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Abstract Most explanations of party competition are basedtlos Downsian view that
parties maximize votes by adopting positions oricgotlimensions. An alternative ‘issue
ownership’ approach suggests that parties competeniphasizing different issues where
they have a relative advantage - they campaigmein ‘owned issues’. This paper proposes
a model of party competition which combines elemenit both the spatial and the issue
ownership model. Unlike previous issue ownershgotles of party competition, we build
our prediction of party behavior on an explicit rmbdf vote choices. The assumptions of
this model are tested in an empirical analysisaiing behavior and party strategies in the
2001 and 2005 British general elections. We exartheestrategies employed by the three
major parties, using quantitative analysis of spesg press releases and party election
broadcasts. We find that parties campaign on theired issues and issues where they have
a positional advantage to raise the salience sktigsues in the minds of voters. Parties with
a broader issue appeal can campaign exclusivelyoamed’ issues, thereby giving
incumbents a natural advantage, whereas partiésfeit or no owned issues are forced to
enter into dialogue on issues that may disadvantagm and on issues on which their
advantage is positional. We further argue thatdyramic of agenda setting is a reciprocal
process where party campaign strategies reflecliqpidsue salience and in turn, public
perceptions and vote choices are shaped by thegegsés during the campaign itself. The
theoretical model is tested in an analysis of #lative importance of issue position, issue
ownership and issue salience to the vote in 2005.



The classic spatial approach to party competit®rbased on a Downsian view of the
political world where parties maximize votes by piiiag a position on a policy dimension
(Downs 1957). On the basis of this theory, we woedgbect all campaigns to gravitate
towards the median voter. An alternative view aftypaompetition posits that parties do not
primarily compete by changing ideological positiohsit by emphasizing different policy
issues during the campaign. There are various nat@ans of this approach, such as the
‘dominance principle’ (Riker 1993, 1996), the ‘saicy theory’ (Budge and Farlie 1983;
Budge 1993) and ‘issue ownership’ (Petrocik 1996)mmon to all is the argument that
parties seek to shape campaign agendas by disgussures that assent their strengths and
avoiding issues that provide the opposition withaalvantage. Since no issue can work to
the advantage of two opposing parties this leadbdageneral expectation that parties talk
past each other during campaigns. This focus amesssather than ideological position
provides a useful framework for analyzing patteohgarty competition, especially during
periods of ideological convergence, yet the issueavship theory has recently come under
attack for lacking both a sound theoretical fourmatand empirical support for its
propositions (see Damore 2005; Kaplan et al. 280gelman and Buell 2004). In contrast to
the spatial approach to party competition, the dsswnership theory notably lacks an
explicit model of voting behavior and its assumpsicabout how voters respond to party
behavior remain largely untested in the literature.

This paper aims to contribute to this debate byebiping a model of issue
ownership that explicitly incorporates voter prefezes and then by testing both the
predictions of this model in an analysis of Britigkeneral election campaigns and the
explanatory power of the model in an analysis ofevohoice. Rather than focusing
exclusively on party competition, the paper therefxamines the dynamic process of mass-
elite interaction in campaigns, from issue salieager party strategies to vote choices, in
order to provide a more comprehensive understarahipgrty competition and its effects on
election outcomes.

In the first part of the paper we present a utilipdel of voting behavior that
combines elements from both the spatial model dihgoand the issue ownership theory.
We show that by extending the classic Downsian iom@dsional model of voting to a
multidimensional setting the economic model of volmice is consistent with the issue
ownership theory. On the basis of this model, welld/i@xpect parties to seek to influence
the relative salience of issue in voters’ utilitglaulus, depending on how competent and

‘mainstream’ they are perceived to be on differdmensions. In the second part of the



paper we analyze the issue ownership and issuensaliratings of voters in relation to

evaluations of the three main British political fges in two General Election campaigns,
2001 and 2005. Rather than treating ‘issue ownersis a dichotomous construct, we
analyze it as a continuum of relative advantagattiantage, using public opinion data.
Next, our model of party competition is tested emplly by examining party issue

emphasis strategies in the last two British genelattion campaigns using quantitative
content analysis of campaign speeches, press esleasl party broadcasts. Finally, we test
the underlying assumptions of the model by evahgathe relative importance of the issue
ownership and issue position models to the vote. $New that an issue ownership
advantage favored Labour more than ideologicaltjposion the left-right dimension in

2005. We also find that an owned issue is more rtapbd to the vote when it is salient than
when it is not. Thus, we show that a strategy aiate@ising the salience of owned issues is

consistent with our voter utility model.

The issue ownership theory of party competition

In campaigns parties seek to influence their votsupport by manipulating campaign
agendas. As Aldrich and Griffin (2003:240) notes thtrategies the candidates choose in an
election campaign — what they emphasize and wiegtitinore — have important effects on
vote choices and therefore on outcomes’. But whyatalidates choose to emphasize certain
issue agendas and ignore others? Scholars focasinggenda setting argue that parties
shape agendas by campaigning on issues on whighhthee a particular advantage. Riker
(1993) has labeled this the Dominance/Dispersianciie, stating that the purpose of
campaign messages is not to engage the oppositidebiate or dialogue, but to increase the
saliency of issues over which the party or caneidat perceived to be credible. In a
European context, Budge and Farlie (1983) have ldped a ‘saliency theory’ of party
competition arguing that most political partiesra seek direct confrontation on issues, but
engage in selective emphasis of certain issuesajseeKlingemann, Hofferbert, and Budge
1994; Budge et al. 2001; van der Brug 2004; Claekeal. 2005). This view of party
competition is supported by the valence model dingo which posits that voters primarily
opt for the party that has the means to achieventamy agreed goals rather than choosing
between parties on the basis of different endskéstd963). In other words, voters choose

the party most capable of delivering what everybedints. A similar theory of ‘issue



ownership’ has been advanced by Petrocik (1996) efyues that parties compete by
emphasizing issues where they have a stable repufar greater competence (i.e. parties
“own” certain issues) rather than shifting posiiam one issue dimension. This theory has
been formalized by Simon (2002) who deduces tleahtathemes can work to the advantage
of both candidates, they will never allocate resesrto the same theme’ (64). The common
expectation of all of these approaches (which wecémrth refer to as the ‘issue ownership
theory’) is that during campaigns parties tend ianmte issues on which they hold a long-
standing reputation of competence.

The issue ownership theory is appealing becays®wides an intuitive explanation
for why parties campaign on different issues and parties distinguish themselves in times
of ideological convergence. But there are also rstveroblems — theoretical as well as
empirical. First, the issue ownership theory hasemély been challenged on empirical
grounds by scholars demonstrating high levels afodue, or ‘issue convergence’, in
American election campaigns (Sigelman and Bueld2®@plan et al. 2006). These studies
show a high degree of similarity in the issue engghaof competing candidates,
contradicting the ‘issue divergence’ premise of igsie ownership theory. Issue ownership
scholars do acknowledge that some campaign dialagii¢ake place. By dividing issues
into two categories, owned issues (or constitudsased) and performance issues, they
allow for dialogue on performance issues, suctoesidgn relations and government record,
since ‘such issues are not permanently owned by panyy, but may be annexed
temporarily...hence, most direct argument and comftion will be focused in this areas’
(Budge and Farlie 1983:42, see also Petrocik 19é).the theory does not convincingly
account for those instances where parties convangssues such as education, health care
or social security, which are clearly regarded asex issues rather than performance
issues. Part of the problem stems from the dichotes view of ‘owned issues’ espoused in
the literature: an issue is either owned or notedviny a party, and this is generadlysumed
rather than evaluated using public opinion dathe Petrocik et al. (2003) study is based on
the untested assumption that Republicans always’‘®sues such as low taxes and national
security, whereas Democrats ‘own’ issues relateth¢oelderly, unemployment and social
security. But this approach raises several problgmasticularly in multi-party systems,
where it is not clear that an issue is either p@endly owned or not owned by a party. We
might find cases of issues first owned by one pany then another, overlapping ownership
of certain issues or minor parties that do not awn issues exclusively. To account for such

a reality, it is preferable to treat ownership aatinuum (rather than a dichotomy), where



parties have incentives to campaign on issues wihene have aelative advantage over
their main competitors in a given electoral contpwti This is the approach adopted in the
empirical part of this paper, where the relativevhership’ of an issue is based on an
analysis of the public’s evaluation of candidatesparties’ performance on a range policy
issues.

A second criticism of the issue ownership theorates to the absence of voter
preferences. As Damore (2005) points out, thedlitee is largely silent on the political
context within which campaigns are fought. Someassare likely to be highly salient to
voters even before the campaign begins, and sgciessare then likely to influence vote
choices regardless of whether a single party igntmtem (Belanger and Meguid 2004). A
party may suffer more greatly from ignoring a higkhlient issue than from contributing to
the salience of that issue if owned by an opporfesitowing this, one would expect that in
order to maximize votes, parties would not only bBagize issues on which they have a
strong reputation (issue ownership), but also emsighdssues that are very important to the
public (issue saliency). This may give incumbentsatural advantage, since they tend to
‘own’ issues that are already highly salient. Casely, small parties that are always in
opposition may own no or few issues and may besfibto campaign on salient issues where
they have no particular advantage. In this casewadd not necessarily expect campaigns
to be characterized by perfect issue divergencsuggested elsewhere (see Simon 2002),
but rather foresee a transaction process of ageeitiag, where parties and voters converge
on a set of highly salient issues (Dalton et al8)9®nly parties with a broad issue appeal
can then afford to campaign exclusively on owneties. Moreover, given that parties are
expected to base their strategies on expectatioheve voters respond, it is important to be
explicit about how voters react to party behavsme( Aldrich and Griffin 2004).

The aim of this paper is to incorporate voter @refices explicitly into the issue
ownership model of party competition in order tovelep a more comprehensive
framework. The paper thereby makes a theoreticghleanpirical contribution by elaborating
and testing the issue ownership theory and examiit® underpinnings in the British

context.



Modeling voting behavior and party competition

Building on the issue ownership theory, but seekongvercome its shortfalls, we present a
model of party competition which explicitly takes starting point in voter preferences. We
assume that parties are rational actors who wantrtelections, and we thus expect them to
act in ways that maximize their vote share (Str&@80). Most models of voting behavior
build on the classic spatial theory of voting, oraly popularized by Downs: individuals
vote for the party holding policy positions mogn#ar to their own positions (Downs 1957;
Davis, Hinich and Ordeshook 1970; Enelow and Hirl€84). In the proximity model, a
voter’s utility on each dimension for panyis a declining function of policy distance from

voter to candidate:
U ==(P, —P;)* +Cy, 1)

where voteii’s overall evaluation of party's utility on dimensiony (Ujp) depends upon the
squared distance between party’s positiBp) (@and the voter’'s own preferred position or
ideal point on this issud>(). Since the utility declines with distance, a nagasign defines
this utility function. The model presented abovsoaihcludes the terr@j,, which captures
the competenceof a party on a particular issue dimension. Competdocecredibility)
captures a “handling” notion at the heart of trlsrésownership theory: ‘a reputation...which
leads voters to believe that one of the partiesn@e sincere and committed to doing
something about [the issue] (Petrocik 1996:82@everal authors have introduced non-
policy considerations, such as issue competencdilegithood of delivery into the spatial
voter calculus, showing that these factors can give party an advantage with important
implications for party differentiation (see Enel@amd Hinich 1982; Enelow and Munger
1993; Heath et al, 2001). Introducing non-policgtéeis can thus be seen as a logical
extension of the Downsian model (see Grofman 208dyording to the simple Downsian
median voter theorem, parties will converge arotivel median voter (in a unidimensional
space). Consequently, rational parties eliminattadces between each other, and voters can
no longer choose between them on spatial grountierefore, when policy distances
between parties are modest, we would expect vateeho be largely determined on the
basis of which party is best trusted to delivertloa particular issue dimension. Hence, the
above model merges the policy proximity consideretiof the classic spatial model of

voting with the ‘competence’ considerations inh¢rearthe valence model of voting (Stokes



1963). Whilst these two models of voting are ofpeasented as competing models (see for
example Clarke et al. 2005), they can equally lesgmted as a unified model, as illustrated
in equation 1. In that case, we expect issue coenpet (or valence) considerations to be
more important to voter’s relatively utility wheragies take very similar positions on an
issue, whereas we expect proximity to matter mdremparties are polarized.

In any campaign there will be a range of issued #remes. To understand the
behavior of parties, we thus need to go beyondathe-dimensional model. The basic
Downsian model locates policy parties along a sir{fgft-right) dimension, but an obvious
extension is to consider multiple dimensions ofiessompetition. For simplicity’s sake, we
can present a campaign with two issue dimensjofisdexed byj= 1,2). In this simple
model, voteri’s overall utility from electing a particular party;, depends on the utility
derived from each dimensignweighted by the salience of that dimension tovbter. We

depict salience as a weighiton each dimension (bounded between 0 and 1):

Up =wyU, WU, (2)

The overall utility of voting for a party thus dems on the salience of that issue to the
individual voter (vj) and the voter’s utility on each dimensibk,, described in equation 1
as depending on proximity and issue trust consimers

Following the one-dimensional model (equationth® main strategy options for a
party are either to change position closer to tleelian voter and/or improve reputation on
that issue. Both strategies are difficult to impdgmin the short-run. Perceptions of issue
position and issue credibility are built over lopgriods of time, and indeed radical changes
in the former may harm the latter, whereas paxas manipulate salience more readily in
campaigns (Budge 1994; Budge et al. 2001). If wa ta the multi-dimensional model of
voting behaviour (equation 2), parties thereforgehanother strategy option available to
them, namely to influence the salience of the issue which they have an advantage. For
example, a party that enjoys high competence ratmgissue dimension 1, but is perceived
to be less competent on issue dimension 2, may teeekluence the salience associated
with issue 1\y;) by campaigning intensely on this issue, whilstoigng issue dimension 2.
Note that our model also leads us to expect thapaosition issues’ (as opposed to ‘valence
issues’), a party close to the median voter willksto raise the salience of that issue. In the

communications literature this strategy is alsemefd to agpriming and pertains to the



weighting of considerations in a given decisioneflgar and Kinder 1987). If the priming
strategy is successful, the ‘primed’ issue dimemsigll carry a greater weight in voters’
subsequent judgment. This can be formulated a#ise issue ownership hypothesis of

party competition:

H1l: When parties converge ideologically, they wdkls to maximize votes in election
campaigns by emphasizing issues where they hawdative advantage in ‘issue
competence’ over other parties.

As noted above, the issue ownership model leads texpectation oissue divergencen
campaigns (Petrocik 1996; Sigelman and Buell 26Gplan et al. 2006). This expectation
has been seen to contradict the spatial model, hwpredicts party convergence to the
median voter position (Budge 1994). Yet, as Grofr{2004) has pointed out, some issue
divergence is not unlikely when the Downsian maddedxtended to multiple dimensions of
issue competition: ‘a generally neglected asped@mins’ (1957) work, highly relevant to
party divergence, is the possibility of putting étiger winning coalitions based on minority
groups with intense preferences on particular isdirmensions’ (Grofman 2004:31).
Moreover, in a multiparty system, where some panigy own few or no issues, it is far
less clear that an expectation of ‘selective emighasould necessarily lead to complete
issue divergence (‘no dialogue’) since parties idlforced to campaign on “shared issues”.
By reformulating issue ownership as the ‘relativdvantage in issue competence’,
emphasizing that the notion of ‘ownership’ is relatand continuous, rather than absolute
and dichotomous, we expect that while parties waittarge number of owned issues will
campaign almost exclusively on these issues, qthdies in multiparty systems with fewer
owned issues will have to enter the ‘issue tetyitof their competitors, and therefore there
will be some overlap in campaign messages.

The issue ownership theory assumes that it is reasienfluence voter’s issue
salience that a party’s issue trust (ownershipjndua campaign (see e.g. Petrocik 1996).
However, the fact that issue salience is more rabléethan ownership does not imply that
the importance attached to an issue by voters rislyudetermined by ‘priming’ strategies.
For example, if unemployment is very high in a doynthis is likely to be a salient issue
regardless of whether parties choose to campaigi. ayqually, terrorism and security is
likely to become a salient issue after a seriouotist attack, regardless of whether the
parties actively ‘prime’ the issue. In other worgsyrties are not only influencing public
issue salience, they are alespondingo it. When an issue is very salient to the puptior



to the campaign, we would expect parties to canmpaiy the issue(s) almost regardless of
their ‘credibility’, because parties will be unalie make the issue ‘go away’ simply by

ignoring it. Given the high weight (salience) attad to an issue by voters, this will reduce
voters’ utility of voting for such a party. Henoghilst we generally expect ‘selective issue
emphasis’ by parties (as outlined in hypothesismvg) hypothesize that parties will consider
issue salience as well as issue ownership wherulatmg their campaign strategies:

H2: Parties are more likely to emphasize issuesdhatconsistently and highly salient to
the public before the campaign.

In sum, we expect parties to base their campaigategies on a combination of issue
ownership and issue salience considerations. Wiaetlep move towards the centre, they
will seek to maximize votes by campaigning on isdiuraensions where they are regarded
are more ‘competent’ than their opponents. Butatertssue dimensions of high public
salience cannot be ignored by political partiesgather, since they will inevitably play a
role in the voter calculus of a large part of thectorate. In the next section, we evaluate

these propositions empirically in the 2001 and 2B@ifsh general election campaigns.

Issue salience and ownership in the British general elections

We expect parties to campaign on issues on whigy llave a relative advantage in order to
raise their salience. On valence issues we exetiep to adopt issue ownership strategies,
and where parties have few owned issues, we expeies to raise the salience of issues on
which they have a positional advantage and to re$po existing high salience issues.

To test these propositions in a multi-party seftiwg measure each party’s utility on
an issue as a function of its relative advantagevtoother parties, weighted by the salience
of that issue. MORI issue salience and best patipgs are used. These data represent the
only consistent time series for these two questiand is therefore ideal for comparing two
elections. Predictions are based on issue evahsaiiothe three months prior to the election
campaigns. The following table presents the ratofgsach issue as important as percentage

frequencies in the February 2001 and 2005 MORIeytgv

[TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE]
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Health and education remain the two most saliesuds in both 2001 and 2005. In 2001
these two issues are the dominant issues in tbe sgenda overall — no other issue comes
close in ratings of the most important facing tleeirdtry. In 2005 they are still the most
highly rated issues, but other salient issues nmiude race/immigration and crime. We
would thus expect all parties to be more likelyctampaign on these issues (see hypothesis
2). However, contrary to a simple extension of B@vnsian model, which would predict
that parties simply respond to voter preferenceteims of policy position and the issues
thought most important to voters, we expect pattegrimarily prioritize issue where they
also have a ‘competence’ advantages (hypothesiabje 2 presents the relative advantage
of each party in relation to the two other parfi@sthe salient issues in each year. These
scores are calculated by simply subtracting ongysabest party’ frequency with the ‘best

party’ frequency of the party with which it is coaned.

[TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE]

In 2001 Labour has a commanding advantage onsaless except immigration, defense and
Europe, in relation to both the Conservative amdLiiberal Democrat parties. The advantage
over the latter is unsurprising, given that thedrdd Democrat party has no ‘owned’ issues
(possibly due to its position as permanent oppmsiiarty in post-war British politics). Thus
for the Liberal Democrats a utility function on aiggsue will more conceivably based on
issue position and issue salience than relativeeissdvantage. The Liberal Democrats
should be expected to converge towards the meditar yas we expect of the other parties)
and to raise the salience of the issues on whiblastthe optimal issygosition However,
Labour’'s largest advantages, on health, educatiba, economy and unemployment,
represent its best relative advantages and we ¢hbatefore expect Labour to attempt to
emphasize these issues. However, combined withisthes salience ratings in Table 2,
Labour can be expected to gain the most from cagnpag on the first three issues, health,
education and the economy, since unemploymentl@vasalience issues, ranked eighth
overall. For the Conservatives, predicted issuktied are best viewed by comparing the
advantage with Labour (mainly negative) with theadage over the Liberal Democrats. In
competition with Labour the Conservatives only havsignificant advantage over Labour
on race/immigration and a very minimal advantage defense. Moreover, their “least
damaging” issues are Europe and crime. Howevemndf compare the Conservative’s

advantage over the Liberal Democrats with theiatre¢ scores with Labour we find net
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advantages in three party competition on race/imatign (55), defense (22.1), Europe
(20.7), Crime (18.3) and taxation (1.5). Weightithgse scores by issue salience in 2001
leads to the prediction of Conservative campaigpleasis on race/immigration, crime and
Europe as well as possibly education and healthplgi due to the high level of public
salience. That is, although the Conservatives laaradative advantage on defense the issue
is not salient (and the advantage is minimal), dnel relative advantage of taxation
compared with its low salience are also insuffitiem give the Conservatives an overall
competitive advantage on this issue.

In 2001, we thus find that Labour has a strongtia advantage on the issues most
salient with the public. The Liberal Democrats haweadvantages or owned issues overall,
and the Conservative’s main advantages are on dlaively low salience issues of
immigration (ranked fourth most salient issue) atedense (ranked tenth). In 2005, the
salience of immigration was far higher than in 200ke salience of this issue rose from
9.5% to 18.4%, and the salience of defense hadiatseased to 12.5%. Therefore if the
Conservatives had maintained their ownership o$g¢hissues, we can expect the party to
emphasise them in the 2005 campaign. Table 4 pieenrelative advantage for each party

in relation to other parties across each issu®@52

[TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE]

Labour again has an advantage over the Consersativanost issues, but now the party’s
advantage on the two most salient issues, heatttedncation, has diminished. The party’s
largest relative advantage is on the economy -ssureionly rated the most important issue
by 5.7% of respondents. On the basis of thesedgyuwe expect that Labour will campaign
on health and education as well as the economy.ouralstill owns the issue of
unemployment but this issue, although not much tawealience than the economy, can be
expected to be far less important to the vote, rgithee centrality of the economy to vote
choices: The Conservatives have remained the party thansovimmigration, and its
advantage on crime is also higher than in 2001thEumore, both these issues have
increased in salience. At 18.8% crime is the thaabkt important issue, only marginally less
so than education (20%), and immigration is a cfoseth (18.4%). The Conservatives can

! Economicvoting theories have shown that voters who arerfgetell-off and who are optimistic about the fugwf the
economy are likely to vote for the incumbent goveent’s return (Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier, 2000; Deensand Taylor,
2002. But see Evans 1999 for a different view).
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thus be expected to emphasize race/immigrationcaimie, which are both ‘owned’ and
salient issues. Defense, Europe and taxation d@radwantage issues in comparison with
their ratings relative to the Liberal Democratst Burope and taxation in 2005 are the ninth
and tenth lowest salient issues.

Defense is the fifth most salient issue, and fioeeethe Conservatives may choose to
emphasize it, but raising the salience of an isgilleonly increase the utility to a party on
that issue if they are optimally located in proxiyrio public opinion. Given the controversy
over the war in Iraq in the period leading up te 005 elections, it is evident that defense
had changed from being a valence issue in 2001gosdional issue after the invasion of
Irag in 2003. Given that a majority of the popwatiwere against the war (according to the
BES, 65% of voters disapproved of the war in Irag2D05), but both Labour and the
Conservatives were in favor, only the Liberal Denate were located optimally (close to the
median voter) to exploit the defense issue. Theeefehilst the Liberal Democrats do not
have a relative issue ownership advantage of #satei (or as in 2001, on any issue), the
party has an incentive to emphasize the issuedfiir 2005.

In summary, in 2001 the Labour Party has an isslv@ntage on all issues except
race/immigration, which is a Conservative ownedigsdHowever, Labour’s advantages are
also on the most salient issues (except its adgarda unemployment, which is particularly
low salience in both elections and remains so dineenid 1990s). Following our theory, we
expect Labour's emphasized issues to be healtreduadation in 2001, combined with the
economy in 2005. In 2001 the Conservatives detneehighest expected utility from their
advantage issues (relative to Labour and the Libd@esnocrats) although neither issue —
immigration and Europe - is highly salient. Thusaience raising strategy is clearly the
only beneficial strategy to this party in 2001. 2805 the party benefits from the higher
salience of immigration and crime. Therefore in 20 addition to health and education,
we expect the Conservatives to emphasize immigratiod crime. In both elections the
Liberal Democrats have no relative issue advantagesmpetence or trust evaluations, but

a positional advantage on Iraq in 2005.

Party strategies in the 2001 and 2005 British elect  ions

In order to evaluate our propositions in the contfxBritish general elections, we need to

obtain reliable measures of party issue positiodimgng the campaigns.
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Measuring party issue emphasis

Party policy programs, particularly manifestos, i@ most common source for identifying
the policy priorities of parties in the literatunea campaigns and elections (see Budge 1993;
Laver 2001; Pennings 2005). Yet, there are sedssablvantages with manifesto data. Party
manifestos are designed to give a broad overview party’s policy platform across all
important issue areas and often these documentharesult of a long consultation process,
aiming to satisfy internal interests rather thatnaat voters (Bara 2005). This complicates
the precise measurement of the issue prioritiespidadies are trying to get across to voters in
campaigns. Whereas party manifestos are chieflg byaa small group of party members
and commentators, parties use other means of coioatiom, such as press conferences,
advertisements and press releases, to reach a audience. In this paper, we therefore
analyze three key forms of campaign communicat@ampaign speeches, party election
broadcasts and press releases. First, our anatgtisles the speeches given by each of the
three party leaders during the four weeks leadimtputhe electio.Second, we analyze the
party election broadcasts (PEBs) of each partyallinwe analyze the press releases which,
like speeches, capture party communication overcthese of the campaign. Appendix 1
gives an overview of the length and number of dasnis used for this analysis. These
documents provide an extensive and reliable datasethe policy issues each party
promoted during their campaigns.

We employ computer-aided content anafj/si these documents to get reliable
estimates of party issue emphases. This quangtatethod of content analysis is often used
when large amounts of textual data are processddirdaarest lies primarily in manifest
rather than latent content (see, for example, L20€1). Studies show that this technique is
suitable for generating both valid and reliableneates of policy positions (Krippendorff
1980; Laver and Garry 2000; Garry 2001; Bara 200i)our analysis, the parties’ issue
priorities are obtained by calculating the relativequency of all coded words and quasi-

sentences, corresponding to ten policy categamies‘dictionary’ file! Our issue categories

2 We do not include speeches given by other reptatess of the party in the analysis, since theidss
emphases in these speeches may reflect the partpoiftfolio of a minister or spokesperson, ratian the
overall strategy of the party.

% The software program TEXTPACK 7vias used in our content analysis of the speeches.

* Computer-aided techniques may also have certaiaraages with regard to validity, since the cogingcess

is mechanical and thus unbiased by any prior kndgéeor opinions of an expert coder (Laver and Garry,
2000; Garry, 2001). To alleviate potential probleassociated with context and homography, keywardke
dictionary have been identified using the keywargsontext (KWIC) procedure, which highlights keywsr
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are based on the 10 policy areas that were con#istementioned in the open-ended
responses to the MORI questions in the period podroth campaigns (see Table 2). These
policy areas are health, education, economic poligfense, pensions, immigration,
taxation, European integration, unemployment, amad hnd ordef. By coding all the
manifest policy terms used in the speeches (&g, police, hospitals, schools, immigrants),
this analysis captures the relative weighting git@reach category as a percentage of the
overall frequency of policy terms.

Table 4 illustrates the issue emphases in the 2@#tion campaign. As discussed in
the previous section, our expectation is that pamvill campaign on the most advantageous
issues, and when they own few or no issues thelytend to gravitate towards the most
salient issues. We thus expect Labour to campaigthe economy, education and health,
where the party has a distinct “competence” adypmtand we expect the Conservatives to
campaign on immigration, and to a lesser extenpjiyr defense and crime (issues where
Labour has no distinct advantage). The Liberal Daais have no owned issues, so we

would expect the party to focus mainly on the salissues: education and health.

[TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE]

Table 4 shows that as expected, Labour campaignapity on their ‘owned issue’ of the
economy, education and health. The Conservativepaign on issues where Labour has no
or only a small advantage, namely crime, Europetardtion, but surprisingly they ignore
their only truly ‘owned’ issue, namely immigratiols suggested above, this may be
because of the relatively low salience of the isdtigrope, however, presented a clear
positional advantage to the Conservatives in 2@treby underlying their perceived utility
advantage on this issue (Evans 2002). Yet the Qoaivees may have downplayed the issue
of immigration in fear of appearing too far awaprfr the mainstream voter. As William
Hague, the then party leader, has noted: ‘I didvdnt it to be a one-issue campaign [on
asylum]'. Instead, Mr. Hague confirms that the patrategy was to campaign on the above

mentioned issues:

within the context in which they are used. Ambigsiauords were thereafter ‘disambiguated’ by usingdvo
strings and alternative signifiers to aid in comteXsation.

® We have also run the analysis with additionalgyotireas (e.g. the environment, moral issues )akensure
that we have not overlooked important campaigneissbut none of these additional issues were givgn
significant emphases in the speeches.
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It was meant to be crime, Europe, tax, and thercathn as a kind of loss

leader. There was no way of winning an electiorhealth or education. But

to show we weren’t just on about Europe, crime taxd And one day, one in

the whole campaign on asylum. Those were the seléssue$§.
Hence, Hague acknowledges that despite being aolirabwned issue’, the Conservative
Party chose to campaign on education, becauss gérteral public appeal. Challenging the
expectation of the classic issue ownership thewrg, thus find considerable dialogue
between parties on these campaign issues. As detwbove, this is not surprising if we
consider that parties take into account issue readieas well as issue ownership when
developing their campaign strategy. Labour hasatieantage of high issue competence
rating, and the party is thus in a position wherean focus solely on the issues where is
enjoys the highest rating: education, the econondyteealth. The Conservative had no real
‘owned’ issues in 2001, other than possibly immiigra and hence they seek to campaign
on issue where Labour enjoy only a small advan{ggeope, crime and taxation) as well as
the highly salient issues (education and healtls).aAparty in permanent opposition and
lacking a distinct issue-profile, the Liberal Demais have little advantage in raising the
salience of particular issues, and thus campaignssmes that are already salient to the

public.
[TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE]

If we compare the issue emphases in the 2005 @hecéimpaign, a similar pattern emerges.
Again, Labour campaign on their owned issues, dtutathe economy and health. In
between the two elections, the Conservatives hauged an issue advantage on crime and
taxation, in addition to immigration, and they setnexploit this advantage in a campaign
that focuses on crime, immigration and taxatiorgddition to the highly salient (but Labour
owned) issues of education and health. The LibBehocrats do not have any ‘owned
issues’, but rather than campaigning exclusivelytlom two salient issues (education and
health), they chose the issue of Iraq (defenséh@second most prominent issue of their
campaign, where they — as discussed in the prevdesgton — have a clear positional

advantage.

® Interview by Jane Green with Rt. Hon. William Hagad 6" September 2002.
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We can also look at each of the three types dfgammunication separately. Table
6 shows the three top ranked (most mentioned) ssbyethe three parties in the leaders

speeches, the PEBs and the press releases.

[TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE]

In Table 6, each party’s ‘owned issues’ are higitkgl to make it easier to identify issues
that are distinct to individual parties. Issued #@ not clearly owned by any of the parties
(with an issue advantage of less than 5 percernt haen underlined. This demonstrates that
Labour campaigns primarily on its owned issues athbcampaigns across all forms of
campaign information. Interestingly, Tony Blair @laddresses issues on which Labour has
no clear “issue ownership”, but which are partidylamportant to the public. In 2001, law
and order issues are the third most important isshés speeches, and in 2005 he addressed
the immigration issue more frequently than we woetgbect, given the Tory-lead on this
issue (although only 11% of Blair's speeches empgkdsmmigration compared with a 46%
emphasis on education). However, Labour’s pregasels and election broadcasts conform
with our expectation that Labour campaigns on “odiniesues that are salient to the public.
As expected, we find the Conservatives emphasiseges where ownership is ‘up for
grabs’, namely crime, taxation and Europe (butimmbigration) in 2001. In 2005, they have
replaced the Europe issue with the issue of imrtimmrawhich in the meantime had also
become more salient to the public. The messagetheofLiberal Democrats are almost
perfectly consistent across types of communicatemphasizing the salient issues of
education and health in addition to pensions inl2&d the Iraq war in 2005.

In this analysis of two general election campajgne do find support for the
hypothesis that parties will tend to campaign owrled issues’, if they have any. But the
findings also challenge the expectations of thditi@al issue ownership theory in two
important ways. First, they suggest that whilsttiparemploy “selective issue emphasis”,
they also gravitate towards the issues that arkhhigalient to the public. Hence, we find
more dialogue in the campaign than might be prediain the basis of a ‘pure’ issue
ownership approach to party competition. Secondssues that are clearly ‘position issues’
(such as Irag and Europe), parties with a ‘posdi@ivantage’ (closer to the median voter)
appear to exploit this in the campaign, which wdelad support to a more traditional spatial

view of party competition. But these campaigntstyees are also only successful to the
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extent we find that issue competence ratings @sswnership’) and issue salience actually
have an effect on vote choices. This question asrexed empirically in the next section.

Testing the voting behavior assumptions

We have argued that issue ownership matters moes \phrties converge — in the absence
of clear ideological differences voters will judgarties on their ability to deliver. For an
issue ownership model to gain in significance for onderstanding of voters and parties we
therefore need to assume that distarfgg £ B;) is reduced (making;, relatively more

important), thus confirming the valence model ofing (Stokes 1963).

Party convergence

It is often argued that political parties in Britdiave converged on the economic left-right
dimension during the last two decade®n the domestic left-right dimension Bara and
Budge (2001) demonstrate growing similarity betwdantwo major parties using an issue
salience score of manifestos, and Sanders (1998pmigrates diminishing relevance of the
left-right dimension to voting behavior. Howevey avaluate whether votepgrceiveparties

to be close to each other, thus influencing thee wudility calculation, we analyze voter
perceptions of party positions using British ElentiStudy (BES) data. Figure 1 presents the
differences between the mean perceived locatidheof. abour Party and Conservative Party
on the left-right dimension and also differencesMaen the mean location of Labour party
identifiers and Conservative party identifiers. Tef-right score is comprised by taking an
average of the four highly correlated questionsnfag the left-right dimension within the

BES cross section surveys and panel surveys, beth@87 and 2005 (see Green 2005).
[FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE]
Figure 1 demonstrates that on this dimension ofidBripolitics the identifiers of the two

main parties have diminished in distance from eattier, but more dramatic has been the

decline in the perceived distance between the tamnparties. By 2005 respondents placed

" Contrary to the left-right dimension, the issueEoffopean integration has remained a polarizingeisgbeit
demonstrating periods of greater and lesser consangr time (Evans and Butt 2006).

8 In 2005 only two questions are available and uteltax-spend scale and the left-right label sdaéga are
weighted and post-election sample scores usedghoutt.
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the two major parties just one point apart on ayeran an eleven-point scale. Therefore,
since 1987 (from when the BES surveys have cordadlirectly comparable questions) the
utility calculation based on the distance betweetens and parties should, according to our
argument, have become increasingly loaded by campetevaluations, as the proximity
component between voters and each pd?fy - B;) is almost identical for the two major
parties. Consequently, we expect that issue competéor ownership) will be more
important to the vote calculation in 2005 than ésosition on the domestic left-right
dimension. Furthermore, we expect to find thatgteater the distance between a voter and a
party, the less the significance of issue competeand visa versa. These expectations can
be examined by simulating the relative effect slisscompetence ratings and left-right self-

placement on the vote in 2005.

Issue Position and Issue Ownership

We model the probability of voting Labour acrosedtent levels of competence evaluations
and left-right placements, controlling for age, den social class, educational attainment,
party identification, and evaluations of Tony Bl&m a ten-point like-dislike scale) The
independent variables of interest are health iksmelling (from 1 = handles very badly, to 5
= handles very well) and respondent (spatial) iocat on the tax-spend scafeThe tax-
spend scale asks respondents to locate themsedtw@sdn two options, to increase taxation
and increase spending on public services, or tdaxgs and decrease spending on public
services. We expect this scale to resemble a valmscae in 2005, as illustrated above, and
therefore for competence ratings on public serviceb®e more important than left-right
positions. The issue of health is therefore a lesye on which we can compare these two
variables on the decision to vote for Labour in 20 the models the tax-spend scale is
compressed into a five-point scale for comparabiiith the issue handling scale (0-2 =
right, 1; 3-4 = 2; 5 = centre; 6-8 = 4; and 9-10left).* We calculate the predicted
probability of voting Labour for respondents ratithg party on health from 1 to 5, and then
for respondents positioned from the right to Iéfthe tax-spend scale. Higher values denote
a larger effect of these evaluations on the detitiosote Labour, keeping all other variables

at their mean.

° The dependent variable is Labour vote, coded 1tedvhabour, and 0 = voted for another party or didn’
vote. Predicted probabilities have been calculatidg the statistical programn@arify. All control variables
were set at their mean. See table 9 of the Appefdifull results.

19 The scale asks voters to position the parties leetv@eto 10 where 0 = cut taxes and spend less biicpu
services, and 10 = increase taxes and spend mgrebdio services.

M Data is weighted, and the sample is comprisedsgondents surveyed in the pre and post electivasva
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[TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE]

Table 7 demonstrates that the higher the positixsduation of Labour on its perceived
ability to handle the issue of health, the gredher likelihood that this issue ownership
favored the party in the 2005 vote. Also, the morefavor of increasing taxation and
spending on public services a respondent was otattispend scale, the more likely it was
that the respondent would vote Labour. Howeveritierhighest likelihood of voting Labour
on the tax-spend scale, the importance of the pe@eability of Labour to handle the health
service well was statistically more significant.eTperceived issue ownership of Labour on
the issue of health was a more important prediocforoting Labour than was ideological
position, although issue position was marginallyrenionportant than issue ownership if the
party was rated poorly on its ability to handle bealth system. We therefore conclude that
generally issue ownership is more closely relatetthé decision to vote Labour in 2005 than
is ideological position on the tax-spend scale. STl this dimension on which voters
converge, we find that issue ownership is a mogomant factor in the vote calculation than

is issue position, consistent with the argumentaded in our theoretical predictions above.

Issue Ownership and Issue Salience

Further to this evidence, we can reasonably argaeparties have an incentive to increase
the salience of issues on which they have an isandling or positional advantage, thereby
supporting the issue ownership theory. On convdrgesues, issue ownership advantages
are naturally going to be more significant. But this argument to be sustained, it is
necessary to illustrate that such action is comsisvith vote-maximizing behavior, that is, if
an issue on which a party has an issue advantagdiesit that party will gain votes relative
to if it is not salient. To evaluate this empirigalwe analyze the relative impact of issue
handling scores for respondents rating issuesrgatie not on a Labour ‘owned’ and a
Conservative ‘owned’ issue dimension: the economyg ammigration. As above, we
compare the predicted probabilities in the samet legte model but for issue handling
scores where a respondent rated that issue the impertant facing the country today’ and
where a respondent did not rate the issue the mpsirtant. Furthermore, we calculate the
same vote model for voting Conservative. The isstmssidered in each model are the
economy in the Labour vote model and asylum inGbaservative vote model (the issues on

which the two parties had their largest advantag2005). We predict that issue competence

20



will matter more to the vote of respondents for whan issue is salient (holding all other
variables in the model to the mean) and mattertie$lse vote of respondents for whom an

issue is not salient.

[FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE]

Figure 2 displays the expected differences forassampetence for salient and non-salient
issues. The predicted probability of ratings of dabs best issue, the economy, is higher
when that issue is rated salient, compared withnwhes not the most important issue. The
higher the positive rating, the greater the liketil of voting Labour, but this relationship is
heightened when the issue is salient. The samerpa#t evident for the relationship between
ratings of the Conservatives on the issue of asjamigration, although this issue is more
weakly related to the Conservative vote than isett@omy to voting Labour. This may be
due to a further consideration in the vote cal¢ohat- it is more likely that Labour can
deliver on an issue given its incumbency than trens@rvative Party in opposition.
Nevertheless, consistent with the theory advancetieé issue ownership literature, we find
that parties do have an incentive to increase #lience of issues on which they have
positive competence ratings.

In sum, this section has tested the three corargssns of our vote choice model.
We have demonstrated that parties have convergaloigically over time in Britain and
that consequently, the proximity componeRp-P;i) of the utility calculus is less important
than competence (issue ownership) concerns to detesions (at least on traditional left-
right issues). We have also shown that owned iskes parties more significantly when
they are salient than when they are not. This exidefrom the British general election
campaigns thus suggests that not only do issue reWipe considerations influence the
campaign strategies of parties, voters also resgmndewarding the parties that they

perceive to be competent on salient issues.

Conclusion
Agendas foreshadow outcomes: the shape of an agefhgences the choices made from it.

- Riker (1993:1)
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Agendas do not come about accidentally. In any eégmp there are a wide range of issues
on which communication can occur. The campaigrtesiras of parties are well-researched
and carefully executed attempts to influence thbelipiagenda in order to shape election
outcomes. In this paper, we have sought to expldiy parties choose to emphasize
particular policy issues during election campaignd de-emphasize others.

Our theoretical model builds on both traditionadtsal theories of party competition
(Downs, 1957) and the issue ownership traditiomoased as the dominance principle
(Riker 1993, 1996), issue saliency theory (Budgéd Barlie 1983; Budge 1993) or issue
ownership theory (Petrocik 1996). We argue thatrttysoducing multiple dimensions, we
can incorporate both theories to explain the pmsai and ownership based utilities to be
gained by parties in raising the salience of issnesampaigns. Contrary to the existing
literature, we explicitly test these underlying sptions about vote choices in an analysis
of the British 2005 general election. This paperdiiore makes three main contributions.
Firstly, we bring together the positional and cotepee models of vote choice to explain
party strategies on positional issues and on valéssues. By combining proximity and
issue ownership components, this theoretical fraonkvacknowledges that when there is a
large degree of party polarization on an issue dsima, questions of ideological positioning
are likely to be more important than party compe¢eand credibility. Secondly, we take as
our starting point in predicting party strategike telative party issue competence strengths
and issue salience perceived by voters, rather g¢lmply making assumptions about issues
owned by one party or another. By explicitly incorqting voter preferences, we take into
account that parties not only shape agendas, botrakpondo existing public agendas.
Also, by evaluating party strategies from voteiiesade and relative competence ratings in
three party competition, our model can be appliegobd simple two party competition to
incorporate important temporal and cross-party gbait can also account for the strategies
of parties that have few owned issues or none. ifiaig lead to considerable more dialogue
in campaigns than is foreseen by most applicatdrike issue ownership model. Lastly, we
test the empirical assumptions of the issue owirsheory, therefore basing our
predictions in a substantiated model of vote chaigher than in post-hoc theorisation based
on retrospective party agendas.

To what extent do we find that the evidence supgpare theoretical propositions?
The 2001 General Election campaign fulfils the éssuwvnership model well. The Labour
Party has dominance over the issue agenda, ahisindse is able to campaign on the most

salient issues. The Liberal Democrats have no owssdes, and the party therefore
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responds to the salient issues, as we predictedgthcontrary to the classic issue ownership
expectations of agenda divergence. The rationateeoConservative Party is again broadly
consistent — this party adopts an agenda on itgellhrowned issues. On immigration we
expected a stronger emphasis, but the issue wals lasg salient than in 2005, bearing out
the importance of pre-election voter agendas imrd@hing party strategies, rather than a
simple issue salience agenda shaping course ainactihat is, parties respond to voter
agendas as well as their own issue advantage®0fb, Zhe model is also broadly consistent.
The Labour Party has a reduced advantage acrosswited issues, and these issues
correspondingly diminish in focus (albeit remainingry high). With increased ownership
over the economy, the party places the issue ah#aet of its campaign. Likewise, the
Conservatives focus on their main strength, now alglient, with immigration in 2005
featuring highly, whilst still adopting a broad ussagenda, responding again to the most
salient issues to voters. The Liberal Democrat®s&fhe importance of positional strategies
for parties with no owned issues — in 2005 theypagain has no relative net advantage, but
on this positional issue, attempts to raise theese¢ of the dimension to the vote choice
calculation.

Empirically, these claims find support in our arsédyof voting behavior in 2005. We
demonstrate that valence calculations on the ceusg¢neft-right dimension are consistent
with perceived party convergence over time, andhea examine the relative impact of this
diminished positional variable in relation to iss@nership evaluations. Not only do we
find that competence evaluations are more impottatite Labour vote than traditional issue
position on in the domestic domain in 2005, butals® find that increasing the salience of
such an issue brings a commensurate vote gainrt% pampetition model based on issue
competence, position and salience is thus compatitth vote choices in this election.

With only two election campaigns and three partiess not possible to reach any
further firm conclusions on the basis of the evidepresented here. However, by analyzing
a wide range of data on public attitudes as wellpagy behavior, our findings are
suggestive. The paper not only tells a plausiblé @ovel story about party competition in
the 2001 and 2005 British General Elections, batlsb offers a theoretical framework for
understanding party competition that can be testec rigorously in future research both in

a cross-national and cross-temporal analyses.
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Figures

Figure 1: Perceived distance between the Labour and Corisen\Rarties and self-
placement distance between Labour and Consenvdiewdifiers on the left-right dimension
(BES cross sections, 1987 — 2005)

5.5
5 |
4.5
4 1
3.5
[
o
c
8
g 3
§ Perceived distance between the
= ,5] Labour and Conservative parties
24
154
11 Difference between Labour
and Conservative partisans
0.5 T T T T T T T T T T T
1987 1992 1994 1995 1996 1997 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2005
Year
e | eft-Right partisans Left-Right parties

Figure 2: Probability of voting Conservative and Labour asrcssue competence ratings for
salient and non-salient issues (BES 2005 data)
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Figure 3:Best Party on Education Ratings, 1987-2005, MORI
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Table 1:MORI Most Important Issue, 2001 and 2005

Tables

Health Education Economy Defence Pensions Race Taxation Europe Unempl. Crime N

2001 26.5 26.9 8.7 9.5 5.6 8.4 6.1 14.6 1019
2005 25.7 20.0 5.7 12.5 18.4 4.5 3.8 5.1 18.8 1074
Table 2:MORI relative issue advantages, February 2001

Health Education Economy Defence Pensions As’\)/lllu(rjrll Taxation Europe Unempl. Crime

ay

Labour
Advantage
Conservatives 27.0 26.5 26.0 -0.3 15.1 -22 11.9 0.5 35.3 3.2
Lib Dems 34.5 35.5 394 215 25.2 11 25.3 21.7 447 24.7
Conservative
Advantage
Labour -27.0 -26.5 -26.0 0.3 -15.1 22 -11.9 -0.5 -35.3 -3.2
Lib Dems 7.6 9.0 14.1 21.8 10.1 33 13.4 21.2 9.4 215
Lib Dem
Advantage
Labour -34.5 -35.5 -39.4 -21.5 -25.2 -11 -25.3 -21.7 -44.7 -24.7
Conservatives -7.6 -9.0 -14.1 -21.8 -10.1 -33 -13.4 -21.2 -9.4 -21.5
N =1019
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Table 3:MORI relative issue advantages, February 2005

Health Education Economy Defence Pensions Asylum Taxation Europe Unempl. Crime
Labour
Advantage
Conservatives 141 9.1 18.3 0.7 13 -17.5 -0.9 0.4 26.7 -4.2
Lib Dems 24.2 19.3 33.1 17.7 14.3 9.9 13.9 15.3 35.4 18.2
Conservative
Advantage
Labour -14.1 9.1 -18.3 -0.7 -1.3 17.5 0.9 -0.4 -26.7 4.2
Lib Dems 10.1 10.2 14.8 17.0 13.0 274 14.8 15.3 8.7 224
Lib Dem
Advantage
Labour -24.2 -19.3 -33.1 -17.7 -14.3 -9.9 -13.9 -15.3 -35.4 -18.2
Conservatives -10.1 -10.2 -14.8 -17.0 -13.0 -27.4 -14.8 -15.3 -8.7 -22.4
N =1074
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Table 4 Party issue priorities in the 2001 election caigipa

Mean issue
% Labour Conservatives Liberal Democrats emphases (S.D.)
Education 25 17 30 24 (5)
Health 19 13 28 20 (6)
Crime 12 20 11 14 (4)
Immigration 0 0 1(1)
Pensions 13 7(4)
Economy 26 11 8 15 (8)
Europe 3 15 2 7 (6)
Unemployment 4 1 1 2(2)
Taxation 3 15 5 8 (5)
Defence 1 3 1 2(1)
Source party leader speeches, party election broadeastparty press releases
Table 5:Party issue priorities in the 2005 election cargpai

Mean issue
% Labour Conservatives Liberal Democrats emphases (S.D.)
Health 16 14 13 15 (1)
Education 31 17 33 27 (7)
Crime 9 25 13 (9)
Immigration 5 14 1 6 (6)
Defence 2 3 22 9(9)
Pensions 1 9 5(@3)
Economy 28 13 (11)
Unemployment 3 2(1)
Taxation 3 14 10 9 (5)
Europe 1 1 1 1(0)

Source:party leader speeches, party election broadcadtparty press releases

31



Table 6:Top 3 ranked issues across types of communication

2001 campaign

Leader speeches

PEBs

Press releases

Labour

Conservatives

Liberal Democrats

Education, economy,
crime

Crime, taxation, Europe

Education, health,

Health, education,
economy

Education, crime,
Europe

Education, health,

Health, economy,
education

Taxation, Europe,
education

Health, education,

pensions pensions pensions
2005 campaign
Labour Education, economy, Economy, education, Economy, education,
immigration health health
. Education, crime, Crime , education, Crime, taxation,
Conservatives P T T e—

immigration immigration education

Education, Iraq ,

Education, Irag, health health

Liberal Democrats Education, health, Irag

Source:party leader speeches, party election broadcadtpaty press releases

Table 7:Predicted probability of voting Labour across He&ompetence Ratings and
Tax-Spend Issue Position

Health Handling Predicted Probabilities Left-Right Predicted Probabilities

scores (95% confidence position (tax- (95% confidence
intervals) spend scale) intervals)
1 (very badly) 0.11 (0.08 -0.14) 1 (right, 0 — 2) 0.13 (0.09-0.17)
2 (fairly badly) 0.15 (0.13-0.17) 2 (right, 3—-4) 0.15 (0.12-0.19)
3 (neither) 0.20 (0.17-0.22) 3 (centre, 5) 0.18 (0.15-0.20)
4 (fairly well) 0.26 (0.22-10.29) 4 (left, 6 —-7) 0.20 (0.18-0.23)
5 (very well) 0.33 (0.27 —0.39) 5 (left, 8 — 10) 0.23 (0.20—-0.27)

Note:BES 2005 data, N = 2568. Full model coefficient&ppendix, Table 9.
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Table 8:Descriptive overview of party documents

Appendix

2001 campaign

2005 campaign

Words No. Words No.
Party election broadcasts
Labour 2095 3167
Conservatives 1378 2469
Liberal Democrats 1278 1881
Leader speeches
Labour 35711 21 22754 18
Conservatives 48739 45 31068 21
Liberal Democrats 13000 16 11492 13
Press releases
Labour 17603 36 54218 127
Conservatives 71970 119 37427 69
Liberal Democrats 50396 214 36975 124

33



Table 9:Logistic Regression Model of Labour Vote in 2005

Logit coeff. Std. Error
Model Constant -0.49 0.39
Demographic controls (pre-
election)
Age 2 0.00 0.00
Gender (female) 0.30* 0.12
Educational attainment
GCSE and equivalent 0.07 0.24
Vocational 0.06 0.22
A Level 0.28 0.28
Degree -0.32 0.24
Post-graduate -0.00 0.31
No formal qualifications -0.30 0.22
Other . .
Social Class
Routine non-manual -0.17 0.18
Petty bourgeoisie -0.28 0.19
Foremen and technicians 0.07 0.21
Working class -0.24 0.19
Salariat . .
Party identification
Conservative -2.50%** 0.19
Liberal Democrat -1.99%** 0.19
None / don’t know -1.50%** 0.17
Labour
Post-election variables
Feelings towards Tony Blair 0.33*** 0.03
Tax-spend self placement -0.17** 0.06
Labour party handling of health -0.34*** 0.06
Chi? 11515
Log Likelihood -1012.43
Pseudo R® 0.36
N 2568

*p < 0.05; ** p < 0.005; ** p < 0.001
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