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Preface: The Theoretical Approach, the
Question, and the Data

Social relationship: The behavior of a plurality of actors insofar as, in its
meaningful content, the action of each takes account of that of the others
and is oriented in these terms.

Max Weber, Economy and Society 1, 26

To those [guards] who do not talk to you...you dare not speak. If you
are fortunate enough to have someone next to you with whom you have a
common language, good for you, you’ll be able to exchange your impres-
sions, seek counsel, let off steam, confide in him; if you don’t find anyone,
your tongue dries up in a few days, and your thought with it.

Primo Levi, The Drowned and the Saved, 71

We offer a simple story. How do people decide about political parties?
Much as they make other decisions. They take into account the pref-
erences, values, expectations, and perceptions of their family, friends,
colleagues, and neighbors.™* People affect one another, and so any one
decision responds to the particular mix of views in a person’s social net-
works. As Max Weber, a founder of social science, taught, and as Primo
Levi witnessed in the Holocaust: people live and experience their lives and
their thoughts in social relationships. How and what they think about
politics and what they do are the outcomes of social processes.

-

The work of the Columbia School of electoral sociology provides the classic literature
for contemporary social science; see Berelson, Lazarsfeld, and McPhee (1954 and
Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Gaudet ([1948] 1968). Recent work includes Huckfeldt
and Sprague (1995); Huckfeldt, Johnson, and Sprague (2004; 2005); Kenny (1994);
Straits (1990; 1991); and the essays in Zuckerman (2005a). We develop this theme
in the first chapter.

2 Berns et al. (2005); King-Cassas et al. (2005); Knickmeyer et al. (2002); Riling et al.
(2002) present evidence of a neurological basis for social relationships as determi-
nants of human behavior.

XV
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These simple claims entail complex analyses. Political influence, like
other outcomes of social relationships, is usually reciprocal. Absent pure
dominance of one member of a dyad over another, the logic that implies
that A influences B also maintains that B affects A, and so on for each of
the additional dyads in the social network. In order to detail the patterns of
political influence, evidence needs to be applied to appropriate analytical
models. Furthermore, political influence is probabilistic, not determined;
people retain the possibility to go their own ways, and these relationships
must be appropriately modeled as well. As we seek to account for partisan
choices, we will specify the relative strength and causal flows among the
relationships that we observe.

As most persons live with others, members of their households — usu-
ally husbands, wives, parents, and children — influence each other’s polit-
ical decisions.? This general statement directly implies critical points for
our analysis. Frequency of interaction affects the probability of influence.
Family members affect each other, in part at least, because they see each
other frequently and so they send and receive many cues. Wives and hus-
bands influence each other; it is wrong to assume that, in principle at least,
one partner dominates the other. Similarly, children, especially those who
are adults, influence their parents; the flow of influence need not extend
solely from the older to the younger generation. By implication, therefore,
political interest is not the source of influence within families. The results
of our empirical analyses place wives/mothers at the center of households:
their partisanship influences the partisanship of everyone else, and the oth-
ers affect them; neither statement applies to husbands/fathers or children.

What do people decide about political parties?+ They decide whether or
not to support any political party (partisan support), which party to name
(partisan preference or choice), and they make these decisions again and
again over time (support and preference constancy). Most people think
about a party as an object of support or preference, and most consider
whether or not to vote for its candidates; few take part in the party’s

3 Classic works that examine political preferences between household partners include
Dogan (1967); Glaser (1959—60); March (1953—4). See also De Graaf and Heath
(1992); Kingston and Finkel (1987); Niemi, Hedges, and Jennings (1977); Stoker
and Jennings (1995; 2005); Zuckerman and Kotler-Berkowitz (1998); Zuckerman,
Fitzgerald, and Dasovic¢ (2005). There is a more substantial literature on politi-
cal socialization within families; see for example Achen (2002); Beck and Jennings
(1975; 1991); Davies (1970); Jennings and Niemi (1968); Niemi and Jennings (1991);
Tedin 1974); Ventura (2001), and see Chapter 5. Recent research extends these
claims to matters of happiness (Powdthavee 2005) and health (Wilson 2002; see
Chapter 4).

4 Later in the preface and in Chapter 2, we define the concepts associated with parti-
sanship.

XVi1
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activities. In established democracies, partisanship and electoral behavior
encompass much of the way that most people relate to politics. Even as
people consider the political parties and cast ballots in elections, politics
is not one of their daily activities. Taken in the aggregate, however, these
decisions carry enormous power, conditioning the behavior of government
leaders.

What kind of choice is the preference for a political party? All choices
are not the same. Some are perceived to entail few if any consequences
for the actor; some are not so understood. On this account, philosophers
distinguish “picking,” which applies to “small” decisions, from “choos-
ing,” which entails reasons and preferences (see Ullmann-Margalit and
Morgenbesser 1977; Ullmann-Margalit 2005). The consequences of the
choice may be distinguished with regard to the effect on the actor. Some
choices are “big”; they are meant to change lives and may be classified as
“opting” or “converting,” where “drifting” implies that the decision will
not transform the individual (Ullmann-Margalit 2005). Closer to a small
than a big one, partisan choice is a preference; it is a decision for a reason.

When people choose a political party, are they seeking to advance an
interest? In this study, we apply the principles of bounded rationality,
not optimization, to partisan choice. In chess, for example, players seek
to win; that is their interest. This “macroscopic driving force” (Aumann
2005) affects decisions about strategy and tactics. Maximizing expected
utility guides economic choices, where “making money” serves as a short-
hand for each person’s interest. Similarly, “controlling power” may guide
the analysis of the decisions of politicians. In all these cases, people decide
how best to advance their interest by calculating with regard to clearly
defined rules and the strategic choices of opponents. When a person
announces a partisan preference or casts a ballot, there is no immedi-
ate and direct gain or loss. Selecting a party does not affect one’s ability
to advance an interest the way that capturing an opponent’s queen, getting
the best deal on a purchase, or landing a cabinet office does. Blais (2000)
details the limited value of interest-based rational choice analyses of vot-
ing and by implication partisanship. Partisan preference involves choices
about distant and abstract objects. The hope of somehow influencing
government policies that might affect the actor’s life does not provide the
driving force for these decisions. Instead, we apply the principles of social
learning to the effort to make the best possible choice in an arena without
clearly defined interests.

At any given election, partisans usually vote for their party’s candidates.
This relationship is an empirical regularity, not a tautology. First, differ-
ent survey questions define these concepts: one asks for self-reflection and
another describes behavior, and so they differ in practice as well as prin-
ciple. In the same survey, these responses may overlap. Asked again and

XVii
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again over time, as in the surveys that we examine, temporal and analyt-
ical distance separates the answers about the political parties and reports
of voting decisions. Equally as important, we show that the constancy
of partisan choice varies, and this variation influences electoral decisions.
Partisanship and electoral behavior are distinct clusters of concepts.

We detail the elements of partisanship, providing evidence of choices
taken by persons in large longitudinal sample surveys in Germany (1985—
2001) and Britain (1991—2001). Examining partisanship in only one year
without regard to other years provides a limited and, we think, distorted
picture of partisan behavior. Our German and British panel data enable
us to address the more complex issue of choices made at different points
in time.

The citizens of Germany and Great Britain are bounded partisans. Over
time, most of them effectively turn their back on one of the major parties
by never choosing to support it, and they vary their choice of the other
large party — sometimes choosing it and sometimes not. They are generally
more constant with regard to the party that they do not name than with
their preferred party. Also, the responses of very few persons take them
from party to party. People construct a choice set from the full list of
political parties, eliminating one of the major parties and establishing the
other as a possible object of support.

When we claim to explain partisanship, what do we mean? How do we
account for the elements of partisanship and electoral behavior? First,
drawing on the social logic of politics, we propose a set of explana-
tory mechanisms that emphasize the centrality of family and household
interactions in partisan decisions. In the first chapter, we provide the
intellectual history of these social mechanisms by examining the work of
anthropologists, economists, decision theorists, social psychologists, and
sociologists, as well as political scientists. Where appropriate and possible,
we contrast our perspective with the expectations of other more widely
used approaches: the claim of classical rational choice that people sup-
port political parties that are in line with their personal interests; the view
that partisan choice is a form of social identification in which people
develop psychological attachments to political parties; and the hypothesis
that partisan support derives from attachments to a social class or ethnic
group and the political party with which it is associated. We also test our
claims against the processes and events that characterize Germany and
Britain, our two cases for empirical analysis. We control for the effects
of a secular decline in partisanship, which has characterized European
electorates over the past two decades, and for particular events, such
as recurrent elections, German Reunification, and the rise of Labour to
power in Britain. We explain by justifying and testing a theory of the
social logic of partisanship.

XViil
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Our empirical analyses that follow revolve around probabilities. They
specify the presence and strength of the relationships between predictor or
explanatory variables and outcome or dependent variables. They compare
the results to the mean probability in the sample for each of the dependent
variables in our different models: partisan support, choice, constancy,
turnout, and vote choice. They examine these in the context of the absolute
values as well: the probability of naming or not naming a party, of agreeing
with someone else’s partisan choice, and so forth. We detail the impact of
others in the household, net of the effects of other predictor variables, on
the probability that a person is above or below the mean probability of
the particular outcome.

As a result, a quick glance ahead to the pages of our book finds many
tables and graphs, as we structure the empirical analysis around the results
of statistical models. Naming a particular party rests on whether or not a
person supports any party. Similarly, vote choice rests on the decision to
go to the polls, turnout. Some of our models, therefore, analyze together
partisan support and choice or join turnout and vote choice (Heckman
Probit Selection models) and some link partisan choice and constancy
(Zero-Inflated Negative Binomial models). When we examine the recip-
rocal relationships within households, we use instrumental probit and
three-stage linear probability models for systems of simultaneous equa-
tions. These use instrumental variables and two-stage models, where we
examine household partners, and three-stage models, where we focus
on wives/mothers, husbands/fathers, and children. In turn, these mod-
els require that we examine one dependent variable at a time, and so
we look only at the party named or vote choice, not partisan support
or turnout. Each model has significant strengths and some weaknesses.
Taken together with our theory, they offer a compelling account of the
social logic of partisanship. And so, sometimes, we analyze with words,
sometimes with numbers presented in tables, and sometimes with figures
and graphs that help to interpret the statistical analyses.

We examine two established democracies, Germany and Britain. No
matter Germany’s checkered, brutal, and tragic political history, by the
middle of the 1980s, four decades after the end of the Second World
War, Germans had become accustomed to democratic rule. Happily, little
remains of their past to challenge the claim that on the dimensions of
our analysis their political system is not much different from that of the
British. Indeed, we show again and again that at least with regard to
partisanship Germany and Britain are very similar.

Overflowing with data on family members but absent information on
anyone else, we apply the social logic of politics to political decisions
made by members of German and British households. This focus responds
to the data that we have; it does not imply that only family members
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matter with regard to political decisions, but it does suggest that they
do affect each other. We use survey responses to access both partisanship
and electoral behavior, so for each concept we, like other scholars of mass
political behavior, rely on what people say they think and do. Because of
the importance of these surveys, the German Socio-Economic Panel Study
(GSOEP) and the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS), we describe
them here in the book’s Preface.

OUR DATA

Like almost all other studies of partisanship and voting, our evidence
comes from nationally representative surveys. Several characteristics dis-
tinguish the ones that we use. Each covers many adjacent years, offering
an extensive panel that provides information on many more years than
any other survey with information on partisanship. These years are not
restricted to periods with elections, and so our analysis of partisanship is
not limited to moments of competition among the parties. Focusing on
German and British households, these surveys also interview all persons
over the age of 15 in a household. The surveys do not rely on reports
of only one member of the household; they also do not ask respondents
to remember the partisan preferences of their parents. Because all fam-
ily members usually live in the same household, we use the terms inter-
changeably. GSOEP and BHPS enable us to explore the reciprocal effects
of family members on each other as they decide about partisan support
and choice at a single point in time and over time, and as they decide
about casting ballots in elections.

In our estimation, these are the best surveys available for the study
of partisanship. Even so, they have limitations. Designed primarily for
the use of labor economists, demographers, and scholars of community
health, they do not contain the extensive battery of political questions
that one finds in election surveys. Even as the data allow us to elaborate
a social logic of politics, they do not directly permit us to confront other
theoretical perspectives within political science.

There are also some technical considerations. These are unbalanced
panel surveys, meaning that some persons respond in many, or even all,
of the years, and some answer only once. Second, the respondents are usu-
ally persons who live together, and so we have a priori reason to expect
their answers to resemble each other. We address these concerns in sev-
eral ways. First, where appropriate, we apply controls that produce robust
standard errors, thereby accounting for the interdependence of observa-
tions within clustered responses. Some of our models control directly for
autocorrelation, occasioned by time-series data. In addition, the count
models allow us to pay particular attention to persons who respond in all
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waves. Because these people are most likely to remain in the most stable
social relationships, we expect them to display particularly high rates of
partisan constancy. Here, we purposefully study a subset of the popula-
tion whose responses one might expect to be systematically different from
the full sample. Finally and most obviously, the reciprocal models do not
seek to erase the effect of household influences on partisanship and vot-
ing. To the contrary, they seek to specify these relationships. That, after
all, is the point of the book.

GERMAN SOCIO-ECONOMIC PANEL STUDY

The German Socio-Economic Panel Study’ interviews a large and rep-
resentative sample of the German population. Beginning in 1984 with
West Germans and immigrants and adding the East German sample in
the months just before Reunification, it continues its interviews each year
into the foreseeable future. We look at the years 1985-2001.¢ No other
panel survey encompasses so many waves or so extensive a period of time;
all others contain much smaller samples, and GSOEP provides a national -
not just local — study of family networks. It is an exemplary panel survey,
also because it follows persons who move into new households and then
asks the battery of questions of all adults present there as well.7 Of par-
ticular importance for our analysis is the fact that it interviews everyone
present in the household over the age of 15, without relying on the reports
of only one member, such as the head of household, as do many household
surveys: 12,031 persons are interviewed at least once; the mean number of
years for each person in the survey is 9.6. Combining the number surveyed
each year with the number of waves produces 115,372 person-years. In
turn, 2,997 respond in each and every wave. Because of the large sam-
ple, it is also possible to aggregate the responses into descriptions of the
German states, the Bundeslinder. We study Germans living in what was
West Germany at the initiation of the survey (Zuckerman and Kroh 2005
extend the analysis to East Germans and immigrants, and see also Schmitt-
Beck, Wieck, and Christoph 2006). Examining these Germans (and not
all those in GSOEP’s samples) enables us to examine partisanship over the

5 Full descriptions of the survey may be obtained from the Web site of the Deutsche
Institut fiir Wirtschaftsforschung (DIW Berlin): http://www.diw.de/GSOEP.

6 Because of instability in the responses to the partisanship questions in the first year
of our data set, our analysis begins in the second year, 1985.

7 The survey follows respondents who move, but it is less able to maintain contact with
those who are in temporary housing and people who move frequently (Kroh and
Spiess 2004). As a result, even GSOEP probably understates the level of instability
in the responses to questions on partisanship.
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greatest number of years and provides a sample that is most comparable
to the respondents in BHPS. GSOEP offers an extensive and detailed array
of data for the exploration of micropartisanship, as well as many other
elements of German social, economic, and political life.

Consider how GSOEP defines and measures partisanship. The English-
language translation of the relevant questions reads: “Many people in
the Federal Republic of Germany [Germany, after 1990] are inclined to a
certain political party, although from time to time they vote for another
political party. What about you: Are you inclined — generally speaking —
to a particular party?” Those who respond “Yes” — we define as party
supporters. They are then asked, “Which one?” and handed a card that
lists all parties with seats in the Bundestag. This defines party preference
(or choice), and we focus almost all of our attention on those who name
the two dominant parties, the Social Democrats (SPD) and the Christian
Democrats or the Christian Socials in Bavaria (CDU/CSU).®

The protocol repeats the set of questions in each and every one of
GSOEP’s waves. Because the opening question names no parties, it avoids
problems of instrumentation that are associated with the traditional mea-
sure.® It does not presume an answer by offering the names of the parties

8 This question closely resembles the one used in the German national election and
other political surveys, and the marginal results match these data as well (see Falter,
Schoen, and Caballero 2000; Green, Palmquist, and Schickler 2002, 164—203; Nor-
poth 1984; Schickler and Green 1997, 463; Zelle 1998, 70). Because few respondents
name the smaller parties, the Free Democrats, Greens, and the Party of Democratic
Socialism, and because including these parties would add considerable complexity
without significant analytical gain, we focus our attention on the two dominant
parties.

GSOEDP also asks a question about the strength of this inclination, which paral-
lels the literature’s concern with the strength of party identification. Examining the
responses over time indicates that people offer inconsistent answers — moving among
the categories of strength nonsystematically. This appears to be an ambiguous and
unreliable question. Students of partisanship in the United States combine a question
on party identification with one on the strength of that identification into a seven-
point scale, which varies from strong Democrat at one extreme to strong Republican
at the other. Because of the presence of the Free Democrats and Greens in Germany
and the Liberal Democrats and the nationalist parties in Britain, the absence of much
cross-party movement in Germany and Britain, and because of the unreliability of
the strength measure, we do not use this scale.

9 Most versions of the traditional measure contain wording like the following: “Gen-
erally speaking do you think of yourself as an X, Y, or Z?” where the letters indicate
the names of particular political parties. This question implies identification and con-
tributes a specific answer to the question, thereby prompting a response. Presented
again and again in a panel survey, it increases both the probability of an answer in
each year and the same answer over time. This helps to account for the high levels
of partisan stability found in Green, Palmquist, and Schickler (2002).
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to those who would not otherwise be able to do so. Because it only asks
the respondents to describe themselves, it does not prejudge the issue of
psychological attachment. After all, one may support, prefer, or incline
towards a party without identifying with it. Because GSOEP regularly taps
party choices during and between electoral periods, political campaigns
do not induce most of the responses, as they might in election surveys.
These questions offer reliable and internally valid measures of partisan
support in Germany.

The survey offers unparalleled opportunities to study the social logic of
partisanship. By providing answers offered by each person in the house-
hold, the data enable us to focus on the social unit characterized by rel-
atively high levels of interaction, trust and dependence, shared informa-
tion and values, and the unit in which political discussion — both direct
and verbal and indirect and nonverbal - is most likely to occur. Because
family members vary in political interest, we can also see whether or
not these asymmetries underpin variations in political influence within
households. Offering information on the distribution of partisanship in
the Bundeslinder in which each respondent resides, GSOEP presents a
measure of political context. In addition, questions about voluntary orga-
nizations, social contacts, and trade union and other social memberships
tap social ties beyond the household. There are several indicators of social
class (household income; education; occupation graded by Goldthorpe
measures™); and a direct question about religious self-identification and
attendance. Furthermore, there are assessments of worries about the econ-
omy. These data allow us to describe and model the partisanship of
Germans.

Obviously, partisan choices occur in general political contexts as well
as immediate social circumstances. Indeed, one might think that partisan
preference directly responds to political events — although there is no evi-
dence in our data to support this conjecture. Some of these political hap-
penings are on-going, such as the declines in partisanship that began in the
early 1970s and continue to apply to Germans and many other Europeans.
Some are recurrent, such as national and local elections, whose campaigns
remind persons of the need to select a party. Some are episodic, and in
Germany these events give one reason to expect fundamental changes in
partisanship.

The Germans who respond to GSOEP’s questions lived through years of
political stasis, then the sudden and rapid transformation of their state,

10 This measure of objective social class (occupation) specifies multiple locations, not
a simple manual-nonmanual divide. Evans (1999b) elaborates the utility of this
measure of social class in electoral and other analyses; see also Goldthorpe (1999a;

1999b).
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and after that a change of governing coalition. German Reunification
occurred in the fall of 1991, after two years of political turmoil. While
the first five years of the survey cover a time that might be described
as normal politics in an established democracy, subsequent years are
anything but usual. The German Democratic Republic collapsed. Its
regions became part of the German Federal Republic, and West Germany
became Germany. Led by Chancellor Kohl and his Christian Demo-
cratic Union/Christian Social Union, the government made far-reaching
decisions: East Germans immediately became citizens of the state, and
their currency was made the equivalent of the German mark. Massive infu-
sions of economic aid moved to the new areas of reunified Germany. By
1998, the long-governing chancellor, Helmut Kohl, lost the national elec-
tion to Gerhard Schroeder and the Social Democrats, and the CDU/CSU
moved to the opposition. A few years later, the euro replaced the mark as
the official currency when Germany and its neighbors moved more deeply
into the European Union. These political events provide conflicting cues.
Whereas secular declines in partisanship indicate that citizens are distanc-
ing themselves from the parties, election campaigns focus attention on the
need to choose. In turn, the transformation of the German state implies
diverse factors, some of which lead to preference for one or the other of the
parties and some do not, even as they would seem to rouse the attention
of German citizens and their political interest. There is reason to expect
variations in partisan choices to respond to these political contexts. In
turn, we use these events and processes as controls for the demonstration
of household effects of political influence.

BRITISH HOUSEHOLD PANEL SURVEY

Modeled on GSOEP, the British Household Panel Survey (BPS)™ also
surveys large numbers of people over many years, providing an on-going
representative sample of Britons. We explore eleven waves of BHPS, 1991—
2001, wherein 20,235 are interviewed at least once, with a mean number
of interviews of five. Multiplying the number of persons by the number of
years produces a data base of 100,533 person-years. In all, 4,989 Britons
are interviewed in each and every wave. These data offer material for a
fine-grained portrait of British social, economic, and political life, partic-
ularly as they play out within households over many years.

Although BHPS’s three questions on partisanship differ slightly from
the German survey, they too offer a measure with internal validity. Here,

11 Full descriptions may be obtained from the Web site of the survey’s home insti-
tution, the Institute for Social and Economic Research at the University of Essex:
http://www.iser.essex.ac.uk.
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the questions are: “Generally speaking do you think of yourself as a sup-
porter of any one political party?” If the answer is “No,” the survey
then asks, “Do you think of yourself as a little closer to one political
party than to the others?” We define those who say “Yes” to either ques-
tion as party supporters. They are then asked, “Which one?” and volun-
teer the party’s name (defining partisan choice or preference). Again, we
study persons who name the major parties, Labour and the Conservatives
(Tories).™ Like their counterparts in GSOEP, these questions are asked
in each and every wave. They too do not name the parties in the open-
ing question, nor do they imply any kind of psychological identification.
Like GSOEP’s questions, this is a measure appropriate to the study of
partisanship.*3

BHPS, but not GSOEP, also includes questions on voting, and in Chap-
ter 6 we analyze turnout and vote choice in Britain. These questions are
straightforward. BHPS asks the respondents whether or not they voted
in the general election of that year, and, if so, for the candidate of which
party.

The questions also permit us to assess various theoretical perspectives
on partisanship and electoral behavior in Britain. They provide mea-
sures of age, social class (subjective identification, Goldthorpe measures of
occupation, and education), religion (identification and attendance at ser-
vices), economic perceptions and concerns, membership in trade unions
and various social organizations, and political interest. Here too we assess
the impact of intimate social ties on partisan choice and persistence, and
the large samples allow us to aggregate responses into pictures of Britain’s
regions.

The political context of partisan choice in Britain differs dramatically
from that of Germany. Even so and again, we do not find evidence that par-
ticular political events influence partisan preferences. Nothing transforms
the British state; there is no massive infusion of new citizens; the govern-
ment does not provide extraordinary resources to a particular region of
the country, and though public discussion swirls about the topic, the euro
does not replace the British pound as the official currency. There is a
point of similarity. In Britain the large party of the political left replaced a

12 Again too, we do not analyze partisanship with regard to the smaller parties, the
Liberal Democrats, the Scottish Nationalists, and the Plaid Cymru, and also omit
the strength of partisanship; we provide the reasons in footnote 6 in this Preface.
We return to the matter in the Conclusion.

13 In a series of papers, Bartle (1999; 2001; 2003) offers a telling critique of the
traditional measure, as it has been used in the British Election Studies. Blais et al.
(2001) and Greene (2002) also offer trenchant critiques of the traditional question
as an indicator of partisanship in the United States.
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long-serving conservative government, as Tony Blair and the Labour Party
removed John Major from the prime minister’s office and turned the Con-
servative Party into an ineffective opposition. The BHPS data enable us to
examine the relationship between the macroevents and the microchoices
about the political parties during these years.

Both GSOEP and BHPS offer measures appropriate to each polity, and
the differences between the two sets of questions do not deny the claim
that each and both present indicators of the partisanship concept. Experts
in electoral politics in Germany devised a measure that omits the names of
the parties in the initial question, uses the verb phrase “incline towards,”
and then offers a list of the parties only to those who claim to support
one. British scholars tap partisanship by using the verbs “support” and
“close to” and never list the parties. Each is appropriate to the particular
context. Together, they provide contextually proper measures of the same
concept: partisanship.

These exceptionally useful national surveys (even unique, if it makes
sense to claim two unique instances of anything) cover many more years
and many more people than other surveys that contain information on
partisanship. Because each begins with and maintains a very large sample,
aggregating the responses allows us to control for the effects of particular
events — national elections for one example, the fall of the Berlin wall for
another — on partisan decisions. Similarly, we can observe and test for
the presence of a secular decline in partisanship in both countries during
these decades. Because these are panel surveys, we can explore partisan
constancy and switching, not just choice at a single point in time. This
enables us to see whether or not people display the persistent behavior that
would characterize those who identify with a political party or the move-
ment across the parties that would be expected of partisan consumers.
Looking at the surveys as an aggregated cross section and at the panel
results also enables us to disentangle the causal processes that relate to
time. These surveys offer a gold mine for the study of micropolitics — the
political choices and actions — of citizens in Germany and Britain and by
extension, we will argue, in other established democracies.

As household surveys, they provide information on the most intimate of
social units, but they offer few details on other forms of social life. There
are no direct questions on other social networks or discussion groups. In
Chapter 6, we show a strong association between living with others and
turnout, net of the effects of a host of personal characteristics that keep
people at home. BHPS asks a series of questions about the quality of rela-
tions among members of households, but we have found the responses dif-
ficult to interpret and to use as operational measures of critical concepts;
all told, they are not helpful in the analysis of partisanship. GSOEP offers
a few questions on policy preferences, and the British survey includes a
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battery of such questions and also asks about political ideology. Because
of potential problems of endogeneity with partisanship, we include few
of them in our analyses (Anderson, Mendes, and Tverdova 2004; Erikson
2004; Evans and Anderson 2004; Johnston et al. 2005). These surveys
are wonderful resources for the analysis of households; they enable us to
explore the effects of these — but only these — intimate social relations on
political preferences and behavior.

THE VOLUME’S PLAN

Put simply and directly, we argue that the intimate social contexts of peo-
ple’s lives influence their partisanship (support, choice, and constancy), net
of other factors, like political interest and more distant and abstract social
locations and identifications, like social class and religion. The strength
of this relationship in a particular dyad (husband and wife in Germany
and mother and child in Britain, to note two examples that we explore)
depends on other variables that characterize each case. It follows that
turnout and electoral choice reflect the electoral behavior of a person’s
spouse or partner, parents, and children and their own partisan constancy,
which, as noted, also responds to the behavior of family and household
members. We also demonstrate that negative results — not naming or vot-
ing for a political party — are particularly strong. The presence of two
persons in a household who do not support Party A/B ensures that the
other person refrains from naming that party. The presence of two who
support A/B raises the probability of preferring A/B well above the mean,
but it does not guarantee it. Throughout the volume, we interweave the
principles of the social logic of partisanship with the analysis of bounded
partisanship in Germany and Britain.

Our study begins by presenting the general theoretical framework. In
the first chapter, we present the social logic of partisanship, reviewing the
intellectual history of the approach as well as detailing general and spe-
cific hypotheses that we use to analyze German and British partisanship
and voting behavior in Great Britain. Chapter 2, the first empirical chap-
ter, details partisanship: partisan support, choice, constancy, and switch-
ing in our two cases. Because there have been so many studies of parti-
sanship, we want first to demonstrate that the data taken from GSOEP
and BHPS provide a picture that is sufficiently different from what we
already know to sustain an analytical puzzle. Finding that most people are
bounded partisans establishes this claim. Most people do not behave as
if naming a party reflects a social identification; there is little evidence
that persons choose their parties after a series of calculations that seek
to foster and reflect their self-interest. Here, we lay out the properties of
partisanship.
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Then we apply models that apply the social logic of partisanship. In
Chapter 3, we use Heckman Probit Selection models in order to analyze
partisan support and choice and Zero-Inflated Negative Binomial models
of partisan preference and constancy. These offer a preliminary argument
on behalf of the utility of the social logic of politics. We develop this
part of the analysis in two stages. The next three chapters delve deeply
into German and British households. In Chapter 4, we explore political
relationships among household partners. How similar are they? What
accounts for variations in the level of political similarity? Does one part-
ner dominate the other? This chapter shows that household cohesion with
regard to politics is a variable, not a given, and that each partner influences
the other. Following that, we detail the partisanship of young persons
and examine the reciprocal influence of wives/mothers, husbands/fathers,
and children on partisanship and electoral behavior. Chapter 5 looks at
the components of partisanship alone and displays the central role of
wives/mothers in the distribution of partisan choices within households.
Chapter 6 extends the analysis to voting in British elections. In that chap-
ter, we show that both partisan constancy and the electoral decisions of
household members influence turnout and electoral choices. There is, we
demonstrate, a social logic to partisanship and electoral behavior.

In the concluding chapter, we move our analysis beyond the two cases
at hand to examine broader implications of the social logic of politics.
Whereas we expect the general principles to apply to all political choices,
political structures and institutions influence the particular patterns. Two
dominant parties compete in both Germany and Britain, and their pres-
ence, campaign appeals, and activity necessarily influence the partisan
choices and constancy of citizens. In the conclusion, we extrapolate our
findings to people in similar party systems. Our ability to generalize to
other established democracies is conditioned by variations in the party
systems.
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