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7 The policy space of party

manifestos

Muchael D. McDonald and Silvia M. Mendes

Democracy assigns political parties the tmportant role of prescnling
citizens with alternative policies. Parties engage in a competitive struggle 1o
gain favour with voters by presenting policy alternatives {Schumpeter
1944). The alternative positions provide the voters with an opportunity Lo
elect a government that will take policy in one direction or another
(Stimson, MacKuen, and Erikson 1995), Werc parties to offer no policy
choice, the public would be denicd any possibility to control policy
outcomes (Sullivan and O’Connor 1972). Party policy alternatives also play
arole in determining who governs cven where the voters’ choice is not the
final determination; this is often the cuse in multiparty systems, inasmuch
as negotiations among viable governing alternatives depend on party policy
positions (Laver and Scholield 19%0; Laver and Shepsle 1996). Finally,
when it comes to policy actions pursued by governments, mandare theary
says that parties in government pursue policies they have promoted during
clection campaigns. Evidence, too, indicates that governing parties of the
Ieft and of the right pursue different policies (Hibbs 1977; Castles 1982;
McDonald, Budge, and Hollerbert 199 3

Acrich source of systematic information on party policy statcments comes
from. the Comparative Manifestos Project (CMP). This has codified policy
emphases in party programmes of competitive democracies throughout
the postwar period. Through elections into 1998, the data cover twenty-
seven nations and 229 partics (Volkens 1994}, with new democracies in
Central/Fastern Europe, South-east Asig, and Latin Amer ca being added
almost every year.

An explicit and implicit criticism of the CMP data is that they tell us
about what parties have said but not about party policy positions as such.
The same or similar sort of criticism is implicit i the fact that, despite the
CMP's widespread availability, several scholars have [elt compelled to
identify the positions of parties through expert surveys,

Here, we evaluate the CMP data as a source of information on party policy
positions. In the first section, we discuss why the salicncy theory foundation
of the CMP data has raised questions about their use for identifying party
policy positions and thercafter review various ways it has been used 10
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construcl indicators of palicy positions. The second section evaluates the
validity and reliability of left-right party positions from three eXpert surveys.
The ideais to determine whether these expert scales can be used as 1 sound
basis for identifying where parties are located aleng that dimension, The
third section addresses two issues. It begins with an evaluation of the validity
of [ive CMP-based left-right scales by asking how well they square with the
expert judgements. Thereafter, we evaluale the reliability of the five scales.
The fourth section offcrs a preview of the use of the GMP data to constouct
party policy scales for dimensions other than left-right. We conclude with a
discussion of the usefulness of both expert surveys and CMDP data for placing
parties in policy space.

"The CMP data and derived policy scales

The CMP data have been thoroughly documented by Budge et al. (1987;
sec also Laver and Budge 1992; Klingemann ef o/ 1994; Volkens 1994).
Here we briefly review the important decisions made by the Manifcsto
Research Group (MR(G),

Policy emphases and policy positions

Following David Robertson (1976), as well as Ian Budpe and Dennis Farlic
(1977), the MRG coded manifesio statements into categories of policy
references. The MRG originally agreed to use fifty-lour common policy
categories, plus allowance for sub-categories within particular countries.
Later, two more were added to brin g the total 1o filtysix. Fach category fits
within one of seven policy domains: (1} Yoreign Affairs, (2) Freedom and
Democracy, (3) Government, (1) Economy, (6} Welfare and Quality of
Life, {6) Fabric of Society, and {7) Social Groups.?

The direct objects of the coding process are manifesto sentences or, wherc
language dictates, ‘quasisentences’. The theoretical framework for the
coding is provided by saliency theory of political campaigns. Saliency theory
‘implies (hat the most important aspect of the documcnts is the degree of
cmphasis placed on cerwin broad policy areas, rather than cach party’s
support for, or opposition to, a specific policy within thesc areas’ (Budgc
1987: 24). Thal is, parties compete by cmphasising policy areas they believe
give them electoral advantages and by glossing over or ignoring Uiosc areas
that they deem to help their rivals. One source of controversy rests on the
question about whetlier the salieticy theory produces indicatons of policy
emphasis rather than policy position,

It is not as if the MRG coding is nom-positional in policy terms, In most
instances, the categories are easily interpretable as policy options, ideas, or
outcomes that are valued by the party. Fifty-four of the fifty-six categorics
involve clear value statements. Table 7.1 shows that twenty-six. CMP policy
categories come from thirtcen policy concepts where mentions could be
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coded as either positive or negative, These pro/eon catcgories are essen-
tally matters o whether a party places value on one policy opiion or Iis
opposite: such as a more or less protectionist policy. Thirteen other cate-
gories require favourable menton of a type of policy. That means, for
instance, with the directive to code favourable statcmients with respect o
Iree enterprise, a long set of critical statements about free enlerprise by a
Communist party would not be coded as emphases on (he free etiterprise
system. These thirteen ‘favourable mention’ categorics are in terpretable as
matters of valuing particular types of policy ideas — such as wantin g to have
market forces organise the national economy. Another fificen catcgories
refer to the goal of, need for, or Importance ol such things as peace, market
regulation, and so on. This sct considers particular policy outcomes ag
being of value to the party. That leaves only two of filty-six categories where
the value placed on an idea or an outcome is potentially non-directional.
By all accounts and evidence, one of thesc two, nationalisation, is actually
directional.? The other is the purposcfully non-directional, catch-all cate-
gory ol a party’s intention to pursue some sort of economic goal lefu
unspecified by the coding instructions,

Based merely on the words alone, therefore, itis far from clear that party
policy positions are not identifiable from these data, By our interpretation,
statements are coded as saying which types of policy options, ideas, and
oufcomes parties value. At this level of analysis, what we know is that the
emphasis versus positional facets of the CMP data are arguable, A determi-
nation of whether the CMP data can be used o locate parties in policy
space must rely on the use and evaluation of the data themselves.

CMP dala and derived measures of party policy scales

The use of the CMP data is subject to the sagacious warn ing that ‘there is no
single “correct” representation. . . there is no unambiguously correct dimen-
sionality for the policy space . . . different applications cull for diffcrent levels
ol detail’ (Laver and Shepsle 1996: 27). The fifiy-six coding categorics exist
for preciscly those reasons, Analysts can combine finc distinctions to suit the
nceds of their particular research questions, IF broader categories hiad heen
usect at the inital coding stage, there would be no post hoc opportunity to
expand them,

Having details is a boon, but details can just as well e seen as a burden.
They all but require researchers to engage i pre-analysis measurement
investigation so that the CMP daia can be organised in a form suitable for
addressing a particular rescarch question. Almost anyonc who has
conducted such measurement investigations can attest to the {rstration
they often breed. Numerous choices are presented bul few standards exist
to guide any choice. Members of the MRG with intinate kn owledge of the
CMPF data have combined diffcrent coding categories and, niot surprisingly,
have arrived at different measurements of the party policy positions for the

Tkble 7.1 The Manifesto Rescarch Group policy categories
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same left—right dimension. Table 7.2 looks at [our of these studies, In all
four cases, at least one of the authors was a2 member of the MRG. Despitc a
high degree of familiarity with the CMP data, there is not a high degrec of
agreement on which categories go into the left—right location of parties.

We might ask whether one of these left—right scales is correct and the
others are wrong, but that is not what is at issue. Each might be correct,
depending on one’s purpose. That is Laver and Shepsle’s point. However, we
do want to know which of these five possibilities, if any, squarc with the ideas
of left and right that researchers have in mind. If the CMP data cannot be
used to retrieve the left~right positioning of parties that researchers want to
use, then at best there is doubt about using the CMP data to construct a valid
measure of thai concept. At worst, there is distrust of using the CMP data to
measure policy positions.

A second possible source of varicty in left—right party positioning may
come from the scoring systems applied to the CMP-based scales.
Measurement is aptly defined as ‘the assignment of numerals te objects or
events according Lo rules’ (Stevens 1946: 667). Dedisions about how (that
is, the rules) the coniributions of various categories are counted (the
numerals) in the process of assigning them to the parties {(the objects) can
make guite a difference. The possibilitics are numerous and varied; for
managceability at this point we focus on two.

1 Subtractive measures: scoring hased on the diffcrence between
presumably oppositc types of emphascs relative to the overall policy
space ol the party.

2 Ratio measures: scoring based on emphases placed on certain types of
values relative 0 emphases. placed on presumably opposite types of
values,

Laver and Budge (1992} identified twentysix coding catcgories that go
into their measurement definition of lefi-right. They add thirteen lcft
items and subtract fromn this quantity the sum of thirteen right items. A
party that makes 200 rotal statements with 100 (or 50 per cent) of them
about left items and 40 (or 20 per cent) about (he right items receives a
score of +30 (i.c., 50-20). This dillerence or subtractive measure is consis-
tent with saliency theory. Of all the statements the party made, on balance,
30 more units were devored 1o left matters than to right matters. Imagine
that at the next election this party says exactly the same things it had said
last tirme but adds 200 new statcments about an issue that is not of concern
to the left-right scale (e.g., favourable statements about protecting the
environment). Now the party is making 400 total statements, and rclative
to that total they are making only half as many left statemcnts (25 per cent)
and half as many right statements (10 per cent} as they did for the first elec-
tion. The party’s lefi-right pasition is recorded us moving from +30 10 +15.
That is, the party is scored as considerably less leftleaning at the second
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election compared to the first. It has moved toward the cenire by virtue of
devoting attenton to policy matters that are not within the categories
relevant to the Ieft~right scale.

An alternative view of the position of parties is with respect to their
lefi—right lendencies, given however much concern they have for items of
the left and the right. Oue could count the left and right statements of a
party as a percentage of all left and right statements made by that party
(Kim and Fording 1998; Laver and Garry 2000, In the cxample above, the
50 per cent leit and 20 per cent right emphases al the first election could
lead to scoring the left-right position as 71.4 (50/70). 'The pary’s left—right
pasition at the second election is likewise 71.4 (25/35) % Under this scoring
system, therclore, the party’s left-right position holds sleady.

Which is the proper description of a party’s position, the subtractive or
tatio scores? There is, as we have alrcady said, no way to answer this ques-
tion in the abstract. Validity depends on what the rcsearcher intends to
measure, If one's intention is to locate a party in a space defined by its
emphases on left versus right values relative to all values (thereby stressing
the overall saliency of lefi and tight valucs), then the subtractive measure
is preferred. If, on the contrary, one’s intention is to locate the party along

the left-right dimension as such, regardless of saliency, then the ratic is
preferved.f

Evaluating expert party policy scales

Measurement validity often appears to be an elusive standard because it
depends so very much on the intent of the person constructing a scale, It
is easy to interpret Laver and Budge's contcntvaried lefi-right scale and

Bartolini and Mair’s economic left-—right scale as nothing other than differ-

ent inicntions of different authors. We confront this difficulty by accepting

the left-right party positioning on expert scales as the meaning of
left-right that we intend to measure. That simaplifies the question. We ask:

Can the CMP data be used to measure the left—right positions of parties as

those lefi-right positions are understond by experts? Of course, tuking the

expert scales as the standard for evaluation without knowing much about”
their reliability and validity runs the risk of inferring that any mismatch

betwcen the expert and the CMP scales results (rom problems with ihe

CMP dara. It might well be the case that different expert scales measure

left-right positions differendy, contain a good deal of random noise, or

both. That would force the unrealistic requircment that the CMP scales

match moving targets. Therefore, we begin by cxploring the reliability and

validity of three expert scales,

Since 1980, Castles and Mair {1984}, Laver and Hunt (1992), and
Muber and Inglchart (1995) have reported expert scales of party posi-
tions. They provide common coverage of eighty-lour parties in sixtecn
Western democracies throughout the post-war period. The Castles~Mair
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and Huber-Inglehart scales expressly focus on the left-right location of
parties. Laver and Hunt asked their experts Lo place the parties along
eight dimensions. They supposc that their public ownership dimension is
the most indicative of the usual conception of left—right (Laver and Hunt
1992: 122). In order io test that supposition, as well as to explore the
content and construct validity of the Castles—Mair and Huber-Inglehart
mmeasures, we analyse the Laver—Hunt scales on threc of their dimensions:
lirst, public ownership, sccond, social issues, und third, taxes versus
spending.

The expert scales ~ one from the early 19805, a second from the late
1980s , and a third from the early 1990s — enable us to apply David Heise’s
(1869} measurernent model for separating reliability and stability. This
model assumes a Markovian process, so that a party’s change from today’s
position te tomorrow’s will be unaffected by its position yesterday.
Assuming also that the reliability at each time point is the same, all one
nceds for the Heise stability and reliability estimates is a simple correlation
matrix. (See Table 7.3.)

‘lable 7.3 shows that the Castles-Mair and Huber—Inglehart scales are
more highly correlated with one another than either is with any of the
three Laver-Hunt measures. Interestingly, as Laver-Hunt themselves
expected, their public ownership scale is more highly correlated with the
Castles-Mair scale than are either their social or tax/service scale. On the
other hand, the Laver-Hunt tax/service scale is slighty more highly corre-
lated with the Huber-Inglehart scale than are the social or public owner-
ship scales. Even more interesting is the fact that the Laver-Hunt social
scale correlates more highly with general left-right scales — Castles—Mair
and Huber-Inglehart ~ than it does with either the public ownership or the
tax-service scales. This patiern of correlations suggests that perhaps the
general lefl-right scales include content from all three dimensions
surveyed by Laver and Hunt. When we regress the Castles—Mair and the
Huber-Inglehart scales onto Laver and Hunt's three scales, we [ind that the

Table 7.7 Correlations belween expert scales

C&N L&H L& L&H  HET Mean.  Standard

Own Sociel  Tax devrintion
CérM 1.0400 5.28 2.23
LEH Oum, 0,902 1.000 .07 2.15
L&H Soctal 0777 0641 1,000 508 254
L&H Tax 0896 0849 0653 1.000 5.58 214
H&T 0930 0890 0768 0.90% 1.000 5.39 2.18

(&M s the Castles—Mair scale, L&H Gun is the Laver—TTumnt public owncrship scale, I.&8H
Seectal is the Laver—Hunt social scale, LE&H Taxis the Laver—Huut tax and service scate, and
BE& is the TTuber-Inglehart scale. The meuwics of all scales are adjusted so that they range
from @ through 10, with 0 as the lefimost and 19 as the rightnost positions. This allows the
means and standard deviations to be compared dircctly.
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left-right variation in each of the two general lelt—right scales is associated
with all three of Laver and 1Iunt’s dimensions.

CEM = 478 + . 466 Own + 278 Social + 270 Tux, with B2 = 886, 5. = . 764,
(.253) (.124) {.044) {.126)

and

H&T =~ 134+ .270 Own + 258 Social + 460 Tax, with K < .87 5, =.776.
(.514) {.126) {.044) (.128)

It appears, therefore, that the content of the left-right concept covers issues
related to public ownership and governiment economic managerncnl and (o
welfare state maltters of taxing, spending, and service and to social value ques-
tions involving authoritarianism, individual liberty, moral order, and the like.

This inference squares with Hizber and Inglehart’s own content inquiry.
into the meaning of left-right used by their cxperts. In all sixtcen countrics
under analysis here, the most important left-right issucs cited by their
experts refer to what Huber and In glehart call ‘economic and class conflict’,
a grouping of issues that includes private owrtership, redistribution, inflation,
employment, and public spending (Huber and Inglchart 1995: 78 and 86-9).
Furthermore, ITuber and Inglchart (1995; 86-9) report that the secondary
dimension of the lefi—right content cited in all sixteen countries covered
hicre involved either avthoritarianism {government control of 4li spheres of
life, civil rights and libertics, etc.), traditional versus new culture (religious
value, moral order, secularism, social conservatism, the environment, étc.),
or xenophobia (racism, immigration intolerance, ete,),

To bring the Laver and Iunt measures into fine with the left-right
content of Castles~Mair and Huber-inglehart, we have calculated a
weighted average of the Laver—Hunt public ownership plus social values
plus tax and service scales in order to reformulate a left-right scale. The
public ownership and tax/service scales have a weight of 1.5 and the social
scale has a weight of 1.0. That gives three times as much wei ght
ECONOMHC as to social issucs, a {act that accords with the regression coeffi-
cient weights in the two equations above. ; '

Substituting the weighted Laver-Hunt mcasure into the correlation
matrix produces the statistics in Table 7.4,

Table 7.4 Gorrelations between crpert scales using the weighted Laver—Ilunt measure

C&M L&H H&r Mean Standeard

deviation
CéM 1.000 528 2.23
L&H 0.941 1.000 564 2.06

H&T 0.950 0.985 1.000 5.89 218
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‘Table 7.4 shows that the weighted Laver-Hunt measure is more highly
correlated with both Castles—Mair and Huber-Tnglehart than was any
single one of their three separate measures. Therefore, we accept the
weighted L&PH scale as more content and construct valid com pared Lo any
one of their separate measures.

The Heise measurement model produccs stability and reliability esti-
mates ol

Reliability = 0,947
Stability, early 1980s to late 1980s = 0.004
Stability, late 1980s o carly 1990s = (.988

Stability, carly 1980s to early 1990s = (.982

The measuremenis arc highly reliable; 94.7 per cent of the variation is
systeratic and just over b per cent is random, Once the modest unreliabil-
ity is taken into account, the positioning of the parties is almost perfectly
stable. These results can be taken as both good news and bad news. To the
good, there is very little randomness in the experts’ placements of the
parties. The bad news is that a problem would arise if one were Lo attcmpl
to use (he expert scales as a basis for analysing party movements (sec, e.g.,
Knutson 1998). There are essentially no observable movements other than
those due to a small amount of measurement error. Across a decade’s tiine,
the experts saw the partics in esscntially the same relative locations.
Perhaps the parties never moved, or perhaps the experts are reporting an
over-time general statement about party locations.

Validity and reliability of CMP scales

In order to evaluate the validity and reliability of the scales constructed
from the CMP duta, we use the {Ive left—right scales catalogued in Table 7.2.
We have created scores for each of the five scales by, first, summing the
right items and the left items and then caleulating a subtractive measure
(right-lclt} and a ratio measure {right/[right + lefi])." Becausc the expert
scales show no sign of change in party positions, as i the experts have
summarised the typical positions of the parties, we use each party’s 197292
period average from the CMP scales for testing the CMP scale validities.
Requiring a party Lo have a manilesto throughout this twentyyear period
reduces the number of parties we analyse from eighty-four to SIXUy-8ix.
Once we know something about the GMP validity, we turn back to the Heisc
reliability and stability test and apply it (o the CMP scales.

CMP validity

Figures 7.1a and 7.1b illustrate the factor loadings (principal axis with
varimax rotation) of all five CMP scales. The analysis incliudes the three
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Castle—Mair .751 (LG610 0.952 ~0.015
Laver—ITunt 0.713 0.670 0.977 0.044
Huber-Inglchart 0.72% 0577 0,924 _0.08%
Budge-Robertson 0,759 .505 0.805 -0.111
Laver-Budge 0.825 0.462 (L9027 -0.146
Bartolini-Mair (.895 .192 (1,804 —0.457
Laver—Garry ccon 0,965 (L1471 0824  —0.521
Laver-Garry social — 0.13% 0592 0.486 0.363
Laver—Hunt cwn 0.787 0.4%9 (1909 -0,149
Laver-Hunt social  0.975 0.858 0.767 0479

fgure 7. 1a Facior loadings of expert scales and CMP subtractive scales

expert lt:ft—right scales and, in order 1o help define the factor space, the
Laver and Hunt public ownership and social ratings. Figure 7.1a shows
the loadings for the subtractive measures; Figure 7.1b shows the Toadings
of the ratio measures.

For easc of cxposition at this point, the two factors can be discussed
as ‘pure’ indicators of an economic dimension (the horizontal axis) and
4 social dimension (the vertical axis). In that view, the experl scales
appear to be a mix of those two dimensions, with slightly more weight
attributable to the econcmic than the social. Relative to he expert
scales, the GMP scales are more economicladen. Indecd, they are even



102 Mickael 1. McDonald and Silvia M. Mendes
0.9

0.8 + e/ lett—right
’ 4 dimansion
0.7+

06T

Sacial dimension

1] f f f }
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 i

Economic dimension

Numerical value of factor loadings, Figure 7.1b

Rotation {n

Vearimax axpert scale

Senle rotation centroid

Castle—Mair 0.578 0.767 0.960 -0.014
Laver—ITunt 1,563 (L8268 1.999 (.033
Huber-Inglehart (L9568 (1,743 0.935 -0.020
Budge-Roberison 0.616 (.589 L8539 ~{1.140
Laver—Budgc 0.780 0.516 0.877 =525
Bartolini—Mair 0.924 0.254 1.751 -0.596
Laver-Garry ccon 0858 0,405 0.834  -0.454
Laver-Garry social  0.115 0.326 0.351 0.100
Laver—-Hunt cwn 0.660 0.656 0.919 —(1.145
Laver—Hunt social — 0.284  0.760 0.752 0.260

Figure 7.16 Factor loadings of expert scales and CMP vatio scales

closer to the horizontal axis than is the Laver-Hunt public ownership
experl scale. . ]

Given that we are accepting the expert scales as the meaning of
lelt-right, the CMP scales are slightly off the mark on the validity question.
To determine by just how much the CMP scales miss that miark, we follow
Guilford and Hoeplner's (1969) advice and rotate the horizontal dimen-
sion so that it goes direcdy through the centroid formed by the three
cxpert scales. The rotation substitutes the criterion of defining a dimension
by how well it hits a theoretical mark as opposed to the how well it accounts
for particular types of variance (where the varimax criterion is maximising
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the squared factor loadings). The expert scales are quite well delined by
the lefi-right axis, They load highly on it and near zero on an orthogonal
axis. This corroboerates the inlerences that they are highly reliable {commu-
nalittes > .9) and valid (n carly purc) measures of what we take to be
left—right party positioning, The loadings of the CMP scales show them to
be reasuring something similar but slightly angular. In that sense, none of
them is a precisely valid measure of lefiright. They have, it would appear,
too much economic content and /or too little social content to match what
the cxperts have in mind for lefi-right.

"This conclusion should not be overdrawn. ‘The CMP measures, especially
the subiractive measures of Budge~Robertson and Laver-Budge, are close
approximations to the lefi-right parly positions given by the expert scales.
The Bartolini-Mair and Laver—-Garry GMP scales were designed to measure
principally the cconomic or the social positioning of parties, and they do.

Attenupts to make adjustments to the scales moved the CMP measures
closer to the experts but a residual analysis revealed that {ive partics are
scored consistently different by the experts and CMP. The Italian
Communists (PCI) aud Danish Centre Democrats (CD) have scores consid-
erabiy farther left for the experts than for the CMP. The conservative
Itaian MSI is about as rightleaning as a party gets, according te the
experts. The CMP scales place the MSI to the right of centre hut not at the
exireme right. Finally, the Finnish KESK and Norwegian Hurye are each
scored as right ol centre by the experts, whercas the CMP scales have bath
partics as centre-left.

Alter removing the five parties that mismatch on the experl versuws CMD
scales, we reanalysed the subtractivc CMP scales reported in Figure 7.1, given
that ihe subtractive scales appear more similar (o the expert scales than do the
ratlo scales. The results are illustrazed in Figure 7.2; numerical values are
reported below the figure. Without (hose five parties in the analysis, the
Laver-Budge and Budge—Robertson CMP scales appear very near to the
lefe-right dimension, The Laver—Budge pasition is virtually identicad to that of
the Huber-Inglehart experts, and the Budge—Rohertson position is quite near,

Several conclusions are warranted. The CMP data can be used as valid
measures of party policy positions as Judged against the party positiening
given by experts, On this question of validity, the subtractive measures:
appear slightly more valid than the ratio measures. In particular, the twe
subtractive CMP scales that were designed to combine economic and social
policy statements, Budge—Robertson and Laver-Budge, arc close approxi-
mations to left—right party positions produced by experts. Except for five
parties, these two CMP scales are near cquivalents of the Huber-Inglehart
expert scale, Arguably, the mismatches on five parties could be held against
a validity claim for the CMP scales, but just as arguably the expert place-
ments of those five parties could be responses to the reputation of the five
partics rather than to their actual policy advocacy, This is, we think, an issue
that merits further investigation.
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Figure 7.2 Two-dimensional factor analysis resnlts for expert and CME scales,
) excluding five parties (Danish CD, Finnish KESK, Tralian PCI, [talian
MSI, and Norwegian [ayre)

CMP reliability

We have cvaluated the validity of the CMP scales based on the average of
the parties’ policy positions across a twenty-one-year period. That lez.wes
open the question of whether the CMP data can be used [or sillglc time
points. Application lo shorter time frames would make it possible for
rescarchers to use the CMP scales to analyse movements as partics adopt
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different mixes of strategic and sincere positions from one election to the
next. This is not possible with the expert scales, for we have already scen
that experts place the partics in almost completely stable locations.
Therefore, we nced to know two additional facts abour the CMP scales with
respect (o single elections: first, are they reliable measures of party posi-
tions? Second, il they arc reliable, do parties move around or stay at {ixed
positions in the policy space?

We evaluate the reliability of both subtraciive and ratio CMP scales
through the same Heise measurement model we carlier applied 1o the expert
scales, The timne points are, as nearly as practicable, the most recent election
prior to each expert survey: Castles—Mair prior to 1983; Laver-Hunt prior o
1990; and Huber-Tnglehart prior to 1993. In countries that held ne election
between 1990 and 1993, the time-3 point is the last clection in the CMPg4
data set (Volkens 1594), and the time-2 election is the one preceding that.
With these data, we generated the correlation matrices reported in Table 7.5.
In tumn, from euch threefold set of correlations, we estimate the reliability of
the mcasurc and the stabi lity of the positions,

The Laver-Budge CMP scale is Jjust as highly relizble as the cxpert scales,
The Budge—Robertson scale and the Laver-Garry economic scale are also
reasonably reliable, The Bartolini-Mair scale falls below most cotiventions
for acceptable relizbility, with less than 80 per cent of its variation being
systernalic, The Laver-Garry social policy scale, with reliabilities of only
0.069 for the subtractive scori ng and of (.123 for the ratio scoring, is mostly
noise. There arc likely to be several reasons for these varying reliabilitics,
First, scales formed with a large number of items, such as Bud ge~Robertson
and Laver-Budge, tend to produce higher reliabilitics compared to those
with fewer items, This is true in conventional testing, and it appears to be
true for the CMP data, Second, it may well be that the Bartolini-Mair scale
requires that different items have different weights (see nole 53, Third, reii-
ability estimates could be sensitive to the inclusion of certain items, In
particular, the positive and uegative welfare items, excluded from the
Bartolini-Mair scalc but included in By dge-Robertson, Laver-Budge, and
Laver-Garry economic scales, are likely to add systematic variation ro party
positions (Budge et al n.d., ch. 2). T ’

The stability estimates are as heartening for any and all party analysts as the
reliability estimates are [or those who have used or want to use the CMP
scales. As measured by the Budge-Robertson and Laver-Budge CMP scales,
the parties ave not completely stable. Parties do offer different positions from
one e o another. This, as we have been suggesting, opens the door to the
possibility of using the CMP scales to analysc party movements. We know
from other analyses (Budge, Robertson and Hear] 1987; Laver and Budge
1992; Klingemaunn, Hofferbert and Budge [994: Budge et el n.d., ch. 2) that
over the long run paries do not stray too far [rom their usual ideological,
teft-right location. Tt is rare (0 see one purty ‘leap-frog’ another in left—right
positions. We see from Tuble 7.5, however, that the party positions are



Takie 7.5 Correlations, reliability and stability of lefi-right party positions for each of six CMP scales, based on a three-wave panel for sixy-

six partics

Correlations
CAMP Ratio Score® o .
Scale Subtractive Score Scoring Reliability Stabitity
Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 T1-T2 T2-T3 T1-T3
Time 1 1.00 0.768 (.591 )
Budge - Ratio® 0.875 0.878 0.770 0.676
d Time 2 0.427 .
?E:Eiertson Subtractive 0.889 0.480 0.851 0.399
Time 3 (0.335 )
Time 1 1.00 0.787 (.650 i
Lauver e Batio® 0.987 0.798 (L.826 0.659
7t Time 2 0.741 1.00 0.815 .
gzl:igc Subtractive 0,942 0.736 0.845 (.664
Time 3 0.626 0.796 1.00
Time 1 1.00
Bartolini Rufip™ 0767 0.875 0.953 0.894
d Time 2 614 )
;'(‘z;aif Subtractive - 0.654 0.988 1.016 0.95%
Time 3 0.624
Time 1 1.00
Logvrer e Ratio® 1.060 0.514 0.700 0.570
& Garry Time 2 0.778
Ecomf:f;?c Subtractive 0.874 .891 0.920 0.820
Time 3 0.716
Table 7.5 (continued)
Correlations
CMP Ratio Seore*
Seale Subtractive Scoré Scoring Reliatility Stability
Time 1 Time 2  Time § T1-T2 T2-T3 T1-T3
Time 1 1.00 $.009 (1184
Laver ' Ratio* 0.128 R —_— S
& Garry Time 2 0.039 1.00 0.298
Socteal Subtrastive 0.069 E— e _—
Time § 0.202 0.360 1.640
Nowe

The time poinis are defined by a nation’s prior election closest 10 1983,

3 point is the last election in the CMPO4 dara set {Volkens 1994)

are calculated by the measurement mode] forrnuiae developed h

* Ratio scoring sometimes leaves a party’s position undefined. In those instances,

Exclusions include: BE&R — Finnish SDP; BOFM — Italian MSTL, L&G econ = Ttalian

PC; Danish KF; Finnish FDP; Swedish Com, Swedish SD.

1990, and 1995. In countries that held no clection between 1990 and 1993, the dme
» and the time 2 election is the one preceding that The reliability and stability estimates
v Helse (1969).

we excluded the party from all correlations in the respective scale.
MSI; LE&EG sor — Belpian VU; Canadian NDP; Canadian Lib; Canadian
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changeable in the short run. Together these sets of findings mean that the
parties do not wander so far from their ideclogical basc as to alienate their
core constituents, but they do ke up different positions at different times.

CMP scales ather than left—right

Our cfiorts thus far have been dirccted at evaluating the validity and relia-
bility of CMP scales that locate partics’ left—right policy positions, There are
theoretical propositions that call for tests of party policy posi tion-laking in
mulidinmicnsional space. This is why, for instance, Laver and ITunt (1999}
went to such lengths to huave their experts identify party positions along
eight dimensions. In this section, we provide an analysis of the validity and
reliability of party pesitions along distinguishable economic and soeial
dimensions. ' :

All three factor analyses reported above suggest an interesting possibility
with respect to the economic and social dimensions. The CMP scales that
have been constructed as measurements of economic and social policy
positions ure closer to orthogonal than are the Laver—Hunt cxpert place-
ments of parties on their economic and social dimensions, The
Bartolini-Mair and Laver—Garry CMP cconomic scales load higher on the
cconomic dimension and lower on the social dimension than does the
Laver—Hunt public ovmership scale. Likewise, the Laver—Garry social scale,
while a noisy measure, has a lower association with the economic dimen-
sion than dees the Laver-Hunt expert-based social policy scale (see Figures
7.1 aund 7.2). One interprctation of these results is that the Laver—Hunt
cxperts atlowed a party’s position on economic policy to influence their
placement of the parties on social policy and, likcwise, allowed a party’s
position en social policy to influence their placement of the parties on
cconormic policy.

We have developed our own CMP scales for economic and social policy.
In a manner similar to the instructions Laver and [Tunt gave their experts,
we included cconomic items that we thought indicated support for or
opposition to public ownership ond willingness to tax and spend. We
sclected social items to indicatc party policy positions that place a high
priority on individuals as the basic social unit of sociely (liberal), as
contrasted with placing a high priority on the community as a whole as the
basic social unit (conservative). Using those conceptualisations, we
included thirteen lelt and nine right categories as indicative of lefi—right
econonlic policy positioning, and five liberal and [ive conscrvalive cate-
gories as indicators of social policy positions. Trom these we caleulated
subtractive measures (right/conservative minus left/ liberal) ol economic
and social policy positions. (See Table 7.6.)

To check the content validity of thesc new indicators, we factor analysed
them (using their 1972-92 avcrages) together with the left-right CMP
scales from Laver-Budge and Budge-Robertson plus the left-right expert
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Table 7.6 Subtractive measures of cconemic and social policy positions

Eronomic categories Socied categories

Left Right Left Right

Centralisation: pro Decentialisation Nat'l way of Nat'l way of
life: con life: pro

Market regulation Free enterprise Trad'l morality: Trad’l morality:
con pro

Economic planning  Protectionism: ean Multiculturism; Muliicarlmarism:
pro con

Corporatisin Productivity Minority groups:  Law and order
pro

Protectionism: pro Infrasteucture Non-economic Social harmony
gToups

Keynesian economics Feonomic orthodoxy
somtrolled ceonomy  Welfare: con
Nalionalisation Education: con
Marxism Labour groups: con
Social justice

Welfare: pro

Educatiom pro

Labour groups: pro

scales from Castles-Mair and Huber-Inglehart. plus the public ownership,
socldl, and taxing and spending ratings from laver-[Iunt. All sixly-six
parties for which we have CMP and experl data are included. The results
are shown in Figure 7.3,

The most striking aspect of the resulis is that the new CMI-based
economic and social scales are nearly orthogonal to onc another. By this
rendering, there arve two distinet dimensions. In this policy space, both the
expert and CMP lelt-right scales arise more as a matter of economic than
sacial policy positions. We saw this in the previous factor analyses (Figurc
7.2). Now, in addition, we see that therc is not much to distinguish the-
Laver-Hunt public ownership and taxing/spending from one anothér ar
{rom the general left~right dimension. Their two economic scales arc, as .
one would hypothesise, less rclated 10 the social dimension than the
Castles-Mair and Huber-Inglehart expert placements of parties expressly
on the lefi-right dimension, but only slightly so. Most interesting, perhaps,
is the fact that in this space, where the economic and social dimensions arc
more clearly distinguishable than in the preceding analyscs, party positions
on social policy, as ascertained from the Laver—Flunt eXperts, are more a
matter of lefi-right cconomics than social liberalism/ conservatism.
Therefore, there is good reason o wotry about whether cxperts are able o
separate their views about party social Ppolicy position-taking from their
views of party cconomic policy position-taking.
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Figure 7.3 Two-dimensional factor analysis results for expert and CMP scales,
designed to investipate the separability of economic and social
dimensions

Arc the new CMP-based economic and social policy scales reliable? The
answer is mixed. The overtime (early 1980s, mid/late 1980s, and late
1980s/carly 1990s) threclold intercorrelations for each scale are shown in
Table 7.7.

Applying the Heise measurement model to these correlations produces
the following reliability and stability cstimutes.

Leonomic Social
Reliability = 0.960 0.708

Srability, early 1980s to late 1980s = 0.712 0.482
Stability, late 1980s to early 1990s = (L8565 0.69¢
Stability, carly 1980s to early 1990s = 0.609 0.3353

This particular economic scale is highly reliable, I =.960. Therc is also
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1able 7.7 Correlations hetween CMP-based economic and social policy scales

Eeon,, Eeon,, Ecom,; Socialy  Secial, Social,,
Feoon, 1.060
Feom,, 0.684 1.000)
Eeony; 0.585 ).521 1.000
Social, 1.000
Social, 0.339 1.000
Social,; (1284 0.485 1.000

Ll = early 1980s
t2 = micl/lale 1980s
t3 = late 1980s/early 1990s

stability in the economic policy position-taking of parties similar to the
slability estimated for the Laver-Budge left-right scale. The social scale’s
reliability is not so filled with noise as to render it uninformative, but it
docs fall below a .80 reliability that we would take as minimally accept-
able. If we can trust this measure, there is a suggestion that party policy
position-taking is less stable, more dynamic, on social liheralism/conser-
vatism than on economic left—right. Gould it be that the parties’ strategic
attempts to atfract voters come principally [rom manocuvring along the
social dimension, while they stand pat on the economic principles that
help to deiine who they are — communists, socialists, social/Christian
demaocrats, free-marketers, and conservatives? The pattern of stability and
change suggests a8 much,

Conclusion

The main message to draw from the analyses presented here is that the
CMP data can be and have been used to provide valid and reliable
measurements ol parly policy positions. Accepring expert survey assess-
ments of party policy positions as the standard for what it means for a
party to be on the left, on the right, or in the centre, we have shown that
the Budge-Robertson and the Laver-Budge CMP-based measures of
left-right purty locatons are quite similar to what the experts say. And,
once we take account of the expert versus CMP differcnces with respecl
to five parties — the Danish CI, Finnish KESK, Italian PCI and MS[, and
Norwegian Hgrye — these two CMP measures are placing the parties in
cssentially the same way on (he left-right positions. On the qucstion of
reliability, we demonstrate that the three expert surveys are highly reli-
able measurements of party left-right positions, with reliabilitics close to
95 per cent. We ulso show that the Laver-Budge left-right CMP scalc is
Jjust as rcliable. With respect to validity and reliability, there is lttle that
distinguishes between the results from expert surveys and, at least, the
Laver-Budge CMP scaling of partics. The evidence here tells us that, ta
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Figure 7.3 "Iwo-dimensional tactor analysis results for expert and CMP scales,

designed to investigate the separzbility of economic and social
dimensions

Are the new CMP-based econormic and social policy scales reliable? The
answer is mixed. The overtime (carly 1980s, mid/late 1980s, and late
1980s/carly 1990s) threefold intercorrelations for each scale are shown in
Table 7.7

Applying the Fleise measurement model to these correlations produces
the following rcliability and stability cstimates.

Eeonomic Social
Reliability = 0.960 0.703

Stabitity, early 1980s to late 1980s = (L.712 0.482
Stability, late 19805 to carly 1990s = {(.85h 1.690
Stability, early 1980s to early 196Gs = 0.600 0.338

This particular economic scale is Lighly reliable, r,, = .960. There is also

The pelicy space of party manifesios 111

Table 7.7 Correlations between CMP-based cconomic and social pilicy scales

Feon,, Erony, Eeong Social,  Sncial, Soctal,;
Eeon, 1000
Ileon,, (1.684 1.600
Eron, 0.585 0.821 1.000
Soeterd,, 1.000
Socie,, 0.339 IR
Social; 0.254 0.485 1.000

tl = early 19805
12 = 1nid/late 198¢s
3 = late 19805 /early 19905

stability i the economic policy position-taking of parties similar to the
stability estimated for the Laver-Budge left-right scale. The social scale’s
reliability is not so filled with noise as lo render it uninformative, but it
does fall below a .80 reliability that we would take as minimally accepl-
able. If we can trust this mcasure, there is a suggestion that party policy
position-takiug is less stable, more dynamic, on social liberalism/conser-
vatism than on cconomic lefl-right. Could it be (hat the parties’ strategic
atlempts 1o attract volers come principally from, maneeuvring along the
social dimension, while they stand pat on the economic principles that
help to define who they are ~ communists, socialists, soctal/Chrigtian
democrats, free-marketers, and conservatives? The pattern of stability and
change suggests as much,

Conclusion

The main message to draw from the analyses presented here is that the
CMP data can be and have been used to provide valid and reliable
measurements of party policy positions. Aceepting expert SuUrvey assess-
ments of party policy positions as the standard for what it means for a
party to be on the lelt, on the right, or in the centre, we have shown that
the Budge—Robertson and the Laver-Budge CMP-based measurcs of
left-right party locations are quite similar 1o what the experts say. And,
once we take account of the cxpert versus CMP dilferences with respect
to five parties — the Danish CD, Finnish KESK, Italian PCI and MST, and
Norwegian Herye — these two CMP measures are placing the parties in
essentially the same way on the Icft-right positions, On the question of
reliability, we demonstrate that the three expert surveys are highly reli-
able measurements of party left-right positions, with reliabilities close to
95 per cent, We also show that the Laver-Budge lefi—right CMP scale is
Jjust as reliablc. With respect to validity and reliability, there is litile that
distinguishes between the results from expert surveys and, at leasi, the
Laver-Budge CMP scaling of parties. The evidence here tells us that, to
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