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Introduction

Over the past several decades the debates over the role of partisanship in
voter choice have been shaped by two long standing controversies.'

One controversy is between advocates of the ‘identity’ approach and advo-
cates of the ‘attitudinal’ approach. The classic identity approach is associated
with Campbell et al. (1960, 1966) and its’ most recent restatement is found in
Green et al. (2002). The second approach comes in multiple guises but is most
closely associated with the ideas of Fiorina (1981) on partisan identification
as a ‘running tally’ (see also Achen 1992; Clarke et al. 2004). In this chapter
we identify five key differences between the two approaches in terms of their
stylized claims about the nature of partisanship. These relate to (1) the pene-
tration and strength of partisanship among the citizenry, (2) the origins of
partisanship, (3) the stability of partisanship, (4) the degree of resemblance
between partisanship and social identities and (5) the nature of the relation-
ship between partisanship and vote choice. In addition, we identify another
difference (6) the consequences of partisanship for the structure of party
competition, which also generates potential differences between approaches.
After considering the nature of these differences between the two approaches
we offer a kind of Hegelian synthesis of our own, treating the classic Campbell
et al. (1960) view as thesis and the Fiorina (1981) view as antithesis.

The synthesis that we outline here directly addresses the other key contro-
versy in the partisanship literature that goes back to the seminal Party Identi-
fication and Beyond edited by Budge, Crewe and Farlie in 1976 — between
those who claim that party identification is an idea that should be stamped,
‘made in the USA, not for the export market’ and those who see it as widely
applicable to party competition throughout the world (albeit with appropri-
ate modifications in question wording). Here we argue that it is a mistake to
conclude that party identification does not travel well and is a US-specific
concept. Indeed, in our synthesis there is nothing special about the US as a
‘proper name’. We take the Lincoln-inspired view that party identification
applies in any given nation to any given party in any given historical context,
to all of the people some of the time, or to some of the people all of the time,
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but not to all the people all of the time. In the US, just as elsewhere, there is
considerable evidence that short term shifts in measured party identification
are linked to campaign and candidate specific factors (Erikson et al. 2002).
Even more importantly, however, there is also evidence that long term shifts
in party identification, among at least some adults, are the result of ongoing
historical realignments (Wayman et al. 2007). Thus, it is important is to
identify both those factors that increase the applicability and importance of
party identification at different stages in the evolution of party systems, and
those that vary across types of electoral rules, across parties (and voters).

The penetration and strength of party identification

The classic view is that party identification is found in most, if not quite all,
adult citizens (Campbell et al. 1960). Fiorina’s (1981) approach is not quite as
clear as the classic approach in its implications for the pervasiveness of party
identification. But, since individuals are posited to gain political experience as
they mature, his approach clearly suggests that the proportion of citizens
with sufficient information to develop an identification should also increase
with experience.

As Table 4.1 shows, the responses to the traditional battery of party identi-
fication questions suggest that most US adults can be characterized as having
some partisan attachment to either the Democratic or Republican parties in
the past 50 years or s0.2 Yet, even in the US, despite the remarkable continuity
in the names of the two dominant parties, the proportions of voters who
report a party identification has undergone change between elections. In par-
ticular, there has been a rise in the number of voters who report themselves to
be ‘Independents’; though there is some debate about the meaning of this
development (Nie et al 1976; Miller 1991; Keith et al. 1992; Clarke and
Suzuki 1994). Even in the US, moreover, the proportion of identifiers has
almost certainly varied in earlier time periods; though, to be sure, no survey
data is available to verify this claim. Nevertheless, this proposition is likely to
have been true in the nation’s early political history when the party system
was itself in flux; a proposition that is given added credibility by the far lower
levels of reported partisanship in new democracies.®

This evidence would seem to support Fiorina’s approach over the classic
social identity model, but we prefer to think in terms of a synthesis rather
than a forced choice between the two approaches. This synthesis rests on the
Lincolnian view that you cannot expect party identification among all the
people all the time. Just as the proportion of citizens expressing a party
identification in the US at different time periods can be explained by general
factors, so differences in levels of party identification across countries, par-
ties, and time periods, can also be explained by general theories of party
identification that make no use of proper names of countries.
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The origins of partisan identification

The classic approach to party identification in the US suggested that it
is rooted in early childhood socialization by parents and relatives, reinforced
by social identities, and changeable among adults only in periods of major
social and political upheaval (Campbell et al. 1960; Miller 1991; Miller and
Shanks 1996). But if we are to apply this idea more generally, there is clearly
something of a chicken and egg problem here since, when new party systems
are developing, it is unclear where socializing adults received their identifica-
tions from. While this puzzle may not have been of much relevance to the US
in 1960 when Campbell and his colleagues published The American Voter it is
certainly relevant to earlier periods in US history such as in the 1800s, when
we had a realignment that involved the dissolution of the previous party
system (Sundquist 1983). The obvious way to resolve the puzzle is to recognize
that party identification will develop in step with the development of political
party constellations and will be affected by cataclysmic events (such as war,
famine, major economic depressions), especially if they occur at formative
periods in a person’s life.*

The stability of party identification

The classic view of partisan identification is that, once established in early
adulthood, long term partisan identification with the two major parties
is essentially stable over a life span except for reinforcement.’ In contrast,
Fiorina (1981) views partisan identification as a running tally of all those
factors (including past performance) that lead to partisan evaluations. It fol-
lows that for those voters who are close to a threshold between partisan
categories short-term campaign specific forces can lead to a change in parti-
san identification sufficient to move a voter to a contiguous value on the
seven point scale (see Figure 1.1). In the case of those voters who are not
strongly rooted by past history, short term shifts across partisan categories
can be even larger. In the longer run, in Fiorina’s approach, there is nothing
necessarily fixed about partisan identification and childhood socialization has
a rapidly diminishing effect. Nonetheless, as long as voters have distinct inter-
ests, and as long as parties differ in which interest group constituencies they
are most concerned to serve and retain, voters may well manifest considerable
stability in partisan attachment based simply on self-interest.

When we consider the empirical evidence, even in the US, the ‘classic’
portrait of stability of party identification only makes sense for the two major
parties. Despite the remarkable continuity in party name of the two domin-
ant parties, moreover, the issue positions of those parties have undergone
dramatic (if often gradual) shifts over time (Carmines and Stimson 1991;
Budge et al. 2001). Furthermore, stability of party identification is greater in
some historical time periods than others and may be greater in some parts of
the country than others. In particular, if we look at recent data, scholars who







