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Abstract

What explains the development of legislative party voting unity over time? Evidence
from the American and British cases suggests that partisan sorting, cohort replacement
effects, electoral incentives, and agenda control all contributed to enhancing party co-
hesion during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Here, we evaluate the validity of
these mechanisms by analyzing a unique dataset that contains all of the recorded leg-
islative votes from the Canadian House of Commons between 1867 and 2011. Overall,
we find little support for the claim that electoral, cohort, or career-specific incentives
enhance partisanship in this legislature. Rather, it is partisan sorting and the govern-
ment’s ability to control the legislative agenda that explain the consolidation of parties
over time. Our results reveal a different process for understanding the development of
party organization in the Westminster model of government, and underscore the need
for political scientists to integrate institutional rules and legislative agendas into their
models of parliamentary voting behaviour. Ultimately, this study suggests that strict
party discipline can lead to the development of a multi-party system in the legislative
arena.

∗A supplementary online appendix and replication data and code are available at
http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayJournal?jid=JPS.



The emergence of permanently organized and disciplined political parties represents one of

the most important developments in the history of modern parliaments (Schattschneider,

1942; Duverger, 1954; Sartori, 1976). While there is a vast literature on the influence of

parties in the legislative arena today, we lack a clear understanding of how party organiza-

tions transform over time. Scholars generally agree that as the influence of representative

assemblies increased during the nineteenth century, a number of countries began experiencing

major political changes that prompted lawmakers to modify their behaviour in the legisla-

ture. As a result, parties became increasingly unified, primarily in response to the extension

of suffrage and the modernization of the legislative process (Brady and Althoff, 1974; Brady,

Cooper and Hurley, 1979; Cox, 1987).

Although previous research appears to suggest a direct relationship between parliamentary

organization and electoral politics, we find a wide range of competing theories to explain

the emergence of party cohesion in the legislative arena (Bowler, Farrell, and Katz, 1999;

Scarrow, 2006). Thus far, scholars have claimed that several different factors, such as the

centralization of the leadership structure or the changing ideological preferences of members

(either through replacement or socialization), have contributed to an increased number of

partisan votes in the British Parliament and American Congress throughout the nineteenth

century (Cox, 1987; Aldrich, 1995; Rush, 2001; Eggers and Spirling, 2014a). And while this

trend has been observed in many other established democracies since then, empirical studies

of these older cases are scarce and offer an incomplete picture of the development of party

cohesion because they only consider a few legislative terms (e.g., Aydelotte, 1977). The

lack of comparable historical data has made it difficult for researchers to determine whether

a common set of factors might in fact explain the emergence of organized political parties

outside of the Anglo-American context.

This is unfortunate, especially if we consider that disciplined and cohesive political par-

ties now represent a central feature of most parliamentary systems (Hazan, 2003; Olson,

2003). Nowhere has this development been more apparent than in the Westminster model

of government, where party discipline has long been associated with the principle of collec-
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tive ministerial responsibility. Indeed, political scientists are often reminded of the so-called

‘golden age of parliament’, when individual lawmakers had the ability to influence the legisla-

tive process, introduce bills, and hold members of the executive accountable for their actions

(Berrington, 1968). At some point during the twentieth century, however, this independence

was lost. Party leaders found a way to impose their will on the membership of the House of

Commons—not only in Westminster, but also in former British colonies, including Canada,

Australia and New Zealand. How did we move from an institution influenced by indepen-

dently minded members to one dominated by disciplined parties? Put differently, why did

political parties become increasingly unified and cohesive over time?

The work presented here attempts to answer these questions by evaluating different the-

ories of legislative party development across the life span of one legislature: the Canadian

House of Commons (1867-2011). We assess the influence of four of the most commonly iden-

tified factors in the literature that are said to explain the increase in party voting unity over

time: partisan sorting, the replacement of members, electoral incentives, and the content

of the legislative agenda. Our study is unique in that it uses the most extensive data set

of parliamentary voting records to have been collected outside of the British and American

contexts. Not only does these data include information about the outcome of every single

roll call vote (division) documented after Canada’s first Parliament, it also reports on the

subject of the votes, their sponsors, and the category of motions under consideration. By

combining what we know about individual legislators, elections, and the content of the leg-

islative agendas, we are able to evaluate which of these factors are most likely to influence

the growth of partisanship over time.

While the focus here is on the Canadian legislature, we have strong reasons to expect that

the development of party voting unity in this case closely follows the American and British

experiences (Epstein, 1964). Canada has one of the oldest continuous parliamentary systems

in the world. The country’s first colonial legislative institutions were established during the

eighteenth century, and the Westminster model of government was fully transplanted by

the time of Confederation in 1867. Canada also shares many of the characteristics of its
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nineteenth century American neighbour, such as federalism, the absence of a feudal class-

structure, a homestead frontier economy, and a relatively broad electoral franchise. But

perhaps more importantly, all three countries have maintained a set of common political

institutions over the years as well, like geographically based representation and plurality

elections, which cultivate a direct link between legislators and their constituents. Taken

together, the previous institutional features suggest that Canada represents an ideal case

for explaining the emergence of legislative party influence in Anglo-American democracies,

precisely because it provides a bridge between these two types of political systems.

Although party discipline is high in Canada today (Malloy, 2003; Kam, 2009; Godbout

and Høyland, 2011a; Godbout, 2014), it has not always been so. Party unity was much

weaker in the years following Confederation (Godbout and Høyland, 2013). For instance,

we know that the earliest parliaments contained many independent members, or ‘loose fish’,

who were gradually replaced by more loyal party supporters (Carty, 1988). The extent of

this change can be seen in Figure 1, which plots the evolution of voting unity for Canada’s

two historically dominant parties, the Conservatives and the Liberals. The measure used to

summarize voting loyalty is the average proportion of divisions in which all of the Members of

Parliament (MPs) from a party voted with the majority of their caucus in a given legislative

term. The top plot of Figure 1 highlights the medians of these unity scores for the whole

period (1867-2011), whereas the bottom plot displays the change in the median values in

each term.

Both graphics show that there was a marked increase in the level of voting unity in the

first few decades following Confederation. However, the deviations from the median do not

converge toward zero until much later. If anything, the plots suggest that near perfect unity

was not achieved until the second half of the twentieth century and that the influence of

parties appears to have fluctuated over time.

This overall change in partisanship raises several important questions about the origins of

party influence. First, how can we explain the variations in the levels of voting loyalty after

the first Parliament? Can the professionalization and replacement of members account for
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Figure 1: Party Voting Loyalty and Party Unity in the Canadian House of Commons (1867-
2011).

The first plot of Figure 1 reports the evolution of the median level of party voting unity for both the
Conservative and Liberal parties. The second plot reports the value of the median absolute deviation for
each party. The lines are loess curves fitted locally on the x axis.

the surge in partisan behaviour (Kam, 2009)? Is this increase linked to electoral pressures or

to the gradual expansion of the franchise (Ostrogorski, 1902; Lowell, 1908)? Is this observed

shift a consequence of the changing content of the legislative agenda (Cox and McCubbins,

1993, 2005)? Or can the change be explained by the fact that party leaders increased their

influence over the legislative process by limiting the right of private members to introduce

motions or bills in the legislature (Cox, 1987)?

In this analysis, we demonstrate that each one of the previous explanations, taken on its

own, fails to account for the development of party unity in Canada. Although this increase in

partisan behaviour appears to have followed the Anglo-American example during the second

half of the nineteenth century, we suspect that different mechanisms were involved. Canada

was still very much a rural country with a relatively small electorate until the end of World

War I. The rules and procedures of the Canadian House were also simple; the government’s

struggle to control the agenda was largely over by 1913, and the next wave of important
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reforms did not occur until 1968 (March, 1974). In the end, a bi-cultural and regionally di-

verse population combined with a single member plurality electoral system produced unusual

tensions in the national legislature. This ultimately resulted in the multiplication of regional

parties and in more frequent minority governments after World War I.

The previous development stands in sharp contrast to the British and American ex-

periences, where electoral and legislative reforms were introduced earlier and preceded the

consolidation of parties in the legislature (Brady and Althoff, 1974; Cox, 1987). In the dis-

cussion section of the paper, we return to this comparative analysis to determine whether

there is a set of common factors to explain the emergence of party unity across different types

of political systems.

The study is organized as follows. In the first section, we review the most important

factors identified in the literature to explain the emergence of party cohesion in the legislature.

In the second section, we present the data and measures used in this study. In the third

section, we report on the results of the empirical analyses to account for the development

of party voting unity in Canada. And in the final two sections, we review our findings and

conclude.

Legislative Voting and Party Unity

The most common approach for studying the development of legislative party voting unity

has been through the analysis of roll call votes or recorded divisions, where unity is usually

measured by calculating how frequently members vote together in the legislature. Starting

with the work of Lowell (1908) and Rice (1925), studies have shown that parties tend to

become more cohesive over time, not only in more established democracies such as the United

Kingdom (Eggers and Spirling, 2014a), but also in newer ones such as those found in Eastern

Europe (Davidson-Schmich, 2003; Tavits, 2011) or in the European Parliament (Hix, Noury

and Roland, 2006).

Several theories have been proposed to explain these transformations. One strand of

research argues that legislative behaviour is determined by individual preferences and that
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parties are created in order to reduce coordination problems and transaction costs among

legislators (Depauw, 2003). This approach has been used primarily to analyze the emergence

of parties in the United States Congress (Aldrich, 1995), but also to suggest that legislators

support party leaders to promote collective electoral goals (e.g., Cox and McCubbins, 1993,

2005). A second strand of research links the emergence of disciplined political parties more

directly to institutional changes (Jenkins, 1996; Rush, 2001; Carey, 2007; Kam, 2009). Here,

the introduction of different organizational constraints—such as voting procedures, primary

elections, legislative committees, or electoral rules—are said to influence cohesion (Sieberer,

2006; Stecker, 2013; Kam, 2014). This view is perhaps best represented by the work of Cox

(1987), who shows that the increase in the level of partisanship observed in Westminster

during the Victorian era is explained by the extension of the franchise and by the fusion of

legislative and executive branches in parliament.

From these two theoretical perspectives, scholars have identified several different factors

to account for the variations in the levels of partisanship observed across different types

of legislatures (Depauw, 2003; Depauw and Martin, 2009; Kam, 2014). Of course, not all

of these determinants are relevant to the Canadian context. Some, such as the plurality

voting rule, remain constant over time, while others, such as the content of the legislative

agenda, change from one parliament to the next. Because we are interested in understanding

the growth of partisanship in one specific legislature, the analysis presented below focuses

primarily on the elements that can explain the development of party voting unity in more

than one legislative term. We have grouped these factors into four categories and show in

the remainder of this section how they relate to the Canadian context.

The first group is linked to extra-parliamentary party organization and electoral incen-

tives. Perhaps the most important of these is the expansion of the franchise. Cox (1987)

explains that as the size of the electorate grew in England during the nineteenth century,

MPs had to rely increasingly on partisan organizations to get elected. Thus, members of the

same caucus developed a collective incentive to protect their party’s brand in the legislature:

first, by promoting a common set of public policies; and second by supporting leaders in the
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assembly. In the same vein, the emergence of a more partisan electorate may also have gener-

ated additional incentives for members to support their caucus, especially if voters expected

their representatives to follow the party line.

In the Canadian context, we must consider the possibility that the increase in the number

of voters influenced the development of legislative party voting unity as well. Although

the franchise was comparatively higher in Canada than in the United Kingdom during the

nineteenth century (Garner, 1969), there was still an increase in the number of voters after

1898 when universal male suffrage was introduced, and later again in 1918 when women were

allowed to vote for the first time.1

The second group of factors is linked to the socialization of members (Rush and Giddings,

2011). Scholars have noted that legislators tend to become more loyal as their legislative

career progresses. In this context, party unity could result from internalized norms of caucus

solidarity, which can then be reinforced over the course of a legislative career (Kam, 2009).

It is also possible that the development of party unity is linked to the gradual replacement

of independent members elected in earlier terms, when party leaders may have been less

influential (Eggers and Spirling, 2014a). If so, the surge in partisanship observed in Canada

could be explained by the professionalization of the legislature and the subsequent election

of more career oriented and loyal members.

The third group of factors relates to the internal organization of the legislature. The fact

that the Canadian House of Commons operates under a Westminster parliamentary system

likely explains why party discipline is so high in the first place, because caucus solidarity

is necessary for a government to remain in office. In this type of legislature, members have

an incentive to support their leaders, even when in opposition, since cohesive parties are

more likely to be rewarded by voters (Eggers and Spirling, 2014b). It is important to note,

however, that the confidence convention of responsible government cannot, on its own, explain

1Another related factor is linked to the selection of candidates. Parties that do not fully control the
nomination process during an election run the risk of having more independent members within their ranks.
Since legislative party organizations in Canada had very little control over the nomination process before
the 1970s (Epstein, 1967), we believe that this factor had a limited impact on the development of partisan
behaviour, as voting unity was already high at this point.
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the development of party unity in Canada. Indeed, this custom was already in place at the

time of Confederation, when partisanship was lower.

Cox (1987) also highlights the rewards given by the executive in exchange for support in

the legislature. Most likely, the biggest prize is to be named to the cabinet, followed by other

promotions such as becoming a parliamentary secretary or a committee chairman. In Canada,

loyal members could also be awarded judgeships, provincial governorships, or senatorial seats

(Ward, 1963). However, since the availability of these patronage opportunities remained

relatively limited until the 1960s, it is unlikely that they could have had a significant effect

on the growth of partisanship in the legislature.

Another important aspect of legislative organization that can influence party unity relates

to agenda-setting powers. According to Cox and McCubbins (1993, 2005), leaders can always

maintain party cohesion by preventing debates over bills or motions that have the potential

to divide the caucus internally. This is likely to occur when the leadership has the power

to determine the content of the legislative agenda. This concept of negative agenda control

has mostly been used to analyze party voting in the United States Congress, although we

find evidence of this strategy in other legislatures as well (e.g., Jones and Hwang, 2005). In

Canada, the agenda of the House of Commons was roughly divided equally between gov-

ernment and private member business immediately following Confederation. However, over

time, the amount of government activities and workload increased dramatically. Eventually,

between 1906 and 1913, the rules governing the legislative agenda were modified to reflect

this reality (Stewart, 1977). It follows that once the government won the right to control the

proceedings, it became easier to prevent backbenchers from debating controversial issues in

the Commons.

The fourth and final group of factors linked to the development of party voting unity is

ideology and partisan sorting. As Ozbudun (1970) and Krehbiel (2000) explain, members of

the same party can consistently vote together in the legislature, not because of party pressure,

but because they share common policy preferences. In this context, a growth in partisanship

could simply reflect a better match between party affiliation and the ideological views of
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legislators. Unfortunately, it is very difficult to disentangle the influence of party discipline

and ideological cohesion when analyzing the sources of party loyalty. Here, we circumvent this

problem by using three extra-parliamentary measures of preferences—language, profession,

and geography—to identify regional factions within the two major parties, and assess their

influence on caucus cohesiveness over time (for a similar approach, see McLean, 2001).

To summarize, we have identified four different groups of internal or external factors that

could explain the development of legislative party organization. So far in the British House

of Commons, the focus has generally been on measuring the effects of electoral incentives

on party loyalty (Cox, 1987) and on determining whether cohort or replacement effects can

account for the greater partisanship observed during the Victorian era (Eggers and Spirling,

2014a). In the Canadian context, there is no clear evidence to suggest that elections matter

in explaining the increase in party voting unity during the first ten parliaments (Godbout

and Høyland, 2013). However, it is possible that the high levels of partisanship observed

in later terms are related to the gradual replacement of more independent members and

to the professionalization of the legislature (March, 1974). It could also be linked to the

ideological cohesiveness of the caucuses (Krehbiel, 2000), or the ability of party leaders to

control the legislative agenda (Cox and McCubbins, 1993, 2005). In order to measure these

sources of party influence, we outline in the next section a research strategy that estimates

how individual legislator characteristics and the content of the legislative agenda affect voting

behaviour in the legislature.

Legislative Voting Records

This section describes the data and methodology used in the empirical analysis. The data

were collected from the Canadian parliamentary debates of the House of Commons between

1867 and 2011. For the first thirty-four Parliaments, each recorded vote was coded by a team

of research assistants. These votes were identified from the Hansard Journals and transcribed

directly into the data set. For the subsequent Parliaments (35th to 40th), an automated coding

scheme was used to transcribe the votes from the online published records available on the
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Canadian Parliament website.

Because divisions are recorded by the names of the MP only, we matched the recorded

votes with a biographical file built from the historical listing of the Members of the House

of Commons (also available on the Canadian Parliament website). These data were supple-

mented by the online records of Election Canada’s Historical Results in Federal Electoral

Ridings.

Overall, the data contain 4,093 Conservative and Liberal Members of the House of Com-

mons and a total of 10,893 divisions recorded between 1867 and 2011 (Appendix A provides

a summary of the distribution of this variable over time). This gives us 1,979,233 individual

voting decisions. A division is recorded in the Hansard if a request is made to the Speaker

by at least five members. This rule has been in place for the entire period under investiga-

tion. A member can either vote Yay, Nay, or can be paired.2 Abstentions are not recorded;

therefore, we cannot differentiate between members who abstained from voting voluntarily

or involuntarily—although in the first few decades after Confederation, a strict attendance

rule was maintained in the House (Dawson, 1962).

As we indicated earlier, we are interested in identifying what factors explain the increase

in partisanship over time. Our investigation is limited to the only two parties that were in the

government between 1867 and 2011—the Conservatives and Liberals. However, as we will

see later, the arrival of third parties in the 1920s played an important role in consolidating

party unity.

Our analysis focuses on two aspects of voting behaviour: individual level party loyalty

and vote-specific party unity.3 Party loyalty is calculated for each individual MP and reports

the proportion of votes in which a member sided with a majority of his or her caucus on

2Pairing is the process by which party Whips agree that two members from opposing parties will agree to
abstain from voting on a particular occasion so as to permit one or both of the members to be absent from
the House during the vote (O’Brien and Bosc, 2009). Paired members were not systematically reported in
the debates before 1991.

3We do not use scaling techniques—such as NOMINATE or Optimal Classification (Poole and Rosenthal,
2007; Poole, 2005)—to analyze partisanship because we are interested in explaining variations in party unity
over time (not individual ideal points) and because this type of measure does not uncover the ideological
location of legislators in parliamentary systems (see Spirling and McLean, 2007).
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all of the recorded divisions in a given parliament.4 Note that there are no party tellers

in the Canadian Parliament, therefore we cannot assume that whips always represent the

official party position.5 In Appendix B, we use a different specification for this variable

to consider only divisions related to motions introduced by members of the cabinet (what

should be closest to whipped divisions). The second unit of analysis focuses on the outcomes

of legislative votes, where the results are aggregated at the party level. This analysis is

necessary to evaluate the impact of the legislative agenda on voting unity. The dependent

variable here is the Rice index (1925).6 In Appendix C, we reproduce the analyses by using a

weighted Rice index which includes abstentions as a vote choice (for a similar approach see,

Hix, Noury and Roland, 2006).

Our analysis begins in the next section by looking at the determinants of individual party

loyalty, and then move on to explain aggregate shifts in voting unity for both the Liberal

and Conservative parties. In the section that follows, we focus on measuring the relationship

between partisan sorting and legislative voting.

Analysis

We start this section by noting that several Members of Parliament have perfect or near

perfect voting records, especially toward the latter part of the twentieth century (the same

is true for our aggregated measure of party unity). This is confirmed in Figure 1, but also in

Appendix A, where we include a more detailed analysis of the distribution of individual loyalty

scores. The values of these indices imply that a standard linear model will be problematic

because it assumes that the dependent variable will be free from upper or lower bounds. In

our case, the dependent variables—individual loyalty score and party unity—cannot be above

1 or below 0. Failure to take this into consideration could bias the results. Consequently,

4If a member sits in more than one term, we have multiple records of loyalty for this MP.
5See Eggers and Spirling (2014a) for an approach measuring loyalty with party tellers.
6The index is obtained by taking the absolute value of the difference between the number of votes cast

by the majority of one party (either Ayes or Nays), minus the number of votes cast by the minority. The
difference is then divided by the total number of recorded votes. Desposato (2005) shows that Rice scores
can be inappropriate for comparing the unity of parties when their caucuses are small. This is not a problem
here, as we are investigating the development of voting unity in Canada’s two major parties.
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we estimate fractional logit regressions, which account for variations in the standard unit

interval of 0 to 1. We also adjust the standard errors to control for autocorrelation and

heteroskedaticity.

Another concern with the distribution of these indices is that a standard statistical model

could fail to capture historical changes in the relationship between the variables in the anal-

ysis. To address this problem, we have estimated (and compared) different change-point

models (one for each parliament) to locate potential structural breaks in the data.7 This

analysis identified two distinct breaks: one around the 16th Parliament (1926) for the loyalty

scores, and one around the 17th Parliament (1926-1930) for the unity scores. Both of these

changes are relevant, as they occur in the middle of the transition period toward a multi-party

system in Canada, when the growth in voting unity appears to have levelled off. Therefore,

in order to control for the potential effects of these change points, the analysis presented

below considers all of the parliaments in a cumulative model (1867-2011), but also separately

by dividing the data into two distinct periods (before and after the change points).8

Party Loyalty

The empirical analysis of partisanship begins by focusing on the individual determinants

of legislative behaviour. This analysis is conducted to determine if electoral pressure and

cohort or career incentives explain the increase in party loyalty observed over time. Aside

from loyalty scores, which represent our dependent variable in the regression models, we

control for the legislative Turnout of members.9 We also control for electoral competition in

a district by using the Effective number of candidates during an election (the index of Laakso

7We identified these breaks by comparing the deviance of different statistical models with a limited number
of variables. These models include parliament and cohort terms (linear and squared), and each variable was
interacted with a binary measure identifying the change points. All parliamentary terms were thus coded 1
after a model-specific time-point was located. For a similar approach, see Western and Kleykamp (2004).

8These two periods are: the 1st-15th Parliaments and the 16th-40th Parliaments for the loyalty scores; and
the 1st-16th Parliaments and the 17th-40th Parliaments for the unity scores.

9We standardize this value so that 0 represents the mean level of participation in recorded divisions for a
party in a given term, and set the standard deviation to 2 (see Gelman and Hill, 2007).
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and Taagepera 1979).10 This index ranges from 1 to 6.29 in the data (with a mean of 2.31 for

the whole period), where 1 represents an election in which there was only one candidate who

won 100 per cent of the votes (i.e., the candidate won by acclamation). Therefore, a value

greater than 1 implies that competition increases in the district.11 Furthermore, we include

a control for the size of the electorate in each district by adding a variable that reports the

Total number of voters during an election.12 These last two measures evaluate the effects of

electoral pressures on partisan loyalty in the legislature.

The models also contain several parliamentary status variables, such as Cabinet member-

ship, since members of the executive have a collective responsibility to support the govern-

ment.13 Following the same logic, we determined if an MP was a member of the Governing

party, elected during a Minority government, or if an MP was in the First or Last term of

his or her legislative career.14 This group of variables was added to measure career incentives

as well as the effects of being in the governing party. We include regional dummies (Quebec,

Ontario, Maritimes and Western provinces) as Canada is a federation of former independent

colonies with strong regional ties.15 Finally, we identified the forty different election Cohorts

for every sitting MP and added a Parliamentary term component to the models, representing

the parliament number.16 These two variables are also squared, and were added to control

for variations over time and for the replacement of members when parliament and cohort

fixed effects were not included in the models.

The results of the analysis for Liberal and Conservative MPs are presented separately

in table 1. The table includes four different specifications: Model 1 is a simple fractional

10This index is calculated by dividing 1 by the sum of the squared proportion of votes obtained by each
candidate in the district.

11In plurality elections, an index of 2 also indicates that the threshold needed to win a seat will be lower
than 50 per cent; any value above this point will raise competitiveness in the district (because fewer than an
absolute majority of votes will be required to win).

12This variable is standardized as well. When an election was won by acclamation, we substituted the total
number of voters by the average number of voters for all districts in a given election. Because the franchise
is not constant across time, we used the total number of voters in an election, as opposed to the population
size of the electoral district.

13All variables in the models are dichotomous (coded 1-0), unless otherwise indicated.
14We controlled for the number of terms served (also squared) but the results do not change.
15The baseline category is Ontario.
16The baseline categories are the first cohort and the first Parliament.
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logit regression for the whole period; Model 2 adds both term and cohort fixed effects;

and Models 3 and 4 divide the data according to the structural break points previously

identified (before/after the 16th Parliament). In Appendix B, we conduct a similar analysis

for government divisions only. The Appendix also includes a more detailed summary of the

results presented in Table 1.

One of the most important findings from this table relates to the influence of the govern-

ment and cabinet variables. Not only are members of the cabinet more likely to be loyal, but

government backbenchers are also more likely to toe the party line. Note that this variable

is only included in the first model, as it is redundant in the second specification when we add

dummy variables to control for the parliamentary terms (the same logic applies for minority

governments).

The analysis confirms that party loyalty increases over time, but at a decreasing rate for

both parties. We also find that cohorts have a limited impact on party loyalty. To illustrate

the contrast between the impact of cohorts and parliamentary terms on the development of

party unity, Figure 2 reports the mean-centered cohort and term-specific effects of these vari-

ables as measured by Model 2 (the predicted level of loyalty). Clearly, the plots demonstrate

that cohorts have a small influence on legislative behaviour. Rather, it is the parliament num-

ber that seems to matter. This effect becomes more substantive as we approach the 1920s

(around the 15th Parliament, which corresponds to the break point identified previously), but

stabilizes after this.17

The analysis presented in Models 3 and 4 also confirms that the influence of certain

variables is not constant across the two periods identified by the change point models. Most

of these differences are minor, but there are a few exceptions. For example, we find that

the Cabinet membership variable is not significant for the Liberal party in the first period

(Model 3). However, this variable is significant in the second period (Model 4). Even more

puzzling are the differences in signs between the Governing party variable in periods 1 and 2

17Not all terms are included in the simulations because they are redundant with the minority/government
variables.
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Liberal Conservative
Variables Model 1 Model 2 1st-15th 16th-40th Model 1 Model 2 1st-15th 16th-40th

Intercept 1.287* 1.428* -6.367* 1.013* 1.362* -0.419
(0.148) (0.192) (0.686) (0.140) (0.185) (0.910)

Legislative turnout 0.306* 0.351* 0.340* 0.260* 0.226* 0.256* 0.186* 0.350*
(0.078) (0.076) (0.104) (0.112) (0.076) (0.076) (0.094) (0.013)

Effective no. candidates 0.014 -0.063 -0.149 0.309* 0.049 0.03 0.078 -0.045
(0.070) (0.061) (0.077) (0.091) (0.051) (0.046) (0.056) (0.091)

Total no. voters -0.023 -0.016 0.080 0.002 0.061 0.051 0.044 0.014
(0.063) (0.063) (0.086) (0.076) (0.063) (0.060) (0.079) (0.094)

Cabinet 0.32* 0.443* -0.010 0.524* 0.539* 0.519* 0.470* 0.426
(0.101) (0.098) (0.152) (0.118) (0.111) (0.116) (0.125) (0.306)

First term 0.029 -0.097 -0.033 0.061 0.02 -0.017 0.006 0.206
(0.100) (0.110) (0.131) (0.136) (0.087) (0.094) (0.107) (0.172)

Last term -0.248* -0.204* -0.435* 0.018 -0.122 -0.076 -0.153* -0.068
(0.068) (0.070) (0.087) (0.103) (0.064) (0.068) (0.075) (0.112)

Governing party 0.265* 0.462* -0.378* 0.623* 0.439* 1.390*
(0.077) (0.179) (0.148) (0.076) (0.094) (0.190)

Minority government -0.212 -0.667* 0.175 0.189
(0.120) (0.152) (0.118) (0.170)

Parliament 0.289* 0.409* 0.799* 0.208* 0.000 0.387*
(0.048) (0.074) (0.106) (0.045) (0.072) (0.121)

Parliament2 -0.006* -0.150* -0.014* -0.002* 0.014* -0.006*
(0.001) (0.007) (0.002) (0.001) (0.005) (0.003)

Cohort -0.045 0.004 -0.043 -0.026 0.086 -0.076
(0.047) (0.068) (0.086) (0.044) (0.072) (0.079)

Cohort2 0.002* 0.003 0.002 0.00 -0.014* 0.001
(0.001) (0.007) (0.002) (0.001) (0.005) (0.002)

Region fixed effects
√ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

Term fixed effects
√ √

Cohort fixed effects
√ √

N 4897 4897 1619 3278 4183 4183 1656 2527

Table 1: Fractional logit models of individual voting behaviour.
The dependent variable is the individual party loyalty score. Het-
eroskedastic and autocorrelation consistent standard errors are re-
ported in parentheses. * p<.05
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Figure 2: The Influence of Cohort and Term Specific Effects on Individual Party Loyalty.

The plots display the predicted mean level of party loyalty from Model 2 (Table 1) for both the cohort and
parliamentary term dummies when the remaining variables are held at their mean level. The bars indicate
the 95 per cent confidence intervals.

for the Liberals. This last result can be explained by the presence of minority governments.

Indeed, this variable does not differentiate between opposition and government status (i.e.,

government × minority government). When we include this interactive term in the analysis,

the conditional effect of being in the government becomes positive and significant for the

Liberal party in the second period.

Another important determinant of individual party loyalty relates to the influence of

legislative careers. The results from table 1 confirm that MPs who are preparing to exit the

House of Commons are less likely to be loyal during their last term in office. Note, however,

that this effect is only significant during the earlier legislatures for both the Liberal and

Conservative parties (Model 3). The same cannot be said for freshmen representatives: they

are not more (or less) likely to be loyal when compared to their more experienced colleagues.
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We also find that participation in House votes is related to higher loyalty scores. In other

words, MPs who are regularly absent from the House of Commons are less likely to support

their caucuses as well. This last finding suggests that abstentions represent an alternative to

open dissension in the legislature, and this is confirmed during both periods.

Finally, we find little systematic evidence that electoral incentives matter. For Liberal and

Conservative legislators, the impact of the effective number of candidates fails to significantly

influence loyalty in the House (the results in Appendix B that focus on government divisions

confirm this as well). The only exception here is for the Liberal party after the 16th Parliament

(Model 4). Here, we can see that an increase in competitiveness is associated with higher

levels of party loyalty (but this result is not constant across specifications). Similarly, and

contrary to what Cox (1987) concluded for the British case, we do not find that a larger

electorate is associated with higher loyalty scores. Note, however, that the growth in the

number of voters mirrors the growth in loyalty over time, but that loyalty scores do not

increase when a district has more voters.

Overall then, this first analysis demonstrates that being a member of the governing party

(or the cabinet) is associated with higher levels of loyalty. However, we also find that over

time there is an important increase in the average level of partisanship in the legislature,

especially before the 15th Parliament. Unfortunately, cohort or career specific effects cannot

explain this trend. The same is true for electoral incentives: they do not appear to be related

to party loyalty. Therefore, our analysis shows that two of the most commonly identified

mechanisms for explaining the development of party unity fail to be relevant in the Canadian

context. In the next section, we investigate whether the content of the legislative agenda

could account for the gradual transformation of parties in the House of Commons.

Party Unity

Table 2 reports the results of four different models for explaining the influence of the legislative

agenda on the voting unity of the Liberal and Conservative parties. Recall that this analysis

is conducted at the party level, and that the aggregate unity scores are computed for each of
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the 10,893 recorded divisions. Like before, Model 1 controls for time variation by including

the linear and quadratic effects of parliament number; Model 2 includes fixed term effects;

and Models 3 and 4 divide the data according to the change point previously identified

(before/after the 17th Parliament). In Appendix C, we reproduced the same analysis by

including abstentions in the voting unity measure. This Appendix also contains a more

detailed analysis of the results presented in table 2.

Since our goal is to understand variation in party unity across votes, we include several

different variables to control for the content of the legislative agenda.18 For example, we

specify whether a vote is related to a motion introduced by a party member (Own party),

whether a motion was sponsored by a non-cabinet member (Private), or if the vote occurred

during a Minority government.19 We also control for the size of the party in the House as

a proportion of all the seats (Percentage seats). In this analysis, we classified each motion

according to six categories: Committee report ; Second reading and Third reading of a bill;

Supply motion; reply to the Throne speech; and a residual baseline category. Finally, in order

to distinguish between the influence of government-sponsored activities, we separate motions

that originate from within the cabinet from those introduced by private members (i.e., the

interactive terms).

The results suggest that party unity is to a large extent influenced by the origin of the

motion under consideration. The most important finding relates to the relationship between

party unity and the type of vote recorded. For each party, unity is lower when a motion

is introduced by a private or non-cabinet member. The interactions between this variable

and the type of motion under consideration are also mostly negative and significant, and

these effects are constant over time (as indicated by the pre/post 17th parliament models).

Government supply motions have higher unity levels when compared to any other motions.

In contrast, private member supply motions are associated with lower levels of party unity.

There is a similar difference for private member initiatives on the second and third readings of

18All variables in the models are dichotomous (coded 1-0), unless otherwise indicated.
19Note that private members include all members who are not part of the cabinet (i.e., the frontbench of the

government). Thus, this category contains opposition party members as well as government backbenchers.
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Liberal Conservative
Variables Model 1 Model 2 1st-16th 17th-40th Model 1 Model 2 1st-16th 17th-40th

Intercept 0.422 0.085 -7.15* 0.284 -0.785 3.033
(0.354) (0.411) (2.659) (0.325) (0.450) (2.863)

Own party 0.798* 0.702* 0.668* 0.741* 0.071 0.146 -0.095 0.423*
(0.114) (0.117) (0.114) (0.200) (0.113) (0.132) (0.119) (0.173)

Governing party -0.188 0.213 -0.842 0.565* 0.020 0.459
(0.275) (0.282) (0.499) (0.212) (0.298) (0.379)

Minority government -0.065 0.493 -0.107 0.082
(0.210) (0.415) (0.213) (0.333)

Percentage seats -0.500 3.059 -1.169 1.731 0.382 4.574* 3.224* -0.048
(0.818) (2.633) (1.012) (1.403) (0.747) (1.641) (1.138) (0.839)

Private member -0.463* -0.47* -0.553* -0.339 -0.746* -0.754* -0.654* -1.046*
(0.133) (0.133) (0.155) (0.290) (0.178) (0.177) (0.196) (0.323)

Supply motion 0.691* 0.679* 0.712* 0.685 0.44* 0.42* 0.544* 0.234
(0.155) (0.167) (0.152) (0.444) (0.217) (0.214) (0.202) (0.541)

Throne speech -0.216 0.145 3.446* -0.524 0.327 0.319 -0.099 0.163
(0.515) (0.456) (0.959) (0.529) (0.478) (0.483) (0.417) (0.898)

Second reading -0.245 -0.133 -0.365* 0.286 -0.245 -0.212 -0.117 -0.564
(0.165) (0.174) (0.178) (0.292) (0.188) (0.174) (0.204) (0.321)

Third reading 0.071 0.027 0.204 -0.238 -0.557* -0.502* -0.327 -1.119*
(0.166) (0.163) (0.16) (0.293) (0.202) (0.188) (0.194) (0.314)

Committee report -0.083 -0.127 -0.082 -0.100 -0.554* -0.663* -0.382 -0.823*
(0.184) (0.216) (0.199) (0.301) (0.234) (0.293) (0.241) (0.369)

Throne × Private 3.003* 2.759* -0.599 3.203* 0.647 0.704 1.953* 0.610
(0.682) (0.596) (1.145) (0.764) (0.647) (0.645) (0.662) (1.027)

Second × Private -0.845* -0.945* -0.169 -1.859* -0.752* -0.9* -0.918* -0.496
(0.225) (0.235) (0.268) (0.336) (0.237) (0.25) (0.282) (0.406)

Third × Private -1.257* -1.286* -1.118* -1.577* -0.61* -0.711* -0.803* -0.213
(0.267) (0.230) (0.246) (0.45) (0.253) (0.248) (0.259) (0.594)

Committee × Private -0.978* -1.088* 0.478 -1.763* 0.795 0.782 1.114* 0.487
(0.446) (0.501) (0.42) (0.473) (0.437) (0.465) (0.453) (0.633)

Supply × Private -1.55* -1.681* -1.554* -1.980* -0.97* -1.043* -0.805 -3.648*
(0.426) (0.351) (0.475) (0.67) (0.425) (0.448) (0.413) (1.188)

Parliament 0.266* 0.532* 0.769* 0.225* 0.21* 0.072
(0.024) (0.043) (0.188) (0.021) (0.046) (0.225)

Parliament2 -0.005* -0.025* -0.013* -0.003* -0.003 -0.001
(0.001) (0.003) (0.003) (0.001) (0.003) (0.004)

Term fixed effects
√ √

N 10831 10831 1786 9045 10104 10104 11786 8318

Table 2: Fractional logit models of party unity on all recorded
votes.
The dependent variable is the individual vote Rice index. Het-
eroskedastic and autocorrelation consistent standard errors are re-
ported in parentheses. * p<.05
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bills. The only exception here is amendments of the throne speech, which has a positive effect

on unity, though this last finding is not robust across the different specifications. Nevertheless,

because a successful amendment made to the throne speech implies a loss of confidence in

the government, party unity should be higher for these votes.

Overall then, the results presented in table 2 confirm that party voting unity is largely

a function of the origin of the motion under consideration. For example, supply motions

sponsored by non-cabinet members are associated with a lower value of the Rice index, and

this is true for both parties. In Canada, these motions are often related to controversial

issues, because they give backbenchers an opportunity to decide the topic of parliamentary

debates (O’Brien and Bosc, 2009). Between 1867 and 1968, there were more than 615 supply

motions recorded on divisions, but their frequency declined over time as the government

increasingly won the right to control the legislative agenda.20

Figure 3 illustrates this trend by reporting the predicted level of party unity during two

different types of votes: supply motions and third reading of bills. Each plot also compares

the level of party unity observed for cabinet and non-cabinet members. We see that the

level of party unity is initially lower for private member motions when compared to motions

originating from the cabinet. This is confirmed for both third reading of bills and supply

motions, although the level of party unity is highest for the former case. It is important

to note, however, that this difference declines over time and converges toward zero after

the 1930s (once again, around the break point identified previously). After this decade,

the predicted lines appear to reach perfect unity, regardless of the type of motion under

consideration.

Because initiatives sponsored outside of the cabinet are associated with weaker party

unity, it is not surprising to find that majority party leaders have, over the years, modified

the rules to reduce the influence of private members in the legislative process. One of the

most important reforms to this effect was adopted in 1913, when the Conservative government

adopted a closure rule and restricted the number of private member motions that could be

20In 1968, this procedure was abolished and replaced by a fixed number of supply or opposition days.
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Figure 3: Evolution of Party Unity by Motion Type.

The black lines show the estimated level of party unity from Model 1 (Table 2) for two different types of
vote over time when all of the remaining variables are held at their mean level. The grey area surrounding
the lines is the 95 per cent confidence interval.

debated during the budgetary process. The consequence of these new rules was to limit the

opportunities for opposition members to air their grievances in the legislature.21 Likewise,

there was a similar push to centralize backbencher activities into the hands of party leaders. In

the first decades after Confederation, private member business had precedent over government

activities during several days of the week (O’Brien and Bosc, 2009). However, the rules

were eventually changed in 1906 to permanently increase the number of days in which the

legislative agenda was controlled by the government (Dawson, 1962).

The adoption of these new rules provides indirect evidence that the growth of party voting

unity observed in the Canadian Parliament can be explained by the reduction of the number

of private member motions in the legislative agenda. Indeed, as the bulk of voting in the

legislature became increasingly dominated by government business after World War I, the

proportion of private member motions on the agenda abruptly declined from about 35 per

cent of all recorded divisions before the 17th Parliament (Model 3) to an average of 22 after

21O’Brien and Bosc (2009) note that this new rule reduced the number of amendments to this motion from
271 between 1867-1913, to 132 between 1913-1955.”
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this point (Model 4). Note that we can directly relate this change to the modification of

the rules of the House, which reduced the time allotted for private member initiatives in the

legislative process (Stewart, 1977).

Factions and Third Parties

So far, we have established that the government’s ability to control the legislative agenda is

an important tool for preventing intra-party divisions. However, we have not yet considered

the possibility that the ideological cohesion of party members and partisan sorting could

also explain the development of voting unity. Recall that in the context of a parliamentary

system, it is very difficult to disentangle the preference of legislators (which can vary across

time) and the ability of party leaders to enforce discipline within their ranks (which can

also vary across time) (Krehbiel, 2000; Ozbudun, 1970). To get around this problem, we

have identified two factions of parliamentarians who have historically been at odds with the

positions of the Conservative and Liberal Parties: Western farmers and French Canadian

nationalists (Johnston, Blais, Brady and Crête, 1992). Since we cannot directly compare the

ideological preferences of these members, we use three proxy variables—language, occupation,

and geography—to determine if their presence in the main parties is associated with lower

levels of voting unity.

The first group of MPs is composed of French speaking nationalists, which constitutes

a small proportion of all French Canadian representatives elected in Parliament.22 It is

relatively easy to identify the preference of these members on several important issues that

have created internal divisions in both major parties over time. These conflicts are related

to language and religious rights.

In the years following Confederation, French Canadians MPs were more or less equally

divided between the Liberal and Conservative parties. Over the years, however, the Liberals

became known as the defenders of the French language and the Catholic religion in parliament

22French Canadian MPs represent 26 per cent of the members. Most French Canadians are from Quebec:
however, 15 per cent are elected outside of this province. Still all French Canadian nationalists are from
Quebec.
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(Godbout and Høyland, 2013). Still, the positions of the Liberals on several related issues,

such as imperial relations, conscription, and education, were often perceived by many mem-

bers of the French Canadian elite to be insufficient compromises for protecting their rights

in the federation. As a consequence, Quebec voters often elected nationalist representatives

when conflicts over culture and language became salient, such as in the 1911 election. These

candidates usually ran under the Conservative party banner until the end of World War

I. However, once in parliament, they regularly failed to support the party platform during

important legislative votes (Beck, 1968).

The second group of dissenting MPs is found within the Liberal party. Like Quebec

nationalists, Western farmers were at odds with the position of the two main parties on

several important issues. The first split was over economic policies; farmers were more

likely to favour lower tariffs and free trade, a position championed by the Liberals, but

opposed by the Conservative party until the end of the twentieth century. On the other

hand, Western farmers were also more likely to be socially conservative on issues such as

prohibition and temperance, and oppose the Liberal party on questions of French language

rights and confessional education.

In the first decades following Confederation, Western farmers frequently elected their

own candidates within the Liberal party structure. Their goal was to influence politics

from within the existing two-party system. However, several of these representatives were

either co-opted by the Liberal leadership or prevented from expressing their grievances in

the House, which became easier to do after the government won the right to control most

of the legislative agenda between 1906 and 1911. Eventually, the farmers rebelled against

the two main parties in 1919 and constituted their own separate caucus in the legislature.23

This group further organized to create the Progressive party, which later went on to win the

second highest number of seats in the 1921 election. Once in parliament, Progressive leaders

refused to impose party discipline within their ranks because they believed that it prevented

a fair representation of the interests of Westerners and farmers in the legislature (Morton,
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Liberal Conservative
Variables Model 1 Model 2 1st-15th 16th-40th Model 1 Model 2 1st-15th 16th-40th

West -1.09* -1.06* -1.701* -0.516* -0.031 0.102 0.042 -0.077
(0.151) (0.142) (0.218) (0.169) (0.135) (0.141) (0.232) (0.126)

Quebec -0.358* -0.419* -0.554* -0.16 -0.212* -0.183 -0.098 -1.004*
(0.110) (0.111) (0.188) (0.111) (0.098) (0.1) (0.107) (0.193)

French -0.153 -0.109 -0.233 -0.030 -0.352* -0.38* -0.404* 0.182
(0.090) (0.091) (0.144) (0.115) (0.090) (0.092) (0.099) (0.205)

Farmer 0.201 0.200 0.007 0.380 0.140 0.068 0.084 0.361
(0.138) (0.144) (0.192) (0.217) (0.134) (0.132) (0.161) (0.226)

West × Farmer -0.805* -0.574* 0.047 -0.991* -0.304 -0.166 -0.813 -0.034
(0.256) (0.245) (0.328) (0.342) (0.279) (0.264) (0.443) (0.282)

Table 1 variables included
√ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

Professions†
√ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

West × Professions
√ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

Quebec × Professions
√ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

Maritime × Professions
√ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

Term fixed effects
√ √

Cohort fixed effects
√ √

N 4897 4897 1619 3278 4039 4039 1656 2383

Table 3: Fractional logit models of individual legislator voting be-
haviour.
The dependent variable is the individual party loyalty score. Het-
eroskedastic and autocorrelation consistent standard errors are re-
ported in parentheses. The full results are available in Appendix D.
†The Professions are Farming, Business, Health, Media, Education,
and other (baseline). * p<.05

1950).

In order to determine if the presence of these factions within the two main parties could

be associated with lower levels of voting unity, table 3 offers a replication of the individual

loyalty analysis presented in table 1. However, this time we include several new variables to

locate Western farmer and French Canadian MPs in the data. French speakers were identified

by name and biographical information, while the identity of Western farmers was determined

by interacting the profession of the MP prior to entering parliament (Business, Education,

Health, Media, Farming, and others) with region of residence (West, Quebec, Maritimes,

23During this period, Western progressives joined a National Unity Party of Conservatives and Liberals
that was created during World War I. The Progressive Party was thus a breakaway faction of this coalition.
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and Ontario).24 The inclusion of these interaction terms adds more than fifteen variables to

our baseline model. Therefore, the results presented in table 3 only report the regression

coefficients for the French and Western-Farmer interactive terms (the complete set of results

is available in Appendix D).

This last analysis confirms that MPs from the Western provinces and Territories are less

likely to be loyal when they are elected under the Liberal party banner, and this is true

for all periods. We also find that the interactive variable West × Farmer is associated

with a lower level of party loyalty for Liberals. Likewise, we observe the same negative

relationship between French Canadian MPs and the Conservative party (but this effect is

stronger during the first period identified in Model 3). Both of these findings confirm that

members of these factions were more likely to oppose their party in parliament. As with the

case of private member business, our findings suggest that the overall level of party unity

will increase whenever the proportion of Western farmers and French Canadian nationalists

declines within the Liberal and Conservative parliamentary caucuses.

Figure 4 illustrates this trend by comparing the voting loyalty for MPs across the back-

grounds that we take as external measures of preferences. For the Liberal party, we compare

MPs from central Canada (Ontario) with MPs from the farming oriented Western provinces.

As expected, there is a substantive difference in voting loyalty across the groups. MPs from

central Canada remain substantively more loyal for the whole period, although the difference

becomes smaller as the two-party system breaks down during the 1920s. We see a similar

pattern within the Conservative party when we compare the voting loyalty of English speak-

ing MPs from Ontario with French speaking MPs from Quebec. This latter group is less

loyal, and remains so until the 1920s.

This last analysis demonstrates that the emergence of third parties occurred during a

period when party voting unity became, for the first time, extremely high in the Canadian

Parliament. We believe that this transformation was made possible by the removal of two

24Farmers were identified by the occupation of elected MPs, as listed on the ballots by Election Canada.
The French Canadian MPs were identified by their first and last names. Additional steps were taken to
determine the origin of certain MPs (such as schooling or spouse name) whose names were not classifiable.
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Figure 4: Estimated voting loyalty for MPs with different backgrounds.

The plots display the predicted mean level of party loyalty from Model 2 (Table 3) for both the cohort and
parliamentary term dummy variables when the remaining variables are held at their mean level. The bars
indicate the 95 per cent confidence intervals. The top plot represents Ontario Liberals versus Western
Liberals while the lower plot represents English speaking Conservatives from Ontario versus French
speaking Conservatives from Quebec.

important dissenting factions within the Conservative and Liberal caucuses, who later found

a niche inside several different temporary regional parties, such as the Bloc Populaire (1942-

1947), the Progressives Party (1919-1930), the Social Credit Party (1935-1979), the United

Farmer Party (1926-1949), and the Cooperative-Commonwealth Federation (1932-1961). In

Appendix D, we provide additional evidence to corroborate this view by showing that the

proportion of French Canadians and Western farmers was gradually reduced within the Con-

servative and Liberal parties after 1900.

Discussion

The previous analysis has evaluated competing theories for explaining the development of

legislative party unity over time. We can summarize the principal findings as follows. First,

both electoral incentives and the replacement of members have a relatively small influence

on party-line voting in the Canadian legislature. Second, we found evidence that motions
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introduced by non-cabinet members are associated with lower levels of unity. We also saw

that there was a concerted effort by the executive to reduce the amount of these initiatives in

the legislative process over time. And third, we have shown that the presence of two distinct

regional factions within the main parties is associated with lower levels of unity, an effect that

was significantly reduced after the arrival of third parties. How do these findings compare

with what we know about the development of legislative party unity elsewhere?

To begin, the expansion of franchise and the emergence of a more partisan electorate

have both been identified as central components to explain the emergence of modern, unified,

and programmatic political parties in the United Kingdom and the United States. In both

of these cases, the development of parties in the legislature preceded the introduction of

franchise reforms. In contrast, suffrage in Canada was always comparatively higher than it

was in the United Kingdom during the nineteenth century, while the size of electoral districts

remained relatively small until the end of World War I (Garner, 1969).

It follows that the traditional sequential model proposed by Duverger (1954) and Sartori

(1976) to explain the development of the first political parties—which begins with the orga-

nization of parliamentary groups, followed by franchise reforms, greater electoral competition

and, finally, the establishment of permanent party organizations—is not confirmed by the

Canadian case. Rather, our analysis shows that the increase in the number of voters fails to

have a significant effect on the development of party unity. This finding is in line with the

experience of several other European countries throughout the nineteenth century, where the

introduction of the first major franchise reforms often occurred after the emergence of strong

legislative party organizations (Scarrow, 2006).

Secondly, this study shows that the gradual replacement of older cohorts of members has

a relatively small influence on the development of party unity. This result is also confirmed

by Eggers and Spirling (2014a) in their analysis of legislative voting in Westminster during

the Victorian era. In the same study, Eggers and Spirling suggest that the lure of ministerial

promotions could also represent an alternative for explaining partisan support in the legisla-

ture. In the Canadian context, we did find that members of the cabinet were on average more
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loyal. However, this finding could simply be explained by collective ministerial responsibility.

Furthermore, because promotions to the frontbench in this country have always conformed

to certain norms of representation (i.e., regional, linguistic or confessional), there has always

been a large number of outsiders without any prior parliamentary experience appointed to the

cabinet (Kam, 2009). For these reasons, we suspect that the lure of ministerial promotions

could only have had a marginal impact on the growth of partisanship in this legislature.

The third implication relates to the influence of the legislative agenda. Our analysis has

shown that once the government took control of the proceedings in the House, voting became

increasingly related to government business. Of course, the importance of the legislative

agenda in explaining the emergence of cohesive parties has long been known in the context of

the British parliament (e.g. Berrington, 1968). Studies of partisan behaviour in the United

States have also reached a similar conclusion, namely that the agenda (e.g., Lee, 2009) or

the rules and procedures (e.g., Finocchiaro and Rohde, 2008) play a fundamental role in

accounting for partisan polarization in the American Congress.

This finding is perhaps the most direct evidence that there is a set of common denomina-

tors to explain the growth of partisanship in the Canadian, British and American legislatures.

Each case confirms that special agenda-setting powers were granted to the majority party in

order to prevent systematic obstruction in the assembly. For example, closure in the British

House of Commons and Reed’s rules in the U.S. House of Representatives were both adopted

so as to reduce the influence of members of the Irish Home Rule League and the populists

silverites during the second half of the nineteenth century, respectively (Berrington, 1968;

Cox and McCubbins, 2005). Likewise, the adoption of closure in Canada on the eve of World

War I was also done in part to prevent an organized minority of French Canadian MPs from

blocking the granting of emergency funds to protect the British Empire.

The fourth implication concerns the partisan sorting argument and the structure of the

party system. Recall that Canada is composed of several regional, linguistic and ethnic

groups whose interests have not always been adequately represented within the traditional

Westminster model of two-party competition. As we saw earlier, conflict over certain issues,
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such as religion or tariffs, have at times divided the two major parties internally and have

even led to the creation of third parties in parliament.

This is by no means exceptional. We observe a similar pattern in the United Kingdom

following the split of the Conservative party during the Corn Law debates (McLean, 2001),

and in the United States following the division of the Whig party over the issue of slavery

(Poole and Rosenthal, 2007). In both of these cases, the presence of strong regional factions

weakened the unity of the dominant parties—until the electorate realigned and the remaining

members of these factions banded together to form a new political party (i.e., the Liberals

and the Republicans).

What is exceptional in the Canadian case is the fact that once third parties entered the

House of Commons, they never fully disappeared, nor did they manage to replace either one

of the two dominant parties. Canada’s long-standing ‘two-party-plus’ system (Epstein, 1964)

has therefore been sustained by the presence of strong regional political parties. However,

these minor parties have also prevented the government from obtaining a majority of the

seats in 13 of the following 28 parliaments elected after World War I.

The continued presence of third parties has also allowed for a more diverse representa-

tion of interests in the Canadian House of Commons. By extension, this has created more

homogeneous and unified party caucuses in the legislature (Malloy, 2003). This last finding

highlights one of the limitations of the Westminster model of government, namely, that the

combination of high levels of party discipline and regionally/ethically diverse populations

appears to increase the incentives for creating third parties. It would be interesting here

to explore whether this relationship exists in other former British colonies as well—such

as New Zealand, Australia, India, and South Africa—to see if the introduction of stricter

parliamentary rules could also lead to the fragmentation of their party system.

Conclusion

This study represents an important step toward developing a genuine comparative assessment

for understanding the emergence of legislative party organization outside of the British and
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American legislatures. We analyzed an original data set of more than 10,893 recorded votes—

comparable in scope and detail to those that have invigorated the historical study of the

United States Congress (Katznelson, 2011) and the British Parliament (Spirling, 2014)—to

explain the development of party organization in the Canadian House of Commons between

1867 and 2011.

In the first part of the empirical analysis, we studied the voting behaviour of 4,093 Mem-

bers of Parliaments, and found that electoral pressures, the size of the franchise, and the

professionalization of the House of Commons had only a limited influence on the transfor-

mation of parties over time. This result highlighted an important difference between the

Canadian and British experiences, where electoral reforms and the suffrage have always been

linked to the development of party organizations. In the second part of the empirical analy-

sis, we argued that this change is more likely to be explained by institutional rules and the

content of the legislative agenda. Here, we focused on the unity of each individual recorded

vote and found that motions introduced by the cabinet were associated with higher levels of

unity when compared to motions sponsored by members of the opposition or even government

backbenchers.

From these findings, we concluded that the observed consolidation of party unity was

linked to the government’s ability to control the legislative agenda, especially after 1900.

Since the confidence convention lowers the costs of imposing discipline for government busi-

ness in a parliamentary system (Huber, 1996; Diermeier and Feddersen, 1998), it is not

surprising to find that party voting unity increased after government related motions took

precedence over private member initiatives in the Canadian legislature. It is important to

note, however, that we are not suggesting that the agenda explains everything. Rather, the

variations in the data are more closely associated with the reduced influence of backbenchers

in the legislative process. The previous finding also supports the notion that agenda control

represents a common pathway for the development of legislative party unity in different types

of legislatures as shown by the American (e.g., Cox and McCubbins, 1993) and British (e.g.,

Cox, 1987) experiences.
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Finally, in the last part of the empirical analysis, we saw that limiting the influence of

backbenchers in a parliamentary system could also exacerbate intra-party conflicts, and this

could in turn lead members to split from their caucus. We have argued that this is more

likely to occur when party leaders control most of the legislative agenda, but also when

members have heterogeneous preferences on several important policy issues. In Canada, we

have identified two such political cleavages: one was related to language and religious rights

and the other was linked to agrarian and frontier ideology. This is by no means an exhaustive

list; we can think of various other issues, including immigration, economic development, and

foreign policy, that could also divide parties internally, or even lead to a realignment of the

political forces in the legislature.

From a comparative perspective, this study demonstrates some of the limits of exporting

the Westminster model of government to a geographically diverse population. The combi-

nation of strict party discipline and heterogeneous preferences is not conducive to the rep-

resentation of groups with distinctive sectional interests. In the Canadian context, this has

translated into a permanent multi-party system after the 1921 election and a series of hung

parliaments since then (a comparable situation can be observed in India, for example). Nev-

ertheless, the Canadian experience has also confirmed the adaptability and resilience of the

British constitutional model. Not one government has ever fallen due to intra-party conflict,

and the high levels of party cohesion observed in the legislature have promoted legislative

accountability and cabinet stability. This would have been much more difficult without the

presence of third parties in the legislature.
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Appendix A
This Appendix describes the distribution of the recorded divisions and the loyalty scores for the
Liberal and Conservative parties across legislative terms.

There is an average of 272 divisions in each parliament between 1867 and 2011 (standard devia-
tion of 370). The 31st minority Parliament saw the lowest number of votes with only eight recorded
votes, whereas the 36st Parliament saw the highest number of divisions with 1,990 recorded votes.

Figure A1 summarizes the distribution of divisions by terms. Each parliament sat for an average
of 1,178 days, and the mean number of vote per sitting day was 22 percent. The highest number of
votes (472) in a single day was recorded on December 7, 1999, when the Reform party attempted
to filibuster the adoption of the Nisga’a First Nation land claim treaty. We also note that more
than 57 percent of all divisions occurred between the 32nd and the 40th Parliaments (1988-2011).
This surge is observed in part because the opposition parties adopted new tactics to obstruct the
proceedings of the government in the House of Commons (O’Brien and Bosc, 2009). Since the
mere process of recording divisions takes time, opposition parties have slowed the proceedings of
the House by requesting, for example, individual votes over hundreds of motions introduced in
amendment during the reporting stage of a bill. The adoption of new rules to alleviate this process
also explains the increase in the number of recorded divisions in more recent terms. For example,
the House has adopted the practice of deferring divisions, whereby party leaders agrees to carry
all of its legislative votes successively at a particular time during the week, either on Tuesdays or
Wednesdays, usually before the daily adjournment. Another practice is to apply the results of one
vote to a series of successive votes. Here, government and opposition whips agree on a common
position for their parties, which is announced to the speaker (see O’Brien and Bosc, 2009).

●

●

● ●

●

● ●
● ●

●

●

●
● ●

●

●

●

●
●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●
●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

● ●

0
50

0
10

00
15

00
20

00

Total Recorded Votes in the House of Commons

1st−40th (1867−2011)
Parliaments

N
um

be
r 

of
 R

ec
or

de
d 

V
ot

es

1867 1882 1900 1917 1930 1949 1962 1972 1984 2000

Figure A1: The Figure reports the total number of recorded divisions in the House of Commons in each
parliament between 1867 and 2011. The lines are loess curves fitted locally on the x axis.

Figure A2 presents a summary of the loyalty scores for the Liberal and Conservative parties in
each parliament. We report in two boxplots the distribution of individual loyalty scores, a variable
ranging from 0 to 1, where 1 implies that an MP always voted with the majority of his/her party
during a term.
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Figure A2: Figure A2 shows box-plots of the distribution of individual loyalty for Liberal (upper) and
Conservative (lower) party members in each parliament for all recorded divisions. The lines in the boxes
correspond to the first, second (median), third quantiles of the distribution. Individual circles indicate
outlier MPs. The years on the x axis indicate the first year of the parliamentary term.

The box plots show that the median loyalty score is more or less always in the range of 75 to
100 per cent for both parties. It is lowest during the first term, and reaches 100 per cent by the 10th
Parliament (1904). After this point, the median loyalty level never falls below 95 per cent. This last
result does not imply that all members are systematically loyal to their respective parties. In fact,
we only find three terms where every elected member follows the party line perfectly: the Liberals
in the 15th and 25th Parliaments, and the Conservatives in the 25th and the 31st Parliaments (all
shorter minority parliaments with a handful of votes). We can also see that the variation in the
loyalty scores decreases over time. The standard deviation is never above ten points for both parties
after the 20th Parliament. Note that the distribution of our second dependent variable, the party
unity scores (not reported here), follows a similar pattern as well. In this case, we find that the
Rice index for both parties converges toward 100 during the first half of the twentieth century. In
fact, more than 76 per cent (Liberals) and 68 per cent (Conservatives) of the total number of votes
have a Rice index greater than 99 on the scale when we consider all of the 10,893 recorded divisions
between 1867 and 2011.
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Appendix B
Table B1 reproduces the results presented in table 1 of the main text. However, the dependent
variable for these models is now the individual loyalty scores for government related votes only.
We identified these divisions by locating the original sponsor of the motion in the Hansards Jour-
nal. Whenever a division occurred over a motion/bill introduced by a member of the cabinet, we
coded this as a government vote. Note that amendments to these motions/bills are still considered
government related in the analysis.

Overall, the analysis confirms that electoral incentives do not have a significant influence on
individual loyalty scores (effective no. of candidates + total no. of voters). Like before, we find
that being in the Cabinet and in the governing party increases the likelihood to support one’s own
party in the House. In this analysis, however, we find that cohorts have a significant effect on party
loyalty for the Liberal party.

In the results presented in tables 1 and B1, we also find that MPs are more likely to dissent when
they are elected under a minority government. This results is explained by two reasons. First, we had
to remove from the data three minority parliaments were there was perfect party cohesion (because
of multicollinearity). Second, the minority government variable does not differentiate between
opposition and government status (i.e., government × minority government). When we include
this interactive term in the analysis, the conditional effect of sitting with a minority government
becomes positive and significant for the Liberal party.
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Liberal Conservative
Variables Model 1 Model 2 1st-15th 16th-40th Model 1 Model 2 1st-15th 16th-40th

Intercept 1.352* 1.168* 0.263 1.329* 1.571* 10.139*
(0.242) (0.294) (1.002) (0.208) (0.275) (1.224)

Legislative turnout 0.487* 0.491* 0.458* 0.365* 0.326* 0.364* 0.299* 0.421*
(0.106) (0.102) (0.149) (0.156) (0.109) (0.106) (0.134) (0.192)

Effective no. candidates 0.034 -0.033 -0.085 0.279* 0.102 0.037 0.146 -0.192
(0.099) (0.095) (0.108) (0.136) (0.08) (0.069) (0.093) (0.142)

Total no. voters -0.082 -0.07 0.055 0.063 0.087 0.050 0.089 -0.130
(0.097) (0.100) (0.130) (0.110) (0.090) (0.086) (0.113) (0.120)

First term 0.110 -0.132 0.056 0.279 -0.118 -0.06 -0.169 0.178
(0.161) (0.177) (0.201) (0.202) (0.128) (0.138) (0.154) (0.257)

Last term -0.283* -0.279* -0.472* -0.064 -0.24* -0.173 -0.292* -0.199
(0.103) (0.107) (0.130) (0.158) (0.089) (0.097) (0.106) (0.151)

Cabinet 0.224 0.541* -0.19 0.827* 0.575* 0.678* 0.638* 0.010
(0.179) (0.180) (0.265) (0.148) (0.191) (0.197) (0.224) (0.479)

Governing party 0.601* 0.847* -0.277 0.928* 0.790* 1.608*
(0.110) (0.146) (0.200) (0.104) (0.125) (0.340)

Minority government -0.332* -0.781* 0.380* 0.109
(0.168) (0.168) (0.139) (0.175)

Parliament 0.371* 0.605* 0.331* 0.243* 0.036 -0.432*
(0.076) (0.120) (0.146) (0.068) (0.104) (0.186)

Parliament2 -0.008* -0.027* -0.006* -0.005* 0.010 0.008*
(0.001) (0.010) (0.002) (0.001) (0.006) (0.004)

Cohort -0.117 -0.102 -0.062 -0.067 0.068 0.028
(0.075) (0.114) (0.132) (0.066) (0.106) (0.130)

Cohort2 0.004* 0.011 0.002 0.002 -0.010 -0.001
(0.001) (0.010) (0.003) (0.001) (0.007) (0.003)

Region fixed effects
√ √ √ √ √ √ √ √

Term fixed effects
√ √

Cohort fixed effects
√ √

N 4897 4897 388 4509 4183 4183 445 3738

Table B1: Fractional logit models of individual legislator voting behaviour on government sponsored votes.
The dependent variable is the individual party loyalty score on government sponsored votes. Heteroskedastic and
autocorrelation consistent standard errors are reported in parentheses. * p<.05
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Appendix C
We begin this Appendix by offering a more detailed description of what constitutes private member
business in the data. This variable includes all of the motions/bills introduced by members who
are not in the cabinet. In other words, this variable lumps together all of the motions made by
opposition leaders, and other backbenchers from both the government and opposition parties. It
is important to note that private member motions should not be understood as related to private
member bills only, they could also relate to motions of censure or motions to adjourn the debates,
for example. Note also that whenever a private member motion is introduced in the legislature, the
government does not explicitly control the agenda.

The analysis presented in table C1 reproduces the results of table 2 in the main text. The
dependent variable for these models is the weighted Rice Index (counting abstentions). The results
from both of these tables are slightly different.

Recall that private member business has a negative impact on party unity for both major parties
in the analysis of table 2 when we consider all of the votes. However, when we weight party unity
by abstentions, we find in table C1 that private member motions (on their own) have a negative
impact on the unity of the Liberal party only. For the Conservatives, it is rather the combination
of private member initiatives with the type of motions (Second reading and Supply) that reduces
the level of unity for this party.

The results from tables 2 and C1 also demonstrate that the Liberals are more likely to be unified
when a division is related to a motion introduced by a member of their own caucus. This is not the
case for the Conservative party. The results also show that caucuses tend to be more unified during
minority governments.

One of the more puzzling result of table 2 is not confirmed in the analysis of the weighted Rice
index. In the main analysis, we saw that the Liberal party was less likely to be unified when in the
government. This puzzling results is partially explained by abstentions. When we weight the Rice
index by the number of abstentions in table C1, we find a positive relationship between government
status and party unity for both the Liberal and Conservative parties. This finding is explained by
the fact that abstentions are less frequent when a party controls the government.

We also note that the effect of time (as measured by parliament number) is consistent across
both parties, but inconsistent when we consider abstentions in the analysis. While it is positive
and decreasing if non-voters are excluded, it becomes negative and increasing when abstentions are
counted in table C1. This last results suggests that abstentions increase the level of party unity in
later parliaments, when they also tend to be more frequent.
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Liberal Conservative
Variables Model 1 Model 2 1st-16th 17th-40th Model 1 Model 2 1st-16th 17th-40th

Intercept 1.579* 1.889* 2.409* 1.619* 1.129* 4.258*
(0.117) (0.181) (0.565) (0.082) (0.142) (0.738)

Own party 0.194* 0.138* 0.148* 0.172* -0.04 0.005 0.004 -0.044
(0.025) (0.027) (0.034) (0.032) (0.029) (0.028) (0.037) (0.036)

Governing party 0.262* 0.200 0.449* 0.229* -0.013 -0.071
(0.080) (0.107) (0.104) (0.087) (0.11) (0.145)

Minority government 0.211* 0.221* 0.823* 0.796*
(0.060) (0.069) (0.130) (0.139)

Percentage seats 0.099 3.537* -1.202* -0.225 -0.307 -0.017 0.791 0.383
(0.241) (1.172) (0.417) (0.304) (0.216) (0.541) (0.405) (0.331)

Private member -0.080* -0.071* -0.133* -0.078 0.019 0.003 -0.105 0.028
(0.040) (0.036) (0.053) (0.046) (0.042) (0.038) (0.060) (0.048)

Supply motion 0.006 0.051 0.001 0.012 0.219* 0.183* 0.074 0.193*
(0.055) (0.045) (0.061) (0.078) (0.055) (0.047) (0.06) (0.074)

Throne speech 0.346* 0.346* 0.693* 0.293* 0.364* 0.339* 0.512* 0.304*
(0.13) (0.099) (0.271) (0.145) (0.125) (0.097) (0.24) (0.133)

Second reading -0.192* -0.138* -0.179* -0.197* -0.055 -0.032 -0.054 -0.062
(0.042) (0.035) (0.075) (0.044) (0.045) (0.042) (0.071) (0.051)

Third reading -0.185* -0.164* -0.249* -0.171* -0.079 -0.067 -0.192* -0.083
(0.040) (0.034) (0.056) (0.044) (0.042) (0.037) (0.057) (0.047)

Committee report -0.312* -0.259* -0.149 -0.313* -0.133* -0.099 -0.170* -0.096
(0.047) (0.043) (0.078) (0.050) (0.055) (0.053) (0.07) (0.059)

Throne × Private -0.090 -0.023 -0.218 -0.052 -0.087 -0.044 0.094 -0.048
(0.150) (0.114) (0.296) (0.167) (0.146) (0.123) (0.306) (0.153)

Second × Private -0.072 -0.125* 0.014 -0.126 -0.129* -0.228* -0.233* -0.102
(0.055) (0.054) (0.082) (0.066) (0.062) (0.06) (0.09) (0.074)

Third × Private -0.053 -0.070 -0.007 0.032 -0.129 -0.190* -0.088 0.020
(0.060) (0.052) (0.074) (0.105) (0.067) (0.06) (0.077) (0.093)

Committee × Private 0.091 0.089 0.321* -0.025 0.146 0.047 0.419* 0.018
(0.111) (0.108) (0.153) (0.123) (0.099) (0.077) (0.150) (0.113)

Supply × Private -0.15 -0.170 -0.121 -0.050 -0.367* -0.341* -0.204 -0.401*
(0.119) (0.108) (0.132) (0.163) (0.097) (0.094) (0.116) (0.129)

Parliament -0.033* 0.049* -0.093* -0.022* 0.010 -0.232*
(0.007) (0.015) (0.038) (0.007) (0.014) (0.060)

Parliament2 0.001* -0.002* 0.002* 0.001* 0.001 0.005*
(0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001)

Term fixed effects
√ √

N 10831 10831 1786 9045 10104 10104 11786 8318

Table C1: Fractional logit models of party unity on recorded votes.
The dependent variable is the individual vote Rice index, with abstentions included. Heteroskedastic and autocorre-
lation consistent standard errors are reported in parentheses. * p<.05
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Appendix D
Table D1 reports the complete results of the analysis presented in table 3 of the text. The dependent
variable for these models is the same as in the analysis of table 1 (individual loyalty scores on all
types of recorded divisions). The results show that including these additional control variables do
not alter the main results by much. Note that West × Farmer and French are the only two new
variables that are negative and statistically significant in the complete model specification (Model
1). We do find that some of the professions, like health or the media (in the West) are significant in
some of the models, but these results are not confirmed in the main specifications (Models 1-2). Note
also that Western, Quebec, and Maritime members are all more likely to have lower loyalty scores
than representatives from Ontario (e.g., the regional dummy variables) when they are elected under
the Liberal banner. For Conservatives members, this is only confirmed for Quebec representatives
(which is coherent with the argument presented in the main text).

This last empirical analysis demonstrates that Western MPs are indeed less likely to be loyal
when they are elected under the Liberal party banner. We also find that the interactive variable
West × Farmer reduces the loyalty of Liberal party members even more. Likewise, we observe the
same negative relationship between French Canadian MPs and the Conservative party. Both of these
findings confirm that members of these factions are less likely to support their caucus in parliament.
As with the case of private member business, we can thus infer that the overall level of party unity
should increase whenever the number of Western farmers and French Canadian nationalists declines
within the Liberal and Conservative parliamentary caucuses.
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Figure D1: The first plot represents the distribution of French Canadian MPs within the entire Liberal and
Conservative caucuses. The second plot reports the same information for Western Farmer representatives
only. The lines are loess curves fitted locally fitted locally on the x axis.

Figure D1 confirms that the proportion of French Canadians MPs in the Conservative party was
gradually reduced after Confederation, to eventually reached zero in 1917. Likewise, a similar trend
is observed with Western farmers and the Liberal party, although the definitive reduction in their
number did not occur until after World War II.
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Liberal Conservative
Variables Model 1 Model 2 1st-15th 16th-40th Model 1 Model 2 1st-15th 16th-40th

Intercept 1.188* 1.428* -6.229* 0.961* 1.286* -0.877
(0.167) (0.220) (0.652) (0.139) (0.180) (0.853)

Legislative turnout 0.318* 0.374* 0.345* 0.282* 0.229* 0.270* 0.209* 0.290*
(0.078) (0.077) (0.107) (0.109) (0.075) (0.075) (0.093) (0.128)

Effective no. candidates 0.016 -0.078 -0.147 0.292* 0.046 0.011 0.069 -0.042
(0.072) (0.062) (0.078) (0.090) (0.048) (0.043) (0.051) (0.098)

Total no. voters -0.025 0.004 0.063 -0.018 0.057 0.061 0.046 0.023
(0.063) (0.063) (0.086) (0.081) (0.068) (0.064) (0.084) (0.097)

First term 0.026 -0.109 -0.043 0.039 0.035 -0.001 0.023 0.254
(0.101) (0.110) (0.132) (0.137) (0.089) (0.094) (0.108) (0.172)

Last term -0.241* -0.227* -0.446* 0.018 -0.123 -0.080 -0.127 -0.139
(0.068) (0.069) (0.087) (0.104) (0.065) (0.068) (0.075) (0.107)

Cabinet 0.306* -0.031 0.524* 0.524* 0.454* 0.336
(0.100) (0.153) (0.113) (0.114) (0.128) (0.322)

Governing party 0.254* 0.468* -0.374* 0.622* 0.437* 1.357*
(0.077) (0.091) (0.150) (0.076) (0.091) (0.191)

Minority government -0.215 -0.667* 0.145 -0.264
(0.120) (0.151) (0.118) (0.157)

West -1.09* -1.06* -1.701* -0.516* -0.031 0.102 0.042 -0.077
(0.151) (0.142) (0.218) (0.169) (0.135) (0.141) (0.232) (0.126)

Quebec -0.358* -0.419* -0.554* -0.160 -0.212* -0.183 -0.098 -1.004*
(0.110) (0.111) (0.188) (0.111) (0.098) (0.100) (0.107) (0.193)

Maritime -0.530* -0.606* -0.943* 0.073 -0.058 0.023 0.163 -0.469*
(0.127) (0.124) (0.184) (0.134) (0.108) (0.107) (0.139) (0.150)

French -0.153 -0.109 -0.233 -0.030 -0.352* -0.380* -0.404* 0.182
(0.090) (0.091) (0.144) (0.115) (0.090) (0.092) (0.099) (0.205)

Business 0.191 0.177 0.024 0.086 0.038 0.046 0.120 -0.280
(0.119) (0.119) (0.155) (0.216) (0.126) (0.135) (0.153) (0.177)

Education 0.175 0.111 0.031 -0.042 0.300 0.378 0.066 0.809
(0.202) (0.216) (0.326) (0.233) (0.344) (0.298) (0.368) (0.496)

Health -0.109 -0.047 -0.395 0.206 0.097 0.138 0.319* -0.576*
(0.167) (0.167) (0.234) (0.270) (0.132) (0.122) (0.144) (0.234)

Media 0.360 0.276 0.100 -0.167 -0.181 -0.041 -0.069 -0.325
(0.248) (0.267) (0.303) (0.280) (0.195) (0.213) (0.207) (0.592)

Farmer 0.201 0.200 0.007 0.380 0.140 0.068 0.084 0.361
(0.138) (0.144) (0.192) (0.217) (0.134) (0.132) (0.161) (0.226)

West × Business 0.183 0.077 0.506 0.219 0.328 0.237 0.453 0.229
(0.351) (0.317) (0.423) (0.488) (0.219) (0.215) (0.327) (0.268)

West × Education -0.129 0.505 -0.160 -0.683 -0.833 0.213 -1.536*
(0.767) (0.656) (0.602) (0.487) (0.482) (0.463) (0.631)

West × Health -0.060 0.134 1.271* -0.666 -0.710 -0.741* -0.711* -0.691
(0.361) (0.320) (0.554) (0.370) (0.364) (0.362) (0.355) (0.718)

West × Media -0.274 -0.948* -0.046 -0.428 0.158 -0.112 0.356 -0.799
(0.346) (0.397) (0.363) (0.973) (0.423) (0.373) (0.524) (0.708)

West × Farmer -0.805* -0.574* 0.047 -0.991* -0.304 -0.166 -0.813 -0.034
(0.256) (0.245) (0.328) (0.342) (0.279) (0.264) (0.443) (0.282)

Quebec × Business -0.193 -0.210 -0.119 -0.048 0.009 -0.080 -0.061 0.202
(0.199) (0.201) (0.252) (0.369) (0.187) (0.186) (0.205) (0.389)

Quebec × Education -0.384 -0.525 -1.001 0.565 -1.169 -1.284* -1.903*
(0.392) (0.406) (0.523) (0.443) (0.779) (0.630) (0.787)

Quebec × Health 0.253 0.074 0.386 0.220 0.282 0.172 0.069 0.883
(0.224) (0.219) (0.288) (0.491) (0.195) (0.199) (0.213) (0.840)

Quebec × Media -0.446 -0.614 -0.613 0.879 -0.311 -0.776 -0.593 1.601
(0.375) (0.405) (0.488) (0.535) (0.550) (0.561) (0.594) (1.122)

Quebec × Farmer -0.321 -0.349 -0.212 -0.563 -0.313 -0.253 -0.234 -0.651
(0.256) (0.257) (0.296) (0.542) (0.275) (0.263) (0.308) (0.437)
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Maritime × Business -0.217 -0.198 0.196 0.023 -0.124 -0.172 -0.378 0.456
(0.214) (0.217) (0.263) (0.339) (0.201) (0.198) (0.244) (0.286)

Maritime × Education 0.362 0.427 0.535 0.194 0.169 0.100 0.045 0.494
(0.401) (0.399) (0.556) (0.575) (0.537) (0.473) (0.576) (0.633)

Maritime × Health 0.517 0.411 0.882* 1.001 -0.216 -0.238 -0.590 1.453*
(0.315) (0.315) (0.373) (0.638) (0.340) (0.353) (0.380) (0.424)

Maritime × Media 0.463 0.520 0.566 1.709* -1.294 -1.369 -1.598 0.927
(0.368) (0.387) (0.457) (0.803) (1.076) (0.973) (1.075) (0.611)

Maritime × Farming -0.342 -0.342 0.057 -0.35 0.048 0.062 -0.171 1.019
(0.254) (0.238) (0.295) (0.379) (0.349) (0.320) (0.385) (0.544)

Cohort -0.039 0.021 -0.025 -0.025 0.086 -0.089
(0.048) (0.068) (0.092) (0.047) (0.077) (0.102)

Cohort2 0.002* 0.001 0.001 0.000 -0.014* 0.001
(0.001) (0.007) (0.002) (0.001) (0.005) (0.002)

Parliament 0.291* 0.404* 0.772* 0.212* 0.005 0.447*
(0.048) (0.074) (0.106) (0.048) (0.075) (0.143)

Parliament2 -0.006* -0.015* -0.014* -0.003* 0.016* -0.007*
(0.001) (0.007) (0.002) (0.001) (0.005) (0.003)

Term fixed effects
√ √

Cohort fixed effects
√ √

n 4897 4897 1619 3278 4039 4039 1656 2383

Table D1: Fractional logit models of individual voting behaviour.
The dependent variable is the individual party loyalty score. Heteroskedastic and autocorrelation consistent standard
errors are reported in parentheses. * p<.05
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