsche Volksunion or DVU) were counted as supporters of the 

National Democratic Party (Nationaldemokratische Partei Deutschlandsg or NDP) as 

these two parties merged in early 2011. Likewise, supporters in 2009 of The Electoral 

Alternative (Arbeit und soziale Gerechtigkeit – Die Wahlalternative or WASG) were 

coded as members of The Left (Die Linke) as the WASG and Party of Democratic 
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Socialism (Partei des Demokratischen Sozialismus or PSD) two formally merged in 2007 

to form Die Linke. In the majority of cases however, partisan consistency simply 

indicates partisan identification with the same party in federal and Land elections. These 

respondents will be identified as those contained in the shaded cells of the upper left 

quadrant of the Table series 5.1.  

Partisan Inconsistency or FPID-LPID disagreement: this category is comprised of 

individuals who identify with one political party at the federal level and a different party 

in provincial elections. These inconsistent partisans will be noted as the unshaded cells of 

each upper left quadrant in each of Table 5.1. 

Federal Partisanship Only: this category features respondents who choose to 

identify with a political party at the federal level of politics, but report no partisan 

orientation at the Land level. These could be said to simply have an incomplete 

partisanship, or national without state. This segment of the German electorate is 

unsurprising given that more information or attention is afforded to federal elections, it is 

reasonable that an individual would identify with a federal party but not with a provincial 

party. These respondents will be located in the lower left quadrant of Table 5.1 

comparisons. 

Provincial Partisanship Only: similarly to the previous category, respondents here 

only identify with a Land party and espouse no party identification with a party at the 

federal level. This could result from the chief importance, by design, that Land elections 

have on the German system, ultimately not only impacting the Land itself, but also the 

federal legislature with these results determining the makeup of the German upper house, 
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the Bundesrat. This portion of respondents will be located in the upper right quadrant of 

Table 5.1. 

Nonpartisan: These respondents express no party affiliation at either the federal 

or provincial level. These nonpartisans appear n the cells of the lower right quadrant of 

the Table 5.1 comparisons.       

Table 5.1a 
Federal and Land Partisanship, 2009 

 Federal Party 

Land Party CDU/
CSU SPD Green FDP Die 

Linke N/A Don’t 
Know 

No 
Ans. Total 

CDU/CSU 459 11 6 25 9 27 31 19 587 
SPD 21 295 21 8 38 35 27 13 458 
Green  2 24 109 1 7 2 15 3 163 
FDP 21 1 3 55 2 2 4 1 89 
Die Linke 2 9 5 3 116 15 8 2 160 
Did Not Vote 11 8 3 0 2 52 6 1 83 
Not Eligible 1 1 1 2 0 4 5 4 18 
Don’t Know 4 6 1 6 3 3 13 2 38 
No Answer 11 3 3 1 1 5 24 74 122 
Total 532 358 152 101 178 145 133 119 1718 

 

Chapter 5.1b  
Federal and Land Partisanship, 2013 (Hesse) 

 Federal Party 

Land Party CDU/
CSU SPD Green FDP Die 

Linke Piraten N/A DK No 
Ans. Total 

CDU/CSU 43 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 46 
SPD 1 21 1 0 0 0 1 3 0 27 
Green 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 
FDP 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 
Die Linke 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Piraten 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
AfD 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
N/A 1 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 17 
DK 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 1 4 
No Ans 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 8 11 
Total 45 23 4 4 3 1 18 8 10 116 
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Table 5.1c  
Federal and Land Partisanship, 2013 (Bavaria) 

 Federal Party 

Land Party CDU/
CSU SPD Green FDP Die 

Linke Piraten Afd N/A DK No 
Ans. Total 

CDU/CSU 81 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 7 4 96 
SPD 4 51 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 61 
Green 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 11 
FDP 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 
Die Linke 0 0 0 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 10 
NPD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Piraten 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
AfD 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 4 
Annul 
Ballot 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

N/A 12 6 2 0 1 2 1 37 2 1 64 
Don’t 
Know 2 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 5 1 12 

No Answer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 6 10 
Total 100 60 13 6 12 4 4 43 24 12 278 

 

 

Partisan Consistency in Germany 

   Table 6.2 summarizes the party consistency measure across the two elections. 

The first column is for the 2009 respondents, the second is for the 2013 respondents from 

Hesse, the third for the 2013 Bavarian respondents, and finally the last column is a 

combination of the two 2013 Länder. The majority (though plurality in 2009) of German 

voters maintain consistency of party identification across the two levels of government. 

This figure among all respondents ranges from 47% of the electorate in 2009 to close to 

59% for the Bavarian and Hessian respondents in 2013. This leads to the surprising 

finding that for the first time in the 2009 German survey, comparing between the three 

cases of the United States, Canada, and Germany, the majority of citizens are not 

consistent in their partisan identity between the federal and Land level. In 2013 for both 
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of the Länder respondents included, the majority of citizens again are in the consistent 

category. Important to note, what immediately jumps out is the large proportion of the 

German electorate who espouses no partisanship at all. This result falls in line with the 

well documented long-term decline in partisanship across European democracies and in 

Germany in particular which we discussed above. Certainly compared to the United 

States, but also Canada, Germans report a much higher level of nonpartisan behavior a 

proportion staying consistently above 20% of the electorate in both elections. 

Table 5.2 
Party Identification Consistency across Two Elections 

 2009 2013 (Hesse) 2013 (Bavaria) 2013 
(Combined) 

Consistent PID 47.58% 61.21% 57.91% 58.88% 
Inconsistent PID 10.08% 5.17% 2.88% 3.55% 
LPID only 10.12% 6.03% 7.91% 7.36% 
FPID only 8.10% 2.59% 10.79% 8.38% 
No PID 24.11% 25.00% 20.50% 21.83% 
N 2173 116 278 394 

 

 Looking at citizens who are inconsistent, this segment represents 10% of Germans 

in 2009, a number similar to that of the United States in the elections analyzed in the 

earlier chapter, and drops to less than 4% of the two Länder elections of 2013. This stark 

drop could signal this being not as prevalent in Germany, however most trends from 2013 

will have to be taken with a grain of salt given the relatively small sample and these 

elections being close in terms of time. Would the survey have asked the component 

questions of the consistency measure to all survey respondents, speculation could be 

made that the proportion of inconsistent voters would be about the same. Around 8% of 

the German electorate expresses partisan identification with a federal party only across 

the two elections, and those who identify only with a Land party constitute about 10% of 

the electorate in 2009 and approximately 7% in 2013.   
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 Most of the prior scholarship treats party identification as an exogenous factor 

used to predict vote choice, voter turnout, issue preferences, and a host of other political 

behaviors and attitudes. Here however, we seek to investigate the source of agreement in 

partisanship between two levels of the German federal system. In order to explain the 

variation in partisan consistency among Germans we use several statistical methods to 

determine which characteristics are significant. Results from the logistic regression 

models for each survey, predicting the binary measure of consistency of whether a 

respondent maintains consistent federal-Land partisanship or not (the latter containing all 

four alternative categories) is show in Table 5.3 below. Likewise, the results of the 

multinomial logistic regression using the complete five point nominal scale of partisan 

consistency are presented below in Tables 5.4a and 5.4b for the various categories of 

comparison. Finally the results of another, more conservative, logistic regression model 

using a variation of the consistency measure where respondents are either consistent or 

inconsistent (with all other categories excluded) is presented in Table 5.5.  

 Explanatory variables included in each of the logistic and multinomial logistic 

regression equations include dummy variables for gender, educational attainment (less 

than lowest qualification in Germany’s tripartite school system, lowest formal 

qualification in Germany's tripartite school system, intermediary secondary qualification, 

after 10 years of schooling, certificate fulfilling entrance requirements to study at a 

polytechnic college, or higher qualification, entitling holders to study at a university), 

religious affiliation (Catholic as well as German Protestant), and finally whether the 

respondent is a native born German. Also included are interval measures for respondents’ 

age, and this term squared Also included is a measure of  party alienation – which is a 
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thermometer scale for feelings about political parties in general (where larger values 

indicate greater favorability). Also included are Land dummies for the 2009 analysis. 

This is done because we could expect some regional differences in partisan 

constituencies, even after controlling for individual respondent characteristics, because 

effective party competition varies across Länder. 

 The discussion now moves to the analysis of variation in party vote consistency 

for German citizens. As with the previous chapters on the United States and Canada, each 

of the following models will be conducted in an exploratory manner, designed simply to 

attempt to determine what factors we can say are related to variation in party 

identification consistency. Table 5.3 shows the results of the first logistic regression 

model using the consistency instrument comparing consistent voters with all others, the 

most liberal of our operationalizations of the dependent variable. For both years older 

Germans are shown to be statistically more likely to maintain consistency in their 

partisan identity between the federal and Land elections. This is reasonable given the past 

work showing the general effects of partisanship in Germany. Older voters have been 

show to be the strongest partisans in the nation (Baker 1978). This is the only socio-

demographic characteristic that achieves statistical significance in both surveys. For the 

2009 election, an individual’s alienation from political parties in general is shown to 

correspond with a statistically greater likelihood that they will be inconsistent in their 

vote choice between the federal and Land levels. There was no measure for this in the 

2013 survey, so it is not included in the model. As consistent in all cases, the importance 

of strength of partisanship cannot be overstated. In both years, a citizen’s intensity with 

which they identify themselves as a partisan, irrespective of the particular party, aligns 
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with a significant increase in the likelihood of a consistent partisan identity at both levels 

of the German federal system. 

  

Table 5.3 
Logit Model for Consistent and All Others 

 2009 2013 

Less than Lowest Qualification -.403 
(.584) 

.182 
(.903) 

Secondary Education -.045 
(.162) 

-.071 
(.334) 

Polytechnic  .132 
(.341) 

-.220 
(.544) 

University -.004 
(.197) 

.343 
(.441) 

Gender -.134 
(.129) 

.123 
(.279) 

Age .097*** 
(.020) 

.069^ 
(.042) 

Age2 -.001*** 
(.0002) 

-.001 
(.0004) 

Catholic -.363 
(.250) 

-.757^ 
(.408) 

German Protestant .237 
(.174) 

-.698 
(.445) 

Native Born .133 
(.256) 

1.072* 
(.423) 

Party Alienation -.206** 
(.075) __ 

PID Strength .680*** 
(.086) 

.947*** 
(.225) 

Intercept -5.033*** 
(.769) 

-4.365*** 
(1.367) 

N 1329 299 
R2 .14 .12 
Note: For 2009, Länder dummies are not presented here 
 
Figures are estimated coefficients with robust standard errors.   
 
^Significant at the .10 level, * Significant at the .05 level, ** Significant at the .01 level, *** Significant 
at the .001 level 

 

    The next model makes use of the full measure of partisan consistency, choosing 

to model this relationship in its full complexity using a multinomial logistic regression. 

This analysis was run for each of the two elections using the same battery of explanatory 

predictors as before (except for the party alienation measure, which was excluded from 
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the 2013 survey, as mentioned before). The results of these models can be seen in Tables 

5.4a and 5.4b. Each of these tables presents the results of the MNL model in each 

election and allows for a direct comparison against the baseline category in the analysis, 

which in this case is consistency in partisan identity between the federal and Land 

elections. Coefficients included in the tables are only those that achieved standard 

thresholds for statistical significance for ease of presentation and reading of the results.  

Concerning those respondents with no partisanship at any level of the German 

system, we can say that statistically these citizens are more likely to be younger in age 

relative to those who have consistency in their voting behavior across the two levels of 

elections. Interestingly however is that the coefficient for the squared value of this terms 

is also significant, which suggests the curvilinear nature of this relationship. Essentially 

the youngest members of German society, and its oldest are the ones most likely to have 

no partisanship at either level relative to those who are consistent. The younger 

generations have been noted for their reluctance to adopt traditional partisanship, this is 

no surprise. But interestingly for Germany, the oldest members of the electorate also have 

greater incidence of nonpartisanship as well. My speculation for this is that these are 

probably disproportionately citizens from the old East Germany, many of which have 

maintained hesitance to adopt any partisan attachment in the unified German system. 

Also as we might expect, in 2009 – the only survey to include such – those citizens who 

expressed a sense of alienation from political parties in general statistically are more 

likely to act out such sentiment and espouse no partisan attachment at all. Likewise, as 

per expectation, citizens with a greater strength of partisanship are shown to be 

statistically less likely to not vote for a party in both elections.   
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Concerning the respondents who identify as a federal partisan only, the immediate 

standout in this group is that lesser educated Germans are statistically most likely to be 

federal partisans compared to consistent partisans. This is unsurprising given the 

relationship between educational attainment and political sophistication, a considerable 

literature in voting behavior scholarship. Less educated voter are more likely to rely on 

the greater amount of information and notoriety given to federal offices and their parties 

than of Land elections, thereby these voters only maintain a partisan identity at this level. 

For 2009 PID strength again remains a significant predictor of partisan consistency, but 

interestingly for the 2013 elections in Bavaria and Hesse this category if statistically 

indistinguishable from the consistent voters concerning strength of partisanship.  

 Concerning the category of citizens who profess to have partisan attachment at 

only the Land level we can first note that the strength of partisan identity again plays a 

pivotal and significant role, where stringer partisans are again more likely to vote 

consistently than to have only Land PID. Interestingly however, among this group, is the 

effect of education. For 2009 we see that lesser educated Germans are more likely to vote 

with only a Land ID than be consistent between the two elections. For 2013 however, we 

again see the expected result where lesser educated Germans are more likely to be 

consistent.  
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Table 5.4a 
Multinomial Logit Models, Significant Predictors, GLES 2009 

 No Party ID FPID Only LPID Only Inconsistent 

Less than Lowest Qual. __ -14.013*** 
(.574) 

1.272^ 
(.690) 

-13.758*** 
(.369) 

Secondary Education 
 __ __ __ __ 

Polytechnic  
 __ __ __ __ 

University 
 __ __ __ __ 

Gender __ __ __ __ 

Age -.227*** 
(.033) 

-.182*** 
(.040) __ __ 

Age2 .002*** 
(.0003) 

.001** 
(.0004) __ __ 

Catholic __ __ __ .593* 
(.298) 

German Protestant -.739* 
(.286) __ -.553^ 

(.294) __ 

Native Born __ __ __ __ 

Party Alienation .701*** 
(.166) 

.247^ 
(.104) __ __ 

PID Strength -.773*** 
(.148) 

-.646*** 
(.162) 

-.876*** 
(.139) 

-.367*** 
(.114) 

n 1329    
Pseudo-R2 .12    
Note: For 2009, Länder dummies are not presented here 
 
Figures are estimated coefficients with robust standard errors.   
 
^Significant at the .10 level, * Significant at the .05 level, ** Significant at the .01 level, *** Significant at 
the .001 level 
 

We can rationally justify each of these results, that these citizens are relying on 

party heuristics to vote consistently for the same party in order to explain 2013. 

Concerning the category of citizens are inconsistent in their votes for federal and Land 

parties we see some evidence for higher educated Germans being able to make use of 

their higher levels of political sophistication and not simply rely on party heuristics 

between the federal and Land elections. Also, again, stronger partisans are still 

statistically more likely to be among the consistent category than among the inconsistent 

category. 
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Table 5.4b 
Multinomial Logit Models, Significant Predictors, GLES 2013 

 No Party ID FPID Only LPID Only Inconsistent 
Less than Lowest 
Qual. __ -14.013*** 

(.574) 
14.021*** 

(.666) 
2.574^ 
(1.552) 

Secondary Education 
 __ __ __ __ 

Polytechnic  __ __ __ __ 

University __ __ __ 2.328^ 
(1.288) 

Gender __ __ __ __ 

Age -.172** 
(.062) 

-.182*** 
(.040) __ __ 

Age2 .002** 
(.001) 

.001** 
(.0004) __ __ 

Catholic 1.180^ 
(.615) __ __ __ 

German Protestant __ __ __ __ 

Native Born -2.157*** 
(.579) __ __ 13.682*** 

(.569) 

Party Alienation __ .247^ 
(.104) __ __ 

PID Strength -1.544*** 
(.385) 

-.646*** 
(.162) 

-.989** 
(.334) 

-.815^ 
(.499) 

n 299    
Pseudo-R2 .16    
Consistent serves as the base of comparison 
 
Figures are estimated coefficients with robust standard errors.   
 
^Significant at the .10 level, * Significant at the .05 level, ** Significant at the .01 level,*** Significant at 
the .001 level 

 

       Turning now to the most conservative of our conceptualizations of partisan 

vote choice consistency, the results of the logistic regression model comparing if a voter 

is consistent or inconsistent only (removing the alternative categories) is presented in 

Table 5.5. Unfortunately very little is able to be said about this comparison, no socio-

demographic characteristic attains statistical significance in both years’ model. The only 

variable that achieves significance in both years is unsurprisingly the strength of partisan 

identification of the respondent. What we can say is that the strongest partisans are 

simply most likely to be consistent no matter how you slice it.  
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Table 5.5  
Logit Model for Consistent and Inconsistent 

 2009 2013 

Less than Lowest Qualification __ -2.992^ 
(1.583) 

Secondary Education -.482^ 
(.248) 

-1.909 
(1.272) 

Polytechnic  -.376 
(.454) 

-1.921 
(1.425) 

University -.468 
(.287) 

-2.629* 
(1.341) 

Gender -.174 
(.190) 

.139 
(.612) 

Age -.047 
(.036) 

-.122 
(.132) 

Age2 .0005 
(.0003) 

.001 
(.001) 

Catholic -.272 
(.328) 

-.169 
(.950) 

German Protestant .216 
(.237) 

-1.407 
(.905) 

Native Born .027 
(.422) 

__ 
 

Party Alienation .013 
(.113) __ 

PID Strength .429*** 
(.115) 

.847^ 
(.479) 

Intercept 1.847 
(1.636) 

3.968 
(4.423) 

N 1036 211 
R2 .09 .18 
Note: For 2009, Länder dummies are not presented here 
 
Figures are estimated coefficients with robust standard errors.   
 
^Significant at the .10 level, * Significant at the .05 level, ** Significant at the .01 level, *** Significant 
at the .001 level 

 

Conclusions   

 This chapter began with the dual purpose of determining first the level at which 

inconsistency occurs between partisan vote choice at the federal and Land levels in 

Germany. Previous literature had remarked on the instability of partisanship in Germany, 

particularly in recent decades with the noted consistent decline in partisan attachment in 
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Germany since around 1990. Trough creating a five-point measure of partisan vote 

consistency, the analysis is able to find that inconsistent partisans, those who vote for one 

party at the federal level and another at the Land level, in Germany constituted about 

10% of the electorate, certainly a sizeable portion of voters.  

Once establishing the proportion of the electorate exhibiting inconsistency, and 

also interestingly no partisan identity whatsoever, the investigation then turned to 

analysis intended on fleshing out what characteristics explained variation in consistency 

of partisanship among Germans. Through simple logistic and multinomial logistic models 

we were able to explore which factors predicted these differences in voter behavior. 

Lesser educated voters were more likely, on par, to be consistent partisans, perhaps 

relying on mere party heuristics in the voting booth. Also, the highest educated Germans 

were shown to be more likely to cast an inconsistent vote, or in some cases votes only at 

the Länder level. This speaks to the ability for these citizens to make use of higher order 

thinking and political sophistication to make these decisions based upon other factors, not 

simply a reliance on a party label. Finally, and most comprehensively, we can say that 

stronger partisans, irrespective of in which party they affiliate themselves with, are 

significantly more likely to maintain their partisanship in their vote choices between 

elections to the federal and Land governments. Even with the limitation of data 

availability, the future of election studies in Germany will allow for greater analysis of 

partisanship consistency in the Federal Republic of Germany.  
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CHAPTER SIX 

 

 

Conclusion 
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This dissertation began with several goals in mind. The first was to bring back in 

the institution of federalism, an often forgotten but important institution in a country. 

This institution truly shapes the rules of the political game for those countries that 

distribute power between the central and regional governments. Considering federalism 

more fully, using the unappreciated theoretical framework provided by William Riker on 

federalism, we sought to provide empirical support of the idea that federalism had 

observable impacts on voting behavior in advanced industrial democracies. This goal 

would be accomplished in several, quite varied ways.  

The first was a macro cross-national comparative analysis of voter turnout, like 

those done following the lead of G. Bingham Powell in the mid 1980s. The analysis done 

here makes the considerable addition however of a more correct, nuanced measure of 

federalism that the prior literature had underachieved. The chapter sought to determine 

how the institution of federalism impacts voter turnout. The chapter found considerable 

support for the relationship that Riker speculated, and challenged future studies to pick 

back up the banner of federalism as a vitally important component to consider in our 

analyses.  

The dissertation then turned to analyzing another aspect of voting behavior in the 

three countries of the United States, Canada, and Germany, vote choice. Specifically, 

because of the federal nature of the three countries, the preceding three chapters sought to 

analyze the consistency with which voters in these countries voted for the same political 

party in their federal and state/province/Land elections. Using individual level election 

survey data from each country, the next three chapters – for the United States, Canada, 

and Germany respectively –conduct an exploratory analysis into this kind of behavior, to 
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first gauge its rate of occurrence and then to what factors explain such variation. or the 

analysis done here, the important influence of electoral rules on these types of behaviors 

was controlled in the three cases, as each of these nations make use of the same electoral 

rules in the elections analyzed here, with minor exceptions for a few German Länder. A 

summarized discussion of the empirical findings of each chapter follows.    

 

Summary of Empirical Chapters’ Findings 

Chapter 2 

 The dissertation’s first empirical investigation was its most broad. The 

institutional of federalism has fallen out of favor in contemporary studies of comparative 

voting behavior; the second chapter sought to bring this institution back into the fold. 

This task was done with an eye towards establishing a richer, more nuanced, 

understanding of federalism, specifically considering beyond whether a country was 

federal or not. The variation in federalism across the globe gave credence to the need for 

a better measure of this important institution in scholarly discussion. In so doing, this 

chapter provided a cross-national comparative study of rates of voter turnout, conducted 

in the same vein as those done in previous foundational studies on the subject (Powell 

1982, 1986; Jackman 1987; Lijphart 1999; Gray and Caul 2000; among others). The 

major contribution here was a more complex measure of federalism, specifically the rate 

of decentralization of power in the political system to regional governments. This 

measure answered the call of those like Rodden (2004) to make use of newer, more 

nuanced, measurements of federalism which allow us not to sacrifice quality of the 

measure for a larger sample size. 
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 After conducting the analysis cursory confirmation was found of federalism’s 

relevance for voter turnout cross-nationally, particularly when we consider and measure 

the ample variation in this institution across advanced industrial democracies. The 

theoretical argument, first offered – but unfortunately dismissed by others – by William 

Riker, that federalism in and of itself was not the explanation, but yet the drastic 

ramifications that this institution has impact other measurable phenomenon. Riker 

correctly postulated that the federal arrangement had lasting impacts on the party systems 

in the countries that are structured in this manner, which will then thereby translate to 

effecting voting behavior through the party system, since we know this has considerable 

effect. Riker’s words were often unjustly dismissed by comparative research, a 

significant aim – and ultimate success – of this chapter was to pick back up Riker’s 

mantle and carry this theory forward, providing some empirical support for his ideas. 

This chapter also made it clear that we would need to investigate this relationship further, 

particularly at a lower level of analysis than the macro cross-national. Before doing so 

however, a richer story needed to be told which would corroborate the empirical trend 

observed cross-nationally.  

 

Chapter 3 

 The next few chapters turned to another form of voting behavior, that of vote 

choice. With the richer understanding of the federal arrangements of the United States, 

Canada, and Germany the next step was to empirically analyze the effects that these 

differences had on the voting behavior of the citizens of these nations. The first chapter 

(Chapter 4) looked at partisan vote choice consistency in the United States. Unlike most 
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studies just viewing partisanship as a single attachment, this chapter sought to investigate 

whether federal systems allowed citizens more opportunity to cast an inconsistent vote 

between the federal and regional levels of government. Prior literature, centered upon the 

United States, had suggested that only a negligible portion of the voting populations do 

not vote for the same party at both the federal and state levels. This analysis found this 

statement too hasty and established a five point measure of partisan vote choice 

consistency, including not just those who voted for the same party or different parties, but 

also those who voted for a party in only one or the other level, as well as those who did 

not vote for a party at either level. This more complete measure of vote choice allowed 

for more interesting, and theoretically enlightening analysis of voting, and even non-

voting, behavior in these federal countries.  

 For the United States, the chapter made use of data from the 2006, 2008, 2010, 

and 2012 waves of the Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCES) to analyze the 

voting behavior of American citizens. Contrary to the prevailing wisdom, we were able to 

illuminate the sizeable proportion of the electorate that indeed does cast inconsistent 

party voted between their federal and state elections. Around 10% of the American 

population does not keep a consistent vote. Certainly the vast majority indeed does, but 

this does not mean we should simply dismiss those who do not. With this established, we 

then turned our eyes to understanding what we could say about these voters. Specifically 

we sought to determine, in a style like that of the Michigan-school in The American 

Voter, of what factors significantly explain the variation in partisan identity consistency. 

We tested this in several logistic and multinomial logistic regressions using a host of 

standard socio-demographic and personal characteristics as the main explanatory factors 
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for this variation. Ultimately we found that higher educated citizens were more equipped, 

largely because of their higher levels of political sophistication, to cast an inconsistent 

vote between the federal and state level. The analysis also showed that Southern voters, 

as well as women voters were more likely to cast inconsistent votes as well. Chiefly 

important in the American case was the effect of strength of partisanship. This predicted, 

quite expectedly, that those with stranger attachments to a political party, irrespective of 

which one it was, were more likely to cast a vote for the same party at the federal and 

state levels. This corroborates the long held wisdom that American is a nation of rather 

weak parties (comparatively speaking) but yet one of strong partisans.  

 

Chapter 4 

 This chapter was inspired by a previous collaboration of efforts between myself, 

James W. Endersby, and Steven E. Galatas, to investigate partisan inconsistency in vote 

choice between federal and provincial elections in Canada. This is the same kind of 

analysis done in the previous chapter investigating this relationship in the United States. 

This chapter sought to establish a more complex five point nominal measure of 

partisanship consistency for respondents in Canadian Election Studies. After we had 

determined the proportion of citizens who exhibited inconsistency in their party vote 

choice between the federal and provincial levels we could then conduct an exploratory 

test for what factors significantly explained this variation using a standard battery of 

socio-demographic variables and several other political characteristics of individual 

respondents. Ultimately the chapter finds that college graduates to be more likely to 

maintain partisan inconsistency, likely explainable by political sophistication and the 
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ability to hold preferences that initially seem contradictory.  Also found to be explanatory 

are indicators of political trust and efficacy, support for political parties and support for 

the nation generally. These are found to be positively associated with partisan 

consistency for Canadians.  

 

Chapter 5 

 The chapter on German consistency in partisan vote choice incurred significant 

limitations due to limited appropriate survey data in the German Longitudinal Election 

Study. However, even with these significant empirical constraints, important trends and 

relationships in voting behavior of the German electorate are observed. The chapter 

began by determining the level of partisan consistency in Germany. Certainly compared 

to the United States and Canada the German case was unique in the distribution of 

citizens along the five point consistency measure. For the first time less than a majority – 

but still a clear plurality – of citizens were consistent in their party vote choice between 

the federal and Land elections. Also remarkable was the level of nonpartisanship in 

Germany. Nearly a quarter of the German respondents reported no partisan affiliation at 

either level of the federal system. This empirical fact certainly had considerable support 

from prior work on trends in partisanship in European democracies.  

Even with its peculiarity among the three cases, a sizeable portion of the 

electorate was inconsistent in their partisanship at the federal and Land levels. With this 

accomplished the chapter then moved on to analysis to determine what factors 

contributed to the variation in partisan consistency. Respondents in the 2009 survey 

looked remarkably similar to what we found of their American and Canadian 
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counterparts, namely that higher educated Germans were more likely to cast inconsistent 

votes, harkening again to the ideas in the political sophistication literature, in order to 

rationally perform this seemingly contradictory action in their voting behavior. Also 

substantially important was the effect of the strength of partisanship of the respondent. 

Strong partisans are simply the most likely citizens to cast a consistent vote in both 

elections, irrespective of if they are German, American, or Canadian.      

 

Comparing the Three  

Comparing the three countries we can see how the differences in constitutional 

experience and party systems have impacted voting behavior. The United States, with 

weak yet consistent parties at the federal and state levels, exhibits the least, although still 

significant, proportion of inconsistent partisans in their vote choice. Germany, where the 

constitution feared vapid party fragmentation like that under the Weimar Republic, 

instituted party rules into the constitution that would mitigate this. The Basic Law 

stipulates that parties must be regulated at the federal level, not the Land in order to 

mitigate the proliferation of splinter parties at the local levels (Richter 1995). Likewise, 

the Basic Law also stipulated a 5% threshold that also serves to eliminate some of the 

smallest parties from gaining representation and promote efficiency and stability that 

were lacking in their prior experience with democracy under Weimar.  Because of these 

factors we do see regional differences in party systems in Germany whereby, according 

to the theory posited here, would correspond to an increase in inconsistent partisan 

voting. This is indeed what we see in the German vote choice chapter.   
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Finally is the case of Canada, perhaps the country with the greatest regionalist 

tradition of the three, which has remained vital to the system because of the constitutional 

history of Canada trending towards decentralization in the federal system. Because this is 

so, we see in Canada a greater incidence of party system differences at the provincial 

level and correspondingly, as we expected, we would see a rise in inconsistency in voting 

behavior of Canadian citizens. These three federal systems show a nice range in 

inconsistency, have considerable roots in the constitution of the three cases, and 

demonstrate the effects those documents have on the party systems that emerged in the 

three nations. 

 

Future Research 

Lastly, it is important to note the possible avenues for future research stemming 

from the work done in the dissertation. Several of these future prospects are quite 

apparent, but they pragmatically fall out of the scope of the dissertation. They would 

make excellent expansions on the work completed here, either adding them in or as 

standalone projects in their own right. 

Subsequent research could include historical development of the institution of 

federalism in founding documents and subsequent constitutional changes in order to 

better grasp the constitutional process in federal nations. My own research as a Kinder 

Fellow for the Forum on Constitutional Democracy has allowed me to begin such a 

project, and could serve to illuminate the theoretical discussion here with qualitative 

historical evidence; certainly a worthy project to continue in the future.   
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The next, and perhaps easiest, is to supplement the Germany vote choice chapter 

with more and future election surveys. This is certainly accomplishable, as long as these 

questions continue to be asked in the surveys – a concern because of the 2013 survey’s 

rather limited scope in these matters. Ultimately we would wish to have panel data in 

Germany – as well as the United States – like we had in the Canadian case so we could 

directly examine citizens across time in their consistency of partisan identity at the 

federal and regional levels.  

 Also apparent is expanding the project to include more than the three federal 

systems analyzed here. These same types of analyses can be conducted for the remaining 

classic federal systems in the world today of Argentina, Australia, Austria, Brazil, 

Ethiopia, India, Malaysia, Mexico, Nigeria, Pakistan, and Switzerland. The variation of 

these in terms of region would certainly add new layers to the analysis and a host of other 

factors worthy of examination, but the foundation is arguably made in my analysis here. 

The same type of research could be done in these other countries with country-wide 

election studies growing in number across the world. The next most obvious to would be 

to try an expansion to quasi-federal or federal-like systems of Belgium, France, Great 

Britain, Spain, and the Russian Federation. Obviously the balance of power vested in the 

regional governments of these countries is considerably more nuanced, and in some cases 

little sovereign power resides with the state governments, so this would naturally have an 

impact on voting behavior in these systems.  

Also, the analysis could be extended to the supranational case of the European 

Union. The argument there is that EP elections are treated like state elections, simply that 

the system lacks a federal equivalent executive election. Future research could investigate 
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the kind of role reversal where the member state elections are the federal election in the 

EU context. It could compare the EU election turnout or vote choice to the state elections 

in the member states that are federal (i.e. compare turnout in the German Länder elections 

to German EP elections). The literature on second order elections theories was developed 

from analyzing the elections to the European Parliament. This theory would also apply to 

not only EP elections but also the often occurring referenda elections for certain EU 

policies and treaties. Each of these would be an interesting new environment to test many 

of the theories discussed in these chapters.  

Lastly, concerning the first empirical chapter, this same kind of cross-national 

analysis of variations in turnout could be done at a lower level of analysis. Specifically, it 

would be quite interesting to compile data for a large number of countries at the electoral 

district level. Certainly these are no easy tasks, and are certainly beyond the scope of this 

dissertation, but it would be a mammoth project but could also pay mammoth dividends 

in understanding the more nuanced role that federalism has on the party systems and by 

extension voting behavior. Likewise a deeper analysis of just federal countries done at the 

state/provincial level would also perhaps give a better picture of the dynamics that Riker 

so astutely promoted nearly half a century ago. Also concerning this chapter, it would be 

interesting to create a new measure of federalism that incorporates the party system 

variation into its calculation. Essentially this measure would attempt to overcome Riker’s 

aversion to measuring federalism but incorporating factors that he himself admits are 

important effects of federalism that are difficult to measure.  

Ultimately, federalism has lasting and crucial ramifications on the political 

systems in which such is used. We as scholars should not forsake this important 
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institution for the sole reason that federalism as an institution may be difficult to quantify 

across a large section of cases. The vast, sometimes even indirect, consequences of 

federalism pervade the political behavior in these countries. This study has brought 

federalism back into the fold and provided a deeper empirical respect and theoretical 

understanding for how this institution truly shapes the political game.   
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APPENDIX 

Appendix Table 1 
Chapter 2 Descriptive Statistics 

Variable Obs. Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Voter Turnout 34 78.21 10.84 50.3 94.5 
Party System Centralization 34 .70 .09 .49 .83 
Regional Authority Index 34 9.68 8.11 0 29.1 
Regional Authority Index2 34 157.54 206.99 0 846.81 
Compulsory Voting 34 .59 1.50 0 6 
Proportionality 34 89.54 5.85 75.50 99.3 
District Magnitude 34 2.68 .88 1 4 
Unicameralism 34 .44 .50 0 1 

 

Appendix Table 2 
Chapter 2 Data 

Country R.A.I. P.S.N.S 
IDEA 

Turnout 
Proportionality C.V. 

Electoral 

Districts 
Unicameral 

Albania 0.9 0.72 88.0 82.3 0 3 0 
Australia 18.3 0.70 74.5 84.0 4 1 0 
Austria 17.4 0.83 91.3 99.3 0 3 0 
Belgium 22.3 0.54 92.5 96.0 6 3 0 
Bulgaria 1.0 0.66 81.4 92.5 0 4 1 
Canada 22.6 0.67 73.9 83.0 0 1 0 
Croatia 8.4 0.57 71.2 86.0 0 3 0 
Cz. Republic 3.5 0.77 82.8 89.0 0 3 0 
Denmark 7.9 0.77 85.9 98.0 0 4 1 
Estonia 0 0.69 68.1 87.2 0 3 1 
Finland 2.6 0.71 76.0 92.0 0 3 1 
France 10.8 0.53 73.8 75.5 0 4 0 
Germany 29.1 0.67 85.4 94.0 0 4 0 
Greece 3.1 0.81 79.9 87.6 1 2 1 
Hungary 9.2 0.58 67.0 86.0 0 2 1 
Iceland 0.0 0.79 89.5 97.3 0 3 1 
Ireland 1.5 0.73 73.3 89.3 0 2 0 
Italy 13.7 0.65 89.8 89.8 1 3 0 
Japan 8.2 0.72 69.5 86.0 0 3 0 
Latvia 0.0 0.70 78.7 88.1 0 3 1 
Luxembourg 0.0 0.82 89.7 91.6 1 3 1 
Netherlands 13.7 0.71 87.5 95.0 0 3 0 
New Zealand 5.6 0.70 90.8 96.0 0 1 1 
Norway 7.4 0.77 80.4 95.0 0 3 1 
Poland 4.8 0.67 50.3 82.0 0 3 0 
Portugal 3.4 0.77 77.0 90.9 0 3 1 
Romania 8.8 0.56 72.5 82.0 0 3 0 
Russia 17.5 0.72 58.4 89.0 0 2 0 
Spain 20.2 0.62 73.6 93.0 0 3 0 
Sweden 11.3 0.83 87.1 97.0 0 3 1 
Switzerland 19.5 0.49 56.5 93.0 0 2 0 
Turkey 4.2 0.72 81.3 83.0 4 3 1 
UK 9.1 0.73 75.2 80.0 0 1 0 
US 23.1 0.73 66.5 94.0 0 1 0 
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Appendix Table 3 
Chapter 3 Descriptive Statistics (2006) 

Variables Obs. Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Consistency Logit 1 19474 .74 .44 0 1 
Consistency MNL 19474 3.45 1.06 0 4 
Consistency Logit 2 16201 .89 .31 0 1 
No HS 36354 .03 .18 0 1 
Some College 36354 .30 .46 0 1 
Two Year 36354 .11 .31 0 1 
Four Year 36354 .15 .35 0 1 
Postgrad 36354 .10 .30 0 1 
Male 36421 .48 .50 0 1 
Age 36421 49.09 15.30 18 95 
Age2 36421 2644.07 1528.53 324 9025 
Catholic 35786 .21 .41 0 1 
Evangelical 27510 .40 .49 0 1 
Black 36421 .10 .30 0 1 
Hispanic 36421 .09 .29 0 1 
Native Born 36247 .95 .23 0 1 
PID Strength 35835 2.91 1.04 1 4 
South 36419 .35 .48 0 1 
Mobility 36421 .73 .44 0 1 

 

Appendix Table 4 
Chapter 3 Descriptive Statistics (2008) 

Variables Obs. Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Consistency Logit 1 18792 .67 .47 0 1 
Consistency MNL 18792 3.24 1.21 0 4 
Consistency Logit 2 13842 .91 .29 0 1 
No HS 32800 .04 .18 0 1 
Some College 32800 .24 .43 0 1 
Two Year 32800 .07 .26 0 1 
Four Year 32800 .21 .41 0 1 
Postgrad 32800 .10 .30 0 1 
Male 32800 .48 .50 0 1 
Age 32800 47.38 16.10 18 100 
Age2 32800 2503.79 1571.29 324 10000 
Catholic 32719 .22 .41 0 1 
Evangelical 32725 .33 .47 0 1 
Black 32800 .06 .24 0 1 
Hispanic 32800 .06 .24 0 1 
Native Born 32614 .15 .36 0 1 
PID Strength 31853 3.09 1.05 1 4 
South 32800 .35 .48 0 1 
Mobility 31538 .25 .43 0 1 
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Appendix Table 5 
Chapter 3 Descriptive Statistics (2010) 

Variables Obs. Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Consistency Logit 1 34981 .83 .38 0 1 
Consistency MNL 34981 3.62 .92 0 4 
Consistency Logit 2 31145 .93 .26 0 1 
No HS 55400 .02 .14 0 1 
Some College 55400 .29 .45 0 1 
Two Year 55400 .09 .29 0 1 
Four Year 55400 .29 .45 0 1 
Postgrad 55400 .13 .33 0 1 
Male 55400 .48 .50 0 1 
Age 55400 52.72 14.75 18 91 
Age2 55400 2997.23 1504.01 324 8281 
Catholic 55358 .23 .42 0 1 
Evangelical 55363 .32 .46 0 1 
Black 55400 .12 .32 0 1 
Hispanic 55400 .07 .26 0 1 
Native Born 55237 .94 .23 0 1 
PID Strength 53978 2.99 1.07 1 4 
South 55400 .36 .48 0 1 
Mobility 55400 .72 .45 0 1 

 

Appendix Table 6 
Chapter 3 Descriptive Statistics (2012) 

Variables Obs. Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Consistency Logit 1 35777 .66 .47 0 1 
Consistency MNL 35777 3.18 1.27 0 4 
Consistency Logit 2 25635 .93 .26 0 1 
No HS 54535 .03 .17 0 1 
Some College 54535 .27 .44 0 1 
Two Year 54535 .10 .30 0 1 
Four Year 54535 .22 .41 0 1 
Postgrad 54535 .13 .34 0 1 
Male 54535 .47 .50 0 1 
Age 54535 52.25 16.20 18 94 
Age2 54535 2992.08 1608.24 324 8836 
Catholic 54418 .21 .41 0 1 
Evangelical 54405 .31 .46 0 1 
Black 54535 .12 .33 0 1 
Hispanic 54535 .08 .26 0 1 
Native Born 54314 .94 .24 0 1 
PID Strength 52052 2.98 1.07 1 4 
South 54535 .37 .48 0 1 
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Appendix Table 7 
Chapter 4 Descriptive Statistics (2004) 

Variables Obs. Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Consistency Logit 1 2963 .60 .49 0 1 
Consistency MNL 2963 3.08 1.39 0 4 
Consistency Logit 2 2283 .78 .41 0 1 
Less than HS 4267 .18 .38 0 1 
Some College 4267 .32 .47 0 1 
College Grad 4267 .27 .44 0 1 
French 4181 .21 .41 0 1 
Male 13097 .45 .50 0 1 
Age 12876 47.09 16.93 11 102 
Catholic 4174 .41 .49 0 1 
Protestant 4174 .35 .48 0 1 
Mobility 4301 .74 .44 0 1 
Native Born 4313 .86 .35 0 1 
Party Thermometer 2926 48.59 21.89 0 100 
BC 4323 .14 .35 0 1 
West 4323 .20 .40 0 1 
QC 4323 .24 .43 0 1 
Maritimes 4323 .11 .31 0 1 
Age2 12876 2503.80 1676.98 121 10404 

 

Appendix Table 8 
Chapter 4 Descriptive Statistics (2006) 

Variables Obs. Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Consistency Logit 1 3076 .59 .49 0 1 
Consistency MNL 3076 3.21 1.20 0 4 
Consistency Logit 2 2505 .73 .44 0 1 
Less than HS 2036 .15 .36 0 1 
Some College 2036 .32 .47 0 1 
College Grad 2036 .30 .46 0 1 
French 1959 .17 .37 0 1 
Male 13097 .45 .50 0 1 
Age 12876 49.09 16.93 13 104 
Catholic 1978 .43 .50 0 1 
Protestant 1972 .31 .46 0 1 
Mobility 4045 .77 .42 0 1 
Native Born 2059 .79 .41 0 1 
Party Thermometer 3048 53.06 20.19 0 100 
BC 4058 .15 .35 0 1 
West 4058 .20 .40 0 1 
QC 4058 .25 .43 0 1 
Maritimes 4058 .10 .30 0 1 
Age2 12876 2696.14 1743.44 169 10816 
Alienation 3110 17.14 26.58 -100 100 
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Appendix Table 9 
Chapter 4 Descriptive Statistics (2008) 

Variables Obs. Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Consistency Logit 1 3386 .56 .50 0 1 
Consistency MNL 3386 3.02 1.34 0 4 
Consistency Logit 2 2421 .78 .41 0 1 
Less than HS 3215 .15 .35 0 1 
Some College 3215 .33 .47 0 1 
College Grad 3215 .31 .46 0 1 
French 3141 .16 .37 0 1 
Male 13097 .45 .50 0 1 
Age 12876 51.09 16.93 15 106 
Catholic 3105 .42 .49 0 1 
Protestant 3105 .34 .47 0 1 
Native Born 3170 .81 .39 0 1 
Party Thermometer 3451 54.71 20.67 0 100 
BC 4495 .15 .36 0 1 
West 4495 .16 .36 0 1 
QC 4495 .25 .43 0 1 
Maritimes 4495 .13 .34 0 1 
Age2 12876 2896.49 1809.98 225 11236 
Alienation 3506 21.40 28.96 -100 100 
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Appendix Table 10 
Chapter 5 Descriptive Statistics (2009) 

Variables Obs. Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Consistency Logit 1 2173 .48 .50 0 1 
Consistency MNL 2173 2.49 1.68 0 4 
Consistency Logit 2 1253 .83 .38 0 1 
Secondary Cert. 2159 .34 .47 0 1 
Polytechnic Cert. 2159 .04 .20 0 1 
University Cert. 2159 .17 .38 0 1 
Male 2173 .49 .50 0 1 
Age 2173 50.51 18.22 16 89 
Catholic 2100 .07 .25 0 1 
German Protestant 2100 .27 .44 0 1 
Native Born 2156 .94 .23 0 1 
Age2 2173 2883.35 1856.25 256 7921 
Party Alienation 2149 3.81 1.02 1 5 
PID Strength 1372 3.63 .83 1 5 
Schleswig Holstein 2173 .04 .19 0 1 
Hamburg 2173 .02 .14 0 1 
Lower Saxony 2173 .08 .27 0 1 
Bremen 2173 .01 .10 0 1 
North Rhine-Westphalia 2173 .18 .39 0 1 
Hesse 2173 .05 .22 0 1 
Rhineland-Palatinate 2173 .03 .18 0 1 
Baden-Württemberg 2173 .10 .30 0 1 
Bavaria 2173 .11 .32 0 1 
Saarland 2173 .01 .10 0 1 
Brandenburg 2173 .06 .24 0 1 
Macklenburg-Vorpommem 2173 .05 .21 0 1 
Saxony 2173 .11 .32 0 1 
Saxon-Anhalt 2173 .06 .24 0 1 
Thuringia 2173 .05 .22 0 1 

 

Appendix Table 11 
Chapter 5 Descriptive Statistics (2013) 

Variables Obs. Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Consistency Logit 1 394 .59 .49 0 1 
Consistency MNL 394 2.69 1.70 0 4 
Consistency Logit 2 246 .94 .23 0 1 
Less than Lowest Cert. 2003 .02 .15 0 1 
Secondary Cert. 2003 .37 .48 0 1 
Polytechnic Cert. 2003 .04 .20 0 1 
University Cert. 2003 .19 .39 0 1 
Male 2003 .51 .50 0 1 
Age 2003 55.82 18.90 16 99 
Catholic 2003 .28 .45 0 1 
German Protestant 1969 .32 .47 0 1 
Native Born 2001 .91 .29 0 1 
Age2 2003 3472.72 2047.33 256 9801 
PID Strength 1364 3.71 .77 1 5 
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