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Introduction

“If political parties are primarily concerned with ensuring that their ambitious office seekers obtain power from the electorate, and if the ambitious office seekers depend on the electorate to continue to realize their ambitions, then the place to begin to understand contemporary partisan politics is in that electorate”.

To understand political party competition we assume that parties compete based on how they think their existing and target voters will respond. The theoretical orthodoxy is that parties have to balance the motives of their existing voters with appeals to new voters. The party base acts as an anchor of stability but also a drag against change. This paper challenges these assumptions and presents a counter-intuitive explanation for why core voters do not restrain a party from positioning itself wherever it wants to. 

This paper also links for the first time empirical observations about partisanship to correct misconceptions about core voters. The anomaly is resolved by applying the implications of the Michigan School theory of party identification (Campbell et al, 1960) – that selective perception, projection effects, or evaluation bias influences the propensity of party supporters to align the position of the party to their own position (or visa versa). According to my argument, parties cannot effectively move away from their strongest core supporters. These supporters will adjust their evaluations to position the party in close proximity to themselves regardless. The stronger the party identifier the smaller the perceived distance will be between individual and party. Consequently, issue distance should not matter when predicting the likelihood of exiting party identification, particularly among the strongest partisans. 

Theory

Party members and activists are commonly described as ideologically polarized and motivated by policy oriented goals (for example, see May, 1973; Kitschelt, 1994; Fiorina, 1999). As argued by McLean (1982), why else incur the costs of political participation? However, when we think about the party base it is commonly assumed that core voters are also polarized. For example, the predominant explanation for the Conservative Party’s predicament subsequent to 1997 has been that an appeal to its core vote prevents an appeal to the centre (Butler and Kavanagh, 2002; Cooper, 2002; Norris and Lovenduski, 2004). This is problematic for two reasons. Firstly, it may be inaccurate to assume that party members are ideologically motivated and divergent in the first place (Whiteley et al, 1994; Seyd et al, 1996; Webb and Farrell, 1999; Whiteley and Seyd, 2002). Secondly, it is not apparent why, compared to members and activists, the Conservative core vote should be divergent to swing voters or even partisans of other parties (Green, 2005).  

However, theoretical explanations for party divergence maintain that the ideological location of a party’s existing vote is an important determinant of party position (Key, 1966; McLean, 1982; Aldrich, 1995; Adams, 2001). This is based on the strongly held assumption that if a party moves too far from traditional positions then its core vote will resist such a change. Supporters will either ‘exit’ in the case of less loyal supporters, or use ‘voice’ in the case of more loyal supporters, in order to constrain the movement of the party away from their own views (Hirschman, 1970). This becomes particularly damaging to a party unpopular among the wider electorate. In this case the risk of losing existing supporters outweighs the potential gains of attracting new ones, and so weaker parties are forced back onto the less representative positions of their existing voters (Robertson, 1976). “Parties making no effort to break out of their electoral ‘ghettos’ can suffer serious decline” (Ware, 1987: 159).

Due to the correlation between ideological position and party identification (Heath et al, 1985), it follows that the strongest identifiers will be the most likely to resist a move towards the centre. These individuals are most likely to hold views towards the far ends of, for example, the left-right spectrum, and therefore the distance between partisan and party would be the greatest if a party moves.
 Among more weakly identifying partisans, and overall, we have witnessed a growing consensus between partisans (Green, 2005a) but where there is divergence, this is most likely to be evident among the most strongly identifying. Although the proportion of strongly identifying partisans is in decline (Särlvik and Crewe, 1983; Dalton and Wattenberg, 2000; Seyd and Whiteley, 2002) a party may be reliant on these voters due to its electoral position, or because they are more likely to turn-out. However, this assumes that the strongest identifiers who are more polarized are also most likely to resist change. I now argue to the contrary. 

The ‘expressive’ party identification school of thought was put forward by the Michigan School (Belknap and Campbell, 1952; Campbell et al, 1960). Briefly summarized, this theory argued that party identification is a stable characteristic based on enduring strong group attachment and social identity. This is in challenge to later arguments that party identification is a combination of more short-term performance evaluations (see Fiorina, 1981). Much debate has passed between these opposing views (see Franklin, 1992 and Green et al, 2002), particularly regarding the stability of partisanship (Schickler and Green, 1995; Franklin, 1992; Franklin and Jackson, 1983). 

If party identification follows the Michigan model, and this paper lends weight to this view, then an important implication follows. This is that perceptions of politics are influenced by the centrality of one’s political group or social identity, and partisans are more likely to judge their party favourably (Campbell et al, 1960; Himmelweit et al, 1981; Heath et al, 1985; Aldrich, 1995). Importantly, the causal direction is predominantly from partisanship to a positive evaluation. It does not necessitate that the causation can not be in the opposite direction – from positive evaluations to partisanship, but the assumption is that the former direction is more pervasive as an explanation of political attitudes and behaviour. Therefore important vote predictors such as issue distance, leader evaluations and economic evaluations are endogenous to party support, rather than purely exogenous. “It is as though individuals were looking at the issues and the parties’ policies through tinted spectacles with the effect of making the party one sympathises with look a bit better and the opposite party a bit worse” (Särlvik and Crewe 1983:220). The stated mechanisms are ones related to a need for psychological consistency or selective perception in what an individual chooses to be exposed to, because of psychological bias resulting from the pervasiveness and importance of the relationship between party identification and, for example, social networks (Zuckerman, 2005). Party identifiers are therefore more likely to demonstrate projection effects, distancing oneself from less favoured parties, minimizing the distance between themselves and their own party or simply being more likely to follow party cues (see Zaller, 1992). 
If core voters are more likely to bring positive evaluations to bear, specifically minimising the difference between their own position and their party, then we should expect the strongest identifiers to be the group most likely to do so. It logically follows that if partisanship influences perceptions, more committed partisans will exhibit this effect most strongly. My argument now has clear implications for party behaviour and presents a paradox. We can hypothesise that the strongest identifiers are the most likely to positively bias the evaluation of their party, minimising the difference between their own position and that of the party. However, the strongest identifiers are also the most likely to hold views furthest from the centre ground. Therefore, precisely due to their heightened sense of affiliation to the party, stronger partisans are less likely to constrain a party from shifting its ideological position, because they are most likely to place the party closest to their own views regardless. 

The implication of minimizing individual and party distance is that, wherever a party locates, we should expect the strongest identifiers to be least likely to exit the party on the basis of issues. The smaller the distance between respondent and party, the less such a variable should influence the propensity to exit. 

For example, let’s suppose, consistent with existing theories, that the decision to identify with a party depends on the perceived policy consistency between the individual and the party. That is, an individual i, supports party j, on policy k, which generates the highest utility, U, the closer the party is perceived to be to that individual’s own preferences.
 An individual will be less likely to exit a party the greater the value of U. Let’s also assume, that the position of individual, i, on policy k, is a function of demographic factors, where Ai, Bi, Ci, and Di represent age, gender, social class and educational attainment of individual, i. We can then write equations for the influences on Uijk.
The first equation captures the effects of demographic factors upon issue position. 

(1) Wik = f (Ai, Bi, Ci, Di,) 

Where Wik is the position of individual i on policy k.

(2) Uijk = f (Wik – Wijk)
Where Wijk is the perceived position of party j on issue k. 
However, the influence of partisanship strength, P, of individual i, is to minimize Wik – Wijk, as follows:
(3) Uijk = f (( Pi​​-1 (Wik – Wijk))
In a statistical model based on Uijk = f (Wik – Wijk) we should find, firstly, that among party identifiers issue distance effects are minimal (because among party identifiers we should already find Uijk to be larger than among other respondents in a sample, and secondly, in a model based on Uijk = f (( Pi​​-1 (Wik – Wijk)), controlling for Pi  will minimize the significance of any issue distance effects upon party exit. This is because the smaller the perceived distance the higher the utility to the individual of identifying with the party, thus minimizing the likelihood of exit.
 
The hypotheses generated by the theoretical arguments proposed are as follows:

H1 = 
More strongly identifying partisans will be more likely to position their party in the same ideological location as themselves, regardless of their own position

H2 = 
When controlling for strength of partisanship in a predictive model of party identification exit, the effects of issue distance should be reduced.

The null hypotheses of this paper would suggest that more strongly identifying partisans may be more likely to position their party in the same ideological location as themselves, but only if each group has the same policy view. That is, they align with their party but only where this is reflective of their actual policy positions, rather than partisan bias. The second null hypothesis would conclude that equation 2 above is equal to equation 3: party identification strength does not alter the utility calculation outcome based upon perceived issue distance. 

Data
The sample used reflects political context and theoretical orthodoxy. The British Conservative Party has been most commonly described as having a problem of core vote constraint. It is also a party recently reduced for its support to its core voters. During the 2001 British Election Conservative Party identification was almost exactly equal to Conservative Party vote intention, whereas Labour had more potential voters than party identifiers.
 The Conservative Party has also undergone the most dramatic exodus of party identifiers between 1992 and 2001. As can be seen in Figure 1, even in Labour’s election of greatest unpopularity (1983), the proportion of respondents in British Election Surveys (cross-sections) identifying with Labour was greater than those identifying with the Conservative Party by 1997 – plummeting still further by 2001. Therefore if we are to test the predictors of party identification exit, the Conservatives provide the ideal case. 

· Figure 2 about here –

Underpinning my argument is the prerequisite that the Conservative Party is perceived to have moved away from its supporters. A centrist move would be consistent with observations (for example, Bara and Budge, 2001). Among Conservative identifiers there was a perceived shift of the Conservative party among Conservative identifiers between 1992 and 2001 on the left-right scale towards a more centrist position, and a shift right-ward on the EU scale in the same period.
 There was also a right-ward shift among politician’s self-placement between 1992 and 1997, measured using the British Candidate Study.

However, also integral to my argument is the implication that perceived distance between an individual and the party will be subjective to partisanship. Therefore it is only a difference in distance between identifier and party that would influence the propensity to exit the party. 

Figure 2 presents a comparison of party proximity on the left-right index and the EU scale for Conservative identifiers between 1992 and 2001. Due to a loss of Conservative partisan support over the course of both panels, the graph depicts the perceived mean distance among respondents who were Conservative identifiers in the first waves (dashed line) and respondents who said they were Conservative party identifiers in each wave (bold line). Therefore in the first wave identifiers may not have exited, but each point of the bold line represents individuals who have maintained their party identification in that year. Positive numbers denote that the Conservative Party is to the right of respondents, and negative numbers denote that the Conservative Party is to the left of respondents, because; 

Issue distance = respondent’s perceived location of party – respondent’s self-placement

- Figure 2 about here -

We can see from Figure 2 that rather than a move to the centre being a move away from supporters on the left-right index, the perceived movement of the Conservatives to the left cited above was a move towards its core. Likewise, a move towards the right of the EU scale was a perceived shift towards the more right-wing core voters. This also effectively means that the stronger the identification, the closer individuals would be to the Conservative Party on the left-right index and the further away they will be on the EU scale. However, it should be borne in mind that these evaluations may simply reflect a minimizing of projection effects or selective perception. No comparable objective measure exists, and so any perceived location is biased by partisanship – positive or negative. 

It is evident from Figure 2 that on the left-right index respondents exiting Conservative Party identification between 1992 and 1997 (the dashed line) were more likely to think they were further from the party, particularly between 1995 and 1996. However rather than conclude that this is the reason these individuals no longer identified with the Conservatives, the identification itself could have lead these individuals to project the party further from their own position. There is no difference between the groups between 1997 and 2001, possibly because projection effects were minimized among this more loyal group of identifiers. 

An opposite trend is evident on the EU scale. Here respondents who chose to exit Conservative Party identification were more likely to think the party closest to themselves, whereas loyal partisans were actually more likely to position the Conservative party further from their own view (the bold line). In both cases there are grounds to predict that on this issue the Conservative Party will not lose its supporters – it is the only issue, due to the distribution of preferences evident here, where the party’s position does not compete with another major party. The Conservative Party may lose votes to minor euro-sceptic parties, but the Labour and Liberal Democrat parties are further away from the Conservative Party’s core vote than the Conservative Party is. 

Method

Due to the decline in Conservative identifiers and the concurrent weakening of party identification strength over time, I use the 1992 BES cross-section to investigate whether very strong, fairly strong and not very strong (the three level party identification variable used in the British Election Studies) identifiers of the Conservatives believe, regardless of their own views, that their party is positioned in the same ideological position. This is a stricter test, as we might expect individuals who have remained with the party in later samples to have either done so due to a perception of closer proximity, or to perceive closer proximity due to their particularly strong commitment. 

I use the British Election Panel Studies in 1992 to 1997 and 1997 to 2001 to test for the effect of issue distance upon Conservative party identification exit. Ideally it would be possible to conduct issue distance tests upon individual samples of very strong, strong, and weak identifiers. Unfortunately the sample sizes for very strong Conservatives are too small to base reliable conclusions upon. Therefore, I include all identifiers and use party identification strength as a control variable. There is precedent for this method of controlling for endogenous party identification evaluations (Evans and Andersen, 2004). 

The issue scales included in each panel wave of the 1992-1997 BEPS and 1997-2001 BEPS are as follows: 

Equalisation of Incomes

1 = ‘Make much greater efforts to make people’s incomes more equal’ to 11 = ‘Be much less concerned about how equal people’s incomes are’

Nationalisation or Privatisation

1 = ‘Nationalise many more private companies’ to 11 = ‘Sell off many more nationalised industries’.

Inflation-Unemployment

1 = ‘Getting people back to work should be the government’s top priority’ to 11 = ‘Keeping prices down should be the government’s top priority’.

Tax-Spend 

1 = ‘Government should increase taxes a lot and spend much more on health and social services to 11 = ‘Government should cut taxes and spend much less on health and social services’.

EU Integration

Britain should: 1 = ‘Do all it can to unite fully with the European Union’ to 11 = ‘Do all it can to protect its independence from the European Union.

Correlations between the scales demonstrate, consistent with expectations, that the first four are highly correlated with each other, representative of a left-right dimension. Therefore I compute a left-right index comprising the first four issues and enter this index for each year into models alongside the EU variable. The Pearson Correlation between the left-right index and EU scale, representative of a European-Nationalisation dimension, is only .190, significant at the p > 0.000 level in 1992. Issue distance is calculated on the left-right and EU scales by subtracting respondent’s placement of the Conservative Party by respondent’s self-placement. I use weighted data throughout.
The dependent variable is a binary variable of exit or loyalty, where 1 = no longer identify with the Conservative Party in 1997 or 2001 if identified with the Conservative Party in 1992 or 1997 respectively, and 0 = remained a Conservative identifier. In each case, respondents are only included if they remained in the panel studies throughout all waves. Therefore, the decline in Conservative identifiers does not include decline due to panel attrition.

Control variables are included in each model as follows: Age; gender; education, operationalised as a set of four dummy regressors coded (1) degree, (2) some post-secondary education, (3) A-level, (4) O-level/CSE, and ‘other’ (reference category); and social class. Social class is operationalised using the Heath/Goldthorpe class schema, operationalised as a set of four dummy regressors coded (1) salariat; (2) self-employed; (3) routine non-manual; (4) manual working class. The reference category is respondents who had never had a job or for whom there was insufficient information. 

Party identification strength is operationalised as a set of three dummy regressors coded (1) very strong Conservative party identification; (2) fairly strong Conservative party identification and the reference category, not very strong Conservative party identification. 

A dummy variable tapping into party image is composed using the question ‘Is the Conservative party a party that is good for one class or good for all?’ where 1 = good for one class, and 0 = good for all, neither or don’t know. Conservative party politicians have spoken of this issue as being far more important to the party’s loss of support, particularly among traditional supporters, between 1992 and 1997 and after 1997.
 This would be consistent with a conceptualization of party identification as a personal identity, as summarized by Green et al, (2002: 815) “Party identification…concerns the way in which people think of themselves”. 

Typical panel study issues arise. For example, the correlation between issue proximity in each year is high.
 Each year’s issue variable might therefore be serving as a proxy for party identification strength as a lagged endogenous variable, though consistent with my argument. A causal depiction of predicted effects between 1992 and 1997 is presented here:  
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The decision to exit Conservative party identification is therefore a function of the influence of partisan strength upon the perceived distance between individual and party, cumulative in each wave over the election cycle. In each year remaining an identifier predicts the propensity to exit in the next panel wave, and the decision to remain in the panel as a very strong, fairly strong or weak identifier determines the propensity of positive evaluations to predict whether perceived issue proximity predicts exit in the next. I model Conservative party exit using lagged party identification in the first panel wave only. 
Results
In order to demonstrate the existence of a partisan bias component to issue distance perceptions, I now demonstrate that partisans are more likely to believe they are located in the same position as their party, the stronger their party affiliation, regardless of where identifiers are positioned. This can be discerned descriptively by comparing the likelihood of placing the party in the respondent’s own location on a scale, for example, to the left (points 1-4 on the 11 point scales), centre (5-7) and right (8-11). The standard deviation of distributions can also be compared between groups to ensure there is equal dispersion of preferences in each group. 

Tables 1 and 2 demonstrate the mean scores, standard deviations and left-centre-right congruence between respondent and party on the composite left-right index. 
- Tables 1 & 2 about here – 

Table 1 highlights a relationship between strength of partisanship and ideological placement. Consistent with Figure 2, Conservative Party identifiers place themselves to the left of this index (< point 6). Only very strong identifiers are marginally to the right of the scale, but overall, the Conservative core vote is far more moderate than common views suggest. Secondly, the strongest identifiers are the most dispersed in their self-placement. This is an observation which supports the challenge articulated in this paper towards ideological motivation theories of party commitment.
Table 2 demonstrates the hypothesized pattern of self placement and party placement. Here we find that very strong identifiers are the most likely, if they themselves are left, centrist, or right on the left-right index, to also position the Conservatives in these categories. In each case the weakest identifiers are less likely to do so. Interestingly, if weakly identifying partisans were right wing then 91.7% believed the Conservative Party was also right-wing. This may suggest either that right-wing identifiers are more likely to exhibit strong partisanship characteristics, but simply label their partisanship differently, or it may suggest that right-wing partisans were simply more correct – because the Conservative Party was perceived to be to the right of its core vote on the whole, as evident from Figure 2.
Tables 3 and 4 replicate the comparisons on the EU scale. 

- Tables 3 & 4 about here – 

A similar relationship between ideology and partisanship is exhibited on the EU scale, although each group in 1992 is not far from the centre point.
 Here we find a more consistent pattern among weak, strong and very strong identifiers in left, centre and right positions. In each case the strongest identifiers are most likely to believe the Conservative Party to be in the same location. Again, however, weak and strong identifiers exhibit a greater tendency to position themselves congruently if they are to the left of the scale. This suggests a similar phenomenon as evident on the left-right scale because the Conservative Party was generally thought to be to the left of partisans on this scale. Together these relationships suggest that the more likely you are to place the Conservative party inaccurately, the less likely it is that partisanship is brought to bear on your perceived proximity (or visa versa). That is, strength of partisanship seems to produce greater variation when respondents deviate from the more generally held belief regarding the Conservative Party’s placement on the two scales. 
The first hypothesis appears from this data to be confirmed. More strongly identifying partisans are more likely to position their party in the same ideological location as themselves, regardless of their own position. The hypothesis seems to apply more consistently where respondents deviate from the more commonly held perception of the party’s placement. -
Alone this hypothesis does not challenge theories of party constraint and core voter evaluations. It simply lends weight to the expectation of the second hypothesis - that when we allow for the propensity of partisanship to predict issue distance, by controlling for partisanship strength, the effects of issue distance upon the likelihood of party exit will be reduced. Contrary to this hypothesis, from Figure 2 we might note that if issue distance is predictive of party exit (the null hypothesis), we should find stronger effects in the first panel study than in the second. We should also expect to find effects in years when distance increased, such as 1995 and 1996. 
· Table 5 about here – 

The results in Table 5 suggest some confirmation in the hypothesized direction. In the first model we find that the left-right index is significant in 1992 and 1997. This is interesting an interesting finding in relation to the descriptive data presented in Figure 2, whereby it was in 1995 and 1996 that issue distance increased. Therefore, more important than issue distance between elections, it may be the case that issues predict exit in election years, due for example to the increased salience of an issue in the campaign, even if the perceived distance is relatively minimal. 
The second model introduces the party identification strength control variable. If exit is endogenous to the influence of partisanship upon issue distance, then the significance of the left-right index in 1992 and 1997 should diminish. This is the case for the left-right index in 1992. This variable is not significant in the second model, offering initial confirmation of the second hypothesis. However, controlling for partisan strength in 1992 does not render the 1997 left-right index insignificant. This may be due to partisan attrition in the course of the panel, so that partisanship strength in 1992 no longer acts as a control for partisanship in 1997. A single year model (not presented here) controlling for partisanship strength in 1996 did result in the 1997 left-right index being insignificant, suggesting an endogenous effect. 

In models 2 and 3 we can observe that the very strong and fairly strong identifiers are significantly less likely to exit than the weakly identifying partisans, the reference group. Furthermore, this is a powerful variable, with each category coefficient at least three times the size of its standard error. In Model 3 being a very strong identifier leads to a 95% decrease in the odds of exiting the Conservative Party, and an 80% decrease in the likelihood of exit for fairly strong identifiers, in comparison to weakly identifying Conservatives. This may seem non counter-intuitive. After all, we can expect this to be tautologous to the definition of partisan strength. However, because it is argued that parties are constrained by the ‘hardcore’ voters or partisans this point is central to challenging these explanations of party behaviour. 

Model 3 in Table 5 includes the variable – ‘is the Conservative party good for one class or good for all?’, in 1997. This is a highly significant variable, and the inclusion of this image evaluation in the model omits the significance of the 1997 left-right index. These variables may be measuring the same thing – after all, if one evaluates the Conservatives to the right of the redistribution scale it could be equivalent to arguing that the party’s economic policies are not good for all. It may also be the case that this image evaluation serves as a proxy for party identification strength in 1997. However, this variable, due to its strength of effect, does appear to tap into an important dimension of Conservative party unpopularity. It would make sense that identification, if expressive, is particularly influenced by party image rather than by policy positions (which would suggest a more instrumental form of identification). Therefore we find that this variable is highly significant even when party identification strength is included, suggesting that image and issues are asymmetrically endogenous to partisanship. 
Given the apparent importance of the party image variable, and in order to further understand the results shown in Table 5, the following figure compares the image evaluations of the Conservative party as a party good for only one class by the dependent variable: respondents who remained Conservative identifiers (who we know were more likely to be stronger partisans) and respondents who exited (weaker partisans). It is also of concern to determine whether the distribution of this variable follows the pattern exhibited in Figure 2, for the left-right index. Respondents who exited Conservative party identification between 1992 and 1997 are given a grey dashed line and respondents who did not are in bold.
· Figure 3 about here – 

Figure 3 demonstrates a clear increase in 1994 of evaluations of the Conservative Party as only good for one class. Unfortunately the BEPS doesn’t include the question in 1993, so this may reflect a leap in the preceding year, but the increase is dramatic between 1992 and 1994. Between these years the Conservative’s problems are well documented. The party suffered from withdrawing Britain from the Exchange Rate Mechanism. This may have been sufficient to tip the electorate against the Conservatives, manifesting in believing the party wasn’t a party good for all. However, also damaging the Conservative party at this time were accusations of sleaze and disunity (a variable measuring whether the Conservatives were united or divided is not significant in the model). A general belief that the Conservatives were a party only concerned for one class (perhaps only their own) seems to have been manifested, and this evaluation led to an attrition of people willing to identify themselves with the party. Green et al (2002) explain that although partisanship has a stable group identity effect, if the meaning of the group changes – such as being tied to an uncaring or selfish concept, then we can expect partisanship to demonstrate wide-ranging attrition, as evident in Figure 1, above.  

Furthermore, we can see from Figure 3 that exiters increased their evaluations that the Conservatives were only good for one class at a much greater rate than loyal partisans. The difference in the rate of change is 112%, even allowing for the fact that the exiters began from a higher base. Shickler and Green (1995) argue that in order to determine whether partisanship influences evaluations by selective perception, it is the rate of change in evaluations that we should observe. Otherwise apparent bias may simply reflect different definitions of the desirability of a policy goal, for example.  The effect of the party image variable appears to be based upon selective perception among different types of identifier. Recall that these models are only tested on a sample of respondents who began the panel study as Conservative identifiers. Even these identifiers had a high propensity to believe that the Conservative Party was not a party that was good for all.
Furthermore, the increase in the belief that the Conservatives were good for only one class preceded the shift in issue distance evident in Figure 2. Figure 2 demonstrated a greater likelihood of perceiving the Conservative Party to be further away from respondents on the left-right index in 1995 and 1996, whereas Figure 3 shows that by 1995 and 1996 the evaluation that the Conservatives were a party good for one class was declining, particularly among respondents who were less likely to exit. This suggests, in a preliminary manner, that image preceded issue evaluations for Conservative identifiers, and because these two variables are correlated,
 that party image perhaps caused a direct and indirect effect upon party exit between 1992 and 1997. Therefore issues matter, but party image matters first. 
Nevertheless, even before introducing this party image variable the left-right index is only significant in one year of the model when controlling for strength of partisanship. 
Furthermore, the EU scale is not significant in any year, supporting the prediction following the discussion of Figure 2: that we would not expect identifiers to exit the Conservative Party when the Conservatives are the party closest to their identifier’s views, albeit further away between 1992 and 1997 than between 1997 and 2001. 

The results of Table 5 suggest partial confirmation of the second hypothesis: that when we allow for the propensity of partisan strength to influence issue distance perceptions, by controlling for partisanship strength, the effects of issue distance upon the likelihood of party exit will be reduced. If issues matter directly, according to existing theoretical predictions, they should have been evident between 1992 and 1997 when the perceived distance between respondents and their party was greatest (in comparison with years 1997 to 2001). This is not the case. The hypothesis was confirmed for the effect of the left-right index in 1992. However, the persistence of the left-right effect in 1997 suggests that issues do matter sometimes. However, the investigation of the party image variable indicates an indirect causation from image to issues. Therefore, without the dramatic increase in 1994 of evaluations that the Conservatives were a party good for only one class, we may not have expected to find an independent issue effect. It is also possible that in a wider model of party exit issues are simply not sufficiently powerful to be predictive. 
The 1992 to 1997 panel applies to a period when the Conservatives were in government and when issue distance was greater. Table 6 presents three models of issue effects in a period when the Conservatives were in opposition – between 1997 and 2001 – and when perceived issue distance was smaller in comparison. 

· Table 6 about here – 

Somewhat surprisingly, Table 6 demonstrates more stable issue effects in the second panel study than in the first. The first model illustrates that the left-right index had a significant effect upon Conservative party exit in 1997 and 1998. Controlling for strength of partisanship in Model 2 reduces the significance of these variables but not above the p > 0.05 level. Both are significant in the second model though only just, at the levels p > 0.048 and p > 0.047 for 1997 and 1998 respectively. The fact that these variables remain significant suggests that in the 1997-2001 sample issue distance effects may be more robustly exogenous to party identification strength. One theoretical explanation may rest in the nature of political competition in the second panel. New Labour came to power in 1997 and proved to be a relatively non-threatening ideological alternative for Conservative supporters, thus weakening any potential projection effects. Furthermore, it is notable that the significant effects are again found at the beginning of the election cycle, following the 1997 election. Alternatively, effects may be found because issues become increasingly important to party supporters in opposition – in the absence of other evaluations upon which to aptly judge the party, perhaps. Nevertheless, the fact that the significance of the left-right index in 1997 and 1998 diminished when the party identification strength variable is included does include an endogenous component to this relationship. In this sense Table 6 confirms the second hypothesis for 1997 to 2001, but more tentatively than between 1992 and 1997. 
In the 1997-2001 model we also find a significant effect of the EU scale upon the likelihood of exiting the Conservatives. However, in this case the effect is in the opposite direction. That is, the greater the perceived distance between respondent and the Conservative party, the less likely it is that respondents exit the party. With every one point increase an identifier placed the Conservative party from themselves, there was an 8% reduction in the odds of exiting the Conservative Party as a party identifier. This finding confounds arguments that the greater the distance from the party the more likely it is that a supporter will become disenchanted. In the case of the issue of Europe, a reverse pattern is evident, consistent with the increased distance between ‘stayers’ compared with exiters on this issue in Figure 2, but nevertheless highly counter-intuitive to existing theoretical assumptions. The finding also contradicts the hypothesis under examination: that controlling for party identification strength will reduce the significance of issue distance effects. In this case an exogenous effect exists, but is nevertheless apparently not in the party constraining direction. It may of course be the case that the Conservative Party can still lose votes from these individuals to minor euro-sceptic parties (see McAllister and Studlar, 2000) but these voting defectors are still more likely to identify in expressive terms. Nevertheless, it has also been shown that the Conservatives gained support on the issue of Europe in the 2001 election (Evans, 2002). 
Model 3 introduces the party image variable, ‘good for one class or good for all’. Once again introducing this variable causes the left-right index effects in the same years to drop out (1997 and 1998). The same caveats should be borne in mind as discussed above. It may be the case that the evaluation of the Conservatives as only good for one class interacts with the left-right index (although interaction terms were not significant at any point of this analysis). 
Table 6 again confirms, despite remaining loyal up until 1997, that fairly strong and very strong identifiers are less likely to exit the Conservative party, than the weakly identifying reference group, although, predictably, the comparisons are not as stark as in Table 5. 

Considered together the results demonstrated in Tables 5 and 6 raise doubts concerning the importance of issue proximity to party affiliation. Much less than partisans pulling a party away from moderation, a party may retain a position more moderate than its partisans (on the EU scale) and less moderate than its partisans (on the left-right scale). That is, if we hold that the party image variable used here is simply measuring the left-right index, and therefore examine only Models 1 and 2 in Tables 5 and 6, issue proximity should not restrain the Conservative Party from moderating. Firstly, in the majority of years issue effects do not predict a propensity to exit the Conservative Party. Secondly, where an effect is found, for the left-right index in 1992, 1997 and 1998 in Models 1, and then in 1997 and 1998 these effects suggest that the Conservative Party was insufficiently moderate. This does suggest that it sometimes matters where a party positions itself relative to its core vote, and if partisans were all more right wing than the party an effect could be found. 
However, it does also appear that the Conservative Party suffered from a specific problem relating to its image, leading to an indirect effect on the propensity of issue distance to predict party exit. We cannot conclude from this data that issues never matter, but in a period of nine years a party that lost a significant proportion of its core vote probably lost support due to factors confounding theoretical predictions based on relative ideological positioning. 
Furthermore, on the issue of Europe, insofar as we are concerned about party identification, the party is in a no-lose situation. Relative positions on this issue do not predict a propensity to exit the Conservative Party, except in one year predicting a greater propensity to stay. This finding confounds theories of core vote constraint, and also challenges much of the received wisdom regarding the Conservative Party’s particular problems, particularly in the election of 2001 on this issue. 
Conclusions

This paper presents evidence to directly challenge the persuasiveness of ‘core vote theories’ of party position – that a party is necessarily constrained from moving too far from its own supporters. To summarize, as predicted by ‘expressive’ theories of partisanship, I hypothesized and confirmed that the stronger the party identification the more likely it is that individuals will perceive their supported party to be placed in the same ideological location as themselves, regardless of the views held. As a result, although more likely to diverge ideologically from the centre (away from the Conservatives on the European dimension and towards the Conservatives on the left-right dimension) these are the very individuals among the party core vote who will minimize the distance between themselves and their party. Due to this effect I hypothesized that we should expect to find reduced issue effects when we control for party identification strength in a model of party exit. This hypothesis was confirmed in part. Firstly apparent was the fact that issue effects were only minimally predictive of party exit (regardless of party identification strength) and then only at the beginning and ends of election cycles. This suggests, intuitively, that the positions parties take matter more in elections than between elections. The generally weak effects of issue proximity lend support to recent questions regarding the application of the Downsian model to voting behaviour and party support (Clarke et al, 2004). Secondly, controlling for party identification strength either minimized some effects (on the left-right index in 1997 and 1998) or omitted them completely (the left-right index in 1992). Entering a party image variable knocked out all issue effects on the left-right index completely, and I argued that party image may have an indirect effect on party exit via these issues, and also a direct effect. The only significant effect found for the European scale was that the further partisans were from the Conservative Party, the less likely they were to exit the party, confounding theoretical assumptions regarding the constraints of the core vote upon the party. The statement “parties risk severe electoral penalties if their policies diverge from their sympathizers’ policy preferences” (Adams, 2001: 15) does not receive support according to the data examined here, notwithstanding the fact that this data relates to a degree of party identification exit not witnessed in any other period or British party – among Conservative identifiers between 1992 and 2001. 

I will briefly suggest some caveats and implications of this study.
In this paper I have only examined the distance between party identifiers and their own party. Also consistent with expressive party identification is the expectation that the corollary of minimizing distance by party identification strength is the likelihood of maximizing by projection the distance between respondent and the out-group, the supported party’s  challengers (Greene, 1999). This lends further explanatory support to the argument that psychological bias will ensure that the stronger the partisanship of a party supporter the less likely they will exit their party based on issue distance. 
The flip-side of the argument made here – that stronger identifiers will be less likely to exit due to minimized issue distance – is that weaker identifiers will be more likely to do so. This means that issues still matter to parties, but the distance exists precisely because the weaker identifiers are less likely to make their issue distance consistent, (and less likely to project another party further away). It does not mean that if a party moved left or right that weaker identifiers would be less likely to project the party to a comparable distance. The implication is that parties should therefore attend to their weaker party identifiers more than their stronger ones. Not only are weaker partisans less likely to make their evaluations consistent, they are more likely to exit the party rather than remain and use voice (Hirschman, 1970). Due to the high correlation between partisanship and vote choice, this is extremely important. Weakly identifying partisans are also growing in proportion as an outcome of a dealigning electorate. Between 1964 and 2001 the proportion of weakly identifying partisans of both the Labour and Conservative parties rose from ± 12% to ± 37%. Very strong identifying partisans declined from ± 50% to ± 17%.
 For this reason the rational aim for any party should be to heighten the party identification strength of its weaker supporters. 
Further investigation of the wider causal factors of strengthening partisanship would shed light on potential mechanisms. Factors such as group identity and the importance of social networks may be a more fruitful line of enquiry than issue, leader, and economic evaluations, all of which are influenced by endogenous selective perception, bias or projection effects. Also of interest should be informational asymmetries and the degree to which partisanship influences different party evaluations. That is, when do voters tend to use Bayesian or revised learning rather than biased learning (see Gerber and Green, 1998; 1999) and on which evaluations? In particular, the importance of party image together with the observation that the degree of partisan bias on issue consistency varied by position on each scale, together suggest that informational asymmetries are an important determinant in predicting the likelihood of using partisanship in party evaluations. It may be easier to appeal to weaker partisans versus stronger partisans on some fronts than on others.
At the outset of this paper I argued that to understand political party competition we assume that parties compete based on how they think their existing and target voters will respond. It may be the case that parties misinterpret their core voters and so lose the support of their core voters despite their best efforts at retaining them. Conversely, our theories of party behaviour may be spuriously based on our own misconceptions of the nature of the core vote. This paper is an attempt to reduce the likelihood of the latter occurring. 
.
References

Adams, J. (2001) Party Competition and Responsible Party Government: A Theory of Spatial Competition Based upon Insights from Behavioural Voting Research. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press.

Aldrich, J., (1995) Why Parties? The Origin and Transformation of Political Parties in America. Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Press.

Bara, J. and Budge, I. (2001) Party Policy and Ideology: Still New Labour? Parliamentary Affairs, Vol. 54. pp. 590-606.

Belknap, G. and Campbell, A. (1952) Political Party Identification and Attitudes Towards Foreign Policy. Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 15, pp. 601-623.

Butler, D. and Kavanagh, D. (2002) The British General Election of 2001. Basingstoke: Palgrave.

Campbell, D., Converse, P., Miller, W. and Stokes, D. (1960) The American Voter. New York: Wiley & Sons. 

Clarke, H., Sanders, D., Stewart, M. & Whiteley, P., (2004) Political Choice in Britain. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Cooper, A. (2002) in Bartle, J., Mortimore, R. & Atkinson, S. Political Communications: The General Election Campaign of 2001. London: Frank Cass.
Dalton, R., Wattenberg, M., eds. (2002) Parties without Partisans: Political Change in Advanced Industrial Democracies. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Downs, A. (1957) An Economic Theory of Democracy. New York: Harper & Row.

Evans, G. (2002) European integration, party politics and voting in the 2001 election. British Elections and Parties Review, 12, pp. 95-110. 

Evans, G. and Andersen, R. (2004) Do Issues Decide? Partisan conditioning and perceptions of party issue positions through the electoral cycle. British Elections and Parties Review, 14: 18 – 39. 

Franklin, C. (1992) Measurement and the Dynamics of Party Identification. Political Behaviour, Vol. 14. No. 3. pp. 297 – 309.

Franklin, C. and Jackson, J. (1983) The Dynamics of Party Identification. The American Political Science Rewiew, Vol. 77. No. 4. pp. 957 – 973. 

Gerber, A. and Green, D. (1998) Rational Leaning and Partisan Attitudes. American Journal of Political Science, Vol. 42 (3), pp. 794-818.

Gerber, A. and Green, D. (1999) Misperceptions About Perceptual Bias. Annual Review of Political Science, Vol. 2. pp. 189 – 210. 

Green, D., Palmquist, B. & Schickler, E., (2002) Partisan Hearts & Minds. New Haven and London: Yale University Press. 

Green, J. (2005) Conservative Party Rationality: Learning the Lessons from the Last Election for the Next. Journal of Elections, Public Opinion and Parties. Vol. 15 (1), pp. 111-127.

Green, J (2005a) Consensual Politics: partisan preferences and valence voting. Nuffield College Working Paper. 2005-W13. http://www.nuff.ox.ac.uk/Politics/papers/
Greene, S. (1999) Understanding Party Identification: A Social Identity Approach. Political Psychology, Vol. 20, No. 2. pp. 393 – 403. 

Heath, A., Jowell, R. and Curtice, J. (1985) How Britain Votes. Oxford: Pergamon Press.

Himmelweit, H., Humphreys, P. and Jaegar, M. (1981) How Voters Decide. Milton Keynes: Open University Press.

Hirschman, A. (1970) Exit, Voice and Loyalty. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Key, V.O (1966) The Responsible Electorate. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.

Kitschelt, H. (1994) The Transformation of European Social Democracy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

May, J. (1972) Opinion Structure of Political Parties: The Special Law of Curvilinear Disparity. Political Studies, 22(2), pp. 135-151.

McAllister, I. and Studlar, D. (2000) Conservative Euroscepticism and the Referendum Party in the 1997 British General Election. Party Politics, Vol. 6 (3), pp. 359-371.

McLean, I. (1982) Dealing in Votes. Oxford: Martin Robertson.

Norris, P. and Lovenduski, J. (2004) Why Parties Fail to Learn, Party Politics, 10 (1), pp. 85-104.

Robertson, D. (1976) A Theory of Party Competition. London: John Wiley & Sons.

Särlvik, B., and Crewe, I. (1983) Decade of Dealignment. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Schickler, E. and Green, D. (1995) in Freeman, J (Ed). Issues and the Dynamics of Party Identification: A Methodological Critique. Political Analysis, Vol. 5. pp. 150 – 179. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. 

Seyd, P., Whiteley, P. and Parry, J. (1996) Labour and Conservative Party Members 1990 – 1992. Aldershot: Dartmouth.

Ware, A. (1987) Citizens, Parties and the State: A Reappraisal. Oxford: Polity Press.

Webb, P. and Farrell, D. (1999) Party Members and Ideological Change, in Evans, G. and Norris, P. eds. Critical Elections: British parties and voters in long-term perspective. London: Sage Publications.

Whiteley, P., Seyd, P. and Richardson, J. (1994) True Blues: The Politics of Conservative Party Membership. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Whiteley, P. & Seyd, P. (2002) High-Intensity Participation: The Dynamics of Party Activism in Britain. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press. 

Zaller, J. (1992) The Nature and Origins of Mass Opinion. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Zuckerman, A. Ed. (2005) The Social Logic of Politics: personal networks as contexts for political behavior. Philadelphia: Temple University Press. 

Figures
Figure 1: Party identification 1983 – 2001 

(British Election cross-section surveys, 1983 - 2001)


Figure 2: Mean distance between respondents self-placement and their placement of the Conservative Party by Conservative partisanship in the first wave of each study, and by each panel year (BEPS 1992 – 1998 and 1997 – 2001)


Figure 3: Rate of increase in evaluations of the Conservative Party as a party only good for one class (British Election Panel Studies 1992 – 1997 and 1997 – 2001)
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Tables
Table 1: Mean scores and standard deviations of Conservative identifiers on the Left-Right index in 1992 (BEPS 1992-1997)

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	Weak identifiers
	4.8886
	1.87223
	220

	Fairly strong identifiers
	5.6671
	1.82533
	356

	Very strong identifiers
	6.1942
	2.23266
	130


Table 2: Proportion of left, centre and right placed identifiers placing the Conservative party in the same location on the left-right index in 1992 (BEPS 1992 – 1997)

	




	CP and Respondent Left
	CP and Respondent Centre
	CP and Respondent Right

	Weak identifiers
	39.7%
	29.8%
	91.7%

	Fairly strong identifiers
	42.6%
	59.7%
	93.2%

	Very strong identifiers
	57.1%
	72.7%
	88.9%


Table 3: Mean scores and standard deviations of Conservative identifiers on the EU scale in 1992 (BEPS 1992-1997)

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	Weak identifiers
	6.1644
	3.38650
	225

	Fairly strong identifiers
	6.2192
	3.44919
	365

	Very strong identifiers
	7.0376
	3.71199
	133


Table 4: Proportion of left, centre and right placed identifiers placing the Conservative party in the same location on the EU scale in 1992 (BEPS 1992 – 1997)

	




	CP and Respondent Left
	CP and Respondent Centre
	CP and Respondent Right

	Weak identifiers
	67.8%
	41.7%
	45.8%

	Fairly strong identifiers
	77.0%
	47.8%
	55.3%

	Very strong identifiers
	74.4%
	57.7%
	72.7%


Table 5: Logistic regression model of issue proximity and Conservative party identification exit, 1992 - 1997

	
	Model 1


	Model 2


	Model 3

	
	B (S.E.)
	Exp (B)
	B (S.E.)
	Exp (B)
	B (S.E.)
	Exp (B)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model constant
	-1.075 (1.456)
	-.245 (1.549)
	-1.720 (1.692)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Proximity measures
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Left-right index
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   1992
	.069 (.025) **
	1.071
	.042 (.027)
	1.043
	.029 (.029)
	1.029

	   1994
	.017 (.034)
	1.017
	.032 (.036)
	1.032
	.049 (.038)
	1.050

	   1995
	.015 (.024)
	1.015
	.008 (.026)
	1.008
	.003 (.027)
	1.003

	   1996
	-.002 (.025)
	.998
	.011 (.027)
	1.011
	.004 (.028)
	1.004

	   1997
	.096 (.030) **
	1.101
	.083 (.032) **
	1.087
	.058 (.033)
	1.060

	EU integration
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   1992
	.076 (.062)
	1.078
	.127 (.070)
	1.136
	.132 (.074)
	1.141

	   1994
	.038 (.053)
	1.039
	.048 (.055)
	1.050
	.067 (.058)
	 1.070

	   1995
	-.112 (.062)
	.894
	-.087 (.066)
	.917
	-.084 (.069)
	.920

	   1996
	.080 (.057)
	1.084
	.041 (.062)
	1.042
	.027 (.062)
	1.028

	   1997
	.041 (.065)
	1.042
	.019 (.072)
	1.019
	.027 (.077)
	1.028

	Party ID strength in 1992
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Weak 

   identifiers
	
	
	.
	.
	
	

	   Very strong
	
	
	-3.008 (.791) ***
	.049
	-2.947 (.826) ***
	.053

	   Fairly strong
	
	
	-1.701 (.441) ***
	.182
	-1.622 (.473) **
	.198

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Good for one class or all, 97
	
	
	
	
	1.716 (.440) ***
	5.563

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model Fit
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Chi-Square
	75.401 ***

20

208.859
	100.451 ***

22

183.810
	116.934 ***

23

167.326

	   df
	
	
	

	   -2 Log

   likelihood
	
	
	

	   N = 266

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 6: Logistic regression model of issue proximity and Conservative party identification exit, 1997 – 2001

	
	Model 1


	Model 2


	Model 3

	
	B (S.E.)
	Exp (B)
	B (S.E.)
	Exp (B)
	B (S.E.)
	Exp (B)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model constant
	-.857 (.961)
	-.531 (1.044)
	-1.773 (1.144)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Proximity measures
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Left-right index
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   1997
	.048 (.019) *
	1.049
	.039 (.020) *
	1.040
	.039 (.020)
	1.040

	   1998
	.057 (.029) *
	1.059
	.070 (.031) *
	1.073
	.052 (.032) 
	1.053

	   1999
	-.016 (.033)
	.984
	-.022 (.033)
	.978
	-.028 (.035)
	.972

	   2000
	.012 (.033)
	1.012
	.018 (.033)
	1.018
	.018 (.035)
	1.018

	   2001
	.027 (.027)
	1.027
	.009 (.028)
	1.009
	.003 (.029)
	1.003

	EU integration
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   1997
	.007 (.049)
	1.007
	.014 (.050)
	1.014
	.012 (.050)
	1.012

	   1998
	-.093 (.063)
	.911
	-.109 (.064)
	.897
	-.116 (.065)
	.891

	   1999
	.046 (.056)
	1.047
	.074 (.058)
	1.076
	.083 (.061)
	1.086

	   2000
	-.021 (.055)
	.979
	-.039 (.059)
	.962
	-.061 (.059)
	.941

	   2001
	-.159 (.058) **
	.853
	-.167

(.062) **
	.847
	-.144 

(.064)*
	.866

	Party ID strength in 1997
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Weak 

    identifiers
	
	
	.
	.
	.
	.

	   Very strong
	
	
	-2.454 (.777) **
	.086
	-2.477 (.846) **
	.084

	   Fairly strong
	
	
	-.753 (.304) *
	.471
	-.614 (.318)
	.541

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Good for one class or all, 97
	
	
	
	
	.329 (.315)
	1.390

	Good for one class or all, 98
	
	
	
	
	1.196 (.332) ***
	3.307

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model Fit
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Chi-Square
	73.930 ***

20

343.433
	91.554 ***

22

325.808
	109.343 ***

24

308.019

	   df
	
	
	

	   -2 Log

   likelihood
	
	
	

	   N = 510
	
	
	
	
	
	


� Aldrich (1995:164)


� Note that this polarization may be due to correlations which also exist between strength of party identification and age, political interest and political knowledge.


� I use the codification developed by Heath et al (2001:160).


� If we were to include other predictive factors in the model, such as the likelihood that party j would implement policy k, or that party j is seen as competent on policy k (as argued by Heath et al) I would also hypothesize that partisan bias also influences these evaluations in the same direction to minimize party exit. 





� Source: British Election Study rolling thunder campaign panel, 2001.


� Evaluations of the Conservative position on the left-right index shifted from mean 6.93 to 7.21 among Conservative identifiers in 1992; and from 6.93 to 7.01 among Conservative identifiers in each wave. This suggests that Conservative stayers thought the Conservative party was less right-wing than baseline identifiers in 1992. A further left-ward shift is evident between 1997 and 2001. Conservatives in 1997 placed the party at 6.66 and 6.35 respectively, and Conservative stayers placed the party at 6.66 in 1993 and 6.29 in 2001. Conversely, evaluations of the Conservative position on the EU scale moved from mean 6.03 to 6.79 among Conservative identifiers in 1992; and from 6.12 to 6.88 among Conservative identifiers in each wave. This suggests that Conservative stayers thought the Conservative party was more right-wing than baseline identifiers in 1992. A further right-ward shift is evident between 1997 and 2001. Conservatives in 1997 placed the party at mean 6.81 and 7.71 respectively, and Conservative stayers placed the party at 6.49 in 1998 and 7.84 in 2001.


� www.pippanorris.com


� The 1992 – 1997 BEPS does not include the issue scales in both pre and post election samples. Therefore N is smaller for the 1992 – 1997 model than in the 1997-2001 model. 


� Furthermore, panel attrition is not a confounding factor in the analysis. A comparison of responses on early questions among respondents in the last wave and respondents in the first wave indicate that remaining respondents were a representative sample of the initial cohort in this regard. 


� E.g. Source: interview with The Rt. Hon. Iain Duncan Smith MP. 


� Separate models of each effects in each year separately yield results consistent with the full models presented in this paper. 


� By 2001 the mean value of very strong identifiers is at the far right point of the scale (source: BES 2001 cross-section)


� The association between the left-right index and ‘good for one class’ variables in 1995 produces a Chi2 of 266.280, significant at p < .000 level, 54 degrees of freedom. 


� Source 1964 to 2001 British Election cross-section surveys.


� Although the original sample of Conservative ‘stayers’ and exiters was significantly larger, this N is reduced because issue scale questions are not asked of all respondents in each panel year of the 1992-1997 BEPS.
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