THE AUSTRALIAN VOTER, PARTIES AND THE FEDERAL

_ SYSTEM OF GOVERNMENT:

A study of party preference, perceptions of political
parties and the salience of national and state
~governments in Denison, Tasmania.

by

Brian Edward Austen, BA (Hons)

submitted in fulfilment of the requirements for the

degree of

Master of Arts

. UNIVERSITY OF TASMANIA

" HOBART.

20-1-79



STATEMENT

fhis thesis contains no material that has been accepted
for the award of any other degree or diploma in any university and
to the seSt of my knowledge and beiief the thesis contains.no cﬁpy
or paraphrase of materialvprevioﬁsly published or written by another

. person except when due reference is made in the text of the thesis.

A



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

In courses spanning four years Drs. R.J.K. Chapman and G.S.
Sharman offered many ideas which, in combination, provided the stimulus
which led to this study. Dr. Sharman's courses on Australian politips.
presented federalism as a neglectéd but ;hallenging fieid for research.
Similarly, Dr. Chapman's insisténce that government, ifs form and its
functioning, derives from the culture and life of a communi;y of nation
provoked questions about the political system. Both sets of courées
found a happy marriage which provided ideas and questions thaf are

contained iIn this research.

‘Survey research is expensive. This study was undertaken with
the generous support of The Sir Henry Baker Memorial Fellowship. In
supporting research in the fields of law and politics in“Tasmania, this
award'honoursbsir Henry_Baker, a former AttorneyFGeﬁerél, Leader of the
Opposiﬁion in tﬁe House of Assembly, President of thé Legislative Council
and Chancellor of the University of Tasmania; vyy thanks-go to Professor
Harry Gelbef and the Fellowship Committee for.awarding me the Fellowship

for this project.

I should also like £6 acknowledge the guidance and encouragement

- given by my superviSpr; Dr. R.J.K. Chapman. Also the comments and
assistance given Ey colleagues, especially the help of Dr. Richard Herr
on the survey design and the comments on early drafts of the chapters

of Graham Smith ,have been appreciated.

I am no less indebted to the 25 interviewers for the field work



and to the 362 respondents whose answers to the questions provide -
the data. For the typing I would like to thank Beth Lucas, Kaye
Chung, Nita Saunders and Maxine Fullard. Not least I acknowledge the

assistance and support of my wife.

.B.E. Austen,'

'Hobért;
January 1979.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
CHAPTER
1 INTRODUCTION .o .o .o oo .o .
2 PARTY PREFERENCE se  Lee . e .o .o
1. Party Identification .. .o e e
a) The extent of identification. .o
b) Federal patterns of party 1dentif1c
2. Voting Behaviour . .. .. .. .. .
a) Voting behaviour within electoral spheres .
b) Voting behaviour across electoral spheres .
¢) Federal voting patterns .o .o
3. Conclusion .. ... .. .o ce e
3 PERCEPTIONS OF PARTY COMPETITION .. .o
1. The Degree of Party Competiticn . .o
a) The national sphere .. .. .o
b) The state sphere .. .. ‘e .o
c) The degree of party competition in
federal context .. .e .e oo -
’2. Images of Party Competition . .'5.
a) The national sphere cel e .e
b) The state sphere .. .o .o .o
c¢) Images of party competition in the
context: the two spheres compared
3. Conclusion ... .. .o .o .o .o
4 PARTY IMAGES .. v4e oo a0 ee s

1.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

The Parties at the National Sphere ..
a) The Liberal Party . .. .o ..
b) The Labor Party .. .o .o .e

ation

.o
oo
.0

the

federal

¢) National party images: a comparison and

summary LN 2 . e L2 ] . e .o

The Parties in Tasmania ce . ea .

" a) The Liberal Party . .o e e

b) The Labor Party .. .. .. .e

_ c) State images compared .. .o .e

Party Iméges Across Spheres .o -
a) The Liberal Party . ... .. .o

.b) The Labor Party .. .. e ae

Conclusion .. - .. .o .o .o .e

23

26
26
32

43
46
51

564

59

64
65 -
66
71
76 .

83
83
90
99

104

109

111
111
115

121

125
125
129 -
135

138
138

142

145



5 THE SALIENCE OF SPHERES OF GOVERNMENT .. .o

1. The Relative Importance of National and

‘State Governments. .o .e .e .o ee

2. Political Identity ..  v0 w0 oo ..

3. Political Identity and the Salience of _
Spheres of Govermment .. .o .o o

6 THE SALIENCE OF SPHERES OF GOVERNMENT and

PERCEPTIONS OF PARTY COMPETITION .. .. oo

.. 147

.. 149

... 166

.o 172

.. 180

1. System Orientation and National Party Competition .. 183

.2. System Orientation and State -Party Competition .

.. 190

3. System Orientation and Images of Party Competition .. 200

4. Summary and Conclusion - .o .o ce e

7 CONCLUSIONS . i ieeri ve ee ' ee e un

SUMMATY o0 ee e e ae ee e

‘Perceptions of the Party.System e e e

NétionaI’Orientationé e ee ee T eeee
- Polyarchical Orientations;‘. T ee e oo
State Oriéntations e e e e | ..
kPartisan Differences_ el ee e e .e

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY . .. +v 44 we  ee s

~ APPENDICES

‘1 THE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE .  +. 4o oo oo’

. 2. PERCEPTIONS OF NATIONAL PARTY COMPETITION .-

3 PERCEPTIONS OF STATE PARTY COMPETITION .. ..

4 NATIONAL PARTY IMAGES ..  vo  we  ee e
~The Liberal Party .o .o .o .o oo

The Labor Party . ch e .o .o .o

5 STATE PARTY IMAGES .. . v0  ee  on  ee  on
The Liberal Party - .. . .o ee  ee
- The Labor Party . .o .o .o .o .o

.. 206
e 214
.. 214
.. 220

.. 221

.. 224

.. 229

.. 232

. ee 237

243

. 244

.. 253 .
.. 273

.. 294
«s 295
P 31_8

.. 342
.. 343
.. 356



TABLE

2.1
2.2
2.3

2.4
2.5
2.6

2.7

2.8
2.9
2.10

12.11
2.12
2.13
2.14
2.15

2.16

2.17

LIST OF TABLES

Party Identification.

Non-Partisanship and Social Variables.
Federal patterns of party identificationm.

Liberal and Labor identifiers at state and
national spheres.

Patterns of party identification across
national and state electoral spheres in the
U. S

Social variables and patterns of party
identification.

Trends in party support 1972-1976 as indicated
by actual voting figures (in brackets) and
the responses of those who indicated a party

~choice.

VQting trends between pairs of elections
1972-1976 : a comparison of trends evident in -
voting recall with actual voting figures.

Party switching in national elections and
social characteristics.

Patterns of voting in state electioné 1972, 1976.

Party switching at state electlons and soc1al

characteristics.

The pattern of State (H/A) and Natiohal (H/R)

voting 1972.

The pattern of Natlonal (H/R) and State (P/A)

’votlng 1975- 1976

Party switching across spheres and social and

" economic characteristics.

Patterns of party preference in national and

vstate elections 1972- 1976

Federal Patterns of Voting and Social

- Characteristics.

Federal pattern of party identification and vote.

Page

27
30
34
35
38
40

44

45

48

49

50
'51
52
54
55
57

60



TABLE

31
3.2
3.3
3.4
3.5
3.6

3.7 .

3.8
3.9
3.10

3.11

3.12

3.13

3.14

The extent to which it makes much difference.
which party governs nationally by sex, education,
income, occupation, class, age. ' ' :

The>extent'to which it makes much differencé
which party governs nationally by sex for each

_1evel_of education.

The extent to which it makes much difference
which party governs nationally by national
party identification. ’

'The extent to which it makes much difference

which party governs in Tasmania by sex, educatlon,
income occupatlon, class, age.

The extent to which it makes much difference
which party governs in Tasmania by sex for each
level of education.

The exteht to which it makes much differedce
which party governs in Tasmania by State party
identification.

The extent to which it makes much difference
which party governs at both, one, or no spheres

- by sex, education, income, occupation, class,

age.

‘The extent to which it makes much difference which

party governs at both, one or no spheres by
federal pattern of party identification.

Images of party differences at the‘nhtionél sphere

by national party identification.

Reasons for parties regarded as not méking a
difference at the national sphere by natlonal
party 1dent1f1cat10n.

'Images of party differences at the state sphere

by state party identification.

Reasons for parties regarded as not making a
difference at the state sphere by state party

: 1dent1f1cat10n.

Images of party differences, national and state.

Images of party differences at the national and
state spheres for mixed identifiers.

69
70
73
74
5

78

80

84
90
.91
97

100

102



TABLE

4.1
4.2
4.3
4.4

4.5

4.6
4-7'
4.8

4.9 -

5.1

5.2
N
5.4
5.5
ﬁ5..v6.
5.7

5.8

Images of the Liberal Party (National) by
party identification.

Imzges of the Labor Party (National) by party
1dent1f1cat10n.

Number_of responses and percentagzs of respondents

(in brackets) favourable and unfavourable to each

party by national party identification..

Images of the Liberal Party (Tas.) by party
identification.

Imsges of the Labor Party (Tas ) by party
identlflcatlon

Number of responses and percentages of respondents
(in brackets) favourable and unfavourable to each-

party by state party identification.

National and state images of the Liberal Party by
party identification. A comparison of response
races.

National and state images of tha Labor Party by
party identification. A comparison of response
rates.

National and state party images: a comparison
of the main elements.

3

" The relative importance of spheres of Government.

The salience of spheres of government: a

comparison with a Canadian survey.' ,

The more important government and the government
handling the most important problems.

The more important sphere of government by sex,
education,‘income, occupation, class, age.

The'sphere having the more personal impact by -
sex, education, income, occupation, class,  age.

The more importarnt electlons by sex, educatlon,
income, occupation, class, age.

The relative importance of spheres of government_

by sex by educatlon

The relative importance of épheres of government’
by federal pattern of party identification.

116

121
126

130

135

139

142
146
151 |
152
154
156
157
157
159

163



TABLE

5.9

5.10

5.11

5.12

'5.13

- 5.14

5.15

6.1

6.2

6.4
6.5

6.6

. 6.7

6.9

-6.10

Political identity by sex, education, income,
occupation, class and age.

Political identity by sex by education.

" Political identity by federal pattern of party

identiflcatlon.
State Saliency and political identity.

Political identity by sallence of spheres of

~ government.

Patterns of federal orientationms.

Patterns of federal orientations by pattern of

-mixed identification.

National party competition by system orientation.

System orlentatlon by salience of national party

competltlon

: The more important elections by salience of

national party competition and party identification.

Image patterns of national party competition by
system orientation.

Image patterns of national party competition by
system orientation by partisanship.

3

State party competition by system orientation.

System orientation by salience of state party
competition. '

The more important elections by salience of state
party competition and party identification.

Image patterns of state party competition by
system orientation.

‘Image patterns of state party competition by '

system orientation by partisanship.

168
170
171
172
173
174

178

183
184
185
rés

189

192

192

194

- 196

199



FIGURE

4.1

4.2

4 '.3
4.4

5.1
5.2
5.3
5.4.
6.1
6.2

6.3

LIST OF FIGURES

Images of the Labor and Liberal Parties Nationally.

Images of the Labor and Liberal Parties at the

' State Sphere.

National and State Images of the Liberal Party;

National and State Images of the Labor Patty;

Patterns of Federal Orlentatlons Among Denison
Electors.

Patterns of Federal Orientations by Party
Identification - Liberal.

Patterns of Federal Orientations by Party
Identification - Labor.

Patterns of Federal Orientations by Party
Identification - Non-partisans.

Images of Party Competltion of Mationally Oriented

Respondents.

Images of Party Competltlon of State Oriented
Respondents.

Iméges of Party Comﬁetition by Respondents Regarding

3

Both Electoral Contests Equal.

137

141

144
176
177
177
177 
202
203

205



ABSTRACT

Australia has both a federal system. and ﬁarliaméntary?
.govérnment.»'ohe result of this combination is that at any point
in time an-election is likely té be a_fdcus of attention, partic-
ularly by party activists,'someyhefe wiﬁhin-the syétem. More
importantiy, the same major ﬁolitical pérties are -the main
contenders for'control of both state and national governments.
Thus irfespective of the particular electoral arena, the voter is
‘confronted with a partisan choice comprising‘essentially the same

parties.

A sample - .survey of the Tasmanian electorate of Denison
was:undertaken to -examine the way voters perceivé.this politicai'
enviroﬁmeht. The data generated by the responses to questions on
ihe parties, parﬁy preference, party competition;.tﬁe structufing
Qf-the political System»éhd of respondents;’peiceptions of their

self-identity withih a system which encourages both national and

state loyalties are presented and analysed'.

A fedefal system provides the opportunity for voters to
maintain attachments to different parties simultaneously. Parﬁy
identification and reported Votingkbehaviour are,dsed'as measufes
of party preferénﬁe to indicate fhe extent to which vofers.maintain

the same partisan attachment across both spheres of the system.

"The patterns of party attachments which emerge lead to an
analysis of perceptions about party competition at each sphere and .
to avcomparisdn across spheres of party images. The images and

' . response patterns prdvide evidence indicating the extent to which



the party system is perceived monolithically. Patterns of
perceptions about party competition in the federal context are
revealed and differences relating to socio-economic variables

and partisanship are indicated.

Party competition occurs in the'coﬁtext of constitutionally
and politically defined spheres of governﬁental jurisdiction. Per-
ceptions abouﬁ tﬁe structuring of the system in terms of the relative |
importanée of state and national govefnments are used to indicate
the salience of each sphere. Three orientations are evident, and
are examined in relation_to socio-economic vériables and partisan;
ship. Each respondenf's orientétion to the syétem is crosstabulated
to his~political identity. The reéultant.patterns indicate a mix
of orientation and ideﬁtity ranging.from fully nationai to fuily

Orientétions toward the system are also used as indepencent
Variables in a further examihation of perceptions of bafty competi-
‘tion. Percepﬁions of party competition iﬁ relation to each sphere
are examined and compared for ea¢h'orienta£ion. In addition
iﬁportant_paftisan differences are revealed and some commenté are
offéred about ;hé consequences of these differences in relgtion to
Tasmanian state elections. |

-The response patterns which emerge from the analysis of tﬁé
sﬁrvey data ihdicate perceptions about the parties and the political
system which challenge the appropriateness of assUmﬁtions'and

.assertions prevalent in the literature. The mix of perceptions that



are revealed,suggesﬁ a need for further research on citizens
perceptions, and in particular different models of the system
should be utilized to fully explore the consequences of these

perceptions on the functioning of the federal systen.




CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

’

One of the most neglected areas in Australianvpolitical
research is the way in which citizgns internalize and respond to -
their political environment. .Australian government is organised
federally. Functions are distributed among the national and
state governments in a mannef deéigﬁed to allbw each to exercise its
constitutionally allotted powers independently of the other. The
Australian federal system is at the sdme time a single nétional
polity and a system of separate territofially cifcumscribed sub-
national polities. Citizens of a state thérefore are simultaneou:zly
citizens of ﬁhe nation, subject to state jurisdiction as well as td
national jurisdiction.. They are constituents of tw0'poli£ies and,

for electoral purposes at least, required to participate politically
1

3 .

in both.

’

In addition to the federal framework, each political entity.
created, national as well as state, is stguctufed on thexﬁarliamentary
model of tesponsible government witﬁ executives dependent upoh the
coﬁfidence of the majority of the members of the legislature. " Members
bf the lower houses are elected for a maximum periodzbut'each chamber
may be dissolvéd earlier. Thaﬁ is, no gdvernment is electe& for a

fixed term. As a consequence, national and state elections occur

1. Compulsory voting was first introduced in Queensland in 1915 and
was extended to national elections in 1924. From 1944 when it was
adopted in South ‘Australia, voting has been compulsory for lower
house elections in all states. : -

2. Three years for all lower houses excepting Tasmania's House of
Assembly which is elected for four years. .



indeﬁendently. 'Eleetions in Aestralia therefofe are'not only
frequent political events but every government's term ef office

is punctuated by at least omne election'involving all or ﬁart.of
its electorate. 1 A ﬁational eleetion, for example, isnlikely.to
be held during the term of each_stete government and, converseiy,
state elections ere 1ike1y to be fought during the term of the

national government.

The'eajor political.pafties centest national and all state
‘elections. Moreover; unlike Canada where regional and third parties

" have been prominent in some provinces, the same'partisan groupings
dominate both sets of elections in each state. Indeed, only thev.
parties which have wonvpower nationally, either in their own.right

or as a coalition partner, heve ever won powef in :the states.
Compet;tion'fo: governmental power therefore, although multi-centred,
always involves>a contest dominated by teams of the seme’. partisan
compiexien. 3 "With separate electioné party competition in Australia

is thus an almost eontihual electoral campaign fought between two major .

_ ’ _
teams centred on the seven arenas 4 comprising the political system.

1. For example, since 1974 there have been general elections in South

’ Australia, 1975 Tasmania, 1976; Victoria 1977; New South Wales,
1976,1978; Western Australia 1977, Queensland, 1977; a national
double dissolution in 1975 and a House of Representatives and half-
Senate election in 1977.

2. 1In addition, the nat10na1 parliament and all state parliaments
.excepting Queensland are bi-cameral. In each the upper house is
elected for a fixed term, elections for which. are generally held
simultaneously with lower house elections in the states with the
exception of Tasmania. Tasmanian Legislative Council Elections
are held every two years. Councillors are elected (from single
member electorates) for six year terms w1th a thlrd retlrlng each
two years.

3. This however, is not to say that party’competitionis perfectly
symmetrical. There are important regional varitions on the non-Labor
side in the strength of and the relationship between the coalition
partners, the Liberal and National Country Parties.

4, Or eight if the Northern Territory is included now that it has been
granted limited self—government.



The resuit has been that party competition transgresses
constitutionally defined govermmental boundaries. National party
leaders take part in state elecﬁions 1 and state party léaders take
part in national elecfions. Furthermore, state elections have Been
used as national by electiomns or as»an'opportuﬁity to reinforce a
-national'victory and national policies are used to support appeals fof
voter support by contending state leaders (more often of the party in

opposition nationally) in state electionms.

In Tasmania the degree of partisan symmetry between the_contestaﬁts
‘in national and state electioﬁs is especially pronounced.v Both electoral
arenas are dominated by just two contestants, fhe Liberal Party of
Australia and the Australian Labour Party. 2 Of all the states, party
"compgtition iq Tasmania is closest to-z tWo—party'contest in House of
Representatives electioﬁs and with South Australia is closest to a two-
party contest in state elections. 3 Thus irrespective of the electoral
contest involving the fate of a'goverhment,_voters>in Tasmania are
confrontedeith partisan competition substantially confined to the same

, »
two partisan teams.

1. A more recent feature which has developed is that cother state
leaders as well as national leaders are taking part in state
elections.

2. Hereafter, the parties will be referred to as the Liberal Party and

the Labor Party, qualified by the particular sphere where appropriate.

Legislative Council elections however provide a marked exception to

this symmetry. The Labor Party, although currently holding two seats

‘out of the 19 has rarely polled well; the Liberal Party on the other

hand has intentionally made a point of not endorsing candidates.

Except for the two Labor members, the MLC's vigourously strive to

promote an independent image. ' ,

See: C.J.Shrosbree, A Contemporary Interpretation of the Tasmanian
Legislative Council, Unpublished Political Science Honours Dis-=
sertation . University of Tasmania, 1972, p.47.

3. Rae's index of fractionalization applied to state and national

' elections in each state, indicates that the degree of fractionalizatiom
in House of Representatives elections in 1963 was least of all the-
states. and in state elections less only in S.A.- G.S.Sharman,

"Federalism and the Study of the Australian Political System", Australiai

Journal of Poli;ics and History, Vol.21,No.3,Dec.1975, Footnote 49, p20.




This thesis is an attempt to examiné some aspects of the way in
which voters in one Tasmanian eleétdrate internalize dnd respond to
this poiitical environment. It examines the perceptions and responses
of a sample of voters from the Denison electorate by focusing on
patterns of party preference, percebtions.of party competition and
party images in the context of both national and state politics and
on voter perceptions of.the political system in terms of the salience

of the component governments.

The symmetry of partisan competition described above suggests
an integrated party system. »Patterns of party preference are.
examined to investigate the extentbto which voters' partisan responses,
in terms of party identificaﬁion and voting behaviour are integrated
acroés national and state arenas; that 1s to say the extent to which
voters maihtain stablg partisan loyalties across the two electoral

spheres.

3

‘Voter perceptions of parﬁy competition and the iﬁages voters have

.of the.parties in relation &o each sphere of the system are investigated .
to indicate the degree to which voters perceive an integrated party

system and an integratgd pattern of party conflict. Perceptions of

party competition are concerned'with voters' images 6f‘the'content and
degree of partisan conflict at eaéh sﬁhere and party images are the

mental pictures which voters have of the parties. Both sets of

‘images are examined and national images are compared with state images

to expldre voters' perceptions about the structure of party conflict

'in a federal context and the dggree to which both political parties

are perceived as monolithic entities.

The salience of national and state governments is indicated by

the extent to which one component govermment is considered by voters



to be more important than the other. This ié examined-becaﬁse the
attitudes held by voters in relation to the structure of the political
‘'system provide 5 set of influences which contribute to the degree of
centralization in thé tofal system. In addition to the resultant
éatterning of perceptions about the rglatiﬁe_significance'of the com— -
ponent governments,.the extent £0 which voters idéntify with either
the national or the state component of the political system is |
éxamined. In other words,.bothyvoters' perceptioné about the
structuring of the system, as wéll as the’patterning 6f their self-

placement within the system is examined.

‘The political attitudes and opinions héld'By citizens have '
provided an important area of poiitical,resea;ch, subplementing the
" more traditjonal énd institutional approach to thévstudy of poiitics.
Sample survey techniques have enaBled researchers;.espgcially-in the
United States and Canada, to provide databand'hypotheseé ﬁhat héve.
_'contribﬁted to'studiés of political attitudes‘and>béhaviourvin general.
" . But more particularly, résearéhers in these cdunfries.have produced |
studies of citizen orientations, responses.ana attitudes to federal
politicai environments that provide material and approaches
appropriate to other fedefal systems such as Australia. Sﬁrvey studies
of party preference patferns énd citizen_percéptioﬂs aﬁogt the federal
fraﬁeﬁérk are two such-areaé that pfofide data énd approaches applicable

to Australia.

An 6bservétion by Canadiah political séientisﬁs that'there was a
tendency for the party in opposition in the national parliament.to win
pover in spbsequent provincial elections, fofva Eime’led fo a fépeated
éssértion about voter motivations in relation’to the Cénadian federél :
sYstém. - It was suggested bj several commentétors that.this pattern

of electoral victories indicated that voters deliberately elected



opposing parties to power at the two centres. 1 Survey research

has since produced results which discount this assertion. Never-

theless, a number of COnstituenCy»surveyshaveshown a significant

movement in partisan preferences across electoral spheres as well

as a significant degree of voter abstention in provincial elections.

These studies have been used by Smiley in a slightly different

: 2 ’ . .
context. He has applied the data to an examination of the degree

- of integration as opposed to decentralization in the Canadian party

system. Although Smiley offers no conclusions his daté show that

the . degree of decentralization in partisan 1oya1ties'di£feré

substantially between regions.

- An American studyvhas provided an additional approach to this

question of the degree of integration in patterns of party preference.:

Jennings’and'Niemi 3_have reported survey data indicating that although

most respondents identify with the same party with respect to all

spheres nf government, a minority of respondents hold "divergent party -

identifications at different levels of .govermment" .

b

4

’

For example. Dennis Wrong, "The Pattern of Party Voting in Canada"

Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 21, No.2, 1957, pp.252-264.
Steven Muller, "Federalism and the Party System in Canada" in

- A. Wildavsky, American Federalism in Perspective, Little, Brown
- and Company, Boston, 1967, pp.l44-162. o

.D.V.Smiley, Canada in Question: Federalism in the Seventies, McGtaw»

Hill Ryerson Limited, Toronto, Ch.4.

M.Kent Jennings and Richard G. Niemi, "Party Idendification at

Multiple Levels of Government", American JOurnal of Soc1ology,

. Vol.72, No. 1 1966-67, pp.86-101.
~ ibid, p.86.

This has also been found to be the case in Ontarlo, Canada.

See George Perlin and Patti Peppin,'Variations in Party Support
in Federal and Provincial Elections: Some Hypotheses", oy
Canadian Journal of Polltlcal Sc1ence, Vol.4, No.2, 1971, pp 281 286.




Although Scarrow 1 has'pointed;OQt that alternating electiop
victories ("for ; party at one 1evel-of'gpverhment surrounded bf*
election victories for anotﬁer party at the other level of |
government") vere mere frequent in Australia than in Canada durihg
the period 1930-1958, this bhenomenon'has not been subjected to
detailed.exemination. Indeed, for the most pért of Australia's
federated history there has been a significant'degree of assymetry
in partisan complexion emong the seven governments. 2' Yet there
appears to haVe been an implicit assumption that partisan loyalties
are the same for both.the national and state electoral arenas. The
only survey data available on this»questiqn is are derived from netional
surveys conducted in 1967 and 1969. 31ﬂ The data indeed suggesti that
altheugh’there was'some vote switehing during the mid-sixties, party |
preference in terﬁsrof voting behaviour is substantially iﬁtegrated.

across electoral arenas.

1. Howard A. Scarrow, "Federal-Provincial Voting Patterns in Canada",
- The Canadian Joumal of Economics and Political Science, Vol.26,
May 1969, pp.289-298. : :

2. In fact there has only been one perlod when the same party has teen
in power nationally and in all six states simultaneously: May 1969
to June 1970. See the listing of the party complexions of each
government in Don Aitkin, Patricia Hall and Kim Morgan, ''Some Facts
and Figures", Henry Mayer and Helen Nelson (eds.) Australian '
Politics: A Fourth Reader, Cheshiré, Melbourne, 1976, pp.399-401.

Note also: W. Riker and R.Schaps, "Disharmony in Federal Government
Behavioural Science, Vol.2, 1957, pp.276-290.

3. Don Aitkin, Stability and Change in Australian Polltlcs, Australian
National University Press, Canberra, 1977




This integration in voting choice is>reinforced by the
patterﬁs of party identification revealed by these surveys; In
similarity with the patterns found by jennings and Niemi noted
above, there is a small percentage of voters who hold stable dual
loyalties across electoral arenas. But for the majority of |
respondents party loyalty is integrated across national and state

arenas.

'Aitkin's study however is“a>nationa1 study; it is not designed to
reveal.subnational patterns. At the state or constituency level of
analysis there is no survey data of voter responses to compare with
the Canadian studies. 1 The>Canadian studieé showing provincial
and constituency differences highlights a need for more localised

Australian studies on this question.

This is more so as the only study which compares national with

state electoral results points to regional differences in the

'discrepancies in party support between national and state elections.

’

1.Rawson and Holtzinger conducted two separate surveys in Queanbeyan
(N.S.W.); one prior to the 1955 national election and the second
prior to the 1956 N.S.W. election. The authors noted variations
in levels of party support obtained in each election but offered
no analysis of their survey results on this point. ’

D.W. Rawson and. Susan M. Holtzinger, Politics in Eden-Monaro,
Heinemann, Melbourne, 1958.
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Davié 1 has pointed td significant &isparities in the average levels

of party supporf over the périod»l940-1959, and to differences between -
s;ates in the degree of the dispapities. Queenslénd and Tasmania
produced twice the diéparity evident in the other states. Solomon

_ has'aléo drawn attention to ﬁarked differences iq levels of party
sﬁpport between House of Representatives and House of Assembly

elections in Tasmania.

Whetﬁer or not party -support is integré;ed across electoral

arenés, important qugstions concern . the extent to>which voters perceiﬁe
an integrated structure of ﬁolitical conflict and monolithic parties.
These.questions have nbt beeg examihed_in Australia. 1In a Canadian
study ﬁoted abbve, it has been sﬁggested that.reasons given for voting
for different parties at national and provinciai elections indicate
that images of national pélitics vary from those of provincial
politics. Perlin and Peppin have argued that "provincial politics is
perceived more frequently in terms_éf geﬁeralized images while in
- federal politics leadef, candidate, policy and party are more
.frequehtly treatea as independent objects." 3Party images have received
attention bukfonly in the context of national pdlitic§ § or state

politics,5 not in a manner that allows comparisons of national with

state images. Yet Sharman and Holmes 6 and others 7 have shown, or

1. S.R.Davis, "Diversity in Unity" in S.R.Davis (ed.), Thé Government
of the Australian States, Longmans, Melbourne, pp.640-647.

2. R.J.Solomon, "The Geography of Political Affiliation in a Federal-
State System: Tasmania 1913-1966, Australian Geographical Studies,
Vol.7, 1969, pPp.28-40.

3. Perlin and Peppin, op.cit., p. 286

4. Aitkin, op.cit., ch. 4.

5. C.A.Hughes, Images and Issues, Australian National University Press,
Canberra, 1969.

6. Jean Holmes and Camgbell Sharman, The Austra11an Federal System, George
Allen and Unwin, Sydney, 1977, ch.%

7. TFor example, J.D.B.Miller & Brian Jinks, Australian Government & Politics,
’ Duckworth, London, 4th ed., 1971, ch. 3.
Michelle Grattan, "The Australian Labor Party", Henry Mayer' & Helen Nelsor
(eds.), Australlan Politics: A Third Reader, Cheshire,Melbourne,1973,
pp 389-406
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have commented, that organisationallf'both major parties ére
confederal structures. Sharman and Holmeslhave also asserfed

~ that statelbranches of the parties‘differ significéntiy in étyle,
ailiances, policy, and ideological slant, in challenging the degree
of integration in the party system. If the parties are organised
decentrally and tﬁey differ between states, variations be;ween fhe
.. images of the national and state components would be expected.
Moreover, the extent to which these images do varvaill provide an
iﬁdication as to the degree of integration in the pafty system.

A federal constitution establishes a delineétion of functiomns
between component regional governments and the national governmént.
Each authority has independent jurisdic;ion with neither superio:.to
the other. National and regiqnal governments are thus expected td
be equal in status although responsible for different fgnctions.

Bﬁt developments within.and without the federated political systém
bring pressures for change to thé functioning of the systém. In the
absence of significant changes by formai congtitutional amendment_3

the Australian system has adapted to changing social conditions through

1. Holmes and Shﬁfﬁgp, op.cit., p.112.

2. Hugh V. Emy, The Politics of Australian Democracy, Macﬁillan,
South Melbourne, 1974, p.99.

3. TFor a listing of the proposals and their fate see Holmes and Sharman
op.cit., pp.78-84. Although constitutional referenda proposals
provide the most explicit point at which citizens influence the
balance between national and state powers circumscribed in the
federal bargain there has been no research into citizen attitudes
about the constitution and proposals for change except for
general attitudes about the power of governments. See Holmes .
and Sharman op.cit., p.77.
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. : 1 .
political processes of co-operation and bargaining between governmants.

As adaptations have occurred with consequent expansion in the ﬂowe;s
and resbonsibilities of the national go&érnment,.differing
assessments have been made about the.functioniné of the system.
Thus from a perépgétive-concerned primarily with problems of
finéncial relations 2 between the component units Mathews.3 has
‘provided the terms co~ordinate, co-operative, coercive, and
co-ordinative federalism to describe the functioning of the System.
With the exception of the bargaining approach to anélysing tha
federal system, much of the literature contaiﬁs an implicit
hierarchical perspéctive.. This is ﬁost evident in the use of'terms,
the "federal government' and "leévels" of government. Instead of |
central or national governmeﬁt the term "the federal govérnment" is
used izplying an overall national pre-eminance and respénsibility

for the functioning of the system, in marked contrast to the

1. The notion of bargaining between component governments is a new
approach in the study of Australian federalism. Among those
who have adopted this approach see: R.J: May, "Federal Finance:
Politics and Gamesmanship", Mayer & Nelson (eds.) Australian
Politics: A Third . Reader, pp.237-256.

A. Peachment, "Conflict Resolution and Australian Federalism",
Politics, Vol. 6, 1971, pp.137-147.

G.C.Sharman, '"The Bargaining Analogy and Federal-State Relatioms',
R.M.Burns, G.C. Sharman, Garth Stevenson, Patric Weller, and
R.F.I. Smith, Political and Administrative Federalism,. Centre
for Research on Federal Financial Relations, Research Monograph
No.1l4, Canberra, 1976, pp.12-38. :

Patrick Weller and R.F.I.Smith, "Setting National Priorities: The
~ Role of the Australian Government in Public Policy", Making
Federalism Work, Russell Mathews (ed.), Centre for Research on
Federal Financial Relations, Canberra, 1976, pp.81-96.

2. It has been argued that until relatively recently the study of
Australian federalism has been dominated by those concerned with
legal or financial aspects of the system. See G.C.Sharman, :
"Federalism and the Study of the Australian Political System", op.cit.

3. R.L. Mathews (ed.), Respohsibility Sharing in a Federal System,
Research Monograph, Centre for Research on Federal Financial
Relations, Canberra, 1975, Introduction, pp.xvii-xxiv.
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traditional perspective of spheres of jurisdiction as propounded

* by Wheare. 1

Moreové;, althouéh federal systems are presumea to be
predicted on the existence of territorially based sociai
diversities 2 giving rise to regional loyalties, the nature of the
diversitiesmend the strength of such loyalties have not; until
recently, received serious academic attention. 3 Indeed, notions
of the_existence of federal sentiments have Been dismissed 4 while

acknowledgments of regional loyalties have more often been of the

K.C.Wheare, Federal Government, 4th Ed., Oxford University’Press,
New York, 1963. ' :

W.S.Livingston, "A Note on the Nature of Federalism", Political
Science Quarterly, Vol.67, No.l, March 1952, pp.81-95.

Jean Holmes in particular is one author who has pointed to regional
diversities in Australia.

See: Jean Holmes, '"The Australian Federal Process , Henry Mayer and
Helen Nelson (eds.), Australian Politics: A Fourth Reader, pp.327-346.

Holmes and Sharman, op.cit, Ch.2;
Davis, op.cit., and also Miller and Jinks, op.cit., p.126.

‘Recently John Warhurst has examined the Sodth Australian and Queensland -

election campaigns of 1977 to in part explore the notion of a federal
culture. He found little difference in the issues but he neglects to
add that South Australians chose a Labor government and Queenslanders a
National Country-Liberal Party government to deal with these issues

~thus reflecting differing attitudes about the solutions to 51m11ar

problems.

. John Warhurst, '"State Elections: Queensland. and South Australla s

Politics, Vol. 13 May 1978, pp.121-130.
On State differences in voting patterns see:

B.E. Austen, 'Uniformity and Variation in Australian Electoral
“Behaviour: State Voting Patterns in House of Representatives
Elections 1946-1975, Occasional Monograph No.l, Department of
Political Science, University of Tasmania, Hobart, 1977 and

D.J.Walmsley, "Voting Patterns in Recent Australian House of
Representatives Elections”, R.J.Johnston, (ed.), People, Places
and Voters, University of New England, Armidale, 1977, ch.8.

For example, P.H.Partridge, ''The Politics of Federalism", in
G. Sawyer, (ed.), Federalism, an Australian Jubilee Studz, Cheshlre,
Melbourne, 1957, p.195. :
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form of cliches about state's rights 1 than serious contribut;ons. ;
Political appeals to state sovereignty and state>rights are
dismissed as simply political rhetoric. 2 &et the very;fact ;hat
there are votes in such aﬁpeals, as Wiltshire notes, 3 indica;es

the importance of regional factors in the perceptions of the
citizenry. 'ﬁo empirical evidence has been gathered-that maps the
distribution and strength of such sentiments. Research into‘citizen

attitudes toward their system of government has been seriously

- neglected in Australia.

This contrasts with America and Canada. The American Senate
has sponsored a number of national surveys designed to generate
comparative date on citizen's knowledge about, confidence in, ani

evaluations of the pérformance of each government, including local,

impinging on the lives and well being of citizens. 4 The data from

these and other studies > have pointed to the greater visibility of
national politics as compared to state and. local politics. For
example, there is more interest in national affairs than state

3
affairs and people rate themselves. as being more conversant with -

See for example, the concluding discussion to Sawer's commentary
"Constitutional Change: Australian and Overseas Experience'" in
Russell Mathews (ed.), Making Federalism Work, pp.75-76

Graham Maddox, "Federalism: Or Government Frustrated", in Henry
" Mayer and Helen Nelson (Eds.), Austtralian Politics: A Fourth
Reader, pp.347-351. ' '

Kenneth Wiltshire, "Setting State Priorities: The Role of the States
in Public Policy", in Russell Mathews (ed.), Making Federalism
Work, p.102. ) » |

A bibliographical review of these surveys can be found in Mavis
Mann Reeves and Parris N. Glendening, '"Areal Federalism and Public
Opinion", Publius, Vol. 6, No.2., Spring, 1976, pp.135-167.

ibid.
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national matters than with state matters. From é Qariety of survey
questions it is evident that the salience of state gdvernment in
America is significantly less than that of the national government.
Or as Reeves andIGlendening have commented in reviewing this

survey data: "it is apparent that the states are not the centre

of citizen attention to government." 1 Yet it is equally
apparent that not all people take this view. For some people,

albeit a minority, state government is the centre of attention.

Canadian research however suggests that the regiona}
governments are more significant to Canadians than state governments
are to Americans. Quéstioﬁs put to a national sample of Canadians
ip 1965'2 producedvresuits which_indicéte that the most important
problems facing the countnyareaegributed to the national
government by most respondents. FHowever, provincial governments are
considered by most respondents as having the most personalb
significance. 3 In_addirion, the Canadign data show significant
differences between provinces in the percenrage supporting these

?
propositions.

ibid. p.143.

-See Mildred Schwartz, Politics and Territory: The Sociology of
Regional Persistence in Canada, McGill-Queen's University Press,
Montreal, 1974, pp.215-233. '

For comparative data on this question derived from a 1968 survey
see John Wilson, "The Canadian Political Cultures: Towards a
Redefinition of the Nature of the Canadian Political System"
Canadian Journal of Political Science, Vol.7, No.3, 1974, p.444.

A comparative study of perceptions of American and Canadian school
children indicates little difference between the two samples w1th
respect to evaluations about state and provincial spheres within
their respective federal systems. However the Canadian children
have greater faith and confidence in their . provincial government

than the American children have in their state government.

Ronald G. Landes, "Pre-Adult Orientations to Multiple Systems of
Government: A Comparative Study of English-Canadian and American
Schoolchildren in Two Cities", Publius, Vol. 7, Winter 1977, pp.27-39.
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These studies suggest that it is not sufficient to make assertions
about voter attitudes such as has been evident in Australiah
writing. Nor is it sufficient for an understanding of Australian
voter attitudes aﬁd responses to focus on one part of the political
system without due regard for the remainder.  As Miller and Jinks
have cautioned, "ény generalization about an Australian political
party must always be examined to see whether it appiies oﬁly at the
Federal level, or to only one state, or to most states but not to allf'1
The same applies to voter attitudes about the political system.

Misconceptions about such matters may lead not only to poor

interpretations; they may also lead to inadequate prescriptions.

The perceptions and attitudes indicated by the surveys noted
above, and the regional differentiation evident in Canada signal a
need for similar kinds of surveys and questions to be_tonducted in
Australia. How do Australian citizens perceive the structure of the
Australian éystem of government? Do inferencées drawn from statements
of party preference or patterns of voting preferences indicate
national orientations in citizens' attidues, or are the state compon-

ents in the federal structure firmly entrenched in citizen perceptions

- as important units in the system? These are important questions not

simply because they have been neglected.

Miller and Jinks, op.cit., p.53.

A Manly (NSW) survey by Goodhew,Power and by Valentineé, and a South
Australian survey by John Robbins provide the only exceptions. Robbins"
data shows the percentage of respondents who answered national, state

or local governments as the most susceptible to influence and as
performing '"the best job.'" John Robbins, '"Localism and local government
in South Australia", Politics, Vol.13, No.1l,.1978, pp.86-89. S
Power provides the results of respondent's evaluations about the
influence of the national and the NSW state governments. J. Goodhew,‘John

‘Power and T. Valentine, "The Survey', in J.Power, Politics in a_ Suburban

Community, Sydney University Press, Sydney, 1968, Ch.7.
These surveys are cited again in Chapter 5.
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‘They are important also because they may provide a more adequap;

_ basis on which to devise, implement, debate and evaluate policies

designed to adjust the functioning of Australia's system of
government. ; - Equally, they ﬁay contribute to an understanding of
changing perceptions about the constitutional fréméwork in addifion
to contributing-findings relevant to the debates and discussions

directed and relating to that framework.

This study then is a contributioﬁ toﬁards filling fhe véry large
gaps in the current state of knowledge abod; Austraiian voters'
perceptions of their political environmeht. In addition the data
provide a contribution toward the debates and policies relating to
Australia's federal system. The study is essenﬁially explofatory.'

Nonetheless the data it provides challenges some assertions, supports

other approaches and generates further questions for research.

F

The data which comprises this study are derived from a samﬁlev
survey, the sampling frame for which consists of the voting population
of the Tasmanian electorate of Denison. 2 Predominantly urban, the

electorate embracés the lightly industrial city of Glenorchy to the

north, Hobart city and business district in the centre and the resident-

ial suburbs to the west and stretching to Kingston, seven miles south

For comments on recent federalism policies see the articles in: Dean
Jaensch (ed.), The Politics of New Federalism, Australian Political
Studies Association, Adelaide, 1977, the Research Monographs edited by
Russell Matthews and cited above, and R.L.Mathews (ed.), Intergovern-
mental Relations in Australia, Angus and. Robertson, Sydney; 1974.

All five Tasmanian electorates are national as well as state electoral

divisions. The enrolment for Denison at the end of September 1977
was 51,027.
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of Hobart. It is thus an electorate containing a mix of-we:king
class suburbs, inner city housing and the more affluent suburbs.
In addition there is a small rural component consisting of Fern

Tree west of Hobart centre, and parts of Kingston.

Denison was selected for this study for three reasons. Of the

five Tasmanian electorates Denison is the most compact and

therefore requires less travelling to obtain interviews. It is thus

the most economical electorate for survey research. The major portion

_of the Franklin electorate, situated on Hobart's eastern shore, wauld

alse have provided a similarly economical sampling frame. . But'sipce
1973 a number of surveys had been conducted in the area deeigned
especially to investigate the social aspects ef the.coilapse of the
Tasman Bridge. 1 Of the two electorates within close proximity to
thebUniversity, Denison had been the lesser expoeed to survey

researchers.

The third reason for selecting Denison is that of all the
: : P

Tasmanian electorates Denison appears to be the least pafochial and

~ the most likely to reflect national trends. 3 Since 1940 the

electorate has always been represented in the House of Representatives

by a member’of.the governing party. That is, with each change of

When the Tasman Bridge collapsed in early January 1973 Hobart's
eastern shore became isolated from the city centre. Several surveys
conducted by Government departments and the University were subsequently

~ undertaken to examine the social effects of this disruption.

In testing early drafts of the interview schedule, a number of Franklin
residents refused to answer the questions, giving the reason '"there
had been too many surveys'.

This is also the opinion of a former Member of ﬁhe House of Representatives
from the electorate. See R.J.Solomon, '"Defeat in Denison', in Henry
Mayer (ed.), Labor to Power, Angus and Robertson, Sydney, 1973, p.133.
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government nationally,'the Denison electors have returned a member

of the winning party, thus responding in a manner consistent with

. 1 _ . . » . ;
. the national mood. The electorate thus provides a good test for

the strength of state attitudes.

The projected sample size for the survey was 396 respondents

'selected from a strafified sample of 99 housing unit blocks drawn

by the Australian Bureau of Statistics. This magnitude of sample
allowed for a sampling error of 5%. Excluding non-responses a final

sample size of 362 respohdents was dbtained.

Twenty-five interviewers administered the schedule. The bulk
of the interviewing was conducted over a two-week period in mid-

October 1977 with the final interviews secured during the third weekend.

Normélly, in.conducting a survey that includes questiohs on political

issues, the unpredictable nature of the political environment

necessitates restricting the interview period to the minimum. A period

covering two weekends was planned. But the’political context for the

period was remarkably stable being dominate? by a single issue. Since

May 1977, SPeculation on the likelihood of an early national election 2

had gathered momentum to become the most prominent issue prior to and
during the survey period. The survey was thus conducted in a political

atmosphere pregnant with election speculation but prior to am official

See, Michael Wood, "On the Brink: The Denison Pre-Election Survey",
in Henry Mayer (ed.), ibid, pp. 129-132.

Although an election for the House of Representatives was not due
until December 1978, an election for half the Senate had to be held -
before June 1978. The defeat of a referendum proposal in 1977 to
provide for simultaneous elections that would have extended the

term of the Senate until the expiry of the House of Representatives
term, meant that an election simultaneously for half the Senate and

. the House of Representatives, thought to be the Prime Minister's

objective, had to be held before May 1978.



19

announcement_and formal campaigning. This stability in the political

environment enabled the survey period to be extended for a third

weekend.

The questionnaire consisted of forty-one questions including
items concerned with social characteristics. For the most part they

are adaptations of questions used in other studies. In particular,

the questions on party identification, party images and social

characteristics are adapted from Aitkin's nationwide Australian
surveys conducted in 1967 and 1969. ! The questions on party
competition are modifications of a question used in a survéyvof the
Victorian electorate of Ringwood in 3960 2 aﬁd the questions dealing
with the relative importance of'staté'and national governmeﬁts are
based on the Canadian surQey noted above. 3 Other questions afe
unique to this study. These include a question on politiéalbidentify,
the balancing of parﬁies acrosé elecﬁéral spheres, the perceived |
functions of each government and a question on language'and_culturéa

In addition to developing original questions and modifying others,

‘the questionnaire required careful designing to facilitate the

incorporation of similarly worded questions relating to each political
sphere. On two topics, party images and party cdmpétition similar
questions were used with respect to both national and state poiitics.

This required a scheduling of the questions which provided on the omne

Aitkin, op. cit.

Creighton Burns, Parties and People, Melbourne University Press,.
Melbourne, 1961. :

Schwartz, op.cit.
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ﬁand a lcgical and,orderlf progression and on the other some
separation between items.. To reduce repetition and to-isoiate
national politics from state politics in order to minimise cros-
fertilization by the interviewees.in their responses, questions
dealing with party competition and party images nationally were
separated from those relating to state politics. The process of
question and schedule design was undertakeﬁ through a number of
pre-tests and a pilot run, conducted in selected éreas of the
Franklin and Wilmot electoratesi At cach stage, individual
questions and the entire schedule_were progressively modified with
some earlier questions replaced or rearranged until a satisfactory

schedule was attained and printed.

The surfey schedule contained open—énded questions to elicit
unstruc;ured perceptions about the parties and party competition.
In categofizing the responses to these questions, the answers were
grouped into themes derived from fheir content rather than_by
imposing a pre-determined cafegorization; Aitkin's categorization
of party'images_1 was used asva guide but ds far as possible the
categories were allowed to develop to sui; the variety and flavour §f

the images that emerged. The résponses listed under each category

are appended.

1. Aitkin, op.cit.; Ch.4.
2. Appendices 2-5.
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In presenring and analysing the survey data the termsb"federal
government" and "levels" of government are avoided since, as noted
above, these terms have assumed prescriptive>connotations. " Instead,
the term “national" government is used in referring to the central
government and "federal government' is restricted to its literal
meaning as a system of government. The term "sphere" is used in
place of "level" in referring to national and state governmental
jurisdictions. This latter usage follows that of Wheare as mentioned
,above..

<

The Plan of the Thesis.

The remainder of the thesis consists of five substantive chapters
and a concluding ehapter. In Chapter 2 patterns of party preference
are examined with emphasis on the degree to whicﬁ preferences are
integrated across both spheres of the system. The patterﬁs that are
revealed raise questions concerning perceptiOns about party conflict
in the system and leads to an examination of 'party images.

*

Perceptions ofvparty competition at each electoral arena are
examined in Chapter 3. The surVey provides data that indicate
citizen perceptions of bethvthe degree of party competition and the
'conteﬁt of that competition at both the national sphere and the
state sphere. Images of party competition for each sphere are
constructed and compared.

Supplementiﬁg these images, the following chapter preseﬁts
'eomposite party images for both the Liberal and Labor Parties.

This alloﬁs a comparison between citizen perceptions about the
parties at each sphere and a comparison across spheres for each
party. From this comparison the extent to which'respondents regard

each party as a monolithic entity is examined. .
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Party competitionvtékes place>against a backdrop.of constitution-
.ally and politically defined set of governmental powers and functions. .
In Chapter 5 citizen perceptions of the governmental system itself
are eiamined. Data are presented and analysed to indicate differing
percgptions about the relative importauce, the saliéﬁce, of the
spheres of government. In this chapter also the question of pdlitical
identity is considered. The extent to which respondents identify
primarily with the state or the nation is examined to sho& the s;rength
of state attachment as against national sentiment. Each_respondent's
political identity is then crosgtabulated-against responses'indicating
the salience of the spheres of.governmenf. That is, responses
indicating respondents' orientation toward a‘particuiar sbhére qf
the éystem (system orientation) is cross-tabulated with their_political
identity. Tﬁis further tests.the strength of national seqtiment in the
electorate.
»
The salience of the spheres of government revealed in

Chapter 5 parallels the patterning of perceptions relating to the
degree of party competition at each. sphere. ; In Chapter 6, system
orientation is used as the independent variable to re-examine
pefceptions of party competition. That is, respon&ent's orientafions

A
toward a particular sphere are correlated with their perceptions
of the degree and content of party competition at both the national

and state spheres and compared.

The céncluding chapter summarizes the findings of each chapter
and identifies the major themes recurring throughout the study.
Each of these themes is treated separately and considered against
assumptions about the politicél system as indicated by the literatufe

and some possible future directions for research arevsuggested.



CHAPTER 2

- PARTY PREFERENCE

in 1964 ﬁilliam Riker{ in a’bodk on éomparative fedéralism,
aésertéd_that political parties are Fhe crucial detgrminant of the form
of federai government . He'suggested that once the original bargain |
of federation had been made, thé degreé to which the party system is
centralized or peripheralized determines the nature of.the
continuing federél relationshiﬁ. From this préposition b
Sﬁilgyzhas proposed two alternative ﬁodels of federal'party,systems
,(one."integrated", the other fconfederal") for examining rélations
between nationai.and fegional-partieé in Canaaa. Each modél comprises
:a'éhecklist of six criteria by which the degree of centralization or
decentralizatioﬁ'in.the party system may Be analysed. " Thus a party-
is integrated to the exteﬁt that both nationél and régional parties
draw on a common voter allegiance; the party is orgunized
monolithically to select candidates and deterﬁine poiicy, party
careeris;s move'fetweeh national and'regioﬁal positionsy; donafions'
are given to the parﬁy as such (rather than to national or.fegional
-brancheé); the party shares a single ideology, and the party contests:

both national and regional electionms. Conversely, a party 1is

confederal to the extent that the opposite characteristics apply.

Smiley's first criterion that of electoral dependence or

the extent to which national and state parties of the same

1. W,H. Riker, Federalism s Origin, ‘Operation, Significance, Little,
' Brown and Company, Boston, 1964, p.136. :

2. smiley, op.cit:, p.77
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' 1.cCampbell, Converse, Miller and Stokes, op.cit.,
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designation draw on common support in Denison is the principle
focus'of this.chapter and will be examined tﬁrqugh an analysis of
thé patterns of‘party preference ééross national and state electoral
spheres.

Two measures of party preference are used, that of party
iden;ification_and_reported.voting preferencqé. Party identification

from its first appearance in voting studies, has been defined as a

- psychological attachment to a political party.1 As such it is a

perceptual screen, or filter, thrqﬁgh which information is processed
and opinions are formed. It is a psychological measure of

political outlook in partisan terms and represents a continuing

-political stance which by definition may be different from a vote in

any particular election. Thus party identification and voting choice

‘in particular elections are different, but complementary,measures of

party preference. Both measures providé evidence that party
allegiénce is highly integrated across electoral spheres. But other

patterns of party identification and voting behaviour are evident

to produce an aggregate patterning of party preference of

some complexity.

p.121

For a summary of the literature on party identification see Jane
Jenson, "Party Strategy and Party Identification: Some Patterns of
Partisan Allegiance", Canadian Journal of Political Science, Vol.9,
No.l, 1976, p.27.
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Secondly, the stability of party preference af the national
;phere is compared with_tha; at the state sphere. The extent to which
electers méint;in stable partisan preferénées_at each sphere provides
one indication of the degree to which politics at one sph.ei‘e' is more
se£tled than at the othér. The patterns of voting preferences at fhe
two spheres. over consecutive elections provide evidence that at the
level of the individual votér,vnational_preferences are less stable than
state voting'preferenceé thﬁs reflecting reéent.aégregate.electorate.

trends.

In the analysis that follows, the first section deals'with

" patterns of party identification and in section two voting beh@yiour'is
examined. Section three concludes the Chapter with a comparison of the
‘trends indicated by both measures of party preference in terms of the

degree of integration in party support in the electorate. '
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l) Party Identification

To examine the partisan attachments of the eleéﬁorate,
the format developed in the Michigan studies1 and since nsed
elsewherezincluding Auéfraiia3 is foilowed. In the Michigan studies
respondents weré asked, "Genefally speaking, do you think of
yourself as a Republinan, a Democrat, an indépendent,-or what?"
Those who called themselves independentsiwére then asked, "Do you
think of yourself as closer to the_Républican or Democratic’Party?"
Further;,thnse who did identify with a party were asked, '"Would you
call yourself a étrong'(Republican, Democrat) or not a very strong
(Répuﬁlinan, Dénocrat)?" .These_quesfions enabled a seven fold

classification. -

Hnwever, because of.financial'constraints limiiing the

'-_1ength.nf the queétionnairé and the desire toiinclude questions on
related and other fopics, the proﬁing questions addressed to
independents and tn identifiers on the,strengthvof‘their identification

_ wefe not included. Thus the analysis ﬁhat_fnliows is based on an -

' identificatinn'or independencé without grading or slant of

preference.

(a) . The extent of identification

When asked by interviewers, "Generally speaking do you

'1.'vCampbell, et.al., op. c1t., P 122.

. David Butler and Donald. Stokes, Polltlcal Change in Britain,
- Macmillan, London, 1974, p.470,

3. Aitkin, op.cit., P.278.
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think of youfselfvas Liberal, Labbr,_or preferring any other
party?"lA soﬁeiélZ (293) of the sample agreed that they did
possess é ééneral preferenée for 6ne partiguiar pérty. The
.>percéntage claiming né pafty preference was 17.2, (62) shown in
'_iaﬂle z;l‘beiOW'displayiﬁg the extent and comblexion of the partisan-

ship of the sample."

fABLE 2.1 ._ Parﬁ& identification.

Party N 4
Labor - 158 - 43,6

. Liberal - 124 3.3
Other 1 3.1
Identifiers 293 81.0
No Preférenée 62 : 1?.1
Refused ) 7 2.0
Don't Know )

Total : 362 100

This pattern:of'party identificétion may Be,comparéd'with
that reveaied from three Australian national surveys, conducted
during 1967, 1969 and 1972 cbntaining similar questions. These

2

indicated that 87%, 89%" and 91%3 of the samples respectively

generally regarded themselves asvhaving'a political stance.

1. Question 3. See Appendix 1,
2. Aitkin, op.cit., pp.38, 278 and 290.

3. David Kemp,"Swingers and stayers : The Australian swinging voter,
1961-1972" in Henry Mayer (ed), Labor to Power, p.285, ’

v,



The extent of partisanship marginally increased when
respondents.were asked whether the stated preferenée referfed to
national politics; state.poli;ics or botﬁ. With fhis questiqn3
an additionai one percent indicated preferring a pérty with respect.
to at least one sphere of the electoral contest.b But at 16.1%, the
degreé of nop—partisanship is still more than five percent higher
than. indicated by the national surveys some five, eight and ten
years eaflier. It is possible that this reflects'fhe character of a
particularbelectbrate which is at variaﬁce With the national
' »eiectorate although in patterns of voting behaviour, Denison has -

tended to follow national trends.? An alternative possibiiity,
»élthough not Supported by evidéncé,is that the partisan trends indicated
by the survey reflect a general decline in partisanship both.for.

the electorate and nationally.

| Ovef recent years a number of American studies
have poiﬁted to a decline in pértisanship and iﬁ;;éase ;5
in&ependencé.3 Ihdéed,.bne writer in particular has used such
évidence, with figﬁres»showing a decline in "straight ticket"
 voting for stafe and local officials and a.deéline in the extent to
which respondents had always votea for the same party's candidate
“for.preéident, to suggest thét "The poliﬁical parties are progressively

- losing their hold upon the electorate."4'

1. Question 4. see Appendix 1.

2. - This was noted in Chapter. 1. Since 1910, twenty-eight House of
Representatives elections have been held. Of these twenty-three
have resulted in the election of a candidate belonging to the
winning party including seven elections out of ten which resulted
in a change of governing party. '

3. Note: 'Indepéndence'is a stated option in the Michigan Survey
Centre's question but not in the Australian nor Denison surveys.
Thus non-partisanship is not strictly the same as independence.

4, Walter DeanyBurnham;*CritiéaifEleCtions‘and‘the”Mainsprings‘bf
" American Politics, W,W, Norton & Company, New Yotrk, l970,_p.130.
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Using Gallup data and survey results from the Michigan

Survey Research Center, Burnham displays the decline in the

proportion of strong p;;ty identifiers frbm 1956 and a rise in the
A'proportionAof,independentsl from the 1940's. Beck too, using Gallup
data haé graphed similar ﬁrends.zf His data shdw a steep increase in
the proportion of indepéndents from the mid 1?60'5 and others have
pointed to this‘trend.3 In fact,in editing a recent book on party
identification and voting behaviour Niemi and Weisberg noted that
this is one of the few areas of agreementj "The declines in turnout;
bpartiéanship and party voting are obvious."4 One question posed by
the Denison data is then, whether the variation in»the stfength of
non—partisanship from that revealed in earlier nationai'surveys

reflects a decline in partisénship similar to that in the U.S.

A second question relétes to the social apd_ecénomic
chafacteristiés of ﬁhg Egnfpgrtisans.' Burnham interprets data provided
by the Survey Research Centén’s}1964 stﬁdy énd a comparison of Gallup

_data derived-from.sufveys"iﬂui§55 and 1967 to suggest the emergence of
a new Breed of independent. 'The 1964 data show that the propdrtion
of indepeﬁdents decreases with occupation and income but on the

educational dimension the proportion increases to peak among high

school graduates with some.college education and falls again among

1. Burnham, op.cit., Table 5.7, p.120,

Paul Allen Beck, "A Socialization Theory of Partisan Realignment"',
in Controversies in American Voting Behaviour, Richard G. Niemi

and Herbert F. Weisberg (eds),W.H, Freeman and Company, San
Francisco, 1976, Figure 233, p.407.

3. For example see Paul R. Abramson, "Generat ional Change and the
Decline of Party Identification' in Niemi and Weisberg, op.¢it.,
PP-313-331. - :

4. Niemi and Weisberg, 'op.cit., p.415.

M,
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college graduates. On comparing.tne Gallup deta, Burnham shows
that the increase in the proportion of independents is most hea#ily

~concentrated among.those_aged 30-49 and 21-29, of highest income,
college—educated, non-whites and with white—coilar occupations.

He suggests that the total proportion of independents has.become
increesingly identified with the comfortable urban~suburban middle

class. This is not the case among the Denison sample as is

indicated by Table 2.2 below.

- TABLE 2.2 Non—Parnisanship and Social Variables.
. . : : :
Occupation Z Education z
Manual 16.1 Primary 14.1
Non-manual 14.2 . Secondary - 15.2
Retired, Students, ' Technical &
Home duties. 17.9 College. 21,2
: University. 19.6
Class _ . . Sex
‘Middle 14.4 . Male 16.8

- Working 16.4 - Female 15.5

-~ No classes . 30.0

Mge . Income $
18-24 16.9 0-3999 17.1
25-29 5.4 4000-7999 143
30-39 12.2 8,000-11,999 ~17.6
40-49 22.8 -12,000-15, 999 17.9°
50-59 © 19.4 16,000-19, 999 9.7
60 and over: 16.7 . 20,000 and above 6.9

Althqugh the differences are not marked, there is a slightly

1. Burnham, op.cit., pp.124~128.
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higher proppftion of nonvbartisans.in manual occupations than in
non-ﬁanual, and among those who perceived themselvgs.as wofking
élass as coﬁpared'to among middle class. . Non—partisanship increases
with'éducafion but is greatest among those with some technical or
collége training and increases with income to the 16,000 dollar
level after which there is a marked decline. On the age variable
thefe is a-pronouncgd low level of non-partisanship among those aged
between twenty—fivevand twenty-nine Qith an increasing frend»up the

age range to a peak among those in their forties.

The authors of The American Voter demonstrated that partisan

attachments grew stfonger'with age.l Using data from surveys
conducted'bétween‘i952 and 1957 they showed that thé,percentage of
strong party identifiers increased with age while tﬁe percentage of
independénts decieaééd.. A similar trend was found in Britain.2 This
'finding gave rise tova life-cycle-explanatioﬁ; thét party
identificatioﬂ so;idif;ed_as peopie matﬁred, The>Denison results do

not support this explanation.

An altérnative approach however has been advanced.particularly
by Abramson.3 He has proposed a generational explanation from
evidence based on cohért analysis. He argues that partisanship
differences are basically dué to differeﬁces between generationss
thét differences in paftisanship among age ranges result from
'variafions in socialization processes. He shows that strength of

partisanship in panticular,not only differs between age ranges

(cohorts), but there are,diffefences between the cohorts in the

1. Campbell, et.al., op.cit., pp.161-163.
2. Butler and Stokes, ‘op.cit. pp.58-59,
3. Abramson, - qp.cit.
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strength of partisaﬁship over thévperiod,_1952—l972. Amqng'the.
1924—Bi and later cohorts, identification decreases'and_independence
inéreases over fhe time period whéreas among earlier cohorts the
iproporfion of party identifiers remains stable and that of .

independeﬁts increases marginally.' By 1972 the proportion of
independents among cohorts born in 1924 and later is markedly greater
than that among coh;rts born before 1924. It was the 1924-31 cohort

which came of voting age just after World War II.

This is also the group:in the benison survey which contain
the.highest proportioﬁ of non-partisans -.those aged 40-49 who were
born betﬁeen 1926—193? and who came of voting age during>;947-l958, a
period in Australian éolitics of political change.and economic expansion.
Further,_the lowest proportion of non-partisans is émong the 25—29 age

group who came of voting age between 1967 and 1973. This too was a |

period of political change with a change of governmént in 1972, But it .

was a period of polarization centred on Australia's participation in the

Vietnam conflict. Fifty—foﬁr_pércent of this group identify

with the Labor Party, the largest'proﬁortion of Laboyr identifiers of any"

age group and the party associated with the Vietnam protests. This
raises the question of whether a generational: explanation of party

attachment also applies in Australia. Clearly these findings indicate

 an area of Australian electoral politics requiring further investigation.

(b) Federal patterns of party identification.

It was shown above that when respondents wére‘questioned_as
.to which sphere of politics their party identificatiou was applicable, .

the degree of non-partisanship waé'marginally reduced. The imposition

v
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of‘thevfedefal.dimension on the résPOhdent's frame of refergnce is ;
a recognition that because a federal system provides electoral contests
with respect to two spheres of govermment, the votér is provided with
the otpottunity to vary hié partisan attachments across electoral
.spherés; Indeed, there is evidence from Canada as well as Australia
that up to ten percent of the electorate do make use of this
opportunity énd hold separate party attachménts across the two spheres. -
Perlin‘and Peppin, in investigating variations in party support |
between national and provincial elections in Ontario, Canada,'found
that 9.7 percent éf their sample identified with a different party at
. each sphere at the'séme time.1 Similarly in Australia, Aitkin's
ﬁational survef produced results which indicated that, of thosé who
acknowledgéd é partisan stance, eight percent maintained a dual

attachment across the two electoral Spheres.2

But as shown below in Table 2.3, while dual party .
identification among the electors of Denison does exist, the level is
somewhat below that found by Aitkin and Perlin and Peppin. Of the
sample; 712 (257) indicated holding the same party attachment at both
electoral sphetes. This is 87.8% of those identifying with a.party
(292). Convérsely, 3.9% (14) of the sample, or 4.8% of those Qith a
.party attachment indicated holding dual loyalties. " For most of these
dual identifiers: (75%) their initial response referred to party
attachment at»tﬁe national sphere, This is consistent with tﬁe
patterns discovered by Aitkin3 and étggests that it is the national

attachment which is: the more 1mportant.

1. Perlin and Peppin, op.cit., Pp. 283.
2. Aitkin, op.cit., p.47.
3. ibid.
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TABLE 2.3 Federal patterns of party identification. (%)

National -l No DK/
identification | Liberal | Labor { Other | Preference Ref. | Total .
State
identification
Liberal . {29.0 0.6 ‘0.6 30.2
(105) (2) (2) (109)
labor 2.5 leo.1 o6 | 2.2 5.3
. 9) (1453 (2) " (8) . (164)
Other . . 0.3 2.0 0.3 2.5
ay a (9
" No 2.0 1.4 161 o j19.4
Preference ) (5] . (58) : - (70)
0.6 f | 2.2 2.8
Total 34.0  j41.8 (3.1 19.1 . 2.2 100%
(123) (151] (11) (69) (8) _ (362)

But this is only part of the pattern of party identification

relating to the two spﬁergs. Table 2.3 also indicates that an

"~ additional 7,0%v(25)-6f the sample held a party preference at one
sphere only; 3.9% (14) held a partisan stance with.respeét to the
| nat10na1 sphere and 3.1% (11) held a partisan attachment with
respect to the state sphere. In total then, some 10.8% (39) of the
“sample or 13.4% of those identifying with a party held differing
attachments between electoral spheres. The sample indicates a
pattern ofbparty identificatiop relatingvto both naﬁional and state

electoral sphere which comprises:

71.0%Z (257) with stabie loyalties across spheres
3.9% (14) with dual loyalties

3.92  (14) w1th a partisan attachment at the
' natlonal sphere only.

3;1% (11) with a partisan attachment at. the
r. state sphere only.

16.1% (58) no'preférenée at either sphere.
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The figures éhow that-the level of party attachméﬁt is only
. marginally greater at the national sphere than at the state sphere;
78.7% (285) hoid an attﬁchment'ﬁationally,as against 77.9% (282)
with a partisan attachment at the state sphere. However, there is
a greater degree of difference between the levels of attachment

across the two spheres in partisan terms. Table 2.4 indicates this

degrée of difference between the two major parties, the two parties

who consistently contest elections at both Spheres.l

¢ TABLE 2.4 Liberal and Labof identifiers at state
and national spheres.

Electoral Difference
Sphere State. National State to
Party Nationgl ;
' % N Z N 2 ¥
Liberal | 30.2  (109) | 34.0 (123)| +3.8 (+14)
Labor 45.3  (164) | 41.8 (@51)] -3.5 (~13)
Other .28 {9) 3.1 1] +0.3° ( +2)
Total 77.9  (282) | 78.7 (285)| +0.8 ( +3
Sample = 362

1. Of the other parties, the D,L,P, last contested a Tasmanian state
election in 1967 and the National<Country Party in 1964. The
United Tasmania Group, which sprang up in 1969 in response to the
flooding of Lake Peddar as part of a hydro-electric scheme, contested
the 1972 and 1976 House of Assembly elections and the 1972, but not
the 1974 nor 1975, House of Representatives .elections.
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The table'shows»thatbalthough'the Lébor Pérty-has an advantage at
both spheres, its lead over the Liberal Party is much greéter at

the state»sphere-tﬁanAnatioqally. The Labor Party attracts greater.
supbort at the sféte sphe;e whereas the reverse is the case fér the .
.Liberal fafty. Liberal farty attachmentiincreased by 12.9%Z at the |
national sphere over its level of state suppoft while attachment to.
the Labor Party-at'thé state sphere increased by 8.7% on the level

of the party's national support.'

Two contributing factors illustrate this pattern. At the state

sﬁhere>Labo: géined from those professing no natiqnal'attaéhment
while.the Liﬁéral,?arty at the national-éphére.gained margiﬁally from |
 those profeésing no state partisanship. ‘Mofe significantly; the
Labor Party gainéd direcgly from the Liberal Partf. Table 2.3

shows thaf tﬁe strongest pattern of dual identification is that of
Liberal at thé naticnal sphere and Labor at the étate sphere. This
trend corrggpoﬁdsbto éisimilér natibnal pattern iaentified by Aitkin{l
It also indicates that Labor's succésé in Tasmanian politics is

. based on an advantage in. firm partisan attachments.

Alfurther'point worth noting briefly relates tO’tﬁé
respondentg idéntifying with mino: parties. By far the majority
identify at both spheres, but of those who do change their'party
idéntification the pattern is frém minor party at tﬁe natioﬁal'

sphere to each of the major parties at the state sphere.

Tasmania has proved an exception to Duverger's thesis that -

1. Aitkin, op.¢it., p.47.
| :
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proportional representation would tend to produce minor parties.
Although a Tasmanian-oriented party did emerge in 1969 (with
d1m1nlsh1ng electoral support in succeedlng elections ) Table 2.3
would suggest that the party has failed to attract a significant
nuﬁber of followers who have developed a psychqlogical atfachment to

~ the party.

The pattern of party identification as showngabove is
basicelly eimiler to the fattern of party identification in the
American federal context as discovered by Jennings and Niemi.3 They
pointed out'that-ﬁhe euestienvwhiCh hed been used by the Michigan
>Survey'Researcﬁ cen:re to determine perty ideﬁtification had not been
directed to'eny specific sphere:of the governmental system. The
question had neglected the possibility of mixed identificatien. It
ﬁas to this'possibility.that Jennings ahdeiemi directea their
jattention through two surveys. One used a sample of registered voters
from Ann Arbor, Michigan,.in»which party identification was obtained-
' separately for eech of the 1oca1;-state and national epheres. The
-ether, a national saﬁple drawn by the Survey Research Cehtre, used
similar queStioﬁs to thoee used here. That ie, a question seeking a.
general identifieation was asked, follewed.(after some intervening
questions)-by a,question_aeking the res?ondeﬁt_wheeher his identification
referred to the national er state sphere or Both. If the feference

was to one sphere further questions probed the respondents'

1. Maurice Duverger, ‘Political Partles, trans by Barbara and Robert North,
Methuen and Co. Ltd., 3rd ed., London, 1967, pp.245-255.

2. The U.T.G, galned.6,7Aof the primary vote in 1972 and 5.6% in 1976.

3., M. Kent Jenﬁings'and Richard G. Niemi,'“Perty~ldentificafion at
~Multiple Levels of Government", in Thé American Journal of
' ‘Sociology, V72, No. 1, July 1966, pp.86~101. '
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identification at the other Sphefe. - Table 2.5 displays thé'da;a

presented by those authors but rearranged to correspond with that

shown above for Denison.

TABLE 2.5 Patterns of party identification across nztional
- and state electoral spheres in the U.S. (%). :

Identification Pattern Ann Arbor - S.R.C.
a) Stable identification . 58.0 70.8
b) Dﬁal identification . 1.9 ' 0.8
c) Nationﬁl identification . .
only. . 3.8 B _ 2.8
d) State identification _ '
only., . 6.2 1.3
» e) Independents : 27.9 : 17.4
' N = 212 *~  » N= 1822 *

* The categories do not total 100% because "no answers", "don't
knows" and "apolitical individuals" have not been shown.

Source - Jennings M.K., & Niemi R.G., "Party Identification
at Multiple Levels of Governmment" in .
The American Journal of Sociology, V72, No.l
July 1966, p.88.

.- It can be seen that broadly the Denison pattern folloﬁs that .

discovered by Jennings and Niémi..'The main variation is that
the level of dual'paftisaﬁship-shown by Soth American studies
is considerably below that discovéredvin Denison and of course
Below that fand nationally for_Australia and for Ontarid,
Canada;‘ Althougﬁ.there are some variatipﬁs between the
categories, the trends are similar and the aggregates éorréspond.
 Jennings and Niemi combined categories marked b, Q, and d which
‘they labelled mixed identifiers. This produces 11.9% and 4.9% -
for the two syrveys respectively; .the corresponding aggregate

for the Denison data is 10.9%.
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fhe authors then isolated this category of "mixed
identifiers'" and examined the social characteristics of the groupf
It was found that compared.to the partisans and. independents, the-
mixed identifiers were more highly educated, and tended to havé |
slightly'higher status occupations with mofe of them holding white-
collar jobs. In the Ann Arbor survey, but not in the S.R.C. national

survey, the mixed identifiers tended to be younger.

It is similar in Denison. Table 2.6 indicafes that these
"mixed identifiers" tend to be higher educated, moré likely to have
a non-manual occupa;ion and to perceive of themselves as middle class.
The proportioﬁs on the income variable are consistent with this
frend; mixed identification increases with income levels. On. the age
variable, mixed identification is most commdn among those aged

between thirty and thirty-nine.

These trends may be compared with partisanship and non-
partisanship. On three variables, class, oCcup;tion and income, tﬁe
trena is in opposition to.ﬁhaf among non-partisans and on the
education and'sex variables the trends correspond. There is very
little difference in partisanshiﬁ patterns among men and women except
for women being slightly more partisan. But on education, non-
paftisanship and mi#ed identification correspond inversely to the
trend in partisanship. thile the proportion-éf stable partisans

decreases with higher levels of education, the proportions of mixed

identifiers and non-partisans increases.

Mixed identification also increases with income levels, almost

inverse to the trends in non-partisanship. From a more .or less constant
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TABLE 2.6 Social variables and patterns of party identification (%)

Variable Partisans Dual Migzgiiisgtifigzzte Total E::;isans . N.

Sex: M 69.0 3.9 3.9 3.2 11.0 16.8 155
F 72.9 3.9 {1 3.9 2.9 10.7 |. 15.5 207

Occupation: ' : ’ .

Manual 73.3 5.4 3.6 - 9.0 16.1 56
Non-Manual 72.3 4.7 | 5.4 2.7 12.8 14.2 148
Retired/HD, ) '

Student ) 69.9 - 2.6 1.9 | 4.5 9.0 17.9 156

-1Class:
Middle 72.9 | 3.9 5.0 2.8 11.7 14.4 181
Working 72.7 3.1 2.3 3.1 8.5 16.4 . .| 128
No classes 60.0 - - 5.0 - | .s.0 30,0 | 20
Education:
Primary 75.1 - 1.6 4.7 3.1 7.8 1.1 | 64
Secondary 73.4 3.3 2.8 2.8 8.9 15.2 - 211
Technical :
& College 63.6 6.1 .| 9.1 - 15.2 21.2 33
University 62.7 7.8 3.9 5.9 17.6 19.6 51
Age:
18-24 71.2 5.1 | 3.4 5.4 '13.6 16.9 59
25-29 83.8 5.4 | 2.7 2.7 10.8 5.4 37
-30-39 62.6 6.8 8.1 2.7 | ,17.6 12.2 1 74
40-49 | 68.5 3.5 3.5 1.8 | 8.8 22.8 57
50-59 66.7 5.6 2.8 2.8 11.2 19.5 36
60+ 74.0 - | 2a 3.1 | 5.2 16.7 .96
Income: $** .
0-3999 | 72.4 1.3 1.3 3.9 5.2 17.1 76
4000-7999 78.6 -1 1.8 1.8 3.6 7.0 14.3 56
8000-11999 71.6 4.1 4.1 2.7 10.9 17.6 74
12000-15999 66.1 7.1 {. 5.4 1.8 | 14.3 17.9° 56
16000-19999 | 77.5 6.5 | 6.5 - 13.0 9.7 31
20, 000+ 75.8 | 3.4 6.9 6.9 | 17.2 6.9 20

* The row totals do not sum to 100% ns refusals have not been shown.

*% In Oct. 1977 average weekly earnings in Tasmania were $178.70 ($9292 p.a.)
Australian Bureau of Statistics, Earnings and Hours of Employees, October 1977,
Canberra, 1975, p.7. '
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level, the proportion of non-partisans drops markedly at the $16,000
level while the proportion of mixgd identifiers is highest a£ the top

of the income range.

This pattern is consistent with that between thosé who
per;eive themselvés as either middle or working class. While there is
no difference in the level of partisanship the.tfendJgffﬁon—partisanship
is the inverse of that of mixed identification; non-partisanship is
higher among the working class whereas mixed identification is highef
‘among those of middle class. It is the same among thos; of manual

and non-manrual occupations.

With age the patterns of party identification are irregular.
"But it is ndticeable that the highest proportion of partisans
is among those aéed 25-29, of mixed identifiers it is among the-
age group. 30-39, while the 40-49 year olds producéd_the highest

proportion of non-partisans. Further, it is the youngest age group

)
S

vith the hiéhest proportion of consistent state identifiers while

P

-

the 30-39 age group. have the highest proportioﬁ of consistent

national identifiers.

Other frends within the categories of mixed identificétioﬁ
méy be nqted briefly. The incidence of dual identification increases
with education and with income but falls ~among the
top income earners. At this income level the prbporﬁion of mixed .
"identifiers is greatest, with the ﬁajority either national or state

identifiers only.
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Among those who identify wiﬁh a pérﬁy with respect to one
sphere only, the overall trend is for a national identification.
This is Fhé case on most categories but there are some exéeptiénsg
non-working respondents, those with a university éducation, of loﬁer
incomes and the youngest age group. In short it appears that it is
universify students who are npst 1ike1y to ideﬁtify with a party with

respect to the state sphere only.

Thesg then are the federal patterns of party identification.
They suggest that although the majority of identifiers are consistent
partisans, patterns of mixed. identification are also evident_and fhese
shéuld not be ignored or subsumed under geheralized descriptions of

party identification.
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2) Voting Behaviour

Party identification is a psychological dispbsition at a
particular point in time which, while providing an indication of |
pa;tisanship; idoes not indicate changes in respondeﬁts'
partisan loyaities. it is only by examining voting behaviour that'
the exent to which such loyalt@es are stable dispositions can be
determined. More importantly_in the present context, it is only an
examination of voting béhaviour éhat enables a comparisén of the
stability of p;rtisanship between electoral spheres. Further, a focus

on voting choice enables a behavioural comparison of. partisanship

pétterns across electoral spheres.

To facilitate this focus, questions were asked seeking
party choices for the previous five elections. This period, spanning
1972 to 1975, included three national House of Representatives e;ections
and two_Tasmanian House Qf Assembly elections. Thus réspondents in
1977 were asked to recall their voting choice Jf up to five years
pre&ious. Such a proceduré.has been strongly.duestioned however.
Benewick, Birch, Blumler and Ewbank1 have shown that to rely on voting
recall, eséecially over such a_pefiod is likely to over-estimate the
.degree of electoral stability. The tendency is for pebple to rémember
an earlier vote consistent with a more'recent voté - to effectively-deny

having changed party preference. The alternative would be to conduct

surveys at each election using the same sample of voters.

< — ~— N v r—— v T Y

1. R.J. Benewick, A.H, Birch, J.G, Blumler and A. Ewbank, "The. - .
floating voter and the llberal view of representatlon " Political
»Studies, Vol. 17, 1969, pp.177-95.
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There is also the éroblem posed by tﬁose who have forgotten
their voting history, Should they be included in the total? 1In other
studies1 it bas been thé practice to comﬁute the degrée of vote' |
changing as & proportion of those who actually recalled their vdfe.
This seems the most appropriate and will bg followed here. But as it
is these respondents who are likely to have changed their pafty'
preferences their éxclusiqn may contribute further to an over
estimation of voting stability. Using those who recalled their party

choice iﬁ each election, Table 2.7 indicates that there are
discrepancies bet;een the answers given and the actual voting
Apercentéges. This is evident fbr all parties and to varying degrees

at each election. However, the trends shown by the rise and fall in

party support for the most part do correspond. The change between the .

Trendsvin party support 1972-1976 as indicated by actual

TABLE 2.7
’ voting figures (in brackets) and the responses of those
who indicated a party choice (Z).
3
H/Ass.1972 H/Reps.1972 H/Reps 1974 H/Reps.1975 H/Reps.1976
Party |- n-280. Ca = 296 n = 338 P o= 338 n = 343
LIBERAL | 37.7 (40.0) | 41.7 (39.7) 40.2 (47.2) 50.4 (53.2) 40.3 (46.8)
| LABOR 59.9 (46.3) | 57.8 (49.5) 58.8 (52.8) | 48.8 (46;8) 53.3 (46.8)
[ OTHER 2.7 (13.7) 1.2 (10.8) 1.1 ( -) 1.1 ( 2.0) 6.7 ( 6.2)

two elections in 1972 and between the two national elections in 1972

and 1974 are the most serious variations as indicated by table 2.8.

These discrepancies howeyer, do not pose a serious handicap for the

1. For example Kemp, op.cit.
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main focus for examining voting behaviour across electoral arenas
wiilbbe the patterns generated by the 1975 and 1976 electionms, and
a comparison of the trends over the three national elections witﬁ
the trends QQer the two state elections. ‘Between these elections
the direction of partisan change (as recalled) correspénds to that
indicated by the voting figures, It is the e*fent of change whicﬁ
is inaccurate. But it is not the intention to focué simply on the
degree of change. Rather, the iﬁtentioﬁ is to compare the degree of
~ vote changing between national elections to that between state -
elections and the characteristics of these changers, to provide a
comparison between the spheres in the degree of stability in party

preferenc:.

Té';)le 2.8 Voting trends between pairs of elections 1972-1976 : a comparison of trends
evident in voting recall with actual voting figures - (%). .

LIBERAL LABOR _

: Sample Voting Sainple Voting i

Election Pairg o ‘Figures Figures : !

% % . b4 3 :
- H/A - H/R 72-72 +4.0 -0.3. ) -2.1 +3.2
H/R - B/R 72-76 | -1.5 +7.5 ' 41,0 +3.3
"H/R - H/R  74-75 | +10.2 +6.0 -10.0 -6.0
] _ ;

H/R - H/A  75-76 -10.1 |. -6.4 . +5.5 . +2.0
H/R - H/R 72-75 | +8.7 +13.5 -9.0 -4.7
H/A - H/A 72-76 +2.6 +6.8 -6.6 -0.5
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(A) Voting Behaviour within electoral spheres

- (1) National (House.of Repfesentatives) elections, 1972,1974,1975.-

vThe_period 1972 to 1975 marks three years of unprecedented
electoral activity at the national‘spnere, Three elections,_two of
whieh were double.dissolutiens, produced two changes of government.
In Tasmania, all five electorates, including Denison, followed the
national'pattern. In each, the candidate who was elected in all
'vthree elections was a member of theiwinning>party. In»Denison this

meant defeats for members of the governing party on the two

occasions that governments were defeated during this period.

Of the sample, 66.9% (242) reported-a party choice for all
three elections. Of these respondents 86.0% (208) indicated a
consistent preference for the same party and 147 reported‘switching
parties. This is a relatively high degree of stability. compared
With data from Australia.as well as overseas. Kemp1 has used survey
'data to show the proportion of swinging voters at each election
between.1961 and 1972. His table shows a steedily increasing
propoftion to 17% for 1972 an increase of three percentage points on
the level for.1969. Moreover, Kemp suggests that these levels have
been underestimated. ThiS“could be, for even 17% is lower than
v reported elsewhere. Keyz, for example; has reported vote switching
in American presidential elections of up to.21%. Benewick and his

colleagues also found that 21% of those voting in the British general

- - — -

1. Kemp, E cit., table 1, p. 282
2. V.O0. Key, The Responsible Electorate, Oxford Unlver51ty Press,
 London, 1966, p.19.
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elections of 1959 and 1964 changed their.vote1 - and according to
Butler and Stokes the percentage switching parties has remained
similar through’ the sixties.2 On the basis of such evidence then,

electoral activity in Denison has been remarkably stable.

Kémp's anaiysis of fhose who indicated switching their party
preference from 1969 to 1972 revealed 1itt1e-rel§tionship to
sociodemographic characteristics. The "Tendency to swing increased
slightly with occupational status and education, and was somewhat
higher among men and thé yOung;"3 As indicated by Table 2.9, theré
is no occupational difference in the proportion of switchers; But
there waé a gréater tendency to switch among men than among women,
among those aged-BO—Gd pompared with those younger and older; among
those with some technical or college training, and among those
élassified as middle class. There is also an irregular felationship
with family income. Those on the highest incomes and those earning
between eight and sixteén thousand dollars were more likely to switch

-parties than others.

It was indicatéd above that non-partisanship was proportionally
highest among those aged between 40 and 49. This does ﬁot correspond
with the incidence of party switching at the national sphere. It was
also shown that the lowest inc%dence of non-partisanship waéAamong
those aged 25-29. This age group also has a low incidence of vote-

switching.

1. Benewick et.al,, op.cit. -
2. Butler and Stokes-og.cit[,,p{ZGQ{

3. Kemp, op.cit. p.2&6
‘.
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TABLE 2.9 Party switching in national elections and social

characteristics, :
Age: - : z Occupation: . b4 Education: 4 .
’ Manual 15.4 | Primary 11.6
25-29 14.3 - Non-manual 16.4 Secondary 13.2 .
30-39° - 20.7 Retired, ) 11.6| Technical) -  23.8
. Students, ) & College) .
40-49 15.9 Home duties) o ' -
50-59 17.9 University 16.2
60 and over 6.6 Class: . b4
Middle 15.8
Working 11.4
Income: § b 4
0-3,999 4.1
14,000-7,999 5.8 Sex: oy
8,000-11,999 = | Men 167
12,000 - ) Women 12.0
15,999 20.00 '
.20,000 and
~ above 16.7

(i) State Elections 1972, 1976
Toolalry,

T

The degree of e1ectora1 stabiiity émong those who'indicated a

- party preference for both state eiectipns (64.7%, (234) of the sample)'
is greaﬁer than that indicated for the national eléctioné. This is

" consistent with the actual election résults. vElectofal activity in
aggregate voting terms aﬁd in the turnover of elected party ﬁembers
has been less volatile at the state sphere than natifonally. Of thpse
who reported voting in both elections, 88.5Z (207) indicétedvthat

. they yoted for the same party in both elections as illustrated by'
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Table 2.10 below. This is an incfease of just under 2% on the
national level of stability. If this is in fact the case,>(ahd :
oﬁly ihterviews with the éame_reSpondents after each of a number of
>staté and national eleétiénS'could providé conclusive evidence) it
_Supp0rts descriptions of state politics as a "quiet game" or as
Townsley commented: "On the whole Tasmanians take their politics

phlegmatically and are not given to raising the temperature";2

TABLE 2,10 Patterns of voting in state elections, 1972, 1976'(;).

House of
Assembly o ‘
: ~._ Vote -LIBERAL LABOR U.T.G. Independent | Total

House 972 » : ) B
of Assembly
Vote 1976
Liberal - ' (81) 34.7 (12) 5.2 (1) 0.5 : (94) 40.2
Labor (5) 2.2 | (125)53.5 : ) o.5 (131)56.0
U.T.C6. |l ® w3 ] @wos| mos | @ 05 | ¢ 26]
Other |l @ os wos| . W 0.5 | 3 1.3
Total (90) 38.5 (139)59.4 | (2) 0.9 - | (3) 1.3 | 234

The table alsé éhows that in partisén termé Liberal Partf
support.was the least stable; 86.2% of those who voted Liberal in
1976 reported voting fqr}that party at both elections, while 90% of
tﬁe Labor Party's support in 1972 was maintained in 1976. It.caﬁ
also be seen thaf the 11.6%Z (27) who reported switching their pérty
preferenée produced movementé between the parties in each direction.

But the net result favoured a movement from Labor to the Liberal Party.

1; Peter Boyce, "Tasmania", in John Rorke (ed) Politics at State level,
The Department of Adult Education in the University of Sydney,
Sydney, p.93. - :

2. W.A, Townsiey;VThe"Government‘df“Tasmania,.University_of
Queensland Press, St. Lucia, 1976, p.4l.
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-Pfoportionaliy more party switchers have non-manual occnpa-»
tions than manual as_Tahle 2.11 portrays. Yet there is only a slight
difference between those who consider themselves working’class and
those who think of themselves as middle class. Mofe_wonen tnen men

are party switchers, switching is much higher among those with some

TABLE 2.11 Pafty switching at state elections and social

characteristics. . : ) . .. -
Sex: v .2 Education: Z Age: 4
Male . 8.0 Primary 9.1
- Female 14.3 Secondary 8.4 25-29 14.3
Technical) :
Class: & College) » 33.4 30-39. . 20.0
" Middle 12.1 ‘University ~ 15.4 40-49 15.0
Working 10.8 o 50-59 10.0
Occupation: '_ Income: $ 60 and
: o . C over -~ 3.9
Manual 5.3 0-3999 - '
Non-manual 17.6 4000-7999 5.8
Retired, ) 8000-11,999  16.4 -
students, ) 8.7 :
- home duties) ) 12,000~
: 15,999 16.7 | »
16,000- )
19,999 20.9 ;
20,000 and
above - 9.1

technical and college education, those aged betneen 30 and 49 and
increases with income levels but.falls sharply at the highest leveli
On-the class, education end age'variaoles, the trend closely
resembies that . shown above forvparty switching in national elections
but there are marked differences in the occupation income and sex
categories. At national elections, there is 1ittle difference in

the incidence of party switching among those of manual and non—manual.



51

éccupations.  In state elections party switching is much'greater
among those in non-manual occupations. The trends are simiiar for
‘the income category.with the pronounced ekceptioﬁ of tﬁose éarning
betqeen_sixteen and twenty thousand doliars. Party switchihg among
this group.is low at national elections.(SOZ) but it is relatively
'high af state elections (20.9%) . Seﬁ differences too are marked. |
In national elec;ions, proportionally more men tﬁan women are party

switchers but at state elections the incidence of party switching was

almost twice as high among women as among men.

2(b) Voting behaviour across electoral spheres.‘

The period 1972 to 1976,provided two sets of national-state
voting patterns; in 1972 with a Tasmanian.House of Assembly election
foilowed six monthsilater by a House of Representatives election and
again with a national election iﬁ l§75_folloﬁed-twelve months later
by a House of Assembly election. Ihe patterns of voting produced
by these sets of eleétions, based on the respo;dents who indicated

their party preference at each election in each set, are displayed

in tables 2.12 and 2.13 below.

. TABLE 2,12 The pattern of State (H/A) and National (H/R) voting

1972 () '
Liberal Labor - U.T.G. Independent Total
Liberal (80) 35.3 | (14) 6.2 |(1) 0.5 ‘ | (95) 41.9
Labor (5) 2.2 |(@23)54.2 | Q) 0.5 , (129)56.9
Other B . (2) 0.9 '
Informal ' - 1 @ o.5 (1). 0.5
Total (85) 37.5 137 60.4 | (2) 0.9 (3) 1.4 | (227) 100

227 = 62.7% of the sample.
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* TABLE 2.13 The pattern of National (H/R) and State (H/A) voting
1975-1976. (%) :

“R\\\\E/Reps )
H/ 1975 Liberal Labor National Other ' . Total
Assembly 1976\\\
Liberal (117) 38.5 4) 1.3 - (121) 39.8
Labor (29) 9.6 (133)43.8 (2) 0.7 | (164) 54.0
U.T.G. 3 10| M 2.3 (1) 0.3 ' al) 3.6
Other 3) 1.0 | @) 1.3 , , @) 2.3
Informal : 1) 0.3 : ' 1)
Total (152) 50.0 | (149)49.1 (1) 0.4 (2) 0.7 (304 100

304 = 847% of the sample

For 1972, 62.77% (227) of the sample gave their party
prefefence for both elections. Of these 89.5% (203) indicated
voting for the same party with 10.6% (24) who switched parties.

The éecond sét of elections however indicates much more-pérty
'_swicchingg 82.3% (250) voted for the éame party with 17.8% (54) .
changing their party preference. ‘Because this;most recent set of
elections is likely to have been recalled morq.acéurately.it is this

set which wiil be examined in more detail.

The level of stable:partygpreferencg indiéated by Table 2.13
is remafkably similar to that discovered by Aitkin's 1967 ﬁational.
survey.l He found that 837% of his sample voted for tﬁe same party
in the 1966 House of Representatives as voted in state elections

either just before or just after the national election. But both

these percentages are markedly below that fouhd in other federal

1. Aitkin, op.cit., p.46.
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systems. For example, Laponce found that the level of party
switching across spheres in British Columbia in 1963 to be a higﬁ
49%1. Perlin and Peppin found that 37.12»of those who Qotgd in éhe

| 1963 Ontario election, changed their>preferenceAin the'national
election of 1965; and among those who voted in the 1965 eiection,
37.9% expressed the intention of éhanging theif preferences in
1967.2 However, Courtney and Smith have reported a much lower level
of ﬁartisan change among fersohs who indicated voting in the 1964

Saskatchewan election and a national by-election two months later.

They found -that 18.6%Z of a sample of 1075 respondents chaﬁged parties.

Each of these studies attempted>to relate social characteristics
to party switching. Perlin and Peppin found no relationshipsvand
Laponce found only that "women who on the federal level are as.
likely as men to change parties transfer less to the Social Credit
party in provincial eléct_:ions".4 Courtney. and Smith, however, found
that women did change their vote more than men. They also found that
stable voting increased with age and varied with education. Those
with an elementary education and those with at’ least three years

university changed most while the occupational groups that changed

their vote the most were the professional, sales and clerical groups.

1. J.A. Laponce, People vs Politics, University of Toronto Press,
Toronto, 1969, p.169.

2. Perlin and Peppin, op.cit.,

3. John C. Courtney and David E. Smith, "Voting in a Provincial
General Election and -a--Federal By-election : A Consistency Study

of Saskatoon City", Canadian Journal of Economics and Political
Science, Vol 32, no. 3, Aug. 1966, Table VII, p.344.

4, Laponce," E.cit » P74,
5. Courtney and Smith, oE.c1t., PP 345—347
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For Denison, vote switching across spheres varies most
markedly with education and seif—perceived class, with the highest
proportion among the middle class and those having some-teéhnical
aﬁd college education. There is a higher tendency.td change among
men than among women, while those eafning twelve to sixteen thousand

"dollars have a pronounced tendency to switch parties compared with

other income categories.

TABLE 2.14 Party switching across spheres and social and economic cha;acteristics ¢9]

Sex Z | Education , Z Age b2
Male  19.6 Primary 12.3 18 - 24 21.1
Female 16.4 Secondary 14.2 25 - 29 26.5
. Technical college 42.3 30 - 39 23.2
Universit 24 .4 40 - 49 18.
Clase Y R 50 - 59 16.7
Middle 21.2 | Income $ %0 and over 7.2
Working 10.8 0 - 3999 18.9
. 4000 - 7999 14.9
Occupation : | 8ooo - 11999 11.8
' Manual  18.4 | 12000 - 15999 32.0
. Non-manual 21.5 16000 - 19999 20.7
Retired HD.,) 20000 and above 14.3

13.5

Students)

2(c) Federal voting patterns ' s

: CF
In 1972, 10.6% of those voting in both elections reported

switching their party preference across electoral spheres. Of these
party switchers, 6.27 changed from.LaBor to the Liberal Party with
1ess'thah half sWitghing in the other direction. Labor to Libgral
then was the prédominant pattérn. From 1975 to 1976, 9.6% of_thoée
voting in both elections changed from hiberal to Labor, that is more

than half of those switching parties, while only 1.4% changed from

Labor to Libepal.

In partisan terms then this pattern is suggestive of a

tendency for a small but electorally significant proportion of the
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eleqtofate to prefer Labor at the>state sphere and the-Libefai Party .
nétionally. This is a'similar pattern to that'found with respect to
party identification. It is also the pattern found by Aitkin.l
He found moreovér, that 12 of hié sample.reporfed conéistentiy
.vofing for one party in national elections and another at state

elections. The same proportion was found for Denison and is shown

below in-Table 2.15. T

TABLE 2.15 Patterns of party preference in national and state
: elections 1972-1976.% - :

2 N

. Alvays the same party 77.8 (172)

Consistent two—party-voters

(Liberal for H/Reps. and :

Labor for H/Assembly). ' 1.3 (3)

" Consistent national

preference and changing

prefercnce in state . ’

elections : 6.3  (14)

Consistent state preference -

and changing preference in SN

national electionms. 8.6 (19)

Changing party preference

at both spheres 5.8 (13)
Total 100 -(221)

T _ (N = number of respondents who gave a party‘

choice for all.five elections.)

*  This format follows that jdentified
by Aitkin. op.cit. p.47. . . '

'Howeverjthe tabie indicates that this is only pért'of thé
federal péttern.— 14.92 indicated a stable preference at one sphere
with a changing_preferénce at'the.other'sphere; 8.67% at ;he state
éphere and 6.3% at the hationai sphere. This too is qonsistent with
the trends identified by Aitkin altﬁéugh slightly higher in each case?

1. Aitkin, op.cit., p.47.
2. 7% and 5% r?spectively, ibid.
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Moreover, in partisan terms this is also a péttern which favburs
Labor at state elections. Those with a stable national preference
divide_equally between the twé parties while those with a_stéble

state preference heavily favour the Labor Party.

The remaining trends shown by the pattern of federal voting

indicates a variance with Aitkin's results in that overall voting

X

preferences appear to have been more stable in Denison. Whereas

Aitkin found that 667 had always voted for the same party in both

- . mational and state elections and 217 had voted for different parties

in both electoral arenas, the Denison pattern shows 77.87% had voted
consistently Qith only 5.87% changing their party preference at both

spheres.

When federal patterns of voting are examined in relation to
social and economic variables it can be seen th#t the incidence of
party switching at both spheres is highest among non-manual workers,
people with a University education, those agedx30539l, people on an
annual family income of sixteen to twenty thousand dollars, those
who regard themselves as working class and women. These tfends
however, should be treated with caution , as the categories are small
except perhaps for the sex variable. It was noted above that more
men -than ﬁomgn switched parties at the national sphere but that at
state elections party switching was almost twice as high among women
as among men; Table 2.16 shows.thatb with only a marginal difference

. 3 ., . .
iq”can}gtgpcyuap.bgphngphgrgg , it is the greater cons1stepcy”of”men

1. Table 2.6 shows a high proportion of switchers among the 18f24vage'
_group. But not only is the category small, this group could not
.- have voted in all five elections as the voting age was 21 until 1973,

2. The odd combination of working class, university education anda
$16-20,000 income is probably due to the small category sizes.

3. 76.5% among women and 78.9% among men.
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TABLE 2.16 Federal Patterns of Voting and Social Characteristics (%)

Consistent  Consistent Mual . Consistent State . -Consistent Kational . % of .

Labor Liberal Preference Preference - Preference Switchers Voters N
: Labor Liberal Labor Liberal -
Men 49.0 21.6 3.1 10.2 S22 3.1 2.1 3.1 4.4 98
Women 39.9 © o391 . &9 . 0.9 3.3 s 8.2 55.7 123
Occupation: ’ . s - : o . . i
Manual 62.2 19.0 5.4 1.9 - X & 6.8 37
Non-manual  31.0 ETR 1.2 7.2 2.4 6.0 6.0 7.2 38.0 84
Retired ’ : ) : o E . '
H/D,students  48.5 36.4 6.1 1.1 1 2.1 2.1 6.1 4.8 99
Class: ) - . ' . » . :
Middle 27.3 " 48.5 1.1 10.1 1.1 41 6.1 " 4.0 4.8 99
Working 63.4 20.0 T 2.3 4.5 - 1.2 2.3 6.0 5.8 90
Education: B ‘ ) .
Primary 61.6 231 - 5.8 - 3.9 - - 5.8 3.6 52
Sccondary 44.6 37.9 2.5 6.5 0.8 - 2.5 5.7 s6.1 126
Technical ) ) : - ’ ) ’ ) .
& College  10.0 ., 40.0 - 15.0 - 15.0 15.0 5.0 9.1 20
University  32.0 32.0 - 8.0 . 8.0 . 80 4.0 8.0 1.4 25
Age: . S » . . . ) .
18-24 . 66.7 22.3 - - - - - 12 41 9
.25-29 . 38.1 33.4 . 4.8 9.6 = - . 9.6 4.8 - 9.5 21
30-33 - 42.0 26.0 - 2.0 - 1200 - - 2.0 6.0 - 10.0 2.7 s0
40-49 35.9 35.9 2.6 5.2 2.6 - 5.2 - 5.2 7.7 17.7 39
50-59 42.9 2.2, - - 7.2 7.2 7.2 - 3.6 12.7 28
60 and - o . o ' . .
over. 49.4 41.1 .~ 55 - - 1.4 2.8 3.1 73
Income: $ . . ) _ . )
0-3999 61.6 . 28.2 - 5.2. 2.6 - - 2.6 a7 39
4,000- : : o
7,999 - 42.5 © 42,5 .2 14.3 - . 7.2 - 7.2 15.0 33
8,000~ : ) ' o N '
11,999 45.1 . 29.5 - 7.9 . - 4.0 5.9 7.9 © 231 s1
12,000~ : : ' ‘ ' : .
15,999 22.9 371.2 . - . 5.8 14.3 - 5.8 8.6 5.8 15.9 35
16,000~ . R : : '
19,999 45.0 35.0 - 5.0 - - 5.0 10.0 9.1 20
20,000 . . ' . : ’ :
and over 35.0° 35.0 - 10.0 10.0 5.0 - 5.0 9.1 . 20
Sample % 43.9 . 34.0 1.4 7.3 1.4 . 3.2 3.2 5.5 100 .
N 97 75 ’ 3 16 - SR 7 ox2 ' 31

at state elections than women at national elections which accounts
for the higher incidence of party switching at both spheres among.

women,

"It was noted that party switching is proportionally-higher
ameng the'Workihg class than'amqhg the middle class. - Consistency (gt

both spheres) %5 also proportionally higher among the working class.
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In fact it is among those of lower status (manual workers, the
primary educated, and lower incomes) that consistency in voting is

most prevalent. Among‘thevage categories it is those sixty and over

who reported voting most consistently.

The opposite trend is apparent among respondents who reported
voting consistently at omne sphere only. There is a higher ﬁroportion
~ among the middle class than.the working clasé, ﬁigher among non-inanual
workers than among_manualvworke;s and a'higher proportion among thé
tertiary eduéated; and among the incbme groﬁps a.gonsiétent preference
at one éphére oniy is mostvpreVélent among those earning twelve to
sixteén thousand dollars. Dissecting the categories furtheriit seems
that men, manual workers, middle class respondents, those with a
technical orvuniQersity.education and the 50-59 agé‘group contribute
higﬁer proportions of respondents with a consistent state preferénce
which is a predominantly Labor Party preference.. A consistent
national preference, on the other hand, is most prevalent among
non-manual workers, middle class respoﬁdents, the.25-29.age group;
those.earniqg twelve'to éixteen thousand dollars, women, and

pfedominantly those with a technical or college educatioh..

Hdwever; these pétterns must bevregarded”as.entirély tentétiﬁe.
The sméil category siiés, the'samp1e siie and the usevof voting recall
preclude drawing firm conclusions felating to demographic characteristics
‘aﬁd federal patterns of voting behaviour. 'Generéll& speaking, it appeérs
that consistenéy at both spherés dominates; the incidence of switching
aﬁ both spheres is relatively low, less in fact than the deg;ee of
conéistency at one sphere ‘only.: Among tﬁose'th mainfain a
~ consistent pfeference’ét one SPhére only, the state sphere is the

‘.,’
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more stable and the Labor Party is favoured on every variable
" displayed. BAmong those with a consistent national preference there
is an even partisan balance with some variations among the categories

but'ﬁhich are based on too few cases to indicate trends.

3) - Conclusion

In broéd terms the federal votingvpatternsvfollow federal
.patterns in party idéntification_as Qould.be_exﬁected. That is to say
the same patfe;ﬁs are evident in both measures of party preferencé._
But there are differences in degree émqﬁg the ﬁategories. Consistency
in vote (77.8%) ié greater than consistency in identification (71.0%)
which is perhaps surpriéing. Moreover, the differerces apply to both
partieé and fo an equal exﬁent.1 The extent of nén—partisanship (16.12)
is ﬁarkedly greater than the extent of vote éhanging at both spherés
-(5.8%) and the propbrtion éf people holding A partisan stance with
reépect ﬁo one spherevonly_(7.0Z) is only haif the proportion who
maintain a consiéteﬁt_pafty'vote at one sphere, (14.9%Z). Consistent :
two party voting however, is less than the proportion.holding dua1

attachments; 1.3% compared to 3.9%".

Is there a relationship between the two indicators.of party
preference? Table 2.17 below displays the broportion of those who

indicated a party preference for each election for each category of

T ” - - ¢ hs —

1,  Preference Pattern . -Liberal © ~Laber
—v - Yoy - Trre——— . ST
Party Identification - '29.0% : 40,1%
Vote = . - 33.9% ' 43.9%
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party identification in terms of ﬁheir pattern of voting. It can_be
éeen that a party identification which applies to both electoral
spherés is a strong predictor.of.voting for that party at both spheres
and is slightly stronger for a Labor preaference. Other ca;egoriés

of party identification are poor predictors of voting pattern. Further,
the table shows clearly that party switchers should be distinguiéhed
from non-partisans, Out of twenty eight non—partisans, ten voted
consistent}y, two were dual voters, and a further eleven voted.
consistently at oné sphere.. Or, of the twelve who switched parties

at both spheres, only a third were non--—part_isans.l

. TABLE 2.17 Federal pattern of party identification and vote. (%)

Pattern of Consistent Consistent Dual National State . . Non-
identific-| Liberal Labor Identif- Identif-  Identif- Partisans
ation.| Identific- Identific- ication. ication. ication. - :
ation. ation

Voting _

Pattern

Consistent . ) ) ) . :

Liberal 88.2 - v 20.0 28.6 - ) 21.5

Consistent ’ N

Labor - 91.4 10.0 14.3 66.7 14.3

Dual . i :

‘preference - : - _ 10.0 -f _ - 1.2

Consistent

National : L ) _

Preference 4.0 3.3 20.0 14.3 16.7 17.9

Consistent

State .

Preference 1.4 4.3 40.0 28.6 . 16.7  21.5

Switchers . 6.6 1.1 - - 21.5- 17.9

Total) X% 100 100 100 100 100 ' 100

) N 76 93 10 7 6 28

1. This point supports Kemp's finding, op.cit., footnote 1, p.290.
As Kemp notes it refutes Crisp's assertion of a "floating vote" as
"an element in the electorate without definite party orientations",
L.F. Crisp, Australian National Government, Longman, Melbourne, 1971,
p.130.
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Following Smiley!'s modelsibf.federal pérty systems»it can>

be st;ted wiﬁh confidence that patterns of party préferepcé_iﬁ the
Denison electorate are considerablyvintegrated acrdss elecfbrai
spherés. That is nNational and (state) parties of théisame v
designation draw very largely on common voter allegiancés to poth".l
Whether-ﬁarty ideritification or reported voting Eehaviour is.qsed

as the ihdicator of;party allegiancg, the degree of inﬁegration is
greater than tﬁat reported in Canadian studies. Both measures

suggest that consistency in party support is prevalent for more than

70% of the'elegtorate..

Neverthéless,_a glimpse of the cbmplexities of federal patterns
of party prefereﬁce has been revealed. There afe indi;ations that in
additidn to a proportion of people who may be 1abellédvhon—éaftisén§J
with respect to both electoral spheres, thefe areicategories of mixed
preferences. Of these, stablevduai preferences (stable‘Pfefefences
for diffefent parties'at each Sphere) are a very small proportion.
-Those having a preference for a party at one sphere oﬁly are more
common though certainly'nét numerous. Yet they are sufficient perhaps

to be electorally significant.

Such patterns have previously been discovered or hypothesised.
As was shown, the pattern in party identification follows that found

by Aitkin although with variations in degree among the categories.“

T ——— Y TN Y g r ~—r——

1. Smiléy;'og;cit., P77,
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It wés also such a pattern upon which Davié1 has spéculated. He

has suggested>the'likelihood of four broad classes of voters; the
lo&alists,»or those who vote for tﬁe same party at both spheres
(consis;ents);,the ambivalents,.those who regularly support

different parties at each sphere (dual party voters); the single

level floaters, who maintain a regulér party preference at one |
.sphere only; and the dual level floaters who change parties at both
.spheres. = Davis further.speculated tﬁat it is-ambivalehée and ~
Siﬁglé—levél floating which favours Labor at the state sphere.

This is also the case for Denison as revealed by Table 2.16 and
reinfqréed.by the patterns of dual éarty; and state party identification’
,és indicated.in‘Table’2.3._ To a lesser degree it is the Liberal Party
at the nétional spheie which is advantaged by theéé patterns, Thus
the patﬁérns_of party pfeference reQeal that Labor is fayoured with
respect to state politics with a trend toward the Liberal Party

. ’ cops o 2
- nationally. These trends were also found by Aitkin.

Moreover these.trends suggest that Labor support is more
integraﬁed or disciplined than is support for the Liberal Party., To
illustrate this, the'figures in Tables 2.3 and 2.13 may be ﬁsed to
construct an index of integration. The percentage of respondents
indicating a consistent part§ preference at both spheres can be
expressed as a percentage of that party's highest support (at'eiﬁher
sphere), Thus, using pafty identification the index of integration

'for the Labor Party.is 88.5 and that for the Liberal Party is 85.3;

using feported patterns of voting, the index for the Labor Party is

1. Dpavis, op.cit, pp.647, 648.

2. Aitkin, op.cit., p.47.
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81.1 and for the Liberél Party is 77.0.1 But if the Labor Pérty isv
more integrated in terms of electoral support does this relate aiéo
to perceptions about the style and charapter of the party? _This:will
be examined in Chapter 4, It is suggested also, élthough only
’tentatively,bthat there is greater stability in party preference at
'the étate sphere than nationally. If this is fhe.casé, it points té
less contentidn between the parties ét'the state sphere fhan
nationaily, or perhaps more accurately a perception of.less conflict
between the state parties, It is to this question that the next

chapter turns,

1, ’ o gngyAIdentification Voting
Labor élg;%«x 100 = 88,5 %-?;é%x 100 = 81.1
Liberal '%%%5; 100 = 85.3 %g:%g 100 = 77.0



CHAPTER 3

PERCEPTIONS OF PARTY COMPETITION

The patterns of party preferénce revealed in the preceeding
chapter indicated a relatively high degrée of integrated party
suﬁport across electoral spheres. It was shown that party identif-
ication and voting preferenceé_rémain consisfent across the
nétional and state compbﬁentstéf the federal system for at least
79% of the sample. Important’qégstions concerning perceptions about
the party system are raised.by.this finding. Given the consistency
of party preference, to what extent do voters distinguish betweeﬁ
the two spheres in the nature of partisan competition? 1In other
wérds, do Liﬁerals for example, hold differing expectations about
the goals of the parties at the two spheres or are the objectives or’
the focus of the political debate at each sphere perceived in siﬁilar'
terms. This is an important consideration because the extent to which
party conflict (deriving from perspectives about means and objectives
at each sphe;e) is perceived in similar terms at both spheres would
imply either a perception of an integrated political system or two
arenas of political activity relating to similar aspirationé and

demands.

However the patterns of party preference also reveal a small but
significant degree of divergence between the two spheres; there are

those holding party attachments at one sphere only and others holding

dual attachments; a preference for a different party at each sphere.
Do these patterns reflect contrasting perceptions about the political

debate at the two spheres? Furthermore the patterns of party
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preference indicated.a sméll migration of support from the Liberal
Party nationally to the Labor'Party in the state. Does this preference
distinction imply a distinction bef%een.£ﬁe parﬁies aécordiﬁg to

a perceptual difference in the nature and focus of political ac#ivity

at the two spheres?

It was also suggested, albeit tentatively; that party
pfeference in terms of voting was more stable at the state sphere
than nationally.. Does this mean that there is a greater measure of
perceived partisan agreement with réspect to state affairs? If so this
would necessarily entail perceived differences in the nature of political
competition between the two spheres. The extent to which there are
perceived party differences might also reflect the dégree of intensity
in the party battles. Given two major parties each drawing the support
of at least 40% of the electorate, the extent to which party differences
are éalient can be said to reflect voter perceptions about the degree

of competition at the two spheres.

Thesé'questions are the focus of this chapter; Perceived differences
in the nature and degree of party conflict at each sphere are exémined
to provide a fortrait of party competition in.a federal context; that is
with respect to‘nationai'and state érenas of the.patty'battle or

more appropriateiy, the party battles.

Four questions provide the data. Respondents were asked
whether and in what way they felt it would (or would not) make
much difference which party governed with respect to each.spﬁere.

To enable comparison, similar but separate questions were asked with

1. Questions 5,6,15,16. See Appendix 1,
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respect to each sphere. Each question waé introdﬁced by referring to
one of the electoral arenas to structure the respondent's framei

of reference to the appropriate sphere. The question referring fo
the national. sphere was asked first following questioﬁs about party
identification. After intervening questions concerning national
party images and the salience of the spheres, respondents were .asked

the question concerning party competition in Tasmania.,

These questions provide compafable responses facilitating aﬁ
analysis of Qoter perceptions of the degree and nature of party
conflict at thg two spheres. It is shown th;t there are variations
both in the degree and nature of paftisan conflict and which contain

significant partisan differences.

1 The Degree of Party Comﬁetition.

(a) The national sphere

In 1960 voters of the Victorian state electorate of Ringwéod were
asked just prior to a House bf Representatives by election for the seét_
of Latrobe: "Dé you.think that a Labor victory at the next big FEDERAL
election would make much différence to the way the country is run?" 1
Almost half the sample, 45%, said that a change would make no difference

and another 387 thought the difference would only be slight.2 In

another study a sample of voters from Brisbané were asked:
"Do you think that it makes a great deal of difference which party

wins an election, or do you think things will go on much the same .

1. Burns, op.cit., p.l66.

2. ibid, p.136.
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1 . _ '
no matter who is in power?" Just over half the sample said a great

deal of difference.

Similarly, just over a majority of thé Denison voters think
that it matters which party is in power. When the Denison respondents
were asked whether it makes much difference which party governs in'
Canberra 57.27% agreed that it does, 34.07%7 answered in the negative and
another 8.8% did not know. But this is not a uniform response. As
indicated by table 3.1 below there are differenceé
between groups of péople when the answers to thé question are
examined for sex, education; income, occupation, class and age

. 2
variations.

With the exceptiop 6n1y of those in manual occupations, inball
pategories those who feel that it does make a difference which party
governs are in the majority. But there are interesting trends
produced by the variable categories. The percentage of respondents who
answered that it makes a difference increases with étatus. That is, the
percentage agreeing increases with education and -income and is highey among,
non-manual workers and those who regard themselves as middle class .
than among working class respondents and those with manual
occupations. The inversé pattérn'éan also be observed among those
answering that it does not make a difference which party governs;

the percentage decreases as status increases.

1. J.S. Western and P,R, Wilson, "Politics : Participation-and
Attitudes'", in Henry Mayer and Helen Nelson (eds) Australian
Politics : A Third Reader, Cheshire, Melbourne, 1972,p.315.

2. However, the only statistically significant difference occurs on
‘the occupation variable. x2 = 28.783, df=6, p>0.001.
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TABLE 3.1 The extent to which it makes much difference which party
. governs nationally by sex, education, income, occupation,
class, age. (Z)

Does make a . Does not make Don't know' N
difference a difference
Sample 57.2 34.0 8.8 362
Sex: Men 61.9 32,9 ’ 5.2 ‘155
Women 53.6 34.8 " 11.6 o207
Education: . :
Primary 48.64 - 37.5 : 4.1 64
Secondary 56.4 - 35.1 8.5 211
Technical & o
College 57.6 - 33.3 9.1 33
University 72.5 25.5 2,0 51
Income: § AR
- 0-3999 46.1 . 44.7 9.2 76
4000-7999 - 48,2 © 41,1 10.7 . . 56
8000-11999 63.5 ' 31.1 5.4 74
12000-15999 67.9 o 26.8 . 5.4 : 56 :
16000-19999 64.5 32.3 3.2 31 N
20000 and above 75.9 24.1 - ‘29
Occupation: . '
Manual 48,2 48.2 3.6. 56
Non manual 70.9 . 23.0 6.1 148
Retired, HD's .
Students 47.4 7 39.7 12.8 - . 156
Class: ' : ’
Working 48.4 38.3 . 133 128
Middle 66.3 29.3 b4 181
Age: L . - :
‘18-24 50.8 ' 44,1 5.1 59
25-29 © 70.3 29.7 C - o 37
30-39 56.8 36.5 6.8 74
- 40-49 70.2 . 19.3 10.5 57
50-59 52.8 38.9 8.3 : 36
4.6 96, .

60 and over 51.0 i 344 12

A similar pattern élso occurs among men an& women. Tq men,
more thanjtobwomen, it makes a difference which party governs nationally,
and proportionally tc iwore women than men it does not make much -
difference}' Moreo&er thisbtrend occurs independently of edﬁcation.
At the'primary, secondary, and teéhnicai-and collegellevels of

education the same pattern occurs., .

1. The differences however, are not statistically-éignificant.
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Among those with a.university education however, the trend is
markedly reversed; more women than men answered that it doeé make a
difference nationally. As shown in Table 3.2, the pattern among
women is consistent with that for the total sample while among men,
the percentage is constant except for an increase (but not ‘as steep

as among women) among those with a university education.

TABLE 3,2 The extent to which it makes much difference which
’ party governs nationally by sex for each level of
education. (%)

Does make a Does not make Don't know N

difference a diffevence
M F M F M F M F
Primary 60.9 41.5 34.8 39.0 4.3 19.5 23 41
Secondary 60.8 53.8 35.4 34.8 3.8 1.4 79 132
Technical & -
College 58.8 56,3 29.4 37.5 11.8 6.3 17 16
University 67.6 82.4 29.4 17.6 2,9

- 34 17

The age variable displays an irregular pattern, with bi-modal -
peaks produced by those aged 25 to 29_and 40 to 49; Thesé age groups
also stood out with respect to partisanship. It was shown in Chapter 
21 that partisanship was strongest among those aged 25 to 29 and this
would be consistent wi;h the degree to which the group perceives
differences between the parties, But thaf chapter also indicated
that non-partisanship was strongestvamong those aged 40-49. This
age group is therefore an exceptionvamong non-partisans

with respect to-party competition for as Table 3.3

1. Table 2.6.
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shows non-partisans are the only group among whom a majority
thought that it did not matter which party governed. 1In fact it is
respondents without a party preference who are responsible for the

Statistically significant difference shown in Table 3.3.

TABLE 3.3 The extent tc which it makes much difference which
party governs nationally by national party identification. (%)

Does make a Does not make Don't know N
difference a difference
Sample 57.2 34.0 8.8 362
Party Identif~
ication at the
national sphere
Liberal 68.3 23.6 8.2 123
- Labor €0.3 33.8 6.0 151
Other 54.6 45.5 - 1;
No preference 34.8 49.3 15.9 ° 69
%= 21 - : -
df = 3 (with DK's and negative answers combined)
p < 0.001

But although there is no statistically significant difference
in the responses among partisansl,_nevertheless important variations
are evident as would be expected from the clear socio-economic trends
displayed'in Table 3.1. As Table 3.3 reveals,a majority of thosé
respondents identifying with each of the major parties agree that it
does make a difference which party governs nationally. . It is also
clear that a greater proportion of Liberals than of Labor éartisans

take this view; there is a clear variation of eight percentage points

1. x* = 1,86, df = 1, p > 0.10,

" (i.e, between Liberal and Labor Partisans)
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agreeing that it does make a difference and a variation of ten

points among those to whom it does not make a difference.

This finding is consistent>ﬁifh the trends found among>the>kingWOod
“and Bfisbane samples referred to above. Western and Wilson reported |
that "ALP supporters were less inclined.than ofhefs to. think a diffefence was.
1ikely"lwhile Burn%‘ table shows that among soli& supporters, 21%
of Liberals compared to 16% of Labor supporters thought that a change
6f government would make a éignificant difference fo the way in which
the country was run.2 He suggested that the committed Labor voter had .
given. up hope and lost faith 'in the future. But after two changes in
government which brought Labor to power and then defeat, some other

explanation would seem to be required.

The table shows that non-partisans aré the only group among
whom a majority thought that it did not matter which party governed.
But this group probably contains a number of apoliticals for wiﬁh
respect to the state sphere, an almost identical pattern occurs. For
other groups however, there is a marked and significant variation on ;he e

i

national pattern.

1 (b) The state sphere

Fewer people felt that it makes much.difference
which party governs in the state than took the same view with respect to

the national sphere. Whereas 57% of the sample thought that it does

l. Western and Wilson, op.cit,

2. Burns, op.cit, Table 18, p.136,
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make a difference nationally, slightly less than half the sample (48.1%)

felt that it makes a difference in the state. .Further, while the

' percentage that took the view that it does matter which party governs is
greater than the percentage for whom it does mot matte¥ (39.8%), slightly
more people felt that it does not matter'aﬁ the state sphere than

thought the same with respect to the national sphere.

This is consiétent with what might be expected from the analysis
"of voting behaviour at the two spheres. Although the evidence is
not conclusive, it was suggested that the greater stability.in voting
behaviour at the state sphere reflected a pgrception of settled
politice in the state. The vafiation in the degree to which it would
make much cifference which party govefﬂs at the two spheres suggests
that party conflict is much less pronounced with.respect to state politics
than national politics. Consequently there is less pressure to change

party allegiance.

Table 3.4 displaysbthe percéntages of the sample as well as the
variables sex, education, income, éccupation, class and age.:' As the
tablée indicates, in broad terms. there is a reversal to the pattern
revealed with respect to the national sphere. Proportionally, more
women than men, morelwith manual than non-manual occupations and
more of those who labelled themselves working class compared to those-

of the middle class answered that it does make a difference which

party governs in Tasmania. This reversal to the national pattern is

also evident on the education and income variables.l The table

1. As for national party competition the only statistically
significant difference is on the occupation variable.

x2 = 16.957, df=9, p< 0.05
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TABLE 3.4. " The extent to which it makes much difference which
party governs in Tasmania by sex, education, income
occupation, class, age. (%)

Does make a | Does not make Don't know N

difference a difference
Sample 48.1 39.8 11.9 362
Sex: "
Men 45.8 45.2 9.0 - 155
Women 49.8 - 35.7 ) 14.0 . 207
Education: . '
Primary 60.9 28.1 9.4 64
Secondary 49.3 38.4 12.3 211
Technical & _
College 33.3 57.6 9.1 33
University 37.3 ‘ - 49.0 213.7 51
Income: § -
0-3999 48.7 40.8 9.2 76
4000-7999 57.1 33.9 8.9 56
8000-11999 51.4 35.1 13.5 74
12000-15999 35.5 48.2 14.3 56
1600019999 45,2 41.9 : 12.9 3
20000 and above 44.8 48.3 6.9 29
Occupation: .
. Manual 57.1 37.5 3.6 : 56
o~ Non-manual 41,9 42,6 ~15.5 148
Retired,
Students, : .
Home duties 51.3 " 37.8 10.9 156
Class: ) ' *
Working 59.4 29.7 10.2 128
Middle 42.0 47.5 10.5 181
Age:
18-24 44,1 45.8 -10.2 59
25-29 51.4 43,2 5.4 37
30-39 45.9 35.1 18.9 74 -
40-49 52.6 35.1- 12.3 57
50-59 38.9 50.0 11.1 36
60 and over  52.1 36.5 10.4 96

shows that the percentage of respondents who answered that it makes

a difference which party governs decreases with higher education

kd

and decreases in an irregular pattern with high incomes. The
inverse pattern is evident among respondents who answered that it
makes no difference which party governs.

N\
~
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This neat reversal however is not the case on the'agevvariable.
Fbr those aged 18 to 24 and 50 to 59 the higher proportion answered
that there is no difféfence, which is the converse of the_préportibns
with respect to the national_sphe;e. But.among each of the fémaining ,

categories, the higher proportion answered that it did make a difference,

~

just as for the national sphere.

It was noted that more women than men'felt that it makes a difference.
which party governs in the state and thdt this was the converse of the
national pattern. As shown by table 3.5 this holds true among men and
women with primary.and secondary levels of education. However at the
higher levels, mére men than women.feel that it does make a difference;
technical and college educated women tend to feel that it does not
make a difference while a relatively lﬁrge proportion of thé university

educated women did not know.

TABLE 3.5 The extent to which it makes much difference which party
governs in Tasmania by sex for each level of education. (%)

Does make a Does not make Don't ‘know N

difference a difference :

M F M F M F M F
Primary 60.9  61.0 34.8 2.4 4.3 12,2 23 41
Secondary 46.8 50.8 43.0 35.6 10.1 13.6 79 132
Technical & _

College 41.2 25.0 52.2 62.5 5.9 . 12,5 17 16

University 38.2 35.3 52.9 41,2 8.8 23.5 34 17
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As with table 3.1, the patterns revealed by table 3.4 again
suggest partisan differences. This is the case as table 3.6
indicates. The proportlon of Labor partisans for whom it makes a

difference which party governs is much greater than the proportion

of Liberal partisans.. Further, not only is there a higher proportion
among Liberals than among Labor supporters to whom it does not make

a difference, but among Liberals this proportion is greater than the
percentage who answered that it_aoes make a difference., In fact this

partisan difference, unlike the national perception, is statistically

TABLE 3.6 The extent to which it makes much difference which party
governs in Tasmania by State party identification (%)

>
Does make a Does not make Don't know N
difference a difference
Sample 48.1 39.8 11.9 362
Party Identif-
ication at the
state sphere
Liberal - 35.8 45.0 18.4 108
Labor 63.5 31.7 4.9 154
Other 55.6 33.4 11.2 9
No Preference 34.3 48.6 17.2 70
x2 = 27.48 _
df = 3 (with DK's and negative answers combined)

P < 0.001
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significant.l

Consistent with the patterns relating to the social variables
éhown in tables 3.1 and 3.4, the partisan pattern with respect to
the state sphere is almost the dixect reveréél on the national pattern.
The qualification is that whereas a majority of Liberals thought that
it does not make a difference at the state sphére, a majority
answered that it does matter at the national sphere; among Labor
partisans a majority (an absolute majority) with respect to eacﬁ éphere
answered that it does make a difference which party governs. Such a
pattern would be expected to produce partisan variations in the degree
to which the parties are perceived to make a difference in the context
of both spheres. Indeed this is the case but first the pattern with

respect to social variables is examined.

1(c)The degree of party cdmpetition in the federal context.

It has been shown that the degree to which respondents consider
that it makes much difference which party governs varies between
electoral spheres. The tables.3.l and 3,4 indicate that it ﬁatteré
which party governs more at the national sphere than at the state,
Moreover,slightly more people felt that it does not make much difference
which party governs in the state than answered similarly with respect to
the national sphere. That is, national party conflict is more.saldient

than is party conflict at the state. sphere.

1. x = 20,05, df = 1 (i,e, between Liberal -and Labor Partisans)
p < 0,001, ' '
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It was also shown that among éocial, econoﬁic and partisan
groupings there were variations on this pattern. Liberals and peﬁple
of higher .status were likely to be more perceptive of party diffe;enceé
nationally than with respect to the state. Peoplé of lower statu%

and Labor partisans tended to display the reverse pattern.

The queétion.that arises from these trends is whether, and if
so to what e%tent; party differénces are perceived at both spheres or
"at one sPheré but not the other. This is the focus that table 3.7
provides. Thé ﬁercentage of re;pondents for whdm it makes a difference
which party governs at both spheres, at the national sphere but not at
the state, at the state sphere but not nationally and the percentage
for whom it does not matter at either sphere; is shown with respect
tovthevvariables examined in Tables B.i énd 3.4.

Tablé 3.7 indicates the prominence'of national party competition
comparédvto party.conflict at the state sphere. For 50.0% of the total
~ sample, either the parties are percéived to make a difference at both

spheres or at the national sphere only.

This ﬁafional tendency howevér is not evident.among all groups.
Among those of lowef status, primary educated respondents, manual
workefs, working class respohdents and those on lower ihcomes, 50%
answefed'either that the parties made a difference at both sﬁheres,
or only at the.state'sphere. Indeed the table indicates that the
prominence of party conflict at the national sphere only increaseé
with increasing status, while the prominence of barty conflict at the -
state sphere onl} increases with decreésing status; Similarly;vmales

were more likely than women to answer that it makes a difference which
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party governs at the.national sphere only, whereas women are slightly
more numerous in answering that it makes a difference which party

governs only with respect to the state sphere.

Moreover respondents of higher status seem particularly
responsive towards national party conflict bu£ indifferent toward
party conflict at the state sphere. Among respondents having either
a-technical, college or university education, those on incomes of

$12000 - $16000 or over $20000, and among those with non-manual

TABLE 3.7 The extent to which it makes much difference which party governs at
both, one, or no spheres by sex, education, income, occupation,
class, age.* :

Difference Difference Difference No difference N

at both only at the only at the at both
spheres national state ' spheres
" sphere - sphere
‘Sample 30.7 20.4 13.5 17.4 362
Sex: : .

Men 32.3 . 23.9 12.3 . 20.0 155

Vomen 29.5 17.9 _ 14,5 15.5 207
Educaticn: . : o

Primary . 39.1 4.7 17.2 20.3 64

Secondary 30.8 19.9 : 14,2 17.1 211

Technical &

College 21.2 33.3 9.1 21.2 - 33

University 27.5 35.3 7.8 13.7 51
Occupation:

Manual 37.5 ) 7.1 19.6 28.6 56

Non-manual 30.4 31.5 - 8.1 10.1 148

Retired, :

Students,

Home duties 38.8 14.7 16,7 - 205 156
Income: .

0-3999 27.6 15.8 18.4 27.4 76
4000-7999 38.6 14.3 23.2 16.1 56
8000-11999 36.5 16.2 12,2 16.2 74
12000-15999 . 26.8 33.9 10.7 14.3 56
16000~19999 38.7 22.6 3.2 19.4 31
20000 and over 34.5 37.9 10.3 10.3 29
Class: s

Working 35.9 9.4 16.4 18.8 128

Middle 29.8 29.8 10.5 16.6 181
Age:

18-24 23.7 20.3 16.9 25.4 59

25-29 40.5 - 27,7 10.8 13.5 37

30-39 28.4 17.6 14.9 16.2 74

40-49 - 36.8 26.3 10.5 7.0 ‘57

50-59 22.2 27.8 13.9 19.4 36

12.5 20.8 96

60 and over 33.3 12.5

% Those who answered Don't know have not been included in the table.
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occupations, the majority answered that it makes a difference whiéh
party governs only with'respeét ﬁo the national sphere. Among éll
other groups (excepting only.reSpondents aged 18-24 and 50-59), the
majority answered that it makes a difference at both spheres. For
the sample as a whole alsd most respondents consider that it makes a

difference which party governs.at both national and state spheres.

Nonetheless party conflict nationally is more visible overall than is
state party confiict. This is so particularly among higher status

groups, while to respondents of lower status party differences at the
state sphere are more prominent.than nationally. Partisan patterns '

are consistent with these trends.

Usiné federal patterns of party identification, table 3.8
portrays the patferns of perceﬁtions of party conflict inirelation to party
preference. Among Labor partisans and dual identifiers a majority =~
answered that it makes a difference which party govérns with respect
to both spheres. But this is not the case among Liberals. By
a small maréin; 2%; the highest percentage of Liberals answered that it
makes a difference only at tﬁe national-sphere. Moreover only a
relatively sméll percentage of Liberals perceive party confii;t confined

to the state sphere and this proportion is half that of Labor partisans.

It might be expected that.a partisan attachment at both spheres
would be related .to perceiving party differences at both spheres.

As shown by the table, among the partisans of neither party is this true
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. TABLE 3,3 . The extent to j;which it makes much difference which party
governs at both, one or no spheres by federal pattern of
party identification (%)*

Federal Pattern Difference  Difference .Difference No difference N
of Party at both only at the only at the at both ’
Identification spheres national ~ state spheres
sphere = . sphere
Liberal Partisans 26.7 28.6 7.6 13.3 105
_ Labor Partisans 44,1 15.2 15.9 15.9 145

Dual Identifiers 42.9 21.4 14.3 . 7.1 14
National . )

Identifiers - 35.7 7.1 14.3 14
State . o

Identifiers 9.1 - 45.5 36.4 11
Non Partisans C17.2 19.0 13.8 "25.9 58

* Note: Those who answered "Don't know" have not been included in the table.

for an absolute majority, although it is more the case among Labor
partisans than among Liberals. .Three conciusioﬁs are implied by

this partisan pattern. The trends suggest that for Liberals there
is a greater.difference between the parties nafionally than at tﬁe

-state sphere; to 55% of Liberals it makes a difference which party

govéfﬁé-n;tionali§ but only to 34% does it matter at the state sphere.

B;f for iabor ﬁar;isans there is a difference at both spheres. With
réspect to both national énd state spheres, to 59% of Labor partisans

it does make a difference which party governs. Thirdly, among Labor
paftisans a much greater percentage indicate there is a difference

between the barties at the state sphere than among Liberals. In other
words the trends imply that to Liberals it would be much more important for
Liberals to win hational elections than state elections. It would be
equaliy important for Labor supporters to win at both sPhereé;

Consequently ii would be much'moreiimportant to Labor partisans to

win a state contest than it would to Liberal partisans. This however
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is only the impiication,.the questions did not ask about the

importance of winning elections. The speculaﬁion~however is

consistent with recent electoral history, batterns of party identification
and with pattérns of voting behaviour. Further;as will be indicated

in Chapter 5 it is ‘dlso consistent with perceptions about the

importance of elections,

The table also portrays the pattefn among mixed identifiers.
Among national identifiers, the méjority perceive party differences
with respect to the national sphere only and conversely a majority
of state identifiers.perceive party identifiers predominantly at the
state sphere only. A majority of dual identifiers perceive pérty
differences with respect to both spheres. Thé groups however are too
small to more than suggest that these pétterns of party identification

are consistent with perceptions of party conflict.

The remaining category is the non-partisans and among this

~ group there is no clear trend. To a-majqrity it would not make

much differende which pafty governed at either sphere aﬁd perhaps
these are apoliticals., Among the remainder most felt that the parties

would make a difference at the national sphere only.

In concluding this examination of the extent to which it makes
a difference which party governs at the two spheres of the federal
" system, the main points may'be summarized.. I£ makes a difference
which party governs nationally to more respondents than it matters
with respect to the state sphere. While the majority answered that
it makés a difference at both spheres, more pedp;e perceived differences'

at the national sphere only than with respect to the state sphere'
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only. These perceptionshhéwever vary wiﬁh status and partisanship.‘
People of higher étatus and Liberals are more likely to perceivé ‘
party differences at the national sphere than at the state spﬁere:
while lLabor partisans and peoéle of lower status are likely to

. perceive differences at both spheres.

further, more Laboi partisans than Liberals were likely to
answer that it makes a difference which party governs at the state
sphere oniy. These trends in partisanship are consistent with voting
patterns and the degree to which party support is intégrated across
electoral boundaries. Labor support was found to be mére integrated
than Liberal support. It is also implied thét patterns of mixed:
identification correspond with patterns of perceptions about the extent

of party differences at each sphere.

National party competition is more salient than state party
competition and this variation appears to relate to significant
partisan differences. It is to the nature of the perceptions of party

conflict that the focus now turns.
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2) Images of Party Competition.

(a) The national sphere.

It was showh above in table 3.1 thatv57Z of the sample answered’
that it does make a difference which party governs nationally. When
these respondents were then asked to give reasons .and to exﬁlain

"~ the difference, 2.8% did not know and a further 19.67 offered only
genéralized responses reitérating that there were differences.
Almost hélf of these said or implied that there ﬁere differgnces
between policies or platforms or that they adopted different appfoaches;
for example "different policies", "outlook, approach totally different"
or "emphasis of each party different".l.The remainder either stated a
preference for one party, "prefer Labor" or merely affirmed that one
party was better than the other: '"Labor government better", "Liberals .
slightly better". Although such responses indicate that the respondénts

perceived differences between the parties, the images are not clearly

defined.

However the majority were able to articulate_specific reasons
indicating perceived differences between partiesfﬂ These fall into
five broad categories, ideological 16.4%, bolicies 16.0%, management of
government 16.0%, differences between the parties relating to groups -
' regardédjﬂas associated with a party 14.1%,.1eadefs or 1eadership 5.0%,
and a residﬁal categorf, 10.5%. Table 3.9 displays this categorized
summary of the responses for the total sample as well as -for the

respondents according to. their party identification at the national

sphere.

1. The respondents' descriptions of party competition are reproduced
in Appendices 2 and 3. ' : :
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Ideology is the slightly larger»cﬁtegory of specific.reasoné,
comprising 16.47 of the responses. This category contains reféfenées
to socialism,'communism and nationalisation with reference to the
vLabor Party aﬁd associates the Liberal Party with capitaiism, ffee
enterprise and laissez-faire and one response which describes the
"Liberal leader as a fascist. Thus for example the "Liberals are tod
capitalistic'" or for "free enterprise'" and "laissez-faire" whereas
"Labor (is) more communisf minded" or "devoted to socialism". "Less

extreme are five responses referring merely to "philosophical differences'

TABLE 3.9 Images of party differences at the national sphere by
national party identification.

Image category Sample ' Liberal Labor No Preference
3 % -4 %
Ideological 16.4 22.3 10.2 20.9
Policy - economic . 5.5) 5.6) 4.1) 8.4)
- social welfare 6.9)16.0 -4.5)12.4 8.2)18.5 8.4)16.8
- other 3.7) 2.3) 6.2) -)
Management of gov't 16.0 24,5 10.2 12.5
Serving the people 4.1 3.4 6.2) -
Group related differences 14,1 7.8 22.5 4.2
Leaders and Leadership 5.0 6.7 3.1 8.4
Other 10.5 :10.0 . 8.2 16.7
Differences - general -19.6 14.5 24,5 20.9
Differences — don't know 2.8 2.3 3.1 -
100 100 100 100
Total responses . 220% 90 98 24

_*Other identification = 8
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Policy differences and resﬁonses relating to the parfies' ability
to govern or approach to governing are the two next categories wiéh
each comprising 16.0%Z of the responses. Differeﬁces in policy |
are céntéred on two areas, economic and social weifare. "Half of
the reéponses relating to economic policy simply stated that the pafties
pursue different economic policies or préduced aiffering effects on the
economy. The remainder referred to areas of economic policy or
performance where the parties were seen to differ or produce different
results. Thus the responses range from the statement "The effeét on the
economy'" to the more specific eyaluationé, "Labor... caused unemployment"
or "tends to be more centralist and increases in taxation", and the
"effect on incomes, Labor decreases, Liberals increase." Social
welfare was the policy area most mentioned. A majority of these
responses merely stated or implied diffecrences in social welfare poliéies -

"in (the) field of social welfare", "welfare of (the) underdog"vwith

the remainder referring approvingly to Labor's record in relation to
pensions and medibank. A residual category labelled "other" contains
the remaining references to policy differences. This category comprises

references to defence, foreign policy, farmers, and several references

to education.

An equal number of reéponses referred to governing. Of these'a
number refer to one party of the other being "More for the people and
not for themselves"; the others concern either economic responsibility

rA(as opposed to economic policy), capability, or approach to governing.
Labor is seen as lacking financial reéponsibility, "Labor government
went mad and spent money wholesale"; and more prone to crisis and
instability whereas the LiBerals are seen as more peaceful, better

managers financially and indeed simply more competent to manage the
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governing process. Some responses however also suggest that.the
"Liberals have mucked up everything" or that the "general state of

affairs (was) better under Labor."

Thé fourth major category of responses concerns differences
between the parties in relation to groups and interests associated with.
the parties. Simply put "Labor is for the working man" aﬁd'the unions
or'is under union control whereas the "Liberals are for the upper'éléss,'
."capita1,>the businessman, ''the multinationals" or against the working -

man and is not dominated by unions.

The remaining specific categoryAchcérns evaluations of the
party leaders or théir approach. Four responses are critical of Mr.
Whitlam, gnd one is favourable (but in>¥e1ation to uranium); Mr. Fraser
scores three negativg responses and two favourable, while .
two more responses simply perceive party differences in terms of

"leadership".

The final category, comprising 10.5% of the responées, is a
-residual group among which are comments outside the main groupings or
which are difficultAto relate to the question; for example, "which
ever ‘party governs has the say'" or 'govern us from there (Canberra)."
More than half of this group comprise such unclassifiable responses.
Of.the remainder one respondent sees a "moral difference", others
' perceive differehces in the parties' relations with the states.
while several other respondents deny differencés (after initially

answering that it did make a difference whichvparty governs).

In summary then, national party differences are seen as comprising
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five specific-areas Hfideology; policy, management 6f*gévernment,
groups associated with the parties and party leaders. These with a
residual groﬁp account for 78.07% of fhe responses. The remaiﬁdér
elther give no reason or provide only a most géneralised‘respépseﬂ
that there is a difference, that one party is "better" than another
or that there are "different policies." These however are the groupings -
of the sample as a whole, When the responses are grouped according to the
respondents' national party identification significant partisan |

differences appear.

>As shown by-Table 3.9 the responses by'ghéééﬁidentifyiﬁénﬁith>thé
Liberal and Labor parties indicating specific differences
teﬁd to cluster into two .categories. For Liberal identifiers some
46.0% of the responses refer either to ideology or
managément of goﬁernment; for Labor supporters 40.0%Z of
the responses relate to interests or groﬁps associated'with'the.

parties or to specific policy areas.

of the_fesponses from Liberals 24}5%greferred fo management of .
govermment. To Liberals, the Labor party proQided poor managérs of
the governing process: "Labor too out of this world, went stupid, .
too radical". This theme wés much less prominent among Labor
supporters; to four respondents it is fhe Liberal party who are
poor managers while to'Six Labor supporters the "Labor Party work more for

the people".

Second to this theme from Liberals are the responses referring
to ideology; Labor is socialistic and "tied up with the communist partyJ'-

The Liberal Party on the other hand is "against nationalisation and socializé1



.88

ation and for free enterprise and incentives for workers'. Mbst Liberais
in this quup-perceive the Liberal Party as opposing Labor's

_sbcialism; very few Liberal responses refer to a positive comﬁonént
of Liberal jdeology, or philosophy. On the other hand, while this
category comprises felativgly fewer Labor responses, half provide
responses approving of Labor'é soéialism and the remainder simply-associate
the Liberal Party with free enterprise and capitalism but not with the

aversion that Liberal supporters imply in relation to socialism.

The largest category of specific fésponses ffbﬁ Labor.supporters
is group related differences; 22.5% of Labor respénses answered
that "Labor is for the working man'", "Laﬁor for workers ... Liberal
is not" or the Liberal party is for '"the upper class", "multinationals"
or "big business'". That is, Labor identifiers fend to perceive national
party conflict in sectional terms. The Liberals howeéever
who comprise this category (7.8% of Liberal responses), tend to refer
either to trade unionism or to the Liberal Party being concerned with

a "broader span of people'.

Policy items rank second in frequency among Labor identifiers
and the third for the Liberals. But whereas the Labor responses refer
predominantly to social welfare, Liberal responses are equally divided
among the three policy categofies. Among the Liberals, social welfare
policies are less frequently mentioned than economic policy whereas

econonmic policies are relatively infrequently cited by Labor identifiers.

For the supporters of both parties generalized differences are also-
frequent responses but more so ahong Labor identifiers, 24.5%
compared to 14.5%. In fact this is the largest category of Labor

responses but third largest among Liberals indicating that either
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‘Liberals are more articulate in framing their perceptions of party
differences or that Labor supporters are not so cléar about the

differences.

Not much can be said about those claiming no party preference as the
- number of responses are fealiy too small to indicate a pattern. But
it is noticeable that policy: and ideologicﬁl responses are similarly

prominent,

To summarize,the perceived party differences at the national
sphere relate in the main to ideology, policies, management of
government, group related differences and 22.4% of.generalized respdnses,
But whereaé Liberals tend to stress ideology and management of -
government with references to policies é lagging third, group
reléted differences;_policies and generalised responses comprise the

majority of responses from Labor identifiers.

‘To complete‘the'picture of perceptiéns about party differences
however, it is also necessary to consider fhe»reasons_34% felt that
it does not make muqh differencé which party governé. Tablei3.iQ |
indicates the ca;egories of respoﬂses for the total sample énd'by
partisanship of the respondent. To a thifd, there waéVSimply no difference
between thevparties; "seems much the same with either party", '"much of

a muchness'", or "both parties act the same way'.

Perhaps significéntly; this was the posiﬁion taken by proportionally
more Labor supporters than Liberals. To another 25% there was .
no differénce because both parties.are equally |
incapable or unlikely "to do much good". ‘Moreover a furthérvten

' percent are distrustful of politicians -'"both the same, all after
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TABLE 3.10 Reasons for parties regarded as not making a difference at
the national sphere by national party identification.

Sample Liberal: Labor Other No :
: ) Preference
% % Z . N 7.
“No difference - 33.3 20.0 - 39.2 5 -28.2
Both parties equally ) ,
incapable 24.5 26.7 176 - 3 31.3
Distrust of Politicians 9.8 - ©13.7 - 15.6
Other 17.9 30,0 15.6 - - 15.6
Don't know or ) _
no answer 14.6 : 23.3 13.7 2 9.4
100 100 100 100
Total Responses 123 30 51 © 10 .32

money'. If these two Categories are combined, 34.3% of the responses
indicate a lack of confidence in the national poiiticians of both

parties.

0f the remainder 18.07% comprise.a residual category. Most of
these responses do not appeér to relate to the question or provide
insufficient information to categorize. Of the rest respondents did
not know. Thus of the.reasons given for fhe parties not making a
difference nationally, one third said the parties were the same and a

further third thought they were all incapable or not to be trusted.

2. (b) The state sphere.

Just under half the sample stated that it did make much difference
which party governs at the state sphere. But for many of these respondents
it was difficult to articulate in specific terms the nature 6f the

difference. In describing the differences almost 40% of the responses are
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broad generalisations. In fact 6.2% of the respondents could not
provide a reason, and another 2.8% answered either

"eQerything? or "nothing specific".- The remainder of these
generalized differences comprise two themes, different policies or’
approaches 14.1% ,and statements merely affirming either specifically
or implicitly'thééqone>party is bet;ef than the other, 15.2%; for
example,“policies", "both have different ideas",

or merely that "Labor is better for-the state',"Liberals

. do more for us" or that '"Labor should stay in'". All these generalized
statements are merely affirming‘thét the respondent simply-préfers a
particular party. The remaining 61.7% of the respénses refer to

specific differences.

TABLE 3.11 Images of party differences at the state sphere by state party

identification, :
Image Category " Sample LIberal Labor _ No Preference
4 A Z %
Management of gov't 13.0 7.5 15.0 17.4
Group related differences 12.4 2.5 15.9 13.1
National - state relatioms 7.9 15.0 5.6 4.4
Leaders & Leadership 6.8 2.5 7.5 13.1
Ideological 5.1 . 10.0 4.7
- Policies 5.1 2.5 5.6 - 4.4
General - policy 14,1 17.5. - 12.2 13.1
" one party better 15.2 10.0 16.9 21.6
" differences undefined 2.8 7.5 1.0 co=
" don't know 6.2 12.5 5.9 -
(Total General) (38.3) 47.5) (35.6) (34.8)
Other 11.8 10.0 10.3 13.1
100 : 100 100 " 100
Total responses 178* 40 .07 23

* OTHFR party identification = 8
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Three categéries; group related differences, management of
government, and a residual groupihg comprise just én half these regponses,
Thirteen percent refer to management of government with the |
majority simply stating that 'Labor does a good job", or'thatbiabor is
more experienced, A few ventured to suggest however that the Liberals
would do better. Others in this category express the view that
Labor members ''get on with what they do" implying steady, cautious,
if unspectacular progress. The group related differences mention that
"Labor are for the working class",whilé the Liberals "are for business

"people".

The residual, "other", category contains a range of
comments, many of which appear to lack relevance to the question.
Indeed some appear to contradict the earlier statement of there being
différeﬁces between the parties. For example such comments as "issues
don't matter," or "Canberra holds the purse strings" imply that differences
are not very significant. Several comménts relate to the size of the
state in which decisions are vital or that it needs a strong party in
power., Others refer to the social compostion of the state, it is
Labor or working class, with the balance not really pointing to a

difference such as, "Public opinion" and"people are differenty

Four categories comprise the remaining responses; references to
party relations with the national sphere, leadership, specific policies

and ideological differences. Responses referring to party relations

Y



93

across the two electoral Spheres (7.9%) comprise two views; on tﬁe
one hand haif the responses suggest that. "it is éepsible to have (ﬁhe)
same (party in) government in (the) state as in Canberra' as this
would achieve "more harmony". The other view ié'the opposite; it is
better to have a different party in power in the state to that at thé

national sphere.

Statements about the leaders comprise 6.8% of the responses. Almost
all are critical of the opposition leader such as "Don't like leader
of opposition and his outlook" with two statements praising the Labor )

leader and ministers.

References to specific policy areas are significantly few, 5.1%.
In this group of responses two main areas of policy are covered;

social welfare and taxation, with the H.E.C., industrial relations,

E housing, transport and unemployment also mentioned, but only the

comments on social welfare provide any descriptive comment. For

example "Labor look after the ybung and o0ld" or "With Labor, pensioners

~ get a better deal", Of equally low prominence in respondent’s perceptions

of party differences in the state are ideological differences; only

5.1%2 refer to ideology and most rather mildly. One refers to a "communist
influence", a few to socialism and free enterprise or laissez-faire

and others just to different ideologies or philosophies.
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Almost half the responses from Liberals compriSe>generaiized
statements about differences compared with just over a third of the

Labor responses. O0f the Liberal responses,l17Z refer to-

.general policy differences —_"I.like their policies better -" while

this category accounts for just 127% of the Labor responses. The reverse
proportions apply among those whb simpiy stated either that "Labor are the
best" or that.the "liberals do more for us". However, unspecified
differences - "different ways - n; specific reason! — and the "don't

know" reSponses are proportionally much more frequent among

Liberals than Labor supporters.

Among the more specific items, management of government and
differences relating ﬁo groups associatéd with the parties are the
prominent response categories from Labor supporters, while national -
state'party relations and ideology are the most prominent among

Liberals although comprising only 257%.

The Labor Party's. traditional image as the party for the working class
cqmprises15.9%of the responses. Significantly however only two Labor |
respondents contrast this with a felationship between the Liberal Party
and business interests and no references aré made to cépitalism or
multinationals. The Labor Party is simply regarded as being more for
the worker than the Liberal Party. Significant too is the absence of
. Liberal comments in this Eategory. There is only one Liberal response

and this agrees with the Labor view; "There are more working people in
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Tasmania so Labor is more appropriate". Further_ the unions, or union

influence is totally neglected.

The managément of government category is also dominated by Labor :
supporters with most agreeing that '"Labor does a good job". Again the
absence of Liberal responses is significant. vOnly three Liberals
express .any criticism and miidly at that. Oﬁe is critical of '"'How
they handle the deficit''; aﬁother suggests that the 'Liberals would have
"handled the bridge situation much bettef," and the third simply states that

the "Liberal members are better."

Proportionally Liberals have more to say about ideological differences
and party relations across the two electoral spheres. To three Libetalé the
Labor .Party is "left wing" or socialist and a fourth is concerned about
a "communisﬁ influence", but this represents'a gignificantly low emphasis
on ideology. Liberals have slightly more to say about the
relations between national and state branches of the parties. All six
Liberals agree that greater harmony would be the result if there was
thg same party in power in the state as nationally; “but only provided
both are Liberal; Labor responses are a mixture; some suggest the Labor
equivalent qf the Liberal view and others that Liberals 'would toe the
Fraser.line". dne respondent makes the interesting comment that thg
étate government is the link between the people and the national
government; "they can méke demands on (the) federél government ... and
influence (the) distribution of what (the) federal govermment gives the

state.”
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The residual 'other' category comprises a similar perceﬁtage of
comments from Liberals, Labor supporters and non-partisans and the re-
maining categories are dqminated by Labor respondents. Labor.supporters
are unanimous in their condemnation of the Liberal leader witﬁ the non—.
partisans either i&»agreement or suggesting that Labor has a 'much stron-

ger line up of leaders and ministers'". Labor responses also comprise the

majority in the policies group, most of which refer to social welfare.

In summary, images of party competition at the state sphere
predominantly comprise four themes; generalized differences 40%,
management of government 13%, group related differences 12% and a
residual category 12%. Labor and non—partisan respondents each emphsasize
management of government and group related differences much ﬁore than do
Liberéls. More Liberal responées than either those from Labor supporters
or non-partisans are general comments and each provide a similar'proportion
of comments.in fhe residual category. Liberal comments also cbmpfise most

of the references to ideology and national-state relations.

Because relatively few Liberals felt that it would make much
difference which party governs Tasmania, Liberals provide proportionally
more responses explaining why it is not important which party is in

power in the state. These are shown below in table 3.12.

It can be seen that thevbulk of responées simply state that
both parties aré similar;"both much the same","bofh have advantages
and disadvantages', Haven't noticed any difference", To thisvcategory
may be added a further six percent'of responses'expressing the view-
that the Labor Party is conservétive or rightlwing. Implied by these

comments is that Labor is moderate compared to national Labor and not -
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TABLE 3.12 Reasons for parties regarded as not making a difference at
the state sphere by state party identification.

Image category Sample . Liberal Labor  No Preference :
Both parties similar 36.5 26.0 35.9 44.5
Moderation of the ALP -6.1 8.0 9.5 —_—
Dominance of rational

government 10.2 14.0 7.6 11.2
Financial constraints 4.1 4.0 . 11.2
Low profile of state

politics 4.1 4.0 7.6 —
Personalities 3.4 — 5.7 5.6
Criticisms of parties
and politicians 14,2 18.0 13.2 8.4
Other : 9.3 . -14.,0 9.5 2.8
Don't know 12.2 12.0 11.4 16.7

100 100 100 100

Total Responses 148% N 50 53 36
* OTHER = 9

very much different from the Liberal Party. As one Liberal exblained,
"State Labor doesn't affect business at all whereas Federal Labor did
affect business" or, as a Labor man stated, the "Labor party is too

much interested in power for the sake of it and not much better than the

Liberals". .

Three categories of responses take the theme that the state is limited
in what it can do by the national government and financial constraints

or that state politics is relatively insignificant. Ten percent of the

respbﬁses refer to ﬁﬂe dominance of the national government over the
.state and Imply that the state sphere is little more than an arm

of the national government; for example, "federal level ovefrides 
any policies", "Don't think the state government has much to do with

anything" or that "All the money comes from Canberra; the state
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government spends money how its tbld to". To these comments may be

added a further 4% expressing the-view that "They (the parties) haven't got
the means to influence our lives" or ghat "both. (the parties) areflimited'
due to finance". A slight variation on this themé refers to fhe

scale of state politics: It doesn't make much difference which party is

in power "because the state doesﬁ't affect the international level" or
because the state only has "to look after roads, bridges, education and
health'", State politics is séen only as "small town politics -

decisions not that important".

Three percent of the comments refer to personalities.l It is not
the parties but the individuals who make the difference; it "depends
on the person who stands." But while Some respondents regard individgals
as important, a comparatively large proportion take an opposite view;l
"Politics is a dirty business no matter who runs the state." They are
all és ba& as'one another; '"both do a lousy job", the parties are both

the same; they '"promise everything until théy‘get in,"

A further twelve percent of responses were from people who could
not provide a reason and the remaining nine percent is a residual
category expressing a range of views such as, "Can't do anything about

it once they're in'" or "Because the Labor Party has been in too long."

The table also shows a remarkable dégfee of partisan agreement.
Most categoriesbcontéin similar pfoportions of the total responses
given by the supporters of the two ﬁarties, But there are impoftant
exceptions to this degree of agreement. Compared to Liberal fesponses,'
a high proportioﬁ of the reasons offered by Labor supporters and non-

partisans refer to a perceived similarity between the two parties.
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More significant-héwever are the fesponses'contributing to the second
theﬁe, that of a limited role for state government. It is instructive
that 14% of the responses,which represenﬁg/g.SZ of the total sample,
take the view that the state government is limited either b& a lack
of finance or more importantly by fhe national government. The view is
that étate politicians "ére just spenders of federal money'". But
fﬁrthermore, this categbry contgins a relatively high percentage of the
responses offered by Liberals, - more than twice the proportion of Labor
responses, - and represents some 8% oflthose with a partisan attachment
to the state branch of the Liberal Party. Or to put it another way,

457 of state Liberals said that it does not make much difference

which party governs in the state of whom some 182 said the reason is
because the naﬁidnal government exercises over-riding control. And
further, each one of these nine respondents is a Liberal identifier with
fespect to both sﬁheres thus representing a significant proportioﬁ of

Liberal supporters.,

2. () Images of party competition in the federal context: the two

spheres compared.

Perceptions of party conflict at each sphere of the federal system
have been examined. In Table 3.13 below the eiements'comprising
the images are displayed providing an overview of the perceptions and

facilitating comparison.

Several significant variations are apparent. At the national
sphere a much greafer proportion of the responses refer to specific
differences as opposed to géneralizations.' That-is, at the national
sphere perceived diffefences between the parties are mucﬁ more clearly

identifiable to respondents than with respect to the state sphere.
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TABLE .3.13. Images of party competition, national and state.

National imace ] State image

General differcnces (22.4%) General differences (38.37%)
Ideolégy (16.4%) | Management of government(13.0%)
Policy (16.0%) Group related

differences (12.4%)

Management of govermment (16,0%)
) - National-state

Group related . relations (7.9%)
differences (14,1%)
o leaders - ( 6.8%)
Leaders ( 5.0%)
: Ideology ‘ { 5.1%)
Other 10.5%) | Policy . ) T (5.1%)
Other o (Ar.2%)
No. of responses 220 o 178

Statements referring to ideology and specific policy areas are
much more prominent with reference to national affairs than to state
politics. “This variation moreover is evident among both Liberal and
Labor partisans; that is even among Liﬁefals idedlogical differences
are much lesé prominent with feSpect to the state sphere than
nationally. To Liberals management Qf government is also a much less
significant category with respect to the state-sphere. Labor supporters,
on the other hand, commended the state government and provided
relatively fewer comments concerning managemént of government naﬁionally.

The Liberals provide contrasting evaluations across the two
spheres but among Labor supporters there is some ihtegratioﬁ_in

their perceptions of party conflict, particularly relating to the
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category of group.relatéd items, To Labor supporters a major
difference betweén the parties is that Labor is for "the workers". To
_the extént that this is a significant evaluation of the nature of
partisan competition it provides a bridging link between the national
and state components of the party in terms éf objectives for Labor
supporters. Thus while party identification tends to be integraﬁed
across electoral spheres with 707 of the sample holding the same
attachment at both sphergs, perceptions about the'focus fﬁr partisan
action tend to vary and to a grea;er extent among Liberals‘than among

Labor supporters.

The partisan differences in perceptions of party
competition at the two spheres are not the contribution of

mixed identifiers. Tables 3.9 and 3.11 summarized the responses

by party identification at each sphere sepafately; there was no -separation
for -mixed identifiers. Thus it might be suggested that mixed
identifiers perceived different images of party conflict at the two
"spheres and thus distorted .the fedéral»picture. Buf thié is-not_the

case for two reasons. Firstly, the number of responseé from mixed
identifiers is comparatively small. With respéct.tOvthe national sphere
responses from mixed identifiers account for 10% of the total and at

the state sphere 9.6%. Sécondly, the responses are evenly distributed
over the éafegories; with one exception, there is no concentration of

mixed identifiers in any one category to distort the partisan comparisons,

Nevertheless, this éxception is important. As can be seen
from table 3.14 three dual identifiers referred to party relations
“across electoral boundaries in their explanation of why it makes

a difference which party governs in the state. Each response
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TABLE - 3.14 Images of party differences at the national and state
. spheres for mixed identifiers.

Image category Dual National State
Identifiers Identifiers Identifiers
Hational Sphere N, N N
Ideological 1 - -
Policy - economic 2 1 -
" - other - 1 -
Maonagement of gov't 2 1 1
Group related differences . 2
Other 3 3
Differences - general 2 1
" -~ don't know 2
Total responses 10 10 2
State Sphere
Management of gov't - 1 » 1
Group related differences - - 1
National - State
relations 3 -
Policy - -
General differences -
policy 2 - 1
one party better 1 2 1
don't know 2 - -
other - - 1
Total Responses . 8 3 6

sﬁggested'or’implied that it is '"good to have a different party in

power in the state'; the kind of answer that could be considered
consistent with dual identification. Moreover this response is

consistent with a later question in the survey. Responaents were

asked, '"Do you think it important that there be a different party in
government in Tasmania to the party in government in Canberra?" Each

éf these three respondents answeredbin the affirmative. Furthermore, one
Qoted consistent with this view in the 1975 and 1976 elections and another
did vote for the Labor party in the 1976 state election but was too young
to vote at the preceding national election. fhe othef resbondent however

reported voting for.the Liberal Party at both elections. Perhaps
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a désire to baiance tﬁe parties in bower écross Jurisdictions is a
significant perépective among dual identifiers reflecting avviéw thch
is the antithesis éf integration. However while this may.be a
significant view-amohg dual identifiers, it does not distort the
partisan content of the category; the category contains a majority

of Liberals as noted abové, taking an opposite view.

The response patterns of non-partisans reflect those of the total

sample. Among this group five categories of responses comprise most of

the statements about national party differences; ideological and general
policy énd other and references‘to managementvof government. Thus
specific items are the predominant focus, With respect to the state
sphere however, generalised comments comprise almost 40% of the
responses, As for the total sample then, party differenqes are much
‘clearer defined at the national sphere. Among the remaining statements
felating to the state sphere, management of government is mérginally
more prominent than references to leaders, group related differences

and "other". But a significant absence, égain reflecting the total

sample, deological considerations.._ |

Thus perspectives of party differences do vary between the two
.spheres of'government, But while this is so for all shades of
partisanship, it is the ecase among Labor supporters to a less degree

than to Liberals.
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j) Conclusion.

In 1960 Davis drew attenﬁion to persisting and clear dispariﬁies-in
levels of party support between national and state'elections for the
period 1940 to 1959ﬁ To encourage éxplanations for these patterns of
party preference Davis suggested sevéral~possible alternatives relating
to images of the parties and perceptions about the content of partisan
competition at the state sphere; Amdng these were the quietness 6f state
politics, the absence of controversial issues and the ideological
respectability of state Labor partieé{l Since then other commentators have

echoed these themas.

Townsley has referred.tobTasmanian politics as "rather a low key"
affair iﬁ which there is relatively little controversy and certainly
with an absence of intense rivalry.2 Herr has extended
this theme. To Herr, Tasmania."is a state where politics receive
a lower priority in the public consciousness than administration;"
Tasmanian_state politics is characterized less by_partisan
competitioh centred on policy goals than on managing

the activities of government. The Labor Party's success

1. Davis, op.cit., p.650
2. Townsley op.cit., p.64.

3. R.A,Herret,al,, "Accountability and Proportional Representation :
The Tasmanian Case'", Politics, V10, No. 2, Nov. 1975, p.219.



105

according to Herr, is-attributable to its ability tobadminister-and
pursue a "pragmatic, brokerage - politics style of government"[ﬁn %]

. ) . o1
"state more anxious to be administered than governed."

This brokerage style of politics is also to Sharman the characteristic

of party competitioﬁ in a state where regional loyalties and the strength

of personality pervade the political process.Z'Becéuse of the importance
of both these factors, party competition'becomés centred not on broad
policy objectives but on the provision of benefits to win electoral
support. This has the effect of defusing or mitigating against
ideological considerations. To Sharman, "Tdeological issues have little
meaning in such a context since the prime goal of both parties is to
amass a bundle of candidates and policies that can be cobbled together
to guarantee an electoral majority."'?Aﬁ absence of ideology is

sure to dampen the fires of political debate.

The accuracy.of these themes is evident in the preceeding analysié.
As indicated by tables 3.1 and 3.4, state politics compared to the
national sphere is "settled" politics. Whereas 577% of the sample agreed
that it does make a difference which party governs at the national sphere,
slightly less than half the sample felt thevsame with reSpéct to the
state parties. Moreover, even among those who did consiaer that the
parties would make a difference in the state, the responses, when
compared to perceptions about national party coﬁflict, tend to be much

less specific in identifying important differences between the parties.

1. ibid., p. 219.

2. G.C. Sharman, "Tasmania: The Politics of brokerage", in Current
Affairs Bulletin, Vol.53, No.9, Feb.1977, pp.15-23.

3. ibid., p. 21.
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As well as variétions in the extent of spééific as opposed to
generalized statements of parfy differences there are also significant
. contrasts between the two spheres in the prominence of the»specific
categoriés. Specific bolicy items are prominent in the party diffefences
nationally but are relatively obscure with respect to the state party
conflict. And it is policy goals or objectives to be bursued which give
rise to ideological perspectives. Ideology too, although of impoftance
nationally is much less significanf at the state sphere; even to Liberals;
The most prominent category of spécific responses at the state sphere ié in
fact management of government and thié reflects the descriptions of

Tasmanian state politics noted above..

Moreovef,'it_is also noticeable that the stéﬁe Labor Party was
largely applauded for its administration of govérnment; indeed there
is a marked absence of Liberal criticism with its performance. ' This
too is consistent with Herr's conclusion that the state Labor Party
enjoys considerable respect for its administratibn, from its own
supporters as well as.from the supporters of it; political opponents.

‘, :

_ These contrasts in the prominence of response categories at the
two spheres signal differing perceptions about the nature and focus
of party competition at each sphere. qu Liberals, espeéially the
two spheres -involve contrasting perceptions of party compeﬁition
implying differiqg goals and political responsibilities. This
however is much less so among Labor supporters. Although there

are significant differences, a degree of integration is apparent

among Labor supporters with respect to the sectional interests

associated with the party. To a significant proportion of .
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Labor supporters at each sphere party competition involves the pursuance
of policies "for the worker". In this respect the goals of government
appear to be more integrated across the spheres-in the perceptual

appreciations of some Labor supporters.

Theselpartisan differences are consistent with the differences
noted above ‘in the dégree of party conflict at the
two‘spheres. Compared to Liberals a comparatively high proportion
of Labor supporters answered that it makes.a difference which party
governs at both spheres; this is understandable if party competition is
seen in similar terms. On the éther hand party differences are more'.
prominent to Liberals at the national sphere and this too is consistent
with variations between the sphere in Liberal perceptidns about the
party conflicts. The implication of these patterns is that Liberal
supporters are likely to be more keen to win nétioﬁal elections
than state elections whereas Labor supporters may be equally keen to
win both. State electioné moreéver, are likely to be much wore

competitively contested by Labor supporters than Liberals.

Not only were Liberals more perceptive of party differences at the
national sphere than at the state sphere, but prominent among thetfreasons
ot laav
why it makes a difference which party governs in the state is the
theme that the same party in power at both spheres would promote greater
harmony. Moreover, prominent among the reasons given by Liberals who
felt that it does not make a difference which party governs the state

were references to . an implied acceptance of national dominance.

‘These responses imply a degree of nationalization in perceptions about
party competition, which is surprising given the special attention the

Liberal Party, and Tasmanian Liberals especially, accord to '"states rights".

But as will be shown in Chapter 5 a majority of Liberals nevertheless
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consider themselves foremost as Tasmanian.

It is'this_categoronf responses too which.is prominent fdr the
dual identifiers who agreed that it makes a.difference-whigh farty governs
in the state. Aithough most of their responses were general, the threeb_
respondents who were specific referred to party relations across the
sphéres. Each took the contrary view to the Liberals,. that it is
preferable to-bélancé one party in power nationally with another party
dn péwer in the state, for.dual iﬁenﬁifiers, their schizoid atfachment

does not appear to derive from cléarly defined perspectives whiéh
associate the parties to particulér spheres of the fedéral system,
but at 1éést partially tova notion of balancing the parties which in ics
most rational constructioﬁ entails a perception of the federal_system aé

a_compefitive interaction between component governmental units.

Thus the Denison voters proVide varying perceptions about the
degree and nature of partisan conflict as it is practised by the
two parties at the two electoral spheres of the federal system. These

perceptions in turn>invite questions relating to the salience of the

~ governmental units. But before dealing with those questions the next
chapter examines the extent to which images of the parties vary across
electoral spheres in the light of the variations in perceptions of

party conflict described above,



CHAPTER 4

PARTY IMAGES

It has been shown that patterns.of.party p:eference exhibit
'a relatively high degree of integration between national and state
electoral spheres. Perceptions aboutbparty competition however |
differ across spheres. More respondents perceive differences between
the parties nationally than between the state components of the
parties. In addition, the images ofvparty'compeﬁition vary across
spheres. Consequently perceptions about each of the parties should
vary across spheres. This is the subject of this chépter;- an
examination of respondent's perceptions about the two parties (party v

images) with respect to each‘electorél sphefe.

" Two methods of constructing party images have been developed in other
surveys. One is to provide statements about the parties and ask
respéndents whether they agree or_disagree}' A more sophisticatEd.

" variation of this method is the semaﬁtic diffgrential technique.2 The S
respondent.is inﬁited_to_place each party on a scale with respéct ﬁo
various &imehsions presented ip the form.of simple wérd pairs. For
example, the dimension cquld be "geheral Orieﬁtation" with the word

pairs, young-old, left wing-right wing, and so on.

Another method is to ask open ended questions about the parties and
éategorize the responses. This is the method used in a number of

American studies3as wvell as in-BritainAand more recently by Aitkin in

l, See for example, Hughes, op.cit.

2. J. Meisel, Working Papers on Canadian Politics, McGlll-Queens
University Press, Montreal, 1973.

3. A, Campbell et.al., oE.c1t.
4, Butler and Stokes, oE.cif.
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Australia.l It is this method which is followed»ﬁere-in an‘éttempt to
focus on voters' unstructured aﬁd spontaneous perceptions of the
parties with respect to each sphere. OUnly by exaﬁiniﬁg such'responses:
through ffee answer type questions can the subtlety and flavour in the
- similarities and variations of party images betweeﬂ electoral spheres
be revealed. But in.adopting this-method, there is the proélem that
the sponteneity of responses may reflect parﬁicular issues current

ét the time of the survey, father ;han the more_eﬁbedded percepfions
about.the parties. Where comments refer to issues of the period (as.
indicated in press reports) this is noted. For the most.part

howéver, the responses do. appear to reflect the more deep-seated

perceptions of the parties held by the respbndents,

: 'Following Aitkin, each respondent was asked what he liked and dié-
liked about the national aﬁd state ccmponents of both parties. Eight
questions were asked with each electoral arena treated independently
and separated by intervening questions but identified by.an introductory
statement.2 In the analysis, tﬁé responses_to:thése.eight questions
have Been‘grouped according to the subject aéea expressed with separate
categorization for each question. The categories thﬁs‘fofmulated have

been summarized under'déscriptive headings and tabulated as elements of

each party's aggregate image.

The results thus obtained indicate sﬁbstantially different images
between the national and state components of each party which parallel
the perceptions of party differences as described in the preceding

chapter.

1. Aitkin, oE.cit.
2. Questions 7-10 and 16-19. See Appendix 1.
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1)  The Parties at the National Sphere.

(a) The Liberal Party.

Table 4.1 pfesents the favourable and unfavgurable images of the
Liberél Party} Taking firstly the favourable images, it can be seen
that these comprise five main themes. Two doﬁinant’categories,'policy

~items and general comments, acﬁount for 56% of ﬁhe responses with fhree
themes, statements about personalities, management of government and
ideology accounting for all but. 7% of the remaining comments._ This

las

7% is a residual category containing such disparate comments
“"academics in the party", "a conscience vote permitted on many issues'

and a description of the party as being "more pragmatic than Labor".

The main emphasis concerns specific policies, with the majority

of the comments referring either specifically or in a general sense to

economic policy matters. Thus the Liberals "are good, they have tried
to solve inflation and unemployment; they "handle the economy
better", and have attempted to "restrain the wage explosion" with two

.

other comments applauding taxation measures. ; Thése commenté,‘expressing
é perceptioh of competent economic management, total 17% 6f the
responses, and more than 50% of the ;éferences to policies. vThe second
policy category refers to. industrial mattérs, in'particular.contfol-of
.unions; The third pélicy category is a mixture of réferences to
uranium, social'welfare, defence, foreign affairs and rural policies

and two favourable references just to "policies".

The second main group of responses are general statements.

1. The responses are listed under each category in Appendix‘2.



TABLE 4.1,  Images of the Liberal Party (Natioral) by party identification. -

% of positive responses)”

Image Sanple Liberal Labor No Prcfcrence

Favourable -

Policy - " economic 17.2 16.7 20.0 11.6 :
industrial 5.2) 32.3 5.6) 2L.5 10.0) 50.0 - 19.3
other 9.7 4.2 20.0 7.7

General favourable items 20.1 30.6 13.4 11.6

Personalities - Fraser 9.0 12.5; - 11.6;

' Others At BRI IV TR BRI R 15.5
Management of government 14.2 12.5 6.7 30.8
Ideoclogy - frece enterprise : 7.5; . 5.6; 6.7; 11.6; «

: anti-socfalist _ 3.7 1.2 4,2 2.8 -§ 87 3.9 15.5
Cther 6.8 7.0 10.0 7.7
Total Responses 1341 72 30 26
Unfavourable
Policy - economic-management €.7 5.8) N -
L enployment 4.9 3.5 S.1i 6.7
uranium mining 4.2 2.3 o b 5.1 4.5
taxation 2.5 28.6 7.0 32.¢ - 26.9 L 2.3 20.2 .
industrial » 2.1; 4.7 0.8 -
other ' 8.1 2.3 6.5 6.7
Personalities - Fraser 16.7) L, 14.0 19.5) : 28.9
Others 1.6; 18.1 3_5; 17.5 0.8) 20.3 N ; 28.9
Management of government 9.4; . 18.6) 5.8 8.9
Dishonest, insincere 5.3 14.7.? 3.5‘ 22-1 7.2; 13'0_ l».S; 13.4 .
Group related- 1tems. ) . .
for big business 6.3 1.2 8.5 8.9
against the people/workers 4.6; 10.9 1_.2; 2.4 6.5; 15.0 2.3; 11.2
Ideology
: . conservative attitudes 3.9) -) 5.8; 6.7
capitalist/for free enterprise 3.9) 7.8 3.5) 3.5 4.49 10-2 2.3; 9.0
Party related items - disuntity 4.2) 9.3; l.5; ' 45;
authoritarianism 2.2) 6.4 1.2 10.5 2.2 3.7 2.3 6.8

General dislike 6.0, 2.3 7.2 8.9

Other ' 5.3 9.3 C4s | 2.3
Total Responses ' 2842 86 139 . 45

® That 1s, the percentage of actual comments, other than "don't
know", "no", or "nothing". See Tables 4.7 and 4.8 for the total
response rates. :

1. Other party jdentifiers = 6 -
2. Other pavty identiflers = 15
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K4

This category, accounting for 20% of the responses, contains such
comments as: 'Yes, everything", "better for Australia", "nothing wrong

with them“, and "trying to do a job".

The party leader attracts 9.0% of the comments and with othgr
‘Liberals menﬁioned, personalities of the party attract almost 16% of
the responses. Mr, Fraser "impresses", is more refined, honest and

- fair; he is "not so dictatorial', keeps his promises and provides
""good leadership'. Other members who'éttract comment are Goodluck,
Hodgmanland Peacock with five responsés referring to unnamed members,

("several good men") also included in the category.

Of almost equal prominence are perceptions of a ;esponsible,

- cautious, pragmatic and professional approach to governing. Liberal.
ministe;s are "more realistic in (ﬁheir):approach tovéveryday affairs",
cautious and more businessiike". To -some respoﬁdents the ﬁarty
provides an image of strength aﬁd.solidity wh%le to oﬁhers they are simply
more cépable.

» r
Fifthly, is'ideplogy . emcompassing refefences to "free enterprise"
#nd oppositibn to socialism. But this category comprises only 11%

of the responses.

It is to. be egpected that Libefals would provide the méjority 6f the
favourable responses but there are élso partisan differences in the
.patterning of the images. Oﬁe third of the Liberal respoﬂses comprisé
‘general comments while démiﬁating the Labor responseé are references to
policy. Management of goverhmént_is particularly stressed by non-

partisans with ideology, personalities and policies, the other main

1. Bruce Goodluck is the M.H,R. for the neighbouring electorate of
‘Franklin and Michael Hodgman is the M.H.R. for Denison.
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themes of favourable comment from this group; in fact, ideelogy is

more significant among non-partisans than it is to Liberals.

Three elements comprising the party's favourable image, policy,
personalities and management of goverrment are counﬁerbalanced by
~similar categories of unfavourable responses. Policies attract the
most criticism and perhaps surprising, this area of comment is
proportionelly strongest among Liberals. It covers policies relating
to economic manageﬁent, employment, uranium mining, taxation,
induserial relations and a residual category of references to

education, social welfare, defence, fcreign affairs and federalism.

Mr. Fraser himself attracts the second strongest focus of criticism,
with comments ranging from the general '"Mr. Fraser" to arrogance end
breaking promises. Not surprisingly T.abor partisans are more critical
than Liberals of the Liberal leader, but he attracts most criticism

from non-partisans.

Management of government accounts for almost 15% of the responses
including a sub-theme comprising references to dishonesty and breaking
.promises. Other'responses refef tb a lack of concerted aetion, over;'
confidence and a "born to rule" attitude. Again it isAperheps surprising

but propoftionally this line of criticism is strongest among Liberals.

References to polieies, personalities and management of government
comprise more than 60% of the responses critical of the party. In
terms of party identification, 72% of the Liberal responses comprise
these categories while Labor ideﬁtifiers and’non—partisans parellel the
sample patterning. Non—partisans and Labor eupporters'eontribute more

heavily than Liberals to three of the remaining categories, group
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related items, ideology and general comments. Comments critical of
relations with other groups account for 117 of the.respoﬁses. These
responses contain references to favouritism of "big bﬁsiness"; and
neglect of othef groups, the handicapped, aborigines and Espeéially
"the wbrking people'. Laborbidgntifiers and non-partisans are also
critical of Liberal ideology and the party generaliy. Labor supporters
are critical of the Liberals' "general capitalist philosophy" and
coﬁservatism. The non—partisans.alsq refer to conservatism while two
Liberals are divided over the‘party being "right wing".and adopting

‘a "lot of socialist policies".

In contrast to the favourable comments, unfavourable responses are
more specific; only 6%, the majority of which are offered by Labor

identifiers or non-partisans, refer to a general dislike of the party.

The remaining responses contain comments aboﬁt the party itself
>and residualvitems. Disunity, factionalism and authoritarianism maké
up 6Z of responses relating to the functioning of the party. A
relativeiy high proéortion of Liberals refer to’'"too much bickering and
arguing' while Labor identifiers and non-partisans are more critical
of a "one-man show". The residual category (Other) is dominatéd by

Liberals, with references to parliamentarians' salaries, renovations .

to the Lodge, elections, overseas trips and relations with the states.

b) The Labor Party

' Favourable perceptions of the Labor Party are heavily concentrated
on policy items with the majority related to social welfare, unemployment

or education.
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TABLE 4.2. Images of the Labor Party (National) by party identification

(% of positive responses) -

Sample Liberal Labor No Prejerer
"‘F;vom'able
Policy items - general 6.6 15.4 5.2 D
: ‘ social weifare 17.1 1 33.4 11.1 20.8
education 8.1) 44.1 5.2) 59.2 6.7) 37.8 [ 17.3) 48.6
unemploymant 3.3 - 4.4 3.5) -
conservation 2.8 2.6 3.0 3.5
other policy: 6.2 2.6 7.4 3.5
Group related items (for the worker) 15.2 - 20.9 13.8
Personalities - Whitlam 5.7 7.7 5.9 3.5
Others 23 10,4 13.6) 20-6 | 38 s | 33 70
Party related items - unity, democracy 7;1{ 7.7§ 8.1§ 3.5§
- the members 2.4) 93} 2.6) 193] 15y | 350 7O
Management of government 3.3; - '4.4; 3.5;
_ S serve the people 4.7 8.0 - 4.4 8.8 .10.4 13.9
Ideology/philosephy 4.7 5.2 5.1 3.5
General 8.1 5.2 8.9 6.9
Total Responses 211t 39 135 29
_ Unfavourable v A
Persnnalities - Whitlam 20.6 19.6) 24.7 17.9
» Others s.zg 288 1 "5y 247 _16.5§ 41.2 s.4§ 23.3
Croup related items -~ unjon affiliations 14.1§ 17.4§ 8.3; 16.2; ]
against groups 1.4 15.5 1.5 v18.9 -y 83 1.8 18.0
Policies - General 1.7 ? 3.7 - ; -y .
economic 5.9 . 7.3 3.6 5.4
social welfare 2.1f 133 | 200 7.5 "7y 7.2 736 10.8
other 3.8 4.3 3.6) 1.8
Ideology 11.3 13.1 4.7 16.1
Management of government 9.7 - 5.1 14.2 7 14.3
Ferformance as opposition ' 7.2 7.3 9.5 3.6
Party disunity 6.9 5.1 9.5 7.2
General dislike 4.5 6.6 1.2 3.6
Other 2.8 1.5 4.7 3.6
Totzl Responses 2912 138 85 56

“ That 18, the percentage of actual comments, other than "don't

know", “no", or “nothing"”.
response rates.

1. Other party identifiers = 8
2, Other party identificrs = 12

See Tables 4.7 and 4.8 for the total
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While this is the pattern among each parfisan grouping, policy items
are particularly emphasised by Libérais with aiconcentratioﬁ on welfare“
policy;as one Liberal commented, "their favourable attifude to welfare".
Other . comments include references to Medibank, pensioners, and a concern
for the underpriveleged. As well as welfare policigs, non-partisans

also emphasise education as a favourable policy concern of the Labor Party.

Policy is also impoftant to LaBof identifieré but comparatively less

S0 tﬁan to Liberals and non—parﬁisansf Group related responses is the
theme dominated by Labor identifie;s. This sectional and traditional
image §f the Labor Party as "working towards better staﬁdards for
working people" comprises 20% of the Labor comments and nearly 14% oZ
those from non—partisans. But while this is a Strong thread ;o the
party's image, it is not emphasized to the extent that Aitkin found in

| 1967.1 This may be a product of the electorate..Alternatively it may.bé
evidence in support of Kemp's thésis that the Labor Party is now less .a

. ‘ 9
class party. than was once thought.

References to Labor personalities are mUcK.leés frequentbthan are.
comments praising Liberal persoﬁélities. - Among the party leaders
‘Mr. Whitlam is neither as populaf nor. as promiﬁent as Mr. Fraser.
Mr.,Frasef is the séie Liberal leader mentioned, whereaé Hawke, Hayden
and Dunstan are Labor leaders sharing the praise in Labor's favourable
image. But in contrast to the Liberal Party, favourable comments about
~the Labor Party structure éomprise'a relatively significant theme.

This category contains references to the "spirit of the party", unity,

1. Aitkin op.cit., Table 4.5, p.64.

2. D.A. Kemp, Society and Electoral Behaviour in Australia,
University of Queensland Press, St. Lucia, 1978.

3. This was also reflected in national opinion polls conducted prior
to the election. See for example, The Age, Dec.8, 1977, p.4.
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tactics and a “"greater degree of democracy" with Liberals referring to

"internal discipline", "solidarity" and "being outspoken". These four

areas of comment, policy, group related items, personalities”énd party
related items contribute 80% of the responses. The remaining themes
refer to management of government, ideoiogy and a general category

with all partisan groupings contributing to each with the exception of

management of government.

The management of government category contains responses, mainly.

. from Labor identifiers and non—partisans; prai$ing Labor's period in
office with comments ébout hoﬂesty, activism and the party's concern for
- people. Examples include; "say what they mean" , "when they were in power
they did something', and, "Yes they're more down to earth, close to.the

people'.

" A further 8% of the responses are comments expressing a generally
faVOurable.attitude. Thus, they ''do their be;t", "most things" and
"I just 1like them".are examples. The rémainﬂng.category_is comments
referring to ideology or philoéophy. These range from references tq

socialism (including one Liberal) to objectives, ideals and_philosophies.

As for group related items, this category is also much below the 14%

reveaied in Aitkin's national survey.

The former Labor-leader is the main'focus of the unfavourablé
responses. : Moreover,.the highest percehtage of comments critical
of Mr. Whitlam is among Labor_idehtifiers.- In addition,a further 8%,
includingia significantly high propoftion (16%) of Labor idéntifiers,
‘refer té other leaders, Ha&ke, Ha&dep; Cairns and Cameron or’juét to:

"other persohalities", With the references to Mr. Whitlam and others"
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combined, personalities account for 297 of the ébmmengs critica1>of

the Labor Party and more than 46% of the Labor responseé. This is an
exceptionally high propor#ion, almost three times the next 1argest
category of Labor'c;itiéisms, almost double the Liberal proportion and
“"more than twice the percentage of Labor comments critical of Liberal
peréonalitieé. At 297 of,thé'tétélisaﬁple, criticisms of Labor leaders
comprise an equal proportion of the responses in the next two largest

- categories, group related items and policy.

- Group ‘related items refer to felations Qith unidﬁs a;d othér groups.
0f the 12% which refer to unions, 10% “don't like the way they'rel
.(the Labor Party) letting the_unions control their thiﬁking" and 3% afe
simply critical of the pafty’s "connections with the unions". Propertion-
ally this view.is_most prominent among Liberals and non-partisans. But
a significant proportion of Labor responses, 8%, also refer to unions.
The ¥émaining comﬁents in this theme acéuse the party of bias against
"bﬁsinesé people'", "country people" or‘of neglecting_the "wofking class".
» '
... Four groupé»Of_responses comprise-the criticisms of Labor policies;
Ypolicy" as a géneral statement, economic and welfare policy and a
.residua1 group which includes iﬁmigraﬁicn, education, abortion and
Vinfernational policies".. Of the ﬁotal, economic policy attracts the
most criticism with such comments as "incessant spending'". This view
is carried over:to the welfare.area iq responses- such as: the
“eountry can't afford all these social services" or Labor is "a bit
unrealistic in welfare programmes - shouldvbe based on a contributory
scheme"'.

Ideology, comprising 11% of the comments, is.much less. significant
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than revealed in Aitkiﬁ;§.1967 study when it Qas the domiﬁaﬁt focus cf
ceriticism with 247 of the responses, .twice the Denison percentage.
Criticisms range over a wide Spectruﬁ from "too pro;Communist"

through "leftist attitude" to "increasing bureaﬁcraci - ‘not éﬁough
free enterprise", and are mést»preValent-among thosg professing no

pérty preference.

Perhaps surprisingly, Labor's recérd in office received énly 10% of
the criticisms. This'theme also is strongest among non—partiééﬁs
but more significantly, this line of complainﬁwis twice as strong among
Labor identifiers as aﬁong Liberals.1 In.fact; Liberals were more critical
of their own party's governing performsnce than they were of the Labor Party":
performan’ce.2 Most of the comments express the view that Labor "tried to
do too much too quiékly". Other comments refér tb broken promises,

inexperience and lack of expertise.

‘A further 7% wére critical of Labor's performance in 6pposition; Two
predictable partisan approaches characterize these reséonses. Té Liberalé;
tﬂe Labor Party is "too busy abusing Liberéls,ﬁo &o aﬁything constructive"
while Labor suppofters consider the party ineffectivé»and evasivé ;v for
example:. "too much talk, no action", or they "dodge a lot of issues'.

A related theme attracts an equal proportion.of comﬁents.' This is the
., theme of'partyvdisunityvcontaining reférences to factionalism and Labor's

caucus System. .

Of the remaining responses, 4.5% "just don't like them" and the rest
comprise a residual category containing references to the Governor-General,
centralism, procedures of candidate selection and to a '"lack of

commitment to growth".

1. 14‘2% tos'l%.
2. 22.1% (19 responses) to 5.1% (7 responses)
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(c) Ngtional party images; a’compérison and summéry.

Consis;ent with the résponsé»rates to Aitkin's national survey,
both parties attract mofe criticism than praise.1 As Aitkin also found,
Somé partisans of both parties were prepared to commeﬁt favourably as
well as unfavourably oﬁ each party Eut there are partisan Qariations.
As:indicated éy Table 4.3, proportibnally more Liberals commented béth
favourably and unfavourably about the Labor Party thap Labor identifiers
commeﬁted on the Liberal Party, an& fﬁis tob is consistent with the
national survey. .However, in contfast to Aitkin’s results, proportionally
more Liberals were critical of the Liberal.Party than Labor.identifiers
were critical of the Labor Party. Furthermofe, as many Liberals

criticised the Liberal Party as commented favourably, whereas Labor

identifiers viewed the Labor Party overall more favourably.

- TABLE 4.3 Number of responses and percentage of respondents-
{in brackets) favourable and unfavourable to each

~party by national party identification.

,v.’

Liberal Party Images N Labor Party Images
Favourable ' Unfavourable ~ - Favourable | unfavourable
Sample .| 134 (35.6) 284  (65.0) 211 (48.1) 1291 (64.1)
Liberal 72 (57.7) 85 (57.8) ) 39 (23.9) 138 (81.7)
Labor 30 (17,9).v 139 (69.6) ’ 135 (70.8) 85 (53.7)
No ) : . ' s . . .
- Prefer- ' )
ence 26 - (34.8) 45  (68.2) 29 (34.8) 56 (62.4)

1. Aitkin, op.cit., Tables 4;4, 4.5, pp.61- &:064.
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To provide a comparative focus on the electorate's perceptiong of the
two parties, Figure 4.1 brings together the major elements of eachzimage;
Each of the themes containing 6% or more of the,responses'is.hinged to a
centre vértical and placed relative to each other éccording to
significance. Adjacent to each theﬁe is the>percentage of responses

within partisan groupings.

Policy is an important elemeﬂt in the images of both parties but
with significant differences. Whereas policy is both a strength and a
weakness (to aﬁ equal degree) in the image of the Liberal Party it is
much ﬁofe significant as a Labor gtrength yet much less dominant as a
detracting element. In fact, criticisms of Labor policies are less than
half the proportion critical of Liberal policies. Even Libérals are

less critical of Labor policy than of Liberal policy.lkTo both partieé

'persphalitiei/y§(:;so an important elemeht. But, while personalities

of the Liberal Party attract praise and criticism equally, Labor |
personalities are mainly criticised, and by more Labor supporters than
the number critical of Liberals. Responses referring to ideology display
a similar pattern and correspond with partisans%ip. Whereas both these
eiements in Labor's image are more frequent as criticism, they are items
with praise and crificism balanced in the Liberal image. Management Qf
government is also a balanced and relatively important element in the
Liberal ?arty's image. It is however, much less significant to the Labor
image. These four areas provide counterbalancing elements of the Libergl
image contrasting with a much more diverse Labor image; group related

items is the only category with a balance between praise and criticism.

1. 27 responses critical of Liberal policy to 24 critical of Labor policy.
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Figure 4.1 - Images of the Labor and Liberal Parties Nationally.
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. Group related responses, reflectirg the sectional affiliations and
_cdncefns of the Labor Party, is the theme most related to partis;nship“
and provides a further impoftant difference_between-the two imagés. The
Libergl image contains a section#l element only with respect to |
crificisms. However, the favourable respohsesvcontain a significantly
high proportion of general cémmgnts, a category of much less significéncé

to the Labor image.

Thus the major elements comprising the 1maées 6f the partiés provide
two important differences. Qﬁe is that the Labor imége,contains a .
sigﬁificant sectional coﬁﬁonent wﬁereas the LiEefal image éontains
relatively less sectiongl emphasis but comprises a significant number of
general comments. The secon& différénce is that the Liberal image is
much more balaﬁced between favburable and unfavourable responseé.' Moreover,
this balance extends to partisan viewpoints suggesting that-the Liberal
Party could be moré vulﬁerable electorally than the Labor Party. ~ With
the strengths and weaknesses of-tﬁe Labor Par#y confined to separate
areés, particulgrly policy as against perSonaiities, the>party has a
clear focus on which to improve. This is so however prOVided an | .
improvement on one weak spot does not weaken the fabrlc elsewhere..
Figure 4.1 shows ideology and the Labor leadership as points of
weakness. Ideology however is less a detracting element than in 1967
- leaving leadership as the main handicap in Labor's image. Thus if the -
partj's 1éadership is a real soﬁrce 6f~dgtraction.rather than merely a

focus for critical responses that mightvshift to other elements, this

area provides a significant ‘focus for improving the party's image.

1. As noted above, this is compared to Aitkin s 1967 results.
op.cit., p.64.
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2) The Parties in Tasmania.

(a) - The Liberal Party .

.The image of the state Liberal Party is characterized byva strong
emphasis  about personalities, particularly the Libsfal leader. Mr.
Bingham, hsads the list among both the favourable and unfavourable responses
ss,indicated in Table14.4. of ihe 337 of the favonrable coﬁmsnts referring

" to personalitiss, the party leader attracts 27%,-with half referring to
his personality, '"Mr. Bingham seems more sincere ... as a person. has more

appeal"}and the remainder to'his leadership qualities.

Tne second major source of praise is avcategorp'of fssponses containing
references to the party members collectipely, tne party's style, and its
organisation. ThuS'tne Liberal Party is percéived as a "well balanced
team (with) some clever members" and in sﬁyle as "'straight-forward"
and '"not as srrogant.assiabor". With ths theme of personalities, thsse
two. categories contain more than half the responsés and with the next
fwo categories, general comments ano performancg in opposition, provide

some 83% of the responses.

General commenfs fanging from the'enthusiastic, "Yes; everything'; to
shé nore oualified,s"sometimes.have a few good'ideas" account for 15%
of the responses, just slightly ahead of comments relating to the party's
role in opposition. This theme also rsnges in degree of approvai from |
enthusiastic praise - '"'They offer a good opposition" - to a}mops

hesitant sppraisalv— "They do a good job I suppose - we need an opposition'.

‘1, The full list of responses is given in Appendix 3.
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TABLE 4.4 Images of the Liberal Party (Tas) by party identification.

(Z of positive responses)

Sample Liberal Labor Non-partisans
" Favourable
Personalities - Bingham L 27.5; 30.2; 24.22 zo.9g S
‘_ _ Others | “s.gy 33:3 | T3i2f 334 | 13.8) 380 4000 232
‘Party related items :
' -~ The party members . 13.3) - 15.9 6.9 16.7
style o 5.9) 20.9 8.0) 23.9 6.9) 17.3 - 20.9
organisation 1.7 - 3.5 4.2 :
General . - s 15.9 | 10.4 16.7
Role as opposition : 14.2 9.6 | 2%.2 12.5
Ideology o L 7.5 9.6 3.5 3.4
Policies | - ] s 3.2 3.4 | a2
.. Group related items » : - o 2.5 | 1.6 . . C 8.3
Other - . o 3.3 .2 3.5 4.2
Total Responses . 1201 63 29 24
" Unfavourable : '
Personalities - Bingham _ ' 31.7; 29.8) 37.0; 27.8
- - Others 2.8 343 |43 31 | N0y 392 T ]
Role as Opposition - weak : 17.52' 23.4; 8,7; . 36.33
- over critical 12.1) 2%-6 | 13.8§ 36-2 | 15,0} 20-7 | 11.2) 47-3
Party related items - disunity ' 6.6; ' 19.2;. 4.4;‘ -
. - party members 4.4 v11°0 4.3 23.5 3.3 7.7 2.8
Policies - general o 5.5 - 8.7;. 2!8; .
..« aress - .5.0; 10.5 4 s.59 14-2 | g4 11.2
‘Group related items . v - 5.0 2.2 6.6 : 5.6
General dislike o ’ - 4.4 - ' 7.6 ) 2.8
Other " . 5.5 4.3 bt o4
Total Responses . - 1832 47 92 36

° That is, the percentage of actual comments, other than “don't
know”, "no", or "nothing". See Tables 4.7 and 4.8 for the total
Tesponse rates. '

1. Other party identification = 4,
2. Other party identification = 8.
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Fouf relatively minor themes, ideology, group related ifems, policy, and a
residual category account for the remaining 17% of the favourgble responses.
Ideology comprises a majority ofvreferences to "8upporting'frge eﬁterprise"
and just one comment to the "fight against communism"; the remainder
refer to "their attitudes", and "philosophies". Comments on policy
matters comprise four references, to law reform, the environment, daylight
saving and industrial relations whilst group related.items refer to
country'people, business interests and councils. Four further comments

comprise the residual category.

As Table 4.4 indicates, there is broad agreement among the partisan
groupings on the relative prominence of the categories. "Among Liberal

and Labor identifiers as well as (to a slightly lesser degree) non-partisans,

the majority attribute praise to personalities”wifﬁ:partiCular

approval of the Liberal léader. The general theme of party related items
>contains similar partisan percentages Qvérall-although there are varjations
~on the sub-themes; the party members collectively are praised ﬁore'by _
Liberals and non-partisans than by Labor identifiers while the party's style'

is neglected by non-partisans.

The most significant partigan variation concerns perceptions of the
party's role as the oppositioﬁ. Proportionally, Labor identifiers aré much
more approving than are Liberals. To Labor identifiers, the Liberal Party-
is a "strong opposition", "do a fairly good job" and 'keep the Labor Party
on their toes". To the three Liberais however, the party has been
pérsonally helpful, is "allowing the Labor Government to run its full
term" and "doing the best they can". Liberals are much more inclined to be

critical of the party's role in opposition.
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On the unfavourable side of the party's image there is considerably less
partisan agreement., Counter—balancing the favourable emphasis on )
personalities, is an equally strong theme of criticism, predoﬁipantly
-of.the Liberal leader. With one third of the Liberals as well as Labor
identifiars contributing responses to this category,.cfiticisﬁs of
personalit_ies provide the one area of relative partisan agreement. Even s0,

Labor identifiers are more critical of Mr. Bingham than are Liberals and

non-partisans.

While non-partisans especially are critical of the party's opposition
role, 367 of Liberals and 21% of Labor identifiers also contribute to
this theme. Two conflicting points of view are expressed, weakness or

ineffectiveness, and negativism. On the one hand the -party is "

not
ruthless enough" while on the other party members are "too negative in

many respects'. To some extent these views reflect'partisan perceptions

but not entirely. Some Liberals are critical of constant "knocking"

while a few Labor identifiers find the Liberals ineffective.

'

Personalities and the party s performance’prov1de the main
sources of complalnt, with 64% of the total responses; 60% of the Labor
responses and 70% of the criticisms from Liberals and non—partlsans.
Party related items and criticism of policies each provide a further 117 -
so that the negative side of the Libaral image is derived from four main

areas of complaint..

Criticisms of policies and the party itself provide further partisan
variations. Again, Liberals espec1ally were critical of party disunity
Two examples of this view are: "Don't like factions forming in ‘the party

" and "There seems to be a bit of apathy among them which means they dop F
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‘stand as a united force". A further 47 are responses critic;l of members
or leaders collectively: "I don't like some of their members", "Don't
like them as leaders'. .Criticisms of pblic& are provided entireiy from
non-partisans aﬁd Labér identifiers. Fiﬁe perceat are,critic;1 of
Liberal policies generally, while a further 5% referhto specific areas;
taxation, thé envi;onmenf, unemployment, industrial relations and capital

punishment.

The remaining 15% of responses are categorised into three equal themes,
'associatiohs with groups, a category of general criticism and a residual
grouping.' The first of these contains criticisms of the party's
perceivea relations with business interests, and iack'of concern for
the “working élass". Generalized criticisms, froﬁ Labor identifiers and
non-partisans, range from "everything", to "quite a lot" while the

residual category is critical of politicians in general, parliamentarians'

o 1
salaries, industries, and the "opening of (the Tasman) Bridge wrangle".

(b) The Labor Party

Most prominent among the responses favourable to the Labor Party.afe
thosé éraising the party's handling of goverﬁment; As Table 4;5 indicates,
there aré‘several strands to this praise.which in total comprise 407% of
the responées with comménts such as "They have done a good job", "They
are genuinely concerned for the state" ér, the "Handling of the bridge .

repairs".

1. This refers to a dispute, highlighted by the media, between the
Premier and the Prime Minister over plans concerning the opening
ceremony. . . '
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.TABLE 4,5 Imag;es of the Labor Party (Tas) by Party lLieatification.

(% of positive responses)®

Image : Sample Liberal Labor - | Non-Partisans
Favourable
Management of government ' . ' i
- capable 12.9). | 171 20.9 23.2
- look after State's .
" fnterests 5.9) 39.8 8.6) 32.1 3.9) 45.8 4.7) 37.2
~ Tasman Bridge 4.9 4.8 4.7 7.0
~ fair for everyone 9.3 1.6 16.3 2.3
‘Personalities - Nielson - 13.4 22.2 10.1 | 11.6
e . - Lowe : 6.1) 24.0 11.1) 37.1 4.6) 17.8 4.7) 24.6
" =~ Others 4.5 4.8 3.1 9.3
Policies ~ general 2.0g - . 3.9 -
- education & welfare 5.3) 11.4 3.2) 8.0 5.4) 12.4 7.0) 9.3
- other 4.1 4.8 3.1 2.3 ’
Ideology : ‘ ’ 2.4 1.6 1.6 7.0
Party reclated items -
~ members/candidates 3.7; 3.2; ‘ 3.9; 4".3;
- other 2.5 &1 ql6d 4B 1) 3 4y 7O
Croup relsted items (for the workers) . 4.1 1.6 6.2 - 2.3
General . - " - 8.1 7.9 7.8 9.3
Other - : ) 4.1 7.9 3.1 2.3
Total Responses 246t 63 129 43
Uafavourable
Party related icems i
) - left wing influence 7.5 11.3 4.3 5.1
- = disunity 10.5).24.0 10.0) 26.3 11.4) 20.0 7.7) 23.0
~ some members or minicters 6.0 P 5.0 4.3 10.2 R
Management of government ) 18.0; 18.8; 15;73 zo(sg
Handling of bridge disaster ' 4.0y 22:0 3.8 '22'6 7.1% %28 27§ 205
Yersonalities - Nielson 9.5 8.0 10.0) 12.8
' - Others ‘ 12.03 21.5 11.3; 19.3 12.9; 22.9 12.8§ 25.6
Policies ~ education 3.0 5.0) ° 1.4 . 2.63
- couservation 3.5) 12.5 - %100 7.1)15.6 2.6; 10.3
- other 6.0 5.0 7.1 5.1
Ideology ' , 1.5 7.5 10.0 S.1
Group related itcms - union affiliatfons 757 5.0 8.6 10.3
General o 3.0 6.3 Co- -
Other ' 2.9 2.5 - 5.1
Total Responses - 2002 2o - 70 39

‘that is, the perceatage of actual comments, other than "don't
¥now", "no", or "nothing". See Tables 4.7 and 4.8 for the total
response rates. . : :

- 1. Other party identification = 11,
2. Octher party identification =. 11,
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A Second important theme is personalities with Mr. Neilson attracting
twice the percentage of comments as Mr. Lowe. Mr. Neilson is seeﬁtas
honest, sincere and trying; "Mr. Neilson has done his best", and:

Mr. Lowe as a ''genuine person", '"quiet and dignifiéd", who "gets things

1 .
moving'".” Others to attract comment are Barnard, Baldock, Harradine,

. : cqos 2
Batt, Coates and two past premiers, Reece and Ogilvie.

Together these two themes account for more than 607 of reéponses, and of
-eacﬁ partisan group. But whereas more Labor identifiers referred to
management of govermment it was Liberals who had more praise -for both
_Mr. Neilson and Mr. Lowe. Never;heless, the Labor leader iS'not;as
- popular as the Liberal leader, but neither is he as dominant. Mr. Neilson -
attractsvjust on half the percentage of responses accorded to Mr. Bingham
and only twice that of Mr. Lowe, or 55% of responses referrring td
personalities, whereas the.Liberal leader attracts somé 80%Z of the

references to Liberal personalities. .

Three categofies;'policies, party related items and general praise of the
party provide the bulk of the remaining comments. Eleven percent refer .
to policies, most of which refer to specific policy areas, and in

particular to welfare and education. Thus it is felt that '"Labor

1. At the time of the survey Mr. Nielson had announced his
' resignation as Premier and retirement from state politics to take
effect on December 1, 1977. Mr. Lowe, the Deputy Premier, was .
expected to be elected Premier unopposed. G.A. Smith.and P.T.
McKay, ''Tasmania Political Chronicle'", Australian Journal of
Politics and History, Vol. 24, No. 1 April 1978 pp.101-107.

2. It should be noted that Mr..Harradine, a prominent state union

-official had been expelled from the Labor Party. In 1975 he was
elected to the Senate as an Independent. Mr. John Coates, also
~a national parliamentarian, had been MHR for Denison from 1972 to
1975. Mr. Angus Olgilvie had been Premier from 1934-1939 and
Mr. Eric Reece was Premier from 1958-1969 and from 1972-1975.

Mr. Barnard, Mr. Baldock and Mr. 'Batt were all Ministers in

~Mr. Nielson's cabinet. ' :
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1s goo@ in educatiQn matters" , : and . “has tried to help our lowest class—.
people who are struggling in poverty'. Party related responses, 62 of the
comments, take two themes, the "people in the party" and thé party
stfucture. This last sub-theme comprises references to democratic
practices, lack of caucus control, selection of younger members ana

freedom from unions.

A further three themes, group felated items; ideology and a residual
grouping account for the remaining 9.67% responses. Only 4%,lmost1y Laber
identifiers,.refer to the party in sectional terms, that is, for the
ﬁwbrking people" while evgﬁ éeﬁer refer to.idéology. MoreOQer,_this is
a theme refefring to "tﬁeir»libefél;éttitude" rather than t§ socialism.

A residual category, cdntaining.a disparate group:of réspdnses'completes

the favourable image..

As the table shows, partisan'vériations of any significance are mainly
confined to the major themes. Labor.identifiers have most praise for_
the party's governing performance while referenhes to personalities are
more numerous among Liberals. As.well, but less significant, responses
ébout policies and Labor's sectional interests are proportionally mofe.
frequént among Labor.idéntifiers, But cn>the unfavourable side, there

is much less partisan variation. .

Labor's unfavdurable'image is made up of four main eleménté containing

80% of thevresﬁonses, two themes éaqh comprising 7% of the comments,
a smali category of general commenté aﬁd a smaller residual grouping. .
Of these, references to personalities, policies, and grdup related
items counterbalénce similar themes of favourable responses. ﬁowever,

"party related items and ideology prbvide areas. of weakness.
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Party related items cOmptise the latgest éertentage éf unfavouréble
commenté. This. theme contains thtee strands, criticisms of ieft—wing “
influence, disunityltr conformitY'and pafty»members; including ministers.
Criticisms of "faction fighting", "squabbling",.”batk-étabbing" and |
- conformity ("they're all yes-men") total 10% of the :eéponSes. .A second
group contains references to a left Qiﬁg infiuénée'taking over within
the party and the third comprisé criticismé of members §r>ministers
collectively. Thus, "dominance of-leftwitg", “certain ﬁiniéters", and

"several of the people" are three examples. .

Table 4.5 shows;LabSr's étrength to be tﬁe party's management of
governmerit. This is also an afea for‘coﬁﬁlaintof whichv4%_tefer to the
Tasmaﬁ Bridge réstoration.and ferr& handliné. Thé rémaintng responses
of this theme are critical of the_ﬁarty's'admihistrative perfofmance
and handling of public authorities; The Labor gbvernﬁent isbseen as
"too slow in what they do", "lacking iﬁ initiative",_poor_otganisers and
wasteful with public finance. _The triticisms of public'authqrities
refer to the Ftuit Board, T;A.B., the Ambulancé Board and the H.E.C.2
But nevertheless, admiﬁistration 6f government fis é strongvarea_for-
Labor as the proportion of trititis@é is Significahtly beléw that ofv

favourable comments.

1. 1In September two union officials had been expelled from the Labor
' Party after being found guilty of associating with the National -
Civic Council (an organisation proscribed under ALP rules).
‘Comment on their expulsion and speculation about their appeallng
featured in frequent newspaper reports extendlng into the survey
- period. Co

2.. Conflict between the Tasmanian Apple and Pear Marketing Authority
and the State Fruit Board concerning the marketing arrangements
of Tasmanian apples and grower representation on the Board had been
reported in the press, prior to and during the survey period.
Controversy concerning the Ambulance Board had also attracted medla
coverage prior to the survey. "
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Criticisms of ﬁersdﬁaiities and pblicies,,balance similar .
themes of favourable responses. In similafity to the Liberal iﬁage
the party leader attracts mﬁst comment. 'B#t Mf. Ngilson has éoﬁsiderably
fewer detractors than does Mr.'Binghaﬁ,(even among Liberals).1 Nor ié
the Labor leader singled out to the extent which applies to his Liberal
counterpart. In fact, other leaders combined attracg more comment:
Mr. Ba;t especially and to a iesser extent, Mr. Lowe. Labor's policies
also attract. equal criticism and pfaise. Two main areas are attackea,
education and conservation. .Cuts in expenditure and tertiary institutions
~are the main éources of complaint relatiﬁg to education. Conservation
~ generally, and séééifié iéems; wééd;ﬁippiﬁg, iéké Pe&aef; néfiéﬁai pagks'
andeilderpess areas and priorities of development are conservation iféms
" subjected to criticism. The remaining pblicy itéms_;riticised.are
transport, taxation; tourism, housing, children's facilities, and
agriculture. As for the favourable reéponses, Labor's policies are

more heavily criticized by Labor partisans than by Liberals.

'Ideology and union affiliations each comprise 7% of the responses with
similar partisan pfoportions. Ideology howe&e;; pfovi@es a neat partisap
variation. Liberais are critical of the "socialist aspect of the party"
whereas Labor partisans take the view that the party-is "too cdnéer&ative
and like Liberals'. Group related items mainly provide criticisms of
uhions andvindustrial activity; A further strand is the view that the

party has neglected "the worker" and "compromised with capitalists".

- Even one Liberal suggested that Labor "Could do a lot more for the people

1. Critical comments about (Mr. Nielson 19(9.5%) Eﬁz tigszals, ;Eié;)
(by Liberals 14 (30%) .

(Mr. Bingham 58(31.74)(by Labor 34(372)
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rather than big business... ".

In summary, unfavourable items comprise four main themes with substantial

partisan agreement, party related items, management of government,

personalities and policies. Two categories of lesser significance are group
felated items and ideology with partisan variationé relating to

ideology. Of these, management of government, personalities, and policies
provide the main items for praise with the.two latter items balanced on
praise and criticism. Overall the Labor Party's main source of.strength
relates to its administration of government while its main weakness |

appears to be .disunity and "left-wing influence".

(c) State images compared

When the favéurable and unfavourabie comments about both parties are
compared as in Table 4.6 it can be seen that overall the Liberal image is
unfavoufable while the Lébor image is favourable. To Liberals, the
Liberal image is favourablé overall and the Laﬁor_image unfavourable
with-the_inverse the case ﬁd Labor identifiers,_ But more Liberals

v
TABLE 4.6. Number of responses and percentages of respondents

(in brackets), favourable and unfavourable to each
party by state party identification

Party Identification .Liberal Party Images Labor Party Iﬁages
Favourable Unfavdurable Favourable " Unfavourable
Sa@ple 120 (30.7) 183  (46.7) 246 (61.1) 200 (48.9)
Liberal 63  (47.7) 47  (36.7) 63 (51.3) -80  (69.1)"
Labor : 29 (17.1) 92  (53.7) 129 (71.6) - 70 (33.8)
No Preference 24 (32.9) 36 (47.2) 43  (58.6) 39 ° (45.8)
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praised the Labor Pafty than the Liberal.Party,’whereas Labor identi-
fiers offered less criticism and significantly more favourable comments
about their own party than their political opponents. Cléarly, the
state Labor Party is perceive& reasonably favourably.
. A

The content of the party iﬁéges, portraying the éignificant élemenﬁs,'is
compared in Figure 4.2, A major difference simply reflects the electoral
standing of the parties, a Labo; government and a Liberal-ﬁpposition. But

. whereas the Liberals' performance’is unsatisfactory, Labor's governing

cépacity is a source of strength, even among Liberals.

Comments relating té personalities conﬁribute sigﬁificéntly to tﬂe images
of both parties but more so to the Liberal’image.  Moreoever, Labor .
personalities are more favourably perceived by Liberals than are Liberal
personalitiés»which points to a possible electoral handicap. For both

parties however, praise and criticism of personalities are evenly balanced.

Although policy items are of rélatively low promineﬁce, fhis area
provides a further blemish.on the Liberal image; Whereas unfavourable
and fa&ourable comments are broadly balancéd with respect to the Labqr
Parfy @ﬁd on a partisan'basislas Well),policy is almost entigely a
negativgitheme for the Liberals. Not éven Liberals provide sigﬁificapt

praise about Liberal policies.

There are however, three areas of séme comfort to the Liberal Pérty; on
ideology, party related items ;ﬁd generai responses. Ideology is a |
haﬁaicap for Labor but is a focus of approval fof the Liberal Party. Similarly
and more signifiéaﬁtly, party:rélated iteﬁs blemish thé Labor image. This
theme enﬁancés'the Liberal image in fhat févouraﬁle comments are mbre.

abundant than criticisms whereas the reverse is clearly the case for
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Figure't,.Z. Images of the Labor and Liberal Parties at the State Sphere.
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Labbr, providing the most serious blemish on the Labor image.
‘The Liberal Party has a further strength; this
»is the general cagegory with 15% of the favodrable'responses compéred to
8% for»the»Labor Party, Yet this is offset to the extent that it-

represents a vagueness in the Liberal image compared to the Labor Party.

Thus.bverall the Liberal Parfy's’strength appears to reside in responses
relating to the party generally whereas Labor's strength lies in its
capacity to administer. The Liberai Party is weak in its role oé
opposition, while Laﬁor's detracting theﬁe is party related items. For
both parties moreoever, the state images differ significantly from the

respective national images.

3. Party,Images Across Spheres.

(a) The Liberal Party

Quéntitativély, the Liberal Pérty'é imgge nationallybis-morevcontentious
than the party's sfate image; the state branch’aﬁtracts fewer favdufable.
és well'as unfavourable comments thén'the party nationaily. As Table 4.7
indicates, this applies both to the number of responses as well as to the

" number of  respondents who commented. That is the national component . -
of the Liberal Party is much mbre-visible than the state component.
Moreover if an index is created by subtracting favourable responses-

from the criticisms, the state image is considerably less unfavourable

1 .
than the national image. But there are partisan variations.

1. ’ ' National State
Unfavourable =284 -183

" Favourable +134 +120

, -150 - 63
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TABLE 4.7. - National and State Images of the Liberal Patﬁy,va Comparison of Response Rates
by Party Identification.

SAMPLE LIBERAL LABOR NO PREFERENCE
National | State National ! State National | State {Nationali State

FAVOURABLE IMAGES

No. of responses 134 120 73 |6 | 30 |2 26 . | 24

% of resﬁondents v
vho provided images | 35.6 " 30.7 57.7 - 47.7 17.9 .} 17.1 34.8 32.9

% of respondents
commenting no, : : : '
nothing, etc. . 49,2 54.2 27.7 28.5 68.3 72.6 46.4 48.6

Z Don't know; no .
answer 15.2 15.2 14.7 23.9 13.9 10.4 18.9 18.6

UNFAVOURABLE IMAGES

No.of responses 284 183 | 8 | 47 139 92 45 36

% of respondents who o : : .
provided images 65.0 46.7 57.7 36.7° 69.6 53.7 68.2 47.2

% of respondents
commenting no,

nothing,etc. . 28.2° 40.9 35.0 50.5 23.9 38.6 | 27.6 | 51.5
Z Don't know: no : . )
answer 6.9 12.5 1.4 12.9 6.7 9.8 4.4 14.3

. N. - 362 362 - 123 109 151 164 69 70

_.The difference between the number of national andvstate>favouréble
comments‘ié greater among Liberals than‘amoég Labor identifiefs.
Wheréas among Libéralsbfavourable'comments about the party natidnally
exceed the state party, among’Labor supportefs there is little
difference. Among both Liberal and Labor pértisans,'the state'party
attracts.fewer criticism than doés the party nationally but the dis-
crepancy is slightly greate; amonngabor paftisans. Taking the total
responses, the nationél party attracts more comments than the state
’party to Liberals as well as to Labor partisaﬁs. But thé variation is
greater émdng.Liberals than among Labor identifiers. That is, the

visibilipy of,the national party exceeds that of the state party by a

greater degree to Liberals than Labor identifiers.1

1. State responses expressed as a percentage of national responses:
Sample, 72.5%, Liberals, 65.1%; Labor identifiers, 71.6%.
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There are also important differences in the content of the images as
indicated by Figure 4.3 with significant variations between ﬁhe_major
elements. Whereas policy is the major component of the party's national

image, policy is much less significant jin the state image. The state

-
o~ e

image is predominantly COTB;I§éd>6f commeﬁts aﬁout personalities with a
percentage twicg that nafionally. At both.spheres.tﬁe emphasis on
personalities is neatly balaﬁced between favourable and unfavourable
comments while the poliby elemént is balanced at ﬁhe national sphere but

is predominantly a negative element with respect to the state sphére.

There are other image variations. Party relatediitéms are significant
predominantly as ?art of the state image. It would also appear that the
party is perceived ‘to be more satisfactory in governing than in performing
its oppositibn role in the state. While the two items attract a similar
pércentage of favourable comments, respondents are twice as critical of
the party's_opposifion performance than its governing role. Moreover,
these distinctions are not simply partisan perceptions  for parﬁisén
viewpoints aré similar. It would perhaps be consistent for Liberals to
be less critical of a governing role than of”a{ opposition role (which
is the.cése). But eveﬁ Labor supporters ére more criﬁical of?tﬁe
‘Liberals in opposition than the Liberals in goverﬁment. Finally, while
ideology ié an elementvof both iﬁ;gés, this theme is of greater sigﬁifi—
cance natioﬁally, particularly as aucriticism; to Labor partisans
ideology is much:less a source of contention as an element of the Liberal

Party's state image than nationally.-
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Figure 4,3 National and State Images of the Liberal Party.
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(b) The Lapor Par;y.

The state branch of the Labor Pafty attracts more favourable
and feWer unfavourable comments than the. party nationally.' Overall
however, the party natibnally attracts more responses than the
stétevparty. This is also fhe case among both LiBerél éhd Labor
partisans indicating that national Labor is more visible than state
Labor. Also the discrepancies in the number of comments (national
as compared to state) is greatér among Liberals than among Labor

partisans.; In addition, while the national Labor image is negative,bv

,TABtE 4.8. National and State Images of the Labor Party, a Comparison of Response Rates
. by Party Identification.

SAMPLE. LIBERAL LABOR » NO PREFERENCE

National | State National | State | National |State National State

-| FAVOURABLE IMAGES

No.of responges 211 246 39 63 135 | 129 29 | 43

Z of respondents 48.1 . 61.1 23.9 51.3} . 70.8 - 71.5 34.8 58.6
who provided images _ . L B
X of respondents - : . .

~who ¢ommented no, . A ) . ' ; . . '

nothing, etc. - 42.0 29.0 61.5 - 37.4 23.8 ©19.9 52.2 -32.9

% Don't know, no . N & ‘ _ : _
answer 10.0 10.0 14.7 11.4 - 5.5 8.6 13.1 8.6

UNFAVOURABLE IMAGES

No. of responses - 291 2000 .| 138 . 80 85 70 56 39
2 of respondents : . . ) : '
who provided images 64.1 48.9 81.7 | 69.1 53.7 -33.8] 62.4 45.8

% of respondents who
commented no,

nothing, etc. 30.2 | 42.3 12.0 | 22.8| 40.3 59.0 | 34.8 | 42.9

X Don't know; ' '

no answer. | 5.8 8.9 6.5 8.2 6.1 73| 2.9 | 115
N. 362 362 123 | 109 151 154 { 69 ‘70

‘1. State responses expressed as a pefcentage of national responées:
Sample, 88.8%Z; Liberals, 80.8%; Labor identifiers, 90.5%.
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, _ 1 . B
the state Labor image is positive; to Liberals the state Labor -
image is much less negative than the national image while'to-Labor

supporters, the state image is more positive than the national image. 2

There are also qualitative differences as disflayed in Figure
4.4, Policy is the most imﬁortant element in the party's.national
'image but is of much less significance in the state image. Although
.this.is especially'the case for Liberals, it is.aléo the pattern for
'Labor identifiers as well as for nqn—partisans. The reverse pattérn
is'evideﬁt for ;he theme, management of gqvernmeni; most prominent of
thé.elements in the state iﬁége bﬁt much less significant in the
 party's national image. Thé only partisan variation to this pattern
i{s that management of government is the second most prominent elemept

in. the state>image among Liberals.

It is‘state personalities wﬁich aﬁong Liberals attract the most
comment and it is this theme ﬁhich provides a further distinction
. :
between the images. While praise and criticism of state Labor
personalities is overall fairly balanéed,_national pefsonalities
provide a focus for moré criticism than favoﬁrable ;ommeht; particularly
from Labor identifiers.  Among Liberals however, praise énd criticism of -

national leaders is evenly matched while state Labor personalities are

more praised than criticised.

1. © National State
Unfavourable 291 200
Favourable -211 . 246
. - 80 - +46
2. Liberals ' Labor Partisans
. National State National _ State
Unfavourable . 138 80 : 85 70

~ Favourable - 39 63 : 135 ' 129
: - 99 ° -17 +40 +59
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Figure 4.4 National and State images of the Labor Party.
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Further differences are apparent. At the national sphere group
felated items engender a fairly equai partisan balance of faﬁourable.and
unfavourable responses. However, such comments are much less prominent
in the-state image and this patterﬁ reflects an interesting contra-
diction. To Liberals, national Labor- is more unfavoﬁrably sectional
than is the staté branch (which is perhaps part of the party'slless
unfavourable state image). Bug more significantly and paradoxically,
the party is also more sectional nationally to Labor supporters than
is the state party. Yet state Labor ﬁas been more successful electorally.
References to the functioning of the party and ideology are éther
variations. It is noﬁiceable that critical comments about the party
are much more frequent with respect to the state party than with
respect to the national party. Inversely, while the party is
criticised on its perceived ideology at both spheres, national Labor
received more criticism overall than the state party; among Labor

identifiers however, the reverse is the case.

Conclusion.

In the preceeding chapter, it was shown that more respondents
'felt'that it mgttered which party governéd nationally than with'reSPeét
to the state. This chapter indicates that, consistent with the find-
.ings of the previous chapter, both the.national_parties attract more
comments than the state parties. Combining the responses to both
‘parties indicates that not only are the national branches of the parties
more visible than the.state'branchesA(to Liberals as well as to Labor
identifiers) but the variation in fesponse rates 1is greatef among

Liberals than among Labor identifiers.l

1. Total state responses expressed as a percentage of the total
national responses: Sample, 81.4%; Liberals, 75.3%; Labor
identifiers, 82.2%. :
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In the previous chapter it was also shown that the images of party .

competition varied across spheres. In describing the diffefences
between the parties nationally, policy, ideology, management of govern-
ment and group related»items were the most prominent themns.. With
respect to the state 5phere, a greatef proportion qf the responses were
.general ccmnents while of the more specific descriptions, management of

government and group related items were the areas most often mentioned.

These differences are also prominent sources of variation in party images

as shown in Table 4.9..

Table‘4.9 National and state party images : a comparison of the main elements (% of total res

ponses)‘

Liberal Images Labor Images
National State . National State
Policy (29.2). Personalities (34.0) | Policy (2€.3) | Management of .
' . government (32.7)
Personalities (18.7) Role as Opposition(23.4) | Personalities (21.1)
. , : Personalities  (22.9)
Management of - Party related : Group related . :
Government (14.8) | 1items (14.9) | items © ( 9.4) |Party related
P . items (14.8)
General (10.5) |  General { 8.6) Ideology ( 8.6) Policies (11.9)
Total responses 418 303 502 446

The table displays the most prominent elements of the'pafty_imaggs
with respect to both électoral spheres calculafed on the basis of the.
total'fesponses, both favourable and unfavourable. Tne table shows‘
clear differences in tne images of both parties. 'Policy is a prominent
element in the nationai imégeé.of both parties butlis a significantly
lesé important component of state images, particularly in the Libefal

image. As elements in the Labor image ideology and group related items

are also more prominent items nationally than with respect to the state’

branch of the party.
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Inversely, management of government, role as opposition, and

pafty reléted items are more prominent components of state imagesi
Management of government, although promiﬁent wicﬁ respect to both:
spheres is more significant as an element of the tabor Party'svstate'
image than as an item in the Liberal Party's national image.
Similarly, the role of opposition.and.responseéAab0ut the functioning.
of the parties are mainly areas aﬁtracting comment with respect to the
state parties. A'further contrast in party images but which was not
apparent in perceptions of parfy competition concerns the rolé*éf‘
personality. Party Leaders attract comment with respect to both
spheres and to an equal degree for the LaBor Party. But in .the images
of the Liberal Party, this element_ié much more significant with resgpect

to the state party.'

Thus there are significanﬁ contrasts for both parties in the
topography of the aggregate party images between the national and state

spheres of the political system.  This means that although patterns of

)
-

party preference are substantially integrated across épheres, the.

parties are not perceived as monoliths, just ad they are not organised
monolithically.l Whilé both parties across spheres are linked togethef
under C§mmon labels and to.this extént comﬁon elements in the images

would be expected, there are marked discrepancies in the prominence of
these -elements. It is the.strength of these discrepancies,land indeed
.thelvariations_in.the 1ands§ape which signal the necessity to prefix
étatements about the parties with a qualifying reference to the particular
branch (national or state). Thus perceptions about the pafties as well
as‘perceptions of party competition relate to a particular sphere of the
political system. It is anhexamination of perceptions about ;he structure

of the syétem that is the subject of the following chapter.

1. Holmes and Sharman, op. cit., Ch. 4.
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CHAPTER 5

THE SALIENCE OF SPHERES OF GOVERNMENT

A prbminent themé in the.literature on the Australian political
éystem,'and indeed in the study of Australian poliﬁics, is the increas-
ing dominance of the national government. Constitut}@nal*interpretation,
and parﬁicularly the'national government 's access .to superior revenue
sources have been interpreted as proViding the.national government with

. S, , ' 1
greater power, if not coercive power over state governments. By

implication, if not explicitly, the literature on Australian politics

promotes the theme that it is national politics which matters; state

politics is afforded a low level of significance.2

Citizens however, may have different perceptions about the

relative significance of state and national governments. -Moreover,

" public perceptions about the structuring of the system are important

because they constitute part of the political environment influencing
the functioning and the shaping of the system. The way citizens view
the structure, whether valid or otherwise, will be incorporated in their

political demands on the system, and in their responses to governmental

B ..ﬁ.v
LR AL L s Y. B

Sl For exanmple R.L. Mathews (ed) Resgponsibility Sharing it a Fedetdl

System, especially the introduction and Chapter II.

2. State administration hds also been relatively neglected. See Robert
H. Simmons, Ralph J.K. Chapman, Bruce W. Davis, and Michael Wood,
"Australian State Administration : A Need for New Perspectives',
Public Administration (Sydney) Vol.33, No.l, 1974, pp.60-75. But
with a series of books on state govermments edited by Colin A. Hughes,
and Neal Blewitt and Dean Jaensch's, From Playford to Dunstan, ’
Cheshire, Melbourne 1971, the states are receiving increasing academic
attention.
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action. Fof_exaﬁple, assessments of national dominance may result in',
the channelling of demands to the national sphére whether gr no£>it is
the apprdpriate sphere. Perceptions about the étructﬁring of’tﬁe
system thus constitute an importantvsét of inflﬁences on the system's
hovement along the centralization/decent:alization continuum.1 It is
‘these perceptions about the politic#l system in terms of the relative
proﬁinence, the salience of nationai and state (Taéﬁanian) units'of

government, which form the theme of the first section of this chapter.

Four of the survey questions provide the data.2 The first asks
"directly which is the more important unit of government. This is
immediately followed by a quéstion which asks the respondent for the
unit of government which he regards as more affecting his life. Two
questions approacﬁ the relative importance of the governmental sphefes
through elections. One asks‘directly for the more imbortant election.
After intervéning questioﬁs the fourth question attempts to éheck this

response relating to elections from a more detached standpoint. The

)
4

question posits.avhyﬁothetical situation of non-compulsory voting and
asks the respondentiin whichreleékiohs he would be more likely to vote,
if at all. On all but this last question, the percentage answeringA
that the national sphere is the more important is greater than the per-
.centage answering that the state sphere is the more important. .Neve?—
theless, on all questions less than 40% anéwefed that the national
government is.the more'importan; and on sthree questions most respondents
answered that both spheres are equél in importance. Thése questiohs are

examined in section one.

A further and related aspect of this theme concerns the extent

1. Reeves and Glendening, op.cit;, p.135.
2. Questions 11, 12, 13,-21.' See Appendix 1.
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to whicl voters identify with the national or the state sphere. As Riker
- has suggested, "It is very likely that the basic condition that allows
for both centralization and resistance to centralizaﬁion isvthé degree
of popular identification with_naﬁional and state govei.'nments.i'1 This
isvexamined through a question relating fo the reSpondent's domain of
political outlook. Respondents were asked "If you were overseas and
being introduced t0'someoﬁe, would you prefer to beAintroduced és a

Tasmanian or as an A.ust'ralian?"2

Although the question is biased toward
a national response, it is found in section two that a majority of the
sample would prefer to be introduced as a Tasmanian. However, there

are important partisan and demographic variations.

In séction three the two sets of responses areICrosstabulated.
That is, political identity is examined in relation to perceptioﬁé about
the relative importance of the spheres of government. This reveals that
there is aﬁ intertwining of political identity with percéptions about

- the structuring of the system; an intertwining of self with system.

1) The Relative Importance of National and State Govermments.

Citizen perceptions toward the structural arrangements of
Anstraliafs federal system of government has very largely beén'ignérgd
~by‘résearchers. One of the few studiés touching on the.sélienée of -
national and state governmental units of fhevsystem; is.a survey of
fhe Manly electorate of N.S.W. coﬁdﬁcted aftér'tﬁe 1965.state élection.3

~ Utilizing questions used by Almond and Verba, respondents were asked in

1. Riker, op.cit., p.104,
2. Question 23, see Appendix 1.

3. Goodhew, Power andealentine, op.cit., p.81491.
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separate questions how much effect they thought state and national

goﬁernmenté had on their day-to-day lives. It was found that 827 of

i s b e i DO

the respondents felt that both the national and the state government

3 .
PR STy

had at least some effect on their lives. But the data generated from
the questions indicate that the national government was clearly felt to

- have greater impact than the state government., Forty-one percent felt

that the national government -had a "great effect" as against 337 who

: 1
felt that the state government had a '"great effect'".  Moreover, the

data also indicate that pexceptions varied with education, age and

sex. The percentage who considered that the national government had

"
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some impact on their
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lives was lowest among the primary educated and
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those over fifty-six years of age while men more than women considered
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that the national govermment had a"great effect".
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The Denison respondents also accord greater significance to the
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national government as compared to the state government. On each of
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the first three questions, as shown in Table 5.1 below, the state
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government is less salient than the national government; between 36%
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and 407 of the respondents regard the national sphere as the more
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prominent while less than 23% regard the state as the more prominent

T Y
N
[Eae I

sphere. It is clear therefore that on none of the questions is the

[N

. Q '

N jé national sphere regarded as having predominance by a 50% majority of

8 r" .

} %} the sample. Moreover more than 30% of the respondents regard both spheres
5 ' »

% %

3 :g as equally important.

34 :1‘ ? -
o

.
b
R

1. J. Goodhew et.al., op.cit. p.131.

' , National (%) State (%)

q‘ great effect 41 .33

a some effect 41 49
no effect © 16 16

DK & NA 3 2
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TABLE _571 The relative importance of spheres of Government (%)

N = 362.

More Government The more Elections in

More important having the: important which people

important government riore personal | elections would more

sphere impact. likely vote.
 National 36.2 39.5 39.8 8.3
State 17.4 22.9 11.3 8.8
Both Equal 41.4 30.7 46.1 72.9
Other | 0.3 - - 6.1
Don't Know 4.7 6.4 2.8 3.9
Refused - 0.3 - -
100 100 100 100

While the Manly data implies that the respondents regarded

the national sphere as more prominent than the state sphere, the

questions did not require respondents to make a direct comparison.

Thus the Manly data, while indicating a general trend, fail to

provide a perspective that relates one sphere to the other. For

a frame of reference that does provide such a. comparison, data

collected from a nation wide Canadian survey conducted immediately

after the 1965 nationalvelection is available. Although thé questions

Aiasked in this survey differ from those asked of the Denison respondents,

particularly in that the Canadian questions did not pose the

Aalternative of the spheres being equal, they are nevertheless suffici-

ently similar to provide at least a measure of comparison. -
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On two questions the percentage choosing the national government
as the more important is greater than on similar questions asked in

the Canadian survey. These results are compared in Table 5.2 below.

1

TABLE 5.2 The salience of spheres of government - a comparison with a
*
Canadian survey.

More important kind of election (%

National State/Provincial [Local All Equal Other Don't know N

Denison 39.8 11.3- - 46.1 - 2.8 362
Atlantic ) : .
Provinces 31 25 7 21 T 12 12 229

Canada 34 o 18 7 31 6 & 2727

Government having the more personal impact (%)

National State/Provincial Both Equal | Neither - Dk/kef. N
Denison 39.5  22.9 © 30.7 - e e
Atlantic . » !
Provinces 31 40 18 5 , 5 229
Canada 30 40 21 B 4 2727

. ®source: Schwartz, Mildred, Politics and Tetritofy, McGill-Queen's University Press,
Montreal, 1974, Tables 9-1, 9-2, pp.217, 221.
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The comparison suggests that the electors of Denison at;ach gféater”
significance to,théir national sﬁhere than do Canadians in general or
the residents of the.Atlantic provinces, a region with a number of simil—
arities to Tésmania.1 Moreover; the percentage of Denison voters
who agreed with tﬁe stated option that both spheres are equal is
much greater than that of the residents of the Atlantic provinces
(and of Canadians) who volunteered this response. But conversely

the percentage of Atlantic residents who gave first priority to regional

_elections and government is twice that of the Denison respondents.

1

”i.EBut‘fheée'tténds do not épply”té ali proﬁiﬁces. SchwaftzL'datéﬁindicate.N:
that 6n the quéstionvof the_relative impact of the governments7; Ontario
residents had almost the same regard for the national gbvernment as the
Denison voters while each region had greatef regard for the provincizl
government. .On the question concerning elections, three regions, Ontario,b
the Pra;ries and British Columbia gavela percentage as high or higher'thanv
Denison with respect. to both the national aﬁd the pfovincial governments
being thé most important. This regional differentiation in Canada

points to the possibility of state differences’ih Australia. It is also *
noticeable from'Schwartzfs data on tﬁe'relative_iﬁportance of ‘elections, that
_the lowest percentage chonsing nafional elections and the highest perceﬁtagg

choosing provincial elections occurs in the Atlantic provinces. Like.

Tasmania, this region is relatively isolated from the national centre.

The third question méy also be compared with Canadian data. In the
same survey, Canadians were asked which sphere of governmeﬁt they felt

handled the most important problems facing Canada. It is on this

1. On this point sée K.A. Mackirdy, "Problems of Adjuétment in Nation
Building : The Maritime Provinces and Tasmania", The Canadian
Journal of Economics and Political Science, Vol. 20, No. 1, Feb,1954,
pp.27-43. oo o
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question that the national govenment is mose prominent, aﬁd_on which the
promineece of the na;ional government is greatef.than the Australian
national government as the data below indicate. Howevef it. could be
argued that the two questions are not eomparabie; the'importance of
governmente is not strictly the same as the government handling the

most important problems facing Canada.

TABLE 5.3 The more important government and the government handling
the most important problems (Z). ’

‘National - State/Provincial = Both Equal Neither/ N
I . Don't Know
Denison 36.2 17.4 414 4.7 362
Atlantic .
Provinces 52 . 11 27 -10 . . 229
Canada 47 18 . 24 o 2727

. . . : ]
Source: Schwartz, Mildred, Politics and Territory,

McGill-Queens's University Press,

Montreal, 1974, Table 9-1, p.217.

3

Nevertheless, thevcomparisons of the three questions do“indieate a
eignificant difference between Tasmanians and Cenadians in their
perceptions of their federal systems. In both systems the national.
government is more prominent than the regibnal governmeﬁ;. But the
salience of the-respective national goverﬁments eppeare to be greater
among Denison respondeﬁts than either Canadians or residents of the
Atlantic provinces. In addition, Cahadians may be ﬁore polarized in
their perceptions of the iﬁpoetance.of the spheres of government than
Denison respondents since a significant proportion of the Denispn
sample agreed with the stated option in the questions that both spheres

are equally important.
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The perceived equality of the two Spheres is most clearly iﬁdiCated
on the question of non-compulsory voting. The implicatidn is f%at for
more than 70% of the sample, both spheres are important enough.for
respondents to say that they would'vote in both sets of electionms.
Inte}estingly however, the‘peréentage who would vote only ip state
elections is equal to the.proportion‘whq would Qote only in national

". elections. -

Thesé patterns indicate that the state governmenf is firmly
entrenched in peoplé's perceptions of the system..1 While SOme-thirty
to forty percent do seem oriented : toward the national sphere of the
federal system, to at least half the repondenté'the state sphere is either

more important or is equal in importance to the national sphere.

{ 1 AFstriking trend abparent frbm.:he-tables is the remarkabie

degree of consistency-beﬁween each table with the exception only of the
question concerning voting in non—compulsoty,elections. The only real
difference is the comparatively much greater prominenée of the state
.goverhment on the question concerningevalmf&ons.of governmental imbact.
This aé shown above, is also the pattern of the Cénadian responses, apdv
in both éurveYs the increased prominence of the state corresponds ﬁith
fewer people answering that both sphefes are equal. That is, on_this

question, the Denison electorate is much more polarized around the two

1. - John Robbins' South Australian survey provides.some further data
that parallels this finding. More people felt that the state
government was the most readily influenced that the percentage who
felt that the national government was the most readily influenced.
The majority however, chose local government. oB.cit.,'Table 10,
p.87. Note also that in Aitkin's survey state MP's were slightly
better known than national MP's; 36% gave: their state MP's name and

party as against 33% who gave their natlonal MP's name and party.
Aitkin, op.cit., p.259. : ’
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spheres. Moreover this degree of similarity between the questions also
pertains to the salience patterns when examined with respect to the social
>.Ivariables, . sex, education, income, occupation, class and age as set

out in Tables 5.4 to 5.6 below.

TABLE 5,4 The more important sphere of government by Sex, Education, Income,
. Occupation, Class, Age. (%)

National State Both Equal - Other Dk/Ref N
Sample , 36.2 17.4 41.4 0.3 4.1 362
Sex: L ) :
Men 47.1 15.5 35.5 - 1.9 155
Women 28.0 18.8 __ 45.5 0.5 . 6.8 207
Education: - .
Primary 20.3 20.3 46.9 - 12.5 64
Secondary ] 33.2 18.5. 44,1 . - . 4.3 211
Technical) . C
College) 36.4 15.2 45.5 3.0 - 33
ﬁniversity 70.6 9.8 19.6 - - 51
Incone: $ s |
0-3,999 22.4  19.7 4.7 - 13.2 .76
4,000-7,999 33.9 16.1 . 46.4 - 3.6 56
8,000-11,999 . 36.5 . 16.2 45.9 - 1.4 74
12,000-15,999 - 42.9 17.9 37.s - 1.8 50 : .
16,000-19, 999 54.8 12.9 32.3 - - 31
20,000 and above 62.1 16.9 31.0 - - 29
Occupation: } o »
Manual : 26.8  16.1 55.4 - 1.8 56
Non-Manual 50.7  16.2 31.8 0.7 0.7 148
Retired,li/Ds.) ’ .
Students ). 26.3 19.2 45.5 - 9.0 156
Class: . ,
" Working .7 33,6 . 20.3 42.2 - 3.9 128
Middle 38.7 18.2 40.3 - 2.8 181
- Age: _ :
18-24 ©30.5°  23.7 44.1 - 1.7 59
25-29 45.9  16.2  37.8 - - 37
30-39 : 39.2 16.9 43.2 .- 2.7 74
40-49 38.6.  21.1 35.1 - 5.3 57
50-59 52.8 16.7 0.6 - - - - 36
60 and over 27.1 14.6 46.9 . - 11.5 96
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TABLE ‘5.5 The sphere having the more personal

inpact by sex,education, income,
occupation, class, age. (%)

TABLE 5.6 The more important clections by sex,
educatlo'n,' income, occupation class
and age. (2)

over.

National State Both Equal Dk/Ref N National State Both Equal pk/Ref N
Sample 39.5  22.9 30.7 6.7 362 | Sample " 39.8  11.3 46.1 2.8 362
7. 0. a1 . :
Men 471 24 Il 5.1 1SS g 529 10.3  36.1 0.6 155
. 'Women 33.8 - 24.6 3.3 7.7 207 {1 yopen 30.0  12.1 53.6 4.3 207
Education: ‘ Education: » R _

Primary 25.0 21.9 - 35.9 15.6 64 Primary " 20.3 15-6 53.1 ) 1009 64
Secondary 38.4 26.5 31.8 1.9 21 Secondary’ 38.4 12.8 . . 48.3 0.5 211
Technical & L ' Technical v

© "College ; - 45.5 18.2 27.3 9.1 13 & College 36.4 12.1 45.5 6.1 33

University  58.8 13.7 21,6 3.9 51 University 72.5 - 27.5 = 51

. Income: $ . ]
o’_‘“;:: ? 16 224 42'1 o 76 0-3,999 3.6 17.1 46.1 5.3 76
X 200_7999 41'1 232 30'4 5'4 o || 4000-7.999  48.2 125 9.3 . - 56

' L ' ' 8,000-11,999 27.0 . 10.8  58.1 4.1 74
8,000-11,9-9  36.5 27.0 29.7 6.8 74 :

: : : 12,000-15,999  48.2 5.4 4.6 1.8 56
12,000-15,999 50.0 17.9 26.5 5.4 50 .

6 000-19.999  S8.1 22.6 61 v a1 16,000-19,999  45.2 6.5 48.4 - .31
16,0 , . . : : 20,000 and  ,.72.4 - 27.6 - 29
20,000 and above : E :

above 58.6 13.8 20.7 6.9 29 '

Occupation: Occupation: - ,

Manual 33.9 30.4 30.4 5.4 56 Manual ' 32.1 * 16.1 0.0 - 1.8 56

Non-Manual - 51.4 20.9 21.6 6.1 148 Non-Manual 54.1 6.8 37.8° 1.4 148

Retired/ ed ' S i

Student/ i g:z::nt; ¢ 2 i ‘

Hoe Duties 30.8 22.4 39.1 7.0 156 Home Dutics 29.5 13.5 - 52.6 4.5 156
Class: Class: . .

Working 36.7 25.8 3.3 6.3 128 Working . 35.2 13.% 46.9 4.7 128

Middle 43.1 24.9 27.1 4.4 181 Middle 41.4  11.0 45.3 2.2 181
Age: . , hae: : |

18-26 35.6 33.9  28.8 1.7 59 18-24 35.6 136 0.8 - 59,
.25-29 56.8 27.0 16.2 - 37 25-29 48.6 13.5 37.8 - 37

30_39 44.6 23.0 25.7 6.8 74 30-39 44 .6 6.8 . 47.3 1.4 74

40-49 42.1 12.3 40.4 5.3 57 {00—49 ~35.1 140 45.6 5.3 57

$0-59 41.7 19.4 30.6 8.3 36 50-59 66.7 2.8 27.8 2,8 36

60 and 29.2 22.9 364.4 11.5 96 . 6003:: 38.1 ,14-6' 52,1 © 5.2 '96
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With respect to the relative prominence of the two épheres, all groups

~ but one are are consistént with that indicated fo; the total samﬁie§ tﬁe
percen;agé choosing the national sphere as more impbrtant is gre;ter than
the percenﬁage choésihg,the state sphere. The only variation on this
.pa;térn is among those with only a primary education. Among this group
an equal number chose the state government as the more important as chbse»
the national government. This is an important-andvrélatively.consistent
variation. On each question the state sphere is almost as salient as

the national sphere among this group; a difference of only 4.7 ﬁer—
centage points on the question concerﬁing elections is the widest

variation. .

‘It is also tlie pfimary—eduéated among’whoﬁ;the pfominence of the
‘national géverhment is the lowest. However the salience of the national
_'government can be éeen to increase as the level of education increases

énd with respect to'eachfqﬁestion. This is a clear and prdnouncgd

pattein‘which is”étatiétically signifiéant on each question.
v P ..

The tables indicate that the national sphere is more salient to men '
than to women and on two questions thé difference in the patterns of
responses is statistically significant.z- Moreover,>as shown in Table
‘5.7, the national sphere is more salient to men than to women on almost
‘every education category; over the three quesfions there are only three
" exceptions, two of which conce;n.the queé%ion-asking respondents which.

sphere of government most affects their lives. On this question, (the

1. x° = 55.13, df = 16, p<0.000; x> = 41.69, df = 20, p<0.003;
x% = 54,99, df = 12, p<0.000. -
2. ='16.95, df = 4, p<0.l; x> =19.22, df = 5, p>0.1 (N.S.)

22.25, df = 3, p<0.001.
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one question not to show a statistically significant difference) among
those with a primary and_technical or college education, proportiqnally
more women than men answered that the national-sphere is the mofé
prominent. The other exception is among the uniﬁersity educated with
equal proportionsAof men and women answering that the national
governmént is tﬁe most important unit;  Thus wﬁile education affects
perceptions about the prominence of the national sphere of government
among the Denison respondents, there are also differences between men

and women, particularly among the secondary educated respondents.

TABLE 5.7. The relative importance of spheres of government by sex by education. (2)

NATIONAL STATE BOTH EQUAL DON'T KNOW | N )
M. F. | M. = F. M. F. M F. [M. F.
More important
Government. .
Primary 26.1 17.1 17.4 22.0 56.5 41.5 - .19.5 |23 41
Secondary 44.3 26.5 17.7 18.9. 34.2 50.0 3.8 4.5 |79 132
Technical) . ' . ’
& College) 47.1 25.0 11.8 18.8 41.2 50.0 - 3.0 |17 16
University 70.6 70.6. 11.8. 5.9 17.6* 23.5 - - 34 17
Covernnent
having more ;
personal impact . . .
Primary 21.7 26.8.1 21.7 22.0 52.2 26.8 4.3 .22.0123 41
Secondary 50.6  31.1- 24.1 28.0 22.8 37.1 2.5  3.8(79 132
Technical ) C . )
& College 41.2 50.0 | 23.5 12.5 23.5 31.3§ 11.8 6.3}17 16
University 61.8  52.9 11.8  17.6 20.6 23.5 2.9 5.9134 17
More impoftanc
elections ) )
Primary 21.7 19.5 21.7 12.2 56.5 51.2 - ;7.1 23 41
Secondary - 51.9 30.3 11.4 13.6 | 36.7 55.3 - 0.8]79 132
Technical : : :
& College 52.9 - 18.8 11.8 12.5 29.4 © 62.5 5.9 6.3]{17 16
University 79.4 58.8 - - 20.6 41.2 - - = }3 17

l. For each question the difference among.,secondary educated men and
women is statistically significant. x" = 7.625, df=3, p «0.05;

x? = 8.66, df=3, p<0.05; x2 = 10.33, df=3, p<0.02. On all

-other education levels however the differences are not statistically
sionificant. ’ . ' ’
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There are also similar patterhs'on-the class and occupation variables.
The percentage who answefedvtbat the national governmegﬁiﬁs tﬁe more
important spheré is higher among thosevlabelling»themselves middleéclass,
and those of a non-manual occupation than it is among.thbse Qﬁo iegard
_ themselves to be working class and who have manual occupations

respectively. 1

- On two questions, the salience of the national government increases with

income; the hiéher the income category, the larger the proportion of
réspondents who regard the nétional government as ;he most important
sphere and the greater its impaét bn respondents personally. The exception
to this ﬁattern relates.to the question of the importance of electioans;
for those approaching an average income the proportion anéwering that-
national elections are the most important is lower than for any other
group while the percentage answering that both elections are equélly ,
importanf is higher than the other.grbups.

. ’ .

The tables show no clear pattern in relation to age, but two points
éhoulq be noted. Firstly, on two questions,.fhe percentage who _ *
answered that the national govérnment is the more important is
lowest among the sixty and over agé group. However, 507 of

this group are also in the lowest income group as pensioners.

Given that pensions are paid by the national government and that

1. The differences in response patterns however are statistically
significant only with respect to occupation.
CLASS (M&W) - OCCUPATION

2 2 1.11,N.5. x° = 26.8,df=6, p < 0.001

The more important sphere © X

The Government having the 2 v ~2
- more personal impact X 1.02,N.5. x

4.69,N.S, X

18.15,df=6,p < 0.01

The more important elections x2 23.8,df=6, p « 0.001

1l
[
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pensions are important to Tasmanians as a national resﬁonsibility1 ;he
relatively low saliehce of the national govérnment ahong this gréup'is-
surpfising. Secondly, the percentage differenge between national aﬁd
state prominence is comparatively 1oﬁ among the 18-24 age group.
Indeéd, it is amongbthis group that the prominancé of the state govern-
‘ment is relatively high, and on two questions the pércentage of this |
~ group. answered that the state.governmént is the more important sphere

- 1is the highest.

It was shown that for the total sample, the responses are much less

polarized between the two spheres than were Canadian respondents. On
three of the‘four questions bdth'spheres are equally saliegt to the
greater propoftion of tﬁe sample. But just as fhe proﬁinence of each
of thé spheres varies between groups so there are variations in the 

"degree of polarization.

L In general, the degree of equaiity between the spheres follows the
pattérn of state proﬁinence. With higher levels of education, and
higher incomes, the greater the.degree of polérizétion; _the eduality_
of the spherés is less among men as compared to wbmgn,,those in non-

'manuél pccupatioﬁs ﬁo_those in manual occupations aﬁd the middle‘claés
as coﬁpared'to the working class. Thus ihcreasing nationéliprominence

occurs with decreasing state importance as well as with increasing

. polarization, These trends occur with increasing status levels

1. In 1967 pensions were cited most frequently by Tasmanlans
(39.6%) as the most important problem facing the national government.
Jean Holmes, "The Australian Federal Process', in Henry Mayer and
Helen Nelson (eds) Australian Politics : A Fourth Reader, p.330.
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implying that the better off and higher_educated are more nationatly
oriented than people less well off, and of 1ower>education.-1 To :
those of higher status the national government is the most salient
and the degreg of polarization is the highest. Fdr those of lower
status the national sphére remains more promineﬁt than the‘state.
sphere, but even so the state is more salient aﬁd thé degree of

polarization is less than it is among higher status groups.

Table 5.8 displays the relative salience of the sphereé»of goverﬁment
in relation to the federal pattetn of pérty identifitation. A partisan
.comparison shows that on twé of the qﬁestions the national spﬁete is the
more important to a higher proportion of Liberals tﬁan to Labor ?artisans;
! differeﬁce of more than six percentage points on each of the twd'
questions.2 With reépéct to the remaining question, the sphere of
gévernment affecting respondeﬁts, a s;ightly higher proportién of-

Labor partisans than Liberéls credit the national sphere with.more
personal impact than is attributed_to.the state government. While the
difference is small, it is noticeable that it éerives from an increase
in the salience of‘the national government (colpared with>tﬁe other

questions) to Labor partisans. This suggests that Labor partisans

differentiated between the questions more than did :Liberals..

On all three questions, the.state sphere is the more important’sphere
. to a higher proportion of Labor partisans.than it is to Liberals; Indeed,
on thg question of.elections this variation is espécially pronounced.
Almost twice as many Labor partisans proportionally, as Liberals, regard
stéte elections_as the more‘important electoral test. Theée_patterné

are significant; it has been the Labor Party which has been the more

1. This pattern has also been found in an American study See
Jennings and Ziegler, op.cit.
2. - But the differences are not statlstlcally 81gn1ficant
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TABLE ‘5.8 The relative importance of spheres of government.by federal
pattern of party identification. (%)
Liberal Labor Mixed Identifiers'
Partisaps Partisans Dual National State Non-
Ident- Identif- Identif- | Partisans
ifiers ication ication
only ‘only
The more (National 40.0 33.8 28.6 42.9 27.3 39.7
Important (State 12.4 - 18.6 7.1 21.4 27.3 20.7
Government (Both Equal 41.9 43.4 64.3 28.6 45.5 31.0
(DK/Refusal 5.7 4.1 - 7.1 - 6.9
Government (National 40.0 41.4 35.7 50.0 18.2 39.7
vith the EState 23.8 24.8 21.4 | 28.6 36.4 13.8
personal (Both Fqual 29.4 27.6 42.9 7.1 45.5. 37.9
impact éDK/Refusal 6.7 5.5 - |1 - 8.6
- (National 44.8 .37.2 35.7. 28.6 . 45.5 41.4
. State 8.6 15.2 - 2-.6 5.1 6.9
‘Thié more

. . 4, . . .
Imortant EBoth Equal 41.9 44.8 64.3 42.9 45.5 50.0
Elections (DK/Other 4.8 2.8 - - - 1.7
N. 105 145 14 14 -11 58

P

successful electofally at the state sphere. Conversely, in Denison

it has been the Liberal Party which has been the more successful in

national elections. Yet it is the Liberal Party which most professes

a concern for "state rights" while it is the Labor Party which attempts

to portray an image of a nationally oriented party with a national

approach to problems and which is often accused by its political

opponents of promoting centralism., Perhaps it is this apparent

contradiction which lies at the heart of the Labor Party's inability

. . . 1
to maintain government nationally,” for Goot has noted a related

1. Labor governments have been re-elected oniy three occasions, 1943,

1946 and 1974.
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contradiction. Labor sgpporters have bzen mofe opposed to policies
of national Labor governmentsvthén have Liberal supporters beén
opposed to policies of Liberal governments.1 It is here where tﬁe
differentiation in response patterns to the three questions may have
significance. Labor partisahs were most likely to answer that the
national sphere is mofe prominent on the question concerning the
the persbnal’impact of the spheres of government. Is
it that Labor partisans credit the national govefnment with péfsonal
significance whereaé the part&'suleadgrship has stressed national---
concerns? Evidence that this may be the case is provided by the
elements comprising party images. Personal concerns, (Labor for the
working man), were a significant elemert in the Labor Party's
favourable national image. In contrast, the Liberal image contains
a significant pércentage of reéponses referring to management of the
governing process and to the party generally, implying an evaluative
assessment more in terms of the cqunfry. |

The extent to‘which Liberal and Labor part;sans differ on the
degree of national and state salience is perhaps best shown by combining "
the data for the thrée questions. If the percentage of partisans who
regard each sphere as the most pfominent is averaged, there is a
partisan variation of four percentage points with reSpeét to both the
national and the state Spheres.2 While to supporters of both parties

the national sphere is the more'prominent, proportionally more Liberals

1. Murray Goot, Policies and Partisans, Australian Electoral Opinion
© 1941-1968. Occasional Monograph No. 1, Department of Government
and Public Administration, University of Sydney, 1969, p.139.

2. National average : State average -
Liberal partisans 41.67% - Liberal partisans 15.3%
Labor partisans 37.5% Labor partisans 19.5%
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- than Labor partisans regard the nationzl sphere as more salient while

the inverse is the case with respect to the state sphere.

But partisanship at both spheres might suggest a high-proportion of
people feéarding bqth spheres as:equally impbftant. This is not the
case, especiallylwith respéct-to the aquestion concerning the sphere of
government with most impact on the personal lives of the respondents.
The respoﬁses toAthis Question afe_remarkabiy polarized and equally so
for thé‘supporters of both parties. _ Nopetheless, on'phe average some
37.7% of Liberals énd_38.6% of Labor partisans regard both sphe;es as
equally.important; not a majbrity or aven.the ﬁost, bﬁt'a'significant

.proportion, highligﬁting not only the saliénce qf the state but
suggesting a significantly stfong aﬁtachment to the federal_systgm.

It might also be éxpeé;ed that among dual_identifiers“thewgreate;
proportioﬁ would regard both spheres as equally important; mnational
identifiers would tend towgrd}anationai predominance while for state
identifiers, the state sphgré would be the ﬁore importanf.- To some
éxtene this is the patﬁern. Most duai identi%iers do regard both
spheres as equally important and on two questioﬁs this is a majority.
On two quesfions élso most natidﬁal identifiers, although not av

-majority, regard the national sphere as predominant. But it is only
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on the question concerning the unit of government having more effect
‘on individuals personally that the corresponding pattern for state
identifiers applies to any degree; yet even on this question more state

~identifiers regard both spheres as equally important.

2) Political Identity

" The questions concerning the relative importance of the governmental

units reveal voter percepéions relating to the structure of the
‘federai system. But an equally important_fiﬁding is the existence of
~groups of citizens each mére.orientatéd ﬁo a particular sphefe of thae
' systém; to éomé people the national sphere is the more important
sphere, to others.the_state, while to yet others, bofh sphereé are
equally imﬁortant. This 1mplieé that some.individuals have broader.
pélitical horizons than others which suggests that it may be>possib1e'
to scale individuals'.perceptions of their location within the

federal political environment. »

One way in which this idea has been conceptualized is in terms of
a cosmopolitan-local dimension representiﬁg the scale of social

environment in which the individual sees himself, It has been found

that some people regard themselves as residents of a local community

_having a primary identification with and loyalty towards that community;-
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others are primarily oriented toward the larger world outside the

community - 'the local type.is parochial, the cosmopolitan is ecumehiCal".l

-Similarly, a dichotomy between a national as opposed to a state

identification might be éxpected. One method wbich has teen used to
eiéminé the strength of state identity is to pose the simpie_qﬁestion
ﬁWho am I?" Stevens used this in attempting to locate state differences
in attitudes among studeﬁts living in the border regions of three |
vadjoiniﬁg American states = Indiana, Michigan and Ohio. 2 Less than 10%
indicated a state identificafion with this question, but when the
students were asked whether they thought of themselves as Republicans/

Democrats, Midwesterners or by other labels iﬁcluding that of their

state, 44% of the Ohio students (for example) said they thought of
themsélVes often as Ohioans. But the extent to wbich-this is a leading
question makes the utility‘of such a measure suspect. Nevertheless the
hotion_of a state identity.is important because the extent to which
citizens identify with a particular state is l}kely to enhance or
diminish that state's viability as an independent political entity;

Thus the extent to which citizens régard,theﬁéélves-as‘Tasmanians rather
than Australians is a crucial eleﬁent in vqfer-attitudes about federal

government.

1. Robert K. Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure, The Free
Press, New York, 1968, p.447. For the use of this concept in a
federal context see Harlan Hahn, "Attitudes Toward Federalism and
the "Localism - Cosmopolitanism" Dimension", Publius Vol.4, No. 3,
1974, pp.65-74 and also, M. Kent Jennings, "Pre Adult Orientatioms .
to Multiple Systems of Government', Midwest Journal of Political
Science, Vol. 11, No. 3, Aug. 1977, pp.291-317. :

2. Arthur R. Stevens, ''State Boundaries and Political Cultures : An
Exploration of the Tri-State Area of Michigan, Indiana and Ohio"
-Publlus, Vol, 4, 1974, pp.111-125,

.



168

: : - _
The strength of a Tasmanian state identity was tested by asking

respondents to imagine themselves overseas and asking how they would

prefer to be introduced - as an Australian or as a Tasmanian. The

salience of a state identity is well brought out by Table 5.9 below.

TABLE 5.9 Political identity by sex, gducétion, income, occupation,
class and age, %)

Australian Tasmanian Other Don't Know N
Sample . 41.4 53.3 1.4 3.9 362
Sex: |
Men 47.7 47.1 - 5.2 155
. Women 36.7 . 58,0 2.4 2.9 207
Education: S
Primary 17.2 70.7 1.6 1.6 64
. Secondary 41.2 54.0 0.9 3.8 211
Technical T
& College 54.5 45.5 - _ - 33
University 62.7 235 3.9 9.8 51
Occupation: ' » ]
Manual 37.5 60.7 - - 1.8 56
Non-Manual 61.5 331 1.4 , 6.1 148
Retiread, ‘ ) )
students, : o _ . v
home duties 23.7 ,69.9 1.9 Sy 4.5 © 156
Income: = § _
0-3999 17.1 77.6 . 1.3 3.9 76
4,000-7,999 41.1 53.6 1.8 3.6 56
~8,000-11,999 T 45.9 51.4 - 2.7 " 74
12,000-15,999 60.7 32.1 3.6 3.6 56
16,000-19,999 48.4 45.2 3.2 3.2 . 31
20,000 and ' : ' _
above © 69.0 24.1 - 6.9 29
Class: o : S
Working ' 41.4 55.5 - 3.1 128
Middle : 43.1 ' 51.9 1.7 3.3 181
Age: | _
18-24 A 37.3 57.6 1.7 3.4 59
25-29 s4.1 40.5 - 5.4 37
30-39 O 59.5 - 33.8 4.1 2.7 74
40-49 49.1 43.9 1.8 5.3 57
50-59 4.7 52.8 - 5.6 36
_ 60 and over 19.8 77.1 - 31 96
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Despite the bias in the question, more than half the respondents
(53%) answered that they considered themselves foremost as Tasmanians.
But as with perceptions about the prominence of the governmental units

there are variations between groups of respondents.

The table shows that the strength of a national identity increases with

_ : : : 1
status (that is with -education, occupation and income) but only marginally

_with‘claéé and not.with age.' With rising status levels.the predominant
"identity changes from state to national in sc§pe. On the ége variable
however the pattern is curvilinear. The proportion claining a nafional
identity rises to peak among those aged 30 to 39'and falls to'the lowest
_proportion among those_aged'sixty and over. It could well be.tﬁat a
‘'more local political perspective is consistent with advancing agé,.but

it 1is difficult to explain the peak among the 30-39 age grOup.2

As with the salience of the units of government,.ﬁhere is‘an appnreciable
sex difference in the degree of national as compared to state identity.'
Proporﬁionally, males divide equélly between national and state identifiers
wheréas femaies are predomiﬁantly Tasmanians.3’ But while this pattern g
isvconsistent on most of the education categories with rgspect'to-the_
questions concerning the salience of ;hé spheres of govermment, there
are interesﬁing variations between ﬁales and females when it comes to

political identity. Among females, thevpropottion indicating a natiomnal

-

1. With statistically significant differences at the ,001 level,
x2 respectively, 44,06, 48,36, 49.39, ‘

2." Although the proportion of "Australians' decreases with length
of residence in the state, the peak among the 30-39 age group
is not due to a preponderance of recent arrivals of this age
group. 607 of the group had lived in the state for more than
10 years. ‘ :

3;_ But the difference 1s not statistically significant.
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identity increases with education; anong the primary and secondary
educated women, the majority are'Tasmanians but at the higher education’
levels the majority are Australians. Among males'however, the pattern
of increasing nétional identity with higher education is less_regular;
Tasmanians are'the>majority among the pfimary educated>as well as among
those with some technical or college education and Australians are
the majority among.the secondary and uﬁiversity educated.. Fﬁrther,
Qhereas proportionally more males than females are Australian among
the respondents with primary and secoundary levels of education, at the
higher levels more females than males are Australians} That is; education

‘has varying effects among men and women.

TABLE 5.10. Political identity by sex by education (%)

Aus traiian Tasmanian Other Don't Know

M. F. M. F. |M F. | M. F. M. F.
Primary 21.7 1.6) 73.9 -82.9) - 2.4 | 4.3 2.4 23 41
Secondary 50.6 35.6| 46.8 58.3| - 1.5 | 2.5 4.5 79 132

» ’ .

Technical
& College 41.2 68.8| 58.8 31.3| - - - - 17 16
University s8.8 70.6 | 26.5 17.6| - 11.8]14.7 - 3% 17

The patterns revealed by the table, as with those with'respect.to the
prominence of the spheres of government, suggest the likelihood of
partisan differences, This is indeed the case.. Table 5.11

indicates the percentage claiming each identity for each category of

federal party identification. The first ‘and most'prominenf feature to

1. The differences however are not statistically significant.
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note is the predominance of a Tasmaniar identification-for all classes
of partisanship with the exception onlonf non-partisans; among idenﬁifiers
an absolute majority reéard themselves as Tasmanians while a majority of
non—parEisans are Australians. Even among the sample.of national

identifiers, a majority are Tasmanians, perhaps suggesting a view that

Tasmania's interests are best promoted through national politics.

TABLE 5.11 Political identity by federal pattern of party
identification. (%)

Aﬁstralian Tasmanian Other and N
Don't Know
Liberal partisans 43.8 50.8 ' 5.7 ' : 105'
Labor.; partisans 34.4 60.7 4.8 . ) 145
Dual identifiers 35.7 57.1 7 | 14
National identifiers 42.9 57.i ) .- B 14
State Identifiers 273 | 66 | 9.1 | mn
Non-partisans . 53.4 43,1 A 34 R - 58

The second point clearly displayed by the table is the partisan
difference. bProportiQnally more Labor.partisané tﬁan Liberals regard
themselves as Tasmanians, by a marked (although not statistically
significant) difference of ten percentage points; and inversely, more
Liberals than Labor Pértisaps hold'a national identity. That is, while
tﬁe majority of those who identify with either.the Liberal Party or the
Labor Party consistently at both sphere pf the system indicate a

Tasmanian identity, more Labor partisans than Liberals are parochial

in their political outlook.
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This is consistent with partisan patterns concerning the salience of

the governmental units thus reinforcing the pattern of parochialism
among Labor supporters. It also suggests a degree of correspondencé
between scope of political identity on the one hand and perceptions

aBOut the structuring of the system on the other.

3) Political Identity and the Salience of Spheres of Government,

..Intuitivelyvit could be expected that among those who identify theméelvés
l'as Australians, the nationai~sphére would be the more promiﬁent unit of
the.governmental system. Equally, those who peréeiQe the state.as the

more important sphere could be expected to identify themselves as.
Tasmanians. This second proposition is supported by Table 5.12. On

each of the three qqestions aﬁong those for whom the state government

is more prominent,'the_majority are Tasmanians. Indeed on tw§

questions this proportion is greater than 70%.

r o _ . .

TABLE 5.12 State saliency and political identity (%)

Australian [ Tasmanian Other Don't Know N

The more important ) - :

. government : 27.0 71.4 - 1.6 63
Government having '
the more personal ) _
“impact 39.8 57.8 1.2 1.2 . 83
The more important o E ‘
elections 24.4 75.6 - - 41
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But it is the first proposition which posits the mbre useful
felationship., How do those witﬁ'fhe broader, as Qéil as‘the mbre local
political identity perceiQe the structuring of the system? Table 5.13
.exﬁlores-these associations. On eéch of the questions as least 457 of.'
Australians regard the national sphere as the rore proﬁinent. Ho&eve:, even
among Austréliansvthe.state sphere’is not_withOut significance, attesting
to the étrength with which the federal étructure is held in the public's

political frame of reference.

Yet at first’giance thié wouldkappeaf dontradicted@b& the salience
pattern of Tasmanians. Only 167% of Tasmanians regard state elections as
the more .important party battle,.just over half the percentage who regard
national elections as the rore important while almost 50% regard both
glectoral.contests as equélly important. In fact this pattern, although
in varying degrees, occurs with respect to eaéh.éuestion. But then,
only between 1l%>and 25% of the sémple thought the state the mofe important

sphere, contrasting with the 53% having a Tasmanian identity.

TABLE 5.13. Political identity by salience of spheres of government (%)

: More important government Government havine the - More important’ N
Political| - ) ' more personal impact. elections
-Identity :
National| State| Both k National { State | Both Mational [State {Eoth
Equal Equal Equall
Australian 46.7 11.3 38.7‘ 45.3 22.0 23.3 48.7 6.7 (43.3] 150
Tasmanian 26.9 © 23.3] 44.0 32.6 246.9 ‘37.3 30.6 16.1 [49.21 193
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Thus for each poiitical.identity, national asiﬁeil as state, pers-
pectives about the structure of the federal sysﬁem vary considerably;
27% of Tasmanians aﬁd 47% of Australians regard the national sphefe as the
more iﬁportant; 11% of Australians and 23% of Tasmanians regard the»
staﬁe sphere és more prominent while 44% of Tasmanians and 39% of Australians
'regafd bo;h épheres as equal in imporfance. But fof a more accurate

picture of these patterns, the proportions need to be related to the total

sample. Table 5.14 displays these proportions with respect to each of

the three questions.

TABLE 5.14 Patterns of -federal orientations (Z).

More important Government Having ’ More jmportant
Orientation government the more personal elections
) impact.

Australians for
whom the national
sphere is more i
promipent : 19.3 " 18.8 T 20.2

Australians for
whom both spheres - v

are equal : 16.0 ' 9.7 _ ’ 18.0
Tasmanians for ] g N
whom the national
sphere is more ) : . - )

important 14.4 17.4 . ) ' 16.3

Tasmaniéns for
whom both spheres ’ :
are equal . 23.5 . 19.9 ’ 26.2

Australians for
whom the state

sphere is more . ) ,
prominent : 4.7 . S % § ' . 2.8

Tasmanians for
whom the state
sphere is mnore ’ SR . :

prominent. _ 12.4 13.3 - 8.6

Others, don't } . -
know. : _ 9.7 11.9. : 8.0

N. 362 ) 362 | 62
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The table indicates that on the one hand some 20% of the sample hold
both a national identity as well as a national perspective of Australian
government; on the other hand 12% of the sampie hold a state identity
as well as a state or parochial perspective of politics.; In between
there are Tasmanians and Australians for whom both sphéreé are equal,
Tasmanians who regard the national sphere as more imﬁortgnt and a small
ﬁercentage holding an Australian identity for whom the state sphere is
the more important govérnmental unit. Such a pattern,>representing'an
intertwining of identification with perceptibns about the structure of
_the'governmEntal system can be regarded as producing a continuum of
political ﬁerspectives stretching from a national orientation through

a federalist view to a parochial state based perspective.

But such a pattern would be more aprropriate if only one measure of the

salience of ;he governmental units was used. This is possible bécause
eéch question allowed similar answers. That is, it would be consistent
for respondents to answer similarly on all three questions. Yet this
Qould be too rigourous. An alternative approach is to combine the
responses such that the national, state and both equal categories refer
‘to either two or three similar responses. Thus a national response
could be defined as that given by a respondent who answered that the
national sphere is the more important sphere on two of the three
questions; a state response would be ;hat given by a respondeﬁ; who
answered that the state sphere is the moréimportant sphere.on at least
two of the questions. Similarly for thé response that both spheres are
equal. In this way the trichotomy is fe;aﬂuﬂiwhile cpmbiniﬁgnfhe
responses to the three ﬁuestions. This producesvsample responses of:

national 34.8%, state 10.5% and both equal 52.5%.

This single measure of the salience of the govérnmental units of the
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- federal system>can~then be superimposed oh éhe measure of political
identity-in similar manner to that édrtrayed in Table 5.14. But for
convenieﬁce the ''both spheres equal" respénse may be designated a:
"federalist' response and the "state" response may be designated ’
parochiél. That is, national, state and both equal may beidesignated
national (34.8%), parochial (10.5%) and federalist (52.22) and
superimposed on “Australian" and "Tasmanian" political identities. This
is represented diagramatically by Figure 5.1. .The sample gontains
18.2% of Australians for whom the nationai sphere is fhe more important,
20.22 Australian federalists, 2.5% Australian parochials; Tasmanians
for whom the national sphere is the MOre jimportant account for 13.3%;
Tasmanian federalists 30.1%vaﬁd Tasmanian'paroéhials 8.0%. The remaining
7.7% comprise.l9 respondents who failed to indicate a ﬁdlitical identity

~and 9 who gave some other combination of'responses to the questions on

the salience of spheres of government.

FIGURE 5.1 PATTERNS OF FEDERAL ORIENTATIONS AMONG DENISON

ELECTORS. (N = 362) .
Australian Australian Tasmanian _ ) Tasmanian * s -3 Others
Nationals . Federalists Nationals Federalists el e ’
18.2% 20.2% 13.3% 30.1% S 7.7%

* Australian Parochials 2.5%

- The -same procedure can be used to compare paftisén orientations.
Figures 5.2 to 5.4 below display the patterns for Libgral;partiéans,v
Laer,partisans and non—partisans.' All three partisan groupings
cover the full spectrﬁm buf.there'are variations between the percentages

holding each perspective. ~ Liberals are more mnationally oriented than
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Labor pértisans; Labor supporters are mmore parochial than Liberals thus
reinforcing the_trends-indicated-by the separate analysis of the
questions. In between these extremes there are further differences. A
greater proportion éf Liberals than of Labor supporters identify themselves
as Australians and regard_both‘spheres as equal whereas the inverse occurs
for Tasmanians regarding both spheres cqually. However more LaBor
supporters than Liberals are Tasmanians who regard the national éphere,as

the more important unit of govermment. -

FIGURE 5.2 PATTERNS OF FEDERAL ORIENTATIONS BY PARTY IDENTIFICATION
- LIBERAL. N = 105.

Australian Australian Tasmanian Tasmanian o 3 :
< Others
Nationals Federalists - Nationals - Federalists oo |
8N
, & oo
19.0Z 21.02 12.42 . 28.6% LE 16.4%

#* Australian Parochials. 1.9%

FIGURE 5.3 PATTERNS OF FEDERAL ORIENTATIONS BY PARTY IDENTIFICATION

- LABOR N = 165.
Australian Australian Tasmanian : Tasmanian- T e g % och
Nationals Federalists Nationals ~ Federalists - 2 ers
. a4 'a
16.62 15.2% 16.6% . 32.4% 83 >l 6.8z
. - . . (x¥-A
. ; .
~ ' : ’ o Australian Parochials 2.8%
FIGURE 5.4 PATTERNS OF FEDERAL ORIENTATIONS BY PARTY IDENTIFICATION
= NON-PARTISANS N = 58.
e
. . o~
Australian Australian Tasmanian . Tasmanian | g,
Nationals Federalists ‘INationals ‘ Federalists gl Do
, 58z~
. ot al
24.1% 27.6% 10.32 |- 25.9% e
' ‘ % s
: g o
e o

* Australian Parochials

p—
~
R 13
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'* Tﬁus the diagrams emphasize the potency of state loyalties éﬁ§ng those
who identify with the major parties coﬁsistently at both spheres; leés
than twenty percent of partisans'can be said té»hdld a fully national
perspective. In contrast however, the majority of non-partisans are
located toward the national end of the spectrum and indeed, almost one-
quarter are fully locked into a national perspective. .NeVertheieSS,

75% of non-partisans display dual loyalties so that non—partisans.as well

as consistent identifiers are spread over the national-~parochial.

continuum,

This is also the case,-as~wou1d-be~expected,’amohg mixed identifiers.
The categories of mixed identification are too small to display
percentage distributions but the actual figures shown by Table 5.15

indicate a prominance of dual loyalties among this group also.

TABLE 5,15 Patterns of federal orientations by pattern of mixed

identification,
»
Orientation Dual‘Identifiers National Identifiers Staté
Identifiers
Australian Nationals 3 i 1 2
Australian Federalists 3 '4' 1
Tasmanian Nationals - 2 .3 ' -
Tasmanian Federalists 6 . : 2 6
Australian Parochials - J _ 1l -
Tasmanian Parochials - . ' 3 ' -1
Others - : 1 | ' - -
N 14 14 11
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The implication of these patterns is that such dual loyalties are
firmly entrenched in the political perceptions of Denison voters. . More
than 60% of the sample indicate "appreciative systems"lcomprising a
mixture of both state and national elements. For some the national
component appears to dominate; for a larger percentage however the state

component;appeérs stronger. But it is apparent that both spheres are

firmly placed in the perceptual frameworks of the Denison voters.,

To summarize, the sample cdn%ains thrée perceptions about the
structuring of the federal system. -To'some the national sphere is
the more important; to a minority the state sphere is the more
important. But most respondents regard both sbheres as equally
important. The significance of the state spheré to Denison voters
thus revealed is reinforced by the preponderance of respondentS'who
regard tEemselves as first and foremost Tasmanians as against
Australians.‘ Both variables'intertwine'to prodﬁce a range of

.

orientations from fully national to fully state.

1. This term is borrowed from Sir Geoffrey Vickers,  The Art of
Judgment, .Methuen and Co. Ltd., Londomn, 1968, ch.4.



CHAPTER - 6

THE "SALIENCE OF SPHERES'OF'GOVERNMENT

" *AND 'PERCEPTIONS 'OF 'PARTY 'COMPETITION

In Chapter 5 an American study was noted in which

the characteristicé of péople oriented toward the
state Spheré of politics were examined.1 In that article the
authors found that peéple who pay most attention to state affairs

: ére both distrustful of the world about them and suspicious of more
remote'envifonments. In particular it was suggested that those
inclined toward state affairs "avow more often tﬁat what Washington
[that is, the national government] does makes lesslof é difference
in their personal lives".? To the authors this pfovided evidence
that "a system-level salience map reflects in part an issue
saiience-map; since sta;e-oriented citizens see less subjectively ‘
important outcomes at the highest level of the federal structure".3

lThis_findingbsupported the conclusion of an earlier study'.
of political attitudes of American students. In this study ié was
. _ . v

- reported that "The more the student is oriented to larger domains of
public affairs, the more likely he is to have some knowledge aboﬁt
peéple and events>in those domains, to be inferested in specific
things transpiring there, and to tailor his political'discourse to
topics at those 1evels".4 In Denison it may be that a similar

relationship exists between system orientation and perceptions of

1. M. Kent Jennings, and Harmon Ziegler, op.c¢it., p.529. .

2, ibid.
3.7 “1bid.

4. M, Kent Jennings, ""Pre-~Adult Orientations to Multiple Systems of
Government', ir Midwest Journal of Political Science, Vol.11,
No, 3, August, 1967, pp 304,305. R ‘
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party competition.

~ Chapter 3 revealed that party gompetition is more salienf
with respect to the national sphere than in_relaﬁion to'the
Tasmanian state arena. Tha£ is to say, more‘peéplé felt that it
makes a difference which party governs nationally than felt that it
matters which party governs in Tasmania. Moreo?er, there are clear
differences in the-collective images of the character of pafty
politics at the two spﬂeres and these différénces correspond to

variations in party images.

'Partj competition however, takes place within the cdntext
of constitutional arrangements that impose limitations and
obligations on the political actors. Following Jennings ahd.Zieglér,
an elector's perception of party politicé.in terms of aSsessing |
content and judging future courses of aétion may also be rélated to
_the structure of the syétem.as "appreciatéd":by the elector. That i#,
the saliénce of party politics at a partidular.sphere>may be’ related

to perceptions about the relationship between the spheres and therefore

. L o
to judgements about the framework of the federal structure.

When perceptions about the structure of the system were examined
in Chapter 5 it was foun& that the national sphere is reggrded pﬁepall as
more iggortapt than the state sphere. But'judgements_varied, To some. .

Pequnaents'the national sphere is more iﬁportént fhan thg state sphere
whfievté a smﬁll but significant percentage it is the state sphere wﬁich is

' thg more important.  To yet other respondents, both national and
state spheres are equally imbortant. If, following Jennings and
Ziegler, perceptions about:party politics reléte to orientations

toward the system, then perceptions as to both the degree and nature
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of party competition at each sphere will cbrréspond to

percéptibns about the relative importance of the spheres. It is
this which is the focds of this chapter ana which leads to séme
important considerationsvabout the perceived functioning of ﬁﬁe

federal system, especially in relation to partisanship.

In the first section system orientation is related to
perceptions.about nationél party competition.. It is shown that national
party politics is most salient to nationally oriented respondents
- and that there is some variations in the images of party politics
reiating to system orientation. A'cofrespbnding'relationship is
revealed in the second secfion in relation to party competitioﬁ'in
the state. In both sections important partisan differences are
considéred.'The tﬁird section attempts to examine images of party 
conflict across the two spheres for each system orientation. The
final section summarizes the trends and concludes by considering the
saiience of national and state politics and the varying partisan trends

in relaticn to electoral behaviour.



183

*

1) System Orientation and National Party'Competition.'

When ésked whether it makes mubh difference which party
' governé'nationélly, 207 or 57.2% of the sample answered in the
affirmative. 1If there is support for the hypothesis that
percepgions about the structuring of the systgm relate to the
salience of p;rty politiésvnationally, at the very least it would
neéd to be éhown that this group of 207 respondents is compfised,
very 1argeiy (if‘not entirely) of respondents whé answered eithér
that_the national sphere is the more important unit or that boﬁh
national and state units are edually impprtant. This ' is shown by

table 6.1 beiow.

Table 6.1 however is ihSufficieng supbort.- This i§ because .
on all thrée questions measuring system orientation only a minority
- of respondents answered that tﬁe state sphere is the moré imﬁoftaﬁt
sphere. Thus state oriented respondents could only_comprise a minority
of those who answered that it makes a differe;ce which party governs
nationally. But the table does.indiéate that hationally orientéd

respondents comprise the largest proportion, and this is emphasized

by table 6.2.»'._

TABLE 6.1 National party competition by systeﬁ orientation.

The more The government .|~ The more

important having the more important
Salient government personal impact elections
Sphere Z N : N b4 N
National 45.4 (94) 47.4 (98) 44.5 (92)
Both Equal. 39.1 (81) - 30.4 (63)’ 43.5 (90)1
State ) 11.5  (24) 16.9 . (35) 9.7 (20)
Others D K 3.9 @3 5.3 (11) 2.4 (5)
Total 100 ~ (207) .100  (207) . |100 . (207)




184

4

Table 6.2 indicates the proportion of respondents for each -

system orientation who answered that it makes a difference which party

governs nationally.

It is clear from the table that the proportion

varies in relation to perceptions about the importance of the spheres

of government. Simply stated, the probability of answering that it does

make a difference which party forms the national government increases

with scope of political orientation.

_TABLE 6.2 System orientation by salience of national party competition. (N=362)

The more important

The government having

The rore important

government the more personal elections
impact
Salient Difference No Difference No Difference No
Sphere between difference between difference between dlfference
parties or DK partiles or DX parties or DX
National [¢4 71.8 28.2 68.5 31.5 63.9 36.2
R (94) (37) (98) (45) - (92) (52)
(€3 564.0 46.0 56.8 43,2 53.9 46.1
Both Equal ™ (81) (69) 63) 8y . - (90) a7
s ’ (¢ -38.1 61.9 S 42,2 57.8 48.8 51.2
tate 24) (39) (35) 48) (20) (21)
(% 44.5 55.5 44.0 ’ 56.0 50.0 5C.0
Others DK Tn|. (9 10) Q1) . (14) 5> )
. X = 22,62 x> = 17.01 X = 4.8
Significance as - 3 aE - 3 L df e 3
. p. « 0.001. P . < 0.001 P > C.2
As indicated by the two tables however, there

is some

difference in the strength of this relationship between the questions

used to derive system orientationm.

Curiously the relationship is

weakest on the question concerning the relative importance of

elections. The salience of national party politics améng nationally

oriented respondents is lowest on this question. Yet the salience of

national party politics among state oriented respondents is strongest.

- This latter point directs attention to the high visibility
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Even among respondents “who answered that

state elections are the more important electoral contests, national

party politics is nevertheless of some relevance to almost 502.

is however the former point.which is of ﬁore-importance for the

moment.

nationally orientedvrespondents,

of national elections is of littie consequence.

It would appear that to more than a third of the .

It

(in terms of elections), the outcome

As table 6.3

suggests this is in part the effect of the perceptlons of non-

partisans who are more indifferent to national party pOllthS than

are both Liberal and Labor,partisans.

Nevertheless, the salience of

national party politics among respondents who answered that national

‘elections are more important than state elections is below

that which might be expected.

variations.

But there are important partisan

Table 6.3_indicates that national party politics is more

salient to Liberals than to Labor partisans for each system

1
orientation.

Furthermore, the extent to which the salience of

national party politics varies in relation to system orientation

among Liberals is less than among Labor partisans.

TABLE 6 3 7The more important elections by - -salience of national party tompetition ’

and party idencification.

'Iﬁdeed almoe;

Salience of party competition and party identification

Liberal (105)

Labor (145)

Non Partisans (53)

he Difference No Difference to 1 ‘Difference . No

i"' m?reb between difference between ©  difference betweea difference
mportant parties or DK parties . | or DK parties. or DK

elections :

v (% 68.1 31.9 66.7 33.3 54.2 45.8

Natlemal — {y (32) as) . (35) (18) (3) a1y

' (x 65.9 - 34.1 60.0 " 40.0 27.6 72.4

Both Equal . 29) (15) 39) (26) (8) . (21) A
. ¢ 66.7° 33.3 5.1 40.9 - 100.0

State W (6) 3) (13) ) : @

Others DK N 4/5 /s 0/4- 4/5 1/t -

1, But the

differences are hot statistically significant; A
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as many state oriented Libérals as nationally oriented Liberals answered

that it makes a difference which party governs nationally. -

The table reinforces the trends apparent in Chapters 3 and 5 -

concerning partisan variations in perspectives toward the

Australian political system.

Liberals are more nationélly

oriented than Labor partiéans among the electors of Denison.

The second aspect of the relationship between system

orientation and the salience of national politics to consider

concerns the perceptions about national politics.
do perceptions about the nature of national party competition vary

between orientations toward the political system?

. To what extent

Table €.4 below

displays the aggregate image patterns by system orientation (as

indidated by each of the three questions) using the image categories

as described in Chapter 3.

TABLE 6.4 Image patterns of national party competition by system orientation (Z).

The more {mportant

The sphere of governmenc

The more important

Sample sphere of government having the more personal - elections
impact
Salient Nationa Both State National Eoth State National Both Stute
Image category\\ Sphere - Equal Sphere Equal Spi}era Fqual’ Sphere
Ideological 16,4 21.4 13.6 i7.9 20.0 0.5 16.2 18.2 16.9 9.1
Policy~econonic 5.5 6.3 3.4 7.2 7.6; 3.0; 5.4 8.1 3.2 4.6
-social welfare [6.9)16.1 [19.8)20.6 }4.6)9.1 - )10.8 |6.7)i9.1 7.5;13.2 2.7)1€.8 |i.1)19.2 }16.3)14.7 [4.6)12.4
-other 3.7 4.5 1.1 3.6 4.8) 2.7 2.7 4.6 4.6 3.2
Management of govt. 16.0 12.5 20.5 10.8 14.3 17.9 16.2 15.1 17.9 21.7
Croup related -
differences 14.1 12.5 13.6 21.4 1.4 14.9 21.6 15.2 14.5 9.1
.JLeaders & Leadership 5.0 2.7 6.8 3.6 2.9 10.5 - 4.9 4.2 9.1
Other 10.5 8.0 13.6 7.2 10.5 1.9 8.1 6.1 15.8 9.1
Differences - general [22.4 22.3 22.8 28.6 21.0 22.4 27.0 22.2 22.1 27.3
Total nuaber of
cesponses 220 2 88 e 1 105 67 37 9. 95 22
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As can be séen from the table there is no substaﬁtial'
difference in the images deriving from system orientation. But
there are variations in the patterns which should be noted.
Ideological and policy differences are ¢onsisﬁently itemé of
somewhat more prominence among the nationally briented respondents
as cqmparad to state oriented respondents or those for whom both
spheres are equal. A fﬁrther consistent variation is that the
category of general differences is most prominent among state

" oriented respondents. Other differences are less consistent.

.Group related differences is a particularly pfominent
item among respondents with a state orientation on the questions
concerned with the more important government and the sphere having'
‘the more personal impact. On both these questions also management
of government is the item that is most fréqﬁently mentioned by
respondents who answered that both Sphefes are equal. On the third
question however, management of governmeht'is mostly the concern of
those fespondents who answered that state.eleclions are the more
important, whereas group related differences i's less frequently
mentioned. Thus it dées appear that variations in the images of

party competition may relate to perspectives about the relationship

between the spheres of government.

The question now becomes whether the variations displayed
in Table 6.4 in faét derive from system orientation or partisanship.
If the partisan patterning displayed.by table 3.9_of Chapter 3 ié
substantially replicéted for each orientation tﬁen the variations
derivé froﬁfbartisanship. But if the pattérning of Table 6.4 is
replicatéd for Liberal and Labér partisans, then the variations in

image patterns derive from perspectives about the system. A third
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alternative is that the pattern variations derive from a combinatiohb

of both partisanship and system orientation.

N
IR

Table 6.5 below presents the image patterns for Labor énd
Libefal partisans for each system orientation as derived from the
three questions concerned with the salience of the spheres of
government. The table sﬁggests that both partisanship and system
orientation are contributing sources of variation in the image

patterns.

Partisanship is in fact a substantial source of
variation « Ideology and management of government are predominantly
Liberal responses whereas group related and_"generél" differences are

items mentioned predominantly by Labor supporters irfeSpective of

: o 1 . , :
system orientation. But within this partisan patterning variations
variations deriving»from system orlentations may be seen.

Among bofh Liberal and Labor partisané ideolégy is moré
»

-frequently mentioned as a characteristic of national party competition
by national and state oriented respondents than it is émoﬁg respondents
who answered.that bothvspheres are equal. The only exceﬁtion‘to this
pattern is on the question concerning élections.v This is also the
~pattern among Liberalé for the management of governmenﬁ item.
Poliéy is predominantly -a national response among both

- Liberal and Labor partisans. But whereas this item is more

1. The only exception is state oriented respondents on.the question (2)
concerned with the sphere having the more personal impact. .



" TABLE 6.5 Image patterns of national party competition by’system orientation by partisanship. (%).

-

STATE

Salient NATIONAL BOTH EQUAL -
Sphere :
1 2 2

Image Category tP | ap|Lp | AP| Lp | ALP|LP | AP| LP | ALP| Lp | ALP| LP | ALP| LP | ALP| LP | ALP
deology 28.6 [14.3 [27.8 [14.3 [25.7 {12.5 [20.6 | 5.0 {20.8 [ - [28.1| 9.8 |22.2 {18.2 [25.0 {13.6 |16.7 { 7.7
Policy 17.1 | 26.2 {19.4 {16.7 [11.4 {20.0 {10.3 |10.0 | 4.2 [19.2 {15.6 [14.6 [11.1 | - [16.7 | 4.5 [16.7 | 7.7
Management of Government |[28.6| 4.8 |25.0 | 9.5 [25.7 [10.0 {20.7 [20.0 [25.0 {11.5 {18.8 [12.2 [22.2 | 9.1 [16.7 [18.2 |33.4 {15.4
Group related items 2.9 |23.8| 5.6 {16.7 { 8.6 [25.0 {10.3 [20.0 8.3 |26.9| 6.3 [24.4 | - l27.2{ 8.3 [31.8| - [15.2
Leaders 5.7 2.4 | 2.8 2.4 5.7] 2.5 |13.8| s.o (67| 77| 96 24| - | - | - | - |wer| 7.7
Other 2.9| 4.8 5.6 9.5 2.9{ 5.0 |10.3 |10.0| 8.3] 3.0) 9.6 7.3 111 | - | e3| 4.6 [26.7] 7.7
Differences - genefal 14.3{23.8 {13.9 |31.0 |20.0 | 25.0 |13.8 |20.0 |16.7 |30.8 {12.4 |29.3 {33.3 |45.5 [25.0 {27.3 | - }30.8
Total responses 35 42 |36 42 » 35 40 29 40 246 |26 32 41 9 11 12 22 6 13

1. Sphere of government more important.

2, Sphere of government having the more personal impact.

3. More important elections.

681
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e
prominent among nagionﬁl Labor partisans than national Liberals this
partisan difference is reversed among sfate oriented respondents.
Further, economic policy is mainly the concern of nationally
-oriented respondents for both Liberal and Labor partisané whereas

social welfare for the nationally oriented respondents is mainly the

concern of Labor partisans.

Thus while partisaﬁship provides the main source of
variation iﬁ images of natiénal party coﬁflict, there is some
variation attributable to perceptions relating to the structuring
of the system with the main focus éf the variatidn concérned with
ideéiogy, managemenﬁ of government and policy; pafticularly economic
and social welfare policies. It is these areas which have been the

main focus of political debate over recent years.1 That is to say,

the issues which have dominated national political debate are the
"main items upon which images of party cdmpetition indicate variation
attributable to system orientation, s

»

2) System Orientation and State Party Competition.

It was shown in Chapter 3 that paftisan conflict in Tasmania
is much less salient to the survey respoﬁdents compared ﬁo the national
arena. Of the sample only 174 respondents or 48.1% consideted thét
it matters which party wins government in the state. Yet this is
consistent with an hypothesis that perceptions of party conflict are

related to respondents' orientations towards the governmental structure,

1. Of a number of books covering recent.national elections see Clem
Lloyd and Andrew Clark, ‘Kerr's King Hit, Cassell, Stanmore, 1976.
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since a greater percentage of respondents fegard the national sphere
as more_important than the state sphere. vConsistent with this -
hypothesis it woeld be expected that nationally orieﬂted respondents
;would be much less concerned about expeetations.of.party”pblitics

at the state sphere. That is to say, if the state .sphere is less
important than the national sphere then it would be less impor;ant
which party governs in the state. Further;'the extent to which
nationally oriented respondents do answer thatbit makes a difference
whicﬁ parey governs in the state provides some indication of the

" degree ﬁo which the national sphere is more impertanﬁ than the state

sphere.

The opposite trend would be expected among state oriented
respondents. This group comprises a minority of the 174 fespondents
who enswered that it matters which party goeerns., Bet a larger
pefcentage would be expected to answer that it makes a difference
which party governs in the state than the percentage whe answered.
that it makes a difference at>the.national sphere (Table 6.1).
Furthermore a-etate oriented responden; will be more likely to be.
concerned with state party pblitics than a natiohally oriented

respondent.

Similarly, among the respondents who.answered that
both spﬁeres are equally important, the salience ef party competition
in the state should be equal to the salience of eational éarty
eompetition. The extent to which the salience of party conflict at
one sphere is greater than the o;hef sphere among these respondents
will provide perhaps the most useful indication that one sphere of
politics is regarded as more important than the other. _Tables 6.6 and 

6.7 explore these relationships.
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TABLE 6.6 State party competition by system orientation.

More important The government .[ More ifmportant
government having the more elections

Salient personal impact
.Sphere . Z N - 4 N 4 N
National 32.2 (56) 33.9 (59) 33.9 (59)
Both Equal 43.7 (76) -35.1 (61) 49.4 (€6)
State 20.1 (35) 26.4 (46) 13.7 (24)
Other & DK 4.0 ) 4.6 (8) 2.9 %)

100 174 100 174 100 174

' TABLE 6.7 System orientation by salience of state party competition. (R=362)

The more important The government having The more important
government - the more personal elections
: ’ impact’ '
Difference No Difference No . Difference No .
a ient. between difference between diffierence between difference
§p%ere parties ~or DK .parties. . .or DK parties or DK
L¢4 42,7 57.3 41.3 58.7 41.0 59.0
National ¢y (56) as) (59) " (84) (59) (85)
. 1 (% 50.7 49.3 55.0 45.0 51.5 48.5
Both Equal {y (76) 74) (61) - (50) (86) (81)
State ¢ 55.6 44 .4 55.4 44.6 : 58.5 41.5
w (35) (28) (46) (37 (24) a7z
-z . 38.9 61.1 32.0 68.0 50.0 ' 50.0
Others- DK 5 |.. ) ai) - ® 17) (5) (53
x2 = 3.6 x? = 9.1 x2 = 5.7
Significance df = 3 df. = 3 df = 3
p < 0.30 p < 0.05 p < 0.10
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“
As'féble 6.6 indiéates stéte parﬁy conflict is iess salient
to nationally oriented reépondengs than is party’cqnflict-at the
national sphere.1 The reverse applies to state oriented respondents,
as well aé to the respondents who answered that both spheres are
equally important. These trends are thus consistent with |
expectations. EqualLy consistent are.the trends displayed in Table
6.7. The table indicates that ‘the salience of party conflict at the
_stéte sphere is lowest among nétipnally oriented'respondents and
highest among state oriented respondents. In.other words it is a
state oriented respondent who is the most-likely fo feel that it
makes a difference which party governs the state. As predicted,

this pattern is the inverse to that relating to the national sphere.

However although both tables provide evidence that the

éalience»of party politics at the state sphere is related to system
orieﬁtation, the relationship is not as étrqng as it is with
respect to the national sphere. ‘This is because the salience of
state.politics among state oriented respondents is less than the

v . L3 R .
salience of national politics among nationally oriented respondents-.2
These patternsbindicate that the drawing péwer of natiénal politicé is
'_gfeater than thatvof state politics. Among state'oriented respondents,
the Salienég of national politics is higher tﬁan_is the salience of state
politics to nationally oriented respondents. In other words national
politics may be more important to state oriented respondents fhan state

politics is to nationally oriented respondents.3 Yet while ﬁhis may

1. These differences aré clearly apparent when Table 6.6 is compared with
Table 6.1.

2. A comparison of Table 6.7 with Table 6.2 cigarly indicates these trends.

3. However, this must be considered against the opposite trend using
the question about the most important government as the measure
of orientation.
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be the case, Table 6.7 clearly indicatés that étate politics remains
significant; at least 407% of hationally oriented respondents answered
that it makes a difference which party governs the state. Furthermore,
there is.virtually no difference between the salience of national
party politics and that of state politics among those respondents

who answered that both spheres are equal in importance.

However the trends disPIayed.in Table 6.7 comprise marked
partisan differences énd these age shown in Table 6.8. The table
indicates that the salience of party polifics in Tasmania may be much
more closecly reiated to system orientation (as measured by the relative
importance of elections) among Labor pértisans Ehah among Liberals. The

table indicates firstly that party'politics is much more salient to

‘:TABLE 6.8 The more important elections by s;a_liem:e of state 'patty'competition
and party identificatiom. '

Salience of state party competition and party identification
'Liberal Partisans (165) Labor Partisans (145) Non-Paftisans (58)
The mor Difference No Difference - No Difference No
important between difference between difference between difference
election parties or DK ' parties or DK parties or DK
1A (% 36.2 . 63.8 50.0 50.0 33.3 . T 6647
Rattonal | an - G0 @7) @) ® . ae
¢ 27.3 72.7 76.9  23.1 7.9 62.1 .
Both Equal tn1  a2) - (32) (50) - as) ay a8
(¢ 55.6. ) 44 .4 68.9 31.1 .
State  w| . ) . “) as) @ @
Others DK (N /s . 2/5 2/4 _ 2/4 ' - N
¥ = 4.0 . x* = 9.89
Significance df = 3 ' . df = 3
p 2 0.2 P < 0.02
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Labor supporters than to Liberals irrespective of the system
orientation. Secondly, whereas party politics at the state spheré
is less salient than at the national sphere for.each orientation
ambng Liberals, the reverse is the case among Labor partisans witﬁ
exception only of nationally oriented Labor partisans.v1 To all
:Liberals national éérty politics ié more salienf than state party
politics. However to all Labor partisans with the exception of
nationally oriented Labor supporters, state party politics is more
salient than nétional party'ﬁolitics. Indeed, among respondents who
answered that both national and state elections are équally
important this partisan difference is especially pronounced. To tﬁe
Liberals of this-group, national party politics is significantly
more salient than state barty politicé; but to the Labor partisans
it is state party politics which is more saliént than national

politics.

1. A comparison of table 6,8 with table 6.3 will show these trends.
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Thus although a relationship between the salience of

state party politics-and system orientation is not establisﬁed'for
the total éamplé, it does see??nthat to Labor partisans at least
there may be a link. But ifi;aere is'po relation between the
salience of state party politics and system orientation, except
among Labor partisans, does this mean that pérceptions about. the

nature of state party competition are much the same for each

orientation? Table 6.9 below displays the images.

TABLE 6,9 Image patterns of state pai:ty competition by system orientation (%).

. - The sphore of goverament The wore Lipurtant
Sazmple ::;_‘_:Zr:EL:::;::;;“ . havir.; the more personal elections
inpa:t
Salient Nationa. Bech state Nutional Both State National Bath State

lmage Category\Sphere . Equal Sphere Equal . Sphere Equal Sphere
M¥anagesent of Cove. 3.0 5.0 10.7 . 1l.1 8.2 13.4 10.¢ 16.7 10.7 5.3
Group related . . . ‘a -
differences 12.4 11,7 11.9 13.9 9.8 ) 10.5 12.7 i2.l 15.1 5.3
Yaticnal-Stace 7.9 15.0 3.6 2.3 1.5 9.0 1.8 121 6.0 2.6
relacions .
Leaders & Leadership 6.8 3.0 4.8 11.1 . 3.3 10.5 3.6 3.0 0.7 -
leolngteal 5.1 10.0 3.0 - 3.2 3.0 1.3 7.6 68 | -
Policies 5:1 6.7 6.0 - 3.3 9.0 1.8 6.1 4.8 2.6
General-policy 14.7 13.3) 13.1 1i.1) 14.8 7.5 1.4 13.6 6.0) . 6.3

Y 15.2)38.3 {10.0)28.3 [13.1)47.6 |25.00ee.s |13.2337.8 |11.9)20.3 |1s.2)s6.s | 9.:830. 15.7?35.9 15.8)73.7

~uadefincd 2.8 3.3 3 5.6 6.6 11.9 1.3, 7.6 6’.0; 15.55

~dea'’t know 6.2 1.7) 3.3 2.8) - 3.3 9.0 l-’o.Gs 4.6 7.2 15.85 )
Other 11.3 8.3 11.9 16.7 18.0 - 4.5 13.9 7.6 4.3 3.5

1 Oot, .

Total nuzsber of 173 60 54 38 6L 67 55 . 86 82 33
responses

Asbindicatéd by the table; pefceptioné about the
relative iﬁporfance of the governmgntal units dé not result in
major differences.in the aggregate patterninglof perceptions abouf
party compefition in the state. Yet theré are some varia;ions which

should be noted. These concern the response categories
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- national-state relations, ideology and the composite category of

-generalized differences, -

Nationally oriented respondents are the least likely to
.generalize about party differences while respondents who answered
that state elections are the most important seem particularly"

unable to distinguish specific differences between the parties.

Respondents with a national orientation more so than

others'describe ﬁarty politics in terms of ideology and relations
vbetween'governing parties at the two sphefes. As indicated in

_Chapte; 3 this latter perspecti&e describes these relationé in-

terms of promoting either harmony or balance with respect to the

‘national sphere. The state spheré‘is seen in a secondary role to

the national sphere which is consistent_with a national orientation.

. Ideology further distingﬁishes ﬁhe imagesvwith a marked differenée in
"emphasis bétween national and stéte oriented respondents.1 It méy be that
this is a perception of state politics>derived from national politics.
This is particularly likely és four of the five nationally oriented
respondents who perceive state party competitibn in ideological terms made

the same assessment with respect to party politics nationally.

‘1. But this may be a function of education. In Chapter 5 it was shown
‘that a national orientation is associated with higher education and
recently Kemp has provided some evidence that an ideological
perspective is associated with education; '"the more educated a
person is the more probable it is that he will see himself in an
ideological context and be able to characterize the general pattern
of his beliefs, perceptions, and values with an ideological label'.
Kemp, .D.A., Society and Electoral Behaviour in Australia, University
of Queensland Press, St. Lucia, 1978, p.323.
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- Further variétions are evideﬁt from the question dealing
with the reiative importance of elections. It has been noted above
that on this questioﬁ there is a pronounced tendency>among state
ofiented,respondeﬁts to geheralize about party competition. It is
.noticeable however that ﬁany of these respondenfs perceive>a
.difference in policies although they are not specified more
" precisely. This suggests that differences between the pérties may

well be clearly perceived,-if not precisely articulated.

Compared td the other questions, the inc;ease. in general
‘responses is at the expense ﬁf the'dategories, management of |
government_andegroup related diffefences."These categories have a
@arkedly lOW»e?pﬁ?SiS wheﬁ cbmpared with e#ﬁher nationally oriented
respondents or respondents who answered that both sphéres'are'equal.

The low salience of group related items is particularly surprising. With

staté orien;edvreSpondenté tending to be lower educated and
predominantly Labor in'partisanshipvand with a State Labor
government it might have been expected that this cétegory would
have had particular ewphasis from state oriented respohdents. In
fact there is no clearly poéitive and distinguishing image of

party politics'among'stéte oriented respondents. The most that can
be said is'thatvthese respo§dents tend to perceive party

.competition at the state sphere in terms of generalized images.
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To a large degree thesé variations remain when partisanship

is controlled as displayed by Table 6.10, It can be seen that

partisan differences are evident, More emphasis is placed on

management of government and group related differences by Labor partisans.

while Liberals more than Labor supporters perceive party competition
in terms of general differences. But within these trends the
differences associated with perceptions about the relative importance

of the spheres remain. As noted above state oriented respondents

describe party politics almost entirely in terms of generalized
images and this is particularly the case among Liberals. Reference
has also been made to the emphasis on relations between the two

spheres among ﬁationally oriented respondents. Table 6.10 indicates

that these respondents are_predominantly Liberals. Ideology, as noted,

tends to be a national perspective, and.for both Liberal and Labor

partisans.

TABLE 6,10 . I'mgev patterns of state party competition Sy system orientation by partisanship (X)

NATIONAL ' K BOTH EQUAL ] STATE
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3

Image category v LP | ALP { LP ALP | P ALP | LP ALP | LP ALP | LP ALP | LP ALP | LP ALP | LP ALP
Management of Goverument 5.6 121.4 | 6.3 }12.1 }10.5 |19.4 | 7.1 |14.,0| 8.3 |13.9 - {17.1 - |ua - Jl4.8 - 7.4
Group related differences - |14.3 - 9.1 - 112.9 | 7.1 ]16.0 - |16.7 - [24.4 - ]22.2 - |22.2 - 1.4
National-State relations 35.3 7.1 ]18.8] 9.1 |21.1 } 9.7 =] 2.0 [16.7 - 7.1 - - - 9.1 - - -
Leaders & Lccderlhlé 3.9 3.5 -1 3.0 - 3.2 - 6.0 8.3 f11.1] 7.1 |14.6 - 122.2 - 1.4 - -
Ideological . 17.6 J10.7 [ 18.8 | 6.1 ) 5.3 |12.9°} 7.1 | 4.0 8.3 | 2.8]2i.4] 2.4 - - - 3.7 - -
Polictes . - ]14.3 - 6.1f 5.3 6.5. ] 7.11 4.0 - - - 7:‘3 - - - - - 3.2
General : 29.4 |21.4 | 50.0 {30.3 [ 52.7 |22.6 ]64.0 |44.0 6‘1.7 41,7 150.0 {21.9 |7s.0 {33.3 |72.7 - [83.3 }81.4
Other . ' 5.8 |17.1] 6.3 [24.1} 5.3 [12.9 ‘ 7.1 |12.0( 8.3 | 2.8 ]14.2| 9.8 |25.0 |11.1 |18.2 | 3.7 N16.7 ] 7.4
Total nusber of responses |17 28 - 16_- 33 19 31 14 50 12 36 14 4L ‘18 |18 un 7 6 21'.

1; ¢ Sphere of government more important.
2. Sphere of government having the more pcrmnl impact. .
3. 'The more important clccu.ou. .
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Thus some variatioﬁs iﬁ the images éf state party'competition

are apparent among respondents with different orientations with respect

to the governmental system. But aithough state respondents are the

most likely to answer that it makes a difference which party governs

thé state, their responses about the content of state party competition

do not indicate distinctively state images. In fact it is thg vagueness
of the articulated images among these respondents which is most noticeable. =
To what extent then do the images differ from the images of national party

competition among not only state oriented respondents but respondents of

each orientation?

3) System Orientation and Images of Party Competition.

In Chapter 3 it was shown that there are marked
differences between spheres.in the images of party conflict and
that this applies largely irrespective of partisanship. In
particular it was seen that ideology and policy differences were
much more salient in characterizations of national party competition
than at the state éphere. Party conflict in the state is veryk
largely perceived without definition but specific matters mostly
mentioned were management of government, group related differences
apd national-state relations. The exception to this contrast in
images is that among Labqr identifiers a sighificant proportion of
reSpoﬁses relating to both spheres characterizes party conflict in
terms of sectional interests; Labor is "for the workers". It is
this item which provides the main integrating theme' in perceptions
of partyvconflict across the two spheres. The question now to be
considered is the extent to which these contrasts.remain after » .

\ :

. controlling for system orientation. While it might be expected that

both national and state oriented respondents hold distinctly different
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»peréeptions of barty politics at the two spheres, it could well be

that among those#fespondents who answered that both spheres ére equal
there is a significant degree_bf similarity in the imaggs. In particular
it is perhaps the Labor identifiers amohg these respondents who described

party conflict at each sphere in terms of sectional interests.

sting the question concerning the £e1ativé'importance of
elections as the measure of system orientation, Figures 6.1 to 6.3.
prbyidé compariéons in the images of national and state party conflict
for respondents of.eachvorientation. The figures indicate
degrees of variation in tﬁe aggregate images both in relation to
partisanship a8 well as to system orientation. |

Figure 6.1 shows substantiai variations in the image
patterns amdng Libefals with a contrast between manageﬁent of
government and ideology as the mbst pfominent items of party

conflict nationally and general differences and national-state

relations the maiuzifems of state party competition. Among Labor

7 N

identifiersjthere‘is also some variation in the images. References to.

-

group relgféé;ﬂifferences, although prominent items in both images, are
. more féédﬁent with respeét to the national sphere than the state sphere,
and inversely, references to-management of government are more frequent
with respect to the state sphere. But there is less variaﬁioh in the.
images of Labor partisanms, than in fhose.of Liberéls, with siﬁilar per-
centages' of responses at both spheres referring‘to ideology and general
'differences. In fact, a substantial portion of the images of party
competition of-nationally Qriented Labor respondents extends aéfoss both
spheres. As indicated in Figure 6.2, this also applies to the images of
state oriented Labor respondents. Both images contaiﬁ a substantial

portion of general corments. Liberals, on the other hand, provide

markedly divergent images.1

1.  But note the small number of responses.



FIGURE 6.1 Images of Partv Competition of Nationally Oriented Respondents (% in brackefs)
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FIGURE 6.2 .:_ Inages of Party Competition of State Oriented Resvondents (% in brackets)
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As hybothesized earlier, images of party conflict at the
two spheres are in fact most similar among reépondents who énswered
that both sets of elections are of’equél importance. Figure 6.3
indicétes_that while this is the éaée among both Liberal and Labor
_partisans, it is . again pafticularly the case among Labor partisans.
Among Labor Supporters.more ;han 40% of the responses with respect
to both spheres relate to general differences or sectional interests
while to Liberals there is similarity in the prominence of

ideology and general differences.1

Thus it appears that among nationally oriented and state
oriented respondents, there are somewhat distinct images of party
conflict at each sphere, but with less diétiﬁctnessvamong Labor
suppofters. But among feSpondents who regard both electoral . .
spheres equal in impdrtance, images of party conflict are much more
integrated across spheres. This is particularly so again among
Labor partisans. Indced this is.clearly the case when note is iaken of
therpartisan difference in the number of respondeqts who provided images
of étate party competition among those who regard both sets of elections
as equally important. That is to éay, while theré is some similarity
across Sphéres in the~images of party competition among bbtﬁ Liberal and
Labor identifiers of this orientétion, the disﬁérity in- response rates is'
much greater among Liberalé. A similar number of responses comprise the

images of Labor identifiers whereas the number of Liberal responses

comprising-the national image is twice that comprising the state image.
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FIGURE 6.3 Images of Party Conflict by Respondents Regarding Both Electoral Contests Equal (% in'brackets). .
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4) Summary and Conclusion.

'In éhaptef 3 it was shown that pe;ceptions about both the
degree and nature of party conflict varied accordingkto the sphere
" of politics being considered. National party.conflict is more
_pfominent than stéte.politics and tﬁere are differencés between
' the images of national and state party competition. Whén,:in
Chapter 5, perceptions about_the relationship between the>spheres of
government, (énd thus of.the overall system) were examinea it was
foundvthat while the naﬁional sphere is considerably more salient -
ghan the state sphere, the largest proportion of respondents
. suggeéted th#t %bth spheres were of equal importance.

The central theme of this éhapter'has been an examination

‘of the exteﬁt to which these findings are related. In other words
‘the focus has been on the extent to which perceptions of.party
conflict are related ﬁo perééptions about the structuring of the

system in which party competition takes place.

Tables 6.2 and 5,5.iﬁdicated.that party politics at the
hational sphere is proportionally the most saliént,to nationally
_ oriented_réspondenté whéreas”state party politics is pfoportionally
‘the moét salieht to state oriented respondepts. However ;he
relationship is strqnger.with fespect to the national sphefe than.
. with respgét to stafe party politics. In examining partisan

patterns (using the question concerning elections as the measure of

system orientation) no statistically significant relationship was
found with respect to the national sphere among either Liberals or.
" Labor partisans. However the trend relating to the state sphere-

does indicate a relaticonship among Labor partisans. Moreover, the
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tables clearly show that irrespective of system orientation, national
pafty-politiés is more éalient to Liberals than to Labor partisans.
National péiitics is also more salient>than state politics among
Liberal partisans fof each ‘orientation. For Labor partisans this only
holds good among nationally oriented Labor partisans. To state
'oriented Labor.supportefs»and to the respondents who answered that

both spheres are equal, state party politics is more salient than

national party politics.

In exaﬁining the aggregate images of-party politics at
the two Spheres, it was shown that after controlling.for partisanship
there remains spme distinctions in the contours of the images
relating to systeﬁ orientation. Thisbis especially so T
at the national sﬁhere but also to a lesser extent at the stéte'
sphéréf. >ert perhaps it should be stressed that these are

variations in the prominence of items rather than graphic differences

in the overall images.

Ngtiogal'and_state images of party politics for each
orientation were then compared. The comparison indicated that
different images were_ﬁost appafent among respondents with a
nétional perspective while respondents who rega;ded bo;h electoral ’
éontésts edually brovided igégés of some similarity. It was also
found that»images from Labof respondents tended to be less
.divérgent tﬁan the images from Liberals. Nationaliy.oriented Labor
Sprorters hoWever,.tended to differéntiate to a greater degree than

other Labor supporters.
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The croés;abuiationlbf.system orientation with perceptions
 of pafty competition réinforces trends noted in earlier chapters.
Overall there is a greater visibility of national poiitics compared
with7state politics. Even among.those respoﬁdeﬁts who answered
that state elections are the more important electoral contesté,
'almost 50% also answered that it mattered which party wins national
elections, not manf fewer than the number who felt that it mattered

which party wins power in the state.

This nationalizing trend supportsiconclusions drawn from

© earlier studiés. Aitkin has observéd from data derived from his

1967 ahd'l969 sﬁrveys "that the'pu11 of politics is essentially a
national one."‘1 More recently Kemp has suggested that here has been
"an increasing natioﬁalization of mass political responses in
Australia from 1940 to 1972."2 From an aﬁalysis of voting trends in
House of Representatives elections over this period he has shown that

national forces have become increasingly more important than either

state or electorate forces.

However the data in this chapter provides evidence of a

significant partisan variation within this trend toward national

1. Aitkin, op.cit., p.47.

2. Kemp, og.cit.; p.257.
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dominance. Wpile it does appear that there may be a significant
movemén£ toward a national,identifiqation amdng Liberals, among
'Labor supporters such a trend is qot nearly so pronounced. State
politiés seem to provide greater_significancé to Labor partisans
irrespective sf which set of elections is considered of greater

importance.

As'suggested in Chapter 2, these trends provide important
findings relating to electoral behaviour in partisan terms which
suggest one source of Liberal weakﬂess in Tasmanian politics. The
étate sphere of political activity is simply not as important to
.Liberals as to,Labor partiséns. Even to state oriented Liberals,
it does not appear to matter as much as it does to Labor partisans
which party governs. If this is the case there is less incentive

for Liberals to actively campaign_iﬁ'state elections and indeed to

vote for Liberal candidates.

This is.especialiy significant given propoftional
'represenfation with seven member electorates. If siate politics is
less significant to Liberals than.to Labor supporters thén it may
be that Liberalé tend to migrate in brefe:ence distribution to a
greater degree'than Labor partisans."This is particularly likely
given the extent to which the image of the Labor party contain.

_elements that are favourable to Liberals.

To a degree'this may be the equivalent to the electoral
behaviour of some Liberals in provincial elections in Canada.
‘Wilson and Hoffman have shown that one source of Liberal weakness in

Ontario politics was that Strqngly national oriented Liberals

¥

?

tended (in 1967)- to .abstain from voting in provincial
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elections.l‘ Migrating in preferehce distribution might well be the

Denison equivalent to abstention in Ontario.

There is a further poséible pattern of votiﬁg deriving
’-Afroﬁ.partisan differences in perspectives toward the feder#l
system, This relates to the "balance—theéry" of electoral
behaviour. Until diécounted by Wilson and Hoffman;z’and Jean .
HaVel,Bbshifts in electoral fortunes between electoral spheres in
Canada had been thought to derive from a propensity for voters |
to balance the pafty,in power nationally by voting the natioqal
opposition party into power iﬁ the provinces.4 Indeed, this
explanation'hag 6n one occasion been applied to the failure of the
Liberal Party in Tésﬁania.5 The Denison survey tested this .
proposition and found the evidence insufficient to éxplain Labor's
success in the state.6v But it should not be dismissed. A variant of
fhis notion in-terms of a- transference'of antagonism might well
apply.in the caée of é national Labor government. Since Liberals
tend overall towards a nétional perspective,ba national Labor

government could be expected to result in the transference of

1. Wilson, J., and Hoffman, D., The Liberal Party in Contémporary
‘Ontario Politics", in Canadian Journal of Political Science,
VIII, No. 2, June 1972, p.201,

2. ibid.

3. Jean Havel, Politics in Sudbury, Laurentian University Press,-
1966, p.85, but see also George Perlin and Patti Peppin, op.cit.
p.282. :

4. See R. MacGregor Dawson , The Government of Canada, University of
Toronto Press, 1946, p.575. ’
5. 'The ‘Mercury, 21-3-1960, p.4.

6. Out of. 84 respondents who agreed that it is "important that there
. be a different party in government in Tasmania to the party in
~ government in Canberra' only 7 (1.9%) voted consistent with this
view. See Appendix 1, question 20. ’




national sentiments to the state sphere. This would give state
politiés greater significance, to Liberals and greater incentive to
vote and campaign for the Liberal Party. The state election would

become in effect, a national by-election to Liberals.

It could be argued that the Labor party>has benefitted from

a similar tendency.: In fact the most recent state election campaign
was fought to séme extent on issues presented as national
responsibiiities.1 But this must be set against party images énd

' perceptions of stéte party competition. That is, Labor partisans
appear.to have more reason to vote Labor (irrespective.of the
vagueness of.thgir expectatiéns)'than Liberals have to vote Liberal.
In fact the examination of party images revealed that Liberals are

not too unhappy with the performance of the stéte Labor Party.

But would this remain the case under a ﬁatibnal Labor
government? The answer is a speculative no. _During Labor's period
‘as the national government it is reasonable to suggest that a state
election may have resulted in the defeat of the state Labor
government. Yet some twelve months later (after the defea; of the
naﬁional Labor government) the Labor party in the state was returned
with no loss of support from the previous state election in 1972;2
It is suggested that a Liberal win would have been a victory as a

national by-election. The implication from this study is that the

Liberal Party's weakness in relation to state politics derives from

1. Particularly unemployment, An account of the Labor Party's
strategy is the theme of Alistair Scotts'. unpublished honours. .
‘dissertation. The ALP's Campaign for the 1976 Tasmanian Election,
University of Tasmania, 1977.

2. Labor first preferences in Denison were: 1972, 46.3%Z; 1976, 46.87%.

.i“:
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the perspectives of the party's supporters in relation to the
federal system. Because these pérspectives are essentially
national, the party's state future rests in elévating state politics
" to national significance. Labor has the adyantage in state politics.

But it is because state politics is much more important to Labor

supporters than it is to Liberals.

But this is not to say that Liberals'infTasmania are not
concerned for the interests of tﬁe state. Indeed as revealed in
Chapter 5 just over 507 of Liberals regard theméelves foremost as
Tasmanians. vIt appears_howéver that this state identification ié
embedded within'ah overall nationaljperspgctive. To Libgrals the
federal system appears to be an hierarchical arrangément in which
state interests are seen as best promoted from the natioqal levgl
of ;he structure. In this sense Liberals have an integrated

perspective of the federal structure.

The perspective of Labor partisans is more ¢qmplex. On
the one hand there is a significant percentage'who are nationally
oriented. In general however, the state sphere has greater relevance

‘than it does to Liberals whatever the orientation with respect

1. This in fact occurred in the 1975 South Australian electionms.

See John Summers, Australian Political. Chronicle, ‘South Australia,

‘Australian Journal of Politics and History, Vol. 22, No. 3, 1976,
Pp.98-107 and also John Warhurst "Review .of the South Australian '
Elections", in The Australian Quarterly,.Vol. 47, No. ‘3, :
Dec. 1975, pp.124-128. The most explicit example however is -
perhaps the 1947 Victorian election when the Victorial Legislative =~~~
Council refused Supply to the Victorian Labor Government in order
to test public feeling towards the national Labor Government's

. bank nationalisation legislation. -
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. to thé-éystém. To a small but significant percentage of Labor parti-
sans the state sphere is thé more important despite thé vagueness in
thé perceptioné.abouf the content of party'politics. The evidence
suggests thaﬁ‘to most Labof supporters the system is not
hierarchical but comprises two interdependent yet autoﬁomous spheres
of political activity. -While to Liberals (as well as to some Labor
partisans) the system is charactefiéed by levels of political
5gtivity, to most Labor supporters the system is characterized
by spheres of.pdliticalbéctivity. - This means that Laﬁor partisans
have two avenues through which to promote their interests. -
. [
It is here that the partisan differences in the comparisons

o,

between national and state images of party competition become ?signifi-

Sd
) 2 ;:_"-/ .
cant. It is argued that not only do Liberals (and some Labor identifi-

‘ers) viewvthe system as a hierarchy, but their perceptions about party
COmpétition.feflect the same perspective. State politics is less

?isible thén.national politics while many'bf the comments that are'madé
about state party competition tend to»reflect a national focus. Among
Labor identifiers however, images of party competition at éach sphere
tend to merge together, especiélly the traditional element of the image
as the party for_the'working man. To Labor identifiers, the spheres Are’
autonomous. But.their'poliFical demands and interests are directed at
either sphére; not so much perhaps in terms of specific folicy goals,

but in terms of attitudes and values that govern policy formulation.



"CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSIONS

Summary. . ®

The Australian voter ié a pafticipant in a federally orgahised
system of government within which.the same parties are tﬁe_major contenders
for»poiitical power at both national and state spheres. A sample of eléctors
from the Tasmanign electorate of Denison was interviéwed about their percep-
»tipns of this environment and thebresponses have been éresented and discussed
iﬁ the foregoiné chaptérs. The survey data have enabled a mapping of party
| preference patterns, é comparison acrdsé spheres of perceptions of party
-competition and party images, and provided evidence of fhe salience of the

spheres of government and the strength of national as against state political

identification in the electorate.

Iﬁ Chapter 2 pétternsvof party preference were examined. Irres-:
.pective of the measure used, party identification or reported votihg
behavioﬁr, a high degrée of integration is appareﬁt.. For more thén 70%Z of
the sémpleva preferencé for a party'ét one electoral sphere is retained with
_resbect fq the other sﬁhere. Ipdeed, of thosevidentifying Qith a political
party some 88%Videﬁtify with the same party af Both sphefes. 3ut there is
a partiéanidifference_evident. Both measuresbof party préference in&icaté.

that Labor éupport is slightly more integrated than is Liberal support.

Mixed patterns of party preference are also evident. There are
respondents who identify with a party at one sphere of the system only and

others holding a dual identification, an attachment to one>party at one

!
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'spherg and a different party at the other. Electorally these patterns
are of‘sﬁfficient strength to be significant with the Labor Party
advantaged at thg state arena and the Liberal Partf favoured at the
national arena. But tﬁey afe less significant as a source of decentrali-»

zing pressure in the party system,

The greater stability in pafty'preferehce at state elections than
at national elections indicated by the data inxChaptér 2 is éupported with
parallel data relating to percebtions of parfy compétition_examined in
‘Chapter 35 More respondents answered that it makes a difference which party
governs nationally than énswered that it makes a difference which party
governs in the state. In combining ﬁhese responses if is found that for
some respOndentsiit makes a difference which party .governs only with respect
to the natidnal sphere, and for o;heré.only at the state sphere. For some
respdndents differences between the partieé at both spheres are irrelevant
or insignificant. 'Howéver, for most respondents it makes.a difference which

‘party wins power at both spheres.

These response patterns provide three conclusions relatiﬁg to
perceptions of party competition~in the federal context,
1) Some respondents are oriented towards politics at only one
- sphere in éhe system; to some this is the.national arena; to others if
is the state arena.
| 2) To other responden;é a poiycentric perception is,implied;'
. party competition is of some»sigﬁificanée at bﬁth spheres.
| 3) With party cdmpetitionAat the national sphere more visible
overall than that at the state sphére a degree of nationalization of

perceptions about politics is indicated.

Moreover the response patterns indicate differences relating to

socio-economic status and partisanship. Liberals and higher status

4

/
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respondenés domprise the majority of tﬁoée who answered that it makes a
difference wﬁich pafty'governs nationally. Labor identifiers and lower
status respondents comprise the'majority of those who perceive party conflict
only at the state arena. It ié also Labor identifiers more than Liberals

whd hold a polycentric view of party conflict.

.Whileaparty preference'is integrated across the spheres there are
clear differences in the images of party competition. There is greater
definition in the images of national party competition. Whereas most
responses about party compe;ition at each sphere refer to specific'differences
between the partieé,_a much larger proportion of the responses about state
pafty competition are generalized statements aboﬁt the parties. Secondly,
thefe are diffe;ences in the emphasis placed on the épecific differences
.mentioned. References to policy matters and ideology are much more prominen;
with respect to the nationai sphere than the state sﬁhere., Policy matters,

. ideology, management of govefnment and party rela;ions with associated groups
are the main categories of specific items describing national party |
competition...The main categqries describing state party competition; on
the other hand, are management of government, relations-with groups and a

categofy relating to state party competition only, national-state relations.

‘The difference in emphasis placed on policy énd ideology apély
‘to both Liberal_and Labor partisans. However, Liberals offered propor-
tionally more generalized statements than did Labor identifiers with
'respect'to'state party competition while the converse is fhe case with
respect to national party competition. This partisan difference in percep-
tions about the content of party competition at the two spheres corresponds
to the differences noted earlier in the percentages ~f respondents who
Aﬁswered that it did matter which party governed at the two spheres. Taken

together these responses indicate that whereas national politics dominates
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the percentions of Liberals, state:pplitics is ae visible as natienal
politics among Labor identifiers. This is further indicated by the
prominence of national-state relations in the descriptions of state party
competition oftered by Liberale. These responses portray a perception of
state politics that is derived from an hierarchical perspective of national
&ominance. In contrest, the prominence of the group related element in

" both nationel and state imeges provided by Labor identifiers suggests a

degree of similarity in perceptions of politics at ‘the two spheres.

Party images also vary across spheres. kThe main component in the
national image of Both parties comprises references to policy matters. |
_fhis item is much.less significant in the state.images; Management of
government is airelatively important elementvin the Liberal image nationally
but is twice as-signifieant'in the Labor Party's state image. State Liberal"
personalities and the_party.itself attract much morelcomment than national
‘Libefal persoﬁalities. .For the Labor patty, group related items and
ideology are fredominantly components of the party's national imagevwhile
comments relating to the party itself is an element predominantly relating

to the state image.

It ievelear therefpte that deepite_the integration across the spheres
in party preference, respondents collectively perceive differences in the
prominence, style and content of party competition between the two spheres
and in the characteristics of national énd'state branches of both parties.
Moreover both the response rates and the images suggest that, to Liberals,
the parties nationally are more visible than the parties at the state sphere,

To Labor identifiers however, both brancnes are equally prominent.

Parallel to the perceptions of party competition across the two
spheres, are perceptions about the relations between the units of govern-
‘ment. The evidence provided in Chapter 5 shows that to a third of the

".

‘
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sample ﬁﬁe national sphere of governmeﬁt is more important than state
government;' to at least 117 the state government is the more important;
but to most respondents both spheres are equally important,-again
reflecting a polycentric view; In.addition, the combination of this

view with the national perspective indicates a degree of nagionalization
of political orientations. ﬁonetheless, it is also clear that the state
sphere is stfongly'entrenched in people's perceptions of the federal
system, More than 507 of the respondents answered either that both
spheres are edually imbortant or that the state sphere is the more impor?
tant sphere; This is - reinforced by the strength of a state political -
identi;y. More than half the sample consider themselves Tasmanians first
and forgmost. _;ﬁdeed,even among respondents who are natioﬁally oriented,

" almost half consider themselves to i;e Tasmanians rather than Australians.

Clear partisan différences are.evident in tﬁese perceptions as in -
the perceptions relating to party compefition. Liberals are more
~nationally oriented than are Labor identifiers; and.inveréely, ;hey are -
‘less state oriented. This is_thé case with respect to orientations toward
the governﬁental system and also to political identity. Labor identifiers
are'also more likely than Liberals to regard botﬁ spheres as equally

important.

Party competition takes place within the context of the federal
sfétem. In Chapter 6 peréeptions about the structure, éystem orienta-
tions, were related to perceptions of party competition. System orienta-
tion was crosstabulated with perceptions of both national and state party
competitionvthus facilitating comparisons across spheres for each orienta-
tion and between orientations for each sphere. The results provide
further evidence of a nationalizing trend, particularly in that national

party competition is almost as prominent as state party competition to
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state oriented respondents. Among those with a polycentric view
however, a similar percentage (e majority) answered that it makes a
difference which party governs netionally es answered similarly with
respeét to the state sphere. In addition, images of the content of
_party competition differ across epheres for each orientatien. prever,
vvariations are most evident among national and etate orieneed re3pondents;
they are less divergent among those respondents who regard both spheres

as equally important.

The partisanship differences noted in the earlier chapters remain
through Chapter 6. With Liberals more nationally oriented than Labor
~identifiers, and inversely with Labor identifiers more state oriented
than Liberals, }t isvsuggested (in Chapter 6) that one reason for the

Liberal Party's failure in Tasmanian state elections is that, to Liberals

the state sphere is relatively unimportant.

" Thus apart from the integration of parpy'preference evident in

- Chapter 1 which is qualified by the political images examined in fhe two
suﬁsequent chapters, each chapter reinforces four main characteristics
evident in the attieudes and perceptions of Denison Voters. In summary
these major characteristics are:- 1) The prevaleﬁce of a naeional
ofientation toward pelitical affairs aﬁd the political system; -

2) . A polycentric perception which is
the major perspective; to 307% of the respondents it matters which party
,gdverns at both nationel and state spheres of the federal system; and to
40% of the respondents botﬁ spheres or both sets of elections are equally
importanf.- |

3) A small but sigeificant proportion
of the respondents are primarily'oriented to the state spﬁere. This per~

ception is reinforced by the strong sense of state attachment evident in
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respondents' political identity and'in the poiyceﬁtric perception,’
attribsting equal importance to both spheres. |
| 4) Identiiiable.in each of these
perspectives and indeed in the degree of integration perceived in the

party system, are significant and consistent partisan differences.

In the remainder of thlS chapter each of these characteristics
are considered separately and some suggestions are offered as to the
directions that further research might take. But before proceeding to

these topics the perceptions about the party system are drawn together.

- Perceptions of the Party System.

Among ﬁolitical analysts it has been common to regard Australian
parties as comprising a single party-system. This is no doubt due to
the degree of integration that is apparent in the same parties competing
~ for representation apd political power at both nationai and state arenas.
However, when party structures have ceen analysed it has been shown that
all parties are federally Qrganised; It is not only the Liberal Party
which has been described as a "composite of 'seven Parties"1 but also the
'Laborz,and the National Couatry Parties.3 Each party is comprised of a’

national component and autonomous state components.

It is also clear that to the electors of Denison both the Liberal

Party of Australia and the Australian Labor Party comprise national and

1, Kathafine West, Power in the Liberal Party, Cheshire, Melbourne,
1965, p.261.

2. Michelle Gratton, "The Australian Labor Party" in Mayer and Nelson
: (eds) Australian Politics: A Third Reader, pp.389-406,

3. Keith Richmond, "The National Country Party" in Graeme Starr, Keith
Richmond and Graham Maddox, Political Parties in Australia, Heinemann
Educational Australia, Richmond, 1978, p.125.

i, _
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state components. ﬁofwithstanding that party support is integrated
between electoral SPherés, the respondents ﬁold perceptions aboﬁt the -
parties that ihdicaté they diétinguish between national and staté

wings. In addition, it is also apparent that distinctions are made

between national party competition and that pertaining in the state arena.

For the Denison respondents at least Fhen, the party sysfem is
decentralised. Respondeﬁts make distinctions between national and
state parties as well as perceive variations betweén the ﬁwo sphereé in
the nature of partisan qompetition.' With this decentralizing force
operating on the party system it is not surprising that intra-party
teﬁsions and conflicts are an enduring feature of the Australian party
system.1 it i; clear ﬁhat strains which sﬁrfaﬁe between national and
stage poiiticians'és ﬁell as befwéen national and staﬁe party organisa-
tions may derive not pnly from differing policy préferences of party
activists2 but in response to différing electorate eXpecéations about the

- goals of government atfthe'two spheres;A

National Orientatiomns.

As noted_in'the previoﬁs chapter, the data presenfed in this
stﬁdy pfovide evidence.thagjas a general trend,nétionél political affairs
are more prominent ip citizen perceptions than state affairs. National
party COﬁpeti;ioﬁ and the national braﬁches qf both pa:ties are-more
visible than state party competition or the state branches of the parties.
These perceptions'are fe?licéted in attitudes about the federél structure
and re-inforced when system orientation ié related to perceptions of

party competition.

‘1. A. Wildavsky, "Party Discipline Under Federalism: Implications of
Australian Experience'", Social Research, Vol.28, No.4, Winter 1961,
PP-437-458./ ' :

2. Holmes and Sharman, op.cit., p.ll4.
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A major contributing factor to this trend ig the prevalence
of a proportion of respondents who are nafionally‘oriented: .Some 20%
of the sample answered that it mattered which.pa:ty governed only with
fespect to the national sphere and 36% answered thaf the national
government is the more importént sphere of government in the Australian
federal systeﬁ. In addition, some 40% of the sample identify themselves
with nétional rather than state éitizenship. .These perspectives-are
>most prevaleﬁt among respondents of higher status, and among the higher
éducated.responAents particglarly. ‘This implies that thé electorate not
~only contains centralizing tendencies butth‘the extent that the popula-
tion is becoming increasingly better»educated, these attitudes are

embedded in an‘increasing segment of the electorate.

Implicitbiﬁ attitudes oriented toward the national sphere is the
assumptioﬁ that the federal system is hierarchically structured into |
levels of government., The important problems are seen as national reé-
ponsibilities and the states as administrafive agencies or as having
reéponsibility for the relatively less important areas of poiicy. This
. view is often impiicit in analyses and prescfiptioﬁs about the system,
vIt.is an implied perception among thosevwho have advocated changes to
the financial arrangements between the-coﬁponent'governments as well as;
among those whé have afgued for a widening of national responsibilities.
* For example it is the view of Mathews and Jay1 that "it is the Common-
&ealth Government which must determine policy objectives iﬁ relation to
economic development, stabilization .... and the inter—persénal distri-
~ bution pf'incomes and wealth.}. [f]he Commonwealth .... must exercisé the

" ultimate economic power, and the federal financial arrangements must not

restrict its authority in this area." The authors continue: "The role

1., R.L. Mathews and W;R.C.,Jay, Federal Finance,. Nelson, Melbourne, p.312.'

bi/
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of State éovernménts,‘on the other hand, shouid be.concerned with.
,securing an efficient use of resources in the proviSioo-of.public '
'..services, within the frameﬁork'of>nationa1 policy laid.down oy the
éommonwealth. Only by adopting this kino of criterioo'will_it be
possible to achieve the advantages of the federal system which flow

from the combination of decentralized administration and centralized

-

control."1

Davis2 has also speculated on the prevalenoe'of‘on hierarchical
,perspectivo and has offeréd the suggestion that voting behoviour may be
determined by perceptions that ascribe specific functions,.based on
their perceived importance, to levels of government. He suggests the
view "that eac; party.is fitted to particular levels of'responsibility:.
thus, a party Whioh is most likely to pursue an aggressive developmental
policy of the basic communal services is best suited to State Government,
.but not.to the more -hazardous deoisions of nétional policy ... Labor
succeeds in State elections ... because it is Labor, and for this very -

same reason it generally fails in Federal elections."

-»Thié view has.

been echoed in a geographer's explanation for patterns.of,yoting behaviour
in Tasmania. Solomon3 has asserted thaﬁ "it is clear that in. the 19505
and 1960s the population of the capital city (Hobart) aréa has favoured,
the Lioeral Party in motters affecting external secﬁritf, national

development and taxation, whereas in Tasmania as a whole domestic issues

have maintained Labor ascendancy."

1. ibid., emphasis added. - :
See also James Cutt. "Harmonization of Multi-Level Resource
Allocation Decisions" in Mathews, Responsibility Sharing in a
Federal System, p.l64. o '

2. Davis, ochit., pp.651, 652.

3. Solomon, "The Geography of Political Afflllations in a Federal State
‘System', op.cit., p.33. : : -

'

v,
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Although there is no clear evidence in this study that such a

functional differentiation is perceived by those respondents with a
national orientation, it is certainly implied. Figure 6.1 (Chapter 6)
indicates that party competition at the'state level1 is pe;ceived as .
much less specific than party competition at the national level. That
is perceived.differentiation in the functions of government between
spheres is implied by the greater definition in images of national pafty
competition. Policy matters are also much more prominent in perceptions

of party conflict nationally than at the state sphere.

It is also evident that-thebstate Labor Party is less disliked
than ie the natioﬁal Labor Party. Moreover a majority of nationally
oriented respo;dents felt that it did not make much difference which
party governs in the state. This is consistent with both Davis' and
Solomon's specdlations. It is suggested that it is this natienal pers-
pective which»contributes\to the success of the Labor Party in the state;
not so huch that the partyvis preferred, but that the state level is not

Particularly important and a reasonably competent Labor Government is

not unacceptable.

Thus it is evident that a nationally oriented ﬁerspective toward
poli;ics in Australia is a eignificant perception in the electoratef To
this extent analysts who prescribe or assume an hiefarchical structure
are in tune with some popular attitudes. But it is not the only view.

Indeed, for the Denison respondents it is not the majority perspective.

Polycenﬁric Orientations.

The dominant perspective about the system evident from the data

is one that implies a polycentric or multi-nuclear structure.

: i, .
1." The temm 'level'_is appropriate to this national and hierarchical
perspective. : ,
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Despite substantial integrafion'in party preference patterns, party
images vary between the spheres and for more than a third éf the respon-
- dents party differences are a matter of importance at both the national
and state arenas of the system. This trend ié reinforced by the
patterning of attitudes about the relationship between spheres of govern-
ment. More than a third of the respondents answered that both spherés
are equally importaﬁt. It is thus a view which implies agreement with
the Queensland Premier's-insistence that state governments as well as
the nationél government are each properly to be regarde& as Australian
governments.1 In dther words state government is vested with equal
legitimacy and status in the total-gbvernmental system to that which has

been previously ascribed only to the national government.

The pfevalence of this perception is an important finding. 'It-
is a>view, whichvbecaﬁse.of.the extent to which it is held, challenges
the appropriateness of presériptions and éésertions deriving from
aséumptions about the féderal system as an hierarchical structure of
levglé of government; Indeed, the dominance of this_pblycentri&l
perspective implies a need for research into attitudes about the
system and ﬁhe way théy are translated into political behaviour
derived from such a modei father than the hierarchicalvone, Two

_alternative sets of attitudes and responses seem possible.

One is that a polycentric perspective entails a functional
differentiation between the spheres of jurisdiction, so that two clearly

distinguished sets of functions would be regarded as equally impoftant.

1. "The implication (from the changing of the name of the national

. government from the Commonwealth Government to the Australian
Government in 1974) is that there is only one Australian Government.
In fact, the government of Queensland is an Australian Government.'”’
J. Bjelke-Petersen, quoted by Hugh Lunn in JOH: The Life and
Political Adventures of Johannes Bjelke-Petersen, University of
QueenslandiPress, St. Lucia, 1978, p.161.
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In fact, it is often asserted that people do, or should, clearly
distingﬁish between national and state functions. For example, the
Victorian Premier1 ﬁés stated that: "It is the essence of proper
organisation for good goverﬁment that people in a federation should
knéw clearly which»government is,responsible for which function and

who is to answer to them for the manner of its administration."

There ié no clear evidence from ﬁhis survey Bowever, that a
functional differentiation is in fact perceived. In Chapter 6,
Figufe 6.3 portrayed the perceptions of party compétition with respect
to both spheres. It is shoﬁn that perceptions of party competition do
vary in that‘ﬁmages of state party competition are much more general
tﬁan the national images;. It is also éeen thatvstate policy ﬁatters
'abpéar much less significant than national policy mattéfs. In additioﬁ
there is some evidence of perceived.functional differentiation contained
in the management of zovernment category. This theme includes
feférences to state matters such as the bridge restoration, promoting
state intgrests and control of various non-departmental authoritieé.
However; thére is no firm evidence to suggest th#t_respondents who regard
both spheres of the syétem as equally important clearlykascribe different

- sets of functions to each sphere.

The alterna;ive perspective is one related to access to the
political s&steﬁ rather than to functions.' To regard both national and
state governments as equally important can validly imply that citizens
perceive the two spheres as>providing equal and alternative'channels to

.the political system. The two sphereé would provide equal and alternative

1. R. Hamer, Australian Constitutional Convention 1973, Official
Record of Debates, 3rd - 7th Sept., 1973, Government Printer,
New South Wales, Sydney, 1974, p.20.

i,
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avenues through which to make demands on the system or to express

grievances about political decisions or administrative arrangements.

Perhaps the most accessibie channel for citizens to signal
'grievances ﬁo the political system is provided by the electoral systeﬁ.
Australia's federal structure with bicameral parliamentary government
provides abundant opportunities to express dissatisfactions with either
state or natiénéi governments by the frequenﬁy of elections. Although '
no efipirical evidence is available, there has been speculation in the
literature that trends'in'voting figures may indicate that voters have
made use of these opportunities. For example, Rawson has suggested
that voters héve punished parties in national elections for the actions
ofvpartiés in power at the state sphere. "Two of the greatest ﬁaradoxeé
'of recent Auslralian politics are, in part, examples of the transfer qf
the voters' antagonism from state to federal politics. South Austfalia,
which has had non-Labor state government since 1933, is regularly the
state ﬁost favourable'to the ALP in federal politics... In Queensland
this situation was reversed,"2 More often however, state election .
results have been interpreted as indicating dissatisfactidns with

national policies,'particulariy by political leaders. .

In Chaptér 2 it was shown that 18% of the voting fesponden;s

did switch party allegiances between the national election of 1975 and
the 1976 state election. More recently, a poll taken prior to the

1978 NSW election found that 26% of people who voted Liberal-NCP at the

1. This is the approach of public choice analysis. See M.H. Sproule
Jones, Public Choice and Federalism in Australia and Canada,
Research Monograph No.1l, Centre for Research on Federal Financial
Relations, The Australian National University, Canberra, 1975,

See also Vincent Ostrom, "Can Federalism Make -a Difference?"
in Publjus, Vol.3, No.2, Fall 1973, pp.197-237.

2. D.W. Rawson, Australia Votes, Melbourne University Press,
Melbourne, 1961, pp.221, 222,

I3
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1977 House of Representatives élection intended to vote Labor at
: the étate election.1 The same poll hqwever, indicated that only 4.5%
of the intending'switchers said they wefe cbanging thei? vote
‘because they were disillusioned with the national government. More
research is needed .to determine the extent fo which this facility
provided by:the fedérai system is utilized by_voters. If further
research indicatesufhat voters, perceiving the federal systeﬁ as-a
poiycentrie structure, do channel responses arising from one political
sphe;é to the other, then different criteria are needed against which

to evaluate the functidning of the political systen.

On the demand’side-of-the voter's interaction with the political

4

system, éorresponding questions afe raised from a polycentric perspec-
~tive. " To what extent do éitizens channel demands tﬁrough either
'national.or state parliamentarians?. That is to say, do citizens differ—
entiate between spheres of government in making representations to .
‘members of pailiament? To’what extent do citizens raise state matters
with nationai parliamentarians and vice versa? If this occurs what_is
'fhe fesponse from phe politician? Indeed, do citizens and interest
groups consciously uée the dualify of access poihts to the system that
is provided by the federal structure?z' Among respondents with a poly-
centric perspective fhere is a degree of similarity in perceﬁtions about
the content of party competition at each sphere centred on the sectional

element of Labor Party's images. To this extent there is some evidence

"1. David Hiékie, "Poll Shows Big Labor Victory", National Times,
October 7th, 1978, p.13. :

2. See for example, Richard A. Wier, '"Federalism, Interest Groups and
Parliamentary Government: The Canadian Medical Association', :
Journal of Commonwealth Political Studies, Vol.ll, No.2, July 1973,
pp.159-175 and H. Zeigler, Interest Groups in American Society,
Prentice~Hall, Inc., Englewood, Cliffs, 1964, pp.42-52,
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that there is a degree of similéiity in expectations about the goals
of gdvernment at gach sphere. But fhis evidence is merely suggestive
that a duality of access points to tﬁe political system.is a salient
feature of the federal struétqre. Much‘moré research is peeded to

explore the potentialities of this polycentric perspective.

Particularly is this the case with respect to citizen percep-
tions about the nature of national and state responsibilities. The
images of party competition at the national sphere provide some
evidence that education for example is now firmly entrenched in citizen
attitudes as a national responsibility. Yet it is»notia constitu;ionally
defined.functional area of the national government; It has been trans-

. )
ferred to the national sphere through political processes inVolving
citizeﬁ attitudes énd expectations, attitudes and expectations deriving
from perspectives abouf the political system. A mapping of the |
electorate's perceptions about tﬁe content of national and state ju;is-
dictions is needed. Such a mapping related to citizens' perspectives ~

about the system, hierarchical or polycentric, would contribute signifi-

cantly toward an explanation of the functioning of the system.

‘State Orientations.

The polycéntric perception of the system indicates that state
government is considered by most respondents as an'eqﬁally important
unit in the federal structure. To a smgll yet significant minority of
igspondents it is the more important sphere. In -addition, some respon-
dents felt that party differences are important only with respect to
the state SPhere. It is élear then that the eléctorate‘contains a
percentage of respdndents who aré oriented prima:ily, and pérhaps solely;;
to the_sﬁate political 'sphere. The evidence a130'indicates'that these

are respondents primarily of lower socio-economic status.
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This finding; that the electorate contains a percentage of
respondents who are oriented to state politics hrovides an important
normative justification for the federal forﬁ of government. . If one
eleﬁent of democracy is taken to be the'institutional provision for
.access’to and participation in the governing process then a systemhof
divided power and jurisdietion enhances this provision; It is not
simply whether or not federalism brings government closer to the people.
It is that a divided system provides a centre‘of power and authority
that is accessible and identifiable to people with local orientatiéns
who ﬁight otherﬁisevbe denied that access and identification or.indeedv'
be allenated from the system It gives people the 0pportunity to
'identify with a sphere of government commensurate with the scope of
their political horizons. To the extent that those with local as
opposed to national erientations cqmprise a significant percentage bf a
p0pgletion; the provisioh of a cehtre of authority related toia limited
sphere of jurisdictien ﬁust enhahce the system's capacity to ehgender.

regime support.

Notions of 'states rights have historically found-support in
Tasmania especially in the state's propen51ty for rejecting referenda
proposals. Tasmanians have also shown a willingness to support non-
party candidetes in Senate elections1 and to vote against government

o . R ‘ o e . 2 .
- candidates in House of Representatives elections. Riker has esserted

l. Tasmania elected Independents to the Senate in’ i961, 1967, 1970,
1974 1975. . :

2. In commenting on the ALP's 1972 national victory Townsley noted
_that "time could well confirm the adage that Tasmanians were much
more anti-Canberra than anti-Liberal". '"Political Chronicle,
‘Tasmania', Australian Journal of Politics and History, Vol.1l9, No.2,
August 1973, p.283. In the House of Representatives elections of
1975, the five ALP MHR's were replaced with five Liberal MHR's.

fF,
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that ﬁIf citizens, when asked their citizen.identification; reply

;I aﬁ.aﬁ American' to the exclusion of 'I am a Hoosier' or 'I am a
Tekan', the scene is set f§f~centra1ization{ But ifvthey reply first
- .and foremost 'I am a Virginian' or 'I am a Buckeye', then.it is
difficult to iﬁagine much,centralization."1 With 53% of the sample
.labelling themselves first and foremost és Tasmanians to the exclusion
of Australians as ;gainst 447, whb answered Australian, and the strong
sense of stéte'attachment indicated by the patterns of attitudes toward
the relationship between the sbheres, the federal system as functioning -
in Taémania.is éonétrainedvby’sighificant decentralizing fo;ces. Indeed,
when -political ideﬂtity is crosstabulated with system orientation it is
seen thatvsfafe identity éuté across national as wéll_as.state orienta-
tions. 1In fact only 18% of the réspondents are fully nationally
oriented, while duaivloyaities are held by a substantial majority of the

- respondents.

.. But this méy be more prevalent in Tasmania than'invother states.
Kémb's.déta indicated tﬁat the Austraiian electorate is becoming
increasiﬁél& nationalized.z- It may well be tﬁat the degree of national-

»ization is less in‘the Tasmanian poftion of the Austfaiian electorate -
than in other étateé. At the least it'seemé likely that it is less fhan
in tﬁe largér states. In other words if, following Livingston,3 the
‘essence of federalism liés ih the éociety itself rather thaﬁ in the

constitutional or institutional structure, the degree of federalism

1. Riker, op.cit., p.104.

2. Kemp, Society and Electoral Behaviour, Ch.7.

3. W.S. Livingston, "A Note on the Nature of Federalism", Political
Science Quarterly, Vol.67, No.l, March 1952, pp.81-95.
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. 1
differs from state to state. Australia would be an assymetrical
federal system in which the balance between integration and autonomy,
in terms of citizen attitudes and perceptions, differs throughout the

system.

Considered in this way, that is federaliém as a psychological
phenomenon, the effect of boundaries assﬁmes considerable importance.
Reynolds and~McNulty2 suggest that political boundaries coinciding with
natural barriers re~inforce social communication networks either side
of thé.division. This appears particularly applicable to Tasmania,
separated not only poiiticélly but also geographically. The extent to
which such Barrieré serve to promoté local perspectives woula perhaps
explain the'd;gree'of state identity and federal sentiment evident in

" the data. .

Partisanship Differences.

There is one final thread that has been consistently prominent
throughout this study. Cutting across each of the patterns identified
in:the data ié a similar partisan difference. Party preference is
mé:e integrated for the Liberal Party than for-the Labor Party; Liberals
are more nationally oriented than Labor identifiers whilebLabor identi-
fiers are clearly more state oriented than are Liberals; This is
evident in peréeptions of party competifion, in the salieﬂce of the
sphéres‘of government and in political identification patterns. Clearly
_ and qnequivocally; amqﬁg the respondents, Liberéis are more nationally

oriented than are Labor identifiers.

1. See C.D. Tarlton, "Symmetry and Assymetry as Elements of Federalism',
The Journal of Politics, Vol.27, 1965, pp.861-74.

2. D.R. Reynolds and M.L. McNulty, "On the Analysis of Political
Boundaries .as Barriers: A Perceptual Approach', The East Lakes.
Geographer, Vol.4, Dec. 1968, pp.21-38. :
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Yet this contradicts the partisan rhetoric and policy
positions of both parties. »It is the Liberal Party which places the
most emphasis on "states rights"»and the.value of federalism as a
political system of divided.power; it.is the Labor Parfy.which
~ espouses national épproaches to problems, and expansion in national
responsibilities.1 Névertheless:the partisan patterns identified do
correspondeith the only comparable data available. Emy2 has repoftedr
similar trends among poliﬁicians_in his report of a sﬁrvey of the role
pérceptions of national parliamehtarians. More Liberals than Labor
M.P.'s indicated national perceptions. Cpnversely, more Labor than
Liberal'M.P.'é were delegétes, those ﬁho seek primarily to represent
: their constit&enté and their interests. A third category identified
by Emy are M.f.'s who endeavour to reconcile both national and local
in;eresté. Amongfthé Labér sample most M.P.'s (SOZ),saw themselves in

this role but among Liberals only 37% described their role in this way.

The correspoudence between Emy's results and the-Denison3
Survey.resﬁlts pfoVide significant implications.' The patterns counsel
caution in accepting federaiist/centralist labels too readily. Indeed, .
they imply that Libéral'Party policies, ér more correctly the implemen-
tation of policies, is likely to be more centralist than the_party's
rheto:ic implies. It was noted above that education has effectivgly
becomé é national responsibility. 3ut it was a‘Liberal natiﬁnal-govern-
ment which initiated the transfer with the estéblishment of the |

'Universitiés Commission in 1958.

1. See for example the articles by Robert Cotton (Liberal) and
.E.G. Whitlam (Labor) on '"The future of Australian Federalism'", in
R.L. Mathews (ed) Intergovermmental Relations 1in Australia , Ch.12,

2. Hugh V. Emy, The Politics of Australlan Democragzj Macmillan,
Melbourne, 1974, p.48l.

3. It can also be noted that Denison's incumbent Liberal MHR has publicly
expressed a desire to eventually become Prime Minister.
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~In 1975 the Liberal-NCP coalition came to power with a policy
~on federalism to redress a perceived imbalance of power in the

federation by giving the states a share of income tax revenue and to

‘transfer Grants Commission responsibilities for local government

funding to the states. An analysis of the Commonwealth Grants Commission
Act 1976 however indicates that central control has not been removed;
"Mr. Fraser's fede;alism policy has removed neither the fedéfal ministry
ﬁor the federal bureaucracy from the constitutional domain of the states:
it merely has removed their presenée_from centre stage to the wings."1

‘Wood attributes the "distortions to Mr. Fraser's federalism policy ...

to the determination of the Treasury to retain its controlquer
expenditure".? But tﬁe natidﬁalist perspectivés embedded in the Liberal
‘Party suggeét? the probability for centralist tendencies to be endorsed
by'the party and become translated into policy outcomes. Given the

_ strength of an hierarchical perspeétive of the federal system among
Libgrals? the character of policy outcomes in terms of national as

against local tendencies may be a fruitful area for investigation.

In Chapﬁer 6 it was suggested that the épparent contradiction
among Liberals between their rhetoric, extolling the virtues of
federalism and "states rights", and their national orientations can be
explained. It was suggested that to Liberals the federal system is an
hierarcﬁical structure in which state interests are seen as best

promoted and reconciled at the national level rather than through thé

. Michael Wood, The "new federalisms'" of Whitlam and Fraser and

" their impact on local government' in Dean Jaensch (ed) The Politics
of "New Federalism", Australian Political Studies Association,
Adelaide, 1977, p.1l1l.

2. ibid., p.113.

3. This is also apparent in the following Liberal Party platform item.

-~ "The detailed administration of general national policy as far as
possible being carried out by State Governments or local authorities
to ‘avoid undue centralized control." The Liberal Party of Australia,
Federal Platform, October, 1974, p.7. o
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political processes of bargaining and conflict between autonomous
national and regional governments. Hence, the Senate becomes particu-
larly important to Liberals as an institutional mechanism'rhrough which
state interests are injected and defended in the national.poiicy
process. It is at the.narional level, for Liberals, where the '"cake'
is divided into state shares. The Senate theh becomes important asva
device through which state representatives influence the size of the
share. For Tasmanian Liberals thed.it is important to secure as 1arée
a Liberal Senate contingent as possible not only to proﬁide protection
against centralist Labor governments:but, and perhaps more importantly,

to provide security against centralist Liberal governments.

More Yesearch is needed to further explore these specularions;
One avenue of, approaeh would be to adapt the qoestionnaire to use
specifically with a sampling frame of p011t1c1ans and party officials.
Another is to adapt models used by polltlcal geographers to construct
spat1al images of Austral1a s p011t1ca1 system held by p011t1cians.2
The differences in image.patterns between national and stare politicians.3
between politicians and party officials, each on a oartisan basis
could be explored. But as well as partisan differences, such an
approach is likely to point up significant differences between state

samples.

1. On the Senate's importance to Tasmania. see, Campbell Sharman,
"The Senate as a States House'" in Dean Jaensch (ed), The Politics
of New Federalism Australasian Political Studies Association, '
Adelaide, 1977, pp.64-75. :

2. See for example P.R. Hills and R.L. Relser, "A Suggested Method for
the Measurement of Perceived Political Space", Horizon, Vol.19, 1970,
pp.-31-36. For other research on environmental perceptions see
G. Goodey Perception of the Environment, Occasional Paper No.l7,
Centre for Urban and Regional Studies, The University of Blrmlngham,

- 1971, and Peter Gould and Rodney White, Mental Maps, Penguin Books,
Harmondsworth, 1974.

3. For a comparative study of federal perspectlves of state 1eglslators,
see E.J. Heubel 'chhlgan and Ontario Legislators: Perspectives on
the Federal Systewn'", Canadian Journal of Economics and Political
Science, Vol.32, No.4, Nov. 1966, pPP. 443 454.




236 -

Whether or not the patﬁerns in the aggregate ere distinc-
tively Tasmanian, the data and resultant patterns identified by this
study represents important ingredien;s in Australian political

“culture. It is not only'that federel sentiments may vary between

_ states or fegions. This.study_shows that federalism as a nsych04
logical diSpositiqn ingrained in citizen attitudes and perspecﬁives
vafies within regions and communities. Sdme citizens are drawn toward-
national politics,dothers toward state politics. Yee otheré, and.in
Denison this is the majority, display dual loyelties and orientations.
To this group both political spheres ere important units of government
in the total poiitical syetem. As Jean Holmes has put it: '"the
federai situezion in the various parts of the syetem is likely to be
variegated and disparate, following Grodzins' famoué marbie—cake
analogy - 'characee:ized by an insepareble mingling of different
coloufed ingredients, the colours appearing in vertical and diagonal

"" This study hag identified some of -

strands and unexpected whirls.' '
ehe ingredients and coloufs that go to make up citizen attitudes in
relation.to'politicel parties and the governmental structure. They do
intermingle and coalesce. More importantly the mixture is complex and
valthough'not all the colours ney be apparent at least some of them have
been identified. Those that have been identified challenge the

appropriateness of simple explanations and prescriptions about the

system they produce.

-1. Holmes, "A Federal Culture", p.228.

F.
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APPENDIX 1

- THE SURVEY QUESTIONAIRE

Attitudes towards aspects of Australia's federal system of government.

'[INTRODUCTION] Goodmorning, I'm an interviewer for the

Political Science Department at the
University. They are doing a study of
peoples' opinions on some aspects of

Augtralia's system of government.
How many people .. 18 years old or older are living in your household?

[Cizelgd o+ 1 2 3 4 Ormore

[(*If "0" Terminate interview)}

How many of these adults are residents of the Denison electorate?

[Circle] {(If "0O" Terminate interview)|

NUMBER OF ADULTS IN HOUSING UNIT -

T 1 odult 2 adults © 3 adults ‘4 or more
- . ,
5 0 Adult Youngest Oldest Oldest
O | Men ) Womon Woman Woman
z .

7]
o 1 . Y .
O Adult Woman Moaon _ oungest
X { Man B : Woman
z |-
Zl 2 - Youngest- Oldest Oldest
< | Men Man Man ' Man
'
o) _ : ;
o 3 oo Oldest ‘Youngest
Wl Men - : Man : Man
2 .
g .
4 or : S ‘I - Youngest
More : . " Man

How many of these are men?

’

_'* This format is taken .from Charles H. Backstrom and Gerald D.
Hursh, SURVEY RESEARCH, North Western University Press, 1963.
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1. unld you tell me how long you have lived in Tasmania?

[Circle]

less than 1 year......(:74).... 1
1 - 5 years veee  (8238).... 2
6 -10 years = ....... (J.2%).... 3
More than 10 years ...82.9%2).... 4 -
5

No answer or DK ...... .ﬂ:)......

2. . How long have you lived in this electorate?

|
less than 1 year..... Q. 9/).... 1 g
1 -5years  ...... Gﬂlfdﬁ cee 2
6 -10 years ceees 16-91X... 3
More than 10 years ...\.5-5%/ oo &
No answer or DK ..}....,Qi...... 5

3. Generally speaking do you think of yourself as Liberal, Labor,
or preferring any other party? .

. Liberal .(34.32)

. Don't know )

Refused )y~ (2.0%)

1
v——{Z. Labor (43.67%) :
3. Other (3.1%) Which Party? L
(4. No preference (17.1%) (name of party)
5 . . . _
6.

1f 4,5 ask question 4b. |

.____;___iﬂlf 1,2,3 ask question 4a.|

4a. |If respondent prefers a party]

Would that be at the Federal level, the State level, or both?

1. (5.8%) Federal .
2. (4.2%) State :
3. (71.0%) Both levels

|1f respondent prefers a party at one level only ASK:|

What about the (other) level; Do you prefer a party? .
1. YES (3.9%) 2. NO (6.1%)
Which party?

(name of party)



 4b,

5.

6a.

10.

|
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[7f respondent has no preference ASﬁT].

: Would that.be for both the Federal and State levels or just one

level?
" If one level - State or Federal?
1. (1.1%) Federal level

2. (=) State level
3. (16.1%) Both levels

[if one level only, ASKﬂ

- Do you have a preference at the (other) level?

1. YES (f) 2. NO (1;12)

If YES Which party?

(name of party)

If you could think now of federal politics only;

Do you think it makes much difference which party governs in
Canberra?

1. YES (57.2%2 . 2. NO (34.0%) 3. Don't know (8.8%)
' B 4, Refused (-)

[If YEs, AsK:] ~ 6b. [TE 10, ASK:]

- Why, what difference? . Why not?

b'Now I would like to ask you what yon like and don't like about °
. the two main partles in Canberra - the Liberal Party led by Mr. -
Fraser and the Labor Party led by Mr. Whitlam.

Is there anything you like about the Liberal Party in Canberra?
Is there anything you don't like about the Liberals?
Is there anything you like about the Labor Party in Canberra? -

Is there anything you don't like about the Labor Party?



11.

12.

13.

14.

15a.
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Which level of government do you consider the more impbrtant;
the Federal or the State government, or do you consider both
governments are of equal importance?
1. (36.27%) Federal Government
2, (Q17.4%) State Government
3. (41.47%) Equal importance
4. ( 4.7%) Don't know
5. ( 0.3%) Refused
As;far as you are concerned personally, which government affects
your life the most, the Federal government the State government,
or do they affect you equally?
1. (39.5%) Federal government
2. (22.9%)  State government
" 3. (30.7%) . Equal _
4. (,6 4%) Don't know
5¢ ( 0.3%Z) Refused
6. ( 0.3%Z) Other
Which elections do you éonsider the more important, Federal
elections or State elections, or do you consider both sets of
elections equally 1mportant7
| |
- 1. (39.8%) Federal elections
2. (11.3%) State electioms
3. - (46.1%) Equal
4, ( 2.82) Don't know
5. ( - ) Refused
vThinkihg now of Tasmanian political affairs, do you think it
makes much difference which party is in government in Tasmania?
(39.8
1. YES (48.1%) .. .2- .NO (39.8%) -
3. Don't know (11.9%) 4. Refused (0.3%)
[Tt YES, AsKj - 15b. |1 mo, AsK:]
Why, what difference? Why not?

Now I would like to ask you what you like and don't like about
the main partles in Tasmania - the Liberal Party led by Mr.

Bingham and the Labor Party led by Mr. Nielson.

’.
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17.

18.

19,

20.

21.

22,

23,

24,

[Cixcle]
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"Is-there anything you like about the Liberal Party in Tasmania?
Is there anything you don't like about the Liberals? .
Is there anything you like_ébout the Labor Party in Tasmania?

Is there anything you don't like about the Labor Party?

Do you think it important that there be a different party in
government in Tasmania to the party in government in Canberra?

1. YES - (23.2%) 2. NO  (64.6%)

3. Don't know (11.3%) 4. Refused (0.9%)

As you kngw it is compulsory to vote in both state and federal
elections, but if a law was passed so that you didn't have to °
vote, but could if you wanted, in which elections would you be
most likely to vote, federal electlons, state electlons both
or none? o :

1. ( 8.3%) Federal

2. ( 8.8%) State

3. (72.9%) Both

4. ( 6.1%Z) none

5, ( 3.9%2) Don't know
¢ - )

6. Refused

' Regardless of which party is in power, what ‘would.. you say are-

is concerned with9

Is there anything else that you think the Federal Government

..should be concerned w1th?

If you were overseas and being introduced to someone, would

. you prefer to be introduced as a Tasmanian or as an Australian? -

1. (53.3%) Tasmanian

2. (41.47%) Australian

3. ( 3.9%) Don't Know
4. ( 1.4%) Other '

If you could think now of the way you have voted in past State
elections, has the party in government in Canberra made any
dlfference to your vote in the State elections’

.



- 26.

ONOUEWN
. e

|

249

‘1. YES (8.8%

3. Don't know (4.7%)

[If YES, ASK:] What difference?

When?

2. NO . (84.8%)

4. Refused -(0.3Z)

Now I would like to ask you how you voted in recent elections.

a.

In last year's state election.
to which party did you give
your first preference?

|Circlgl

\O
.

10.

. Liberal (36.2%)

Labor (47.8%)
UTG (3.0%) -
Workers Party )

Socialist Workers Party (0.67%)

Other (1.7%)

. Informal (0.6%)
. Didn't vote (5.2%)

Don't know (2.2%)
Refused (2.8%)

What about in the 1974
federal House of

~ Representatives election?

|

1.
2.

e,

Liberal (31.8%)
Labor (46.4%)

. Other (0.6%) ..

Informal (-)
Didn't vote (11. 07)
Don't know (6.9%)-

. Refused (3.0%)
. D.L.P. (0.3%)

'And for the 1972 State elections?

O ONOWV W

. Liberaiv(24.9Z)

Labor (39.5%)
UTG (0.6%)
Independent (1.1%)

. Other («)

Informal (<)
Didn't svote (22.7%)
Don't know (8.3%)

. Refused (3.0%)

vV P WLWNOHE

b.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

In the 1975 federal House of

Representatives election?

|

Liberal (43.6%)
Labor (42.3%)

. Workers Party )

National (Country) Party (O. 3/)

. Other (0.6%)

Informal (=) o -

..Didn't vote (6.6%) .

Don't know (3.9%)

. Refused (2.8%)

Can you remember how you -

voted in the 1972 federal
House of Representatlves
election?.

|

‘Liberal (29.0%)v

Labor (40.3%)

DLP (0.3%)

UTG (-) ,
Australia Party =)
Other (0.3%)
Informal (0.3%)
Didn't vote (18.2%)

‘Don't know (8.6%)

Refused (3.0%)
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Thinking of Tasmanian politics again, regardless of the party
in power, what would you say are some of the most important
things that the state government is concerned with?

Is there anything else that you. think the state government
should be concerned with?

Some people say there are social classes in Australia while
others disagree. If you think that Australia does contain social -
‘classes, which of these names (HAND RESPONDENT CARD I) generally

used to describe classes would you say you belonged to?

. Other (1.4%) ,
Don't know (1.9%)
No classes (5.5%)
. Refused (1.7%)

1. Upper (2.2%)
2. Middle (50.0%)
3.. Working (35.4%)
4, Lower ~ (1.9%)

o ~Novn

Now .1 havé just a few questions about YOurself.

What is your occupation?

and the occupation of your husband/wife?

What level of formal education have you received?

1. No education)_ (17 7y

2. Primary )
3. Secondary (without matriculation) )_ (58.3%)
4. Matriculation ) U

5. Tertiary (other than university) (9.1%)
6. University (14.17%)
7. Refused (0.8%)

From this list (HAND RESPONDENT CARD 2) would you please
indicate the letter corresponding with your age grouping?

ICirc1e|

1. A (18-24, 16:3Z) 7. G (50-54, 5.0%)
2. B (25-29, 10.22) 8. H (55-59, 5.0%)
3. C (30-34, 12.4%) 9, J (60-64, 7.7%)
4., D (35-39, 8.0%) 10. K (65 + , 18.8%)
2.v E (40-44, 10.2%) 11. Refused (0.8%)

. F ' ‘

(45-49, 5.5%).

From this list (HAND RESPONDENT CARD 3) would you please
~indicate the letter corresponding with your family income?
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. 1. A E0_3’999’ 2130z) g. g Eig,ggg-i;,ggg; - (8.6%)
2. B (4,000-5,999 . .
3. ¢ (6,000-7,999)" 1338 10, K (20,000-21,999) _ (5 o7
4. D (8,000-9,999) . (20.4%) 11. L (22,000 and over) """
5. E (10,000-11,999) *#%) 12. Don't know ) _ (11 0/)
6. F (12,000-13,999) (15.5%) 13. Refused ‘ )
7. G . .

33,

34.

- 35..

(14,000-15,999) "

Have you éhy religious»affiiiationf

If so Whiéh denomination?

[Cirele] -
Anglican (32.9%) .

_ Catholic (19.9%) .
Uniting Church = (5.5%)
Other Protestant (7.5%)
Other (4.4%) :
None (29.0%)

Refused (0.8%)

NONUMT S WN

.,

A question about language and cultural background.

Do ybﬁ have ‘a background in any other language and culture as
well as the English language and Australian culture?

1. YES (13.8%) 2. NO (85.4% 3. Refused (0.8%)

If YES, ASK:

. Which_languége and culture?

(eg. Italian, Greek, Dutch etc.

One final question.

If Mr, Ffasér had called an election and you:had to vote next

. Saturday, which party would you vote for?

Liberal (36.7%)

Labor (43.6%) v
Australian Democrats (5.5%)
Other (0.8%) _

Don't know (10.2%2)
Refused  (2.8%)

Informal (0.3%)

Nownm S~
.
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INTERVIEWER: - As you thank the respondent

36. CASUALLY ASK RESPONDENT WHETHER HE?SHE WOULD AGREE TO BEING
INTERVIEWED AGAIN AT A LATER DATE.

[Ezata

1. YES (29.6%) 2. NO (70.4%)

[1If YES, Ask for the respondent's name |

Complete after the interview
37. Sex of Respondent
Circle . 1. Male (42.8%)
' C 2. Female (57.2%)
38. Address
39, Date of Interview. (Oct., 1977)

" 40. No. of calls to obtain interview

41. Name of interviewer..



APPENDIX 2

PERCEPTIONS OF NATIONAL PARTY COMPETITION.

Categorization of responses to question 6 by pattern of party
1dent1fication. . )

Question 5. "If you could think now of federal politics only, Do
you think it makes much difference which party governs
in Canberra?"

If Yes: Ask- ' ' L If No, ask. . -

‘6a. Why, what difference? _ 6b. Why not? *

National and state identification are shown with the national
attachment given first. Partisans are respondents identifying
with the same party at both spheres. The number of responses

are given in brackets.
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Responses to question 6a.

Ideological (36)

Labor Partisanms (10)
- Disagree WJ.th 1.1bera1 point of view, soc.zal.zst government better.-
Liberals too éapitalist.ic. R _ T o
Pr.iv)ate en:terprise, employment. -
Hberal - free enterprise, Labor-free spendiné. ) |
Have different appi'oacl;es to problems , |
: .T;te.ir philosophies are different.
Socialist Labor looks after the workeis._ ’
Laﬁor more socia;ist and thus more state interven-tion' S

Frazer is a fasclst

Libs tend to fevour brivate enterprise.

-

Liberal Partisans (19)°

The Liberal Party is for private enterprise., .

Lid philosophy is the reason I came to Tasmania - to come away from
communism. . . .

. Labor more comenist minded

L.ib better, no communists

Philosophical d.ifferencee

Prefez' what we have now to a eoeialisf run country . :
Soeialism_and free enterprise '- | S
Lebor party is synonomous with sociaiizatie:;

I can't dissociate the ALP from communism |

ALP devoted to socieiism, Lib: Laissez faite

Liberals against nationalization and socialization and for free
enterprise and incentives for workers. -

There should be Jjust one party against the eomun;_ists

Labor - sqcielistic leanings |
Philosophy . ,

(Libs) saving ue for‘a little while from ste'aight pure seciaiism

/.
Labor party's socialism
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Labor more sacialist.ikcally inclined where .Liberal more inclined
- for country. ’ - . : : :

Labor much more sqcialistic

Lador more socialistic whereas Liberal more capitalistic. ~
‘'Non-Partisans (5)

‘One is capitalist and on_é is ;?.eturx.x.in;g'a share t.:o‘work.et
 Labor - communist '
Govt at the moment very right wing
o Labor socialist, Liberal ;:apitalist

Labor govt. too left wing

Liberal-Labor (1)

Laboz' - tied up with the communist party _

>

Australian Democrat (1)

'W}ble philosophy different,

- Poliey - economic (12)

Labor Partisans (3)

The effect on the economy..
" . Boconomic policy differences

Economically

" Liberal Partisans (4)

‘t.abor caused too much money - caused unemployment,
State of the economy
Basic differences if employer 1s making inx}estments or planning ahead

Taxation
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Labor = No Prefgrence »(1:)

B;sic eéonomic policies of the parties are different:
Liberal-Labor | (1)_

Zabor tends to be more centralist _an& .i.nr{;easfes in taxaf.ion. .'
Non Partisans (2)

Liderals mean there's a lot of unemployment.

Effect on incomes. Labor decrease, Libérals increase.
Other - Labor (1)
The country must be run on a more econonﬁc level thahf at present.

" Policy - social welfare (15)

Labor. Partisans (8)

Labor Party thinks more of aged pens_ion_er; N
- Entirely different policy - noﬁ enough for unempl'oyed_ =
Fraser affects pe;zsion éituagion - Wh.itiam more hélpful :
Labor give @re concessions to pensioners 'Y |
Totally different .i'deas in social welfare etc.
Medibank o | |
Welfare of undgrdog

Soclial Welfare -
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Liberal Partisans (4)

Soclal security policy different.

Liberal Farty not good for welfare. Labor_ Party 1;9.‘

.Labor different ideas - e.g. Medibank |

fﬁey can determine our style of life .ix-z taxation, health sérvices.. .
' s

Non-Partisans (2)'.

In field of soéial welfare

ALP platform of social ‘assistance and the Liberals conservative
blatform : : : ’ ’ o

Communist (1) -

- Social yes - economic no. : |

- Policy - other (8). -

Liberal Partisans (2) _

Liberals better for farmers,
Foreign policy (Latvia) - .

Education grants

Labor Partisans (%)

Industrial relations, urani'um,_ administrative secrecy . o
Foreign affairs _
Education - quality of life, Australian ownership, union bashing

Education spending

,’:'
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Labor - no preference (1)

Defence policy.

Managv ement of government (26)

Liberal Partisans (16)

Liberal Party for private enterprise not like the Labor Party
spending the hard working man's money on bludgers.,

" Rash expenditure by Mr. Whitlam
Qne party more learned

Persons with support of 'money' people the country is better run:
- people with investments want their money well spent

Better people in office for Lib.

Greater experinece and knowledge as a whgle' - Lib party

. Don't want an extreme government | _

Liberals do better job than the ALP. Bett;er managers financially.

Liberal Farty more conscious of general effect in Australia - trust
them far more

Govt is more peaceful under the Liberals, not so much éris.is
Liberal governs better
Liberals can control the country generally

Labor so seldom in power and has to do things in a hurry resulting .in
sloppy draftmg

Because of Labor's financial ideas = incompetence
Lador govt went mad and spent money wholesale

Liberal -~ DK (1)

(Lib) policies not so far fetched, Labor will give th.is,' give that.
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Liberal - Labor (2)

 Liberals more level headed, more PONE—

Labor seems to take more than it gives.

No preference - Labor (1)”

Government spend.ing” -

> . Lo L [

- Labor Partisans (4)

Liberals not confident enoug_h in handling of economic situation. -
Liberals have mucked up everything =
'Th.ings are worse now because of thé Liberals ‘

' Labor - smoother running lndustnal cl.imate - general state of affairs
better under Laboz' : .

Non- Partisans 2)

Labor gets in an economic mess e

Traditional conservative government of Libetals is completely d.ifferent
to the unstable radical Labor, ’

Serving the people (9)

Liberal Partisans (3)

More for people and not for themselveé .
Go there to "feather their nests", money only,

Liberal does most for people
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Labor Partisans (6)

Liberal Party not for the people

For the majority of people need different polch.es, leg.zslation for
‘the benefit of all.

.Labor Party work more for the people.

Liberal Party is less inclined to be concerned w:.th people than Labor. -

Labor more concerned with gual.ity of life,
Labor do more for people than Liberal

Labor policies benefit the community generally - more progress.ive. L

Group related differences. (31) .

Labor Partisans (22) -

‘Labor .ie for _the'mri:ing man.

- Liberals are for the upoerl clese. . » o
One':s for the working class and the _other is for the worki_ng z.nan..
One for the workers one for enterprise v .

» t.abor gives workers a go - '

‘Labor for the workers:

' Labor for working, Liberal for carital
I t}u’.nk libs are too much for the multinationals :
Labor policies better for tne working man . v

: Labor for the working class 4 i
Don't like union control of the Labor partg at the federal level
'Soc.ialist Labor looks after people ie. the workers
Labor makes a big dszerence to- the working man - pol.icies matter‘

General policies, general balance of pr.zor.it.tes different reflect .
power bases they reflect :

Workersl.idea
‘Tendency to represent working clasc :
Labor for workers ... Liberal 13 not

Labor party 1is out for worker Liberal party isn’t

~

/.-
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ALP geared towards indiw.duals and quality of life - other towards
big business. . . .

They represent differing groups
Labor is more for ordinéry people than the Liberal Party

Labor for the working man - just different in geheral ways '

Liberal Partisans (5)

Trade unionism -

Labor tends to look after labouring people, Liberal broader span
_of people.

Do try to put down uru:oniéts. Too muéh harm done by unions -

One more concerned with 1ndustr.1a1 actJ.on whereas the other has a
broader outlook on the whole community.

Businessman - liberal platform, fam.ily trust systems more for
Independent businessman. :

Liberal - No Pr.eferencé 2)

‘They don't let trade unions rule them

Unions or people runni_ng the céuntry .
Nonv Partisans (1) :

Qiffergnt vest;ed intereéts of par.ti_.'es: )
Refused (1‘)_:

Labor too inclined to be led by uhions
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Leaders and Leadership (11) o ' L _

Labor Partisans (3)

Fraser does no good
Not do.mg anything at the moment need new leader

Mr Fraser unsatlsfactory re uranium, With WbJ.tlam the mjority
of the party voted against uranium. : .

3

Liberal Partisans (6)

Gough has too much to say and Bob Hawke and they are always slating
the Liberals .

DOn't like Whitlam
Mr. Fraser goes about tIungs the rJ.ght way
"~ The leaders
Mr, Fraser is doing Iu'.s best '
There bave been good Labor PM's but last was very clever but

. borrowing from countries which would have left Australia under
foreign control,

Non—éart’:lsans (2) ' »

Prightened of Mr. Whitlam not as far as governing country is concerned’

Leadership

Other (23)

Liberal Partisans (5)

But now it doesn*t seem to make any difference
Prefer a more centralist approach to things 1.e. Liberals

Government should always have opposition
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They seem to make more of the rules and regulations. Affécts:vus :
more. They seem to have last word. Do

If they have the majority their ideas will go forward -

Liberal - Labor (3)
‘Tbere should be different parties because they compete for popularity '
They have the main say in everything - - c

Labor govt tends to be more centralist... |

Liberal - DK (1) .. T

. e

Provided one doesn't stay in too long

. Labor Partisans (6) .

Afféct the §tates . ,
Wh.fcﬁ ever party gqve;né' ﬁas the sqy' S
More power . | | |
Disttibut.ioq of weélth énd power

Géverh us from there ..

Moral differehce -

Labor - No pi‘eferenée (2)_ ;

Not much as have good jdb

Policies made in Canberra filter down .and affect our every déy life.
Workers Party. (1) o

Lib and Lab are ﬁhe same and try to keep socialists out of the country,
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Non;gartisans 4% .

Should be amalgamated so both are important
Depending on year - not related to policies
'Change attitude towards parties in Tas.

Dependz‘:ng upon the individual members of parl.iameht

Refused party identification (1)

Good to have a good government

Differences - generalized (43)

Liberal Partisans (11)

Like their policles ‘
Their different | policies
Prefer Lib po.l_icy |
Prefer Lib. Party policies E
On cert&in issues N
~ Policies
Prefer L.ibéral in Canberra too
It doe; mafce a difference
Liberal Sy nature- ,
A great effect on what is going ori In Austral'.ia

Generally prefer Liberals - upbrf'ng.ing
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Liberal - No Preference (2)

D.ifferenf systems of governing

Outlook, approach totally different

.I.abor Partisans (24)
I wouid' prefer th'e. Labor Party..'.l.
Labor govt better
Labor should be in
At present fime a lot
L:abdr would govern much better = -
D.if-ferén:tv policies ‘ _

- Ma joi- differences in some aspectsiof ﬁhe.iz;b policies -
Different policies, iaeas and pol.icies _
pifferent policies, practices and philosopbieé»
Prefer Labor ' o -

Libs never i)een ;any good, doing nothing -for country
You know whats going on - unemployment cruel - :

' "Wbitlam Govt has made a difference | |
Don't think.Liberal Party has éng at .all whereas Labb_r is
Labor éives a better deal o
Labor are‘ the best
I like Labor
Depends on current platform, promisés '

Policies are really differgnt
Different policies - o -4
Peel Labor relate better =

Basic differences in parfg line
The different outlook of parties

. Different platforms
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Aust. Democrat (1)

Every difference in the world

Non-partisans (4) -
Lib slightly better
Different excesses from different parties .- .
Emphasis of each party different...

External and internal policies

L]

Non—partisan - other (1) -

In the policies they adopt - make a difference the way the country -
. 18 run ' " -

QUESTION 6b.. = . - LT T e
' No difference o) -

Labor Partisans (20)

No difference between them
Not much difference
. Much the same

Both much the same (3)

A1 the same |
: over last 2 years everthings sfill the same‘

Both parties cater for 51% of the population insipid policies
Both the same | | S

Both the same

Not on the overal:l, on particular things, yeé

: {.&ey don't seem to be much different, everyone complains whoever it is.
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".They are all the same aren;t_fhey-
Seems much the same with either party
There isn't much difference between the parties
Both parties seem much the same
They both havé much the samelpolicies
Not a vast amount of differénce between govts.

Much of a muchness -

Liberal Partisans (5)
Both parties act the same way
§oth have advantages and disadvantages = balance each other out
No changes with Liberals or Labor: My life doesn't change
All the same whem in power
All the same -
Liberal-Labor (1)

Theyvboth do mﬁch the same job

Aust. Democrats (O

Strong competition no matter what party, all do much the same eg. money
loans overseas. . . .

Other -~ Liberal (1)

4

. The ends not very different, only means
Other - Labor (1) S - A o T

Do same things policies similar .
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Non-Partisans (6)

Few differences between Labor and Liberal' éoi.icies T
Both #ame . |
Both much the same

Politicians much the same
' Both have some weird ideas

All about the same

. No Preference - Labor (2)

Iblic.ies basically the same .

" Much of a muchness o I ST -

No Preference - Liberal (1)

ALl the same . . . T

Refused Party ldentification (2)

- Because there's faults with both parties no matter which is in '_ o )

Both parties seen as equally incapable (30)

Liberal Partisans (7) _ s

I don't like the way e:.ther of the parties run the country

Libs haven't got their Jim Cairns, Juni Moz'oss.i, etc - but they I:aven't done
what they said they'’d do

Neither seems to do much good _
Both parties have made a mess of things

Bpth make a hash of it.
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Such a mess at moment, npthing seems to be getting done.f v

They're both as hopeless as each other at present

Liberai - No Preference (1).

Australia iIs at critical moment and it is same as in other countries,
it will pass whatever party governs

Labor Partisans (_8)

The coux'ztr.yr is in a mese and it really doesn.'.t' make any vdiffe.rence
because neither can solve the problems that have been made. :
.l;ever seem to get any further ahead | |

No one does any better for us |

Neither seem to be able to do things both have a go and no better
They cen't do any worse than now

Can't improve situation as far as J.nflatzon and unemployment is o
concerned : .

They all bugge._r it up
Neither party seems to get anywhere"

Labor - No Preference (1)
‘Neither scem fo have chh direcéion '
Aust, Party (1) .

Both parties aren't getting anywhere -

No preference - Labor 3) -

Neither are verg good at it
R " Seem to f:.ght a lot

It should but it doesn't judging by results
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Non Partisans (7)

Well they both make a mess

For past 7 years both parties have done nothing to help anyone, just
as bad as each other.

A.tgué too much

Don't think there is much difference. Neither party has improved .

' Leaders mot much good in either party
Both limited by situation - economic doing same things

Same problems all over the world

Refused Party Identification (2)
4

- Because there's faults with both parties no matter which party 1Is in '

Neither party any good at the moment

 Distrust of Politicians Qa2

Labor Partisans (7)

" Al out to £111 own po_cket_é
They are all In it for the one f:hing‘
All in for own benefit | | | .
Don't think any politicians are good, break .I-arom.ises".;_
ﬁoth the same, all after money 4 | . 4
Ail after one thing, ownv preservation, fea'tt’xer own nests' A ‘v

All much the same - self seekers
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Non - Partisans (4)

only in to win -
Only there to fill own pockets L

Not to me. Politicians are all in polJ.tics for themselves and money
seems to be their God :

A11 there just for money -

. No Prefereﬂce - Liberal (i). '

They're all useles.s,' the wrong people in the top _jobs'»: _'

Other (22)

' ~ Labor Partisans (8) : .

People .are to blanenot govt.

own ideas = . -

Iook atv’ter._'th.e people'. ,

State level is the one eb.inioa is based en'A‘ -

There is not much cooperation whoever 1s in either pos.it.ion

If you‘ve got a particular govt in the state it doesn't make much
difference who's in Can.berra :

only interested in state level

"By the safetg factors .in the constitut.ton

- Liberal Partisans (6)

Still Libetal
Whoever is good for the country should govern

If they don't make personal 1ssues out of it everything should be done '
for people

As long as the opposition is etronger than at present'

/. :
Some get country in more mess than others .
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All a matter of whether they are nice open minded people...

'L:lb'eral - Labor (1)'

Prefer to see change of govt every two years

Liberal - no preference (2)

Sti1ll have to rule Australia

More concerned with knocking oppbs.it.ion off than helping the 'counti'y
Non Partisans (3) .
None of the parties cooperate together anyway

Both just do their job

No - 1f you've the right people in pov'rer...v

No Preference - Labor (2)

Take advice of senior members ' -

. People make decisions, govf Jjust carry them oz.:t'



APPENDIX 3.

PERCEPTIONS OF STATE PARTY COMPETITION

Categorization of responses to question 15 by pattem of
party identification.” :

Question 14: Thinking now of Tasmanian Political affairs,
.. ’ . do you think it makes much difference which
"’ ; party is in government in Tasmania?¥

4 : -

' - . - [
15a) Why, what difference? 15b) Why not?

* National and state identification are shown with the natiomal
attachment given first. Partisans are respondents identifying .
with the same party at both spheres. The number of responses - -
are given in brackets. : ' T
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QUESTION 15a

Management of government (23)

Labor Partisans (15)

Labor does a good job

The Labor party has run Tas for a great number of years and they
have done a good job.

Labor has done well so far
They (Labor) get on with what they do. They (Labor) de as they saQ
Labor only ones who do anéth.ing . |
Labor really cares
Labor getting things done xﬁoneywise
Labor has done a good job here -and will continue to.do eo
Labor do try to do as they ought to do
. I.abor are more acéua.inted with what people want - Lib are no-hopers B
Labor have done best ‘job’ for Tas |

Labor have done a good ‘job = but all make mistakes and spend too
much money

~ Labor state for so long it probably wouldn't work as a Liberal state
~ Contributes to whole scene

.Partly more abJ.lJ.ty among the Labor members

Liberal Partisans (3)

How -they handle the deficit
Libs would héve handled the bridge situation much better

Liberal members better - ' T
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No Prefeience - Labor (1)

Labor on performance and policies iIs better for this state.

" Liberal - No Preference (1)

Labor have more experience than Lib

Non Partisans (3)

Libs make a mess but Labor have the experience
Labor pa.i'ty more aware-

Labor looks after Tas interesZS....

related differences (22)

. '>Groﬁp

Labor

Partisans (16)

Labor are for the working class

~ Labor glves worker a go

Workers get better deal from Labor

Labor for the working man

Labor for the working class

Labor is for the workers and Lib party for the big business.
look after themselves : :

Socialist labor looks after the workers
Labor more on workers level

Labor because they're fibm myﬁlass of work
Certain parties represent certain interests

Labo; backs the worker

~Labor gives working man a better deal .

Libs
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- Being Labor and worlicingman.it is natural

Labor care more for the workers than Liberals - they (Lib) are for
business people ” . :

Labor because it is more for the workingman than Liberals

Labor supports the borking class

Liberal Partisans (1)

There are hore'working people in Tas so Labor is more appropriate

No Preference - Labor (1)»
Tas always been Labor - more working class state

Non - Partisans (3)

rheyvare more suited to working class
Labor will be more aware of the working class'’s needé
Unionists are far better off under Labor

Communist (1) o o o .

' Labor less inclined to pander to busines&man

National - State relations (14)

Labor Partisans (3)

When different parties in 2 govt - harder for state govts to operate
Easier to achieve if both fed and state Labor

ALP tends to bé more independent whereas Libs would toe Fraser line
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Liberal _Part isans (6)

Sensible to have same govt in state as in Canberra
Better if Libs J&n fed and state

If fed Lib then state also Lib

More sympathy to Lib states from fed (Liberal Govt.
Makes a difference with the federal govt

If state and (fed) govt same colour more harmony

Liberal - Labor (3)

State govt act independently for Tas. Bingham takes Fraser for gospel
Good to have different party in power in state
~ They can make demands on fed govt., they answer to fed. govt, - link

between fed. govt and people - influence distribution of what fed. govt
gives state

: Auvst Democrat (1)

..

Preferably same govt party in Canberra as in Tas
Non Partisan (1)

Depending on what is in Canberra

Leaders and Leadership (12)

Labor Partisans (8)

Doh’t want Max Bingham
Labor is better government, Mr, Bingham has a big mouth

Don't like leader of opposition and his outlook _
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Mr. B.ingham never satisfied
Don't like Bingham
'Wouldn't like to see Bingham in Govt.

Liberals no good - look at leader!

Liberal Partisans (1)

Depends who is their leader. Group is now more interested in jobs
‘for the boys. . -

Non Partisans (3) S : R
Depends on the man, Libs have to prove themselves

. In Tas Labor has much stronger line 'up of leaders and ministers

Labor because Bingham's only & scandal xbonger

I&eological 9)

.i;a;bor Partisans (5)-
: _ b
Liberals, concérned , and frée enterprise
Socialist Labor looks after the worker
Beéause of different party ideology' '
Differing platforms, socialism versus fiee 'enter.pr.vise

- Party philosophy

Liberal Partisans (4)

I am concerned about communist influence and therefore see Liberals
as the best alternative :

Too much left wing element in the Labor party

Ideology; ALP devoted to sociai.ism,- Liberals, laissez faire, but Tas
ALP traditionally far to the right of federal ALP i
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Policy Differences (9)

" Social Welfare (5)

Labor Partisans (4)

’.Labor look after yoﬁng and old
With Labor, pensioners get better deal
Zabor more concerned for less privileged

Relfare and education expenditure

Non Partisans (1)

.

Labor govt give more social benefits than Liberals

Economic and other (45 - » ,' *

- Labor Partisans (2)

Taxation in the state

Industrial relation, provision of publié'serviées

Liberal Partisans (1)

Differing policies on taxation, housing, transport etc.

K

No Preference - Liberal (1)

Tax, unemployment, hydro
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General Differences - Policy (25)

- Labor Partisans (12)

Different ideas

Don't like Liberal policy

Botl.z’ have different ideas

Because of their policies

jDifferent policies

Pblic.ies

"Labor policy better for Tasmania

General approaches to govt

Everyone is affected by the particuiar leanings of the parﬁy in power:
" Allocation of money is different with each pafty
' ’-.Different outlooks of tﬁe parties .

~ Labor policies are better

. Liberal - Labor (1)

Their policies-

Liberal Partisans (7)

" Liberal outlook
Because of political views
'.B-oth offer different policies L
Party promises make it decisive “
Don'’t like ALP policies
. I like their policies better (e.g. on probate)

Interests and work would be affected. by whichever party is in...
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Labor - UTG (1)
D.ifferent priorities

Lo " No Preference - Other (1)

On the basis of their policies it must make a difference
-Non Partisans (3)
Different policies

Different priorities (but closer than federally)

Policies

‘General Differences

One party is better or more progreésive. 7)

L ' . Labor Partisans (16)

- Labor is .better.for the stéte , |
: Labor 1s. important -
Labor better than Liberals
Labor |
Labor has made a lot of progress
© Prefer Labor for staté
Labér should stay ‘.in
" Like Labor
‘ ‘Labor iniport_ant
Labor suits us
Used to Labor so would érefer them to sf&g
" Labor are the best

.I am Labor
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- I 1ike to see a Labor govt
Lab is more progressive than Liberal

Lab more progressive

Liberal Partisans (4)

Liberals~ do more for us
Rather have Liberals - glad Mr, Neilson is'go.ing away
Just don't uphold much in Labor views

Prefer Liberal

Labor - No Preference Q)

Labor all the way
" Non Partisans (3)
Rather see Labor in power

Like Labor to govern in Tas

» t.abor too fence sitting

Liberal - No Preference (1)
-Rather see Libs in govt.

Labor' - No Preference (1)

© : .
4

Labor - just prefer them

Liberal - Labor (1) '

Labor govt better for Tas
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N

- Just different (5)

Liberal Partisans (3)

Everything, money, work
Different ways - no specific reason

- But .not to. the extent that I would worry

.Labor Partisans (1)

Little difference

Refused (1)

T s ._'_Noth.ing specific

Oﬁher -{a residual category) (21)

<Labor Partisans (10)

Public opinion

Tas -a Labor state
) _ Finance in state .isnv' t ﬁigh - sm_a.iler and vmore. industrial state
- Capital exploits - no thoughf: for_ future |

© Small state

Rl

Vote for Labor because we are so. ‘cut off

Always conflict between Liberal and Labor

szv'. Goodluck oﬁtspoken even _though Liberal - he's worlg.ing'class
Lib party - no p;olic.ies - .onlg after power |

In some issues have a bit of say

No Preference — Labor )

i . S T.héy are dragging Tas into the same mess they are in.
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' Liberal Partisans (4)

Tas is small decisions vitally affect the community
'The who tremdin which the state will go
People are different

At state level more partzc:.patzon in branch level - eas.ier to
formulate pollc1es

. .Aust. Democrats (2)

" ' Because Canberra holds the purse strings

N

Non- Partisans (3)

- Issues don't matter...
" Small state needs strong party in power

ras more work.ing class

© Refused (1)

Important they change regularly

QUESTION 15b

~ Both parties similar (54)

Labor Partisans (15)

Both try their harde.st
-Both much the éame
No difference at all

Yes. Attitudes to large industnes - game attitudes but for d;fferent
reasons
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Both govts are slow moving and conservat.ive, and over concetned
with pragmatic J’.ssues ' o .

Both the same and are all aftei' money

All ends up the same ,.

Thelr policies are sj.milar

Not much difference between them

Both have similar po;icies «+..Neither adheres to ideologies
Fairly s.imilar policies A

‘Can't see any difference in them.

If L.ibs got in, stick to same policies-

Similar politics

Labor and Liberal are fairly even in Tasmania

Liberal Partisans (12)

Nothing changes

Both seem to do a prettyvgoc;& Job

Same point of views

Both have advantages and disadvantages

Always seems to Labor in govt ...it doesn *t matter much
The partJ.es are so similar
. Similar points of view of eacﬁ party

Minor differences - but cérry on the same;..

Both parties basically éoing the same things...

- Much the’same'- o
Doesn't matter _which so long as they are fair a;nd honeﬁt

Don't suppose it does - Labor done more than Bingham - I think

Ro Preference - Labor (1)

All trying to do the same thing
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No Preference - Liberal (1)

For and against with both parties

- Liberal - Labor ('2).

e - Very Sim.ilar

State parties should be fightin§ for similar things
' Other - Labor (1)
So far wbaf Labor have done is satisfactory

Non Partisans (12)
Both parties adopt éonservative line
Libs were little different frém Labor
VNo new Ideas,. no oﬁe's perfect
: Both‘;bould do their best for the state ',
'BothAprett’y central |
- Both mbdeiate partiés
_Neither. party makes much difference to fhe vlzay t;e l.it"ef
Both Liberal and Labor'equaljg d;éided- o
| Tried both and no difference _
Try to do the same things
Lid and Lab much the same in Tasmania;..

Same people

Liberal - No preference (3)

Haven't noticed any difference

There doesn't seem to be much differencé between them
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"rlabor - No preference (1)
e All have basically similar attitudes

Minor parties (3) - L

Workers Party
Very little difference

' _Socialist Workers Party

. _ . Both parties too bourgeois

~ Australian Democrats

. Both equal, neither one thing or the other

'Refused party identification (3) S o, B
Much the' same
'Both more or less the same

' ‘ o . A11 working for similar thingé

' The moderation of the Labor party (9)

\

I.abor- Partisans (5)

Right winged Labor govt
Labor party is ‘a conservative party. Not much difference in policies

- Labor party too much interested in 'power for sake of it and not much
better than Liberals )

Labor give you a fair go

. a1l Tas politicians are right-wingets '
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'Liberal Partisans (4)

Not while Labor in power but if left wing was in power - Yes

; ’ State Labor doesn't affect business at all whereas Fed labor did affect
' dusiness .

Much of a muchness. Labor very right wing

. Nellson 1s moderate and reasonable in most matters

- ~ A Limited State Government l

a) Dominance of the national governmenf (15) .

lLabor Partisans (4)

They all héve theif answer:-from Canberra ahyway an& the mainland

; ' ' Wey we are isolated and getting éhings done from Canberra " o
b ' o } Fed government has say in most things anyway » L

bon't think statevgovernment has much to do w.itﬂ anything.

Liberal Partisans (7)

‘Dont set real policies, get money or permission from federal government

Federal level overrides any policies

Just spenders of Fed money
Both parties basically doing the same things and are l.um.ted by federal
government .

All the money comes from Canberra, the state govt Spends money how its
told to. .

They have to toe the line. fhey only get a certain amount of money
from Canberra -~ limited amount they can do with it

We're only just administering federal funds we're very dependent on
Federal government for grants - o
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Non Partisans (&)

Canberra seems to dominate state
Pinancially dominance of Canberra

" Too much managed by Federal scene

' Because relatively in effectual hand outs from Federal

o) Limifed by financial constraints- (6)

‘Non Partisans (3)

‘Because both work for state and can only get assistance from the
money th (national) government gives them . ’

Both limited due to finance

A certain.amount_of money to spend

Liberal Partisans (2)

They haven't got the means to influence our lives

No money énd very little power so it doesn't matter two hoots
. » L

tiberal ~ No Preference (1)

They're both governed by their budget
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" Low profile of state politics (6) R Y

Labor Partisan (4)

- Govt in a small state tends more to be on an ad hoc .basis than
federal government

Doesn't affect overall picture - federal more influence - eg.
income tax; social services

. Small town politics - decisions not that important

i ' ‘ .. Tasmania is a parochial place, run by the city fathers

Liberal Partisans (2)

Because the state doesn't affect eh international level.

Only have to look after roads,. bridges, education and health

Personalities (5)

Labor Partisans (3) -
. Same people - depends on the people there more than the party
Depends on the person who stands ’

. Persoaalit.ies .involved - neither - party presents a clear cut
political attitude oo

Non Partisans (1)’

; , o Its the individual who makes the d.ifferencé,_ not the party

Vi

Labor - No preference (1)

Bas.ically we are such a small state and know each other (personally -
doesn't matter quch : .
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General Criticisms of the parties and politicians (21)

- Labor Partisans (7).

Does not matter who's in, opposition will go againsf,will not work
" together. I want more cooperation between the two parties

Don't keep promises

' b]eithér party really does anything after the firsf féw.months
Both as bad as each.o‘ther »
None are doing any better than the other
Both do a lousy job

‘Neither have made any changes lately that have worked

Liberal Partisans (9)

Bach one pulls the other apart without any constructive criticism
All pick at each other - no better off with Liberal Party
Both promise, but when in power they diminish to nothing

hentality of Tasmanians is so far behind mainland that it doesri 't matter -
- they are all bad - All still under authority of Canberra ’

. Nelther good - not very strong people in them. .
Liberals no more to offer than Labor until economy picks up - ) g

They are much. the same when they are in., Neither of them get down
to tin tacks - neither has a very good leader

Neither have done much

Both the same - promise everything until they get in
Non Partisans (3)
Politics is a dirty business no matter who runs the state

They often don't cooperate

They both look after themselves
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. Refused party identification (2)

Same thing happens; they get in,. theg do a lot of good for the first
year only

" Because no man on either side capable of leading

Other (a residual category) (14)

Labor Partisans (3) ’ » o N o s

Not as much as Federelly’
» Don’t worry about politics in Tas

Tas gets share of benefits and revenues e.g. shipping rates, isolation

" Liberal Partisans (7)

Labor party runs this state, that's why its a mess
: As long as the Liberal Party is in Canberra
: Haven t had Lib government in to find out - not personallg affected

Not usually, but because of the left wdng element at the present
time there is a difference

;Can't»do anything about it once they're in
Been Labor state for a long time
If they go Into it for the good and are able to do it

.

Liberal - Labor (1)

Because the Labor party has been.in too long

No Preference - Labor (1)

Take'advice from senior members of the.public service
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Non Partisan (1)‘

2

» Bill Neilson is an astute young man. Bethune was my personal friend.

Liberal - Don't Know (1)

KSupport Labor in Tas.



APPENDIX 4.

NATIONAL PARTY IMAGES

e i o i

-

Categorization of responses to questions 7, 8, 9, 10 by pattern of party
1dent1fication.

;"Now; I would like to ask you what you like and don't like -
about the two main parties in Canberra - the Liberal Party
led by Mr. Fraser and the Labor Party led by Mr. Whitlam.

s ji B o . Question 7. "Is there anythl;g you like about the Liberal:
Lo Co L Patty in Canberra?"

Question 8. *"Is thete anythzng you don t 11ke about the
: ST Liberals?"

- .. ‘.'Question 9. "Is there anythlng you like ab°"t the Labor Party |
P . 1n Canberra?” . , g

- Question 10. "Is there anything you don't-like.about the Labor
S Party?"

National and ‘state 1dentification are showm: with the national
. attachment given first. Partisans are respondents identifying
with the same party at both spheres.. The number of responses
are given 1in brackets. . L.
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"THE LIBERAL PARTY

Favourable Responses

Policy (41)

Economic (23)

Liberal Partisans (10)

Yes they are'good, they_have_tried to*solbé_infiation; Trgiﬁg,to

~get the.economy down to a wo;king levelie.to being soi&ent; Trying

~ to get us out of this mess, trying their best; Gutsbto stick it out
and pdt the eéonomg back (on) an even keel;'éoncern with ove;spen&ingv
at this time with the over éscalation of wages. Good thiné to cut
down on pubiic Spending - gocd to put wotkfbtceAbéék’into_private
enterprise; Handle eéonomy betfer; Cut taxes a little bit; It
endeavours to reduce annual deficit; Its attempt to resfrain wage ’
explpsion; I think they are trying to pull us éut of the mess; Feel

they have tried to do something about inflation.

Labor Partisans (5)

Inflation rate down, but down on social security; Perhaps financially
" more responsible; Taxation - indexation; ... Concern about inflation;

Trying to be more reSponsible economically.

Non-Partisans 3)

Their efforts to control employment; Bringing inflation down;

concerned with stabilizing economy.

Liberal-Labor (1)

Financial policies,
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" Liberal - No Preference (1)

' Hardline money policies.
Labor - Other (1)
Reduced inflation a bit,

Australian Democrat. (l)v

They have placed inflation as No. 1l enemy.

‘Other (1)

Trying to reduce inflation.

Policy
Industrial (7)

Liberal Partisans (4) .

Anti-union stand; Do not listen too much to the unions; No union
involvement; On who is running the country they are succeeding in

not giving over to the unions.

Labor Partisans (3)

-4

Liberal Party may be able to control unions; They seem to be more

dnclined to stop this union anarchy; Stand against militant unions.



| 297

- Policy : :

. Other (13) e Y
Liberal Partisans (6) S

. Overall policies, nothing specific; Betté_r policies; AAtt'.vitude
toward people and social welfaz_‘e - it's a harder 1i__né than the
' Labor attitude. Most Liberal .pol.itic.ians az;e bﬁsinessmen of
vreputé; Consistent in overseas pol.icies;. Policy on uranium'mining..
Seem fo be more freedom of choice between mediban]? énd MBF. |

Labor Partisans (3)

Some conservation type ideas; Ideas on uranium transportation;
Better go for farmers with coalition; .
Non-Partisans (2)

. Their aim to mine uranium. Don't borrow too much money from

.overseas; Try to keep businesses Australian.

~ Labor - No Preference @)

Defency policy; Quite forceful with uranium.

»

General (27)

' ‘Liberal Partisans (17)

Yes, vei'evz'yth.ing; Ye's,v. my husband thi.nks they are good; vDo_ a better .

g job;v Better for Australia; They'st;ck. together, good for the'country;

' Gétf:.iﬁg somewhere .with them, whereas we were not with Labor; Mos.t.
things but they do not have a fair go because of unions; General

. feeling; Better than Labor;v'Everytﬁ.ing; Yés, nothing specific; Libz
doing a good job_overall in Canberra; Quite & lot but I am not a§
sure a; I was; Seem to get more.,done, stick to word; I go along w.i;h
their policies in general; Just an al_ternatvive to Mr: Whitlam;- | |

Suitable to our country.
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Labor Partisans (4)

Everything; Trying to do more; They aré all alike; Nothing wrong

with them.
Non Partisans (3)

They have done Sqme things to help the country; Do their job;

Trying to do a job.
Liberal—Labor )
They are doing a good job; Most things.

Liberal - No Preference (1)

Trying their best.:

Managemeﬂt of Government (19)

.‘Liberai Partisans (8) -

Fact they are very definite in what they db.; make definite
'decisions;.More.realistic'in approach to é&erydag affairs; Stronger
‘men in office, cleaverer; Theii thinkiné, not extreme;‘sducated
'and sensible people, do not criticise others;vManaging things to
the. best of their ability; Give me a féeling of more.solidity;’

Better expeitise...

‘Labor Partisans (1)

Admire their general efficiency and teamwork, basic pragmatism.
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Non-Partisans (6)

Like more mo&etate viewpoint; Yes‘more peaceful; More effibi;nt
in b&siness-approach - they have a pool of'expertise which the
Labor party do not; More straiéht forward - no union affiliations;
Strength, fact that‘théy waﬁt tq make place safe and secure;

~Stability, general feeling.

'Liberal - Labor - 1)

| More realistic policies than Labor.

Labor - Né Preférénce Q)

. Take quite a lot of trouble into making enquiries into some problems.

No Preference - Liberal (1)  A

.- Doing a big job of cleaning up. They are economists. '

Cautious, more business~like.

Personalities (21)

Fraser (12)

sy

Liberal Partisans (8)

" Kind of man who neQer slates Whitlam and Hawke as theg do him;
Fraser does try to do the best; Mr. & Mrs., Fraser give gopd image,
moré refinement..; Mr. Fréser is a good man; Fraser not so dictatqrial;
Mr. Fraser, like his character - hard working. Fraser ié trying .to

' keep to his promises but is finding- it difficult; good leadership;
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Liberal Partisans (8) ' (continued)

Feel I can '.trust Fraser - everyone makes mistakes but he is

bhonest and upright,

'Li.beral - 'Labor '(1) 
He (E_'raser) is tryin.g his b'est_. - he is fair.
Non-Partisan (3)
Fraser impresses me favourably; Mr. Fraser more of a man that fs
_ forv his country; Ag;‘ee. with hr. F;aser-; ;ife is not» me;;zt to be

easy, believe in work.

Others (9)

Liberal Partisans (3)

Mr. Bruce Goodluck, not only. acti'ng for himself; Andrew Peacock

made it easier to buy a house with the savings grant; specific people. . .

Labor Partisans (4)

Like Hodg'man ; '

Some (liberals) alright; 'Severalb good men; Nice wéll spoken men.

‘4

Non-Partisan (1)

St;éightout men, e.g. Goodluck.

Other (1) .

Only the members.
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Ideology (15) a . . .
Free Enterprisé (10)

Liberal Partisans (4)
'Like their policy of free enterpriSe} Piepared to give private
enterprise a go; Like their policy for free enterprise; Support

free enterprise.

Labor Partisans (2)

.

Liberals say they stand for private enterprise; believe in free

enterprise,

- Workers Party (1)

- Make a half hearted attempt to keep private enterprise alive.

'_Non-Partisan 3)

Their attitude to free enterprise; Support free enterprise; Policy .
: . ° . » .

of free enterprise.

Anti-socialist (5)

~ Liberal Partisans (3)

Not communists; Yes; not left wing; Anti-socialist.

Non-Partisan (i)

Move away from socialism.
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Australian Democrat (1)

Basic philosophy.

Other (9)

. Liberai i’artisans 3)

. Bit more democratic; Things would be the same whichever government

in powér,- Freedom of speech and choice.

Labor~Partisamns (3)

Academics in the party; ...Certain individuals you can like but the
party is controlled itself by the executive; A conscience vote

permitted on many issues.
Non~Partisans (2)

Personality is the most important thing; More nationalistic than

Labor. = ' : -.',

- Socialist Workers Party (1)

A lot of revolutionary nature will push workers to revolt.
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Unfavourable Responses

Policy (81)

Economic Management (19)

Liberal Partisans (4)

Economy;..; Tariffs on textiles are bad; They waste money like the

other lot; Unnecessary expenditures. Budget definitely wrong.

... Labor Partisans (13)

Yes, their general attitudé.to the econoﬁy; Muéked up économy;
fconomy; Do not like how they kandle our pensioh rises; Holding
purse strings too tightly to help unemployment; Econdmic incompetance;
buite a lot - we are on a pension; hard even on a.pension; They
boara.money...} Posfpodiné.the peﬁsion;_Econoﬁic policies; Total
-emphasis in managemept;'Not dealing_with inflaﬁion very wéll; Cut
back on government spendiﬁg too much - tryiﬁg to reduce inflation by

increasing unemployment.

Other -~ LiPeral (1)

..poipg_everyfhipg to reduce inflation and ngglecting other‘ngeds.
Communtst ')

- Use. of gconomi;s'to increasg profjts.

Emgloiﬁent 14) S v; ’ o

" Liberal Partisans (3)

Employment...;vLack of effort for employment; Have not yet done

enough about unemployment.
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Labor Partiséns 7)

Unempioyment,- Unemployment; Does not help unemployment; Policy on
unemployment...; Their attitude towards unemployment; Unempl_oymeht

- getting worse under their government; Unemployment bad.
Non Partisans (3)

'_Unemployment'...; Should be more concern with employment ;

Unemployment by getting inflation down...
Other - Labor . (1) _ _ : S
Unemployment worse.

Uranium Mining (12)

Liberal Part.i-sans 2)

Do not agree with uranium policy; Uranium policy. .

Labor. Partisans (6)

Uranium; Uranium; Uranium, they have not found a decent way of
. mining it...; Uranium - should be mined; Uranium; Uranium, leave
it in the ground.
Non-Partisans (2)
Uranium issue; Uranium policy.

Labor - Other (1)

Uranium mining stance.
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Communist (1)._
Uranium,
Taxation (7)

Liberal Partisans (6)

Could have done more about relieving taxation - do not like the
probate or the payroll tax; Do not approve of provisional tax;
Do not like their tax system - especially to small businessman{'

" Company tax; Taxation; Taxation.
Non«Partisans (i)
Overtax while reducing social service benefits.

Industrial relations (6)

Liberal Partisans “%)
. . ' )
Should institute more power in dealing with strikes; Could be stronger .
. .dn dealings with trade unions; Not forceful enough with unions;
Do not understand politics - If Liberals in power then.do something

about union strife.

Labor - Other (1)

Anti-union line.

Communist (1)

Industrial legislation.
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Policy, Other (22)

- (Education, Social Welfare, Defence, Foreign Affairs, Federa;ism)‘:

~ Liberal Partisans (7)

Tertiaiy cut becks; Attitudes towards tertiary' education.' Especially
TCAE should not leave it tostate ministers; Could give more pension -
bsame es unemployed; Welfare cuts; Cut down too much in social welfare
and overseas a.r.d,v Aparthe.ld pol.zcy - keep out of South Afrzca,

Defence, not a110cat1ng enough.

Labor Partisans (9)

Spend.ing more on education; Policy on education,-ﬁ Cutting out of‘ RED
scheme; Defence, legalisation of dope; Foreign polzcy, Federalism

"polzcy - gettzng out of reSpons.zbJ.lJ.ty, failure to take account of

" quality of life 1ssues, ..'.Do not support minority groups f1nanc1a-ly;

allocation for home lending for young ones i.s poor; Should help

" 'young more ~ letting too many foreigners run country.

Non-Partisans (3)

Attitudes toward education spending; ...Cut back on spending in
‘education and social services; Lack of concern with resources and

welfare of individuals,

Liberal - Labor (1)

On the Medical Benefits and Medibank business.

. Communist (1)

Failure to prevent foreign ownership.
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Other (2)

Do not think their policies are marvellous; Does not do_anything

to help foreigners in Australia.

Personalities (57)

Fraser (53)

Liberal Partisans (8)

Mr, Fraser; Fraser very dogmatic and likes his own way; Malcolm
Fraser; Leadership - not the man for the job; Malcolm Fraser;
Do not like Mr. Fraser very ruch; An increasing arrogance in the

leadership; Fraser is too arrogant, keeps breaking his promises.

Labor Partisans (20)

Mr, Fraser; Power seeking leader; Mr. Fraser; Do not think a gbo&
léader; Mr. l';'raser is arrdgant, is not practising what he 'preaches-;
Fraser; Fraser, all out of.same mould; Mr; Fraser; Mr. Fraser;

- Mr, Fraser's dogﬁatic épproach to ecbnomic 'and unemployment policies;
Fraser...; Mr. Fraser never answers a ’question, juét skirts around
it,; Fraser stabs people - Gorton, Sneddon,-.l-‘raser,- Leader arr_oganﬁ i

Fraser; Fraser; Do not like leader or tactics; Mr. Fraser's attitudes;

Fraser.

Liberal - Labor (3)

Do not like the coalition, their leader...Fraser is a bit bombastic;
Fraser; Fraser, a man who has stabbed his cohtemporaries in the back - .

not a good leader.
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" Labor - No Preference (2) - B , A

- Too much,dominatipn of Fraser; Mr. Fraser hasA too much influence

for my liking.

Liberal - No Preference (1)

Mr. Fraser trying to run a one man band.

‘Australian Democrat ‘- Labor )

Bverything, Mr. Fraser particularly.
Non-Partisan (13)

kr. Fraser seems té make ;such a mess; Mt. Fraser; Standover tactics.
of Fraser; Fraser two faced,-' Fraser too d_ogmaf:ic - does not think of
" the underdog; Mr. Fraser; Fraser a dictator; No ;z'ea'llg efficient
1_éader since John &ﬁon; Mr, Fraser a bit aggressive; Fraser as a

leader; Do not like Fraser, anything he is doing, he is an opportunist;

Mr. Fraser's attitude, wastes money; We need a new leader...
. » : .

Others (4)

Liberal Partisans (2)

Weak personalities of members - insincere and rubbish; ...Wentworth,

.'lf:'s about time he stayed home.

Labor Paftisans - Q1) " .

The leaders.
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Liberal_ - Labor (1)

v

. " -Mr. Lynch, the Treasurer.

Management of Government

. Liberal Partisans “Q2)

Do not like them on the radio - 'no_méziners,o ‘L.iber.al' ministers
»consider them;elves as part of rul.ing class - shoulcf tone down -
_'upper class aftitudes,- Always putting blame back onto the Laboz:_
.Party; 'Too much taik and not enough action; Sit on the f"encé" up to
a point; They all béck'bite instead of_ getting on with the job;
Could explain a b.it. more about what they'aie doing, coulé be fiz'z'ner;v
Not pullJ‘I.ng their weight to imbro?e thl_'_ng;s,- Do not take people into
their confidence. Could explain more on lay le&e'l; Get on with
‘running country; Their occasional a.ctions suggesfive of political ‘
,' gan-resmanship ;ather than statesmanshj;.p,; Do notv think they. are doing
..Amuch_ good, lot of talk = no .ac‘tion. | | |

T

Labor Partisans (7)

"Generally their dictatorial attitude to the community - e.g. uranium
tr.,ade'unionism; Arrogant atti éudes; Too cocksure; Too much knocking
of opposition; All pfomises; 'All talk and no action; Do not think

they are doing the job.

Liberal - Labor (1)

Quite often slow to bring in ﬂu‘ngs that need to be brought_ in ...;

Liberal - No Preference 2)

Could be more forceful; Tends to be too much ezgpédiencq.
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‘Non Partisans (4)
Think they are born to rule; Taking things too easy; Too much
“backbiting, no real governing; Buck passing ofAblame-to preceeding

party in power.

No Preference - Labor Q)

Slow with decisions, do not go back on policies which is not_alwéys

-goad.

Sub Themé - Dishonesty, Insincerity (15)

Liberal Partisans (2)

Have not done what they said they would; ...th " doing things they

said they would.

Labor Partisans (10)

 Things they said ﬁhey would do and ha?e not doné; fhey do not_fb;lo&
up what they say; boes.not keep promises; Do not kgep piomises;
They are cynical and dishonest; Promises nbt kept; Cannof keep'
Aptomis;s; Less open, less honest; Néver kgpt Ais Qord; Saying_things,

e.g. reducing inflation...when not possible.

Liberal = Labor (1)

' 'Quite.often do not fulfill promises they make.
ﬂon Partisan (1)

‘Awful lack of honesty to.the péople of Australia. e.g. misquoting

of gallup polls, contradict their own statements, bluffing Ehe public.
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No Preference - Labor (1)
Have not carried out election pr_om.isés'.

Group related items (31)

For Big Business (18)

- Liberal Pgrtisans 1)

_ Lean to the rich, taxation too severe on middle and lower wage

.earners.

Labor Partisans (12).

It 'reéresents interest of big business; Help riéh an& business;
" Do ﬁot l_ike the ,w;y they. lean to the money peééle - sgll us to .
Ameri_ca; Do not look.after the small peopie only the big compéﬁies,-
g :_ Representing more Veéted interests; A lot - policies of the rich,v
tb-ey' are wasteful and extravagant; They are for the big man all the
' time -~ the man with mqéy; M_o_?_e concerned‘with share a;arkét etc.
than pééple,- Their policies slanted tqwards certain sect.ions of
. socliety. e.g. they stopped funvdi‘ng of A.A.P.; Seem to be inéeﬁt on:
. the .inﬁerests of small businessmen rather than nationali.sibzzvtg e.g.
bospit;alisation. Cater for ;3 different groizp in soéiety; Yes, largely
mn-by bi§ bﬁﬁ:&ness,- I ;io_ not like how they helpAb‘ig business too

. much. -

. Non~Partisans (3)

More orientated towards higher middle class; Worry too much about big

business, and not middle man...; Just for the big man.
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[ - R No Preference - Other (1)

Their orientation to §rowth and industry.

Australian Democrat (1)

Big business monopolies.

" Against the People/Workers (13).'

'Liberal Partisans - (1)

' Knock back of aboriginal funds.

“.-. . Labor Partisans (8).

: - o " . Do not do any good for pe-ople,- Do not th.ink. they are for tbe w'orkingv'
| man; Not for working class people; Not a cross section of the
coﬁmnity; For the minority not majority - a minor portion of'
S ) ‘ Australia governed; Do not have the interests of the average éerséh
at heart; Not much*help to cbmmunity in general; Do not se'em: to be
. . LA

'vdo.tng anything for the family man.

- . Labor - ‘No Preference (i)

Appears a fairly wide range disregard for various groups in-

community such as handicapped and elderly.
S . Other - Labor (1) : o : C -

Their treatment of the 'worki_ng people - they have a right to live

as much as anyone.
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. Socialist Workers Party (1)

Look after own interests.
Non Partisan (1)

v - They have no conception of real needs or the way the ordinary man

- feels.

-Ideolégz (22)

Free Enterprise (11)

Liberal Partisans (3)

_Bave adopted a lot of socialistic policies; Extreme right wing;

Too right wﬁng.

Labor Partisans (5)

~They are for private enterprise; Capitilize tendencieé; Policies
- wrong, lean to private enterprise; Yes, philosophy. and methods of
' ' »

. putting their philosophies into action; General capitalist

philosophy.

.

Labor - Other (1)

- Their support of the capitalist system and multi-pnationalists.

Workers Party (1)

Never keep private enterprise alive.

Non-Partisans (1)
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Conservative attitudes (11)

Labor Partisans (8)

Yes, ﬁheii attitude; Exclusiveness, not hell,infbrmed - Qné sided;
Could be a bit more radical in their ideas; Too reactionary;
Liberal# grade people educationally and grade people accordinglg;
They are elitist, power hungry, corrupt, devious, lies to Queen

and U.K.; Ruthless - e.g. use of Senate in 1975 - willingness to

- drop convention; Their arrogance, upper class backgrounds.
Non-Partisans (3)

Sometimes they tend to be a little conservative; Tory touch -

‘conservative, policies out of date; The resistance to change factor.

Party Related Items (18)

.Disunitz 12)

Liberal Partisaﬁs @

They a?e divided at the mbmént; Do not appear to bé co—étdinéted
at the mbmenﬁ; Tend to be a bit argumentative befwéen themselves ;
ﬂéo mady internal disensions ~ out for power -~ not for people;
'Stupid wayvthey brawl « éersonalitg.clashes;vToo much bickeiing .

and arguing; Do not like personality clashes.

. Labor Partisans (2) 3

Their fighting; They jump down each other's throats.

No Preference — Liberal (1)

Not combining well - too much back biting not running as machine.

Fraser going his own way,



! . Non-Partisan (1)

Far too much internal bickeri:ié in party, too much self-centredness.

Other (1)

Arguing between backbenchers .

 Authoritarianism (5).

Labor Partisans (3)

- Do not ;ike the way they operate, one man government; One man show;

Dominence of the party by the cabinet.

Liberal Partisans (1)

There should be more discussions in Cabinet before they state

‘things.

.vl;ib'eral : D;n'ﬁ .Know' (¢}
Too dicté'tipnai .
' .Non—Pa'rtisan' (Al).'
Too much of a one "man show..b

s

' Genetal' Qa7n”n

" Liberal Partisan (1)

Politicians deteriorated of late.
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Labor Partisans (8)

a lot of things; 'There are thousa;zds of ;‘:h;i.ngs; Just about
everything; Just do not like them; Everything; .Viz;f:ual;ly évetything -
do not like upper class - majority of Liberal politicians upper class;
Do not like anything; Do not like them; do n&t beligve in their

poli c.i.es

Liberal ~ No-Preference (i)

I do not like any of them.

No Preference - Labor - (3)

" Bunch of idiots, all politicians; Nothing, just do not like either

party in particular; I .am'not a hip pocket voter. There is not a

.single aspect in major areas ... that I wish to 'be associated with.
Non Partisans (3)
Have not done any good at all; Plenty; Most thi'ngs.'-

-Australian Democrat (1)

Everything.

Other (15)

Liberal Partisans .(8) ] : ' S

Politicians only think of themselves and money.. Do not even listen
to each other; Not in touch with state level enough - leave states
to themselves; Do not like them talking about elections ... keep to

certain period they are elected for; No party is perfect ... do ndt.
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- Liberal Partisans (8) (Continued)

know all details about the Lodge's reno'vations and Mrs. Frasér's

trip to Sydney; Do not approve of éither party 'runn.i_ng éround the
Qoz-ld ~ half the time away; Too many backbenchers have nothing to
do; Should not havé voted for higher saiar.ies for themselves;

Attitude towards businessmen could be more generous.

Labor Partisans (6)

Let down the people of Albury_-Wodqhga,; Do not like their platform;
Do noﬁ like the way the parties pull eacA other to pieces,-v The way
things have gone since they have been in - unsatisfactory; They‘have. :
'cauﬁed thé present problems; That they hoard money ... Do not agree

with coalitions.
. Non-Partisan (1)

Speizdipg too much money on wages for parliamentarians.
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" Liberal - Don't know (1)
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_ THE_LABOR PARTY

Pavourable Responses

Policy (94)
" General (13)

Labor Partisans (6)

S _Peoplev informed about policies; Their pol.icv.iesb - progressive;
- Nothing specific but their prdgram is better; Pol.icies,- All
’ ‘v policies from 1972 - e.g. A.A.P. and Karmel report; Genérally '

" their policies -~ more progressive.

. Liberal Partisans (3) .

. Most pol.icies 0.K.; Ideas that Labor government have introduced

that are godd; More moderate approaches to our way of life. v

“Liberal - Labor (1)

[

Liked new policies introduced but tried to do too much too quickly..

. Liberal - No Preference (1')

. Yes, some of their policies.

’

- Good ldeas but cannot administer.

Australian Democrat (1)

.vLi_ke policy of social change. |
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-Social wel fare (36).

Labor Partisans (15)

Goiﬁg for age pensioner; Like their handling of pensions; Better
) 'for the pensioners; More for pensioners; Yes, better for
pensioners; Concern for the underdog; Medibank; Great social
’ adirances,- Progressive in soeial services. ...,- Cencern for social
wvelfare; Attempts at social reform; Approve of Labor's social
policies; Their expenditure on welfare areas; Social services are

-important; Better policy on social security.

Liberal Partisans (11)

Increaees in pensions; Help us wzth pension,- ?eirer to ’uneierprivileged;
:i‘ Trying to_make people equal but it is not possible; Social reforms;
. ‘iv.ik.e fheir favourable attitude to welfavre;' social' welfare programmee.
. good up eo a point,- Did introduce iong overdue sociel reforms; .-
- a lot of socz'.al reforms and so.me of their pol:.c:.es, Attitude to
'social welfare - put it }ugh on pnont:.es - good, Agree with

medibank

" Liberal - Labor (1)

Policies for the poor in the commnity.

Liberal ~ No Preference (1)

Original ideas to help poor.

Workers Party (1)

Have libertarian approach to ideals in non economic spheres.



Communist Party (1)

'.t.'egal aid.
Non-Partisans (6)
More concérxied for the underpriveleged; More effort to iook after

' disadvantaged - pensioners; More funds released for social

. services; Yes, some welfare programmes.

: --'E.iducation a7y

Labor Partiéans _(7) .

Money. for 'St{zde_r'xts,-f Education; Spent more on education; Education;
Policy on ... education; Their expenditure on...education; Education

policies.’ I

" Liberal Partisans (2)

" -Yes, Good for education; Ideas of eqéa.lity - particularly for

children in education.

Labor - No Preference (2)

Yes, Good for education; Policies in education.

Non-Partisan (2)

~-

. Interest in education; Outlook on govetnnient spending (oh)

education; Education - student'’s allowance; Education.

No' Preference -~ Labor (1)

Believe in educational programs,education.
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Other - Labor (1) o A -

Thelr expenditure on ... education, schools etc.

.- Unemployment (M

Labor Partisans (6)

Pund projects to create employment; NEAT scheme; Policy on
unemployment; Red scheme for unemployed; More outspoken about

unemployment; I 't':h.ink uneinployment was not so bad when Labor was in.

“ No Preference — Labor 1)

* ' Unemployment poiicies.

Uranium and Conservation (6)

= _ Labor Partisans )

Prefer their attitude to uranium and conservation; Not backing

uranium; Uranium; More attuned to conservation issues.

~ Liberal f’artisans (1)

Agree with uranium issue.

. More concerned with environment.



I S S Policy -~ Other (15)

' Labbr Partisané 9)

reform; Help pay for bridges. and roads.

Liberal Partisans (1)

" Non Partisans >(2.)

Ho;'e sound ecbnomic policy than previously; Do;a-better job than
o L.ib_erals - would bring down unemployment and .inflation,- Some of the
ideaé that Hayden has on; mnetai'y policy,- 'Attention theé_ give to
" minority groups. e.g. ethnic affairs; Money spent on the arts;

Support of unionism; Less trouble with unions} Urban, transport -

: . ' Lowering voting age and abolishi_ng national service.

For ethhic_ .gtoups,i Better policies and attitudes e.g.ethnic groups.

Labor - Other Q)
Give more money to the arts.

. " Communist (i)

-~ Aborigines, foreign affairs, community involvement in social

programmes, planning, highways.

S . Personalities (22).

whitlsw (13) .

Labor Partisans- 9) o .

Mr. Whitlam was doing all right and he probably would be O.K. again;

' Gough Whitlé}rp and all he stands for;

Gough Whitlam is fairer
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~ Labor Partisans (9) (Con,‘:inued)'

' man than Fraser; Whitlam; Gough onjr'ight' track; Mr. Whitlam...;

.- Whitlam - outspoken person; Leadership; Like Mr. Whitlam.

Liberal Partisans (2)

. Whitlam; Mr. Whitlam looks nice but talk and no support.

&

Liberal - Labor (1)

Mr, Whitlam.

-Non Partisan (1)

» ' Whitlam is. good.

. Others (10)

Labor Partisans (4)
’ »
Hayden seems to have a more genuine holding for the good of everyone, .
not the few and can relate with the public; Mr. Hayden wbuld be 'vc_ery

" good for financial affairs; Hayden}_ wWould px"efer Bob Hawke.

Liberal Partisans (5).
Some are quite capable e.g. Mr. Hayden; Bill Hayden would make a good
leader; Bob Hawke tries to be honest in what he says; Mr. Hawke « one
of the strongest men; Don Dunstan.

Non-Partisan (1)

Hayden.
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* Group Related Items (32)

" Labor Partisans (27)

-.  Trying to help fhé working cia;ss;;' Ihéy try to help the -worfcing, man;
E ill'arty_ for the working élass,- ﬁ_’he.ir éons.ideration of tﬁe working class;
The Labor Party is- the workefs,- ‘The perspn'in ‘the »streeﬁ gets more;
HHore for woiking man, Helped working man; Try f:o loék afte._r the low
wage earner; Az"e fq.f the work;ing. class;. More go to the._worki_ng man;
‘Idea (they have) got for the éﬁer_age mén; Attitude towaz.‘ds géneral
| Hbmrk.ii'ng class people; Caters for work.iﬁg p§0p1e; They he..lp. the
ordinary people; Fight better for the workef,- aAll for theﬂ workei-;
Représen.t general run of the miil peopie more than.L.iberals and éry
to éater for them,- The.y try_- to do more fdt worker; . More for tbe_ work'er_;»
Tend to look after 'the interests of the common man; More for the |
woricers; Work for the‘ workiﬁg people; They are genuiﬁel y interested
o .in the welfare of the average Austréiian,- Wérki_ng towards bettér_
: standards for worf:.in‘g people; ...Perhaps their éolicy a bit better fér

working people; Ready to give help to ordinéry man. -

Liberal Partisan @) o ' S :.,.-'v'

" Like the way they promote the working man. »

-~ No_Preference = Labor - (1)

Work for the average person and try and give a{rer_age person more of a

; gog' .
Non-Part 1san> _(3),

Represents average working person; Done a lot for working man;

Probably more interested in the welfare of the ordinary people.
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" Party related items (20)°

Unity;progressive ... (@5)

Labor Partisans (11)

Greater unity eince in opposit.ion; Freedom' of discussion within the

party; More democrat:.c, Greater degree of democracy within party

e, g. elected Cab.met rather than appointed Safeguards of caucus
electing cabinet; Appears to be an effective alternat:.ve government

) despiteilimited members,- All their tactics,- Better ideas and methode;
. © Yes, Straight ferwarri_,- They ara progressive; Labormore enlightened

than Liberal Party.

Liberal Partisans (2)
Outspoken; . Show solidarity.

Liberal - Labor (1)

Internal discipline. .
Non-Partisan (1)

' Spirit of party.

. Party ‘members (collectively) (5)

"Labor Partisans (2) -_

petter cross section in politicians « stronger now that they are in '’

opposition; ‘Like attempts to get new blood into party..
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Liberal Partisan (1)

,Tb;y have éome good mer-z.
. No_n-ffartisan' )
o S_"ﬁe_good PolitJ':ci.ar‘zs in the parcy
| ;_Qtlli (1)

- 01'219 the members.

N

-' Management of Government (7)

N ',-L‘a'bor Partisans. (6)

”_Record v.in Office; Go into xz;orev' det"aii' and ca-try- out more than

” L.il;etal's - follow‘ uj; what théy say; Say what they mean - stick up
- IR : fc;r our rights; Prefer their kind of Igo_ve.mment - tIunk they are
- . nbx‘e honest; More sympathetic than Liber;als,- When in ‘power tried té )

_get as much done as possible. .

Non-Partisan (1)

' When they were in power they did sémethi_ng - did their job = were not

C ;l'fraid to take steps.

“Sub Theme - Serving the People (10)

Labor Partisans (6)

Look after the people; Do more for the people; Relate more to the
-  people; Do best for people -~ particularly older people; Concerned with

- 1ssues that affect individual people; Party for people as a whole.
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Australian Democrat (1)

' More in touch with people than present:Liberals- have turned out to

, Non-Partisans -3

" - Yes they are more down to earth, cl’ose to the needs of the people;
Try to help the people - fixed income groups; Reach a w.ider'range of

.. people.

o Ideologx (10)

E .. Labor Partisans (7)

“oe Like their policies of gentle socialism; General soc.ialisf: policy;
o .Sééial.iz.ing pol.icies I like; Yes, soclalist atfitude - e.g. social

_.welfare; Socialism is good; Like its bbjectives,- Philosophies.

" Liberal Partisans (2)
. . . - . N ' ' . E
" Like some of their ideals...; Like socialism (but theirs is too
. extreme).
 Nom Partisan 1)

‘gocialism « as an ideal, i.e. brotherhood of man.

'~ 'Gemeral (17)

Labor Partisans (11)

. Everything; Do their best; Fair and reasonable party; More down to

earth; Everything; No - always voted Labor; Yes, fighting for the



Labor Parfisans (11) (Continued) -

‘cause of good things; I alv)ays vote Labor; Yes; Good things done
_since been there; I just like them.

~ Liberal Partisans (2)

Some politicians I like; Yes, they have done a lot of good; '

Labor - No Preference a) -

Most things.

" ‘No Preference - Other (1)
Some individuals have good ideas.
Non~Partisan (1)

I saw Gough Whitlam grow up. He's a surprise packet. Not at all

' _iiké his father - but upright.

»
- Other (1)

‘No different to Liberals. -

Unfavourable Responses

Personalities

- Whitlam (60)

" Labor Partisans (21)

Do not like the leader; Yes Mr, Whitlam g way he carried on, lost

-his temper too often; Need new leader; Do better under Hayden than
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-Labor Partisans (21_) (Continued)

~ under ,Whitlam;. Wh.itlam_; Leadership; Gougla putting his wife in a good

- job,v ‘Whitlam as leader; .NQ electorally viable leader; Whitlam and other

| mipisters;Mr.Whitlam moved too qu.ickly,- VDo not. like .Wlu'.tlam as a | »

. polit.lczan; Gough; Gough Whitlam; Gough is egotJ.stJ.cal Gough Whitlam-
don' t seem to have strong leadersh.lp anymore l.1ke the Liberals;
th.itlam, he is too aggress1ve - he wants to get th.mgs done too
quickly, Cannot stand WhJ.tlam, Gougb ..+« probably (has) ‘to much

influe_nce,- Gough Whitlam; Not really J'.mpressed with Whitlam.

Liberal -~ Partisans (24)

.Leader,- Leader; Do né,{: .trust. Wlu!tlam,- Whitl:am - especrally with ‘ i

. v,; Caldwell,-_ Gough Wlu'.tlam,- Whitlam a.nv absolute roguei; Gough; .Mr.

o _Wh.itlam,- Whitlam is disgusting; .Mr. ' Whitlazﬁ,- Gough 'Whitl.}am;vjur. '
Whitlam - _wanf:s to be Australja.'s first dictator; Gough rarher |
'dictaforlal; o Leédership} Geugh Whitlam,- Goﬁgh Wh.ztlam,
Whitlam, We knev what he did t:o us i.e. w.1th Latv.za, Wlutlam is

i blatantly dJ.shonest, Do not like WhJ.tlam, Under the leadershJ.p of

. Whitlam it has been catastrophzc for them, Gough, W}utlam is
just as bad as Fraser and cannot lead his partg properly, Do not -

: like_ leader, become unpopular, need new leader; Wlutlam s d_ogz_nat.lc

manner.

Liberal - Labor (2) ‘

‘ Wh.itlam, I thought Mr. Whitlam was pompous.

‘Liberal - No Preference (1)

Mr. Whitlam too drastic.
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- Australian Democrats - Labor Q1) - ' _- ':, . o ,
Mr, Whitlam.
" . Non-Partisans (10)
Mz Whitlam,- Need new leader; Whitlam; Whitlam too dictatiorial;
. Do not 11ke Whitlam; Mr, Whitlam, dictator...; Do not like Wtutlam,
Iook.ing backwards under Whitlam; Whitlam as leader; Only' I am
" frightened of Mr. Wh_itlam.
"Refused (1)
Mr, Whitlam.

- Others (24)

, Laﬁor Pafﬁisans '(13)

’ . : H-z-'. Héyden wbuld make a;w b-ettéx" lreadér lJ‘.f bé ha'd> a .l;it more
" confidence; B.lggest problem Hawke because he has two jobs to fulfill
C - Laboz' Party and ACTU, conflict there; Do not 11ke Bob Hawke;
- Cairns mucked up - and helped to ruin the'ALP_ government,- Cameron;
.'Poirér seekiﬁg leadérs; The people who. run it; Séme of the b;okgs-
' that get into parliament; A lot of ;i}zexperience& men in Labbr Pa.rty;
: 'v._?- Doubtful abbut some personalities; ‘More effort needed Aby so_mé _
lnembérs of the pfarty,- Like to see them l‘.id» ,thémse_lves of the old

br.igai&e - Creans, Cameronse. Joneses .etc.; The old guard element.

Liberal Partisans (7)

Do not like Mr. Hayden's backbiting; Hayden ... Hayden probably

has too much influence; Do not like éob Hawke; Do not like Hawke;

Leaders; Some'pol.iticians are no good; Leader and other personalities.
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- Labor - No Preference (1)
Bob Hawke.
Non=Partisans (3)

' Deputy Minister (Uren?); Not many capable men; Mainly the

pérsoaél ities.

. Gfoug Related Items (45)

Union Affiliation (41)

" - Labor Partisans (7) -

bnion sway; Association with trade uﬁions} No coﬁtrol of unions;

Un;oné -TI th-ink they‘hav'e too much_control when they striké - The
- Labor party should not help thém so much; Too many small unions
making too many demands; Weakness in attitude to unions; fhey are

- .controlled to some extent by the unions.

Liberal Partisans (19) T e

Run bg unions; Do not like Vumlon 4beads - have .more‘sway than
govet@eﬁﬁ officials - disrupt progress, espéciallg in Tésma_n.ia}

Let ‘ur'u'.ons have too much say; Cox;nection with the unions; Country
rqle& by Mz-'. Hawke; Lacé of Eontrol of unions; Unions - should toss-
them out. They are ruining the country. Do not listen; Listen too
much to the unions; Do not. like'strikes.;. Union domination at high
levte Too many unions; Country being run Iby the politiéa; unions ...
do 'x.zoc agree with them as political bodies; Support of union
radicalism - used by the left; Do not like link wJ.th unions-pressure
from unions helped to ruin them while‘i:hey were in power; Unionism

- - ' behind it (their spending'too much) . Unionists do not speak up for

' themselves and decisions are made by officials or some secretary and



© 332

Liberal Partisans = (19) (Continued)

 they do not_vimprove conditions; I hate strikes; Union influence -
‘worker participation - no right to hire and fire under Labor;
.Un.ions_ getting too much power; Do not like tbe way they are letting

'the unions control their thinking.

. Liberal - Labor (4)

Tied up too much u"ith the unions and w1th ‘communists; Run by unions;
.Alignment with union movement; Yes its policies are dictated by -

.. outside groups.

Liberal - No. Prefefence 1)

. Union influence on Labor party.

" No Preference — Labor @) .

Too much in with unions ~ not in favour of what unions are doing;

. They are more liable to be dominated by the unions.
' Non Partisans (8)
_ Union affiliations; Unions - some are communist controlle.
- . -Unlon power; Links with unionism; Unions running the country is

whole trouble - too powerful; Union elemen‘t;» They collapse under

" unions; They are more liable to be dominated by the unions.

égainst Groups (4)

Liberal Partisans (2)

Bias against property owners, business people, particularly those
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' Liberal Partisans (2) (Continued) B o R v
who own businesses; Not good for country people and small

. - -businesses.

* Socialist Workers Party A(l)
. Not orientated towards worker bourgeois.
" " Nom Partisans - (1)

Do not believe in working class being Labor = théy are same as

' Liberals.

" policies (38)

L ' Gemeral (5)

. ".K-‘.I.iberal' Partisans )

Polic.ies; Their policies; qu.ic.ies,- Do not like some of the:‘.;
" policies. _ o R

‘

" Liberal-Labor (1)

" Their policies. o o _
Economic (17) . o . s

- - Labor Partisans (3)

Tax scheme -~ too much paper work involved; Tendency not to cost
out proposals - their ability as economic managers still suspect;

Do not like employment at all costs - tends to ruin environment. -



334

Liberal Partisans. (10)

Tariff policy; Incessar’xt spending - t#asfed; .'...The econqmy;
-Big spené}ers, but v_vho péys; Spend a lot of money and hothing tov
show for it; Do not .underst-:and economics; Do not know how to
operate buoyant economy; Spend lots of money but did not seem to get
to heart of things; Dislike ‘their irresponsible finance. Their
' selective taxation levy on property inéome,- Country into_debt..

'Wor.ficver.si. Parti '2(1)
All gconomic cee ?alﬁes.

Ndn—Partisans 3) |
Blame fé; present tiouble - spenf toov freely_; Do not like thé extra“ |

- taxes; Run the country into debt, i.e. overspend, lack of

: résponsib.il.ity.

Social Welfare (5)

Liberal Partisans (3)
Too far towards looking after peoplé -~ no incentive to save money,
' work,; Attitude towards social' ivelfare,--ued.ibank - the worst thing.
. 'Workers Party (1)

all ... soc.ial welfare values.

" No Preference - Labor )

‘A bit unrealistic in welfare p:oérammes - should be based on

‘contributory system,
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Non-Partisan (1)
" -Country cannot afford all these social services.

‘Policy - Other (11)

i.abbr Partisans (3)

Immigration; Sometimes they are not radical eno_ugh.-»do not go trar

-enough; Do not think ﬁhey_ go far enough = re socialism.

Liberal Partisans (6_)

Immigration policy - too many people alreadly to get homés Ietc.,'-
- Free tertiéry edﬁcation , no support for mothers at home and too
much .for the. working mother; Fducation éolicies‘ - open s'tylé they
' favout; _Aga.ih_st abortion; Int.;ernat.:i'onal pol;it.ics; Do not like tie

" way they try to nationalize everything. -
Non Partisan (1)
_’

Mr, Whitlam's attempts to ‘brfi.ng in insurance companies. -

Refused (1_)

g ' Does not do anything to help foreigners in Australia,

Ideology (33)

- Labor Partisans (4)

Too left - communism; Tended to become too socialist; Yes left Wing

- ' domination; Too tied to ideologies - will not change with the times.
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Liberal Partisans (15)

La-bor" - too mucl-:-l-ike Communist .Party in my Country. ?Pola‘nd) ;

. Poster oommumsm, Some of the party members, left wingers; ‘
Connect:.on with communism, left w.mg, Do not like left wing pol.zcz.es,
left w.inged, Bit communz.st.lc, Too much communist influence;I am a
bit nprr.ied about conmmn.ist influence,- P_Ient astray with communism;

- Basic socialist philosophy; Increasing bureaucracy - not enough frée-

. enterprise; Pulling far too far to; _left, communists, left wing
taking ovér,-. Socialistic leanings éfWhitlam; Soc.ialist..attitudes,-

Too socialistic.

Liberal -~ No Preference (3)

They bave a stronger learu.ng towards communism or soc:.al;sm,

Leaders comum.st ideas; Bas:.cally do not lzke socialistic att.ztude.

"',  MAustralian Democrats (1)

: Soc.ial.isn_z.

o """ Other = Liberal (1) ' -
"Policies too ideological.
Non-Partisans (9)

"Détesé their extrez;re.l'eAft influences; ‘lie'ry leftvv.iews'; Do not like
socialist tendencies; Do not 1likeé communist trénd,- Too pro-
conrmunist,- Do not support free enterprise,- The rocialist pl;atform
developed over last'_25 years; Tendency to nationalize and socialise;

Leftist attitude.
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- Management of Government (28)

Labor Partisans a1

'D;id not hélp the 'country stéy sound; Gough rusi:ed things é 'b.it,--
Half-hearted ptomises,- Rush into things fér too quickly,- Do not
'follow thtough their ideas; Pushing things too far for the masses
’ -,t° dissolve - reason for be.mg kzcked out, Yes, J.nexpeh.encé in
'leadership of government. Weakness in times of cr.isis - stand back
and let it happen} Made too many mistakes; A bit erratic - do not
stick to one th_i_ng_ - tallé.and do not do.much_,- Make raéh prom.iées -
that (they) cannot do anything about; Sometimes suffe.i‘ from éxcess
'.of enthus.iasm, e.qg. when they got to power last t.une, sl.zghtly too

. 'concerned wzth ideology rather than practz.cal:.t.z.es..

" - Labor - No Preference (1)

‘Pry to do too much too quickly - too radical.

Liberal Partisans (6)

They made such a mess; Try to do too much too quzckly, Make a lot
of mstakes, Tried to do too much too qu:.ckly, Too dogmatzc,

Pz‘om.ise a lot and give noth.mg.

Liberal - Don't Know (1) S

"Good ideas but cannot administer..

Australian Democrats (1)

Social changes too rapidly.
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No Preference - Labor (1) - L » o - '._
Too -hasty with decisions - radical and rash virtually overnight decisions.
Non-Partisans (7) S

They have no professionalism, no pool .of expertise to govern
effectivel'y. >They, are not J.n au'ze w.ith the consumei Qay of 1ife,v
have no business approach Do not get what he prom.zses, ‘Too much
talk no real government; Buck passing of blame to preceed.mg party
in power; Move too un.ckly, unwise spendz'.ng, Mr. Whitlam dJ.d things :

too quzckly, Change too un.ck - most people do not like.

Performance as Opposition (21)

Labor Partisans (8) .

. (Laboa‘) .side do_dgé a lot af igcsues; Too much talk no actio_n,; Do not

lvike bickering between parties as opposition alwaya does; Do nof »

speak up fof their rights» enough; Not settz’.;@ themselves as

alterﬁative government as .Iwell as theys should; Do not like the way .
| they puil other parties to pieces,- Their lack of sufficient

opbosition,-_ W.isﬁ they u;ould take a sfan& on uranium one way or thé

. other.

" Liberal vPartisans (10)

- Never vba{re a good word for Liberal (s))- éackbiti_ng; Too busy abusing ,

- Liberals to_do anything constructi?e; Always ruﬁn.i_ng &os&n government;
Not providipg valid opposition; Pulling abuntry apart, rather than
helpiné as opposition; Back biting; Too much ta.lk- and not enough |
action; Do not like the slandea'ing - lot of untruths - deceive

people; They go in boots and all - make a lot of noise.
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COInmur.tisc (l)A

‘In,effective. in opposition; not positi?é in attacks._
..t.lon-PafFiSéhv (2) 

éould be more forceful ip backing up tﬁéir ideas - &o nof seem to do

_ much; Continual criticism of Liberal policies of which I approve.

Party Disunity (20) .

" . Labor Partisans 8

Internal broblems,- Woz.-k‘eth.ic fac-'ti'o.n .of tﬁe'pérty; Yes, factionalism;
- .Ibo much in féight.i}ng -~ too divided; Power of ‘the caﬁcus, unweildly;
'Not united énb_ugh, hot strong e_nough as a group; No _d.iscipline or
' 'cévbtdinat.ion within the part.y;b.isadvant:_ages»» (with caucus electing

cabinet) if those with least ability are selected.

i.ibetal Partisans (7)
Too many disagreements; Sqﬁabli_ng w,i‘th .ea.ch other; They all get )
‘tarn_ad with the one brush b§ stickifzg to party polz.'.c.ies,{M.P.'s do
not .bave the freedom of theif own conscience to vote; Do not like
>th'e way they cr.it.f.cise veacjz othér,; Too much bJ';cker.i.ng and arguing;
The way tbéy are set up - caucus used not be elected by people.

Non Pértisans )

Members of party have to"support party policy -~ cannot’ speak out

h .aga'inst it; Jealous squabbling; Too many extremists; Caucus system.
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‘Refused (1) o . o S

Too busy fighting personalities.

General (13)

" Labor Partisané ('l)

A few things, W

Liberal Partisans (8)
The Labor Party in general; Not interested in -Labor Party; A lct; ;
Bverything; Everything; Just do not like them; Lots of things;

Do not idehtify with Labor - family upbringing.

Liberal - Labor (1)

4 Just do-not like them.

’ Australian Democrats Q@) .- . _ »

I just do not like them.

No Preference - Labor (1) L
Donot like either party.
Non-Partisan (1)

Most things.
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Other (8) |

Labor Partisans (4)

Public debate are shocking : parliamentary sessions broadcast -
waste of time; Do not like the way they treated the Governor-

General; Tendency to be centralist; Pragmatic in their aims.

. Liberal Partisams (2)

Their electioneering advertisements; Their method of pre-selection

- = old men in safe seats.

No Preflerence - Other 1)

Lack of committment tb_ growth.
Non Partisans (1)

Do not know what they stand for anymore.



APPENDIX 5.

- STATE PARTY IMAGES.

Categodzation of responses to quest:l.ms 16, 17, 18 19 by pattern of
patty identification?

’No"v I would like to ask you what you like and do not like
about the main parties in Tasmania - the Liberal Party led
by Mr. Bingham and the Labor Party led by Mr. Nielson. ®

Question 16. Is there anything you 11ke about the Liberal
Party in Tasmam.a? )

. 'Question 17. Is there anytlung gou don' t lJ.ke a.bout the
o ' ' L.ibetals?

Question 18. °Is there anything you like about the Labot

Party in Tasman.la? ..

" Question 19. ’Is there anyt)ung you don't ‘like a.bout the
Labor Party?*

* Natfonal and state identification are shown with the national _
attachment given first. Partisans are respondents identifying .
- with the same party at both spheres. The number of responses
are given in brackets. : ' .
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. LIBERAL PARTY -

Favourable Responses

o Personalities (3_3)

Liberal Partisans (19)

Mr. Bingham is a gentleman; Does nbt criticise,'only when he has
B to_ (Mr. Bingham); Mr. Bingham - he should cou-ze over more - néed men ,
of . I'egal. traj.ni_ng,- Mr. Bingham seems more sincere, keep his prom.isés,
as a perjsonﬁas mofé appeal; Mz. Bingham type of ieadersh.ip,- Mr.
ﬂwhm a good leader; Mr. B.ilnglh;am.; Mr. Bingham; Like Mr. -.Bi'ngham -
. good pr\en:ziei; Mr. Bingham; Mr. Bingham = -p:etty.féir; .Have respect
) fqtz Mr. BJi_ngham; Bi_ngham ext.r.emelg able; Mr. :Bi'ngham a gbod |
leéder} Bihgham é man you can trust - man who given a chancé would
.do a .lot,- Mr. Bingham's attitude; I am a great fan 'of Mr. B.i_ngh_am,-
: . Max Bingham 6hly; Mak Bingham, would be a> very stroﬁg leader, g.iven.
. ‘the opportunity. | ' - | . : ‘

Labor Partisans (7)

_Good agitator, Mr. Bi_ngbam,- Bingham; Mr. ‘Bingham hés_ good policies,
1é very fair; Yes, Mr. Bingham - good ¥ield of thpught; Bingham;

Bingham a good speaker; I think they have a good leader.

Communist (1)

Bingham adventurous in some areas of law reform,

Non~Partisans (5)
Mr. Bingham - knowledgeable, good ideas; Mr. Bingham seems alright;
Bingham; I like Bingham; Max Bingham. . '

Refused (1)

-Some of Mr. Bingham's statements.
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Others (7)

. Liberal Partisans (2)

ee.Mather, Baker extremely able; Pearsall is the only one who

follows his convictions.

Labdr Partisans (3)

Mr. bo_dgman; Townley; Geoff Pearsall, John Beattie - éxtremely

-

helpful,

. Liberal - Labor (1)

I like Mrs. Walters...

Non Partisan (1)

Bruce Goodluck - his interest in his electorate.

Party Related Items

The Party Members (16)

" Liberal Partisans (10)

Peopled by men of good repute, eddcate'd ar;d businessme'ﬁ;" '
Personalities; vOnly betf:er membefs; A. couple of decent f_ellowé here.
Coates would have been better as a Liberal; Youerr membérs;.A
little more eat%cated than Labor; Good Liberal mem.bérs; Style of
) cand.idates; Have some éapable mén and would make a good govg;nment

- but it does not matter too much; It does not have Mr. Batt.

No Preference - Labor '(2)

More dedicated. Politicians older. Work as a team; Some of their

spokesmen perhaps.

Labor ~ No Preference (1)

Really have some capable people here,
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Non Partisan (3)
-~ Honest members in Tasmania only; More well educated; It does not

have Mr, Batt.

style - (7)

- Liberal Partisans (5)
Not as arrogant as I;abor,- Stand up for principlés - courage of
éonv.iction_s; 'More -open minded; Yes, more broad minded in its approach

towards. governing; More for the people than Labor.

Labor Partisans (1)

. Straight out.

Liberal - Labor (1)

Straight forward.

_ Orgénisation Q).

.Labor Partisan (1)_
-They did at least make an attempt at last election to get Some younger,

- .more energetic people into parliament.

‘Non-Partisan (1)

- Impressed with the way they organise.
" Gemeral (18)

Libéral Partisans (10)

Yes; everything; Do try as a rule to dol someth.ing better than the
' Labor Party which seems to be rather ordinary; host things; Approve
' of whole party generally; Yes, I like ﬁ}}:em,- Everythiﬁg,-» What they
| have done for the'sta_te; Got a 1.ot of 'good ideas but generalise

rather than putting specifics down; Yes, but cannot think of any;

Far better than federal level.

s
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Labor Partisans (1)

Sometimes have a few good ideas.

"Liberal - Labor (1)

Yes, but I do not know exactly what.

No Preference — Labor (1)

They are better than their federal coun'terparts.

Non-Partisans (4)
They are not a bad group; Yes, but I do not know; Some good ideas;

Both parties generally good.

- Refused i(l)

;. Some aspects - nothing specific. .

Role as Oppositién (17)

"' Liberal Partisans (6)

Yes very helpful to me persopélly ~ immigrant; 'D.oi_ng the best they
- cany vThe'y are allowing the Labor Goveramen; 'ﬁo run to fizil term -

fhaf.' 1s good; Value their opposition to closed shop tactic.s. They
. oppose fairly regularly; Do théir best; Prepared to sf_and up and
Asay how they think and feel about isvsues.v | |

N

Labor Partisans (7)

They offer a good opposition; In opposition they have to. do more work,
théy are the workers; Strivi_hg - but not the answer to the problems;
Strong opposition; Keep Labor Party on toes; Do a fa.l".rly’ good job;

They do a good job I suppose - We need an opposition.

Non-Partisans (2)
Opposition party to put a brake on urireasonable things; Yes, try to

"do an honest and .concientious job; Good as opposition."-

v
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Refused -(1)
Liberal Party have helped me a lot.
‘ Ideology (9)

' Liberal Partisans (6)

. Their attitudes; L_ike the philosophy - free enterprise etc. - they
“do not want't.:o run my life; .Some aspects of ﬁzeir philoséphy-e.g.

- supporting free enterprise; A. few Catholics in the Liberal Party -
‘that is good ~ Catholics fight against communism; Like philosophies;

More interested in private enterprise.

Labor Partisans (1)

A small '1' Liberal Party.

"~ -Liberal - No Preference (1)

: Suppor:i_rxg free enterprise.

Noa~Partisan (1)

' Pro-business and private enterprise.

Group Related Items (3)

Liberal Partisans (1)

A little stronger in relationship with different bodies = councils,

private employers.

~Non-Partisan (2).

More for the country peopie; They are more business orientated. -

Policies (4)

- Lii)efal Pértisans (2)

Were promising and cleaning up environment such as polluted Derwent;
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Z.ibetal' Partisahs' (2) '(Cont.inzied)
- 'Liberal Party did bring in dayl_ight saw‘.ng; They would like to

- lessen death duties. : o L o

» Labor. Partisan (1)

Like their way of mak.mg peace w.zth the unions - try.mg to stop

_strikes..

t.abor - No Preference-' (1)

. Like their approach to law reform.
Oﬁher (4)

Liberal Part isan (1)

’ Regard:.ng a11 parties - not enough tourism in Tasmam.a. '

Labor Partisan (1)

Being in power cannot improve anytlu'_ng".

Other + Liberal (1)

. Used to like a lot about it. - -. -

‘Liberal = No Preference (1)

Like to see what Liberal Patty can do for us. .

» Unfavourable Responses

Personalities (63)

" Bingham (58)

* Liberal Partisans (14)

. ‘Not an aggressive enough leader; Do not like Mr. Bingham running
government- down; Do not 11ke B‘ngham - never says anything much -
abuse; Leader; Do not like Mr. Bingham; S ME Bingham - _' ,'.' -

admire Ium but his manner prolubits him from populanty, does come
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Liberal ‘Partisans (14) (Cont‘.i_nu.ed)
down-~to people'’s level; Way Mr. Bipgham criticizes peoéle at\.:
A personel levél; on personal level I have »not liked Mr. 'Binghfam's '
"a.tta.ciks'on personalities - unkind, uncalled for and enzall minded,-
Tbeir leader, Could have a better leader - more popular figure;Mr.
.B.ingham - weak kneed, pleasa.nt man but not strong enough for the job;
‘ Mr. B.mgham - too busy with personal:.tz.es and s.l.lly llttle th.mg.;,_

Not strong leadersl'u.p, Not very keen on Mr.’ Blngham, could have

someone w:.th a bit more bounce.

Labor Partisans (32)‘

Do not like leader; Mr. éingham; -Mr. B.ipgﬁam is a stirrer; Leader;
..Do_not like leader -~ he avoids thinge,- Bingham likes to help but
ca'nnot do much; Bingham overbearing; Leader no good; New leader
needed; ,Do' rxot like-Biknghem as a leader; Max Binéham; Do not like

' Mr. Bingham; Do n_of like éiﬁgham; Mr. .Bingham,- Mr. 'Bingham; Carznfat

N »etand listening to Eihghalﬁ ... whinging and knoafc.i_né,- .B.ingham; Mr.
uBinégham too much of a stirrer; Max Binghaﬁ: - .weak; Bihgham is a

: t'heorist; 'Yes ’ Mr.' Bingham - self asszrredness :irritaf_:_i'ng - t;hinks
his born te rule; ﬁingham,- Do nbtA like Mr. Bingham; Do rzot go much
-on Mr. B-.i.ngham,- Do not like Mr. Bingham; Mr, Bi_ﬁgham, arrogant ,‘
seif opinionated; Mr. Bingham - he is of English descen't :. .. he is

' _pompous; Bingham a.n'rlu'.nger,v no constructive eriticiem; .B.ingham's -
'style of 1eadersh.1p, Lack dynamic leaders}u.p. Tend to m.t—pJ.ck rather

: than look for alternative pol:.c;es, Leader, Bethune was better - not

much; The leadership.

Liberal - Labor (1)

Disappointed in their leader.

- No Preference - Labor (1)

"+ . Do not like Max Binghem.

‘Non Partisans (10)

Their leader; Mr. Bingham; Bingham; Mr.. Bingham; Do not like Mr. Bingham.-é
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Non ‘Partisans (10) (Continued)
Mud slinging; Very bad losers ... undignified, snide, ridiculous
. comments from Mr. Bingham when he lost - undignified for man of his

Sténding;'Mr. Bingham; Mr. Bingham - a scandal monger; Max Bingham;

" Mr. Bingham is too sarcastic:

Others (5)

" Liberal Partisans (2)

Do not like Bruce Goodluck; Deplore Pearsall.

' _Labor Partisans (2)

. Cannot stand iisteni_dg to ...Pearsall ﬁh.i_nging and krgoékipg members;

 Michael Hodgeman, Pearsall, Baker, Gilmore.

. Comqnist Q)

. Gllmore, Baker very conservative. ‘

Role as Opposition (53)

Weak (32)

. Libéral Partisans _(11) :
Weak - not enough suppor't,- Not enough go;: :!'t.:o ﬁonest; Pretty e.a.sg

i going - not a stroné oéposition,- Never able to demonstrate themselves

' as a viable_e alternative; :_Never hear much about what they are doing,
not ve;'y active in opposition; Not ru£h1ess énougﬁ; Not a strong
team; Colourless; Not quite forceful enough in stating 'their
poI.icies ~ difficult as minority to make an_imprésgion; Not for_ceful

enough. : . ‘

Labor Partisans (6)

No, merely insipid; Not effective opposition; Completely and utterly
.dneffectual; Bumbling and amateurish = léck of talent; They are weak;

-I do not think they present-a good opposition.
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Liberal - Labor (2)

Do not believe they are an effective opposition; Not a good

- opposition.

Labor - No Preference '(_1) v

. Do not think they have enough opposing views = too quiet.

Labor -~ Don't Know (1)

- Not 'stro‘ng enough,

Non-Partisans ‘(10)
They are too inmnspic;uous;- They are unconstmcfive in oéeration;
. Nbé strqng. enough; Their low 'profile‘; Lack of stte_ngth;'-Could be
;l strongei oppc;sit;ion; Weak - no gufs,- Ineffectual opposition; Are not

positive, aggressive enough; Bunch of amateurs.

Refused (1)

Perhaps a bit weak kneed.

" Over critical (21)

* Liberal Partisans (6)
o A bit negative, a bit ‘n._igly,-b Too ’n‘egat.z';ve J';n many respects;
Conétantly knock Labor withoqt any real issue; Do not like them
. crying 'woif ' so 'much wfzils_t in opposition, shoqu be more constructive;
Too busy kﬁocking other party to ever say whattl‘zey ;vould do themselves.
. Bi.ngbam‘makes cracks instead qf s_tating alternative policies; Too

pretty minded.

Labor Partisans (9)

Too much backbiting, arguing about little things; Cannot see they do
anything except backbiting; To critical of the man rather than the
~government; Bits of knowalls; Too arrogant; Backbiters;v'roo critical

' of Labor policy; They are very critical and unconstructive e.g.
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Labor Partisans (9) (Continued) ; , ‘
- blocking moves of government just for the sake of it; They are
knockers without being constructive in their criticism - Should be -

' putting forward more alternatives.

Liberal - Labor (1)

' Do not come out with our policies, just criticise.

‘.'No Preference -~ Labor (1)
_ In opposit.lon they are pretty - p.lck.lng out flaws but not in any

way canstructzve .

A Liberal - No Preference (1)

Far too destructive as opposition group. -

" Nom Partisans A(2)v

Beckling; Nit-picking = attacking personalities. -

Refused ).

R.‘nocking ‘of opposi tJ.on.

Party related items (20)

- Disunity (12)

Liberal Partisans (8)

Too many lawyers in it; Cause .tz-oubles, dis'agree‘, ‘not frieﬁdly with
each other, competitive; Snarlizig;‘between one another; Tend té develop
ihto g'roupsb of their o&n, 'faction:!l; Do not seem to be very unified;
Hr-. bz'_ngham has badva raw deal from colléagues - little loyalty there;
Squabbling and fighting - Mr. Bingham coming down to 'the.i_r level;
‘There seems to be a bit of épathy among them which means they do not

stand as a united force.
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" Other - Liberal (1) o S B “&:'
People thought to be genuine now pushing policies for various self

Interests.

Labor Partiséns (3)

" Two factions opposiﬁg each other; Do not like factions forming in

the pérty; Lyon's affair.
.Partz Members (8)

Liberal Partisans (2)

Members - not politically awafe of speaking out; I do not like some

- of their members.

- Labor Partisans (3)

- Mainly the candidates; Men not high enough standard generally; No

common sense.

Liberal - Labor Q)

Do not like them as leaders.

' Labor - No Preference (1)

Their leaders.

No Preferencé - Other (1)
Certain individuals I do not like.
Policies (i8)

General (9)

Labor Partisans (8)
No constructive policies; Repressive ideas regarding society - -
conservative; Cannot achieve what they preach; No.constructive

policies; Different policies in each party that I like and dislike;
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Labor Pattisa}zs (8) (COnt.mued)

Do .not like their pol.lcies, Libez-al p}ulosophy in general,- General

policies .

Australian Democrats (1) '

~All policies.
Policy Items (9)

Labor Partisans (9)

"Do not worry about unemployment; Do not tackle areas such as Parks
~and Environment problems; Their opposition to l.egali.s"ation of
marihuana; Have not got an einv.ironfrfehtal conscience; Trying to

- break unions.

"Labor - Other (1)
They take too hard a line on union d.isputes; .
Non-Partisans (3)
Gilve in to unions; Taéation,- Do not agree with capif:a_l punishment

as voiced by Bingham.

Group Related Items (8) .

Liberal Partisan (1) -

WOrry more about the haves than the have nots.

i

Labor Partisan (6) ‘

Do not think they are foi the working class,-. OIrx-ly_look' after the
bus.iness people, not the poor people; They are not for the workers;
Seem to go for the bigger man all the tJ.me, Too concetned w.zth
business friends; 'E_'eeli‘ng that they think too'much of prot‘it mkiﬁg,' .

not concerned about the wage earner. .
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Labor - No Preference (1)

Tend to represent middle class and business people instéad of

. working class.
General (8)

Labor Partisans (7)

‘Bverything; Most tbings," Do not like Liberals; Everything; The fact

it exists; Quite a iot; Just do not like them.

Non-Partisans (1)

Everything.
Other (10)

Liberal Partisans (2)

Were not in long enéugh to do anythi'ng. They voted with Labor for '
r.ise_' in salaries; ‘Just prior to elections they are willing to listen
to people but once they get in you cannot get them for love nor .

money.

Labor Partisans (4)

Did not get around to doing much; _Opemv'.ngvof Ivari'dge wrangle; Should
be local, .smller Iindustries rathervthan large Qcale .industries,-
Trouble is both parties are the same - take a lot of time in the
press and the a.ir'.with political propaganda that .1s unimportant

'oft:en .

Workers Party (1) . ' _ o - . -

Too many regulations.,

" 'Non-Partisans (3)
Always unsatisfied with federal opposition when in government;

" Have not had a chance to do much because they have not been in long;.

All manipulated by money.
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LABOR PARTY

Favourable Responses

Management of Government (98)

Capable Managers ' (49)

'Labor Partisans (26)

D& get things done; They gét th'e‘ job done fo.. the best of theJIZr ability;
Yes th_ey hav-e done a good job; Doing a good job; Like thg way they -
..handle‘ affairs at the mﬁent;Like the job they do overall ; Are trying_
* to keep things '.movi_ng,: Do fair job; Doing the job; Steady - on an evén
. keel - do not rush off in different _direcfions: They have done. a
ptettg good . job éll round; They do seem to be trying; Appear to be moving
on; Competant members - hanﬁled state's affairs we-ll;l The_;y aré_ doing
a pretty good job;_ Sﬁab.ility; They try and get their two cents worth
in; Seem to do more; They are doing their best;‘Do.i‘ng their job;
FDoing their bestL- Try a lot harder than the Libérais to get things
"~ done. -Mpre er;thu.éias't._ic,- Ptovi&ed stable c-onsistent style of.

- government; They try; More capable - seem more confident.

L"ibefal - Labor (1)

" Like them to lead government.

Liberal Partisans. 11)

Like Tasmania and théy have tun the state for so long; Done a good
" job; Done a éood job; boipg a.' pretty good job; Havé not doné a bad
job since they Have been in; Do.ing a reasonable job,-A }iave doné some
good things - bridge; roads, and connect.iohs etc.; Doi_nQ a fair job -
IJbera._ls will not do any bgtter; Got solidaz.'ityv --do.iﬁg a fair job
under difficult positibr_z; Think they do a good job ana they t_ry hard;

Doing fairly good job - running smootbly.

Augtralian Democrats (1)

Have been happy with Labor.
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Liberal - No Preference (1)

Battlers.

- Labor -~ No Preference (1)

~Like the way they run the state as a whole. Doeé_attempt to do best

1t can for the community.

Non;-l’artisans » (8) .
, They bav.e done a good job} They have not done a bad job really;
Doing a good jqb,- ‘Done a good job; They‘ receive from the federal
) gpvez;nment; Doing good job; Think they have done a. goéd’ job;

Done a reasonable job - financial affairs handled.

_Look After State's Interests - .(14)

Labor Partisans (4)
It puts state's interests ahead; Have helped -asmania over the years
~generally, Always‘trying to boost tourism and state in general and

the people; They have more understanding of the Taémanian scezﬁe;'

Liberal - Labor Q) o ,

' State had pretty good deal under Labor over past 20 years; '

Australian Democrats - Labor (1)

. . They have made Tasmania a wonderful place to live.

Australian Democrats (1)

They have more understanding of the Tasmania scene.

Liberal Partisans (4)

Try to do best for state,-' More Tasmanian than the Liberals - project
" a profile that seems more interested in local affairs; Looking after
' the state now; Think Labor Party has done more for Tasmania than

Mr, Bingham.
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Liberal - Don't Know (1)

Admire approach - are Tasmanian,

e

Non-Partisans (2)
They are concerned for Tasmania; Yes, Government. effective for the

. state..

Handiing of Tasman Bridge Disaster (12)

~Labor Partisans (6)

Handling of bridge répai;s; Have &one vérg gbod. Jjob with bridge in
di_fficult circumstances; Bridgé back up; They.did a lot to get the
"br..idgebback up; Done a good job on Tasman Bridge; Good -j'o.b on bridge -
q'uick organisation after bridge went dowr;;' |

Liberal Partisans (3)

Tasman bridge action; The way they handled the bridge =~ 'pretty gocd;m
I think they have done a. piettg good job, particularly after bridge
| affair. '

~

- Non Partisans (3) )
—_ . .

" Handled bridge disaster well; Manage the state well e.g. Bridge

'festoration,' Tasman bridge -restoration handling.

Fair, Honest, For the People ~(23)

‘Labor Partisans (18)

On thev peoples side - more capabze to govern; Honestly. try.ing to do
'.the right thing in Tas'mania; All out to help everyone as _fér as they
can; Seem to give a fair go'— fair party - do.not walk on anybody;
Good cross section - know more about what the people want than do
the oppositi_on,? More épproacbable; They are O.K. - they care; More
for the peoplé; More pliable for personal contact; Do e‘verything

possible to help all éspects of life - employmeﬁt, tourism etc.;
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Labor Partisans (18) (Continued)

Straight forward»; Always gives us a good go; They are pretty fair;
Can talk Eo them -~ answer questions readily - good héar.ing. They
do a good job; More progressiv'é,- Plodders, sincere; do look after the

state; Concern for people.

- No Preference - Labdr 3)

- They try to help everyone,they have a good track record; I .like sense
* of realism .invLabor...,. They bind different ideologies in a way which .

- responds to human needs; More for people. -

Liberal Partisans (1) -

Some of them are fair.

" Labor - No Preference (1)

" Their apparent willingness to listen and respond to _people.

Personalities (59)

Fielson (33)

Labor Partisans (12) ' e

Hz;. Nielson has his heart in Tasmania; Mr. "Nielson tries hard;
Nielson's a trier; Mr. Nielson; Mr. Nielson; Nielson been good >for
N Tasmania,;v éersbnalities - Mr. N.ielson} Yes Mr. ﬁielsbn's fair -
says what he means and does it; &ielson made bettéz_- Labor premier
than 75% of I;asmania.'ns thought - éohe Labor Party.T good; Nielson
» préved himself éapable against adversary; I like Mr. Nielson;

Bill Nielson.

No Preference - Labor (1)-

Bill Nielson - a bit more honest.
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I.ibera.l '?artisans (13)

Mr. Nielson has done his best; 'Mz.'. Nieison, more centre .of ré;d;
: Yes, I think under Bill Nie;soh some good policies formulated; Like
Mr. Nielsbn - very'down ‘to eartf?,- Nielsoh'# in tune with need-sv of
the State; Mi'. Nielson; I suppose a man 1.'ike. Nielson .~ trying though :
with a problem like his health; Mr. Nielson is an honest man if
uncouth. Has had good of Tasmania at heart; Nielson the best we have
got;K Mr, Niélson a joliy good man - of 'people; N.ielsqn's fortl:hr.igh't-
ness - his occasional denunciation of irresponsible unipn éct.ion:

N.ielson-éll_ right; Nielson's done a good job.’

No Preference - Liberal (1)

Mr. Nielson is certainly all for Tasmania. .

Austr.alian Democrats (1)

. Premier.

Labor - No Preference (1)

Seems to be well run un&er Nielson.

Non~-Partisans (4)

. _
Mr. Nielson seems to do all right; Bill Nielson; Bill Nielson, honest
1like inany of Labor Party members .m Tasmania; Mr. Nielson has some

_good ideas - buying of old IXL buildings.
Lowe " (15)

- Labor Partisans (5) ’

Mr. Lowe; Yes, I like the idea of Doug Lowe being Premier; Premier

elect (Lowe) very suitable; I like Doug Lowe; Lowe. . .

Other - Labor (1)

Like Doug Lowe - gets things moving.
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Liberal Partisans (1) |
Mr. Lowe do.ing a good job; Doug Lowe; Mr; Lowe,- Like Mr. Low.e -
genuine person; Mr. Lowe is qr.u.te a good type On Qutward
appearances seems quzet and dJ.gn.lfJ.ed, Doug Lowe, Interested in E
8eeing what Doug Lowe does - much stronger personelzty than Bingham

. or Nielson.:

Non Partisans (2)

Like Mr. Lowe; Doug Lowe.
~Others (11)

Labor Partisans (4)

m-. Batt, when he behaves himself; Og.llwe - there's been good
men, Reece; Personal:.t:.es .... Mr. Reece; Better under Reece, run

tb.ings smoothly.

) i.iberal Partisans (3'),

Mike Barnard; Coates; Admire Mr. Reece.

"Non Partisans (4)

L4

Barnard, Baldock; Brianb Herradine,- Reece; A few good premiers;

. Policies (28)

General (5)

Labor Partisans (5)

Host of their polJ.c:.es - hous.mg policy; Yes, some policies -
hous.ing development ~ roads; Believe in theJ.r pol;czes, Pol.lcies

e.g. health - environment; Pursuing the right policies.
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" Bducation (6)

Lebor Partisans (2)
o Bmphasis on education and equality in education, concern for less

privileged; Education system has been good.

Liberal - Labor (1)

They have done a lot for education.

' Liberal - Partisans 2)

" Education policy,-' Labor is good in education matters.

~ Non-Partisans (1)

EBducation policy,
Welfare . (7)

I.abbr Partisans (3)

Helped pensioners a lot; Reasonable priorities on social welfare,

. education; Concessions to pensioners.

_ Liberal - Labor (1)

Have tried to help our lowest class - pepple who are struggling in

poverty.

" Non-Partisans (2)
It is more concerned with welfare class; Making efforts to

- distribute wealth and try to help families,

Refused (1)

Done more for pensioners.



363

Policy - Other (10)

Labor Partisans )

Get folk back to work; Prepared to spend on public service; Enquiry
Into victimless crime very good; Doing the right thing to allow the

H.E.C. to complete plans.
Labor - Other (1)
More sympathetic to preservation of wilaerness area and alternative

energy sources.

Liberal Partisans (3)

Stuck out for H.E.C.; It has tried to overcome the employment

s.ituat.ion, Ang.cultute well handled-

Communist (1)
Work on anti discrimination areas, cJ.VJ.l rJ.ghts and greater support

for community groups.

Liberal-No Pref erenc.e Q)

They work well with unions.
. ° B .

Generai (20)

' Labor Partisans (10)

Yes; Like the Labo.t Party no matter where they are, Most thJ.ngs,
' Just about everything - they try; Yes, like what they stand for;

Yes; Everything; Everything; Yes; Bit better than the Liberals.’

Liberal Partisans (5)

They are O.K. I suppose; Like everything; Do not reaily mind the

Labor Party; Yes; Have no complaints.
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wabor - No Preference

Bverything.

¥on Partisans (3)

. Both good; They mean well; Seem to be O.K. at present.

Refused (1)

. _ No objection.

Party Related Items (15)

The Members 9

Labor Partisans (5) ' I .
Young candidates; Like the people in the party; The candidates;

Prefer personel in the party; 'Youngei members.

Liberal Partisamns (2)

The attitude of one or two individuals; Some gbod'blqkes as with

L.ibefal S.

Non Partisans (1)

»

Impressed with some of the younger members of the party.

Refused (1)
Only the members.

Other (6)

Labor Partisans (1)

More democratic than the Liberals. .

Liberal -~ Labor (1)

Not as union dominated..
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Liberal Partisan (1)

Less union orientated than Federal.

Ko Preference - Other (1)

Letting more younger members into the party which is good.

Liberal —~ No Preference (1)

‘Do not worry too much about Caucus which is good.

Non Partisan (1)

Not governed by unions.

" Group Related Items (10).

Labor Partisans )

Try' and beip the working man; They look after the working people;
Yes, because Liberals do not suit working man; More legislation
suited to my worki_ng'class interests; Help workers; Labor more for

‘working man; Help the working man.

~No Preference - Labor (,1), - ,

Average man's party.

Liberal Partisan (1)

'Supposed to help people more and stand for workers.

~ Nom Partisan (1)

- More for working people.

Ideology (6)

Labor Partisans (2)

Ideology; Socialist party.’
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Liberal Partisan

Have been centre of road or right wing.

Labor - No Preference

Fairly forward iooking outlook.
Non-Partisans (2)

Their ... l.ibera._l aﬁtitude; More moderate than Labor in other states.
. Closer to English Liberals.

“Other  (10)

Labor Partisans (4)

Know most of the politicians personally and often go to Parliament
and listen; Equalisi_ng effect; I am neutral = past achievements

better; Admire Don Chipp.

: I.:lberal. Partisans (4)°
Some ideas all :iéht - but_ financ.ialig speaki_x:g Liberals are better;
Good for a la:ugh : Nielson's done the right thing findi'ng a nice
.l.ittle job for himseif; Yés, the.mess ’they make will enhance the
: ch.ﬁn?es of the Liberal Party winning the next election; They have

" been in power too long.

N Other ~ Liberal

" Bill Nielson going and Doug Lowe coming.

.Non~Partisan

Need opposition to federal government.
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- Unfavourable Responses -

>Party Related Items (48)

Left Wing Influence (15)

‘Labor Partisans (2)

Lead to left wing; Emergence of extreme left.

Liberal ~ Labor

Threat of left wing gaining control.

- Liberal Partisans (9)
| | Dominance of left wing; Left wing element; Left wing faction; Do
n-:_wt 'likevleft 'wingers_; Too much left wing element gaining contrcl;
Communist element; After factional fight, wrong section has come out
+« begin to jlean léft from now on} Extreme left is gett:éné péwerfu].;

Being overtaken by left.

Other - Liberal

Extreme left wing element,

Non-Partisans (2)

’
Controlled too much from extreme left; Do not like growth of left

wing .

Disunity (21)

Labor Partisans (7)

The infight.in§ and witch huntihg} They are not stra,ighlt enough - some:
HP"S do not respect the party line; Inf..ighting; disunity; Discussion
of left and right of party - should be ju'st.Labor; Do not like

factions forming in pgtty} A 1bt of overt back-#t&bbing; No great

unity or strength
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)

No Preference - Lébor

Individuals trying to build own platform, do not work as a team.

" Liberal Partisans (8)

They are always arguing; Do not listen to each other's ideas - they
"-i‘are just there for what they can get out of it; Demise of party

through internal squabbling; Too easily led; Bickering; Internal

- rows; Tendency for caucus rule évér the .i‘ndiv.idﬁals in parliament;

Do not like the way they are all yes men.

Australian Democrats

In party fighting and the basic structure. of the party.

Labor - Othér

Paction fighting.

Labor -~ No Preferencé

Too much power in one or two individuals.

Non-Parf isans (2)

Heckling among the members; Internal dissention - no agreement at all.

Party members a2)

h Labor Partisans 3)

" Men not high enough standard generally Speakiﬁg'; About 2/3 of cabinet ~

_crit.ical of poor quality of cabinet ministers; Mainly personalities.

Liberal Partisans (4)
Only personalities; Some of the oldermmembers are one-eyed, Two or
three members that I know reasonably well and I would -not réally

trust; Not many of our ministers competant to govern any state.

L4 .
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Liberal - Don't Know

The tail's too long.

Non-Partiséns (3)
Certain ministers; Not enqizgh ‘good politicians - e.g. Baldock as

" minister for trénépdit; Not“e'nough stfdtig persdriélifies.

" “Liberal - No Preference

All greedy mongrels.

Management of ‘Government (44)

Labor Partisans (11)

All . promises; Talk too muchv - not .eno.uéb aétidn} Do not suc;-ceéd very -
well; Should not subsidize Mt. Lyall or other industr.ies - not

' cbmparable wiéh S.A, .governme‘nt which is nbre .succe.s-sful,- ‘sAome'

E wvild s?endi.ng; Th_ey go on with wasti.n.g tJ.me _.in parliatyentar.y debate. -
- somet imes talk.i.x'zg'ébogt per#onal 'matters,- Not forward thinking
fenough for the .state,--Lack Dunstan's f&res.ight,- Slip rbéd businéss

| not well handled; Main problem is fhat thgé hév)_e been there so ion§
they have run out of steam to a certain extent. Lack 'of'talent;

» ~Bave not fought hard enough for Tasmania as an island.

Liberal Partisans (15)

Pettyness - name cai.liﬁg,-» Slow way théy ﬁ!ake decisions; Too slow in »
whaf: theg do; Both waste time; Spend so much ﬁnneg'} on unnecessary
th.i_ngs,-i They seem to rush in more; Lacking in .init.jat:fve,- Policies
politically mtivated.fér 'votés - e.g. transferring CAE to Launceston
,bec;;ause theg‘.lost federal election up thére,- They are a bit petty,
too m_ény trips., We have not heard anything about them; Not enougiz
’ foresight. Does not look any further than the nexf lot of elections -
if that far; Decision% are just political- rather than taking into |

account what is best; A lot of trouble with boards - Fruit Board is

_chaotic, Fire and ambulance out of control for years; Not very taken ... '



' 370

Liberal Partisans -(15) (Continued) E L | o '
with TAB - They do not seem to be getting the government revenue theg
should Did not take costs .into account when setting it up; Do not
..11ke undue power gJ.ven to HEC; Way they handled health and transport,'

- RHH business w1th Farquar, ambulance board, Tasman bridge.

Workers Party

Do not do anything.

Comunist

Not courageous in updat.mg the law.

Liberal ~ No Pteference _

Fail to use local expertise. Tend to sit the fence. Play.mg the game

between State and Federal Government.

Labor « No Preference

". Action on mainland advice to make law without sufficient discussicn

« especially TCAE.

."Non Pareisans (5) ' ' L _ R
Do not know whatv theu .are doing e cannot organiee rhe s.implestv task; »
Ministers could present a better publ.ic image - get a feel.ing'of -
"arrogance,- Tney have given into bureacuracy. .The;q haue too much
) bureacura_cy;. Dovnot see any evidence of get up and go; Fact that
been a_ government too long; Main problem.is that :they bave been there
.80 long they have run out of Stéa}“ to a certain extent.‘ Lack of

talent,

(b) Handling of Bridge Restoration (8)

Labor-Partisans (3)

Time it took to rebuJ.ld the er.dge, Opem.ng of er.dge wrangle, Bit

of a m.ix up over brz.dge but all p011t1c1ans are bunglers.
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_Liberal Partisans (3)

A'Hahdling of the ferries; Could have been 'qu.ickez' with bridge;
ﬁ'hey prevarcated and procrastinated and messed about over the
bridge. Did not like the way they treated that man (Clifford)

over ferries.

Australian Democrats - Labor

They took a long time about rebuilding the bridge.

. No Preference - tabor

Some of their performance has been pztzful, eSpecJ.ally after the

bz'idge d.lsastez- in partzcular._

Personalities (43) .

"Nielson (19)

- : Labor Partisans (7)

Do not like Mr. Nielson leav.mg before his three years.' Should Leep

- his promse to be in for that tzme, Party head not doing enough; |
. Do nqt approve of Mr. ylelson 1eav.png_ party for new pos.ltzon ; Feel

Mr. Nielson will ;’zever.replavce Mr.v Reece.; Prem.i»ez.' Nielson; Leader;

Bill _Niel son.

" Liberal Partisans N

Do not like the Premier - do not trust tu.m, Do not t}unk much of
Iuelson or his team; Mr. Nielson; Do not like Mr. Nielson retiring
on a fat pension and giving himself a fat job as Agent-General;

Do not like their leader much; ﬁilly. Nielson; Bill Nielson.

‘Non Partisans (5)
Need new leader; Bill N.lelson, Nielson; Mr. Nielson: leav.mg, 8111

N.iel son.
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- Others @ ' - E— : Y

Labor Partisans (7)

Mr. Batt; Batt - a tool to be manipulated - he is too weak; Yes,
~Nedil Batt; Neil Batt; Do not approve of Mr. Lowe being given

- position so easily -~ should be voted iii,- Mr. Chisholm; Mr. Miller.

Liberal-Labor

I do not like Mr. Lowe.

. .Liberalvl’artisans (9)

' Mr. Batt; Neil Batt; Do not like the way Mr. Batt carries on;
. Neil Batt; Batt's a vile man; Mr. Batt; Mr. Batt - snide

- nastiness; Lowe is iieak; Worry about future leadership.

Labor ~ No Preference (2)
Ny Pbtential deputy leader; Disapprove of Mr. Batt being in ALP.

' Libéréi - No vPreference

Dis'l.ike..ineff.icier'jcy'-of ministers - é;'g. Chisholm, ’.l;"az.'quar.
Non~Partisans (3)
: - Mr. Batt; Lowe rﬁ'.l_l be weaker tﬁan Niéison_,- back ;benche.rsv who are

ineffective - e.g. Green. g

“ies

Refused
Do not like Mr. Batt - bombastic.
Policies (25)

Education (6)

Labor Partisans

Do not like policies on tertiary education.
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Liberal Partisans (4)
Education - what was done to TCAE; No action on TCAE; I do not
like their attitude to education - do not want to kn'ow_about'

specific learning difficulties; Education cuts.

Liberal - No Preference

Cut in education.
Conservation . (7) '

L Labor Partisans (4)> o

' ‘Lack of concern for conservation issues; Attitude to conservation
. abherrent - e.g. woodchipping, Lake Pedder, Gordon River;

Environmental policies; Too development at any cost oriented.

- Liberal~Labor
© Left it too late to save some of the wilderness area.

N2 Preference - Other

' . Environmental track record.
Non-Partisan
o Not satisfied with their attitude. towards national parks ~ and
railways.
Other (12)

L Laﬁor Partisans (5)

S " . . Not enough going for young; The hydro works are going a bit over-
board; Transport policies; Police powers were adequate and should
not have been increased - civil liberties infringed soon; Could be

doing more for inflation.
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K

Liberal Partisans (4)

Do not promote tfze state properly as a tourist ‘-renue,- Do not do

enough for promotion 'of state,-. Excess.it;'e tax on urban propez.;ty ,

their encouragethent of excessive tourism, preﬁccuéation with
woodchipping industry; Gi_v.ijg o;'chardists a fzj.igbtfui go; pulling _

‘things to p.ieces,- not keen on all that n’bney H.E.C. are getting.

Australian Democrats'

Rest of policies.

Non-Partisans ' (2) - o
Could do more for children - no facilities; Record in housing ancf

. tiansport very poor..

 Ideology (15)
Communist - Left Wing (6)

Liberal Partisans - (5) . °

' Labor Party are communists; Object to pro-communist attitudes;
Some have false ideas - communistic; Quite a lot of their policies

. too left wi.ng;'Do,not like left wing éttitudes.

Non Partisans

Soclalist aspect.’

vess

“Conservative ‘= ‘Right Wing (9)

 Liberal - Labor

They are too right wing.

Labor Partisans (6)

Towards right - more conservative as compared with other states;
A bit too conservative and like Liberals; Too conservative; A bit

conservative; In Tasmania over conservative; Too moderate.
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Liberal Partisan

Deputy premier fence sitting.

Non-Partisan

Same as Liberals,

" Group Related Items (15)

i.abor Partisans (5)

" Union problems; Labor Party is run by Trade Unions; Do hot like
Labor having so many strikes; No sympathy with strikes; Théy- are

. not taking a strong enough action-__aga'.inst unions.

Liberal - Labor

The party is all tied up with unions.

Liberal Partisans . (lo)

. Connection with the unions; Kore tied up with unions; Not firm .
. enough with unions; Could do a lot more for the people rather tban
. . big business with the power they have. .

" Socialist Workers Party

Not orientated towards worker - sell them out and compromise with

.- capitalis_ts.

Non Partisans (4)
- Unions; Only the fact they are Labor and they are not for the
ordinary man; Favour communists; Affiliation with Federal Labor

' Pai'ty.
General (6)

Liberal Partisans (5)

Everything; Everytlz.i_ng really; Lots of things; b_o'not like them;

YeS.
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Refused

Quite a lot.
Other

Liberal Partisans (2)

They draw their numbers from the senior educated - those who
. appeal to the massés_; Have not been helpful to me - especially

" John Coates.

Non—-Partisans
- Always unsatisfied with federal opposition when in government;

All trying to do their bit - scmethings right, others wrong.



