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Abstract

While positive party identification is one of the most used concepts in election studies, negative partisanship (NPID)
is rarely analyzed. Evidence from two-party systems or settings with majority voting shows that hostility towards one
of the other parties has its own unique impact on voting behavior. However, this effect has not been analyzed in the
context of European multi-party systems with proportional voting. In this paper, | utilize data from the Comparative
Study of Electoral Systems, Module 3, which demonstrates that negative partisanship has its own positive effect on
turnout (about nine percentage points). In addition, negative partisanship affects vote choice by 2—6 percentage points.
However, contrary to previous findings, NPID does not always affect voting for one of the other parties; no significant
relationship was found between NPID and vote choice for Conservative/Christian Democratic and Liberal parties. The
results of this study add to the growing literature on negative partisanship and demonstrate its importance in the analysis

of voting behavior in multi-party systems.
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Introduction

Since the 1960s, party identification has been one of the
most used concepts in election studies (Johnston, 2006).
Despite the vast amount of literature on positive party iden-
tification (PPID), negative partisanship (NPID) has
received less attention. The few existing studies indicate
that NPID has its own unique effect on vote choice (e.g.
Abramowitz and Webster, 2016; Caruana et al., 2015;
Maggiotto and Piereson, 1977; Medeiros and Noél, 2014;
Richardson, 1991; Vlachova, 2001). However, this so-
called “hostility hypothesis” coined first by Maggiotto and
Piereson (1977), has been analyzed almost exclusively in
countries with majority vote systems, where voters mainly
vote for (district) candidates, but not for party lists. Hence,
it is of particular interest to determine whether these effects
can be confirmed in other political contexts.

To do so, this paper analyzes the impact of NPID on vot-
ing behavior in European multi-party systems. While previ-
ous research on NPID has focused mainly on bipolar
majority party systems such as the United States, this paper

focuses on those European multi-party systems where the
higher prevalence of party collaboration and coalition gov-
ernments might mean a different role for NPID in voting
behavior. The Comparative Study of Electoral Systems
(CSES) provides quantitative data for several dozen coun-
tries and offers a valuable database for such an approach.
For a meaningful comparison, the analysis has been
restricted to 17 European party systems with proportional
vote systems that share the same main axis of party compe-
tition — the socio-economic divide (Berglund et al., 2004;
Lo et al., 2014: 208-209). This cleavage consists of party
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competition among the Conservatives/Christian Democrats,
Liberals, and Socialists/Social Democrats, which draw the
greatest number of votes in the majority of countries. After
discussing the current state of the art in negative partisan-
ship research, I analyze the effects of negative partisanship
on turnout, partisan loyalty, and voting behavior.

Theoretical background

The original notion of PPID dates back to the 1950s
(Campbell et al., 1960). In this situation, the political party
serves as the group in which the individual develops: “an
identification, positive or negative, of some degree of
intensity” (Campbell et al., 1960: 122). According to this
conceptualization, PPID denotes a long-standing, psycho-
logical affiliation with a political party (Campbell et al.,
1960: 121). PPID has both a direct and an indirect effect,
through candidate and issue evaluations, on the adherent’s
voting decision (Campbell et al., 1960: 133). Today, party
identification is becoming increasingly conceptualized
within the social identity framework, a further elaboration
of reference group theory that was used by Campbell et al.
(1960), with the party as one of the individual’s in-group
identifications (e.g. Green et al., 2002; Greene, 1999;
Mayer, 2015). However, authors relying on rational choice
theory (e.g. Fiorina, 1981; Popkin et al., 1976) have tried to
shift the focus from partisanship as a long-standing psycho-
logical attachment to partisanship as a dynamic running
tally of current/retrospective evaluations of political events.
Despite their differences both the psychological/social
identity and the rational choice notions of partisanship are
prevalent in research (Johnston, 2006).

Although the original understanding of partisanship
encompasses negative identifications, Campbell et al. (1960)
mentioned it only in passing, without any elaboration con-
cerning the concept or possible ways of measuring it. In the
first analysis of negative partisanship, Maggiotto and Piereson
(1977) showed that negative partisan affect has its own effect
on vote choice in the United States: the more hostile partisans
feel towards the opposing party, the more likely they will vote
according to their own partisan identification. The strongest
effect was found for weak identifiers (Maggiotto and Piereson,
1977: 747)" and other authors were able to successfully repli-
cate these findings (Caruana et al., 2015; McGregor et al.,
2015; Medeiros and Noél, 2014; Richardson, 1991; Vlachova,
2001). As part of that research, NPID was found to increase
the probability of voting for the other party by 10 percentage
points on average, but had a lower effect size than PPIDs
(Medeiros and Noél, 2014: 14, 18). Related to this research
on NPID, several recent studies have pointed to a growing
antipathy between Democratic and Republican adherents in
the United States (e.g. Abramowitz and Webster, 2016;
Iyengar et al., 2012; Mason, 2015).

While the literature has offered compelling conceptual-
izations of PPID and NPID as well as tested their effects, it

has paid less attention to how NPID might function differ-
ently in different types of party systems. Most previous
studies of NPID have analyzed either the case of the United
States (Iyengar et al., 2012; Maggiotto and Piereson, 1977;
Mason, 2015) or other similarly bipolar majority party sys-
tems (Medeiros and Noél, 2014). Only a few studies have
focused on multi-party systems. This is despite the fact that
findings from bipolar systems might have limited general-
izability to multi-party systems where, among other differ-
ences, party collaboration and coalition governments are
more common. Looking only at the multi-party systems in
the Netherlands and Germany, Richardson (1991: 760)
found that inter-party hostility was usually highest between
opposing parties of the same cleavage such as labor—capi-
tal. Examining a different case of a multi-party system,
Canada, Caruana et al. (2015) and McGregor et al. (2015)
demonstrated that NPID significantly affects voting behav-
ior in that setting. However, Canada has an unusual multi-
party system. Whereas most multi-party systems are
characterized by plurality voting and coalition govern-
ments, with parties from different ideological families
working closely together, the Canadian party system is
characterized by single-member district plurality voting
and single-party governments (Hooghe and Marks, 2001;
Lo et al., 2014). Other studies (Rose and Mishler, 1998;
Vlachova, 2001) have looked at PPID and NPID in multi-
party systems in post-communist countries. Rose and
Mishler (1998) analyzed post-communist countries almost
directly after their democratic transformation, however at
this time these party systems were still highly volatile;
PPID was not as prevalent as in older democracies, so the
effect of NPID was probably over-estimated. Thus of par-
ticular interest is the role of NPID in stable, multi-party
contexts with plurality voting systems.

This paper will explore the impact of NPID in these
contexts on three electoral phenomena. First, it is known
that in general, partisans are more likely to vote than non-
partisans, since they are politically more involved, and
have a strong interest in ensuring that their party succeeds
at the polls (e.g. Campbell et al., 1960; Johnston, 2006). In
their study of Canada, Caruana et al. (2015) found that
NPID has its own effect on turnout, even when PPID is
controlled for, since voters seem to believe that the party
one dislikes should be prevented from succeeding at the
polls. This paper tests this assumption in European multi-
party systems (Hypothesis 1).

Second, Abramowitz and Webster (2016) recently
showed that negative partisanship increases loyal voting of
partisans in the United States: party adherents with a NPID
are more likely to vote for their own identification party.
This is in line with previous studies; Maggiotto and Piereson
(1977: 747) found that NPID increases the likelihood of
voting for the identification party. The strongest effect was
observed for weak identifiers: in this case, loyal voting may
be not so much induced by PPID as by NPID (see also Note
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1). Thus, this paper will test whether having a NPID
increases the likelihood that partisans vote for their identi-
fication party, even when partisan strength is controlled for,
in European multi-party systems (Hypothesis 2).

Lastly, the impact of NPID on vote choice is explored in
detail for all voters. Caruana et al. (2015) showed that
NPID has a positive significant effect (at least on the 10
percent level) on voting for one of the other parties. I argue
that NPID toward the other parties does not always posi-
tively affect vote choice; rather, this phenomenon depends
on the position of parties on ideological cleavages, as dem-
onstrated by Richardson (1991). The most dominant cleav-
age in European party systems and the major axis of party
competition is the socio-economic divide, which origi-
nates from class cleavage (Berglund et al. 2004; Hooghe
and Marks, 2001: 166; Lo et al., 2014: 208-209). This
cleavage is closely connected to the main European party
families? — Conservative/Christian Democrats, Liberals,
and Socialist/Social Democrats (Kriesi et al., 2006: 921).
In most countries, Conservative/Christian Democrats and
Socialist/Social Democrats are the major opposing parties
on the sides of the divide (Kriesi et al., 2006: 921). This is
further enforced by coalition governments that take place
mostly within one side of the cleavage, when vote shares
allow it. The expectation in this analysis is that NPID
toward a leftist party will have a significant positive impact
on voting among Conservatives or Christian Democrats,
and vice versa (Hypothesis 3a). Because liberal parties are
more often allied with Conservatives or Christian
Democrats than with leftist parties, it is assumed that a lib-
eral NPID will not have a significant effect on voting for
the Conservatives or Christian Democrats. However, it is
expected that NPID toward a liberal party will have a posi-
tive effect on voting among Social Democrats and
Socialists, and vice versa (Hypothesis 3b).

Data and method

To test these hypotheses, I utilized data for all European
parliamentary systems from the CSES, Module 3 (2006—
2011) that was fully released in 2015. Ireland was excluded,
since in this case, the party a voter identified with was only
recorded for strong partisans.

Drawing on Von Beyme’s (1984) system of party fami-
lies, the CSES provides classification for each party’s
ideological family. Although most party systems have at
least one other party (e.g. an agrarian, ecological, regional
or nationalist party), for the purposes of this comparative
analysis, only the parties from the Conservative, Christian
Democratic, Right Liberal, Liberal, Left Liberal, Social
Democratic, and Socialist party families are included.
With the exception of Poland and Estonia, the two biggest
parties are always part of these families. Even though the
Polish Prawo i Sprawiedliwos¢ is classified as a
Nationalist Party in the CSES, it was treated as a

Conservative Party in this article, since it is a member of
the Alliance of European Conservatives and Reformists in
the European parliament. Seat shares for these main party
families are on average about 79 percent, varying between
54.5 percent (Switzerland) and 99 percent (Estonia).

Not every party family is part of every country’s political
system (see online Appendix Table O1; for party names see
online Appendix Table O8). For example, Slovenia does not
have a Conservative party, and three countries (Czech
Republic, Finland, and Spain) do not have a Liberal party.

The sample for this study encompasses 26,339 respond-
ents from 17 countries; the structure of the data is therefore
hierarchical. This needs to be accounted for since the obser-
vations are very likely to be correlated within groups. While
it is theoretically possible to pool the data, estimate a single
model, and cluster the standard errors by country, the num-
ber of countries is too small for this approach, and standard
errors would be biased downwards (Cameron and Miller,
2015). Thus, a country fixed-effects approach was used for
this study; this included country dummies as fixed effects
to control for all other, non-observed country-level factors
(Bryan and Jenkins, 2016: 5-6). This approach is similar to
using a random intercepts model. However, it does not
allow the variation of the effects by country. Therefore, for
a further exploration of the results, random effects logit
regression models are estimated that allow for the variation
of the effects of PPID and NPID by country. As the number
of level 2 units is rather small (17), it is very likely that
country random variances and standard errors are biased.
Nevertheless, individual-level fixed parameters are
assumed to be unbiased, so this should not matter for this
analysis (Bryan and Jenkins, 2016).

The CSES closeness item was used for the operationali-
zation of PPID (“Do you usually think of yourself as close
to any particular party?”). PPID strength was measured on
a three-point rating scale (see the online appendix for full
question texts and exceptions), ranging from “not very
close” to “very close”. Two different operationalizations
for NPID have been used in previous studies: affective
measures such as party feeling thermometers (e.g.
Maggiotto and Piereson, 1977; Richardson, 1991); and
behavioral intentions, such as the question asking which
party an individual would never vote for (Medeiros and
Noél, 2014; Rose and Mishler, 1998). McGregor et al.
(2015) suggested a combination of both measures to accu-
rately identify individuals with hostile feelings towards a
party which was used in this study; only individuals who
dislike a party (values 0 to 4 on an 11-point scale) and
never intend to vote for it were classified as hostile towards
this party? (this indicator is dichotomous). Thus, every
individual could hold only one PPID; however, he/she
could have several NPIDs. For the comparative analyses,
NPIDs for similar party families, Conservative and
Christian Democratic (CONS/CD), Socialist and Social
Democratic (SOC/SD), and Right Liberal, Liberal and Left
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Liberal (LIB) were grouped together because not every
party family exists in every country. In countries with
more than one party for a grouped party family, it was suf-
ficient if an individual had a NPID toward at least one
party of a party family to be classified as a negative parti-
san towards this party family.

Turnout was measured with a dichotomous item to indi-
cate whether a respondent did or did not vote in the previ-
ous election since almost all countries included the CSES
items in the post-election survey. In addition, vote choice
was measured by the question of which party the respond-
ent voted for in the last election. Also, controls were
included for age, education, and gender, as well as place-
ment on an 11-point left-right scale to control for ideologi-
cal positions. Finally, to distinguish between negative
feelings towards a political party and a generalized nega-
tive feeling against the political system, satisfaction with
the political system was used as an additional control vari-
able, measured on a four point scale (ranging from 1 “very
satisfied” to 4 “not at all satisfied”).

Results

Of the 26,339 respondents, 40 percent held neither NPID
nor PPID, 28 percent held only PPID, 14 percent only
NPID, and 18 percent held both NPID and PPID.

The effects of NPID on turnout

Estimates of electoral turnout in election studies are usu-
ally biased due to over-reporting. In the case of the 17
countries analyzed in this study, reported and actual turn-
out differed to a considerable degree — between 4 percent-
age points in Spain and 20 percentage points in Finland
and Switzerland (see online Appendix, Table O2).
However, no more precise indicator was available for these
analyses. Civic orientations — such as the belief that voting
is a civic duty — are usually a strong confounder for turnout
(Campbell et al., 1960; Green et al., 2002). However, civic
orientations were not available in the CSES, so could not
be included as a control. Previous research has shown that
partisans are more likely to vote than non-partisans, no
matter with which party a voter identifies. Therefore, only
the presence/absence of PPID and NPID with one of the
main parties (CONS/CD, LIB, SOC/SD) was included in
the model. Logistic regression analysis was used to esti-
mate the effects on turnout (see online Appendix, Table
03). Both PPID and NPID were found to have an inde-
pendent effect on turnout. The interaction of both was
found not to be significant. In addition, dissatisfaction with
democracy had, as expected, a negative effect, while age
and education had a positive effect on turnout. Similar
results were obtained by using a multi-level random effects
logit model with PPID and NPID as random effects on the
country level without the Central and Eastern Europe
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Figurel. Predicted probabilities for turnout by positive party
identification (PPID) and negative partisanship (NPID).

(CEE) dummy (see online Appendix, Table O4). Both pre-
dictors, PPID and NPID, were found to have significant
effects on turnout (p < 0.001).

Probabilities for turnout were predicted based on PPID,
NPID and origin (see Figure 1; estimates by country can be
found in the online Appendix, Figure Ol) by using the
observed-value approach for all other variables (Hanmer
and Kalkan, 2013). While the average marginal effect of
NPID on turnout was about 9 percentage points, the mar-
ginal effect of PPID was more than twice as high (21 per-
centage points). By contrast, Caruna et al. (2015) found
that, in Canada, NPID had a marginal effect on turnout of 3
percentage points. This was probably due to the fact that
they were able to control for civic orientations, which were
not available in the CSES.

Since CEE countries have much lower turnout rates than
other European countries (Enyedi and Lewis, 2006: 235),
the effects of NPID are displayed separately. For non-
partisans, having a NPID increases the probability of vot-
ing by 13 percentage points in non-CEE countries, and by
18 percentage points in CEE countries. Because there is
already a high probability of voting among partisans, even
weak ones, the effect of NPID is lower: the likelihood of
voting increases for weak partisans by 8 and 12 percentage
points (non-CEE and CEE), among those with a NPID. The
effect of inter-party hostility further decreases for strong
partisans, ranging between 2 and 4 percentage points (non-
CEE and CEE). Nevertheless, Hypothesis 1 can be con-
firmed: NPID has its own effect on turnout.

The effects of NPID on partisan loyal voting

Next, I examine the importance of NPID for party adher-
ents’ loyalty. The share of partisans voting for their identi-
fication party varies between 54 (Poland) and 85 percent
(Austria). A logistic regression model was estimated for all
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Tablel. Logistic regression on partisan loyal voting for all
partisans.

Voting for the own
identification party (logits)

Positive party identification 0.608%+* (0.043)
strength (1-3)
Negative partisanship 0.405%** (0.061)
Age 0.0 2% (0.002)
Education 0.059%** (0.017)
Female 0.015 (0.052)
Left—right self-placement 0016 0.011)
Democratic dissatisfaction =0.179%¥* (0.024)
Country dummies (Ref. Category: Austria)
Croatia
Czech Republic -0.413* (0.197)
Denmark -0.136 (0.175)
Estonia -0.086 (0.190)
Finland -0.660%* (0.175)
Germany —0.967°* (0.172)
Greece —0.846%** (0.150)
Latvia -0.381* (0.177)
Netherlands -0.311 (0.240)
Norway -0.340 (0.187)
Poland —0.908*** (0.161)
Slovakia = 1. 147 (0.148)
Slovenia -0.415% (0.170)
Spain —0.900%** (0.255)
Sweden —0.596%** 0.171)
Switzerland -0.418* (0.169)
Constant —1.324%% (0.157)
N 9,615
Nagelkerke’s R? 0.131

Notes: ¥, p < 0.001; *, p< 0.05; see online Appendix for codings. Stan-
dard errors are in parentheses.

respondents that identify with a political party (see Table
1). PPID strength and NPID have an independent, signifi-
cant effect on voting for one’s identification party. In addi-
tion, age and education are additional positive factors for
loyal voting, whereas democratic dissatisfaction has a sig-
nificant negative impact, as it already had for turnout. Very
similar results were found by using a random effects logit
model. PPID strength and NPID were both found to have a
significant effect on partisan loyal voting (see online
Appendix, Table O5).

The average marginal effect of NPID varies for the
three different strength categories of PPID: having a
NPID changes the probability of voting for one’s pre-
ferred party by about 8 percentages points for weak par-
tisans and decreases to 6 and 4 percentage points for
moderate and strong partisans (all differences significant
p <0.001). Hypothesis 2 can be confirmed: NPID has its
own impact on partisan loyal voting, even when PPID
strength is controlled for.

The effects of NPID on vote choice

Finally, the effects of NPID on vote choice for the different par-
ties were explored for all voters. Multinomial logistic regres-
sion models were estimated with “Other Parties” as the base
category (see online Appendix, Table O6) for all countries with
parties from all three major party families. As expected, PPID
always had a positive, highly significant effect on voting for the
identification party, compared to one of the other parties.
Conversely, and also as expected, NPID always had a negative,
significant effect on vote choice for the negative identification
party. Additionally, left-right self-placement was positively
related to vote choice for the CONS/CD, compared to others,
whereas it was negatively related to vote choice for the SOC/
SD and LIB. Moreover, democratic dissatisfaction had a nega-
tive effect on voting for a major party, compared to the other
parties. In other words, dissatisfaction with the current state of
democracy in one’s country increased the likelihood of voting
for one of the other, non-major parties.

Based on the regression results, the average marginal
effects for the different outcomes — voting Others, CONS/CD,
SOC/SD, and LIB — were calculated and are displayed in
Table 2. The results indicate that PPID and NPID have their
own impact on vote choice. Each category of PPID increases
the likelihood of voting for this party by 15 to 20 percentage
points. Having a NPID decreases the probability of voting for
this party by 12 to 13 percentage points. This is consistent with
previous studies (e.g. Maggiotto and Piereson, 1977; Medeiros
and Nogl, 2014), which show that the effect of PPID is stronger
than the effect of negative partisan attitudes.

Thus, it is clear that not every NPID with another party has
a significant and/or positive effect on voting for a party. NPID
toward CONS/CD increases the probability of voting SOC/
SD by 2 percentage points. Analogously, NPID toward SOC/
SD increases the likelihood of voting CONS/CD by 3 percent-
age points. However, this effect could not be replicated by
using a random effects logit model (see online Appendix Table
0O7). Thus, Hypothesis 3a can only be partly confirmed.

With regard to the relationship of NPID toward LIB and
voting CONS/CD, and vice versa, the effect was found to
be close to zero, and not significant. Since these parties are
often closer to each other than to the parties on the left, it is
not surprising that no effect could be found (other results
from an analysis by Mayer (2017) for German voters sup-
port this view). Additionally, NPID toward LIB increases
the probability of voting SOC/SD by 5 percentage points,
and vice versa (6 percentage points). Similar results were
obtained by using a random effects logit model for the
effect of NPID LIB on voting SOC/SD, and vice versa.
Therefore, Hypothesis 3b can also be confirmed.

Conclusion

This article has explored the effects of NPID on voting
behavior in European multi-party systems with
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Table 2. Average marginal effects for the different voting outcomes (PPID, positive party identification; NPID, negative

partisanship).

Vote choice

Other parties

Conservative and Christian
Democratic (CONS/CD)

Socialist and Social
Democratic (SOC/SD)

Right Liberal, Liberal
and Left Liberal (LIB)

PPID CONS/CD 0.1 |9 014975+
(0.01) (0.00)
PPID SOC/SD -0.087+5* ~0.034%5*
(0.01) 0.01)
PPID LIB -0.099* -0.015
(0.02) (0.01)
NPID CONS/CD 0.085%** —0. 1227+
(0.01) (0.01)
NPID SOC/SD 0.0377%* 0.03 1%+
(0.01) 0.01)
NPID LIB 0.0677%* 0.002
(0.01) (0.01)

~0.023* ~0.006
0.01) 0.01)
0174 0,054+
(0.00) 0.01)
-0.082%%* 0.196
(0.02) (0.01)
0.018* 0019
(0.01) (0.01)
—0. 127"+ 0.059%5*
(0.01) (0.01)
0.049%5+ 0.1 |
(0.01) (0.01)

Notes: Delta method standard errors are in parentheses. For full multinomial regression results see online Appendix, Table O6.

proportional voting. Using data from the CSES, I analyzed
the effects in 17 European countries. The results demon-
strate that NPID increases voting turnout by about 9 per-
centage points, even when PPID is controlled for. This
change is highest among non-partisans since they also have
the lowest turnout rates. In addition, NPID was found to be
a significant factor for vote choice, along ideological lines.
NPID toward the CONS/CD had a significant positive
impact on voting SOC/SD, and vice versa by about 2 to 3
percentage points. In addition, NPID toward a liberal party
increased the probability of voting SOC/SD by 5 to 6 per-
centage points, and vice versa. No relationship was found
between CONS/CD and LIB.

To further support the findings, these analyses should be
repeated with data from the CSES, Module 4, when they
are available in 2017, so that the time-invariance of the
effects can be analyzed. These results add to the growing
body of research on NPID and demonstrate that its effects
are significant in national contexts and electoral systems
beyond those explored in prior research. In conclusion,
negative partisanship is an important predictor for voting
behavior that should be widely included in electoral
analyses.
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