On the Conditionality of Leader Effects

by

Anthony Mughan

The Ohio State University

Paper prepared for presentation at the 2005 annual EPOP meeting, University of Essex, 9-11 September.

The study of the role of party leaders in British electoral politics is treading water.  The problem is that advocates and opponents of the thesis that they matter for both voters and election outcomes have spoken past each other.  Advocates argue simply that taking account of the impact of the major party leaders produces a fuller understanding of both voting decisions at the individual level and election outcomes at the aggregate level.  “A leader is an electoral asset to her party because she attracts the support of voters who would not otherwise have cast their ballot for her party.  Alternatively, of course, she may be a liability in that she costs her party votes that would otherwise have gone to it” (Mughan 2000, 10).  This “leadership effects” thesis does not posit a fixed impact for party leaders, but recognizes that the magnitude of their impact can vary between leaders in the same election and for the same leaders over time.  At one extreme, they may have no independent effects in, say, a highly polarized election where the partisan lines are clearly and uncompromisingly drawn.  At the other extreme, however, leaders may be the difference between victory and defeat for their party when an election is closely fought.  In their comparison of the 1987 Australian and 1983 British general elections, for example, Bean and Mughan (1989, 1169-75) concluded not only that the major party leaders in the two countries had an electoral impact independent of party identification, but also, and more speculatively, that Bob Hawke, the Australian Labor leader, might well have swung the election for his party.

This is where the misunderstandings begin.  Long sceptical of the existence of leadership effects in parliamentary elections, King (2002, 29) reviews the relevant literature and concludes: “The view is almost universally held that, whatever effects party leaders’ characteristics may or may not have on individuals, those effects, at least in Britain, are only very seldom both on such a large scale and (emphases in original) so skewed in their distribution as to determine which party wins.”  Bartle and Crewe (2002) go one step further and put this same scepticism to the empirical test in the context of Britain’s 1997 general election.  Controlling for an impressively wide array of potential predictors, they conclude tellingly that leader “effects are significant but far from enough to alter the election result.  It appears that the source of Labour’s victory lies somewhere other than in evaluations of leaders’ personalities” (Bartle and Crewe 2002, 87).  Put differently, “(y)et again, leadership effects cannot be ignored in the 1997 general election, but they were hardly decisive” (Bartle and Crewe 2002, 90).  Scepticism about the role of party leaders in elections, in other words, rests not on their failure to influence individual voters, but on their failure to swing the outcome of a particular election in favor of one party or another.

Whether party leaders influence the vote and whether they determine election outcomes, however, are two separate questions and their failure to accomplish the latter does not invalidate the former.  Requiring them to be the difference between victory and defeat in order to matter is an extreme and unrealistic criterion of substantive electoral relevance.
  The persistence of this criterion has served to retard progress on understanding better the nature of leadership effects insofar as debate continues to center on whether they matter rather than on how they matter.  In his review of the recently published Political Choice in Britain (Clarke, Sanders, Stewart and Whiteley 2004), for example,  Denver (2005, ??) observes that  “(p)erhaps the most controversial aspect of (the book’s) operationalisation of valence politics is the key role that they ascribe to evaluations of party leaders.”  But, echoing the sentiments of other recent research (see, for example, Mughan 2000; Andersen and Evans 2003; Poguntke and Webb 2005), he goes on to concede that “a clearly revisionist view of the influence of party leaders on voting choice has been set out with great rigour (and vigour)”  (Denver 2005, ??+1).

This paper does not question that Britain’s major party leaders matter for voting choice.  In both conceptual and empirical terms, their electoral importance has now been convincingly established by a range of authors, including a number who started from the position of doubting their direct impact on the vote.  Rather, it addresses what is logically the next question and that is how, or under what conditions, they matter.  Are they, for example, free-standing stimuli or do they influence the vote only when they are more popular than their party?  This question is tackled by proposing and testing, in the context of Britain’s 2005 general election, four different models of leadership effects.  These models will now be described.

Four Models of Leadership Effects
Party leaders, of course, are only one of several potential influences on voters at election time and these influences are not always independent of each other in voters’ minds.  Indeed, an important reason for being sceptical about the leadership effects thesis is the belief that parties and their leaders are inseparable for most voters in parliamentary elections.  The institutional reality, this argument goes, is that parliamentary elections are contests between parties, that voters contextualize the complex world of politics in terms of parties and that, as a direct result, they do not draw a meaningful distinction between parties and their leaders; the latter are merely epiphenomena (King 2002, 11-15).  Long dominant in the study of parliamentary elections, this argument has become less and less persuasive in face of mounting contemporary evidence to the contrary,.  It does, however, serve the valuable purpose of focusing attention on the potential interconnectedness of electoral influences, which, in turn, raises the possibility that these same influences are contingent in their impact on the voting decision.  A leader, for example, may enjoy the ability to attract other parties’ loyalists only when she is more popular than her party.  Equally, she may be without influence if her major party rivals are more popular than her.

If leadership effects are contingent, then they are unlikely to be of the same magnitude under all conditions.  This raises the question of the conditions under which parliamentary party leaders make their influence on voters felt more or less strongly.  Four models of leadership effects suggest themselves and they all derive from two institutional characteristics of parliamentary elections in Britain.  These characteristics are: (i) the strong party basis of British electoral and parliamentary politics; and (ii) the adversarial character of politics in Britain, as exemplified by the government vs. opposition dialectic.  The first two of these models focus on leaders relative to parties and the second two on leaders themselves and relative to each other.  More specifically, the models are: (i) the “leader vs. his own party” model; (ii) the “leader vs. other parties” model; (iii) the “leader vs. other leaders” model; and (iv) the “leader only” model.  All hold out the potential for leadership effects, but they differ in the conditions under which they hypothesize that these effects will make themselves felt.  Each model will now be described and justified more fully. 

1.  Leader vs. His Own Party Model
Precisely because parliamentary elections return political parties aspiring to govern rather than individuals, parties rather than individual candidates, be they local or prime ministerial, are held to be the object around which citizens orient themselves in this type of contest.  The adversarial nature of Britain’s two-party government system suggests two further characteristics of election contests in that country.  One, voters generally identify with one party and, two, this identification means not only holding their own party in high regard, but also holding competitors, and particularly those with a realistic chance of winning the election, in relatively low regard.  If, under such polarized circumstances, parties and their leaders are one and the same in voters’ minds, then a voter would be most unlikely to defect from her preferred party to cast a ballot for another one that she deemed less preferable than her own.  If, on the other hand, voters do to some degree differentiate between parties and their leaders, then it is conceivable that a voter would defect from her identification if her admiration for another party’s leader was strong enough to overcome her usual antipathy to that party.  This “leader vs. his party” model holds, in other words, that there should be leadership effects only when the leader of the party to which identifiers defect is more popular than the party he leads.  
	Table 1.  Leader minus Own Party Affect Scores

	
	
	
	

	
	Blair–Lab.
	Howard-Con.
	Kennedy–L.D.

	Score
	-0.18
	-0.34
	0.10

	
	
	
	

	Source:  Pre-Election Wave, BES 2005.


Table 1 details the popularity of Britain’s major party leaders in the 2005 election relative to their party.  As in all future tables, the figures presented are weighted to cover Great Britain and are calculated over voters for the three main parties only.  The figure in each cell is calculated by subtracting the individual leader’s score on an 11-point (0 to 10, with 10 being “strongly like”) affect scale from that for his party on the same scale.  Two findings in the table stand out.  One, the small differences between the mean scores for the parties and their leaders suggest that, given the logic of this model, there is little room for independent leader effects.
  Two, to the extent that Charles Kennedy is the only leader who was more popular than his party among those intending to vote for one or other of the three main parties, he would, again given the logic of this model, seem to be the only leader likely to attract loyalists of the two larger parties.
2.  Leader vs. Other Parties Model 
The second leadership effects model again assumes that, the strong party basis of electoral competition notwithstanding, leaders occupy a place in voters’ minds that is substantively separate from that of the party of which they are the head.  It differs from the first model, however, in assuming that, despite the adversarial character of British electoral and parliamentary politics, leaders are not in fact evaluated relative to their own party.  Instead, reacting to them as electoral forces in their own right, potential defectors evaluate them relative to the party with which they themselves identify and with which they may be temporarily dissatisfied.  Leaders can have an electoral effect, in other words, if voters like them more than the party that usually commands their loyalty.  Such a situation might transpire, for example, when a person identifies with a party out of habit or for want of a better alternative.  A case in point might be a traditional Labour supporter who feels lukewarm at best towards Mr. Blair’s “New Labour” party.  Generally speaking, his longer term loyalty might remain with Labour simply because that’s still how he sees himself, but he could be persuaded to defect if, in a particular election, he rates, say, the Liberal-Democratic leader more highly than his own party.

	Table 2.  Leader minus Opposing Parties’ Affect Scores

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Blair–Con.
	Blair–L.D.
	Howard-Lab. 
	Howard–L.D.
	Kennedy-Lab.
	Kennedy-Con.

	Score
	0.06
	0.25
	-0.53
	-0.15
	-0.29
	-0.07

	
	
	
	
	

	Source:  Pre-Election Wave, BES 2005.


Using the same thermometer scales as Table 1, Table 2 gives the popularity of each of the three major party leaders relative to the two parties other than his own.  Again, the difference between average leader and party thermometer scores is not great in any of the cells in the table.  Nonetheless, a clearly different picture does emerge.  Whereas Table 1 would seem to have predicted a separate leader effect only for Charles Kennedy, Table 2 suggest that this role will fall on Tony Blair since he is the only of three leader who is more popular than both of the other major parties in British elections.  
3.  Leader vs. Other Leaders Model
Like Model 1, the third model of leadership effects denies any role for opposition parties in voters’ electoral calculus, but it does accept that this calculus is sensitive to Britain’s tradition of adversarial politics.  Its essence is that voters evaluate leaders not relative to parties, but relative to each other.  The argument of relative leadership effects has been made, and supported, in an aggregate-level, time series analysis of monthly opinion poll data.  Nadeau, Niemi and Amato (1996, 257) conclude their analysis of the relationship between party leaders and party support in Britain with the observation that “voters’ assessments of competing leaders are not performed separately but simultaneously and interactively”.  The reason, they argue is that “(l)eaders, especially the prime minister and the leader of the official opposition, are central to the journalistic routine of ‘point-counterpoint’ reporting and (British) television operates an ‘equal shares’ policy during the politically intense election periods.  As a result, leaders are naturally viewed in a comparative way” (Nadeau, Niemi and Amato 1996, 258). 

	Table 3.  Leader vs. Leader Thermometer Scores

	
	
	
	

	
	Blair–Howard
	Blair-Kennedy
	Howard-Kennedy

	Score
	0.35
	0.12
	-0.23

	
	
	
	

	Source:  Pre-Election Wave, BES 2005.


Table 3 presents the three major party leaders’ thermometer scores relative to each other.  Again striking is just how small the difference is between the mean scores for the party leader pairs, so much so that one cannot help but question whether the difference in electoral impact, if any, between them can be at all substantial.  This said, however, Table 3 sends the same basic message as Table 2, which is that Tony Blair is more popular with voters as a whole than either of the Conservative and Liberal Democratic leaders.  In this regard, he would seem to be the prime candidate for an independent electoral impact as well as for the biggest impact of all three candidates should one or other of his rivals also prove have an effect on the way people vote.
4.   Leader Only Model
The fourth leadership effects model is perhaps the least plausible since it denies both that leaders are no more than pale reflections of their parties and that the adversarialism of British politics means that they are evaluated in relative terms, that is, relative to opposition parties or leaders.  In this sense, this model stands apart from the three previous ones and comes closest to conceptualizing the major party leaders as presidential figures evaluated largely on their own merits and in their own right.  Put differently, identifiers may view their own party’s leader more favorably than those of other parties, but they are capable of rising above this partisan bias and switching their vote to another party if they like its leader as a person in her or his own right.
  This model might be thought unlikely precisely because it appears to deny the importance of party and adversarialism in British parliamentary elections, but it is worth noting that it is the norm in existing studies of direct leader effects that measure that measure leader preference through thermometer scores or by summing character trait measures (see, for example, Mughan 2000; Andersen and Evans 2003; Clarke, Stewart, Sanders and Whiteley 2005).  
Table 4 presents the mean thermometer score for each major party leader.  Given expectations derived from Models 1 through 3, the results are not surprising.  Immediately obvious is that none of them enjoys high public standing across 

	Table 4.  Individual Leader Thermometer Scores

	
	
	
	

	
	Blair
	Howard
	Kennedy

	Scorea
	5.01
	4.62
	4.86

	
	
	
	

	Source:  Pre-Election Wave, BES 2005.


the board, with Blair being the only one even to manage to scrape past the midpoint of the thermometer scale.  This said, however, the table reinforces the message that the most popular leader overall is Labour’s Tony Blair and the least popular is the Conservative party’s Michael Howard, with Charles Kennedy about midway between the leaders of the two largest parties.. 

Overall, the four models of leader effects are, at least judging by the descriptive statitics presented in Tables 1 to 4, remarkable more for their similarities than their differences.   All point to there being only small differences between any leader and party.  In no case, for example, does any difference score in the four tables exceed one point on the 11-point thermometer scale.  In this sense, there is no immediate reason to expect that any one model will be especially more powerful in explaining voting choice than another.  To the extent that there are hints of a differential influence for the three leaders, however, the models do converge and imply that if any leader might be an electoral boon for their party, it will be Mr Blair and perhaps Mr Kennedy, but not Mr Howard.  Descriptive statistics tell us little about actual effects, however, so it is now time to put the four models of leadership effects to the rigorous empirical test.

Testing Models of Leadership Effects
The four models will be evaluated in the context of the 2005 British general election.  Specifically, the data source is the pre-campaign data gathered through CAPI interviews conducted in February and March 2005.  The field work was carried out by the National Center for Social Research and this analysis comprises those of the total 3,589 respondents who declared an intention to vote for one of the three major parties in the contest, Conservative, Labour and Liberal Democrat.  The number in this group is 1,260, although this number actually figuring in the analyses to come falls to around 850 when missing data are taken into account,  The data are weighted to achieve a representative sample of the British population.

There is emerging agreement on the appropriate control variables to be included when testing for direct leader effects.  The big problem is the relationship between long-term party loyalties and leader evaluations.  The two overlap considerably; party identifications prediposes people tend to prefer the leader of the party with which they identify.  At a minimum, therefore, these long-term party loyalties have to be controlled in any estimation model.
  In this one, these loyalties are tapped by including Conservative, Labour and LD identification dummies in the model, with “no identification” being the reference category.  Issues are another potentially confounding influence on the vote that need to be taken into account for reliable estimation.  Rather than including issues whose importance to voters is assumed, I include a series of party dummies derived from asking respondents, first, which issue was the most important facing the country at the present and, second, which party was best able to handle that issue.  If a respondent said, for example, the economy and Labour, then that party was coded 1 and Conservative, LD and no party were coded 0.  The response of no party being preferred on being best able to handle the issue is the reference category.
The second group of variables common in studies of direct leader effects are the perceptions of economic performance variable that play such a prominent role in Clarke at al’s (2004; see also Anderson and Evans 2005) “valence” model of political choice in Britain.  There are four of them and they measure retrospective (over the past 12 months) and prospective (over the next 12 months) evaluations of household and national economic performance.  Next comes a battery of social structural variables.  The common agreement is that these variables have declined in their influence on voting behavior in Britain over recent decades, but a number of them nonetheless have continued to achieve statistical significance in studies of leader effects.  The ones included in this analysis are gender, ethnicity (white vs rest), age (in years), education (age when finished full-time education) and the Goldthorpe-Heath measure of class comprising the categories of salariat, routine non-manual, petit bourgeoisie, forememand technicians and working class, with this last named occupational grouping as the reference category.  Finally, leadership evaluations are measured by separate thermometer scales ranging from 0 (strongly dislike) to 10 (strongly like) for the three major party leaders.  
Multinomial logit (in Stata 8) is used to estimate the model since, first  it provides for a clean comparison of the predictors of voting for the three major parties in British elections and, second, it allows for the simulation of voting likelihood patterns had the three leaders been evaluated differently.  Non-voters and voters for minor parties are excluded from all analyses.  
Table 5 about here

Table 5 presents th MNL estimations for the two models in which leaders are evaluated against parties, their own in the equation on the left hand side of the table and the two other parties in the table on the right.  In some respects, the results are not surprising.  The party identification variables dominate the equation.  Partisanship matters when the voter is forced to choose between her party and another.  Thus, Conservative identification matters when the choice is between Labour and Conservative in the left-hand column of the equation on the left side of the table, but it doesn’t figure when the choice is between Labour and the Liberal Democrats in the right-hand column.  The issue variable is less neat in its impact, with a preference for Labour exercising a relatively weak influence on voting for that party and a preference for either of the other two parties being more strongly related to voting for them.  Perhaps this is because, as the sitting government for about 8 years, Labour is not strongly associated with any particular issue in the way, for example, that the Conservatives were with immigration.  


 A second noteworthy, but not altogether unsurprising, feature of the table is the relative unimportance of the demographic variables.  While there is a scattered impact for individual predictors among them, no one of them is consistently significant across both MNL equations in the table.  The closest we get to it is those in routine non-manual occupations preferring the Liberal Democrats to either Labour or the Conservatives.

The more interesting feature of the table, however, is the unexpected findings, and these are two.  The first is the almost total unimportance of the economic evaluations that are at the core of Clarke et al’s (2004) valence model of politics (see also Evans and Andersen 2005).  Labour did not suffer because economic evaluations, both retrospective and prospective, were largely in its favor.  On all four of the measures in the table, an average of less than one-third of major party saw or anticipated a poor economic performance and most of these were Conservative loyalists anyway.  The second unexpected finding in the table is the strong cumulative evidence that, at least when compared to parties, party leaders hardly matter at all for the voting decision in British parliamentary elections.  This is especially true when each leader is scored relative to his own party.  Even if he is more popular than his party, as in the case of Charles Kennedy, the leader does not seem to bring votes to his party, perhaps because, as the skeptics have argued, he has no meaningful independent existence in the eyes of voters.  Nor is there much reason for more optimism when leaders are compared to the other parties on the right hand side of Table 5.  Here, the evidence for direct leader effects is weak and mixed.  On the one hand, it can be seen that to the extent that Blair is better liked than the Conservative party, voters are less likely to choose the Conservatives.  Similarly, voters who like Kennedy more than the Conservative party are more likely to choose his Liberals Democrat party over the Conservatives.
  But, on the other hand, the table also shows that those liking Howard more than Labour are more likely to vote Liberal Democratic than Conservative.  These findings are difficult to interpret, but, even so, they do not lend much support to the argument that leaders attract votes to the extent they are held in higher regard than parties, their own included. 

If parties are not evaluated relative to parties when voters are making their choice at the polls, then the obvious next explanation of direct leader effects is that they are more autonomous, or presidential, electoral forces insofar as they function as stimuli in their own right or as stimuli relative to each other.  In other words, leaders are evaluated independently of the party of which they are the head.and to the extent that they are evaluated relatively it is relative to the other major party leaders.
Table 6 about here


Table 6 replicates Table 5 with the exception that the leader popularity variables are the three leaders’ simple thermometer scores on the left hand side of the table and their thermometer scores relative to each other on its right hand side.  It can be seen immediately from the larger number of statistically significant coefficients that direct leader effects are stronger in general when leaders are conceptualized as being autonomous political forces than when, as in Table 5, they are seen as party figures.  Particularly impressive is the performance of the leaders only model on the left side of the table.  Not only does it indicate that not all leaders are equal in their ability to encourage vote defection, but also that leader influence is exactly as we would expect.  When Labour vs. Conservative voting is examined, the two parties’ leaders have the directional effect that we would predict and the Liberal Democratic leader is inconsequential.  Moreover, the same uniformity characterizes the Labour vs. Liberal democratic vote.

While clearly in the same direction, the results are not as neat and uniform for the leader vs other leaders model on the right of Table 6.  To the extent that Blair is more popular than Howard voters are more likely to vote Labour rather than Conservative.  It is less clear, however, why Blair’s being more popular than Howard should influence the Labour vs Liberal Democratic vote.  Equally, why should Howard’s popularity relative to Kennedy have implications for the Labour vs Liberal Democratic vote?
  Another way of comparing the performance of the two models in Table 6 is to use a simulation technique to ask what is the increase in the likelihood of an identifier with one party voting for another party if his evaluation of its leader were to improve.  A computer programme called Clarify allows us to answer this question by generating point estimates of these probabilities while at the same time providing 95 per cent confidence intervals around these estimates to allow for the error associated with them (King, Tomz and Wittenberg 2000).
Table 7 about here


Table 7 represents an initial effort to compare the leader only and leader vs, other leaders models for the magnitude of their direct leader effects.  Basically, it asks how Conservative identifiers would vote if their thermometer score for Mr Blair were to go from 0 to 10 in the leader only model.  In specifying the simulation, therefore, the Conservative identification variable was set to the value of 1 and its Labour and Liberal Democratic counterparts to 0.  The remaining variables in Tables 5 and 6 were set at their mean.  The leader vs. other leaders model is a little less straightforward since, in subtracting Howard’s score from Blair’s, a 21-point scale is produced running from -10 through 0 to +10.  To get some kind of comparability with the results for the 11-point Blair scale, the simulation for this latter model covers only those people located between -5 and +5 on this 21-point scale.  The remaining specifications for the simulation are the same.  

The results of this exercise confirm the impression gained from Table 6 that direct leader effects are greater when the party leaders are conceptualized as electoral forces in their own right rather than relative to the other party leaders.  Taking Blair by himself, for example, Table 7 suggests that if a Conservative partisan were, for whatever reason, to go from strongly disliking him to strongly liking him (i.e., changing her thermometer score for him from 0 to 10), then she would be about 46 per cent more likely to vote Labour,  53 per cent less likely to vote Conservative and, as might be expected, her likelihood of voting Liberal Democratic would change relatively little, increasing by some seven percentage points.  By contrast, if that same Conservative identifier were consciously to evaluate Mr Blair against her own party leader, Mr. Howard, then the same 11-point gain in her opinion of the Labour leader would increase her probability of voting Labour by the relatively small figure of 25 per cent, decrease her likelihood of voting Conservatyive by only a little over 28 per cent and of voting Liberal Democratic by 3.5 per cent.  The active comparison of the two leaders, in other words, significantly reduces the likelihood of defection.
Conclusion

This paper has examined four models of leader effects that derive from two basic characteristics of British electoral and governmental politics, their strong basis in party and their adversarial nature.  It has concluded that, perhaps surprisingly, leader effects are strongest when party and opposition are ignored in the estimation of leader effects.  In other words, party leaders are at their most influential when they are seen, and measured, as electoral forces in their own right.


Two qualifications to this conclusion need to be made immediately, however.  First, this conclusion as to which of the four is the “best” model is an empirical one.  Leader effects are at their strongest when he heads of the parties are conceptualized as autonomous electoral forces.  This is not at to say that this is how they should be conceptualized in the sense of how voters with the potential to defect evaluate them.  While this analysis gives little reason to believe that party plays any substantial role in influencing the magnitude of leader effects, the same cannot be said of the other party leaders.  Table 6 presents preliminary evidence that they do seem to play a role in mediating each other’s electoral impact.  This brings me to my second qualification and it is that this analysis has not done a good job of disentangling this interaction between leaders in shaping their electoral impact.  For a start, there is the linear dependency problem that made it impossible to study the effects of all three combinations of leaders.  More subtly, however, there is the measurement problem that single-leader thermometer scores may already have an element of comparison built into them.  In other words, the score that voters give to an individual leader may be shaped to some extent by their opinion of the other leaders.  One leader, for example, may be seen as being the more likeable for the other being seen as particularly dislikeable.  This being the case, relativity is already built into their individual scores and error results when one leader’s score is subtracted from another’s to get a measure of their relative appeal.  Probably a “purer” measure of their relative appeal comes from the traditional “who would make the best prime minister” question.  Unfortunately, it is not available in the survey used in this paper.
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	Table 5.  Party-Based Models of Leader Effects (Labour as base category)

	
	
	
	

	
	Leader vs Own Party
	
	Leader vs Other Parties

	
	
	
	
	

	Demographics
	Con. vote
	L.D. Vote
	
	Con. Vote
	L.D. Vote

	Gender (male)
	.51
	    .41
	
	     1.65
	    .89

	Age 
	    -.01
	    .01
	
	     -.14*
	  -.00

	White
	.04
	   -.32
	
	     9.92*
	  1.54

	Education 
	   .71**
	    .35*
	
	       .14
	    .12

	Salariat
	  -1.59
	    .13
	
	     -.90
	    .37

	Routine non-manual
	.20
	  2.00**
	
	     1.72
	  3.19**

	Petit bourgeoisie
	     .74
	 -3.03
	
	   11.69*
	 -3.26

	Foremen & Technicians
	    -.84
	  1.52
	
	     -.53
	   2.43

	Party Identification
	
	
	

	Conservative id.
	  5.55***                      
	   -.24
	
	  12.16**
	     .05

	Labour id.
	 -4.39***
	 -2.65***
	
	   -1.77
	  -2.32**

	Lib. Dem. Id.
	 -2.84
	  3.08***
	
	   -9.16*
	    2.77**

	Most Important Issue
	
	
	 

	Conservatives best
	  4.59***
	    .86
	
	     8.79**
	    3.33**

	Labour best
	 -1.23
	 -1.12*
	
	    -2.50
	      .69

	Lib. Dems. best
	  3.06*
	   4.35***
	
	      9.37**
	    5.66***

	Economic Evaluations
	
	
	

	Retrospective h’hold
	   -.30
	    .26
	
	      3.21*
	      .57

	Retrospective national
	-1.09*
	   -.90**
	
	    -1.78
	     -.79*

	Prospective h’hold 
	    .58
	    .14
	
	       .28
	     -.08

	Prospective national
	  -.03
	   -.12
	
	      -.29
	       .57

	Leader/Party Scores
	
	
	

	Blair-Labour
	  -.26
	    .09
	
	--
	--

	Howard-Conservative
	    .27
	    .14
	
	--
	--

	Kennedy-Lib. Dem.
	    .20
	   -.07
	
	--
	--

	Blair-Conservativea
	--
	--
	
	      -.88*
	      -.03

	Howard-Labour
	--
	--
	
	      1.32
	      1.00**

	Howard-Lib. Dem.
	
	--
	
	        .18
	      -.55**

	Kennedy-Labour
	--
	--
	
	        .90
	      -.04

	Kennedy-Conservative
	--
	--
	
	       -.53
	        .48*

	N of cases
	850
	
	850

	Log likelihood
	-112.50
	
	-59.39

	LR  Chi2
	          1,458.67***
	
	1,564.91***

	
	
	
	

	Source: Pre-Election Wave, BES 2005 

a  The Blair-Lib. Dem.s score is omitted from the table because of its linear dependency on the other party-leader scores.


	Table 6.  Leader-Based Models of Leader Effects (Labour as base category)

	
	
	
	

	
	Leader Only
	
	Leader vs Other Leaders

	
	
	
	
	

	Demographics
	Con. vote
	L.D. Vote
	
	Con. Vote
	L.D. Vote

	Gender (male)
	3.27**
	    .59
	
	    2.48*
	   .60

	Age 
	   -.01*
	   -.01
	
	     -.06*
	  -.01

	White
	   5.68*
	    .40
	
	    5.10*
	   .24

	Education 
	 .80*
	   -.01
	
	      .65
	  -.01

	Salariat
	  -2.79*
	    .28
	
	   -2.61*
	   .18

	Routine non-manual
	.72
	  1.72*
	
	      .45
	 1.61*

	Petit bourgeoisie
	    4.50*
	 -2.89
	
	    3.91
	-2.54

	Foremen & Technicians
	      .09
	  1.57
	
	  -1.22
	  1.49

	Party Identification
	
	
	

	Conservative id.
	   8.80***                      
	   -.27
	
	   8.08***
	    .36

	Labour id.
	  -4.82**
	 -2.42**
	
	  -4.06**
	 -2.37**

	Lib. Dem. Id.
	  -6.23*
	  3.12***
	
	  -5.06*
	  3.12***

	Most Important Issue
	
	
	 

	Conservatives best
	    5.76***
	  1.17
	
	    5.67***
	  1.13

	Labour best
	  -1.68
	  -.51
	
	   -1.28
	   -.44

	Lib. Dems. best
	   6.06**
	  4.12***
	
	     5.68***
	  3.93****

	Economic Evaluations
	
	
	

	Retrospective h’hold
	   1.09
	    .10
	
	      .53
	    .08

	Retrospective national
	 -1.33
	   -.47
	
	   -1.31
	  -.51

	Prospective h’hold 
	    .72
	    .05
	
	      .99
	    .06

	Prospective national
	  -.33
	   -.04
	
	     -.16
	    .01

	Leader/Leader Scores
	
	
	

	Blair
	-1.09***
	   -.33**
	
	--
	--

	Howard
	 2.10***
	    .03
	
	--
	--

	Kennedy
	  -.09
	    .45**
	
	--
	--

	Blair-Howarda
	--
	--
	
	   -1.18***
	   -.37***

	Howard-Kennedy
	
	--
	
	      .30
	   -.39**

	N of cases
	863
	
	863

	Log likelihood
	-78.29
	
	-80.02

	LR  Chi2
	          1,548.79***
	
	 1,545.32***

	
	
	
	

	Source: Pre-Election Wave, BES 2005 

a  The Blair-Kennedy score is omitted from the table because of its linear dependency on the other leader scores.


	Table 7.  Simulated Voting Probabilities for Conservative Identifiers

	

	Part A: Blair 0 to 10
	Meana
	95% Confidence Interval

	Prob. Voting Labour
	.458 (.259)
	.045
	.918

	Prob. Voting Conservative
	-.529 (.270)
	-.955
	-.061

	Prob. Voting Lib. Dem.
	.070 (.109)
	.001
	.392

	
	
	
	

	Part B: Blair-Howard -5 to +5
	
	
	

	Prob. Voting Labour
	.247 (.171)
	.032
	.673

	Prob. Voting Conservative
	-.283 (.184)
	-.722
	-.040

	Prob. Voting Lib. Dem.
	.035 (.062)
	.001
	.195

	
	
	
	

	Source: Pre-Campaign BES 2005;    a standard errors in parentheses


�  There is common agreement, for example, that economic perceptions influence the party that voters choose at election time.  Rarely has it been argued, however, that these perceptions have been the difference between victory and defeat for, say, an incumbent government.  Few would conclude from this deterministic failure that the economy does not matter in elections.


�  The zero-order correlation coefficient between leader and party are 0.83 for Labour, 0.77 for the Conservatives and 0.70 for the Liberal Democrats.  


�   This is no less true in 2005 than in previous elections.  Conservative identifers preferred Howard over  Blair by an average 3.63 points and over Kennedy by an average 2.14 points.  Labour identifiers preferred Blair over Howard  by an average 4.18 points and over Kennedy by an average 2.45 points.  Kennedy’s advantage among Liberal Democratioc identifiers was 3.27 points over Howard and 2.59 points over Blair.

















�  A related problem, of course, is potential endogeneity in the leader-vote relationship; leader evalautions do not “cause” the vote, but rather the causality is the other way around.  Since Clarke et al (2004, 118) have demonstrated that “feelings about party leadersa are weakly exogenous to electoral choice”,  however, the causal arrow will be assumed in this analysis to run from leaders to voting intention. 


�  Not too much should be read into these findings since there are statistical problems with this equation, as is amply evidenced by the linear dependency of the Blair-Liberal Democrats variables.  More thought and effort haves to go into the reliable estimation of this equation.  Nonetheless, the findings do indicate the need not to accept the skeptical view of direct leader effects and to investigate the relationship further.   


�  One possible explanation, unexplored in this early draft, is that the relatively poor results for the leader vs. other leaders model is some kind of statistical artefact related to the linear dependency problem in the full equation.  This possibility remains to be investigated.  A second, again untested, explanation is offered in the concluding section of this paper.
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