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ABSTRACT 

· Australia has both a federal system. and parliamentary 

government. One result of this combination is that at any point 

in time an election is likely to be a focus of attention, partic­

ularly by party activists, somewhere within the system. More 

importantly, the same major political parties are the main 

contenders for control of both state and national governments. 

Thus irrespective 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 perceive this political 

environment. The data generated by the responses to questions on 

the parties, party preference, party competition, the structuring 

of the political system and of respondents' perceptions of their 

self-identity within a system which encourages both national and 

state loyalties are presented and analysed'. 

A federal system provides the opportunity for voters to 

maintain attachments to different parties simultaneously. Party 

identification and reported voting behaviour are used as measures 

of party preference to indicate the e~tent to which voters maintain 

the same partisan attachment across both spheres of the system. 

The patterns of party attachments which emerge lead to an 

_analysis of pe~ceptions about party competition at each sphere and 

to a comparison across spheres of party images~ The images and 

response patterns provide 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 context of constitutionally 

and politically defined spheres of governmental jurisdiction. Per­

ceptions about the structuring of the system in terms of the relative 

importance of state and national governments are used to indicate 

the salience of each sphere. Three orientations are evident, and 

are examined in relation to socio-economic variables and partise.n­

ship. Each respondent's orientation to the system is crosstabu~_ated 

to his political identity. The resultant patterns indica~te a mix 

of or.ientation and identity ranging from fully national to fully 

state. 

Orientations toward the system are also used as indepencent 

variables in a further examination of perceptions of party competi­

tion. Perceptions of party competition ih relation to each sphere 

are examined and compared for each orientation. In addition 

important partisan differences are revealed and some comments are 

offered about the consequences of these differences in relation to 

Tasmanian state elections. 

The response patterns which emerge from the analysis of the 

survey data indicate perceptions about the parties and the political 

system whic.h challenge the appropriateness of assumptions and 

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



are revealed suggest 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 system. 

, 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

One of the most neglected areas in Australian political 

research is the way in which citizens internalize and respond to 

their political environment. Australian government is organised 

federally. Functions are distributed among the national and 

state governments in a manner designed to allow each to exercise its 

constitutionally allotted powers independently of the other. The 

Australian federal system is at the same time a single national 

polity and a system of separate territorially circumscribed sub-

national polities. Citizens of a state therefore are simultaneou~ly 

citizens of the nation, subject to state jurisdiction as well as to 

national jurisdiction. They are constituents of two polities and, 

for electoral purposes at least, required to participate politically 
1 

in both. 

In addition to the federal framework, each political entity 

created, national as well as state, is structured on the parliamentary 

model of responsible government with executives dependent upon the 

confidence of the majority of the members of the legislature. · Members 

2 
of the lower houses are elected for a maximum period but each chamber 

may be dissolved earlier. That is, no government is elected 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. 
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independently. Elections in Australia therefore are not only 

frequent political events but every government's term of office 

is punctuated by at least one election involving all or part of 

its electorate. 1 A national election, for example, is likely to 

be held during the term of each state government and, conversely, 

state ele~tions are likely to be fought during the term of the 

2 national government. 

The major political parties contest 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 the 

parties which have won power nationally, either in their own right 

or as a coalition partner, have ever won power in:the states. 

Coinpet~tion for governmental power therefore, although multi-centred, 

always involves a contest dominated by teams of the same· partisan 
. 3 

complexion. With separate elections party competition in Australia . 
is thus an almost continual electoral campaign fought between two major 

4 ' teams centred on the seven arenas comprising the political system. 

1. For eY.ample, since 1974 there have been general elections in South 
Australia, 1975; Tasmania, 1976; Victoria 1977; Ne-.1 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. In addition, the national 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 el~ctions 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 si~ year terms with a third retiring each 
two years. 

3. This however, is not to say that party competition is 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. 
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3 

The result has been that party competition transgresses 

constitutionally defined governmental boundaries. National party 

1 
leaders take part in state elections and state party leaders take 

part in national elections. Furthermor~, state elections have been 

used as national by elections or as an opportunity to reinforce a 

national victory and national policies are used to support appeals for 

voter support by contending state leaders (more often of the party in 

opposition nationally) in state elections • 

In Tasmania the degree of partisan symmetry between the contestants 

in national and state elections is especially pronounced. Both electoral 

arenas are dominated by just two contestants, the Liberal Party of 

2 Australia and the Australian Labour Party. Of all the states, party 

competition in Tasmania is closest to e .two-party contest in House of 

Representatives elections and with South Australia is closest to a two-

. 1 t" 3 party contest 1n state e ec ions. Thus irrespective of the electoral 

contest involving the fate of a government,. voters in Tasmania are 

confronted with partisan competition substantially confined to the same 

' 
two partisan teams. 

1. A more recent feature which has developed is that other state 
leaders as well as national leaders are taking part in s.ta te 
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 
election~ in each state, indicates that the degree of fractionalization 
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 St\,ldy of the Australian Political System", Australiai 
Jburnal of Politics and Histbry, Vol.21,No.3,Dec.1975, Footnote 49, p20. 
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This thesis is an attempt to examine some aspects of the way in 

which voters in one Tasmanian electorate internalize and respond to 

this political environment. It examin~s the perceptions and responses 

of a sample of voters from the Denison electorate by focusing on 

patterns of party preference, perceptians of party competition and 

party images in the context of both national and state politics and 

on voter perceptions of the p9litical 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 extent to which voters' partisan responses, 

in terms of party identification and voting behaviour are integrated 

across national and state arenas; that is to say the extent to which 

voters maintain stable partisan loyalties across the two electoral 

spheres. 

Voter perceptions of party competition and the images voters have 

. of the parties in relation to each sphere of ~he system are investigated 

to indicate the degree to which voters perceive an integrated party 

system and an integrated pattern of party conflict. Perceptions of 

party competition are concerned with voters' images of the content and 

degree of partisan conflict at each sphere 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 explore voters' perceptions about the structure of party conflict 

in a federal context and the degree 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 government is considered by voters 
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to be more important than the other. Ihis is examined because the 

attitudes held by voters in relation to the structure of the political 

system provide a set of influences which contribute to the degree of 

centralization in the total system. In addition to the resultant 

patterning of perceptions about the relative significance of the corn-

ponent governments, the extent to which voters identify with either 

the national or the state component of the political system is 

examined. In other words, both voters' perceptions about the 

structuring of the system, as well as the patterning of their self-

placement within the system is examined. 

The political attitudes and opinions held by citizens have · 

provided an important area of political research, supplementing the 

more traditional and institutional approach to the study of politics. 

Sample s•.irvey techniques have enabled researchers, especially in the 
I 

United States and Canada, to provide data and hypotheses that have 

contributed to studies of political attitudes and behaviour in general. 
I . . 

But more particularly, researchers in these countries have produced 

' studies of citizen orientations, responses and attitudes to federal 

political environments that provide material and approaches 

appropriate to other federal systems·such as Australia. Survey studies 

of party preference patterns and citizen perceptions aboµt the federal 

framework are two such areas that provide data and approaches applicable 

to Australia. 

An observation by Canadian political scientists that there was a 

tendency for the party in opposition in the national parliament to win 

power in subsequent provincial elections, for a time· led to a repeated 

assertion about voter motivations in relation to the Canadian federal 

system. It was suggested by several commentators that this pattern 

of electoral victories indicated that voters deliberately elected 
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1 opposing parties to power at the two centres. Survey research 

has since produced results which discount this assertion. Never-

theless, a number of constituency surveys have shown a significant 

movement in partisan preferences across electoral spheres as well 

as a significant degree of voter abstention in provincial elections. 

These st11dies 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 data show that 

the degree of decentralization in partisan loyalties differs 

substantially between regions • 

. An American study has provided an additional approach to this 

question of the degree of integration in patterns of party preferen~e. 

Jennings and Niemi 3 have reported survey data indicating that alth·.Jugh 

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 government" . 4 

1. For example. Denn:ls 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.144-162. 

2. D.V.Smiley, Canada in Question: Federalism in the Seventies, McGraw 
Hill Ryerson Limited, Toronto, Ch.4. 

3. M.Kent Jennings and Richard G. Niemi, "Party Idendification at 
Multiple Levels of Government", American Journal of Sociology, 
Vol.72, No.l, 1966-67, pp.86-101. 

4. !£!E, p.86. 
This has also .been found to be the case in Ontario, Canada. 
See George Perlin and Patti Peppin,"Variations in Party Support 
in Federal and Provincial Elections: Some Hypotheses", 
Canadian Journal of Political Science, Vol.4, No.2, 1971, pp.281-286. 
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1 
Although Scarrow has pointed out that alternating election 

victories ("for a party at one level of government surrounded b'f 

election·victories for another party at the other level of 

government") were more frequent in Australia than in Canada during 

the period 1930-1958, this phenomenon has not been subjected to 

detailed examination. Irideed, for the most part of Australia's 

federated history there has been a significant degree of assymetry 

2· 
in partisan complexion among the seven governments. 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 question is are derived from national 

3 surveys conducted in 1967 and 1969. The data indeed suggest\ that 

although there was some vote switching during the mid-sixties, party 

preference in terms of voting behaviour is substantially integrated 

across electoral arenas. 

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

2. In fact there has only been one period when the same party has ceen 
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, Cheshire, 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 Politics, Australian 
National University Press, Canberra, 1977. 
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This integration in voting choice is reinforced by the 

patterns of party identification revealed ~y 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 national 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 studies 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. 

!.Rawson and Ho~tzinger 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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Davis has pointed to significant disparities in the average levels 

of party support over the period 1940-1959, and to differences between 

states in the· degree of the disparities. Queensland and Tasmania 

produced twice the disparity evident in the other states. Solomon 2 

has also drawn attention to marked differences in levels of party 

support between House of Representatives and House of Assembly 

elections in Tasmania. 

Whether or not party support is integrated across electoral 

arenas, important questions concern·. the extent to which voters perceive 

an integrated structure .of political conflict and monolithic parties. 

These questions have not been examined in Australia. In a Canadian 

study noted above, it has been suggested that reasons given for voting 

for different parties at national and provincial elections indicate 

that images of national politics vary from those of provincial 

politics. Perlin and Peppin have argued that "provincial politics is 

perceived more frequently in terms of generalized images while in 

federal politics leader, candidate, policy and party are more 

. frequently treated as independent objects. 1' 
3Party images hare received 

attention but only in the context of national politics 
4 

or state 

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

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

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

6. 

T. 

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

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

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

Aitkin, op.cit., eh. 4. 

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

Jea:n Holmes and Campbell Sharman, The Australian Federal System, George 
Allen and Unwin, Sydney, 1977, ch.4 · 

For example, J.D.Il.Miller & Brian Jinks; Australian Government & Politics, 
Duckworth, London, 4th ed., 1971, eh. 3. 
Michelle Grattan, "The Australian Labor Party", Henry Mayer· & Helen Nelsor 
(eds.), Australia11 Politics: A Third Reader, Cheshire,Melbourne,1973, 

pp.389-406 
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have connnented, that organisationally both major parties are 

1 
confedera.l structures. Sharman and Holmes have also asserted 

that state branches of the parties differ significantly in style, 

alliances, policy, and ideological slant, in. challenging the degree 

of integration in the party system. If the parties are organised 

decentrally and they differ between states, variations between the 

images of the national and state components would be expected. 

Moreover, the extent to which these images do vary will provide an 

indication as to the degree of integration in.the party system. 

A federal constitution establishes a delineation of functions 

between component regional governments and the national government. 

Each authority has independent jurisdiction with neither superior to 

the other. National and regional governments are thus expected to 

be equal in status although responsible for different functions. 2 

But developments within and without the federated political system 

bring pressures for change to the functioning of the system. In the 

absence of significant changes by formal con~titutional amendment 3 

the Australian system has adapted to changing social conditions through 

.1. Holmes and Sharna_n .• op.cit., p.112. 
2. Hugh V. Emy, The Politics of Australian Democracy, Macmillan, 

South Melbourne, 1974, p.99. 

3.. For 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 beeri no research into citizen attitudes 
about the constitution and proposals for change except for · 
general attitudes about the power of governments. See .Holmes 
an.d Sharman op.cit., p. 77. 
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1 
political processes of co-operation and bargaining between governm~n~~· 

,' 
As adaptations have occurred with consequent expansion in the powers 

and responsibilities of the national government, differing 

assessments have been made about the functioning of the system. 

Thus from a perspective concerned primarily with problems of 

2 . 3 
financial relations between the component units Mathews 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 analysing the 

federal system, much of the literature contains an implicit 

hierarchical perspective. This is most evident in the use of terms, 

the "federal government" and "levels11 of government. Instead of 

central or national government the term "the federal government" is 

used far.plying an overall national pre-eminance and responsibility 

for_ the __ func_tioning 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 Relations', 
R.X.Burns, G.C. Sharman, Garth Stevenson, Patrie Weller, and 
R.F.I. Smith, Political _and Administrative Federalism, Centre 
for Research on Federal Financial Relations, Research Monograph 
No.14, 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.), Responsibility Sharing in a Federal System, 
Research Monograph, Centre for Research on Federal Financ.ial 
Relations, Canberra, 197~, Introduction, pp.xvii-xxiv. 
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traditional perspective of spheres of jurisdiction as propounded 

1 by Wheare. 

Moreover, although federal systems are presumed to be .. 
predicted on the existence of territorially based social 

2 
diversities giving rise to regional loyalties, the nature of the 

diversities and the strength of such loyalties have not, until 

3 recently, received serious academic attention. Indeed, notions 

of the existence of federal sentiments have been dismissed 4 while 

acknowledgments of regional loyalties have more often been of the 

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

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

3. 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 South 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 similar 
problems. 
John Warhurst, "State Elections: Queensland.and South Australia", 

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. 

4. For example, P.H.Partridge, "The Politics of Federalism", in 
G. Sawyer, (ed.), Federalism, an Australian Jubilee Study, Cheshire, 
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 Yet the very fact thac 

there are votes in such appeals, as Wiltshire notes, 3 indicates 

the importance of regional factors in the perceptions of the 

citizenry. No 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 -ind 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 performance of each government, including local, 

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

these and other studies 5 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 
F 

affairs and people rate themselves as being more conversant with 

1. See for example, the concluding discussion to Sawer' s c01mnentary 
"Constitutional Change: Australian and Overseas Experience" in 
Russell Mathews (ed.), Making Federalism Work, pp.75-76 

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

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

4. 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. 

5. ibid. 



14 

national matters than with state matters. From a variety of survey 

questions it is evident that the salience of state government in 

America is significantly less than that of the national government. 

Or as Reeves and Glendening have commented in reviewing this 

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

of citizen attention to gove~nment." 
1 Yet it is equally 

apparent that not all people take this view. For some people, 

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

Canadian research however suggests that the regional 

governments are more significant to Canadians than state governments 

are to Americans. Questions put to a national sample of Canadians 

. 2 . 
in 1965 produced results which indicate that the most important 

problems facing ~he country are a~tributed to the national 
. ..._. 

gover.nment by most respondents. However, provincial governments are 

considered by most respondents as having the most personal 

3 significance. In addition, the Canadian data show significant . 
differences between provinces in the percentage supporting these 

, 
propositions. 

1. !12.i!i· p.143. 

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

3. 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 with 
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 Australia·n 

writing. Nor is it sufficient for an understanding of Australian 

voter attitudes and responses to focus on one part of the political 

system without due regard for the remainder. As Miller and Jinks 

have cautioned, "any generalization about an Australian political 

party must always be examined to see whether it applies only at the 

Federal level, or to only one state, or to most states but not to all!~ 

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 incicated by the surveys noted 

above, and the regional differentiation evident in Canada signal a 

need for similar kinds of surveys and questions to be conducted in 

Australia. How do Australian citizens perceive the structure of the 

Australian system of government? Do inferences drawn from statements 

of party preference or patterns of voting prrferences 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 

2 simply because they have been neglected. 

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

2. A Manly (NSW) survey by Goodhew,Power and by Valentine, 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.l, 1978, pp.86-89. 
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 S. 
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·They are important also because they may provide a more adequa~~ 

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

designed to adjust the functioning of.Australia's system of 

1 government. Equally, they may contribute to an understanding of 

changing perceptions about the constitutional framework in addition 

to contributing findings relevant to the debates and discussions 

directed and relating to that framework. 

This study then is a contribution towards filling the very large 

gaps in the current state of knowledge about Australian voters' 

perceptions of their political environment. In addition the data 

provide a contribution toward the debates and policies relating to 

AustraJia's federal system. The study is essentially exploratory. 

Nonethe:ess the data it provides challenges some assertions, supports 

other approaches and generates further questions for research. 

Methodology. 
, 

The data which comprises this study are derived from a sample 

survey, the sampling frame for which consists of the voting population 

of the Tasmanian electorate of Denison. 2 Predominantly urban, the 

electorate embraces the lightly indus~rial city of Glenorchy to the 

north, Hobart city and business distric"t in the centre and the resident-

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

1. 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. 

2. 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 working 

class suburbs, inner city housing and the more affluent suburbs. 

In addition there is a small rural comp.o.nent 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 requir~s 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, wuuld 

also have provided a similarly economical sampling frame. But since 

1973 a number of surveys had been conducted in the area designed 

especially to investigate the social aspects of the collapse of the 

Tasman Bridge. 1 Of the two electorates within close proximity to 

the University, Denison had been the lesser exposed to survey 
. 2 

researchers. 

The third reason for selecting Denison is that of all the 
f 

Tasmanian electorates Denison appears to be the least parochial 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 

1. 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. 

2. 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". 

3. This is also the opinion of a former Member of the 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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govern~ent nationally, the Denison electors have returned a member 

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

the national mood. 1 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 stratified 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 respondents was obtained. 

Twenty-five interviewers adminiatered 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. 

Normally, in.conducting a survey that includes questions on political 

issues, the unpredictable nature of the political environment 

necessitates restricting the interview period to the minimum. A reriod 

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

period was remarkably stable being dominated by a single issue. Since 
I 

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

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 an official 

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

2. 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 Senat_e until th_e 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. 
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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. 1 The questions on party 

competition are modifications of a question used in a survey of the 

Victorian electorate of Ringwood in J.960 
2 

and the questions dealing 

with the relative importance of state and national governments are 

based on the Canadian survey noted above. 3 Other questions are 

unique to this study. These include a question on political identity, 

the balancing of parties across electoral spheres, the perceived 

functions of each government and a question on language and culture. 

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 competition similar 

questions were used with respect to both national and state politi~s. 

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

1. Aitkin, op. cit. 

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

3. Schwartz, op.cit. 
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hand a lcgical and orderly progression and on the other some 

separation between items. To reduce repetition and to isolate 

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 undertaken through a number of 

pre-tests and a pilot run, conducted in selected areas of the 

Franklin and Wilmot electorates. At P.ach 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 survey schedule contained open-ended questions to elicit 

unstructured perceptions about the parties and party competition. 

In categorizing the responses to these questions, the answers were 

grouped into themes derived from their content rather than by 

imposing a pre-determined categorization. Aitkin's categorization 

1 
of party images was used as a guide but as far as possible the 

categories were allowed to develop to suit the variety and flavour of 

the images that emerged. The responses listed under each category 

2 are appended. 

1. Aitkin, op.cit.; Ch.4. 

2. Appendices 2-5. 
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In presenting and analysing the survey data the terms "federal 

government" and "levels" of government are avoided since, as noted 

above, these terms have assumed prescriptive connotations. Instead, 

the terl'l 11national" 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 chapter. In Chapter 2 patterns of party preference 

are examined with emphasis on the degree to which preferences are 

integrated across both spheres of the system. The patterns that are 

revealed raise questions concerning perceptions about party conflict 

in the system and leads to an examination of'party images. 

, 
Perceptions of party competition at each electoral arena are 

examined in Chapter 3. The survey provides data that indicate 

citizen perceptions of both the degree of party competition and the 

content of that competition at both the national sphere and the 

state sphere. Images of party competition for each sphere are 

constructed and compared. 

Supplementing these images, the following chapter presents 

composite party images for both the Liberal and Labor Parties. 

This allows 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 competition takes 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 examined. Data are presented and analysed to indicate differing 

perceptions about the relative importauce, the salience, of the 

spheres of government. In this chapter also the_ question of political 

identity is considered. The extent to which respondents identify 

primarily with the state or the nation is examined to show the strength 

of state attachment as against national sentiment. Each respondent's 

political identity is then cros.Stabulated against responses indicating 

the salience of the spheres of government. That is, responses 

indicating respondents' orientation toward a particular sphere of 

the system (system orientation) is cross-tabulated with their political 

identity. This further tests the strength of national sentiment in the 

electorate. 

I' 

The salience of the spheres of government revealed in 

Chapter 5 parallels the patterning of percept1ons relating to the 

degree of party competition at each sphere. In Chapter 6, system , . 

orientation is used as the independent variable to re-examine 

perceptions of party competition. That is, respondent's orientations 

" 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 concluding 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 political system as indicated by the literature 

and some possible future directions for research are suggested. 
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CHAPTER 2 

PARTY PREFERENCE 

1 
In 1964 William Riker, in a book on comparative federalism, 

asserted that political parties are the crucial determinant of the form 

of federal government. He suggested that once the original bargain 

of federation had been made, the degree to.which the party system is 

centralized or peripheralized determines the nature of the 

continuing federal relationship. From this proposition · 
2 

Smiley has proposed two alternative models of federal party systems 

(one "integrated", the other "confederal") for examining relations 

between national and regional parties in Canada. Each model comprises. 

a checklist of six criteria by which the degree of centralization or 

decentralization in the party system may be analyse~. Thus a party 

is integrated to the extent that both national and regional parties 

draw on a conunon voter allegiance; the party is organized 

monolithically to select candidates and determine policy, party 

careerists move between national and regional positions; donations 

are given to the party as such (rather than to national or regional 

branches); the party shares a single ideology, and the party contests 

both national and regional elections. Conversely, a party is 

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·:- Origin,' ··operatiOrt,· ·significance, Little, 
Brown and Company, Bos ton, 1964, p .136. · 

2, Smiley, op.cit~, p.77 
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designation draw on common support in Denison is the principle 

focus of this.chapt~r and will be examined through an analysis of 

the patterns of party preference across national and state electoral 

spheres. 

Two measures of party preference are used, that of party 

identification and reported voting preferenc~s. Party identification 

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

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

perceptual screen, or filter, through 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 provide evidence that party 

allegiance 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. 

1. Campbell, Converse, Miller and Stokes, op.cit.' 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 at the national 

sphere is compared with that at the state sphere. - The extent to which 

electers maintain stable partisan preferences at each sphere provides 

one indication of the degree to which politics at one sphere is more 

settled than at the other. The patterns of voting preferences at the 

two spheres over consecutive elections provide evidence that at the 

level of the individual voter, national preferences are less stable than 

state voting preferences thus reflecting recent ag~regate electorate 

trends. 

In the analysis that follows, the first section deals with 

patterns of party identification and in section two voting behav±our 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. · 

f, 
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1) Party Identification 

To examine the partisan attachments of the electorate, 

the format developed in the Michigan studies1 and since used 
2 . . 3 

elsewhere including Australia is followed. In the Michigan studies 

respondents were asked, "Generally speaking, do you think of 

yourself as a Republican, a Democrat, an independent, or what?" 

Those who called themselves independents were then asked, "Do you 

think of yourself as closer to the Republican or Democratic Party?" 

Further, .those who did identify with a party were asked, "Would you 

call yourself a strong (Republican, Democrat) or not a very strong 

(Republican, Democrat)?'' These questions enabled a seven fold 

classification. 

However, because of financial ·constraints limiting the 

length of the questionnaire and the desire to include questions on 

related and other topics, the probing questions addressed to 

independents and to identifiers on the strength of their identification 

were not included. Thus the analysis that follows is based on an 

identification or independence without grading or slant of 

preference. 

(a) The extent of identification 

When asked by interviewers, ''Generally speaking do you 

1. Campbell, et.al., op.cit., P.122. 

2. David Butler and Donald Stokes~ ~olitical Chart&e·in Britain, 
Macmill~m, London'· .19.7. 4 .• .. p •. ~ 70, · 

3. Aitkin, op.cit., P.278. 

'· 
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think of yourself as Liberal, Labor, or preferring any other 

party?"1 some 81% (293) of the sample agreed that they did 

possess a general preference for one particular party. The 

percentage claiming no party preference ~as 17.2, (62) shown in 

Table 2.1 below displaying the extent and complexion of the partisan-
. . . 

ship of the sample. 

TABLE 2.1 Party Identification. 

Party N % 

Labor 158 43.6 

Liberal 124 34.3 

Other 11 3.1 

Identifiers 293 81.0 

No Preference 62 17.1 

Refused ) 7 2.0 
) 

Don't Know ) 

Total 362 100 

This pattern of party identification may be compared with 

that revealed from- three Australian national surveys, conducted 

during 1967, 1969 and 1972 containing similar questions. These 

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

generally regarded themselves as having a political stance. 

1. Qtiestion 3. See Appendix 1, 

2. Aitkin, op 7 ~it;, 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. 

f. 
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The extent of partisanship marginally increased when 

respondents were asked whether the stated preference referred to 

3 national politics, state politics or both. With this question 

an additional one percent indicated preferring a party with respect 

to at least one sphere of the electoral contest. But at 16.1%, the 

degree of non~partisanship is still more than five percent higher 

than indicated by the national surveys some five, eight and ten 

years earlier. It is possible that this reflects the character of a 

particular electorate which is at variance with the national 

electorate although in patterns of voting behaviour, Denison.has 

tended to follow national trends. 2 
An alternative possibility, 

although not s11pported by evidence,is that the partisan trends indicated 

by the survey reflect a general decline in partisanship both for 

the electorate and nationally. 

Over recent years a number of American studies 

have pointed to a decJ.ine in partisanship and increase in 

•· d d 3 in epen ence. Indeed, one writer in particular has used such 

evidence, with figures showing a decline in "straight ticket" 

voting for state and local officials and a decline in the extent to 

which respondents had always voted for the same party's candidate 

for president, to suggest that "The political parties are progressively 

losing their hold upon the electorate. 114 

1. Question 4. see Appendix 1. 

2. This was noted in Chapter 1. Since 1910, . twenty-eight House of 
Representatfves elections have been held. Of these twenty-three 
have resulted in t.he 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: Independence 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 Dean,-Burnhain~' ·Critkal :Elections ·and ·the Uainsprings ·of 
American Politics, W,W, Norton & Company, New Yot"k, 1970, p.130. 
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Using Gallup data and survey result~ from the Michigan 

Survey Research Center, Burnham displays the decline in the 

proportion of strong party identifiers from 1956 and a rise in the 

proportion of independents1 from the 1940's. Beck too, using Gallup 

data has graphed similar trends, 2 His data show a steep increase in 

the proportion of independents from ,the mid 1960's 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 agreement; "The declines in turnout, 

partisanship and party voting are obvious."4 One question posed by 

the Denison data is then, whether the variation in the strength of 

non-partisansh:l.p from that revealed in earlier national surveys 

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

A second question relates to the social and economic 

characteristics of the non-partisans. Burnham interprets data provided · 

by the Survey Research Cente~'s ~1964 study and a comparison of Gallup 
- ___ J, . 

data derived from surv·;!YS in 1965 and 1967 to suggest the emergence of 

a new breed of independent. · The 1964 data show that the proportion 

of independents 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, 

2. Paul Allen Beck, "A Socialization Theory of Partisan Realignment", 
in Controversies i11 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, "Generational Change and the 
Decline of Party Icientification 11 in Niemi and Weisberg~ ·op~cit., 
pp.313.,.-331. 

4. Niemi and Weisberg ~"Op~ cit: I p. 415. 

f, 
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college -graduates. On comparing the Gallup data, Burnham shows 

.that the increase in the proportion of independents is most heavily 

concentrated among those aged 30.,.49 and 21-.:'29., of highest income, 

college~educated, non-whites and with white-,..collar occupations. 

He suggests that the total proportion of independents has become 

increasingly identified with the comfortable urban-suburban middle 

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

indicated by Table 2.2 below. 

TABLE 2.2 Non-Partisanship and Social Ya.riables. 

• Occupation % Education % 

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 ~ 

Middle 14.4 Male 16.8 

Working 16.4 Female 15.5 

No classes 30.0 

.!&!. Income $ 

18-24 16.9 0-3999 17.l 

25-29 5.4 4000-7999 14.3 

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·, OOO and above 6.9 

Although the differences are not marked, there is a slightly 

1. Burnham, op~cit., pp.124~128. 

f, 
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higher proportion of non.,.partisans in manual occupations than in 

non-manual, and among those who perceived themselves as working 

class as compared to among middle class. Non-partisanship increases 

with education but is greatest among those with some technical or 

college training and increases with income to the 16,000 dollar 

level after which there is a marked decline. On the age variable 

there is a pronounced low level of non-partisanship among those aged 

between twenty-five and twenty..,.nine with an increasing trend up the · 

age range to a peak among those in their forties. 

The authors of The American Voter demonstrated that partisan 

. 1 
attachments grew stronger with age. Using data from surveys 

conducted between 1952 and 1957 they showed that the percentage of 

s~rong party identifiers increased with age while t.~e percentage of 

independents decreased. A similar trend was found in Britain. 2 This 

finding gave rise to a life-cycle explanation; that party 

identification solidified as people matured. The Denison results do 

not support this explanation. 

An alternative approach however has been advanced particularly 

by Abramson. 3 He has proposed a generational explanation from 

evidence based on cohort analysis. He argues that partisanship 

differences are basically due to differences between generations; 

that differences in partisanship among age ranges result from 

variations in socialization processes. He shows that strength of 

partisanship in par.ticnlar,not only differs between age ranges 

(cohorts}, but there aredifferences between the cohorts in the 

1. Campbell, et.al., op.cit., pp.161_.163. 

2. Butler and Stokes; 'op.·c·it. pp ,58'"':'59. 

·3. Abramson, · · qp .'Cit. 
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strength. of partisanship over the period, 1952-1972. Among the 

1924-31 and later cohorts, identification decreases and independence 

increases over the time period whereas among earlier cohorts the 

proportion of party identifiers remains stable and that of . 

independents increases marginally. By 1972 the proportion of 

independents among cohorts born in 1924 and later is markedly greater 

than that among cohorts 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 Denison survey which contain 

the highest proportion of non-partisans - those aged 40-49 who were 

born between 1926-1937 and who came of voting age during 1947-1958, a 

period in Australian politics of political change and economic expansion. 

Further, the lowest proportion of non-partisans is among 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 governme:::.t in 1972, But it . 

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

Vietnam conflict. Fifty-four percent of this group identify 

with the Labor Party, the largest proportion of Labor 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 were questioned as 

to which sphere of politics their party identification was applicable, 

the degree of non-partisanship was 1llarginally reduced. The imposition 

f, 
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of the federal dimension on the respondent's frame of reference is 

a recognition that because a federal system provides electoral contests 

with respect to two spheres of government, the voter is provided with 

the opportunity to vary his partisan attachments across electoral 

spheres. Indeed, there is evidence from Canada as well as Australia 

that up to ten percent of the electorate do make use of this 

opportunity and hold separate party attachments 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 of their sample identified with a different party at 

each sphere at the same time. 1 Similarly in Australia, Aitkin's 

• 
national survey produced results which indicated that, of those who 

acknowledged a 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, 71% (257) indicated holding the same party attachment at both 

electoral spheres. This is 87.8% of those identifying with a party 

(292). Conversely, 3.9% (14) of the sample, or 4.8% of those with a 

party attachment indicated holding dual loyalties. ·For most of these 

dual identifiers (75%) their initial response referred to party 

attachment at the national sphere~ This is consistent with the 

patterns discovered by Aitkin3 and suggests that it is the national 

attachment which is the more important. 

1. Perlin and Peppin, op.cit., p.283. 
2·. Aitkin, op. ci t. , p. 4 7. 
3. ibid. 

f. 
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TABLE 2.3 Federal patterns of party identification. (%) 

National - No DK/ 

~ 
Liberal Labor Other Preference Ref. Total • 

Liberal 29.0 0.6 0.6 30.2 
(105) (2) (2) Ci09) 

Labor 2.5 40.1 0.6 2.2 45.3 
(9) (145 (2) . (8) (164) 

Other 0.3 2.0 0.3 2.5 
(1 (7) (1) (9) 

No 2.0 1.4 16.1 19.4 
Preference (7) (5 (58) (70) 

• Dk/Ref. 
0.6 2.2 2.8 

(2) (8) (10) 

Total 34.0 41.8 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 S?neres. Table 2.3 also indicates that an 

additional 7 .• 0% (25) of the sample held a party preference at one 

sphere only; 3.9% (14) held a partisan stance with respect to the 

national 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 of party identification relating to both national and state 

electoral sphere which comprises: 

71.0% (257) with stable loyalties across spheres 

3.9% 

3.9% 

3~.1% 
f. 

16.1% 

(14) with dual loyalties 

(14) with a partisan attachment at the 
national sphere only. 

(11) with a partisan attachment at. the 
state sphere only. 

(58) no preference at either sphere::. 
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The figures show that the level of party attachment is only 

marginally greater at the national sphere than at the state sphere; 

78.7% (285) hold an attachment nationally .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 

degree of difference between the two 1Ilajor parties, the two parties 

who consistently contest elections at both spheres. 1 

• TABLE 2.4 Liberal and Labor identifiers at state 
and national spheres. 

Electoral Difference 

~ 
State. National State to 

National y 
--· 

% N % N % p 

Liberal 30.2 (109) 34.0 (123) +3.8 (+14) 

Labor 45.3 (164) 41.8 (151) -3.5 (-13) 

Other .. 2.8 (9) 3.1 (11) +o.3 ( +2) 

Total 

I 
77 .9 (282) 78.7 (285) +o.8 ( +3) 

Sample = 362 

L Of the other parties, the D,L~J?, 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. 

I, 
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The table shows that although the Labor Party has an advantage at 

both spheres, its lead over the Liberal Party is much greater at 

the state sphere than nationally. The Labor Party attracts greater 

support at the state sphere whereas the reverse is the case for the . 

Liberal Party. Liberal Party attachment increased by 12.9% at the 

national sphere over its level of state support while attachment to 

the Labor Party at the state sphere increased by 8.7% on the level 

of the party's national support. 

Two contributing factors illustrate this pattern. At the state 

sphere Labor gained from those professing no national attachment 

while the Liberal Party at the national sphere gained marginally from 

those professing no state partisanship. More significantly, the 

Labor Party gained directly from the Liberal Party. Table 2.3 

shows that the strongest pattern of dual identification is that of 

Liberal at the natiC1nal sphere and Labor at the state sphere. This 

trend corresponds to a similar national pattern identified by Aitkin. 1 

It also indicates that Labor's success in Tasmanian politics is 

based on an advantage in firm partisan attachments. 

A further point worth noting briefly relates to the 

respondents identifying with minor parties. By far the majority 

identify at both spheres, but of those who do change their party 

identification the pattern is from minor party at the national 

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

Tasmania has proved an exception to Duverger's thesis that 

1. Aitkin, op.cit., p.47. 

f, 



37 

1 proportional representation would tend to produce minor parties. 

Although a Tasmanian....oriented party did emerge in 1969 (with 

diminishing electoral support in succeeding elections2), Table 2.3 

would suggest that the party has failed to attract a significant 

number of followers who have developed a psychological attachment to 

the party. 

Th~ pattern of party identification as shown above is 

basically similar to the pattern of party identification in the 

3 American federal context as discovered by Jennings and Niemi. They 

pointed out that the question which had been used by the Michigan 

Survey ·Research centre to determine party identification had not been 

directed to any specific sphere of the governmental system. The 

question had neglected the possibility of mixed identification. It 

was to this possibility that Jennings and Niemi directed their 

attention through two surveys. One used a sample of registered voters 

from Ann Arbor, Michigan, in which party identification was obtained 

separately for each of the local, state and national spheres. The 

other, a national sample drawn by the Survey Research Centre, used 

similar questions to those used here. That is, a question seeking a 

general identification was asked, followed (after some intervening 

questions) by a question asking the respondent whether his identification 

referred to the national or st&te sphere or both. If the reference 

was to one ·sphere further questions probed the respondents' 

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

2. The U.T,G, gained 6.7%of the primary vote in 1972 and 5.6% in 1976. 

3. M. Kent Jennings and RiChard G. Niemi; "Party ·Identification at 
Multiple Levels of Government'', irt'The'Americart Journal of 
Sociology, V72, No. 1, July 1966, pp.86-101. 

f, 
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identification at the other sphere. Table 2.5 displays the data 

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) Dual identification 1.9 0.8 

c) National identification 
only • 3.8 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 Government" in 
The American Journal of Sociology, V72, No.l 
July 1966, p.88. 

It can be seen that broadly the Denison pattern follows that 

discovered by Jennings and Niemi. The main variation is that 

the level of dual partisanship shown by both American studies 

is considerably below that discovered in Denison and of course 

below that found nationally for Australia and for Ontario, 

Canada. Although there are some variations between the 

categories, the trends are similar and the aggregates correspond. 

Jennings and Niemi combined categories marked b, c, and d which 

they labelled mixed identifiers. This produces 11.9% and 4.9% 

for the two s4rveys respectively; the corresponding aggregate 

for the. Denison data is 10. 9%. 
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The authors then isolated this category of "mixed 

identifiers" and examined the social characteristics of the group~ 

It was found that compared to the partisans and.independents, the 

mixed identifiers were more highly educated, and tended to have 

slightly higher status occupations with more 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 indicates that these 

"mixed identifiers" tend to be higher educated, more likely to have 

a non-manual occupation and to perceive of themselves as middle clase. 

The propo~tions on the income variable are consistent with this 

trend; mixed identification increases with income levels. On the age 

variable, mixed identification is most common among those aged 

between thirty and thirty-nine. 

These trends may be compared with partisanship and non­

partisanship. On three variables, class, occupation and income, the 

trend is in opposition to that among non-partisans and on the 

education and sex variables the trends correspond. There is very 

little difference in partisanship patterns among men and women except 

for women being slightly more partisan. But on education, non­

partisanship and mixed identification correspond inversely to the 

trend in partisanship. While the proportion of 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 non4>artisanship. From a 111ore.or less constant 
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TABLE 2 .6 
.. 

Social variables and patterns of !>arty identification (%) 

.. 

Variable Partisans Mixed Identifiers Non-
Dual National State Total Partisans N. 

Sex: M 69.0 3.9 3.9 3.2 11.0 16.8 155 
F 72.9 3.9 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/HO, ) 

Student ) 69.9 2.6 1.9 4.5 9.0 17.9 156 

Class: I 

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 - 5.0 30.0 20 

Education: 

Primary 75.1 1.6 4.7 3.1 7.8 14.1 64 
Secondary 73.4 3.3 2.8 2.8 8.9 15.2 211 

Techn:!.cal 
& 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 5;1 2.7 ,11 .6 12.2 .. 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 

6o+ 74.0 - 2.1 3.1 5.2 16. 7 96 

Income: $** 

0-3999 ·12.4 1.3 1.3 3.9 5.2 17.1 76 

4000-7999 78.6 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 

20,00o+ 75.8 3.4 6.9 6.9 17.2 6.9 20 

*The row totals do not sum to 100% ~s·refusals have not been shown. 

** In Oct. 1977 average ~eekly earnings in Tasmania were $178.70 ($9292 p.a.) 
Australian Bureau of Statistics, Earnings and Hours of Employees, October 1977, 
Canberra, 1975, p.7. · 

I 
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level, the proportion of non-partisans drops markedly at the $16,000 

level while the proportion of mixed identifiers is highest at the top 

of the income range. 

This patfern is consistent with that between those who 

perceive themselves as either middle or working class. While there is 

no difference in the level of partisanship the trend ~( non-partisanship ,,, . 

is the inverse of that of mixed identification; non-partisanship is 

higher among the working class whereas mixed identification is higher 

among those of middle class. It is the same among those of manual 

and non-mali.ual occupations. 

With age the patterns of party identification are irregular. 

But it is noticeable that the highest proportion of partisans 

is among those aged 25-29, of mixed identifiers it is among the 

age group. 30-39, while the 40-49 year olds produced the highest 

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

with the highest proportion of consistent state identifiers while 
I - -- ' 

the 30-39 age group have 'the highest proportioJ of consistent 

national identifiers. 

Other trends within the categories of mixed identification 

may be noted briefly. The incidence of dual. identification increases 

with education and with income but falls among the 

top income earners. At this income level the proportion of mixed 

·identifiers is greatest, with the majority either national or state 

identifiers only. 
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Among those who identify with a party with respect to one 

sphere only, the overall trend is for a national identification. 

This is the case on most categories but there are some exceptions; 

non-working respondents, those with a university education, of lower 

incomes and the youngest age group. In short it appears that it is 

university students who are most likely to identify with a party with 

respect to the state sphere only. 

These 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 the3e 

should not be ignored or subsumed under generalized descriptions of 

party identification. 

. . 
1 



43 

2) Voting Behaviour 

Party identification is a psychological disposition at a 

particular point in time which, while p·roviding an indication of 

partisanship, does not indicate changes in respondents' 

partisan loyalties. It is only by examining voting behaviour that 

the exent to which such loyalties are stable dispositions can be 

determined. More importantly in the present context, it is only an 

examination of voting behaviour that enables a comparison of the 

stability of partisanship between electoral spheres. Further, a focus 

on voting choice enables a behavioural comparison of partisanship 

patterns 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 elections 

and two Tasmanian House of Assembly elections. Thus respondents in 

1977 were asked to recall their voting choice of up to five years 

previous. Such a procedure has been strongly questioned however. 

Benewick, Birch, Blumler and Ewbank1 have shown that to rely on voting 

recall, especially over such a period is likely to over-estimate the 

degree of electoral stability. The tendency is for people to remember. 

an earlier vote consistent with a more recent vote - to effectively deny 

having changed party preference. The alternative would be to conduct 

surveys at each election using the same sample of voters. 

1. R,J. Benewick, A,H! Birch~ J,G,.Blumler and A. Ewbank, ''The. 
floating voter and the liberal view of representation",· Political 

··Studies, Vol. 17, 1969, pp .177..-.95. 
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There is also the problem posed by those who have forgotten 

their voting history, Should they be included in the total? In other 

studies1 it has been the practice to compute the degree of vote 

changing as c proportion of those who actually recalled their vote. 

This seems the most appropriate and will be followed here. But as it 

is these respondents who are likely to have changed their party 

preferences their exclusion may contribute further to an over 

estimation of voting stability. Using those who recalled their party 

choice in each election, Table 2.7 indicates that there are 

discrepancies between the answers given and the actual voting 

. percentages. This is evident for all parties and to varying degrees 

at each election. However, the trends sho·wn by the rise and fall in 

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

Partr 

LIBERAL 

LABOR 

OTHER 

TABLE 2.7 Trends in party support 1972-1976 as indicated by actual 
voting figures (in brackets) and the responses of those 
who indicated a party choice .(%) • 

...... . .. 

H/Ass.1972 H/Reps.1972 H/Reps 1974 H/Reps.1975 H/Reps.1976 
n=280. n = 296 n = 338 F n = 338 n = 343 

37.7 (40.0) 41. 7 (39.7) 40.2 (4 7. 2) 50.4 (53. 2) 40.3 (46.8) 

59.9 (46.3) 57.8 (49.5) 58.8 (52.8) 48.8 (44.8) 53.3 (46.8) 

2.7 (13. 7) 1.2 (10.8) 1.1 ( - ) 1.1 ( 2 .O) 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 however, do not pose a serious handicap for the 

1. ·For example Kemp, ·?p~cit. 
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main focus for examining voting behaviour across electoral arenas 

will be the patterns generated by the 1975 and 1976 elections, and 

a comparison of the trends over the three national elections with 

the trends over the two state elections. Between these elections 

the direction of partisan change (as recalled) corresponds to that 

indicated by the voting figures. It is the extent of change which 

is inaccurate. But it is not the intention to focus simply on the 

degree of change. Rather, the intention 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·~. 

T&ule 2.8 Voting trends between pairs of elections 1972-1976 : a comparison of trends 
evident in voting recall with actual voting figures - (%). 

LIBERAL LABOR I 
Election Pairs Sample Voting Sample Voting . 

Figures Figures i 

% % % % . 
H/A - H/R 72-72 +4.0 -0.3 -2.1 +3.2 

H/R - H/R 72-74 -1.5 +7.5 I +1.0 +3.3 
I 

- H/R - H/R 74-75 +10.2 +6.0 -10.0 -6.0 

H/R - H[A 75-76 -10.1 -6.4 
t 

+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 

(i) National (House of Representatives) elections, 1972,1974,1975, 

The period 1972 to 1975 marks three years of unprecedented 

electoral activity at the national sphere. Three elections, two of 
-~ 

which were double dissolutions, 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 

three elections was a member of the winning 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 14% reported switching 

parties. This is a relatively high degree of stability compared 

with data from Australia as well as overseas. 1 Kemp has used survey 

data to show the proportion of swinging voters at each election 

between 1961 and 1972. His table shows a steadily increasing 

proportion to 17% for 1972 an increase of three percentage points on 

the level for 1969. 

been underestimated. 

reported elsewhere. 

Moreover, Kemp suggests that these levels have 

Thi5 could be, for even 17% is lower than 

2 
Key , for example, has reported vote switching 

in American presidential elections of up to 21%. Benewick and his 

colleagues also found that 21%. of those _V()~i~~ in the British ~~n~I_"al 

1. Kemp, op.cit., table 1, p.282. 
2. v.o. Key, The Responsible Electorate, Oxford University 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 

. . 2 
similar through the sixties. On the basis of such evidence then, 

electoral activity in Denison has been remarkably stable. . 

Kemp's analysis of those who indicated switching their party 

preference from 1969 to 1972 revealed little relationship t? 

sociodemographic characteristics. The ''Tendency to swing increased 

slightly with occupational status and education, and was somewhat 

higher among men and the young. 113 As indicated by Table 2.9, there 

is no occupational difference in the proportion of switchers; but 

there was a greater tendency to switch among men than among women, 

among those aged-30-60 compared with those younger and older; among 

those with some technical or college training, and among those 

classified as middle class. There is also an irregular relationship 

with family income. Those on the highest incomes and those earning 

between eight and sixteen thousand dollars were more likely to switch 

parties than. others. 

It was indicated above that non-partisanship was proportionally 

highest among those aged between 40 and 49. This does not correspond 

with the incidence of party switching at the national sphere. It was 

also shown that the lowest incidence of non-partisanship was among 

those aged 2~-29. This age group also has a low incidence of vote-

switching. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Benewick et. al,;, 'Op-;cit. 

Butler and Stokes·· op.cit., .p.269,· 
. < . c '; 

Kemp, op.cit. p.2E:6 
( ( 

f, 



TABLE 2.9 Party switching in national elections and social 
characteristics, 

Age: % Occupation: % Education: % 

Manual 15.4 Primary 11.6 

25-29 14.3 Non-manual 16.4 Secondary U.2 

30-39 20.7 Retired, ) 11.6 Technical) 23.8 
Students, ) & College) 

40-49 15.9 Home duties) 

50-59 17.9 University 16.2 

60 and over 6.6 Class: % 

Middle 15.8 

Working 11.4 

Income: $ % 

0-3,999 4.1 

4. 000-1·. 999 5.8 Sex: % 

8,000-11,999 Hen 16.7 

12,000 - Women 12.0 
15,999 20.00 

20,000 and 
above 16.7 

(ii) State Elections 1972~ 1976 
. -;-',\'.'... . '>·.YT<,, 

The degree of electoral stability among those who indicated a 

party preference for both state elections (64. 7%, (234) of the sample) 

is greater than that indicated for the national elections. This is 

consistent with the actual election results. Electoral activity in 

aggregate voting terms and in the turnover of elected party members 

has been less volatile at the state sphere than nationally. Of those 

who reported voting in both elections, 88. 5% (207) indicated that 

they voted for the same party in both elections as illustrated by 

f, 
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Table 2.10 below. This is an increase o.f just under 2% on the 

national level of stability. If this is in fact the case, (and 

only interviews with the same respondents after each of a number of 

state and national elections could provide conclusive evidence) it 
1 

supports descriptions of state politics as a "quiet game" Of as 

Townsley commented: "On the whole Tasmanians take their politics 

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

TABLE 2.10 ~at terns of votin& in state _elect:f,ons, _1972, 1976 (;_). 

~ LIBERAL LABOR U.T.G. Independent Total 

Liberal (81) 34.7 (12) 5.2 (1) 0.5 (94) 40.2 

Labor (5) 2.2 (125)53.5 (1) 0.5 (131)5~.o 

U.T.G. (3) 1.3 (1) 0.5 (1) 0.5 (1) 0.5 (6) 2.6 

Other (1) 0.5 (1) 0.5 (1) 0.5 (3) 1.3 

Total (90) 38.5 (139)59.4 (2) o. 9 . (3) 1.3 234 

The table also shows that in partisan terms Liberal Party 

support was the least stable; 86.2% of those who voted Liberal in 

1976 reported voting for that party at both elections, while 90% of 

the Labor Party's support in 1972 was maintained in 1976. It can 

also be seen that the 11.6% (27) who reported switching their party 

preference produced movements between the parties in each direction. 

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

Peter Boyce, "Tasmania", in John Rorke (ed) Poli ties at State Level, 1, 
The Department of Adult Education in the University of Sydney, 
Sydney, p .93. 

2. W,A, Townsfey,' The, Government of Tasmania, Univc:rsity of 
Queensland Press, St. Lucia,· 1976, p.41. 
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Proportionally more party switchers have non-manual occupa-

tions than manual as Tab.le 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. More women than men 

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

TABLE 2.11 Party switching at state elections and social 
characteristics. 

Sex: % Education: % 
Age: 

Male 8.0 Primary 9.1 

Female 14.3 Secondary 8.4 25-29 
Technical) 

Class: & College) 33.4 30-39 

l'liddle 12.1 University 15.4 40-49 

Working 10.8 50-59 

OccuI!ation: Income: $ 60 and 
over 

Y.anual 5.3 0-3999 

Non-manual 17.6 4000-7999 5.8 

Retired, ) 8000-11,999 16.4 
students, ) 8.7 

· t.ome duties) 12,000-
15,999 16.7 

16,000-
19,999 20.9 , 

20,000 and 
above· 9.1 

% 

14.3 

20.0 

15.0 

10.0 

J.9 

technical and college education, those aged between 30 and 49 and 

increases with income levels but. falls sharply a·t the highest level. 

On the class, education and age variables, the trend closely 

resembles that shown above for party switching in national elections 

but th.ere are marked differences in the occupatio~, income and sex 

categories. At national elections,· th.ere is little difference in 

the incidence of party switching among those of manual and non-manual 
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occupations. In state elections party switching is much greater 

among those in nontjnanual occupations. The trends are similar for 

the income category with the pronounced exception of those earning 

between sixteen and twenty thousand dollars. Party switching among 

this group is low at national elections (80%} but it is relatively 

high at state elections (20.9%}. Sex differences too are marked.· 

In national elections, proport~onally more men than 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 electorai spheres. 

The period 1972 to 1976 provided two sets of national-state 

voting patterns; in 1972 with a Tasmanian House of Assembly election. 

followed six months later by a House of Representatives election and 

again with a national election in 1975 followed twelve months later 

by a House of Assembly election. The patterns of voting produced 

by these sets of elections, based on the respondents 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 (BO) 35.3 (14) 6.2 (1) 0.5 (95) 41.9 

Labor (5) 2.2 (123) 54. 2 (1) 0.5 (129) 56. 9 

Other (2) 0.9 

Informal (1) 0.5 (1). 0.5 

Total (85) 37.5 137 60.4 (2) o. 9 (3) 1.4 (227) 100 

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

I 
·~ Liberal Labor National Other · Total l H/ 

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) LO (7) 2 .3 (1) 0.3 (11) 3.6 

Other (3) 1.0 (4) 1.3 (7) 2.3 
Informal (1) 0.3 (1' n "I 

Total (152) 50.0 (149)49.1 (1) 0.4 (2) 0.7 ( 304) 100 

304 = 84% of the sample 

FOL' 1972, 62.7% (227} of the sample gave their party 

preference for both e·lections. Of these 89.5% (203) indicated 

voting for the same party with 10.6% (24) who switched parties. 

The second set of elections however indicates much more party 

switching1 82.3% (250} voted for the same party with 17.8% (54) 

changing their party preference. Because this'most recent set of 

elections is likely to have been recalled more, accurately it is this 

set which will be examined in more detail. 

The level of stable party.preference indicated by Table 2.13 

is remarkably similar to that discovered by Aitkin's 1967 national 

1 survey. He found that 83% of his sample voted for the 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 ~arkedly below that found in othe~ 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 high 

49%1 • Perlin and Peppin found that 37.1% of those who voted in the 

1963 Ontario election, changed their preference in the national 

election of 1965; and among those who voted in the 1965 election, 

· 37.9% expressed the intention of changing their preferences in 

1967. 2 However, Courtney and Smith have reported a much lower level 

of partisan change among persons who indicated voting in the 1964 

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

They found that 18.6% of a sample of 1075 respondents changed parties. 

Each of these studies attempted to relate social characteristics 

to party switching. Perlin and Peppin found no relationships and 

Laponce found only that "women who on the federal level are as 

likely as men to change parties transfer less to the Social Credit 
4 

party in provincial elections". 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 at1 least three years 

university changed most while the occupational groups that changed 

their vote the most were the professional, sales and clerical groups. 5 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4' , 
5. 

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

-~. 

Perlin and Peppin, op.cit., 

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. 

Laponce 1 op.cit., p,174. 

Courtney and Smith, o~:c~t., pp.345~347. 
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For Denison, vote swi.tching across spheres varies most 

markedly with education and self-perceived class, with the highest 

proportion among the middle class and those having some technical 

and college education. There is a higher tendency to change among 

men than among women, while those earning twelve to sixteen thousand 

dollars have a pronounced tendency to switch parties compared with 

other income categories. 

TABLE2.14 Party switching across spheres and social and economic characteristics (%} 

Sex % Education % Age % 

Male 19.6 Primary 12.3 18 - 24 21.l 

Female 16.4 Secondary 14.2 25 - 29 26.5 
Technical college 42.3 30 - 39 24.3 

Class University 24.4 40 - 49 18.4 
50 - 59 16.7 

Middle 21.2 Income $ 60 and over 7.2 
Working 10.8 0 - 3999 18.9 

4000 - 7999 14.9 
Occupation 8000 - 11999 11.8 

Manual 18.4 12000 - 15999 32.0 
Non-manual 21.5 16000 - 19999 20.7 

L 

20000 and above 14.3 Retired HD.,)_ 13.5 
Students) 

2 (c) Federal voting patterns 

1 

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

switching their party preference across electoral spheres. Of these 

party switchers, 6.2% changed from Labor to the Liberal Party with 

less than half switching in the other direction. Labor to Liberal 

then was the predominant pattern. From 1975 to 1976, 9.6% of those 

voting in both elections changed from Liberal to Labor, that is more 

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

Labor to Liberal. 

In p~rtisan terms then this pattern is suggestive of a 

tendency for a small but electorally significant proportion of the 
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electorate to prefer Labor at the state sphere and the Liberal Party 

nationally. This is a similar pattern to that found with respect to 

party identification. 
. 1 

It is also the pattern found by Aitkin. 

He found moreover, that 1% of his sample reported consistently 

. voting 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. 

TABLE 2.15 

• 

Patterns of party pref~rence in national and state 
elections 1972-1976. * · 

% N. 

Always 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 
preference in state 
elections 6.3 (14) 

Consistent state preference 
and changing preference in 
nat~onal elections. 8.6 (19) 

Changing party preference 
at both spheres 5.8 (13) 

Total 100 (221) 

(N., number.of respondents who gave a party 
choice for all five elections.) 

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

However the table indicates that this is only part of the 

federal pattern. 14.9% indicated a stable preference at one sphere 

with a changing preference at the other sphere; 8.6% at the state 

sphere and 6.3% at the national sphere. This too is consistent with 

2 
the trends identified by Aitkin although slightly higher in each case. 

1. Aitkin, op.cit., p.47. 
2. 7% and 5% respectively, ibid. 

; . 
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Moreover, in partisan terms this is also a pattern which favours 

Labor at state elections. Those with a stable national preference 

divide equally between the two parties while those with a stable 

state preference heavily favour the Labor Party. 

The remaining trends shown by the pattern of federal voting 

indicates a variance with Aitkints results in that overall voting 

preferences appear to have been more stable in Denison. Whereas 

Aitkin found that 66% had always voted for the same party in both 

national and state elections and 21% had voted for different parties 

in both electoral arenas, the Denison pattern shows 77.8% had voted 

consistently with only 5.8% changing th~ir party preference at both 

spheres. 

When federal patterns of voting are examined in relation to 

social and economic variables it can be seen that the incidence of 

party switching at both spheres is highest among non-manual workers, 

• 1 
people with a University education, those aged 30-39 , people on an 

annual family income of sixteen to twenty thousand dollars, those 

who regard themselves as working class and women. These trends 

2 
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 women 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 that with only a marginal difference 

3 
in C()nS~~t(;!nCY. at b_oth _l>PllE!rE!~ '· _it is the ~r:ea~er: consistency of men 

1. Table 2. 6 shows a high proportion of switchers among the 18,24 age 
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 and· a 
$16-20, OOO income is probably due to the small category sizes. 

3. 76.5% among women and 78.9% among men. 
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I 

TABLE 2.16 Federal Patterns of Voting and Social Characteristics (%) 

C<>nsistcnt Consistt.."nt llual Con~ist~nt State Consistcnf ?;ational : ~f 
Lal>or Liberal Preference Frcf crcncc rrefercuceo Slo'itchcrs \\,tera 

Labllr Liberal Labor Llb~ral 

Sex: 
Men 49.0 27.6 3.1 10.2 2.1 3.1 2.1 3.1 44.4 

Women 39.9 39.1 4.9 0.9 3.3 4.1 8.2 55.7 
Occupation: 

·~ 
Manual 62.2 19.0 5.4 10.9 2.7 16.8 
lion-manual 31.0 39.l 1.2 7.2 2.4 6.0 6.0 7.2 38.0 
Retired 
H/D, students 48.5 34.4 6.1 1.1 1.1 2.1 2.1 6.1 44.8 

Class: 

Middle 27.3 48.5 1.1 10.1 1.1 4.1 4.1 4.0 44.S 
Working 63.4 20.0 2.3 4.5 1.2 2.3' 6.0 40.8 

Education: 

Primary 61.6 23.l 5.8 3.9 5.8 23.6 
Secondary 44.6 37.9 2.5 6.5 0.8 2.5 5.7 56.l 
Technical 
& College 10.0 • 40.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 5.0 9.1 
University 32.0 32.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 4.0 8.0 11.4 

Age: 

18-24 66.7 22.3 11.2 4.1 
25-29 38.1 33.4 4.8 9.6 9.6 4.8 9.5 
30-39 42.0 26.0 2.0 12.0 2.0 6.0 10.0 22.7 
40-49 35.9 35.9 2.6 ~~· S.2 2.6 5.2 5.2 7.7 17. 7 
50-59 42.9 32.2 7.2 7.2 7.2 3.6 12.7 
60 and 
over. 49.4 41.l 5.5 1.4 2.8 33.1 

Income: $ 
0-3999 61.6 28.2 5.2. 2.6 2.6 17. 7 

4,000-
7,999 42.5 42.5 7.2 14.3 7.2 7.2 15.0 

8,000-
11,999 45.1 29.5 7.9 4.0 S.9 7.9 23.l 
12,000-
15,999 22.9 37.2 5.8 14.3 5.8 8.6 5.8 15.9 

16,000-
19,999 45.0 35.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 9.1 

20,000 
and over 35.0 35.0 .10.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 9.1 

Sample % 43.9 34.0 1.4 7.3 1.4 3.2 3.2 s.s 100 

N 97 75 3 16 3 7 12 

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 

amonE!' the "Working class than· among the middle class. Consistency (at 

both spheres} is also proportionally higher among the working class. ' ' ,' 

N 

98 

123 

37 

84 

' 99 

99 

90 

52 

124 

20 

25 

9 

21 

50 

39 

28 

73 

39 

33 

51 

35 

20 

20 

221 
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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 the age categories it is those sixty and over 

who reported voting most consistently. 

The opposite trend is apparent among respondents who reported 

voting consistently at one sphere only. There is a higher proportion 

among the middle class than the working class, higher among non-inanual 

workers than among manual workers and a higher proportion among the 

tertiary educated; and among the income groups a consistent preference 

at one sphere only is most prevalent among tho.se earning twelve to 

sixteen thousa~d dollars. Dissecting the categories further it seems 

that men, manual workers, middle class respondents, those with a 

technical or university education and the 50-59 age group contribute 

higher proportions of respondents with a consistent state preference 

which is a predominantly Labor Party preference •. · A consistent 

national preference, on the other hand, is most prevalent among 

non-manual workers, middle class respondents, the 25-29 age group, 

those earning twelve to sixteen thousand dollars, women, and 

predominantly those with a technical or college education. 

However, these patterns must be regarded as entirely tentative. 

The small category sizes, the sample size and the use of voting recall 

preclude drawing firm conclusions relating to demographic characteristics 

and federal patterns of voting behaviour. Generally speaking, it appears 

that consistency at both spheres dominates; the incidence of switching 

at both spheres is relatively low~ less in fact than the degree of 

consistency at one sphere only" Ainong those who maintain a 

consistent preference· at one Sphere only, the state sphere is the 

f, 
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more stable and the Labor Party is favoured on every variable 

displayed. Among those with a consistent nationai preference there 

is an even partisan balance with some variations among the categories 

but which are based on too few cases to indicate trends. 

3) Conclusion 

In broad terms the federal voting patterns follow federal 

patterns in party identification as would be expected. That is to say 

the same patterns are evident in both measures of party preference. 

But there are differences in degree among the categories. Consistency 

in vote (77.8%) is greater than consistency in identification (71.0%) 

which is perhaps surprising. Moreover, the differer.ces apply to both 

1 parties and to an equal extent, The extent of non-partisanship (16.1%) 

is markedly greater than the extent of vote changing at both spheres 

(5.8%) and the proportion of people holding a partisan stance with 

respect to one sphere only (7.0%) is only half the proportion who 

maintain a consistent party vote at one sphere, (14.9%). Consistent 

two party voting however, is less than the proportion holding dual 

attachments; 1.3% compared to 3.9%\. 

Is there a relationship between the two indicators of party 

preference? Table 2.17 below displays the proportion of those who 

indicated a party preference for each election for each category of 

l, Preference, l'attern 

Party Identification 
Vote 

f, 

· ··Li.'beral 

29.0% 
33.9%. 

'-Labor 

40.1% 
43.9% 
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party identification in terms of their pattern of voting. It can be 

seen that a party identification which applies to both electoral · 

spheres is a strong predictor of voting for that party at both spheres 

and is slightly stronger for a Labor preference. Other categories 

of party identification are poor predictors of voting pattern. Further, 

the table shows clearly that party switchers should be distinguished 

from non-partisans. Out of twenty eight non-partisans, ten voted 

consistent~y, two were dual, voters, and a further eleven voted 

consistently at one sphere. Or, of the twelve who switched parties 

b h h 1 h . d . 1 at ot sp eres, on y a t ir were non-partisans. 

TABLE 2.1} Federal pattern of party identification and vote. (%) 

Pattern of Consistent Consistent Dual National State Non-

~ifio- Liberal Labor Identif- Identif- Identif- Partisans 
ation. Identific- Identific- !cation. !cation. !cation. 

Voting at ion. at ion 

Pattern ~ 

Consistent 
Liberal 88.2 20.0 28.6 21.5 

Consistent 
Labor 91.4 10.0 14.3 66.7 14.3 

Dual 
preference 10.0 

, 
7 .2. -

Consistent 
National 
Preference 4.0 3.3 20.0 14.3 16.7 i7.9 

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) % 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 models of federal party systems it can 

be stated with confidence that patterns of party preference in the 

Denison electorate are considerably integrate_d across electoral 

spheres. That is "National and (state) parties of the same 

designation draw very largely on common voter allegiances to both". 1 

Whether party identification or reported voting behaviour is used 

as the indicator of party allegiance, the degree of integration is 

greater than that reported in Canadian studies. Both measures 

suggest that consistency in party support is prevalent for more than 

70% of the electorate. 

Nevertheless, a glimpse of the complexities of federal patterns 

of party preference has been revealed. There are indications that in 

addition to a proportion of people who may be labelled non-partisans, 

with respect to both electoral spheres, there are categories of mixed 

preferences. Of these, stable dual preferences (stcble preferences 

for different parties at each sphere) are a very small proportion. 

Those having a preference for a party at one sphere only are more 

common though certainly not 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. 

1. Smiley; op.cit., p.77, 

f. 



1 It was also such a pattern upon which Davis has speculated. He 

has suggested the likelihood of four broad classes of voters; the 

loyalists, or those who vote for the same party at both spheres 

(consistents); the ambivalents, those who regularly support 

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

level floaters, who maintain a regular party preference at one 

sphere only; and the -dual level floaters who change parties at both 

.spheres. Davis further speculated that it is ambivalence and -

single-level floating which favours Labor at the state sphere. 

This is also the case for Denison as revealed by Table 2.16 and 

reinforced by the patterns of dual party, and state. party identification' 

as indicated in Table 2.3. To a lesser degree it is the Liberal Party 

at the national sphere which is advantaged by these patterns. Thus 

the patterns of party preference reveal that Labor is favoured with 

respect to state politics with a trend toward the Liberal Party 

nationally. These trends were also found by Aitkin.
2 

Moreover these trends suggest that Labor support is more 

integrated or disciplined than is support for the Liberal Party, To 

illustrate this, the-figures in Tables 2.3 and 2.13 may be used to 

construct an index of integration. The percentage of respondents 

indicating a consistent party preference at both spheres can be 

expressed as a percentage of that party's highest support (at either 

sphere). Thus, using party identification the index of integration 

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

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

1. Davis, op.cit, pp.647, 648.; 

2. Aitkin, op.cit,, p.47~ 
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1 
81.1 and for the Liberal Party is 77.0, But if the Labor Party is 

more integrated in terms of electoral support does this relate also 

to perceptions about the style and character of the party? This will 

be examined in Chapter 4, It is suggested also, although only 

tentatively, that there is greater stability in party preference at 

the state sphere than nationally. If this is the case, it points to 

less contention between the parties at the state sphere than 

nationally, or perhaps more accurately a perception of less conflict 

between the state parties, It is to this question that the next 

chapter turns, 

, 

·;.!, 

1. rarty Jdenti(ication Ye> ting 

Labor ·:·~::; x 100 = 88,5 43 .8 100 
54·~0 x = 81,1 

.Liberal . 5}:~ x 100 = 85.3 -38-. 5. 100 so:ox = 77 .o 



CHAPTER 3 

PERCEPTIONS OF PARTY COMPETITION 

The patterns of party preference revealed in the preceeding 

chapter indicated a relatively high degree of integrated party 

support across electoral spheres. It was shown that party identif-
. 

ication and voting preferences remain consistent across the 

national and state components of the federal system for at least 

70% of the sample. Important qu.estions ~oncerning perceptions about 

the party system are raised. by this finding. Given the consistency 

of party preference, to what extent do voters distinguish between 

the two spheres in the nature of partisan competition? In other 

words, do Liberals 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 similar 

terms. This is an important consideration because the extent to which 

party conflict (deriving from perspectives about means and objectives 

at each sphere) is perceived in similar terms at both spheres would 

imply either a perception of an integrated political syi;;tem or two 

arenas of political activity relating to similar aspirations and 

demands. 

However the patt.erns 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 small migration of support from the Liberal 

Party nationally to the Labor Party in the .state. Does this preference 

distinction imply.a distinction between.the parties according to 

a perceptual difference in the nature and focus of political activity 

at the two spheres? 

It was also suggested·, albeit tentatively, that party 

preference in terms of voting was more stable at the spate sphere 

than nationally. Does this mean that there is a greater measure of 

perceived partisan agreement with respect to state affairs? If so this 

would necessarily entail perceived differences in the nature of political 

competition between the two spheres. T~e extent to which there are 

perceived party differences might also reflect the degree of intensity 

in the party battles. Given two major parties each drawing the support 

of at lea~t 40% of the electorate, the extent to which party differences 

are salient can be said to reflect voter perceptions about the degree 

of competition at the two spheres. 

These questions are the focus of this chapter. Perceived differences 

in the nature and degree of party conflict at each sphere are examined 

to provide a portrait of party competition in a federal context; that is 

with respect to national·and state arenas of the patty battle or 

more appropriately, the party battles. 

1 
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 sphere. 

To enable compar.ison, 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 was introduced by referring to 

one of the electoral arenas to structure the respondent's frame-·· 

of reference to the appropriate sphere. The question referring to 

the national. sphere was asked first following questions 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 comparable responses facilitating an 

analysis of voter perceptions of the degree and nature of party 

conflict at the two ppheres. It is shown that there are variations 

both in the degree and nature of partisan conflict and which contain 

significant partisan differences. 

1 The Degree of Party Competition. 

(a) The national sphere 

In 1960 voters of the Victorian state electorate of Ringwood were 

asked just prior to a House of Representatives by election for the seat 

of Latrobe: "Do you think that a Labor victory at the next big FEDERAL 

election would make much difference to the way the country is run?" 1 

Almost haH the sample, 45%, said that a change would make no difference 

and another 38% thought the difference would only be slight. 2 In 

another study a sample of voters from Brisbane 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.166. 

2. ibid, p.13~. 
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1 
no matter who is in _power?" Just over half the sample said a great 

deal of difference. 

Simil~rly, just over a majority of the 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 57.2% agreed that it does, 34.0% 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 differences 

between groµps of people when the answers to the question are 

examined for sex, education, income, occupation, class and age 

i 
. 2 var ationn. 

With the exception only of those in manual occupations, in all 

categories those who feel that it does make a difference which party 

governs are in the majority. But there are interesting trends 

produced ~y the variable categories. The percentage of respondents.who 

answered that it makes a difference increases with status. That is, the 

percentage agreeing increases with education and i.ncorne and is higher. among. 

non-manual workers and those who regard themselves as middle class 

than among working class respondents and those with manual 

occupations. The inverse pattern can 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 Hayer 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.l The extent to which it makes much difference which party 
governs nationally by sex, education, income, occupation, 
class, age. (%) 

Sample 

Sex: Men 
Women 

Education: 
Primary 
Secondary 
Technical & 

College 
University 

Income: $ 
0-3999 

4000-7999 
8000-11999 
12000-15999 
16000-19999 
20000 and above 

Occupation: 
Manual 
Non manual 
Retired, HD's 
Students 

Class: 
Working 
Middle 

Age: 
18-24 
25-29 
30-39 

. 40-49 
50-59 
60 and over 

Does make a 
difference 

57.2 

61.9 
53.6 

48.4 
56.4 

57.6 
72.5 

46.1 
48.2 
63.5 
67.9 
64.5 
75.9 

48.2 
70.9 

47.4 

48.4 
66.3 

50.8 
70.3 
56.8 
70.2 
52.8 
51.0 

Does not make Don't know 
a difference 

34.0 

32.9 
34.8 

37.5 
35.1 

33.3 
25.5 

44.7 
41.l 
31.l 
26.8 
32.3 
24.1 

48.2 
23.0 

39.7 

38.3 
29.3 

44.1 
29.7 
36.5 
19.3 
38.9 
34,4 

8.8 

5.2 
11.6 

14.1 
8.5 

9.1 
2.0 

9.2 
10.7 

5.4 
5.4 
3,2 

3.6. 
6.1 

12.8 

13.3 
4.4 

5.1 

6.8 
10.5 
8.3 

ltl,6 

N 

362 

155 
207 

64 
211 

33 
51 

76 
56 
74 
56 
31 
29 

56 
148 

156 

128 
181 

59 
37 
74 
57 
36 
96 .. 

A similar pattern also occurs among men and women. To men, 

more than to women, it makes a difference which party governs nationally, 

and proportionally to more women than men it does not make much 

1 
difference. Moreover this trend occurs independently of education. 

At the primary, secondary, and technical.and college levels of 

education the same pattern occurs. 

1. The differences how~ver, are not ~tatistically significant. 
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Among those with a university edncation however, the trend is 

markedly reversed; more women than men answered that it does 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 

P1·imary 
Secondary 
Technical Ex 

College 
Univcri;ity 

The extent to wh1.ch it makes much difference which 
party governs nationally by sex for each level of 
educatiori. (%) 

Does make a Does not make Don't know 
difference a diffe-.·ence 

M F M F M F M 

60.9 41.5 34.8 39.0 4.3 19.5 23 
60.8 53.8 35.4 34.8 3.8 11.4 79 

58.8 56.3 29.4 37.5 11.8 6.3 17 
67 .6 82.4 29.4 ·17.6 2.9 34 

N 

F 

41 
132 

16 
17 

The age variable displays an irregular pattern, with bi-modal 

peaks produced by those aged 25 to 29 and 40 to 49. These 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 with the degree to which the $roup perceives 

differences between the parties. But that chapter also indicated 

that non-partisanship was strongest among those aged 40-49. This 

age group is therefore an exception among 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. In fact it· is 

respondents without a party preference who are. responsible for t·he 

statistically significant difference shown in Table 3.3. 

'fhe extent to which it makes much difference which TABLE 3.3 
party governs nationally by national party identificatior .. (%) 

Sample 

Party Identif­
ication at the 
natlonal sphere 

Does make a 
difference 

57.2 

Liberal 68.3 
Labor E0.3 
Other 54.6 

No preference 34.8 

x2 = 21.1 

Does not make Don't know 
a difference 

34 .Cl 

23.6 
33.8 
45.5 
49.3 

8.8 

8.2 
6.0 

15.9 

df 3 (with DK' s and negative answers combined) 

p < 0.001 

N 

362 

123 
151 

11 

69 

But although there is no statistically significant difference 

in the responses among partisans1
, 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 those 

respondents identifying with each of the rilajor 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 partisans 

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

1. 2 
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 dif f crence and a variation of ten 

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

This finding is consistent with the trends found among the Ringwood 

and Brisbane samples referred to above. Western and Wilson reported 

that ''ALP supporters were less inclined than others to. think a difference was 

1 '' likely" while Burns' table shows that among solid supporters, 21% 

of Liberals compared to 16% of Labor supporters thought that a change 

gf government would make a significant difference to the way in which 

2 
the country was run. He sugges~ed 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 are 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 with 

respect to the state sphere, an almost identical pattern occurs. For 

other groups however, there is a marked and significant variation on ~he 

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 

1. Western and W~lson, 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 thqt it does matter which party.governs is 

greater than the percentage for whom it does not matter (39.8%), slightly 

more people felt that it does not matter at the state sphere than 

thought the same with respect to the national sphere. 

This is consistent with what might be expected from the analysis 

of voting behaviour at the two spheres. Although the evidence is 

not conclusive, H was suggested that the greater stability.in voting 

behaviour at the state sphere reflected a perception of settled 

politics in the state. The variation in the degree to which it would 

make much Qifference which party governs 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 chang~ 

party allegiance. 

Table 3.4 displays the percentages of the sample as well as the 

variables sex, education, income, occupation, class and age.'.: As the 

table indicates, in broad terms there is a reversal to the pattern 

revealed with respect to the national sphere. Proportio~ally, more 

women than men, more with 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 

1 
also evident on the education and income variables. The table 

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

2 
x = 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. (%) 

Sample 

Sex: 
Men 
Women 

Education: 
Primary 
Secondary 
Technical & 

Colleee 
University 

Income: $ 
0-3999 
4000-7999 
8000-11999 
12000-15999 
16000·-19999 
20000 and above 

Occupation: 
Manual 
Non-manual 
Retired, 
Students, 
Home duties 

Class: 
Working 
Middle 

Age: 
18-24 
25-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 
60 and over 

Does make a 
difference 

48.1 

45.8 
49.8 

60.9 
49.3 

33.3 
37.3 

48.7 
57 .1 
51.4 
35.5 
45.2 
44.8 

57.l 
41.9 

51.3 

59.4 
42.0 

44.1 
51.4 
45.9 
52.6 
38.9 
52.l 

Docs not make Don't know 
a difference 

39.8 

45.2 
35.7 

28.l 
38.4 

57 .6 
49.0 

40.8 
33.9 
35.l 
48.2 
41.9 
48.3 

37.5 
42.6 

37.8 

29.7 
47.5 

45.8 
43.2 
35.1 
35.l 
50.0 
36.5 

11~9 

9.0 
14.0 

9.4 
12.3 

9.1 
.13.7 

9.2 
8.9 

13.5 
14.3 
12.9 

6.9 

3.6 
15.5 

10.9 

10.2 
10.5 

10.2 
5.4 

18.9 
12.3 
11.l 
10.4 

N 

362 

155 
207 

64 
211 

33 
51 

76 
56 
1:. 
56 
31 
29 

56 
148 

156 

128 
181 

59 
37 
74 
57 
36 
96 

shows that the percentage of respondents who answered that it makes 

a difference which party governs decreases with higher education 

and decreases in an irre~ular pattern with ~igh incomes. The 

inverse pattern is evident among respondents who answered that it 

makes no difference which party governs. 

\ 
'-

. "· 



This neat reversal however is not the case on the age variable. 

For those aged 18 to 24 and 50 to 59 the higher proportion answered 

that there is no difference, which is the converse of the proportions 

with respect to the national sphere. But among each of the remaining 

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 that 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, more men than women feel that it does make a difference; 

technical &nd college educated women tend to feel that it does not 

make a difference while a relatively large proportion of the university 

e.ducated women did not know. 

TABLE 3.5 

Primary 
Secondary 
Technical & 

College 
University 

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 

60.9 61.0 34.8 24.4 4.3 12.2 23 41 
46.8 50.S 43.0 35.6 10.1 13.6 79 132 

41.2 25.0 52.2 62.5 5.9 i2.5 17 16 
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 proportion of Labor partisans for whom it makes a 

difference which p~rty 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 Liberai's this proportion is greater than the 

percentage who answered that it does make a difference. In fact this 

partisan difference, unlike the national perception, is statistically 

TABLE 3 .6 The extent to which ft makes much difference which party 
governs in Tasmania by State party identification (%) 

SamplP. 

Party Identif-
ication at the 
state sphere 

Liberal 
Labor 
Other 

No Preference 

x2 "' 27 .48 

df .. 3 

p < 0.001 

'"-:/ 

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

48.1 39.8 11.9 362 

35.8 45.0 18.4 108 
63.5 31.7 4.9 164 
55.6 33.4 11.2 9 
34.3 48.6 17.2 70 

(with DK's and negative· answers combined) 
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significant. 1 

Consistent with the patterns relating to the social variables 

shown in tables 3.1 and 3.4, the partisan pattern with respect to 

the state sphere is almost the direct reversal on the national pattern. 

The qualification is that whereas a majority of Liberals thought that 

it does not make a difference at the state sphere, a majority 

answered that it does matter at the national sphere; among Labor 

partisans a maj'ority (an absolute majority) with respect to each sphere 

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. 

l(c)The degree of party competition 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 3.1 and 3,4 indicate that it matters 

which party governs more at the national sphere than at the state, 

Moreove.r ,slightly more people felt that it does not make much difference 

which party governs in the state than answ~red similarly with respect to 

the national sphere. That is, national party conflict is more.salient 

than is party conflict at the state sphere. 

1. 2 x 20.os, df 1 (i, e. between Liberal and Labor Partisans) 
p <. 0.001. 

,, 
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It was also shown that among social, economic and partisan 

groupings there were variations on this pattern. Liberals and pebple 

of higher .status were likely to be more perceptive of party differences 

nationally than with respect to the state. People of lower status 

and Labor partisans tended to display the reverse pattern. 

The question that arises from these trends is whether, and if 

so to what extent, party differences are perceived at both spheres or 

·at one sphere but not the other. This is the focus that table 3.7 

provides. The percentage of respondents for whom 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 

to the variables examined in Tables 3.1 and 3.4. 

Table 3.7 indicates the prominence of national party competition 

compared to party conflict at the state sphere. For 50.0% of the total 

sample, either the parties are perceived to make a difference at both 

spheres or at the national sphere only. 

This national tendency however is not evident among all groups. 

Among those of lower status, primary educated respondents, manual 

workers, working class respondents and those on lower incomes, 50% 

answered either that the parties made a di.fference at both spheres, 

or only at the state sphere. Indeed the table indicates that the 

prominence of party conflict at the national sphere only increases 

with increasing status, while the prominence of party conflict at the. 

state sphere only increases with decreasing status. Similarly, males 

were more likely than women to answer that it makes a di.fference 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 but 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 

Sample 

Sex: 
Men 
Women 

Education: 
Primary 
Secondary 
Technical & 
College 
University 

Occupation: 
Manual 
Non-manual 
Retired, 
Students, 
Home duties 

Income: 
0-3999 

4000-7999 
8000-11999 
12000-15999 
16000-19999 
20000 and over 

Class: 
Working 
Middle 

Age: 
18-24 
25-29 
30-:-39 
40-49 
50-59 
60 and over 

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 dif f erencc N 
at both only at the only at the at both 
spheres national state spheres 

·sphere sphere 

30;7 20.4 13.5 17.4 362 

32.3 23.9 12.3 20.0 155 
29.5 17.9 14.5 15.5 207 

39.1 4.7 17.2 20.3 64 
30.8 19.9 14.2 17.1 211 

21.2 33.3 9.1 21.2 33 
27.5 35.3 7.8 13.7 51 

37.5 7.1 19.6 28.6 56 
30.4 31.5 8.1 10.1 148 

38.8 14.7 16.7 20.5 156 

27.6 15.8 18.4 27.4 76 
38.6 14.~ 23.2 16.1 56 
36.5 16.2 12.2 16.2 74 
26.8 33.9 10.7 14.3 56 
38.7 22.6 3 .• 2 19.4 31 
34.5 37.9 10.3 10.3 29 

35.9 9.4 16.4 18.8 128 
29.8 29.8 10.5 16.6 181 

23.7 20.3 16.9 25.4 59 
40.5 27.7 10.8 13.5 37 
28.4 17.6 14.9 16.2 74 
36.8 26.3 10.5 7.0 57 
22.2 27.8 13.9 19.4 36 
33.3 12.5 12.5 20.8 96 

'' 1:hose who answered Don't know· have not been included in the table. 
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occupations, the majo.rity answered that it makes a difference which 

party governs only with respect to the national sphere. Among all 

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 also 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 conflict. 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 consiscent with these trends. 

Using federal patterns of party identification, table 3.8 

portrays the patterns of perceptions of party conflict in relation to party 

preference. Among Labor partisans and c!ual identifiers a majority ·· .... 

answered that it makes a difference which party governs with respect 

to both spheres. But this is not the case among Liberals. By 

a small margin, 2%, the highest percentage of Liberals answered that it 

makes a difference only at the national sphere. Moreover only a 

relatively small percentage of Liberals perceive party conflict 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 trug 



80 

TABLE 3.S The extent to ;which it makes much difference whlch party 
governs at both, one or no spheres by federal pattern of 
party identification (%)* 

Federal Pattern Difference Difference Difference No difference 
of Party at both only at the only at the at both 
Identificr.:..ion spheres national state spheres 

sphere sphere 

Liberal Partisans 26.7 28.6 7.6 13.3 

Labor Partisans 44.1 15.2 15.9 15.9 

Dual Identifiers 42.9 21.4 14.3 7.1 

National 
Identifiers 35.7 7.1 14.3 

state 
Identifiers 9.1 45.5 36.4 

Non Partisans 17.2 19.0 13.8 25.9 

N 

105 

145 

14 

14 

11 

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 conclusions are implied by 

this partisan pattern. The trends suggest that for Liberals there 

is a greater difference between the parties nationally than at the 

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

gov~r~~- n~tionall~\but only to 34% does it matter at the state sphere. 
', 

But for Labor partisans there is a difference at both spheres. With 

respect to both national and state spheres, to 59% of Labor partisans 

it does make a difference which party governs. Thirdly, among Labor 

partisans a much greater percentage indicate there is a difference 

between· the parties at the state sphere than among L"iberals. In other 

words the trerids imply that to Liberals it would be much more important fur 

Liberals to win national elections than state elections. It would be 

equally important for Labor supporter~ to win at both ~pheres. 

Consequently it would be much more.important to Labor partisans to 

win a state contest than it would to Liberal partisans. This however 
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is only the implication, the questions d5_d not ask about the 

importance of winning elections. The speculation· however is 

consistent with recent electoral history, patterns of party identification 

and with patterns of voting behaviour. Further,as will be indicated 

in Chapter 5 it is also consistent with perceptions about the 

importance of elections. 

The table also portrays the pattern among mixed identifiers. 

Among national identifiers, the majority perceive party differences 

with respect to the national sph.ere only and conversely a majority 

of state identifiers perceive party identifiers predominantly at the 

state sphere only. A majority of dual identifiers perceive party 

differences with respect to both spheres. The groups however are too 

small to more than suggest that these pa~terns 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.majority it would not make 

much difference which party governed at either sphere and perhaps 

these are apoliticals. Among the remainder most felt that the parties 

would make a difference at the national sphere only. 

ln concluding this examination of the extent to which it makes 

a difference whic.h party governs at the two spheres of the federal 

system, the main points may be sununarized. It 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 makes a difference at both spheres, more people perceived differences 

at the national sphere only than with respect to the state sphere 
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only. These perceptions however vary with status and partisanship. 

People of higher status and Liberals are more likely to perceive ·' 

party differences at the national sphere than at the state sphere 

while Labor partisans and people of lower status are likely to 

. perceive differences at both spheres. 

Further, more Labor partisans than Liberals were likely to 

answer that it makes a difference which party governs at the state 

sphere only. These trends in partisanship are consistent with voting 

patterns and the degree to which party support is integrated across 

electoral boundaries. Labor support was found to be more integrated 

than Liberal support. It is also implied that 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 shown above in table 3.1 that 57% 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 explain 

the difference, 2.8% did not know and a further 19.6% offered only 

generalized responses reiterating that there were differences. 

Almost half of these said or implied that there were differences 

between policies or platforms or that they adopted different approaches; 

for example "different policies", "outlook, approach totally different" 

l' 
or "emphasis of each party different". 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 respondents 

perceived differences between the parties, the images are not clearly 

defined. 

However the majority were able to articulate specific reasons 

indicating perceived differences between parties~· These fall into 

five broad categories, ideological 16.4%, policies 16.0%, management of 

government 16.0%, differences between the parties relating to groups 

regarded_ as associated with a party 14.1%, leaders or leadership 5.0%, 

and a residual category, 10.5%. Table 3.9 displays this categorized 

sununary 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 ~lightly larger c~tegory of specific reasons, ~ 

comprising 16.4% of the responses. This category contains references 

to socialism, communism and nationalisation with reference to the 

Labor Party and associates the Liberal Party with capitalism, free 

enterprise and laissez-faire and one response which describes the 

Liberal leader as a fascist. Thus for example the "Liberals are too 

capitalistic" or for "free enterprise" and "laissez-faire" whereas 

"Labor (is) more conununist 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 

% % . % % 
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.S 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 responses relating to the parties' ability 

to govern or approach to governing are the two next categories with 

each comprising 16.0% of the responses. Differences in policy 

are centered on_ two areas, economic and social welfare. Half of 

the responses relating to economic policy simply stated that the parties 

pursue different economic policies or produced differing 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 effect on the 

economy" to the more specific ev:aluations, ·"Labor ••• caused unemployment" 

or "tends to be more centralist and incrzases 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 diffC!rences in social welfare policies 

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

the remainder referring approvingly to I.abor's record in relation to 

pensions and medibank. A residual category labelled "other" contains 

the remaining ref~rences to policy differences. This category comprises 

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

to education. 

An equal number of responses referred to governing. Of these a 

number refer to one party or the other being "More for the people and 

not for themselves"? the others concern either economic responsibility 

(as opposed to economic policy), capability,or approach to governing. 

Labor is seen as lacking financial responsibility, "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_t6 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~" 

The 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" and· the unions 

or is under union control whereas the "Liberals are for the upper class," 

"capital, the businessman, "the multinationals" or against the working· 

man and is not dominated by unions. 

The remaining specific category concerns evalua~ions of the 

party leaders or their approach. Four responses are critical of Mr. 

Whitlam, and one is favourable (but in relation to uranium); Mr. Fraser 

scores three negative responses and two favourable, while 

two more responses simply perceive party differences in terms of 

"leadership". 

The final category, comprising 10.5% of the responses, is a 

residual group among which are comments outside the main groupings or 

which are difficult to 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 differences in the parties' relations with the states. 

while several other respondents deny differences (after initially 

answering·that it did make a difference which party governs). 

In summary then, national party differences are seen as comprising 
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five specific areas .... ·ideology' policy' management of 'government, 

groups associated with the parties and party leaders. These with a 

residual group account for 78.0% of the responses. The remainder 

either give no reason or provide only a most generalised response 

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 those identifying with the 

Liberal and Labor parties indicating specific differences 

tend to cluster into two categories. For Liberal identifiers some 

46.0% of the responses refer either to ideology or 

management of government; for Labor supporters 40.0% of 

the responses relate to interests or groups associated with the 

parties or to specific policy areas. 

Of the responses from Liberals 24.5%· referred to management of 

government. To Liberals, the Labor party provided poor managers of 

the governing process: "Labor too out of this world, went stupid, 

too radical". This theme was much less prominent among Labor 

supporters; to four respondents it is the 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 ref erring 

to ideology; Labor is socialistic and "tied up with the connnunist party." 

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

,, 
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ation and for free enterprise and incentives for workers". Most Liberals 

in this group perceive the Liberal Party as opposing Labor's 

socialism; very few Liberal responses refer to a positive component 

of Liberal j_cieology, or philosophy. On the other hand, while this 

category comprises relatively fewer Labor responses, half provide 

responses approving of Labor's socialism and the remainder simply associate 

the Liberal Party with free enterprise and capitalism but not with the 

aversion that Liberal s_upporters imply in relation to socialism. 

The largest category of specific responses from Labor supporters 

is group related differences; 22.5% of Labor responses answered 

that "Labor is for the working man", "Labor for workers •.. Liberal 

is not" or the Liberal party is for "the upper class", "multinationals" 

or "big business". That is, Labor identifiers tend to perceive national 

party conflict in sectional terms. The Liberals however 

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 categories. Among the Liberals, social welfare 

policies are less frequently mentioned than economic policy whereas 

econoMic policies are relatively infrequently cited by Labor identifiers. 

For the supporters of both parties gP.neralized differences are also -

frequent responses but more so among 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 



89 

Liberals are more articulate in framing their perceptions of party 

differences or that Labor supporters are not so clear about the 

diffe1:ences. 

Not much can be said about those claiming no party preference as the 

number of responses are really too small to indicate a pattern. But 

it is noticeable that policy and ideological 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 responses. 

But whereas Liberals tend to stress ideology and management of 

government with references to policies a lagging third, group 

related differences, policies and generalised responses comprise the 

majority of responses from Labor identifiers. 

To complete the picture of perceptions about party differences 

however, it is also necessary to consider the reasons 34% felt that 

it does not make much difference which party governs. Table 3.10 

indicates the categories of responses for the total sample and by 

partisanship of the respondent. To a third, there was simply no difference 

between the parties; "seems much the same with either party", "much of 

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

Perhaps significantly.; this was the position taken by proportionally 

- more Labor supporters than Liberals. To another 25% there was /. 
' .. 

no difference because both parties are equally 

incapable or unlikely "to do much good". Moreover a further ten 

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 i.abor: Other No 
Preference 

% % % N % 
No difference 33.3 20.0 . 39.2 5 28.2 
Both parties equally 

incapable 24.5 26.7 11·;6 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 an:;wer 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 politicians of both 

parties. 

Of the remainder 18.0% comprise a residual category. Most of 

these responses do not appear to relate to the question or provide 

insufficient information to categorize. Of the rest respondents did 

not know. Thus of the reasons given for the 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 of the 

difference. In describing the differences almost 40% of the responses are 

- I ~. 
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broad generalisations. In fact 6.2% of the respondents could not 

provide a reason, and another 2.8% answered either 

"everything." 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 that one party is better 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 .that the respondent simply prefers a 

particular party. The remaining 61.7% of the responses refer to 

specific differences. 

TABLE 3.ll ImaBeS of party differences at the state sphere by state party 
identification. 

Imaee Category Sample Llberal Labor No Preference 

% % % % 

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 relatiora 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 

II one party better 15.2 10.0 16.9 21.6 
II differences undefined 2.8 7.5 1.0 
II 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* 40 107 23 

* OTHER party identification =. 8 

' 



/ 92 

Three categories; group related differences, management of 

government, and a residual grouping comprise just on half these responses. 

Thirteen percent refer to management of government with the 

majority simply stating that "Labor does a good job", or that Labor is 

more experienced. A few ventured to suggest however that the LiberaJs 

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" while 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 

differences between the parties. For example such comments as "issue~ 

don't matter," or "Canberra holds the purse strings" imply that differences 

are not very significant. Several comments 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 different!' 

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 
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across the two electoral spheres (7.9%) comprise two views; on the 

one hand half the responses suggest that "it is sensible to have (the) 

same (party in) government in (the) state as in Canberra" as this 

would achieve "more harmony". The othet' view is the opposite; it is 

better to have a different party in power in the state to that at the 

national sphere. 

Statements about the leaders comprise 6.8% of the responses. Almost 

all are critical of the opposition leader such as '~on'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, 

housing, transport and unemployment also mentioned, but only the 

comments on social welfare provide any descriptive comment. For 

example "Labor look after the young and old" or "With Labor, pensioners 

get a better deal". Of equally low prominence in respondent~ perceptions 

of party differences in the state are ideological differences; only 

5.1% 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 generalized 

statements about differences compared with just over a third of the 

Labor responses. Of the Liberal responses,17% refer to 

general policy differences - "I-like their policies better -" while 

this categor.y accounts for just 12% of the Labor responses. The reverse 

proportions apply among those who simply stated either that "Labor are the 

best" or that the "liberals do more for us". However, unspecified 

differences - "different ways - no specific reason~' - and the "don't 

know" responses are proportiona:I.ly much more frequent among 

Liberals than Labor supporters. 

Among the more specific items, management of government and 

differences relating to groups associated 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 25%. 

The Labor Party's. traditional image as the party for the working class ~ 

comprises 15. 9% of the responses. Significantly however only two Labor 

respondents contrast this with a relationship between the Liberal Party 

and business interests and no references are made to capitalism 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 category. 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 management 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. Only three Liberals 

express any criticism and mildly at that. One is critical of "How 

they handle the deficit"; another suggests that the'Liberals would have 

·handled the bridge situation mu~h better," 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 Liberals the 

Labor.Party is "left wing" or socialist and a fourth is concerned about 

a "communist influence", but this represents a significantly 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 

the 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 of the Liberal view and others that Liberals "would toe the 

Fraser line". One respondent makes the interesting conunent that the 

state government is the link between the people and the national 

government; ''they can make demands on (the) federal government ••• and 

influence (the) distribution of what (the) federal government gives the 

state. 11 

.. 
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The residual 'other' category comprises a similar percentage of 

comments from Liberals, Labor supporters and non-partisans and the re-

maining categories are dominated by Labor respondents. Labor supporters 

are unanimous in their condemnation of the Liberal leader with the non-

' partisans either iir 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 emphci.size 

management of government and group related differences much more than do 

Liberals. More Liberal responses than.either those from Labor supporters 

~r non-partisans are general comments and each provide a similar proportion 

of comments in the residual category. Liberal comments also compris~ 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 the bulk of responses simply state that 

both parties are similar~"both much the same","both have advantages 

and disadvantages", Haven't noticed any difference". To this category 

may be added a further six percent of responses expressing the view 

that the Labor Party is conservative or right wing. Implied by these 

comments is that Labor is moderate compared to national Labor and not . 
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TABLE j.12 Reasons for parties regarded as not makinr. a. difference at 
the state sphere by state party identification. 

Image category Sample Liberal Labor No Preference 

Both partjes similar 36.5 26.0 35.9 44.5 
Moderation of the ALP . 6.1 8.0 9.5 
Dominance of national 

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

7.6 politics 4.1 4.0 
Personalities 3.4 5.7 5.6 
Criticisms of parties 

8.4 and politicians 14.2 18.0 13.2 
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* 50 53 36 

* OTHER c 9 

very much different from the Liberal Party. As one Liberal explained~ 

"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 cpnstraints 

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

responses refer to the 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 overrides 

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 told to". To ~hese comments may be 

added a further 4% expressing the view that "They (the parties) haven't got 

the means to influence our lives" or that "both (the parties) are limited 

due to finance". A slight variation on this theme refers to the 

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

in power "because the state doesn't affect the international level" or 

because the state only has "to look after roads, bridges, education and 

health". State politics is seen only as "small town politics -

decisions not that important". 

Three percent of the comments refer to personalities, It is not 

the parties but the individuals who make the difference; it "depends 

on the person who stands." But while some respondents regard individuals 

as important, a comparatively large proportion take an opposite view; 

"Politics is a dirty business no matter who runs the state." They are 

all as bad as one another; "both do a lousy job", the parties are both 

the same; they "promise everything until they.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 deg~ee of partisan agreement. 

Most categories contain similar proportions of the total responses 

given by the supporters of the two parties. But there are important 

exceptions to this degree of agreement. Compared to Liberal responses, 

a high proportion of the reasons offered by Labor supporters and non­

partisans refer to a perceived similarity between the two parties. 



99 

More significant· however are the responses contributing to the second 

theme, that of a limited role for state government. It is instructive 

that 14% of the responses,which represen~5.5% of the total sample, 

take the view that the state government is limited either by a lack 

of finance or more importantly by the national government. The view is 

that state politicians "are just spenders of federal money". But 

furthermore, this category cont.ains a relatively high percentage of the 

responses offered by Liberals,· more than twice the proportion of Labor 

responses, and represents some 8% of those with a partisan attachment 

to the state branch of the Liberal Party. Or to put it another way> 

45% of state Liberals said that it does not make much difference 

which party governs in the state of whom some 18% said the reason is 

because the national government exercises over-riding control. And 

further, each one of these nine respondents is a Liberal identifier with 

respect to both spheres thus representing a significant proportion of 

Liberal supporters. 

2. (c) 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 elements comprising 

the images are displayed providing an overview of the perceptions and 

facilitating comparison. 

Several s~gnificant variations are apparent. At the national 

sphere a much greater proportion of the responses refer to specific 

differences as opposed to generalizations. That·is, at 'the national 

sphere perceived differences between the parties are much more clearly 

identifiable to respondents th~n with respett to the state sphere. 
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TABL~ 3.13. Images of party competition, national and state. 

National fr1a:;e State image 

General differences (22 .4%) Gcnernl differences (38. 3%) 

Ideology (16.47.) Management of government(lJ.0%) 

Policy - (16. 07.) 

Management of government (16,0%} 

Group related 
differences 

J,eaders 

Other 

No. of responses 

(14, 1%} 

(10. s~;) 

220 

Group related 
differences (12. 4%) 

National-state 
relafions ( 7. 9%) 

J.eaders ( 6. 8%} 

Ideology ( 5 .1%) 

Poli.cy ( 5 .1%) 

Other (11. 2%) 

178 

Statements referring to ideology and specific policy areas are 

much more prominent with reference to n?tional affairs than to state 

politics. This variation moreover is evident among both Liberal and 

Labor partisans; that is even among Liberals ideological differences 

are much less prominent with respect to the state sphere than 

nationally. To Liberals management of government is also a much less 

significant category with respect to the state sphere. Labor supporters, 

on the other hand, conunended the state government and provided 

relatively fewer comments concerning management of government nationally. 

cThe Liberals provide contrasting evaluations across the two 

spheres but among Labor supporters there is some integration in 

their perceptions of party conflict, particularly relating to the 
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category of group related items. To Labor supporters a major 

difference between the parties is that Labor is for "the workers". '.fo 

the extent 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 of objectives for Labor 

supporters. Thus while party identification tends to be integrated 

across electoral spheres with 7.0% of the sample holding the same 

attachment at both spheres, perceptions about the focus for partisan 

action tend to vary and to a greater extent among L-iberals 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 separately; 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 federal picture. But this is not the 

case for two reasons. Firstly, the num~er of responses from mixed 

identifiers .is comparatively small. With respect. to the national sphere 

responses from mixed identifiers account for 10% of the total and at 

the state sphere 9.6%. Secondly, the responses are evenly distributed 

over the categories; with one exception, there is no concentration of 

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

Nevertheless, this exception 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 
Identifiers Identifiers 

}lational Sphere N N 

Ideological 1 
Policy - economic 2 
11 

- other 
Management of gov't 2 
Group related dff ferences 
Other 3 
Differences - general 

11 
- don't know 2 

Total responses 10 

State Sphere 

Management of gov't 
Group related differences -
Nation1l - State 

relations 3 
Policy 
General differences -

policy 
one party better 
don't know 
other 

Total Responses 

2 
1 
2 

8 

1 
1 
1 
2 
3 
2 

10 

1 

2 

3 

State 
Identifiers 

N 

1 

1 

2 

1 
1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

6 

suggested 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. Respondents 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 

of these three respondents answered in the affirmative. Furthermore, one 

voted 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. The other respondent however 

reported voting for; the Liberal Party at both elections. Perhaps 

, .. 
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a desire to balance the parties in power across jurisdictions is a 

significant perspective among dual identifiers reflecting a view which 

is the anti thesis of integration. However while this may be a 

significant view among dual identifiers, it does not distort the 

partisan content of the category; the category contains a majority 

of Liberals as noted above, 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 and other and references to management of government. Thus 

specific Hems 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 differences are much 

clearer defined at the national sphere. Among the remaining statements 

relat~ng to the state sphere, management of government is marginally 

more prominent than references to leaders, group related differences 

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

sample' edeological considerations. 

Thus perspectives of party differences do vary between the two 

.spheres of government_. But while this i~ so for all shades of 

partisanship, it is the case among Labor supporters to a less degree 

than to Liberals. 
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3) Conclusion. 

In 1960 Davis drew attention to persisting and clear disparities in 

levels of party support between national and state elections for the 

period 1940 to 1959. To encourage explanations for these patterns of 

party preference Davis suggested several possible alternatives relating 

to images of the parties and perceptions about the content of partisan 

competition at the state sphere. Among these were the quietness of state 

politics, the absence of controversial issues and the ideological 

1 respectability of state Labor parties. Since then other commentators have 

echoed these themes. 

Townsley has referred .to Tasmanian politics as "rather a low key" 

affair in which there is relatively little controversy and certainly 

with an absence of intense rivalry. 2 Herr has extended 

this theme . To Herr, Tasmania 11 is a state where politics receive 

3 
a lower priority in the public consciousness than administration. 11 

Tasmanian state politics is characterized less by partisan 

competition 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 . ci t. , p . 6 4. 

3. R.A. Herr et. al., "Accountability and Proportional Representation 
The Tasmanian Case", Politics, VlO, No. 2, Nov. 1975, p.219. 
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according to Herr, is-attributable to its ability to administer and 

pursue a "pragmatic, brokerage - politics style of government"[in aJ 
- 1 

"state more anxious to be administered than governed," 

This brokerage style of politics is also to Sharman the characteristic 

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

of personality pervade the poli.tical process.2 Because of the importance 

of both these fsctors, party competition becomes 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, "Ideological 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." 3 An absence of ideology is 

sure to dampen the fires of political debate. 

The accuracy of these themes is evident in the preceeding analysis. 

As indicated by tables 3.1 and 3.4, state politics compared to the 

national sphere is "settled" politics. Whereas 57% of the sample agreed 

that it does make a difference which party governs at the national sphere, 

slightly less than half the sample felt the same with respect to the 

state parties. Moreover, even among those who did consider that the 

parties would make a difference in the state, the responses, when 

compared to perceptions about national party conflict, tend to be much 

less specific in identifying important differences between the parties. 

1. ~., 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 variations in the extent of specific as . opposed to 

generalized statements of party differences there are also significant 

contrasts between the two spheres in the prominence of the specific 

categories. Specific policy items are prominent in the party differences 

nationally but are relatively obscure with respect to the state party 

conflict. And it is policy goals or objectives to be pursued which give 

rise to ideological perspectives. Ideology too, although of importance 

nationally is much less significant at the state sphere; even to Liberals. 

The most prominent category of specific responses-at the state sphere is in 

fact management of government and this reflects the descriptions of 

Tasmanian state politics noted above. 

Moreover, it is also noticeable that the state Labor Party was 

largely applauded for its administration of government; indeed there 

is a marked absence of Liberal criticism with its performance. This 

too i~ consistent with Herr 1s conclusion that the state Labor Party 

enjoys considerable respect for its administration, from its own 

supporters as well as from the supporters of its 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. For Liberals, especially the 

two spheres involve contrasting perceptions of party competition 

implying differing 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 pe more integrated across the spheres in the perceptual 

appreciations of some Labor supporters. 

These partisan dif f ere~ces are consistent with the differences 

noted above in the degree of pariy 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 other hand party differences are more 

prominent to Liberals at the national sphere and this too is consistent 

with variations between the sphere in Liberal perceptions about the 

party conflicts. The implication of these patterns is that Liberal 

supporters are likely to be more keen to win national elections 

than state elections whereas Labor supporters may be equally keen to 

win both. State elections moreover, are likely to be much more 

competitively contested by Labor supporters than Liberals. 

Not only were Liberals more perceptive of party differences at the 

. 
national sphere than at the 
~ ·~ ~~ 
~~it makes a difference 

state sphere, but prominent among thetrreasons 

which party ~overns 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 natio~al dominance. 

These responses imply a degree of nationalization in perceptions about 

party competitiori, which is. surprising given the special atiention the 

Liberal Party, and Tasmanian Liberals especially, accord to "states rights 11
• 

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 category of responses too which is prominent for the 

dual identifiers who agreed that it makes a difference which party governs 

in the state. Although most of their responses were general, the three 

respondents who were specific ref erred to party relations across the 

spheres. Each took the contrary view to the Liberals, that it is 

preferable to balance one party in power nationally with another party 

.in power in the state. For dual identifiers, their schizoid attachment 

does not appear to derive from clearly defined perspectives which 

associate tae parties to particular spheres of the federal system, 

but at least partially to a notion: of balancing the parties which in it:s 

most rational construction entails a perception of the federal system as 

a competitive 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, 

... 
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CHAPTER 4 

PARTY IMAGES 

It has been sh0wn that patterns of party preference exhibit 

a relatively high degree of integration between national and state 

electoral spheres. Perceptions about party 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 of party competition vary across 

spheres. Consequently perceptions about each of the parties should 

vary across spheres. This. is the subject of this chapter; an 

examination of respondent's perceptions about the two parties (party 

images) with respect to each electoral sphere. 

Two methods of constructing party images have been developed in other 

surveys •. One is to provide statements about the parties and ask 

respondents whether they agree or disagree.1 A more sophisticated 

2 variation of this method is the semantic diff~rential technique. The ~ 

respondent is invited to place each party on a scale with respect to 

various dimensions presented in the form of simple word pairs. For 

example, t:he dimension could be "general orientation" 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 

categorize the responses. This is the method used in a number of 

American studies3as well as in Britain4and mor~ recently by Aitkin in 

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

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

3. A. Campbell et.al., op.cit. 

4. Butler and Stokes, op.cit. 
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1 . 
Australia. It is this method which is followed here in an attempt to 

focus on voters' unstructured and spontaneous perceptions of the 

parties with respect to each sphere. Only by examining such responses 

through free answer type questions can the subtlety and flavour in the 

similarities and variations of party images between electoral spheres 

be revea.led. But in adopting this method, there is the problem that 

the sponteneity of responses may reflect particular issues current 

at the time of the survey, rather than the more embedded perceptions 

about the parties. Where comments ~efer to issues of the period (as 

indicated in press reports) this is noted. For the most part 

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

perceptions of the parties held by th~ respondents. 

Following Aitkin, each respondent was asked what he liked and ~is-

liked about the national and state ccmponents ·of both parties. Eight 

questions were asked with each elector.al arena treated independently 

and separated by intervening question& but identified by an introductory 
• 

2 
statement. In the analysis, the responses to these eight questions 

, 
have been grouped according to the subject area expressed with separate 

categorization for each question. The categories thus formulated have 

been summarized under descriptive headings and tabulated as elements of 

each party's aggregate image. 

The results thus obtained indicate substantially 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, op.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.l presents the favourable and unfavourable images of the 

Liberal Party! Taking firstly the favourable images, it can be seen 

that these comprise five main themes. Two dominant categories, policy 

items and general connnents, account for 50% of the responses with three 

themes, statements about personalities, management of government and 

ideology accounting for all but .. 7% of the remaining comments. This 

7% is a residual category containing such disparate commentslas 

"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 connnents referring either specifically or in a general sense to 

ecoi:iomic policy matters. Thus the Liberals ''are good, they have tried 

to solve inflation and unemployment; they "handle the economy 

betterl'' and have attempted to "restrain the wage explosion" with two 

other comments applauding taxation measures. t These comments, expressing 

a perception of competent economic management, total 17% of the 

responses, and more than 50% of the references to policies. The second 

policy category refers to industrial matters, in particular control of 

unions. The third policy category is a mixture of references 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. 
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.•· 

TABLE 4.1. Images of the Liberal Party (Natio1'al) by party idc'1tif1cation. · · 

Image I Sat:1ple 

Favo~.E_abJ~ 

Policy - economic 17 .2~ 
industrial 5.2 32.3 
other 9.7 

General favourable items 20.1 

Personalities - Fr a.Ser ::~~ 15 .• 7 Others 

Management Of government 14.2 

Ideology - free enterprise 7. 5~ 11.2 anti-socialist 3.7 

Other 6.8 
-· 

Total Responses 1341 

UnfavouraMe 

Po Hey - economic·managcrnent 

<.7! employment 4.9 
uraniuo1 mining 4.2 28.6 taxation 2.5 
inc!ustrial 2.1~ 
other 8.1 

Perso.nalities - Fraser 16.7~ . 
Others l.4 18.1 

Manage1:1ent of govcrnr.ient ~:j~ 14.7 Dishonest, insincere 

Group related items 
for big business !:~~ 10.9 against the people/workers 

Ideology 
cons~rvative attitu~e~ 3.9) 7.8 capitalist/for free enterprise 3.9) 

Party related items - disunity 4.2) 6.4 
riuthoritarianis~ 2.2) 

General <lislike 6.0. 

Other 5.3 
·- 284 z-· Total Responses 

•That ·la, the percentage of actual COlllRDta, other than "don't 
bow", "no", or "nothing". See Tablea 4. 7 and 4.8 for the total 
reapooae ratea. 

l. 
2. 

Other pa~ty i1cntificrs 
Oth~r pa~ty id~ntlficrs 

.. 6 

.. 15 

(! of pocrltive responses)• 

ltiheral Labor No Preference 

16.7~ 20.0~ 11:6~ 5.6 21.5 10.0 so.a 19.3 
4.2 20.0 7.7 

30.6 13.4 11.6 

12.5~ 16.7 - 11.6~ 15.5 4.2 13.4) 13.4 3.9 

12.5 6.7 31).8 

5.6~ 
4.2 9.e 6:7~ 6.7 U.6~ 

3.9 J.5.5 

7. 0 10.0 7.7 

72 30 26 
·-

5.8) 

···1 -! 3.5) 5.1 n.7 
2.3) 32.6 . 5.1 26.9 . ~~; 20.2 7.0 
4.7 0.8 
!).3 6.5 6.7 

• 14 .o~ 19.S) 
20.3 28:9~ 28.9 3.5 17.5 0.8) 

18.6~ 22.1 5.8~ 13.0 8.9~ 13.4 

" 3.5 7.2 t, .5 . 
1.2~ 
1.2 2.4 ::~~ 15.0 ~:~~ 11.2 

- l 3.5 5.8~ 10.2 6.7~ 9.0 3.5~ 4.4 2.3 

9.3~ 
1.2 10.5 1.5~. 

2.2 3.7 l1. 5~ 
2.3 6.8 

2.3 7.2 8.9 

9.3 4.4 2.3 

86 139 45 
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This category, accounting for 20% of the responses, contains such 

comments as: "Yes, everything", "better for Australia", "nothing wrong 

with them.t1
1 and "trying to do a jobt'. 

The party leader attracts 9.0% of the comments and with other 

Liberals mentioned, 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 attract comment are Goodluck, 

1 Hodgman and Peacock with five responses referring to unnamed members, 

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

Of almost equal prominence are perceptions of a responsible, 

cautious, pragmatic and professional approach to governing. Liberal 

ministers are "more realistic in (their).approach to everyday affairs", 

cautious and more businesslike". To some respondents the party 

provides an image of strength and solidity while to others they are simply 

more capable. 

Fifthly, is, ideology emcompassing references to "free enterprise" 

and opposition to socialism. But this category comprises only 11% 

of the responses. 

It is to be expected that Liberals would provide the majority of the 

favourable responses but there are also partisan differences in the 

patterning of the images. One third of the Liberal responses comprise 

general comments while dominating the Labor responses are references to 

policy. Management of government 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, ideology is 

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

Three elements comprising the party's favourable image, policy, 

personalities and management of government are counterbalanced by 

.similar categories of unfavourable responses. Policies attract the 

most criticism and perhaps surprising, this area of comment is 

proportionally strongest among Liberals. It covers policies relating 

to economic management, employment, uranium mining, taxation, 

industrial 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 and 

breaking promises. Not surprisingly Labor partisans are more critical 

than Liberals of the Liberal leader, but he attracts most criticism 

from non-partisans. 

t . 
Management of government accounts for almost 15% of the responses 

including a sub-theme comprising references to dishonesty and breaking 

promises. Other responses refer to a lack of concerted action, over-

confidence and a "born to rule" attitude. Again it is perhaps surprising 

but proportionally this line of criticism is strongest among Liberals •. 

References to policies, 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 identifiers and.non-partisans parallel the 

sample patterning. Non-partisans and Labor supporters contribute more 

heavily than Liberals to three of the remaining categories, group 
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related it~ms, ideology and general comments. Comments critical of 

relations with other groups account for 11% of the responses. These 

responses contain references to favouritism of "big business", and 

neglect of other groups, the handicapped, aborigines and especially 

"the working people". Labor identifiers and non-partisans are also 

critical of Liberal ideology and the party generally. Labor supporterB 

are critical of the Liberals' "general capitalist philosophy" and 

conservatism. The non-partisans also 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 tabor 

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

The remaining responses contain connnents about the party itself 

and residual items. Disunity, factionalism and authoritarianism make 

up 6% of responses relating to the functioning of the party. A 

relatively high proportion of Liberals refer to 1 "too much bickering and 

arguing" while Labor identifiers and non-partisans are more critical 

of a "one-man show". The residual category (Other) is dominated 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 

Samr.J.e 
.. 

. , Favourable 

Policy items - generdl 

'"'l 
social weifare 17.l 
education 8.1 44.i 
uneMploytr.i?nt 3.3 
conservation 2.8 
other policy· 6.2 

Group related ilcms (for the worker) 15.2 

Pcrsonalitie.s - Whi.tlam 

I 5.7~ 10.4 Others 4.7 

Party related items - unity, democracy 7.1~ 
- the members 2.4 9.5 

Management of govf'rnment 3.3~ 8.0 serve the people 4.7 

Ideolop.y/philosophy 4.7 

(;encral 8.1 

Total Responses 2111 

Unfavourable -------·-
~erson:ilities - Whit lam 20.6~ 28.8 Othei:s 8.2 

• 
Group rel:itcd items - union affiliations 14. l~ 15.5 against groups 1.4 

Policies - General '· 'l , 
ecor.omic 5.9 13.5 social welfare 2.1 
other 3.8 

Ideology 11.3 

M:maecmc.nt of gover.r.ir.ent 9.7 

Per. f<Jt"ti>;ince a~ opposition 7.2 

Party disunity 6.9 

Gi::1"1e&:al dislike 4.5 

Other 2.8 
-

Totc:l R.::!::ponses 29'12 

•That ia, the percentage of actual commenta, other than "don't 
know", "oo", or "nothing". See Tables 4; 7 and 4.8 for the total 
response rates. 

1. 
2. 

Other party· identifiers 
Other party identifier~ 

8 
= 12 

(% of positive responsesf 

Liberal Labor No Prcfcrcn 

15.4 

'·'l 20~8~ 33.4 11.1 
5.2 59.2 6.7 37 .8 17 .3, 48.6 
- 4.4 3.5~ 2.6 3.0 3.5 

2.6 7.4 3.5 

- 20.9 13.8 

7.7~ 
12.9 20.6 5.9~ 

3.7 9.6 3.5~ 
3.5 1.0 

7.7~ 
2.6 10.3 8.1~ 

1.5 9.1 3.5~ 
3.5 ?.O 

- 4.4~ 8.8 3.5~ - 4.4 .10.4 13.9 

5.2 5.1 3.5 

5.2 8.9 6.9 

39 135 29 

I 
19.6) 24.7 24. 7~ "1. 2 17.9~ 23.3 5.1~ 16.5 5.4) 

17.4~ 
1.5 18.9 8~3~. 8. '3 16.2~ 

1.8 18.0 

'·'l 3~6~ ,:,l . 
7.3 17.5 7.2 10.8 2.2 - ~ 3.6 
4.3 3.6~ 1.8 

13.l 4.7 16.1 

5.1 14.2 14 .3 

7.3 9.5 3.6 

5.1 .9. 5 7.2 

6.6 1.2 3.6 

1.5 4.7 3.6 

138 85 56 
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. ·' 
While this is the pat~ern among each partisan grouping, policy items 

are particularly emphasised by Liberals with a concentration on welfare 

policy; as one Liberal commented, "their favourable attitude to welfare". 

Other comments include references to Medibank, pensioners, and a concern 

for the underpriveleged. As well as welfare policies, non-partisans 

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

Policy is also important to Labor identifiers but comparatively less 

so than to Liberals and non-partisans. Group related responses is the 

theme dominated by Labor identifiers. This sectional and traditional 

image of the Labor Party as "working towards better standards for 

working people11 comprises 20% of the Labor comments and nearly 14% o~ 

those from non-partisans. But while this is a strong thread to the 

party'·s image, it is not emphasized to the extent that Aitkin found in 

1 1967. This may be a product of the el~ctorate. Alternatively it may be 

evidence in support of Kemp's thesis that the Labor Party is now less a 

1 h ' h 2 c ass party t an was once tnoug t. 

References to Labor personalities are mud{ less frequent than are .~ 

comments praising Liberal personalities. ·Among the party leaders 

3 
·Mr. Whitlam is neither as popular nor as prominent as Mr. Fraser. 

Mr •. Fraser is the sole Liberal leader mentioned, whereas Hawke, Hayden 

and Dunstan are Labor leaders sharing the praise in Labor's favou=able 

image. But in contrast to the Liberal Party, favourable comments about 

the Labor Party structure comprise 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 -:.omment, policy, group related items, personalities and party 

related items contribute 80% of· the responses. The remaining themes 

refer to management of government, ideology 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, praising Labor's period in 

office with comments about honesty, 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 
I 

favourable. attitude. Thus, they "do their best", "most things" and 

"I just like them" are examples. The remaining category is comments 

referring to ideology or philosophy. These range from references to 

socialism (including one Liberal) to objectives, ideals and philosophies. 

As for group related i.tems, this category is also much below the 14% 

revealed in Aitkin's national survey. 

The former·Labor·leader is the main focus of the unfavourable 

responses. Moreover, the highest percentage of comments critical 

of Mr. Whitlam is among Labor.identifiers. In addition,a further 8%, 

including a significantly high proportion (16%) of Labor identifiers, 

refer to other leaders, Hawke, Hayden; Cairns and Cameron or just to 

"other personalities".· With the .references to Mr. Whitlam and others· 
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combined, personalities account for 29~ of the comments critical of 

the Labor Party and more than 40% of the Labor responses. This is an 

exceptionally high proportion, almost three times the next largest 

category of Labor criticisms, almost double the Liberal proportion and 

···more than twice the percentage of Labor comments critical of Liberal 

personalities. At 29% of the total sample, criticisms of Labor lead~rs 

comprise an equal proportion of the responses in the next two largest 

categories, group related items and policy. 

Group related items refer to relations with unions and other groups. 

Of the 13% which refer to unions, 10% "don't .like the way they're 

(the Labor Party) letting the unions control their thinking" and 3% are 

simply critical of the party's "connections with the unions". Propci:tion.:.. 

ally this view is most prominent among Liberals and non-partisans. But 

a significant proportion of Labor responses, 8%, also refer to unions. 

The remaining comments in this theme accuse the party of bias against 

"business people", "country people" or of neglecting the "working class". 

1 

. . ·Four groups of responses comprise. the criticisms of Labor policies; 

"policy" as a general statement, economic and welfare policy and a 

residual group which includes immigration, education, abortion and 

uinternational policies". Of the total, economic policy attracts the 

most criticism with such comments as "incessant spending". This view 

is carried over to the welfare area in responses such as: the 

''country can't afford ~11 these social services" or Labor is "a bit 

unrealistic in welfare programmes - should be based on a contributory 

scheme". 

Ideology, comprising 11% of the comments, is.much less.significant 

.. 
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than revealed in Aitkin's 1967 study when it was the dominant focus of 

criticism with 24% of the responses, twice the Denison percentage. 

Criticisms range over a wi<le spectrum from "too pro-Communist" 

through 11 leftist attitude" to "increasing bureaucracy_ - not enough 

free enterprise", and are most prevalent among those professing no 

party preference. 

' Perhaps surprisingly, Labor's record in office received only 10% of 

the critfcisms. This theme also is strongest among non-partisans 

but more significantly, this line of complaint is twice as strong among 

1 . 
Labor identifiers as among Liberals. In fact, Liberals were more critical 

of their own party's governing performr.nce than they were of the Labor Party' i 

2 performance. Most of the comments express the view that Labor "tried to 

do too much too quickly". Other comments refer to broken promises, 

inexperience and lack of expertise. 

A further 7% were critical of Labor's performance in opposition. Two 

predictable partisan approaches characterize tnese responses. To Liberals, 

the Labor Party is "too busy abusing Liberals ,to do anything constructive" • 

while Labor supporters consider the party ineffective and evasive ; for 

example: "too much talk, no action"~ or they "dodge a lot of issues". 

A related theme attracts an equal proportion of comments. This is the 

, theme of party disunity containing references 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 candi°date selection and to a "lack of 

commitment to growth". 

1. 14.2% to 5.1%. 

2. 22.1% (19 responses) to 5.1% (7 responses) 
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{c) National party images; a comparison and summary. 

Consistent with the response rates to Aitkin's national survey, 

1 both parties attract more criticism than praise. As Aitkin also found, 

some partisans of both parties were prepared to comment favourably as 

well as un~avourably on each party but there are partisan variations. 

As indicated by Table 4.3, proportionally more Liberals commented both 

favourably and unfavourably about the Labor Party than Labor identifiers 

commented on the Liberal Party, and this too is consistent with the 

national survey. However, in contrast to Aitkin's results, proportionally 

more LibP.rals were critical of the Libe~al Party than Labor identifiers 

were critical of the Labor Party. Furthermore, as many Liberals 

criticised the Liberal Party as commented favourably, whereas Labor 

identifiers viewed the Labor Party overall more favourably. 

TABLE 4.3 

Liberal Party 

Number of responses and percentage of respondents 

(in brackets) favourable and unfavGurable to each 

party by national party identification. 

1 

Images Labor Party Images 

Favourable Unfavourable Favourable Unfavourable 

Sample 134 (35.6) 284 (65.0) 211 (48.1) 291 (64.1) 

Liberal 72 (57. 7) 85 (57 .8) 39 (23. 9) 138 (81. 7) 

Labor 30 (17.9) 139 (69. 6) 135 (20.8) 85 (53, 7) 

No • 
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· &:64. 
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" To provide a comparative focus on the electorate's perceptions of the 

two parties, Figure 4.1 brings together the major elements of each· image. 

Each of the themes containing 6% or more of the .responses is hinged to a 

centre vertical and placed relative to each other according to 

significance. Adjacent to each theme is the percentage of responses 

within partisan groupings. 

Policy is an important element in the images of both parties but 

with significant differences. \-fuereas policy is both a strength and a 

weakness (to an equal degree) in the image of the Liberal Party it is 

much more significant as a Labor strength 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 Liberals are 

1 
less critical of Labor policy than of Liberal policy. To both parties 

personalitie~lso an important element. 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 partisanship. Whereas both these 

elements in Labor's image are more frequent as criticism, they are items 

with praise and criticism balanced in the Liberal image. Management of 

government is also a balanced and relatively important element in the 

Liberal Party's image. It is however, much less significant to the Labor 

image. These four areas provide counterbalancing elements of the Liberal 

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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Group related responses, reflecting the sectional affiliations and 

concerns of the Labor Party, is the theme most related to partisanship 

and provides a further important difference between the two images. The 

Liberal image contains a sectional element only with respect to 

criticisms. However, the favourable responses contain a significantly 

high proportion of general comments, a category of much less significance 

to the Labor image. 

Thus the major elements comprising the images of the parties provide 

two important differences. One is that the Labor image contains a 

significant sectional component whereas the Liberal image contains 

relative~y less sectional emphasis but comprises a significant number of 

general comments. The second difference is that the Liberal image is 

much more balanced between favourable and unfavourable responses. Moreover, 

this balance extends to partisan viewpoints suggesting that the Liberal 

Party could be more vulnerable electorally than the Labor Party. With 

the strengths and weaknesses of the Labor Party confined to separatu 

areas, particularly policy as against personalities, 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 fabric elsewhere. 

Figure 4.1 shows ideology and the Labor leadership as points of 
1 

weakness. Ideology however is less a detracting el_ement than in 1967 

leavi~g leadership as the main handicap in Labor's image. Thus if the 

party's leadership is a real source of d~traction rather than merely a 

focus for critical responses that might shift 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. ci t. , p. 64. 
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.2) The Parties in Tasmania. 

(a) The Liberal Party 

The image of·the state Liberal Party is characterized by a strong 

emphasis about personalities, particularly the Liberal leader. Mr. 

Bingham, heads the list among both the favourable and unfavourable responses 

as.indicated in Table 4.4. Of the 33% of the favourable comments referring 

to personalities, the party leader a.ttracts 27%, with half referring to 

his personality, "Mr. Bingham s.eems more sincere ••• as a person has more 

1 appeal",and the remainder to'his leadership qualities. 

The second major source of praise is a category of responses containing 

references to the party members collectively, the party's style, and ~ts 

organisation. Thus the Liberal Party is perceived as a "well balanceci 

team (with) some clever members" and in style as "straight-forward" 

and "not as arrogant. as Labor". With the theme of personalities, these 

two categories contain more than half the responses and with the next 

two categories, general comments and performance in opposition, provide 
. , 

some 83% of the responses. 

General comments ranging from the enthusiastic, "Yes, everything"; to 

the more qualified, "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 ranges in degree of approval from 

enthusiastic praise - "They offer a ·good opposition" - to a more 

hesitant appraisal - "They do a good job I suppose - we need an opposition". 

l, 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. 

(% of positive responses)" 

Sample 

Favourable 
., 

Personalities - Bingham 27.5~ 33.3 Others 5.8 
I 

Party related items 
- The party members 13.3~ 

style 5.9 20.9 
organisation 1.7 

General 15.0 

Role as opposition 14.2 

Ideology 7.5 

Policies 3.3 

Croup related items 2.5 

Other 3.3 

Total Responses 1201 

Unfavourable 

Personalities - Bingham 31. 7~ 34.5 - Others 2.8 

Role as Opposition - weak 17.5~ 29.6 - over critical 12.1 

Party· related items - disunity 6.6~ 11.0 - party members 4.4 

Policies - general 5.5~ 10.5 - areas 5.0 

Croup related items 5.0 

General dislike 4.4 

Other s.s 

Total Responses 1832 

0
That ia, the percentage of actual comments, other than "don't 
know", "no", or "nothing". See Tables 4. 7 and 4. 8 for the total 
respoose rates. 

1. Other party identification • 4, 
2,· Other party identification • 8. 

Liberal Labor 

3~:~~ 33.4 ~j:~~ 38.0 

15.9~ 6.9~ 8.0 23.9 6.9 17.3 
3.5 

15.9 10.4 

9.6 24.2 

9.6 3.5 

3.2 3.4 

1.6 -
3.2 3.5 

63 29 

• 

29.8) 34.1 37 .o~ 39.2 
t 4.3) 2.2 

23.4 ~ 
12.8 36.2 8.7~ 

12.0 20.7 

19.2~ 
4.3 23.5 4.4r 

3.3 7.7 

- 8.7~ 14.2 - 5.5 

2.2 6.6 

- 7.6 

4.3 4.4 

47 92 

Non-partisans 

2~:~~ 25.l 

16:7~ 20.9 
4.2 

16. 7 

12.5 

3.4 

4.2 

8.3 

4.2 

24 

27.8 - . 
36.3~ 
11.2 47.5 

-
2.8 

2;5~ 
8.4 11.2 

5.6 

2.8 
·• 

9.4 

36 
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Four relatively minor themes, ideology, group related items, policy, and a 

residual category account for the remaining 17% of the favourable responses. 

Ideology comprises a majority of references to "supporting· free enterprise" 

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 persor.alities .. wit'li -·particular 

approval of the Liberal leader. The general theme of party related items 

contains similar partisan percentages overall although there are variations 

on the sub-themes; the party members collectiv'ely are praised more by 

Liberals and non-partisans than by Labor identifiers while the party's style 
t 

is neglected by non-partisans. 

The most significant partisan variation concerns perceptions of the 

party's role as the opposition. Proportionally, Labor identifiers are 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 Liberals however, the party has been 

personally 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 

personalit:ies, is an equally strong theme of criticism, predominantly 

.of the Lib~ral leader. With one third of the Liberals as well as Labor 

identifiers contributing responses to this category, criticisms of 

personalities provide the one area of relative partisan agreement. Even so, 

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, 36% of Liberals and 21% of Labor identifiers also contribute to 

this theme. Two conflicting points of Yiew 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 pe.rformance'provide the main 

sources of complaint,· with 64% of the total responses; 60% of the Labor 

responses and 70% of the criticisms from Liberals and non-partisans. 

Party related items and criticism of policies each prov:i.de a further 11% 

so that the negative side of the Libzral image is derived from four main 

areas of complaint. 

Criticisms of policies and-the party itself provide further partisan 

variations. Again, Liberals especially were critical of party disunity. 

Two examples of this view are: "Don't like factions forming in the partyn 

and "There seems to be a.bit of apathy among them which means they don't 
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stand as a united force". A further 4% are responses critical of members 

or leaders collectively: "I don't like some of their members", "Don't 

like them as leaders". Criticisms of policy are provided entirely from 

non-parti~icms and Labor identifiers. Five percent are. critical of 

Liberal policies generally, while a further 5% refer to specific areas; 

taxation, the environment, unemployment, industrial relations and capital 

punishment. 

The remainin~ 15% of responses are categorised into three equal themes, 

· associations with groups, a category of general criticism and a residual 

grouping. The first of these contains criticisms of the party's 

perceived relations with business inter£sts, and lack of concern for 

the "working class". Generalized criticisms, from Labor identifiers and 

non-partisans, range from "everything", to "quite a lot" while the 

residual category is critical of politicians in general, parliamentarians' 

1 
salaries, industries, and the "opening of (the Tasman) Bridge wrangle". 

(b) The Labor Party , 

}1ost prominent among the responses favourable to the Labor Party are 

those praising the party's handling of government. As Table 4.5 indicates, 

there are several strands to this praise which in total comprise 40% of 

the responses with comm~nts such as "They have done a good job"~ "They 

are genuinely concerned for the state" or, 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 Jma~ea of the Labor Party (Tas) by Party lueutification. 

Image Sample 

Favourable 

Management of government 
- capable 19,9! - look after State's 

fnterests 5.9 39.8 
- Tasman Bridge 4.9 
- fair f•Jr everyone 9.3 

Persona 1 it ies - Nielson ~3.4~ - Lowe 6.1 24.0 
- Others 4.5 

Policies - general 2.0~ 
- education & welfare 5.3 11.4 - other 4.1 

Ideology 2.~ 

Party related items 
- members/candidates 3.7~ 6.1 - other 2.4 

Croup related items (for the workers) 4.1 

General 8.1 

Other l;.l 

Total Responses 24;1 

Unf:wourable 

Party related items 
- left wfog influence 7 .5~ - disunity 10.5 24.0 
- some members or minicters 6.0 

Hanagcm<.>nt of governr.1<)nt 18.0~ 22.0 llan<lJ.ing of bridg<.> disaster 4.0 

Personalities - Nielson 9.5~ 21.5 - Others 12.0 

Policies - education 3.0~ - conservatio'1 3.S 12.s 
- other 6.0 

Ideology 1.5 

Croup related items - union affiliation• 7.S ""· 

General 3.0 

Other 2.0 
-

Total Responses 2002 

"That is, the percentage of actual comments, other then "don't 
ltnw", "no", or "nothing", See Tables 4. 7 and 4.8 for the total 
response .. rates, 

1. Oth~r party id~nti[icatinn 11. 
2. Other party ·idc11tificaticm =. ll, 

(i of positive responses)~ 

Liberal 1.abor 

'"'! "·'l 8.6 32.1 3.9 45.8 
4.8 4.7 
1. 6 16.3 

22.2~ 10.li 11.1 37.1 4.6 17.8 
4.8 3.1 

3~2i 3.9~ 8.0 5.4 12.4 
4.8 3.1 

1.6 1.6 

3.2~ 
1.6 4.8 3.9~ 

1.6 5.5 

1.6 6.2 

7.9 7.8 

7.9 3.1 

63 129 

. 
11.3~ 4.3~ 10.0 26.3 11.4 20.0 
5.0 4.3 

18.8~ 
3.8 22.6 15.7~ 

7.1 22.8 

s.o~ 19, 3 I 10.0~ 22.9 11.3 

I 
12.9 

5:0~ 1.4~ 10.0 7.1 15.6 
5.0 7.1 

7.5 10.0 

5.0 8.6 

6.3 -
2.5 -
80. 70 

Non-Partisans 

""l 4.7 37.2 
1.0 
2.3 

11. 6~ 4.7 211. 6 
9.3 

1~0~ 9.3 
2.3 

7.0 

:·. '3~ 
4.7 7.0 

2.3 

9.3 

.. ., 
, .• J 

43 

5.1~ 1.7 23.0 
10.2 . 
20:5~ 20.5 

12.8~ 
12.8, 25.6 

2.6) 
2.6~· 10.3 
S.l 

5.1 

10.3 

-
5.1 

39 
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A second important theme is personalities with Mr. Neilson attracting 

twice the percentage of comments as Mr. Lowe. }lr. Neilson is seen as 

honest, sincere and trying; "fu. Neilson has done his best", and 

Mr. Lowe as a "genuine person", "quiet and dignified", who "gets things 

1 moving". Others to attract comment are Barnard, Baldock, Harradine, 

B C d ' R d 0 ·1 . 2 att, oates an two past premiers, eece an gi vie. 

Together these two themes account for more than 60% of responses, and of 

each partisan group. But whereas more Labor identifiers referred to 

management of government it was Liberals who had more praise for both 

Mr. Neilson and Mr. Lowe. Nevertheless, the Labor leader is not as 

popular as the Liberal leader, but neither is he as dominant. Mr. Neilson 

attracts just on half the percentage qf responses accorded to Mr. Bingham 

and only twice that of Mr. Lowe, or 55% of responses referrring to 

personalities,.whereas the Liberal leader attracts some 80% of the 

references to Liberal personalities. 

Three categories, policies, party related items and general praise of the 

party provide the bulk of the remaining connnents. 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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' . is good in education matters" , aod . "has tried to help our lowest class-

p~ople who are struggling in poverty" •. Party related responses, 6.lo of the 

comments, take two themes, . the "people in the party" and the party 

structure. This last sub-theme comprises references to democratic 

practices, lack of caucus control, selection of younger members and 

freedom from unions. 

A further three themes, group related items, ideology and a residual 

grouping account for the remaining 9.6% responses. Only 4%, mostly Laber 

identifiers, refer to the party in sectional terms, that is, for the 

"working people" while even fewer refer to ideology. Moreover, this is 

a theme referring to "their·liberal attitude" rather than to socialism. 

A residual category, containing a disparate group of responses completes 

the favourable image. 

As the table shows, partisan variations of any significance are mainly 

confined to the major themes. Labor identifiers have most praise for 

the party's governing performance while references to personalities are 

more numerous among Liberals. As well, but les,,s significant, responses 

about policies and Labor's sectional interests are proportionally more 

frequent among Labor identifiers. But en the unfavourable side, there 

is much less partisan variation. 

Labor's unfavourable.image is made up of four main elemen~s containing 

80% of the responses, two themes each comprising 7% of the comments, 

a small category of general comments and a smaller residual grouping. 

Of these, references to personalities, policies, and group related 

items counterbalance similar themes of favourable responses. However, 

· party related items and ideology provide areas of weakness. 
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Party related items comprise the iargest per~entage of unfavourable 

comments. This theme contains three strands, criticisms of left-wing 

i fl d . . 1 f . d b i 1 di . . n uence, isunity or con ormity an party mem ers, nc u ng ministers. 

Criticisms of "faction fighting", "squabbling", "back-stabbing" and 

conformity ("they're all yes-men") total 10% of the responses. A second 

group contains references to a left wing influence taking over within 

the party and the third compris_e criticisms of members or ministers 

collectively. Thus, "dominance of leftwing", "certain ministers", and 

"several of the people" are three examples. 

Table 4.5 shows Labor's strength to be the party's management of 

government. This is also an area for complaint of which 4% refer to the 

Tasman Bridge restoration and ferry handling. The remaining responses 

of this theme are critical of the party's administrative performance 

and handling of public authorities. The Labor government is seen as 

"too ·slow in what they do", "lacking in initiative", poor _organisers and 

wasteful with public finance. The criticisms of public authorities 
• . 2 

refer to the Fruit Board, T.A.B., the Ambulance Board and the H.E.C. 

But nevertheless, administration of government Fis a strong area for 

Labor as the proportion of criticisms is significantly below that of 

favourable comments. 

1. In 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 appealing 
featured in frequent newspaper reports extending into the survey 
period. 

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 media 
coverage prior to the survey. 
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Criticisms of personalities and policies,'balance similar 

themes of favourable responses. In similarity to the Liberal image 

the party leader attracts most comment. But Mr. Neilson has considerably 
. . 

. 1 . 
fewer detractors than does Mr. Bingham, (even among Liberals). Nor is 

the Labor leader singled out to the extent which applies to his Liberal 

counterpart. In fact, other leaders combined attract more comment: 

Mr. Batt especially and to a lesser extent, Mr. Lowe. tabor's policies 

also attract. equal criticism and praise. Two main areas are attacked, 

education and conservation. Cuts in expenditure and tertiary institutions 

are the main sources of complaint relating to education. Conservation 

generally, and specific items, woodchipping, Lake Pedder, national parks 

and wilderness areas and priorities of development are conservation items 

subjected to criticism. The remaining policy items criticised are 

transport, taxation, tourism, housing, children's facilities, and 

agriculture. As for the favourable responses, Labor's policies are 

more heavi.ly criticized by Labor partisans than by Liberals. 

Ideology and union affiliations each comprise 7% of the responses with 

similar partisan proportions. Ideology howeve17, provi~e's a neat partisan 

variation. Liberals are critical of the "socialist aspect of the party" 

whereas Labor partisans take the view that the party is "too conservative 

and like Liberals". Group related items mainly provide criticisms of 

unions and industrial 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 (Hr. Nielson 19 (9. 5%} (by Liberals' 7 (8%) 
(by Labor, 7 (10%) 

(Mr. Bingham 58 (31. 7%) ~~; ~!~~~als ;~ g~~~ 
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rather than ·big busin·ess ••• · ". 

In suunnary, 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 

related items and ideology with partisan variations 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 favourable and unfavourable comments about both parties are 

compared as in Table 4.6 it can be seen that overall the Liberal image is 

unfavourable while the Labor image is favourable. To Liberals, the 

Liberal image is favourable overall and the Labor image unfavourable 

with the inverse the case to Labor identifiers, But more Liberals 

TABLE 4.6. 

Party Identification 

Sample 

Liberal 

Labor 

No Preference 

I 

Number of responses and percentages of respondents 
(in brackets), favourable and unfavourable to each 
party by state party identification 

Liberal Party Images Labor Party Images 

Favourable Unf avburable Favourable Unfavourable 

120 (30. 7) 183 (46.7) 246 (61.1) 200 (48. 9) 

63 (47. 7) 47 (36.7) 63 (51. 3) 80 (69.1). 

29 (17.1) 92 (53. 7) 129 (71.6) 70 (33.8) 

24 (32.9) 36 (47.2) 43 (58. 6) 39 (45. 8) 
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praised the Labor Party than the Liberal Party,'whereas Labor identi­

fiers offered less criticism and significantly more favourable comments 

about their own party than their political opponents. Clearly, the 

state Labor Party is perceived reasonably favourably~ 

__ \, 

The content of the party images, portraying the significant elements, is 

compared in Figure 4.2. A major difference simply reflects the electoral 

standing of the parties, a Labor government and a Liberal opposition. But 

whereas the Liberals 1 performance is unsatisfactory, Labor' s. governing 

capacity is a source of strength, even among Liberals. 

Comments relating to personalities contribute significantly to th~ images 

of both parties but more so to the Liberal image. Moreoever, Labor 

personalities are more favourably perceived by Liberals than are Libc~al 

personalities which points to a possible electoral handicap. For both 

parties however, praise and criticism of personalities are evenly balanced. 

Although policy items are of relatively lo~ prominence, this area 

provides a further blemish on the Liberal image, Whereas unfavourable 

and favourable comments are broadly balanced with respect to the Labor 

Party ~nd on a partisan basis as well),policy is almost entirely a 

negative theme for the Liberals. Not even Liberals provide significant 

praise about Liberal policies. 

There are however, three areas of some comfort to the Liberal Party; on 

ideology, party related items and general responses. Ideology is a 

handicap for Labor but is a focus of approval for the Liberal Party. Similarly 

and more significantly, party related items blemish the Labor image. This 

theme enhances the Liberal image in that favourable comments are more 

abundant than criticisms whereas the reverse is clearly the case for 
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Figure 4 .2 Images of the Labor and Libe~al Parties at the State Sph~re. 
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Labor, providing the most serious blemish on the Labor image. 

The Liberal Party has a further strength; this 

is the gen~ral category with 15% of the favourable responses compared 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 overall the Liberal Party's strength appears to reside in responses 

relating to the party generally whereas Labor's strength lies in its 

capacity to administer. The Liberal Party is weak in its role of 

opposition, while Labor 1 s detracting theme 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 

Quantitatively, the Liberal Party's image nationally is more contentious 

than the. party's state image; the state branch attracts fewer favourable 
I 

as well as unfavourable comments than the party nationally. 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 more visible than the state component. 

Moreover if an index is created by subtracting favourable responses 
';i. 

from the criticisms, the state image is considerably less unfavourable 

1 
than the national image. But there are partisan variations. 

1. National State 

Unfavourable 
Favourable 

-284 
+134 
-150 

-183 
+120 
- 63 
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TABLE 4.7. National and State Images of the Li?eral Party, a Comparison of Response Rates 
by Party Identification. 

SAMPLE LIBERAL LABOR NO PREFERENCE 
National State National I State National State National State 

FAVOURABLE !HAGES 

No. of responses 134 120 73 63 30 29 26 24 -. 
% of respondents 
who providtd images 35.6 30.7 51.1 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 

% 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 86 47 139 92 45 36 

% of respondents who 
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 

% Don't know: no 
answer 6.9 12.5 7.4 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 and state favourable 
t 

comments is greater among Liberals than among Labor identifiers. 

Whereas among Liberals favourable comments about the party nationally 

exceed the state party, among Labor supporters there is little 

difference. Among both Liberal and Labor partisans, the state party 

attracts fewer criticism than does the party nationally but the dis-

crepancy is slightly greater among Labor partisans. Taking the total 

responses, the national party attracts more comments than the state 

party to Liberals as well as· to Labor partisans. But the variation is 

greater among Liberals than among Labor identifiers. That is, the 

visibility of the national party exceeds that of the state party by a 
. 1 

greater degree to Liberals than Labor identifiers. 

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 the major 

elements. Whereas policy is the major component of the party's national 

image, policy is much less significant in the state image. The state 

image is predominantly co~~d of comments about personalities with a 

percentage twice that nationally. At both spheres the emphasis on 

personalities is neatly balanced between favourable and unfavourable 

comments while the policy element is balanced at the national sphere but 

is predominantly a negative element with respect to the state sphere. 

There are other image variations. Party related items are significant 

predominantly as part of the state imag~. It would also appear that the 

party is perceived to be more satisfactory in governing than in performing 

its opposition role in the state. While the two items attract a similar 

percentage of favourable comments, respondents are twice as critical of 

the party's opposition performance than its governing role. Moreover, 

these distinctions are not simply partisan perceptions for partisan 

viewpoints are similar. It would perhaps be consistent for Liberals to 

' . be less critical of a governing role than of an opposition role (which 

is the case). But even Labor supporters are more critical of the 

Liberals in opposition than the Liberals in government. Finally, while 

ideology is an element of both images, this theme is of greater signifi-

cance nationally, particularly as a criticism; 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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National and State Images of the Liberal Party. 
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, 

(b) The Labor Party 

The state branch of the Labor Party attracts more favourable 

and fewer unfavourable comments than the party nationally. Overall 

however, the party nationally attracts more responses than the 

state party. This is also the case among both Liberal and 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 greater among Liberals than among Labor 

1 partisans. In addition, while the national Labor image is negative, 

. TABLE 4.8. National and State Images of the Labor Party, a Comparison of Response Rates 
by Party Identification. 

SAMPLE. LIBERAL LABOR NO PREFEf{ENCE 

National State National s::ate National State National State 

FAVOURABLE IMAGES 

No.of responees 211 246 39 63 135 129 29 43 . 
% of respondents 48.1. 
who provided images 

61.1 23.9 51.3 70.8 71.5 34.8 58.6 

% of respondents t 
. who ~ommented no, 
nothing, etc. 42.0 29.0 61.5 37.4 23.8 19.9 52.2 32.9 

% Don't know, no 
answer 10.0 10.0 14.7 11.4 5.5 8.6 13.1 8.6 

UNFAVOURABLE IMAGES 

No. of responses 291 200 138 80 85 70 56 39 

% 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 

% Don't know; 
no answer. 5.8 8.9 6.5 8.2 6.1 7.3 2.9 11.5 

. 
N. 362 362 123 109 151 154 69 70 

1. State responses expressed as a percentage of national responses: 
Sample, 88. 8%; Liberals, 80. 8%; Labor identifiers, 90. 5%. 
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1 
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 displayed in Figure 

4.4. Policy is the most important 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 also the pattern for 

Labor identifiers as well as for non-partisans. The reverse pattern 

is evident for the theme, management of government; most prominent of 

the elements in the state image but much less significant in the 

party's national image. The only partisan variation to this pattern 

iS that management of government is the second most prominent element 

in. the state image among Liberals. 

It is state personalities which among Lib~rals attract the most 

comment and it is this theme which provides a further distinction , 
between the images. While praise and criticism of state Labor 

personalities is overall fairly balanced, national personalities 

provide a focus for more criticism than favourable connnent, particularly 

from Labor identifiers. Among Liberals however, praise and 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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National and State images of the Labor Party. 
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Further differences are apparent. At the national sphere group 

related items engender a fairly equal partisan balance of favourable and 

unfavourable responses. However, such comments are much less prominent 

in the state image and this pattern reflects an interesting contra-

diction. To Liberals, national Labor is more unfavourably sectional 

than is the state branch (which is perhaps part of the party's less 

unfavourable state image). But more significantly and paradoxically, 

the party is also more sectional hationally to Labor supporters than 

is the state party •. Yet state Labor has been more successful electorally. 

References to the functioning of the party and ideology are other 

variations. It is noticeable 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 roore 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 mattered which party governed nationally than with respect 

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 branches (to Liberals as well as to Labor 

identifiers) but the variation in response rates is greater among 

Liberals than among Labor identifiers. 1 

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 differences 

between the parties nationally, policy, ideology, management of govern-

ment and group related items were the most prominent themes. With 

respect to the state sphere, a greater proportion of the responses were 

general cc~.ments 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 responses) 

Liberal Images Labor Images 

National ~ National ~ 

Policy (29.2) Personalities (34 .0) Policy (26. 3) Management of 
government (32.7) 

Personalities (18.7) Role as Opposition(23.4) Personal:l.ties (21~1) 
Personalities (22.9) 

Management of Party related Group related 
Party related Government (14.8) items (14. 9) items ( 9.4) 

; 

' 
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 party images 

with respect to both electoral spheres calculated on the basis of the 

total responses, both favourable and unfavourable. The table shows 

clear differences in the images of both parties. Policy is a prominent 

element in the national images of both parties but is a significantly 

less important component of state images, particularly in the Liberal 

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 

party related items are more prominent components of state images~ 

Management· of government, although prominent with respect to both 

spheres is more significant as an element of the Labor Party's state 

image than as an item in the Liberal Party's national image. 

Similarly, the role of opposition and responses about the functioning 

of the parties are mainly areas attracting comment with respect to the 

state parties. A further contrast in party images but which was not 

apparent in perceptions of party competition concerns the role of 

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 Literal Party, this element is much more significant with resFect 

to the state party. 

Thus there are significant contrasts for both parties in the 

topography of the aggregate party images between the national. and sta.te 

spheres of the political system. ·· This means that although patterns of 

party preference are substantially integrated across spheres, the 

parties are not perceived as monoliths, just a~ they are not organised 

monolithically. 1 While both parties across spheres are linked together 

under common labels and to this extent common elements in the images 

would be expected, there are marked discrepancies in the prominence of 

these elements. It is the strength of these discrepancies, and indeed 

.the variations in the landscape which signal the necessity to prefix 

statements about the parties with a qualifying reference to the particular 

branch (national or state). Thus perceptions about the parties as well 

as perceptions of party competition relate to a particular sphere of the 

political system. It is an examination of perceptions about the structure 

of the system that is the subject of the following chapter. 

1. Holmes and Sharman, op. cit., Ch. 4. 



CHAPTER 5 

THE SALIENCE OF SPHERES OF GOVERNMENT 

A prominent theme in the literature on the Australian political 

system, and indeed in the study of Australian politics, is the increas-

ing dominance of the national government. Constitut_ional interpretation, 

and particularly the national government's.access .to superior revenue 

·, 
sources have been interpreted as providing the national government with 

greater power, if not coercive power over state governments. 1 By 

implication, if not explicitly, the literature on Australian politics 

promotes the theme that it is national politics which matters; state 

1 . . . ff d d 1 1 1 f . . f. 2 po 1t1cs is a ore a ow eve o s1gn1·1cance. 

Citizens ho~ever, 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 

1. For example R. L. Mathews (ed) Responsibility Sharing in a Federal 
System, especially the introduction and d1apter II. 

2. State administraticin has also been reiativeiy negiected. See Robert 
H. Simmons, Ralph J.K. Chapman, Bruce W. Davis, and Michael Hood, 
"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 governments 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. For example, assessments of national dominance may result ln 

the channelling of demands to the national sphere whether or not it is 

the appropriate sphere. Perceptions about the structuring of the 

system thus constitute an important s~t of influences on the system's 

movement along the centralization/decentralization continuum. 1 It is 

these pe:t:ceptions about the political system in terms of the relative 

prominence, the salience of national and state (Tasmanian) units of 

government, which forin 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 

immediaLely followed by a question which asks the respondent for the 

unit of government which he regards as more affecting his life. Two 

questions approach the relative importance of the governmental spheres 

through elections. One asks directly for the more important election. 

After intervening questions the fourth question attempts to check this 

response relating to elections from a more detached standpoint. Th~ 

question posits a hypothetical s;i.tuation of non-compulsory voting and 

asks the respondent in which elections he wotfld be more likely to vo_te, 

if at all. On all but this last question, the percentage answering 

that the national sphere is the more important is greater than the per-

centage answering that the state sphere is the more important. Never­

theless, on all questions less than 40% answered that the national 

government is the more important and on :three questions most respondents 

answered that both spheres are equal in importance. These questions 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 i.. 
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to whict 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 centralization is the degree 

of popular identification with national and state governments. 111 This 

is examined through a question relating to the respondent's domain of 

political outlook. Respondents were asked "If you were overseas and 

being introduced to ·someone, would you prefer to be introduced as a 

Tasmanian or as an Australian? 112 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 section three the two sets of responses are crosstabulated. 

That is> political identity is examined in relation to perceptions about 

the relative importance of the spheres of government. This reveals that 

there is an intertwining of political identity with perceptions about 

the structuring of the system; an intertwining of self with system. 

1) The Relative Importance of National and ~tate Governments. 

Citizen perceptions toward the structural arrangements of 

Australi::i.'s federal system of government has very largely been ignored 

by researchers. One of the few studies touching on the salience of 

national and state governmental units of the system, is a survey of 

the Manly electorate of N.S.W. conducted after the 1965 state election.~ 

Utilizing questions used by Almond and Verba, respondents were asked tn 

1. Riker, op.cit., p.104. 

2. Question 23, see Appendix 1. 

3. Goodhew, Power and Valentine, op.cit., p.81-91. 
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separate questions how much effect they thought state and national 

governments had on their day-to-day lives. It was found that 82% of 

the respondents felt that both the national and the state government 

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 tha~ the state government. Forty-one percent felt 

that the national government· had a "great effect" as against 33% who 

1 felt that the state government had a "great effect". Moreover, the 

data also indicate that perceptions varied with edu~ation, age and 

sex. The percentage who considered that the national government had 

some i'mpact on their lives was lowest among the primary educated and 

those over fifty-six years of age while men more than women considered 

that the national government had a "great effect". 

The Denison respondents also accord greater significance to the 

national government as compared to the state government. On each of 

the first three questions, as shown in Table 5.1 below, the state 

government is less salient than the national government; between 36% 

and 40% of the respondents regard the national sphere as the more 

prominent while less than 23% regard the state as the more prominent 

sphere. It is clear therefore that on none of the questions is the 

national sphere regarded as having predominance by a 50% majority of 

the sample. Moreover more than 30% of the respondents regard both spheres 

as equally important. 

1. J. Goodhew et.al., op.cit. p.131. 

great effect 
some effect 
no effect 
DK & NA 

National (%) 

41 
41 
16 

3 

State (%) 

33 
49 
16 

2 
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TAELE 5.1 The relative importance of spheres of ·Government (%) 

. N ., 362. 

' 
More Government TI1e more Elections in 

Hore important having the·. important v1tic:1 people 
important government norc 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 rrspondents regarded 

the national sphere as more prominent than the state sphere, the 

questions dtd 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 national election is available. Although the questions 

asked in this survey differ from those asked of the Denison respondents, 

particularly in that the Canadian questions did not pose the 

alternative 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. 

TABLE 5.2 The salience of spheres of gover!llllent - a comparison with a 

* Canadian survey. 

More· important kind of election(%) 

National State/Provincial Local All Eaual Other Don't know 

Denison 39.8 11.3 . - 46.1 - 2.8 

Atlantic 
Provinces 31 25 7 21 12 12 

Canada 34 18 7 31 6 4 

Government having the more personal inpact (%) 

National State /Provine ial Both Eaual I Heither Dk/Ref. 

Denison 39.5 22.9 30.7 - 6. 7 

Atlantic 
I 

Provinces 31 40 18 5 5 

Canada 30 40 21 f> 4 

N 

362 

229 

2727 

N 

362 

229 

2727 

. <Esource: Schwartz, Hildred, Politics and Territory, HcGill-Queen' s University· Press, 
Montreal, 1974, Tables 9-1, 9-2, pp.217, 221. 

-
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The co~parison suggests that the electors· of Denison attac:1 greater 

significance to .their national sphere than do Canadians in general or 

the residents of the Atlantic provinces, a region with a number of simil-

. 1 
arities to Tasmania. Moreover, the percentage of Denison voters 

who agreed with the 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. 

; But these trends do not apply ·tO al: provinces. sc:1\-.'Hrtz'··datC'l_;:'Jnc1icate 

that on the question of the relative impact of the governments , Ontario 

residents had almost the same regard for the national government as the 

Denison voters while each region had greater regard for the provinci2.l 

government. Ori the question concerning elections, three regions, Ontario, 

the p·rairies and British Columbia gave a percentage as high or higher than 

Denison with respect to both the national and the provincial governments 

being the most important. This regional differentiation in Canada 

points to the possibility of state differences 1in Australia. It is also 

noticeable from Schwartz;s data on the relative inportance of ·elections, that 

the lowest percentage cho0sing national elections and the highest percentage 

choosing provincial elections occurs in the Atlantic provinces. Like 

Tasmania, this region is relatively isolated from the national centre. 

The third question may also be compared with Canadian data. In the 

same survey, Canadians were asked which sphere of government they felt 

handled the most important problems facing Canada. It is on this 

1. On this point see K.A. Mackirdy, ''Problems of Adjustment in Nation 
Building : The Maritime Provinces and Tasmania", The Canadian 
Journ~l of Economics and Political Science, Vol. 20, No. 1, Feb,1954, 
pp.27-43. 
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questior1 that the national govenment is most prominent, and on which the 

prominence of the national government is greater than the Australian 

national government as the data below indicate. However it could be 

argued that the two questions .are not comparable; the importance of 

governments is not strictly the same as the government handling the 

most important problems facing Canada. 

TABLE 5.3 The core important government and the governcent handling 
the most important problems (%). 

·National State/Provincial Both Equal 

Dt!nison 36.2 17.4 41.4 

Atlantic 
Provinces 52 11 27 

Canada 47 18 24 

I 

Source: Schwartz, Mildred, Politics and Territory, 
McGill-Queens' s University Press, 
Montreal, 1974, Table 9-1, p.217. 

t 

neither/ N 
Don't Know 

4. 7 362 

10 229 

11 2727 

Nevertheless, the comparisons of the· three questions do indicate a 

significant difference between Tasmanians and Canadians in their 

perceptions of their federal systems •. In both systems the national 

government is more prominent than the regional government. But the 

salience of the respective national governments appears to be greater · 

among Denison respondents than either Canadians or residents of the 

Atlantic provinces. In addition, Canadians may be more polarized in 

their perceptions of the importance of the spheres of government than 

Denison respondents since a significant proportion of the Denison 

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 indi~ated 

on the questi~n of non-compulsory voting. The implication is that for 

more than 70% of the sample, both spheres are important enough for 

respondents to say that they would vote in both sets of elections. 

Interestingly however, the percentage who would vote only in state 

elections is equal to the proportion ·who would vote only in national 

elections. 

These patterns indicate that the state government is firmly 

entrenched in people'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 repondents the state sphere is either 

more important or is equal in importance to the national sphere. 

A--stril~ing trend apparent from ~he tables is the renarkable 

degree of consistency between each table with the exception only of the 

question concerning voting in non-compulsory elections. The only real . 
difference is the comparatively much greater prominence of the state 

, 
government on the question concerningeva.luations of governmental impact. 

This as shown above, is also the pattern of the Canadian responses, and 

in both surveys the increased prominence of the state corresponds with 

fewer people answering that both spheres 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 thafi the percentage who 
felt that the national government was the most readily influenced. 
The majori·ty however, chose local government. op.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 national 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 

.,,_;:variables, , 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. (%) 

I National State Both Equal Other Dk/Ref N 

Sample 36.2 17.4 41.4 0.3 4.7 362 

Sex: 

Men 47.1 15.5 35.5 - 1.9 155 

Women 28.0 18.8 45.9 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) 
Cc-llege) 36.4 15.2 45.5 3.0 - 33 

Universitv 70.6 9.8 19.6 - - 51 

Incoii-.e: $ --
0-3,999 22.4 19.7 44.7 - 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 37.5 ,_ 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: 

Manual 26.8 16.1 55.4 - 1.8 56 

Non-Manual 50.7 16.2 31.8 0.7 o. 7 148 

Retired,l!/Ds.) 
Students ). 26.3 19.2 45.5 - 9.0 156 

Class: --
Working 33.6 20.3 42.2 - 3,9 128· 

!addle 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 14.9 43.2 - 2.7 74 

40-49 38.6 21.1 35.l . ,.. 5.3 57 

50-59 52.8 16.7 :10.6 - - 36 

60 and over 27.1 14.6 46.9 - 11.5 96 
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TAllLE S. S The . sphere having the more rersonal 
inpacf by sex, education, income, 
occupation, class, age. (%) 

. I National State Both Equal Dk/Ref 

Sample 39.S 22.9 30.7 6.7 

~ .. 
Men 47.1 20.6 27.1 S.l 

·women 33.8 24.6 33.3 7.7 

~ucation: 

Primary 25.0 21.9 35.9 15.6 

Secondary 38.4 26.5 31.8 1.9 

Technical &~ College · 45.5 18.2 27.3 9.1 

University 58.8 13.7 21.6 3.9 

Income: $ 

0-3999 27.6 22.4 42.1 6.6 

4,000-7999 41.1 23.2 30.4 5.4 

8,000-11,9-9 36.5 27.0 29.7 6.8 

12,000-lS,999 50.0 17.9 26.5 S.4 

16,000-19,999 58.1 22.6 16.1 3.2 

20,000 and 
above 58.6 13.8 20.7 6.9 

OccuI!ation: 
Manual 33.9 30.4 30.4 5.4 
Non-Manual 51.4 20.9 21.6 6.1 

Retired/ ~ 
Student/ 
Bane Duties 30.8 22.4 39.1 7.0 

Class: 

Working 36.7 25.8 31.3 6.3 
Middle 43.1 24.9 27.l 4.4 

~: 

18-24 35.6 33.9 28.8 1.7 
-2.5-:29 56.8 27.0 16.2 -
30-39 44.6 23.0 25.7 6.8 
40-49 42.1 12.3 40.4 5.3 
50-59 41. 7 19.4 30.6 8.3 
60 and 29.2 22.9 34.4 11.S 

over. 

N 

362 

lSS 

207 

64 

211 

33 

51 

76 
·. 

56 

74 

50 . 

31 

29 

56 

148 

156 

128 

181 

59 

37 

74 

57 

36 

96 

I 

I 
I 
i 

' I 

TABLE S. 6 The more imp.ortant cl cc tions by :;ex~ 

education, income, occupation class 
and age. (%) 

t 
National State Both Equal Dk/Ref 

Sample 39.8 11.3 46.1 2.8 

Sex: 

Men 52-.9 10.3 36.1 0.6 

·· Women 30.0 12.1 53.6 4.3 

Education: 

Primary ::!O. 3 15.6 53.1 10.9 

Secondary 38.4 12.8 48.3 o.5 

Technical 
& College 36.4 12.1 45.5 6.1 

University 72.5 - 27.5 -
~: $ 

0-3,999 31.6 17.1 46.1 5.3 

4, 000-7. 999 f18.2 12.5 39.3 -
8;000-11,999 27.0 10.8 58.1 4.1 

12,000-15·,999 48.2 5.4 44.6 1.8 

16,000-19,999 45.2 6.5 48.4 -
20,000 and ,12.4 - 27.6 -
above 

OccuEation: 

Manual . 32.1 16.1 50.0 1.8 

Non-Manual 54.1 ,.8 37.8 1.4 

Retired/, ~ 
Student/ 
Hor.e Duties 29.5 13.S 52.6 4.5 

Class: 

Working 35.2 13.3· 46.9 4.7 

Middle 41.4 11.0 45.3 2.2 

~-= 
18-24 35.6 13.6 50.8 -
25-29 48.6 13.5 37.8 -
30-39 44.6 6.8 47.3 1.4 

40-49 35.1 14.0 45.6 5.3 

50-59 66.7 2.8 27.8 2,8 

60 and 38.1 14.6 52.1 5.2 
over. 

N 

362 

155 

207 

64 

211 

33 

51 

76 

56 

74 

56 

. 31 
29 

I 

56 

148 

. 
156 

128 
181 

59 

37 

74 

57 

36 

96 
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With respect to the relative prominence of the two spheres, all groups 

,. 

but one are are consistent with that indicated for the total .sample; the 

percentage choosing the national sphere as more important is greater than 

the percentage choosing .the state sphere. The only variation on this 

pattern is among those with only a primary education. Among this gr0up 

an equal number chose the state government as the more important as chose 

the national government. This is an important and relatively 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 per-

centage points on the question concerning elections is the widest 

variation. 

It is nlso the prinary-educated among whor.1.the prominence of the 

national government is the lowest. However the salience of the national 

government can be seen to increase as the level of education increases 

and with respect to each question. This is a clear and pronounced 

pattern which is statistically significant on each question. 
1 

t 
The tables indicate that the national sphere is more salient to men 

than to women and on two questions the difference in the patterns of 

responses is statistically significant. 2 ·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 questions there are only three 

exceptions, two of·which concern the question asking respondents which 

sphere of government most affects their lives. On this question, (the 

1. 2 
55.13'. df 16, p < 0. OOO; 

2 
41. 69' df 20, p <:0.003; x = = x = = 

2 
54.99, df 12, p < o.ooo. x = = 

2. 
2 

16.95, df 4, p < 0.1; 2 9.22, df 5,-p>O.l (N. S.) x = = x = = 
2 

22.25, df 3, p < 0.001. x = = ... 
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one question not to show a statistically significant difference) among 

those with a primary and technical or college education, proportionally 

more women than men answered that the national·sphere is the more 

prominent. The other exception is among the university educated with 

equal proportions of men and women answering that the national 

government is the most important unit. Thus while education affects 

perceptions about the prominence of the national sphere of government 

among the Denison respondents, there are also differences between men 

1 
and women, particularly among the secondary educated respondents. 

TABLE S.7. The relative importance of spheres of government by sex by education. (%) 

NATIONAL STATE BOTH EQUAL DON'T KNOW .N 

M. F. M:. F. M. F. M F. H. 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 ll.8. 5.9 17.6• 23.5 - - 34 17 

Covernncnt 
having more 

' personal inpact 

Primary 21. 7 26.8. 21. 7 22.0 52.2 26.8 4.3 .22.0 23 41 

Secondary 50.6 31.1· 24.1 28.0 22.8 37.1 2.5 3.8 79 132 

Technical 
& 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 5.9 34 17 

More important 
elections 

Priciary 21. 7 19.5 21. 7 12.2 56.5 51.2 - 17.1 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 - - 34 17 

1. For each question the difference among
2

secondary· educated men and 
women is statistically significant. x = 7.625, df=3, p <0.05; 

x
2 

= 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 
significant. 
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There are also similar patterns on the class and occupation variables. 

The percentage who answered that the national government·is the more 

important sphere is higher among those labelling themselves ~iddle-class, 

and those.of a non-manual occupation than it is among those who regard 

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 higher the income category, the larger the-proportion of 

respondents who regard the national government as the most important 

sphere anJ the greater its impact on respondents personally. The exception 

to this pattern relates to the question of the importance of elections; 

for those approaching an average income the proportion answering that 

national elections are the most important is lower than for any other 

group whi.le the percentage answering that both elections are equally 

important is higher than the other groups. 

The tables show no clear pattern in relation to age, but two points 

should be noted. Firstly, on two questions, the percentage who 

answered that the national government is the more important is 

lowest among the sixty and over age group. However, 50% 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 

1.11,N.S. 2 26.8,df=6, x = x = p < 0.001 The more important sphere 

The Government having the 
more personal impact x 2 = 1.02,N.S. 2 18.15,df=6,p < 0.01 x = 

The more important elections 2 4.69, N.S. 2 23.8,df=6, p < 0.001 x = x = 
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pensions are important to Tasmanians as a national responsibility 1 the 

relatively low salience of the national government among this group is 

surprising. Secondly, the percentage difference between national and 

state prominence is comparatively low among the 18-24 age group. 

Indeed, it is among this group that the prominance of the state govern-

ment is relatively high, and on two questions the percentage of this 

group answered that the state government is the more important sphere 

is the highest. 

It was shown that for the total sample, the responses are m,uch less 

polarized between the two spheres than were Canadian respondents. On 

three of the four questions both spheres are equally salient to the 

greater proportion of the sample. But just as the prominence of each 

of the spheres varies between groups so there are variations in the 

degree of polarization. 

· ~ In general, the degreeof equality between the spheres follows the 

pattern of state prominence. With higher levels of education, and 

higher incomes, the greater the degree of polarization; the equality 

of the spheres is less among men as compared to women, those in non-

manual 9ccupations to those in manual occupations and the middle class 

as compared to the working class. Thus increasing national prominence 

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 Tasmanians 
(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 nationally 

oriented than people less well off, and of lower education. 1 To .· 

those of higher status the national government is the most salient 

and the degree of polarization is the highest. For those of lower 

status the national sphere remains more prominent than the ·state 

sphere, but even so the state is more salient and the degree of 

polarization is less than it is among higher status groups. 

Table 5.8 displays the relative salience of the spheres of government 

in relation to the federal pattern of party identification. A partisan 

comparison shows that on two of the questions the national sphere is the 

more impo:ctant to a higher proportion of Liberals than to Labor partisans; 

a difference of more than six percentage points on each of the two· 

questions. 2 With respect to the remaining question, the sphere of 

government affecting respondents, a slightly higher proportion of 

Labor partisans than Liberals 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 derives from an increase 

in the salience of the national government (cofnpared with the other 

questions) to Labor partisans. This suggests that Labor partisans 

differen.tiated 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 the question of elections this variation is especially pronounced. 

Almost twice as many Labor partisans proportionally, as Liberals, regard 

state elections as the more important electoral test. These patterns 

are $ignificant; 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 statistically significant. 
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TABLE '5.·a The relative importance of spheres of government. by federal 
pattern of party identification. (%) ·· 

Liberal Labor 
Mixed Identifiers 

Partisans Partisans 
Dual National State 
Ident- Identif- Jdentif-
ifiers ication ication 

orily ·only 

The !'lore (National 40.0 33.8 28.6 42.9 27.3 
Inportant (State 12.4 18.6 7.1 21.4 27.3 
Government (Both F.qual 41.9 43.4 64.3 28.6 45.5 

(DK/Refusal 5,7 4.1 - 7.1 -

QJvernment (National 40.0 41.4 35.7 50.0 18.2 
with the ~State 23.8 24.8 21.4 28.6 36.4 
more 
personal (Both F.qual 29.4 27.6 42.9 7.1 45.5 
impact ~DK/Refusal 6.7 5.5 - 14:3 -

· ~National 44.8 . 37.2 35.7 28.6 45.5 

(State 8.6 15.2 - 2-.6 9.1 
Tlie more 

(Both F.qual 41.9 44.8 64.3 42.9 45.5 
Important 

~DK/Other 4.8 2.8 ·- - -Elections 

N. 105 145 14 14 11 

. , 

Non-
Iartisans 

39.7 
20.7 
31.0 

6 .• 9 

39.7 

13.8 

37 .9 

8.6 

41.4 

6.9 

50.0 

1. 7 

58 

successful electorally 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 apparerit 

contradiction which lies at the heart of the Labor Party's inability 

to naintain government nationally, 1 for Goot has noted a related 

1. Labor governments have been re-elected only three occasions, 1943, 
1946 and 1974. 
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contradiction. Labor supporters have been more opposed to policies 

of national Labor governments than have Liberal supporters been 

opposed to policies of Liberal governments. 1 It is here where the 

differentiation in response patterns to the three questions may have 

significance. Labor partisans were most likely to answer that the 

national sphere is more prominent on the question concerning the 

the personal impact of the sph~res of goveri:ment~ Is 

it that Labor partisans credit the national government with personal 

significance whereas the party's leadership 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 elemer.t in the Labor Party's 

favourable national image. In contrast, the Liberal image contains 

a significant percentage of responses ref erring to management of the 

governing process and to the party generally, implying an evaluative 

assessment more in terms of the country. 

The extent to which Liberal and Labor partisans differ on the 

degree of national and state salience is perhaps best shown by combining 

the data for the three questions. If the percentage of partisans who 

regard each sphere as the most prominent is averaged, there is a 

partisan variation of 

national and the state 

four percentage points with respect to both the 

2 spheres. 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 Honograph No. 1, Department of. Government 
and Public Administration, University of Sydney, 1969, p.139. 

2. National average 
Liberai partisans 
Labor partisans 

41.6% 
37.5% 

State average 
Liberal partisans 
Labor partisans 

15.3%', 
19.5% 
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than Labor partisans regard the nationc:>l sphere as more salient while 

the inverse is the case with respect to the state sphere. 

But .partisanship at both spher~~mi~ht suggest a high- proportion of 

people regarding both spheres as equally important. This is not the 

case, especially with respect to the question concerning the sphere of 

government with most impact on the personal lives of the respondents. 

The responses to this question are remarkably polarized and equally so 

for the supporters of both parties. Nonetheless, on the average some 

37.7% of Liberals and 38.6% of Labor partisans regard both spheres as 

equally important; not a majority or ~ven the most, but a significant 

proportion, highlighting not only the salience of the state but 

suggesting a significantly strong attachment to the federal system. 

I. 

:i;t might also be expected that among dual _identifiers_,the_greater 

proportion would regard both spheres as equally important; national 

identifiers would tend towardanational predominance while for state 

identifiers, the state sphere would be the more important. To some 

• extent this is the pattern. Most dual identifiers do regard both 

spheres as equally important and on two questions this is a majority. 

On two questions also most national identifiers, although not a 

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 

identifie'rs 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 perceptions relating to the structure of the 

federal system. But an equally important finding is the existence of 

groups of citizens each more orientated to a particular sphere of tne 

system; to some people the national sphere is the more important 

sphere, to others the state, while to yet others, both spheres are 

equally important. This implies that some individuals have broader 

political horizons than others which suggests that it may be possible 

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 representing the scale of social 

environment in which the individual sees himself. It has been found 

that some people regard themselves as r~sidents of a local conununity 

having a primary identification with and loyalty to~ards that community; . 
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others are primarily oriented toward the larger world outside the 

community 11 the local typeis parochial, the cosmopolitan is ecu~enical".l 

Sinilarly, a dichotony between a national as opposed to a state 

identification might be expected. One method which has teen used to 

examine the strength of state identity :ts to pose the simple question 

"Who am I?" Stevens used this in attempting to locate state differences 

in attitudes among students living in the border regions of three 

adjoining American states """. Indiana, Michigan and Ohio. 2 Less than 10% 

indicated a state identification with this GUestion, but when the 

students were asked whether they thought of themselves as Republicans/ 

. Democrats, Midwesterners or by other labels including that of their 

state, 44% of the Ohio students (for example) said they thought of 

themselves often as Ohioans. But the extent to which this is a leading 

question makes the utility of such a measure suspect. Nevertheless the , 

notion of a state identity is important because the extent to which 

citizens identify with a particular state is likely to enhance or 

diminish that state's viability as an independent political entity • 

• 
Thus the extent to which citizens regard .themselves as Tasmanians rather 

than Australians is a crucial element in voter 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 arid also, M. Kent Jennings, "Pre Adult Orientations 
to Multiple Systems of Government", Midwest Journal of Political 
Science, Vol. 11, No. 3, Aug. 1977, pp.291-317. 

2. Arthur R. S.tevens, "State Boundaries and Political Cultures : An 
Exploration of the Tri-State Area of Michigan, Indiana and Ohio", 

·Publius, Vol. 4, 1974, pp.111-125. 
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The strength of a Tasmanian state identity was tested by asking 

respondents to imagine themselves overseas and asking how they would 

pref er 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 

Sample 

Sex: 

Men 

Women 

Education: 

Primary 

. Secondary 

Technical 
& College 

University 

Occu~ation: 

Manual. 

Non-Y111nual 

Retir<!d, 
students, 
home c!uties 

Income: $ 

0-3999 

4,000-7,999 

. 8,000-11,999 

12,000-15,999 

16,000-19,999 

20,000 and 
above 

Class: 

Working 

Middle 

~: 

18-24 

25-29 

30-39 

40-49 

50-59 

. 60 and over 

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

Australian Tasmanian Other Don't Know n 

41.4 53.3 1.4 3.9 362 

47.7 4~.l 5.2 155 

36.7 58.0 2.4 2.9 207 

17.2 70.7 1.6 1.6 64 

41.2 54.0 0.9 3.8 211 

54.5 45.5 33 

62.7 23.5 3.9 9.8 51 

37.5 60.7 1.8 56 

61.5 33.l 1.4 4.1 148 

23.7 ' 69.9 1.9 > 4.5 156 

17.1 77.6 1.3 3.9 76 

41.l 53.6 1.8 3.6 56 

45.9 51.4 2 • .7 74 

60.7 32.l 3.6 3.6 56 

48.4 45.2 3.2 3.2 31 

69.0 24.1 6.9 29 

':': 

41.4 55.5 3.1 128 

43.1 51.9 1. 7 3.3 181 

37.3 57.6 1. 7 . 3.4 59 

54.1 40.5 5.4 37 

59.5 33.8 4.1 2. 7 74 

49.1 43.9 1.8 5.3 57 

41. 7 52.8 5.6 36 

19.8 77 .1 3.1 96 
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Despite t~e bias in the question, more than half the respondents 

(53%) answered that they considered themselves foremost as T~smanians. 

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 increa8~s with 
. . 

status (that is with education, occ~pation 
1 

and income) but only marginally 

_with class and not. with age. With rising status levels the predominant 

identity changes from state to national in scope. On the age variable 

however the pattern is curvilinear. The proportion claiming a national 

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 that a 

more local political perspective is consistent with advancing age, but 

2 it is difficult to explain the peak among the 30-39 age group. 

P....s l·1ith the salience of the units of governnent, there is: an apIJreciable 

sex diffe~ence in the degree of national as compared to state identity. 

Proportionally, males divide equally between national and state identifiers 

h f 1 d . 1 T . 3• B hil hi w ereas ema es are pre ominant y asman1ans. · ut w e t s pattern 

is consistent on most of the education categories with respect to the 

questions concerning the salience of the spheres of government, there · 

are interesting variations between males and fecales when it comes to 

political identity. Among females, the proportion indicating a national 

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. 60% of the group had lived in the state for more than 
10 years. 

3. But the difference is not statistically significant. 
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identity increases with education; an.ong the primary and· secondary 

educated women, the tna]ority are Tasmanians but at the higher education 

levels the majority are Australians. Among males however, the pattern 

of increasing national identity with higher education is less regular; 

Tasmanians are the majority among the primary educated as well as among 

those with some technical or college education and Australians are 

the majority among the secondary and university educated. Further, 

whereas proportionally more ma~es than females are Australian among 

the respondents with primary and secondary levels of education, at the 

1 
higher levels more females than males are Australians. That is, education 

has varying effects among men and women. 

TABLE S.10. Political identity by sex by education (%) 

Australian Tasmanian Other Don't Know N 

M. F. M. F. M. F. M. F. M. F. . 
Primary 21. 7 14.6 73.9 '82.? - 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 58.8 70.6 26.5 17.6 - 11.8 14.7 - 34 17 

The patterns revealed by the ~able, 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 prominent feature to 

1. The differences however are not statistically significant. 
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note is the predominance of a Tasmanian identification.for all classes 

of partisanship with the exception only of non-partisans; among identifiers 

an absolute majority regard themselves as Tasmanians while a majority of 

non-partisans 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. (%) 

Australian Tasmanian Other and 
Don't Know 

Liberal partisans 43.8 50.8 5.7 

Labor partisans 34~4 60.7 4.8 

Dual identifiers 35.7 57.1 7.1 

National identifiers 42.9 57.1 -
State Identifiers 27.3 63.6 9.1 

• 
Non-partisans 53.4 43.l 3.4 

. 

N. 

105 

145 

14 

14 

.11 

58 

The second point clearly displayed by the table is the partisan 

difference. Proportionally more Labor partisans than Liberals regard 

themselves as Tasmanians, by a marked (although not statistically 

significant) difference of ten percentage points; and inversely, more 

Liberals than Labor Partisans hold a national identity. That is, while 

the majority of those who identify with either the Liberal Party or the 

Labor Party consistently at both sphere of 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 correspondence 

between scope of political identity on the one hand and perceptions 

apout the structuring of the system on the other. 

3) Political Identity and the Salience of Spheres of Government. 

Intuitively it could be expected that among those who identify themselve~ 

as Australians, the national.sphere would be the m~re prominent unit of 

the governmental system. Equally, those who perceive 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 questions among those for whOUl the state government 

is more prominent, the majority are Tasmanians. Indeed on two 

questions this proportion is greater than 70%. 

TABLE 5.12 State saliency and political identity (%) 

Australian Tasmanian Other Don't Know N 

The more important 
goverrunent 27.0 71.4 - 1.6 63 

Government having 
the ~ere personal 
impact 39.8 57.8 1.2 1.2 83 

The more important 
elections 24.4 75.6 - - 41 
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But it is the first proposition which posits the more useful 

relationship •. How do those with the broader, as well as .the more local 

political identity perceive the structuring of the system? Table 5.13 

explores these associations. On each of the questions as least 45% of 

Australians regard the national sphere as the nore prominent. However, even 

among Australians the state sphere is not without significance, attesting 

to the strength with which the federal structure is held in the public's 

political frame of reference. 

Yet. at first glance this would,appear contradicted.by the·salience 

pattern of Tasmanians. Only 16% of Tasmanians regard state elections as 

the more.i.n\portant party battle, just over half the percentage who regard 

national elections as the n.ore important while almost 50% regard both 

electoral contests as equally important. In fact this pattern, although 

in varying degrees, occurs with respect to each question. But then, 

only between 11% and 23% of the sample thought the state the more iraportant 

sphere, contrasting with the 53% having a Tasmanian identity. 

TABLE 5.13. Political identity by salience of spheres of government (%) 

Political 
More important g.:>vernment Governnent havin~ the More important N 

more personal impact. elections " 
Identity 

National State Both National State Both Nltional State Eoth 
Equal Equal F.qual 

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 24.9 37.3 30.6 16.1 49.2 193 



Thus for each political identity, national as well as state, pers-

pectives about the structure of the federal system vary considerably; 

27% of Tasmanians and 47% of Australians regard the national sphere ~s the 

more important; 11% of Australians and 23% of Tasmanians regard the 

state sphere as more prominent while 44% of Tasmanians and 39% of Australians 

regard both spheres as equal in importance. But for 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(%). 

I 
.. 

More important Government having Hore important 
Orientation gavernment the more personal elections 

impact. 

Australians for 
whom the national 
sphere is more 

20.2 prominent 19.3 18.8 

Australians for 
whom both spheres 
are equal 16.0 9.7 18.0 

Tasmanians for '\ 
whom the national 
sphere is more 
important 14.4 17.4 16.3 

Tasmanians for 
whom both spheres 

26.2 .. are equal 23.5 19.9 

Australians for -· 
whom the state 
sphere is ·More 
prominent 4.7 9.1 2.8 

Tasmanians for 
whom the state 
sphere is more 

13.3 8.6 prominent. 12.4 

Others, don't 8.0 know. 9.7 11.9. 

u. 362 362 362 

~ .. 



175 

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 sample hold a state· identity 

as well as a state or parochial perspective of politics •. · In between 

there are Tasmanians and Australians for whom both spheres are equal, 

Tasmanians who regard the national sphere as more important and a small 

percentage holding an Australian identity for whom the state sphere is 

the more important governmental unit. Such a pattern, representing an 

intertwining of identification with perceptions about the structure of 

the governmental system can be regarded as producing a continuum of 

political perspectives stretching from a national orientation through 

a federalist view to a parochial. state based perspective. 

But such a pattern would be more appropriate if only one measure of the 

salience of the governmental units was used. This is possible because 

each question allowed similar answers. That is, it would be consistent 

for respondents to answer similarly on all three questions. Yet this 
. 

would 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 that given by a respondent who 

answered that the state sphere is the more important sphere on at least 

two of the questions. Similarly for the response that both spheres are 

equal. In this way the trichotomy is retainedwhile com~ining the 

responses to the three questions. This produces sample r_esponses of: 

national 34.8%, state 10.5% and both equal 52.5%. 

This single measure of the salience of the governmental units of the 
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federal system can then be superimposed on the measure of political 

identity in similar manner to that portrayed in Table 5.14. But for 

convenience the "both spheres equal" response may be designated a 

"federalist" response and the "state" response may be designated 

parochial. That is, national, state and both equal may be designated 

national (34.8%}, parochial (10.5%) and federalist (52.2%) and 

superimposed on "Australian" and "Tasmanian" political identities. This 

is represented diagramatically by Figure 5.1. The sample contains 

18.2% of Australians for whom the national sphere is the more important, 

20.2% Australian federalists, 2.5% Australian parochials; Tasmanians 

for whom the national sphere is the mo~e important account for 13.3%. 

Tasmanian federalists 30.1% and Tasmanian parochials 8.0%. The remaining 

7.7% comprise 19 respondents who failed to indicate a political identity 

and 9 who gave some other combination of responses to the questions on 

the ~alience of spheres of government. 

! . 

Australian 
Nationals 

18.2% 

FIGURE 5.1 PATTERNS OF FEDERAL ORIENTATIONS .Al!ONG DENISON 
ELECTORS. (N = 362) 

Australian Tasmanian Tasmanian 
Federalists Nationals Federalists 

20.2% 13.3% 30.1% 

Cl) 

* c: ~ Others ., as 
...... ..,...N 
c: .c 0 

~ g ex> 
Cl)"" as ., 

. 7. 7% E--<""' 

* Australian Parochials 2 .5% 

- The·same procedure can be used to compare partisan orientations. 

Fi_gures S. 2 to 5.4 below display the patterns for Liberal partisans, 

Labor. partisans and non-partisans. All three partisan groupings 

cover the full spectrum but there are variations between the percentages 

holding each perspective. Liberals are more ·nationally oriented than 
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Labor partisans; Labor supporters are more parochial than Liberals thu~ 

reinforcing the trends indicated by the separate analysis of the 

questions. In between these extremes there are further differences. A 

greater proportion of Liberals than of Labpr supporters identify themselves 

as Australians and regard both spheres as equal whereas the inverse occurs 

for Tasmanians regarding both spheres equally. However more Labor 

supporters than Liberals are Tasmanians who regard the national sphere as 

the more important unit of government. 

FIGURE 5.2 PATTERNS OF FEDERAL ORIENTATIONS BY PARTY IDENTIFICATION 

- LIBERAL. N = 105. 

Australian Australian Tasmanian Tasmanian * c::~ Others "' ., Nationals Federalists Nationals Federalists ...... 
c::..C:N 
"' <J"' 

19.0% 21.0% 28.6% ~ ~"' 10.4% 12.4% ., c:s 
[ .. "' 

-
* ~ustralian Parochials. 1.9% 

FIGURE 5.3 PATTERNS OF FEDERAL ORIENTATIONS BY PARTY IDENTIFICATION 

- LABOR N ., 165. . 
Australian Australian Tasmanian Tasmanian * 

en c:: .-f. 

Nationals Federalists Nationals Federalists ., "' N Others ...... 
c:: ..c: "' 
"' u ~ 6.8% 32.4% Ei Ci 16.6% 15.2% 16.6% <O ,.. 
CU Ill 
E-oP., .. 

* Australian Parochials 2.8% 

FIGURE S.4 PATTERNS OF FEDERAL ORIENTATIONS BY PARTY IDENTIFICATION 

- NON-PARTISANS N ., 58. 

N 
N 

.. Australian Australian Tasmanian Tasmanian If "' "' Nationals Federalists Nat;l.onals Federalists c .... ~ 8-~ 

"' "' :: -: ...... 
24.1% 27.6% 

c ..c: ::i U"'I 

10.3% 25.9% <'l. <J 0 e c 
"'i... 

"' "' E-o:::.. 

* Australjan Parochials 1.7~ 
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Thus the diagrams emphasize the potency of state loyalties among those 

who identify with the major parties consistently at both spheres; less 

than twenty percent of partisans can be said to hold 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. Nevertheless, 

75% of non-partisans display dual loyalties so th~t non-partisans as well 

as consistent identifiers are spread over the national-parochial 

continuum, 

This is also the case,· as.would·beexpected, among 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 ~rientations by pattern of mixed 
identification. 

Orientation Dual Identifiers National Identifiers State 
Identifiers 

Australian Nationals 3 1 2 

Australian Federalists 3 4 1 

Tasmanian Nationals 2 3 -
';!; 

Tasmanian Federalists 6 2 6 

Australian Parochials - 1 -
Tasmanian Parochials - 3 1 

Others 1 - -

N 14 14 11 
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The iroplication of these patterns is that such dual loyalties are 

firmly entrenched in the politic.al perceptions of Denison voters. More 

than 60% of the sample indicate "appreciative systems"1comprising a 

mixture of both state and national eleffients. For some the national 

component appears to dominate; for a larger percentage however the state 

component.:.appears stronger. But it is apparent that both spheres are 

firmly placed in the perceptual frameworks of the Denison voters. 

To summarize, the sample contains three 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 spheres as equally 

important. The significance of the state sphere to Denison voters 

thus revealed is reinforced by the preponderance of respondents who 

regard themselves as first and foremost Tasmanians as against 

Australians. Both variables intertwine to produce 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. Ltdq Londori, J..968J 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 characteristics of people oriented . toward the 

state sphere of politics were examined. 1 In that article the 

authors found that people who pay most attention to state affairs 

are both distrustful of the world about them and suspicious of more 

remote.environments. In particular it was suggested that those 

inclined toward state affairs "avow more often that what Washington 

[that is, the national government] does makes less of a difference 

in their personal lives".2 To the authors this provided evidence 

that ''a system-level salience map reflects in part an issue 

salience map, since state-oriented citizens see less subjectively 

3 important outcomes at the highest level of the federal structure". 

This finding supported the conclusion of an earlier study 

of political attitudes of Ainerican students. In this study it was 

reported that "The more the student is oriented to larger domains of 

public affairs, the more likely he is to have some knowledge about 

people and events in those domains, to be interested in specific 

things transpiring ther~, and to tailor his political discourse to 

4 topics at thos~ levels". In Denison it may be that a similar 

relationship exists between system orientation and perceptions of 

1. M. Kent Jennings, and Harmon Ziegler~ op~cit., p.529. 

2 •.. ibid. 

3 •. 'ibid. 

4. M, Kent Jenningst llPre-Adult Orientations to Multiple Systems of 
Government", in Midwest Journal .of Political· Science, Vol.11, 
No, 3, August, 1967, pp 304,305. 
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party competition. 

Chapter 3 revealed that party competition is more salient 

with respect to the national sphere than in relation to the 

Tasmanian state arena. That is to say, more people felt that it 

makes a difference which party governs nationally than felt that it 

matters which party governs in Tasmania. Moreover, there are clear 

differences in the collective images of the character of party 

politics at the two spheres and these differences correspond to 

variations in party images. 

Party competition however, takes place within the context 

of constitutional arrangements that impose limitations and 

obligations on the political actors. Following Jennings and Ziegler, 

an elector's perception of party politics in terms of assessing 

content and judging future courses of action may also be related to 

. the structure of the system as ''app~eciated':' by the elector. That ia, 

the salience of party politics at a particular sphere may be' related 

to perceptions about the relationship between the spheres and therefore 

• 
to judgements about the framework of the federal structure. 

When perceptions about the structure of the system were examined 

in Chapter 5 it was found that the national sphere is regarded overall as 

more i~~ortant than the state sphere. But judgements varied. To some 

respondents the national sphere is more important than the state sphere 

J' 
while to a small but significant percentage it is the state sphere which is 

the more important.· To yet other respondents, both national and 

state spheres ar~ equally important. If, following Jennings and 

Ziegler, perceptions about party politics relate 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 correspond to 

perceptions about the relative importance of the spheres. It is 

this which is the focus of this chapter and which leads to some 

important considerations about the perceived functioning of the 

federal system, especially in relation to partisanship. 

In the first section system orientation is related to 

perceptions about national 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 

relating to system orientation. A corresponding relationship is 

revealed in the second section in relatlon to party competition in 

the state. In.both sections important partisan differences are 

considered. The third 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 

salience of national. and state politics and the varying partisan trends 

in relation to electoral behaviour. 
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1) System Orientation and National Party Competition.· 

When asked whether it makes much difference which party 

governs nationally, 207 or 57.2% of the sample answered in the 

affirmative. If there is support for the hypothesis that 

perceptions about the structuring of the system relate to the 

salience of party politics nationally, at the very least it would 

need to be shown that this group of 207 respondents is comprised, 

very largely (if not entirely) of respondents who answered either 

that the national sphere is the more important unit or that both 

national and state units are equally important. This is shown by 

table 6.1 below. 

Table 6.1 however is insufficient support. This is because 

on all three questions measuring system orientation only a minority 

of· respondents answered that the state sphere is the more important 

sphere. Thus state oriented respondents could only comprise a minority 

of those who answered that it makes a difference which party governs 

nationally. But the table does indicate that bationally oriented 

respondents comprise the largest proportion, and this is emphasized 

by table 6.2. 

TABLE 6.i National party competition by system orientation. 

The more The government The more 
important having the more important ~ government personal impact elections 

Sphere % N % N % N 

National 45.4 (94) 47.4 (98) 44.5 (92) 

Both Equal 39.1 (81) 30.4 (63) 43.5 (90). 

State 11.5 (24) 16.9 (35) 9.7 (20) 

Others D K 3.9 (8) 5.3 (11) 2.4 (5) 

Total 100 (207) . 100 (207) 100 (207) 



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 Tile !!'.ore ::.mportant 
government the more personal elections 

impact 

Salient DiHerence No Difference No Difference No 

Sphere between difference between difference between dlf f erence 
parties or DK parti£c!l or DK p11rties or D:< 

National (7. 71.8 28.2 68.5 31.5 63.9 36.2 
(N (94) (37) (98) (45) (92) (52) 

Both Equal t~ 54.0 46.0 56.8 43.2 53.9 46.l 
(81) (69) (63) (48) (90) (77) 

(% 38.l 61.9 42.2 57.8 48.S 51.2 
State (N (24) (39) (35) (48) (20) (21) 

Others DK (7. 44.5 55.S 44.0 56.0 50.0 50.0 
(N ( S) (10) (11) . (lq (5) (5) 

x2 - 22.62 2 17.01 2 - 4.& x .. x 
Significance df - 3 df .. -~ df .. 3 
.. 

< 0.001. I p ·P .< 0.001 p > 0.2 
I 

As indicated by the two tables however, there is some 

difference in the strength of this relationship between the questions 

used to derive system orientation. Curiously the relationship is 

weakest on the question concerning the relative importance of 

elections. The salience of national·party politics among 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 

I 

I 
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of national politics. • Even among respondents~"who answered that 

state elections are the more important electoral contests, national 

party politics is nevertheless of some relevance to almost 50~. It 

is however the former point which is of more importance for the 

moment. It would appear that to more than a third of the 

nationally oriented respondents, (in terms of elections), the outcome 

of national elections is of little consequence. As table 6.3 

suggests _this is.in part the effect of the perceptions of non-

partisans who are more indifferent to national party politics 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. But there are important partisan 

variations. 

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 ~ystem orientation 

among Liberals is less than among Labor partisans. Indeed almost 

TABLE :P•l The· more important elections by:salien~e of national party tompetition 

and party identification. 

Salience of party competition and party identifiCation 

Liberal (105) Labor (145) Non Partisans 

Difference No Difference! Uo ·Difference ·No 

(58) 

Th~ more between difference bet'l:een difference between difference 
important 
elections 

parties or DK parties or DK parties. or DK 

National (% 68.l 31.9 66.7 33,3 54.2 45.8 
(N (32) (15) . (36} (18} (13} (ll} 

Both Equal f~ 65.9 . 34.l 60.0 40.0 27.6 72.4 
(29) (15} (39} (26) (8) . (21) 

(% 66. 7. 33.3 5S.l 40.9 - 100.0 
State lN (6) (3) (13) (9) (4) 

Others DK N 4/5 l/S 0/4. 4/5 l/l ,.. 

1. But the differences are not statistically significant. 

1· 
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as many state oriented Liberals 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 nationally 

oriented than Labor partisans 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. To what extent 

do perceptions about the nature of national party competition vary 

between orientations toward the political system? Table 6.4 below 

displays the aggregate image patterns by system orientation (as 

indicated by each of the three questions) using the image categories 

as described in Chapter 3. 

TABLE 6.4 lmDge patterns of national party competition by system orientation (%). 

The sphere of government The more important The more lE:!portant 
Sample sphere of government having the rnorC! personal electiohs 

i:::µ:lct 

!~li•nt Nc..tiona f Both State National toth State Nationw.l a::>th St-.te 
Image cate Sphere I Cqual Sphere Equal Sphere l'.qual· · Sphere 

I 

Ideol.ogkill 16.4 21.4 13.6 l7.9 20.0 ! iO.S 116.2 .\8.2 16.9 9.1 

Policy-econor.iic 5.5~ 6.3~ 3.4i 1. 2l 1. 6~ 3.0' 5.4~ 18.1~ 3. 2~ 4.6! -social welfare 6.9 16.l 9.S 20.6 4 .6 9.1 - 10.B 6.1 19.l 7.5~13.2 2.7 lC.B ; .l 19 •. 2 6.3 14. 7 4.c ~2.4 
-other 3.7 4.5 1.1 3.f. 4. 8) 2.i 2.1 4 .a 1..6 3.2 

Managecent of govt. 16.0 12.5 20.5 10.8 14.3 17 .9 16.2 15.l 17 .9 21. 7 

Crou? related 14 .1 12.5 13.6 21.4 11.4 14.9 21.6 15.2 14.9 9.1 differences 

Leaders & Leadership 5.0 2. 7 6.8 3.6 2.9 10.5 - 4.J 4.2 9.1 

Other 10.5 8.0 13.6 7 .2 10.5 ll.9 8.1 6.l 15.8 9.1 

Differences - general 22.4 22.3 22.8 28.6 21.0 22.4 27 .o 22.2 22.1 27. 3 

Total n-uon!>er of 
220 112 88 28 reap.,,naee 105 67 37 99. 95 22 

1 
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As can be seen from the table there is no substantial 

difference in the images deriving from system orientation. But 

there are variations in the patterns which should be noted. 

Ideological and policy differences are consistently items of 

somewhat more prominence among the nationally oriented respondents 

as compared to state oriented respondents or those for whom both 

spheres are equal. A further 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 prominent 

item among respondents with a state ortentation 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 frequently mentioned by 

respondents who answered that both spheres are equal. On the third 

question however, management of government· is mostly the concern of 

those respondents who answered that state elections are the more 

important, whereas group related differences ~s less frequently 

mentioned. Thus it does 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 fact derive from system orientation or partisanship. 

If the partisan patterning displayed by table 3.9 of Chapter 3 is 

substantially replicated for each orientation then the variations 

derive from.partisanship. But if the patterning of Table 6.4 is 

replicated for Liberal and Labor 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 combinati0n 

of both partisanship and system orientation. 

' ,, 

Table 6.5 below presents the image patterns for Labor and 

Liberal partisans for each system orientation as .derived from the 

three questions concerned with the salience of the spheres of 

government. The table suggests 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 Hgeneral" differences are 

items mentioned predominantly by Labor supporters irrespective of 

system orientation. 
1 

But within this partisan patterning variations 

variations deriving from system orientations may be seen. 

Among both Liberal and Labor partisans ideology is more 

·frequently mentioned as a characteristic of national party competition 

by national and state oriented respondents than it is amorig respondents 

who answered that both spheres are equal. The only exception to this 

pattern is on the question concerning elections. This is also the 

pattern among Liberals for the management of government item. 

Policy 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,S Image patterns of national party competition by system orientation by partisanship. (%). 

~ 
NATIONAL BOTH EQUAL 

.. 
1 2 .. 3 1 2 3 

e 

y LP ALP LP ALP LP ALP LP ALP LP ALP LP ALP LP 

Ideology 28.6 14.3 27.8 14.3 25.7 12.5 20.6 5.0 20.8 - 28.1 9.8 22.2 

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.l 

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 

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 -
Leaders 5.7 2.4 2.8 2.4 5.7 2.5 13.8 5.0 16.7 7.7 9.4 2.4 -
Other 2.9 4.8 5.6 9.5 2.9 5.0 10.3 10.0 8.3 3.9 9.4 7.3 11.1 

Differences - genefal 14.3 23.8 13.9 31.C 20,0 25.0 13.8 30.0 16.7 30.8 12.4 29.3 33.3 

Total responses 35 42 36 v 3~ 40 29 40 24 26 32 41 9 

1. Sphere of government more important. 

2, Sphere of government having the more personal .impact. 

3, More important elections. 

STATE 

1 2 

ALP LP ALP 

18.2 25.0 13.6 

- 16.7 4.5 

9.1 16.7 18.2 

27 .2 8.3 31.8 

- - -
- 8~3 4.6 

45.5 25.0 27.3 

11 12 22 

3 

LP 

lo.7 

16.7 

33.4 

-
16.7 

16.7 

-
6 

ALP 

7.7 

7.7 

15.4 

15.2 

7.7 

7.7 

30.8 

13 ..... 

.:- .. · 

...... 
00 
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prominent among national Labor partisans than national Liberals this 

partisan difference is reversed among state oriented respond~nts. 

Further, economic policy is mainly the concern of nationally 

· oriented respondents for both Liberal and Labor partisans whereas 

social welfare for the nationally oriented respondents is mainly the 

concern of Labor partisans. 

Thus while partisanship provides the main source of 

variation in images of national party conflict, there is some 

variation attributable to perceptions relating to the structuring 

of the system with the main focus of the variation concerned with 

ideology, management of government and policy; particularly economic 

and social welfare policies. It is these areas which have been the 

1 main focus of political debate over rec~nt years. That is to say, 

the issues which have dominated national political debate are the 

111B.in items upon which images of party competition indicate variation 

attributable to system orientation. 

, 
2) System Orientation and State Party Competition. 

It was shown in Chapter 3 that partisan conflict in Tasmania 

is much less salient to the survey respondents compared to the national 

arena. Of the sample only 174 respondents or 48.1% considered that 

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,' Kerrts King Hit, Cassell, Stanmore, 1976 • 

. < 
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'.1 

since a greater percentage of respondents regard the national sphere 

as more important than the state sphere. Consistent with this 

hypothesis it would be expected that nationally oriented respondents 

-would be much less concerned about expectations of party politics 

at the state sphere. That is to say, if the state sphere is less 

important than the national sphere then it would be less important 

which party governs in the state. Further, the extent to which 

nationally oriented respondents do answer that it makes a difference 

which party governs in the state provides some indication of the 

· degree to which the national sphere is more important than the state 

sphere. 

The opposite trend would be expected among state oriented 

respondents. This group comprises a minority of the 174 respondents 

who answered that it matters which party governs •. But a larger 

percentage would be expected to answer that it makes a difference 

which party governs in the state than the percentage who answered 

that it makes a difference at the national sphere (Table 6.1) • 

• Furthermore a state oriented respondent will be more likely to be 

concerned with state party politics than a nationally oriented 

respondent. 

Similarly, among the respondents who answered that 

both spheres are equally important, the salience of party competition 

in the state should be equal to the salience of national party 

competition. The extent to which the salience of party conflict at 

one sphere is greater than the other 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 syetem orientation. 

~ 
More· important 1'he government I More important 

government having the more elections 
personal impact 

% N ;: N % N . 

National 32.2 (56) 33.9 (59) 33.9 (59) 
Both Equal 43.7 (76) 35.1 (61) 49.4 (66) 
State 20.1 (35) 26.4 (46) 13.7 (24) 
Other & DK 4.0 (7) 4.6 (8) 2.9 m 

100 174 100 174 100 174 

... 
··•. 

T~LE 6. 7. System orientation by salience of state party competition. (N-362) 

The more important The government having The more important 
government · the more ·persona,l elections 

impact 

Difference No Difference No Difference No 

~atient 
between difference between dif~erence between difference 

p ere parties or DK .parties .. .or DK parties or DK 

National (% 42. 7 57 .3 41.3 58.7 41.0 59.0 
(N (56) (7 5) (59) (84) (59) (85) 

Both Equal (% 50.7 49.3 55.0 45.0 51.5 48.5 
(N (76) (74) (61) (50) (86) (81) 

State (% 55.6 44.4 55.4 44.6 . 58.5 41.5 
(N (35) (28) (46) . (37) (24) (17) 

Others DK (% 38.9 61.1 32.0 68.0 50.0 50.0 
. (N (7) (11) (8) (17) (5) (5) 

2 .. 3.61 2 9.1 x2 . 5.7 x x .. 
Significance df . 3 df. . 3 df .. 3 

p < 0.30 p < 0.05 p < 0.10 
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As' table 6.6 indicates state ?arty conflict is less salient 

to nationally oriented respondents than is party conflict at the 

1 national sphere. The reverse applies to state oriented respondents, 

as well as 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 

state sphere is lowest among nationally oriented respondents and 

highest among state oriented respondents. In other words it is a 

state oriented respondent who is the most likely to 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 

salience of party politics at the state sphere is related to system 

orientation, the relationship is not as strong 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 

2 
salience of national politics among nationally oriented respondents. 

These patterns indicate that the drawing power of national politics is 

greater than that of state politics. Among state oriented respondents, 

the salience of national politics is higher than is the salience of state 

politics to nationally oriented respondents. In other words national 

politics may be more important to state oriented respondents than ~tate 

. 3 
politics is to nationally oriented respondents. Yet while this may 

1. · These differences are clearly apparent when Table 6.6 is compared with 
Table 6.1. 

2. A comparison of Table 6.7 with Table 6.2 ciearly 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 indicates that state politics remains 

significant; at least 40% of nationally 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 displayed in Table 6.7 comprise marked 

partisan differences and these are sho~n in Table 6.8. The table 

indicates that the salience of party politics in Tasmania may be much . 

more closely related to system orientation (as measured by the relative 

importance of elections) among Labor partisans than among Liberals. fhe 

table indicates firstly that party politics is much more salient to 

, TABLE 6.8 The more important elections by sa.lience of state ·party competition 

and party identification. 

Salience of state party competition and party identification 

Liberal Partisans(l05) Labor Partisans (145) Non-Partisans (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 

National (% 36.2 63.8 50.0 so.o 33.3 66.7 
(N (17) (30) (27) (27) (8) (16) 

Both Equal (% 27.3 72.7 76.9 23.1 37.9 62.1 
(N (12) (32) (SO) (15) (11) (18) 

State (% 55.6· 44.4 68.9 31.l 
(N (S) (4) (15) (7) (2) (2) 

Others DK (N 3/5 2/5 2/4 2/4 - -
x2 .. 4.0 x2 .. 9.89 

Significance df . 3 df . 3 

p > 0.2 p < 0.02 
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Labor supporters than to Liberals irresi;ective of the system 

orientation, Secondly, whereas party politics at the state sphere 

is less salient than at the national sphere for.each orientation 

among Liberals, the reverse is the case among Labor partisans with 

exception only of nationally oriented Labor partisans. 1 To all 

·Liberals national party politics is more salient than state party 

politics· However to all Labor partisans with the exception of 

nationally oriented Labor supporters, state party politics is more 

salient than national party politics. Indeed, among respondents who 

answered that both national and state elections are equally 

important this partisan difference is especially pronounced. To the 

Liberals uf this group, national party politics is significantly 

more salient than state party politics; but to the Labor partisans 

it is state party politics which is more salient 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 established for 

the total sample, it does seem· .that to Labor partisans at least 
f . . , 

there may be a link. But if there is no relation between the 

salience of state party politics and system orientation, except 

among Labor partisans, does this mean that perceptions 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 party competition by system orientation (%). 

The ccore iu.po•t.ar.t The &i'h1.."rC "'! g.w .. •ram-..!nt T:1e woro? ir.:.1>1Jrtant 
Sa:i~l~ sph.~re of gov-.'.'rn;:-:cnt ho.vir.g the m->re person:i.l electiona 

i;:1;:ia :t 

No'.ltion.~ .• Beth !;tate ~ .. tion.:.l Bot~ I State Nntional B.::ith. S::.a:.i? z~:ient 
lr:Lage Categ; S;>hcre I Et;ual I $µ!-.~re Ec;,ual I S~•h-::rc Equ~l I Spher..: --

111.l I I 

!10. 7 ?-'.o:.:tage:::Jent o! Covt. 13.0 15.0 10.7 8.2 13.4 10.') 16.i S.3 

Crou:> related 12.4 11.7 U.9 13.9 9.8 10.S 12.7 ~i.1 13.l S.3 differt=nces 

~faticnal..:Sta.te 7 .9 15.0 3.6 2.a !l.S 9.0 l.8 12."l 6.0 2.6 
r•latio~s i 

6.8 s.o 4.8 ll.l 3.3 I 3.6 3.0 :o. 7 I -Leader• & Le.l.dcrahip ! lO. 5 
I 

!.!eolna.ic.al 5.l 10.0 3.0 - a.2 3.0 l.3 7.6 4.S -
Polic:ies 5;1 6.7 6.0 - 3.3 9.0 l.8 6.1 ~.8 2.6. 

t 
I 

! lo.4l 1::6. 3~ Cener.al-f)ol icy 

" 'l 
ll.3j ., 'I U.l) 

" 'l 
I 7. s l3.6 6.0) 

-"onf: party 15.2 38.3 l0.0i28.3 ll.l 47.6 :s.o\4•.s 13.l 37.8 ll. 9 .10.3 15.2 56.5 9.l 34.9 10.1\35,9 15.f, 73.7 
b~tt.;!r" 1u.9 

I 
11s.s) . -u:i.d.e!incd 2.8 3.3 :3.l 5.6l 6.6 7 .1, 7 .6 e·.oi 

-do:i 't knov 6.2 l. 7) a.3 2.8 3.) 9.0 l• .6! 4.6 7 .2 15.8~ 

Other ll.3 8.3 ll.9 16.7 18.0 4.5 10.9 7 .6 114.3 :J. 5 
' 

Tota.l n-.:::lOer of 
I 

!;5 154 I 3d 173 60 54 36 61 j67 60 
rit:s;.o::.:s:es 

I l 

As indicated by the table, perceptions about the 

relative importance of the governmental units do not result in 

major differences in the aggregate patterning ·of perceptions about 

party competition in the state. Yet there are some variations 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 party politics in terms of ideology and relations 

between governing parties at the two spheres. As indicated in 

Chapter 3 this latter perspective describes these relations in 

terms of promoting either harmony or balance with respect to the 

national sphere. The state sphere is seen in a secondary role to 

the national sphere which is consistent with a national orientation • 

. Ideology further distinguishes the images with a ma:r·ked difference in 

1 
emphasis between national and state oriented respondents. It may be that 

this is a perception of state politics derived from national politics. 

This is particularly likely as four of the f.ive nationally oriented 

respondents who perceive state party competition in ideological terms made 

the same assessment with respect to party politics nationally. 

L But this may be a function of education. In Chapter 5 it was shown 
· that a national orier.tation is associated with higher education and 
recently Kemp has provided some evidence that an ideological 
perspective is· asso.ciated with education; "the more educated a 
person is the more probable it is that he will se~ 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., $ociety and Electoral Behaviour in Australia, University 
of Queensland Press, St. Lucia, 1978, p.323. · 
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Further variations are evident from the question dealing 

with the relative importance of elections. It has been noted above 

that.on this question there is a pronounced tendency among state 

oriented. respondents to generalize about party competition. It is 

noticeable however that many of these respondents perceive a 

difference in policies although they are not specified more 

precisely. This suggests that differences between the parties may 

well be clearly perceived, if not precisely articulated. 

Compared to the other questions, the increase in general 

responses is at the expense of the categories, management of 

government and.group related differences. These categories have a 

markedly low emphasis when compared with e~~her nationally oriented 
• f 

respondents or respondents who answered that both spheres are equal. 

The low salience of group related items is particularly surprising. With 

state oriented respondents tending to be lower educated and 

predominantly Labor in partisanship and with a State Labor 

government it might have been expected that this category would 

have had particular eMphasis from state oriented respondents. In 

fact there is no clearly positive and distinguishing image of 

party politics among state oriented respondents. The most that can 

be said is that these. respondents tend to perceive party 

competition at the state sphere in terms of generalized images. 
. . 

I' 
f 
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To a large degree these 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 ~ationally 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 . Image patterns of state party competition by system orientation ·by partisanship (Z) 

~ 
RATIONAL llOTll EQUAL 

1 2 3 1 

LP ALP LP ALP LP ALP LP ALP LP 

Management of Government 5.8 21.4 6.3 12.1 10.5 19.4 7 .1 14.0 8.] 

Group related differenceo - 14.J - 9.1 - 12.9 7 .1 16.0 -
National-State relat.tona 15.]. 7 .1 18.8 9.1 21.l 9.7 - 2.0 16. 7 

Leaders 6 Leederoblp 5.9 J.5 - 3.0 - J.2 - 4.0 8.3 

Ideolo111cal 17.6 10.7 18.8 6.1 5.J 12.9 7 .l 4.0 8.] 

Policieo - 14.J - 6.1. 5.3 6.5. 7 .l 4.0 -
General 29.4 21.4 50.0 30.3 52.7 22.6 64.0 44.0 41.7 

Other 5.8 17.1 6.3 24.1 5.3 12.9 7.1 12.0 8.3 

-
Total amber of ruponaea 17 28 16 33 19 31 14 50 12 

1. • Sphe_re of q-overmnent more illportant. 
z. &phera of ~overnment ha'lins the .,re per-1 lllpact, 
J. ·The .,ra important alec:tiona. 

2 

ALP 

lJ,9 

16. 7 

-
11.1 

2.8 

-
41. 7 

2.8 

36 

3 l 

LP ALP LP ALP 

- 17 .1 - 11.l 

- 24.4 - 22.2 

7.1 - - -
7 .1 14.6 - 22.2 

21.4 2.4 - -
- 1'.3 - -

50.0 21.9 75.0 33.J 

14.] 9.8 25.0 11.1 

14 41 8 18 

STATE 

2 

LP ALP 

- 14.8 

- 22.2 

9.1 -
- 7.4 

- 3.7 

- -
72. 7 -
18,2 3.7 

11 27 

LP 

-
-
-
-
-
-

83.J 

16.7 

6 

J 

ALP 

7.4 

7.4 

-
-
-

J,2 

ai.4 

7.4 

11. 
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. Thus some variations in the images of state party competition 

are apparent among respondents with different orientations with respect 

to the governmental system. But although state respondents are the 

most likely to answer that it makes a difference which party governs 

the state, their responses about the content of state party competition 

do not indicate distinctively state images. In. fact it is the 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 cnnflict 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 sphere. Party conflict in the state is very 

largely perceived without definition but specific matters mostly 

mentioned were management of government, group related differences 

and national-state relations. The exception to this contrast in 

images is that. among Labor identifiers a significant proportion of 

responses 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 party conflict 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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. perceptions of party politics at the two spheres, it could well be 

that among those respondents who answered that both spheres are equal 

there is a significant degree of similarity in the images. In particular 

it is perhaps the Labor identifiers among these respondents who described 

party conflict at each sphere in terms of sectional interests. 

Using the question concerning the relative importance of 

elections as the measure of system orientation, Figures 6.1 to 6.3 

provide comparisons in the images of national and state party conflict 

for respondents of each orientation. The figures indicate 

degrees of variation in the aggregate images both in relation to 

partisanship a§ well as to system orientation. 

Figure 6.1 shows substantial variations in the image 

patterns among Liberals with a contrast between management of 

government and ideology as the most prominent items of party 

conflict nationally and general differences and national-state 

relations the Ill9.in., 1.tems of state party competition. Among Labor 
~ 

identifiers'/ ther~ Js also some variation in the images. References to. 
'·' . 

group rel~t~d--differences, although prominent items in both images, are 
7: ,. ; 

more frequent with respect 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 variation in the 

images of Labor partisans, than in those of Liberals, with similar 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 oriented Labor respondents extends across both 

spheres. As indicated in Figure 6.2, this also applies to the images of 

state oriented Labor respondents. Both images contain a substantial 

portion of gen~ral comments. Liberals, on the other hand, provide 

1 markedly divergent images. 

1. But note the small number of responses. 
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FIGURE 6.1 Images of Partv Comnetition of Nationally Oriented Respondents (% in brackets) 
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FIGURE 6.2 Images of Party Competition' of State Oriented Resnondents (% in brackets) 
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As hypothesized earlier~ images of party conflict at the 

two spheres are in fact most similar among respondents who answered 

that both sets of elections are of equal importance. Figure 6,3 

indicates that while this is the case among both Liberal and Labor 

.partisans, it is again particularly the case among Labor partisans. 

Among Labor supporters more than 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 

1 ideology and general differences. 

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 distinctness among Labor 

supporters. But among respondents who regard both electoral 

spheres equal in importance, images of party conflict are much more 

integrated across spheres. This is particularly so again among 

Labor partisans. Indeed this is clearly the case when note is taken of 

the·partisan difference in the number of respondents who provided images 

of state party competition among those who regard both sets of elections 

as equally important. That is to say, while there is some similarity 

across spheres in the images of party competition among both Liberal and 

Labor identifiers of this orientation, the disparity in·response rates is 

much greater among Liberals. 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 Chapter 3 it was shown that perceptions about both the 

degree and nature of party conflict varied according to the. sphere 

of politics being considered. National party conflict is more 

prominent than state politics and there are differences between 

the images of national and state party competition. When, in 

Chapter 5, perceptions about the relationship between the spheres of 

government, (and thus of the overall system) were examined it was 

found that while the national sphere is considerably more salient 

than the state sphere, the largest proportion of respondents 

suggested that ~oth spheres were of equal importance. 

The central theme of this chapter has been an examination 

of the extent to which these findings are related. In other words 

the focus has been on the extent to which perceptions of party 

conflict are related to perceptions about the structuring of the 

system in which party competition takes place. 

Tables 6.2 end 6~5 indicated that party politics at the 

national sphere is proportionally the most salient to nationally 

oriented respondents whereas state party politics is proportionally 

the most salient to state oriented respondents. However the 

relationship is stronger with respect to the national sphere than 

with respect to state 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 relatir:mship among Labor partisans. Moreover, the 
• 
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tables clearly show that irrespective of system orientation, national 

party politics is more salient to Liberals than to Labor partisans. 

National politics is also more salient than state politics among 

Liberal partisans for each orientation. For Labor partisans this only_ 

holds good among nationally oriented Labor partisans. To state 

oriented Labor supporters and to the respondents who answered that 

both spheres are equal, state party politics is more salient than 

national party politics. 

In examining 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 system orientation. This is especially so 

at the national sphere but also to a lesser extent at the state 

sphere. Yet perhaps it should be stressed that these are 

variations in the prominence of items rather than graphic differences 

in the overall images. 

National and state images of party politics for each 

orientation were then compared. The comparison indicated that 

different images were most apparent among respondents with a 

national perspective while respondents who regarded both electoral 

contests equally provided images of some similarity. It was also 

found that images from Labor respondents tended to be less 

divergent than the images from Liberals. ~ationally. oriented Labor 

supporters however, tended to differentiate to a greater degree than 

other Labor supporters. 

,. 
I 
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The crosstabulation of system orien·tation with perceptions 

of party competition reinforces trends noted in earlier chapters. 

Overall there is a greater visibility of national politics compared 

with state politics. Even among those respondents who answered 

that state elections are _the more important electoral contests, 

almost 50% also answered that it mattered which party wins national 

elections, not many fewer than the number who felt that it mattered 

which party wins power in the state. 

This nationalizing trend supports conclusions drawn from 

earlier studies. Aitkin has observed from data derived ·from his 

1967 and 1969 .surveys "that the pull of politics is essentially a 

national one."
1 

More recently Kemp has suggested that here has been 

"an increasing nationalization of mass political responses in 

Australia from 1940 to 1972. 112 From an analysis 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, op.cit., p.257. 

I, 
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dominance. While it does appear that there may be a significant 

movement toward a national identification among Liberals, among 

Labor supporters such a trend is not nearly so pronounced. State 

politics seem to provide greater significance to Labor partisans 

irrespective of 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 weakness in Tasmanian politics. The 

state sphere of political activity is simply not as important to 

Liberals as to.Labor partisans. 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 in state elections and indeed to 

vote for Liberal candidates. 

This is especially significant given proportional 

representation with seven member electorates. If state politics is 

less significant to Liberals than to Labor supporters then it may 

be that Liberals tend to migrate in preference 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 strongly national oriented Liberals 

tended (in 19671· to abstain from voting in provincial 
t I 
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elections. 1 Migrating in preference distribution might well be the 

Denison equivalent to abstention in Ontario. 

There is a further possible pattern of voting deriving 

from partisan differences in perspectives toward the federal 

system. This relates to the "balance-theory" of electoral 

behaviour. 2 Until discounted by Wilson and Hoffman, and Jean 

Havel, 3 shifts in electoral fortunes between electoral spheres in 

' 
Canada had been thought to derive from a propensity for voters 

to balance the party .in power nationally by voting the national 

4 opposition party into power in the provinces. Indeed, this 

.. 
explanation has on one occasion been applied to the failure of the 

. s 
Liberal Party in Tasmania. The Denison survey tested this 

proposition and found the evidence insufficient to explain Labor's 

6 success in the state. But it should not be dismissed. A variant of 

this notion in terms cf a transference of antagonism might well 

apply in the case of a national Labor government. Since Liberals 

tend overall towards a national perspective, a national Labor 

government could be expected to result in the transference of 

1. Wilson, J., and Hoffman, D., The Liberal Party in Contemporary 
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 iri government in Tasmania to the party in 
government in. Canberra" only 7 (1. 9%) voted consistent with this 
view. See Appendix 1, question 20. 

I 
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national sentiments to the state sphere. This would give state 

politics 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 some extent on issues presented as national 

responsibilities. 1 But this 111ust be set against party images and 

perceptions of state party competition. That is, Labor partisans 

appear to have more reason to vote Labor (irrespective of the 

vagueness of their expectations) 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 state Labor Party. 

But would this remain the case under a national 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 defeat of the 

national 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%; 1976, 46.8% • 

.. ' 
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the perspectives. of the party's supporters in relation to the 

federal system. Because these perspectives are essentially 

national, the party's state future rests in elevating state politics 
1 

to national significance. Labor has the advantage 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 in Tasmania are not 

concerned for the interests of the state. Indeed as revealed in 

Chapter 5 just over 50% of Liberals regard themselves foremost as 

Tasmanians. It appears however that this state identification is 

embedded within an overall national perspective. To Liberals the 

federal system appears to be an hierarchical arrangement in which 

state interests are seen as best promoted from the national level 

of the structure. In this sense Liberals have an integrated 

perspective of the federal structure. 

The perspective of Labor partisans is more complex. 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 elections. 
See John Summers, Australian Political. Chronicle, South Australia, 
Australian Journal of ·Polities and History, Vol. 22,_ flo. 3, 1976, 
pp.98-107 and also John Warhurst 11Review-of the South Australian 
Elections", in The Australian Quarterly,. Vol. 47, No. ·3, 
Dec. 1975, pp.124-128. The most explicit example how~ver is 
perhaps the 1947 Victorian election when the VictorialLegislative 
Council ref used Supply to the Victorian Labor Government in order 
to test public feeling towards the national Labor Government's 
bank nation~l~~a~ion ~egislation. 
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to the system. To a small but significant percentage of Labor parti-

sans the state sphere is the more important despite the vagueness in 

the perceptions .about the content of party politics. The evidence 

suggests that.to most Labor supporters the system is not 

hierarchical but comprises two interdependent yet autonomous spheres 

of political activity. While to Liberals (as well as to some Labor 

partisans) the system is characterized by levels of political 

activity, to most Labor supporters the system is characterized 

by spheres of political activity. This means that Labor partisans 

have two avenues through which to promote their interests. · 

L 

It ia here that the partisan differences in the comparisons 
-: ... /~ 

between national and state images of party competition becomE:h .. :signifi­
.i:-·,.·/ 

cant. It is argued that not only do Liberals (and some Labor identif i-

ers) view the system as a hierarchy, but their perceptions about party 

competition reflect the same perspective. State politics is less 

visible than national politics while many of the comments that are made 

about state party competition tend to reflect a national focus. Among 

Labor identifiers however, images of party competition at each sphere 

tend to merge together, especially the traditional element of the image 

as the party for the working man. To Labor identifiers, the spheres are 

autonomous. But their political demands and interests are directed at 

either sphere; not so much perhaps in terms of specific policy goals, 

but in terms of attitudes and values that govern policy formulation • 

., ' 



CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSIONS 

Summary. 

The Australian voter is a participant in a federally organised 

system of government within which the same parties are the major contenders 

for political power at both national and state spheres. A sample of electors 

from the Tasman~an electorate of Denison was interviewed about their percep-

tions of this environment and the responses have been presented and discussed 

in the foregoing chapters. The survey data have enabled a mapping of party 

preference patterns, a comparison across spheres of perceptions of party 

competition and party images, and provided evidence of the salience of the 

spheres of government and the strength of national as against state political 

identification in the electorate. 

In Chapter 2 patterns of party preference were examined. Irres-

pective of the measure used, party identification or reported voting 

behaviour, a high degree of integration is apparent. For more than 70% of 

the sample a preference for a party at one electoral sphere is retained with 

respect to the other sphere. Indeed, of those identifying with a political 

party some 88% identify with the same party at both spheres. But there is 

a partisan difference evident. Both measures of party preference indicate 

that Labor support 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 
f I 



.215 

sphere and a different party at the other. Electorally these patterns 

are of sufficient strength to be significant with the Labor Party 

advantaged at the state arena and the Liberal Party favoured at the 

national arena. But they are less significant as a sourc~ of decentrali­

zing pressure in the party system. 

The greater stability in party preference at state elections than 

at national elections indicated by the data in Chapter 2 is supported with 

parallel data relating to perceptions of party competition examined in 

Chapter 3. More respondents answered that it .makes a difference which party 

governs nationally than answered that it makes a difference which party 

governs in the state. In combining these responses it is found that for 

some respondents' it makes a difference which party governs only with respect 

to the national .sphere, and for others only at the state sphere. For some 

respondents differences between the parties at both spheres are irrelevant 

or insignificant. However, for most respondents it makes a difference which 

party wins power at both spheres. 

These response patterns provide three conclusions relating to 

perceptions of party competition in the federal context. 

1) Some respondents are oriented tOW-ards politics at only one 

sphere in the system; to some this is the national arena; to others it 

is the state arena. 

2) To other respondents a polycentric perception is .implied; 

party competition is of some significance at both spheres. 

3) With party competition at the national sphere more visible 

overall than that at the:: state sphere a degree of nationalization of. 

perceptions about politfcs is indicated. 

Moreover the response patterns indicate differences relating to 

socio-economic status and partisanship. Liberals and higher status 

f, 
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respondents comprise the majority of those who answered that it makes a 

difference which party governs nationally. Labor identifiers and lower 

status respondents comprise the majority of those who perceive party conflict 

only at the state arena. It is also Labor identifiers more than Liberals 

who hold a polycentric view of party conflict. 

While·. party 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 competition at each sphere refer to specific differences 

between the parties, a much larger proportion of the responses about state 

party competition are generalized statements about the parties. Secondly 1 · 

• there are differences in the emphasis placed on the specific differences 

mentioned. References to policy matters and ideology are much more prominent 

with respect to the national sphere than the state sphere. Policy matters, 

ideology, management of government and party relations with associated groups 

are the main categories of specific items describing national party 

competition. The main categories describing state party competition, on 

the other hand,are management of government, relations with groups and a 

category relating to state party competition only, national-state relations. 

The difference in emphasis placed on policy and ideology apply 

to both Liberal and Labor partisans. However, Liberals offered proper-

tionally more generalized statements than did Labor identifiers with 

respect to state party competition while the converse is the 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 

answered that it did matter which party governed at the two spheres. Taken 

together these resp·onses indicate that whereas national politics dominates 

,. , 
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the perceptions of Liberals, state politics is as visible as national 

politics among Labor identifiers. This is further indicated by the 

prominence of national-state relations in the descriptions of state party 

competition offered by Liberals. These responses portray a perception of 

state politics that is derived from an hierarchical perspective of national 

dominance. In contrast, the prominence of the group related element in 

both national and state images provided by Labor identifiers suggests a 

degree of similarity in perceptions of politics at the two spheres. 

Party images also vary across spheres. The main component in the 

national image of both parties comprises references to policy matters. 

This item is much less significant in the state images. Management of 
.; 

government is a relatively important element in the Liberal image nationally 

but is twice as•significant in the Labor Party's state image. State Liberal 

personalities and the party itself attract much more connnent than national 

Liberal personalities. For the Labor party, group related items and 

ideology are predominantly components of the party's national image while 

connnents relating to the party itself is an element predominantly relating 

to the state image. 

It is clear therefore that despite 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 and 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 branches 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 s'hows that to a third of the 

,. 
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sample the national sphere of government is more important than state 

government; to at least 11% the state government is the more important; 

but to most respondents both spheres are equally i)nportant,again 

reflecting a polycentric view. In addition, the combination of this 

view with the national perspective indicates a degree of nationalization 

of political orientations. Nonetheless, it is also clear that the state 

sphere is strongly entrenched in people's perceptions of the federal 

system. More than 50% of the respondents answered either that both 

spheres are equally important or that the state sphere is the more impor­

tant sphere. This is ·reinforced by the strength of a state political · 

identity. More than half the sample consider themselves Tasmanians first 

and foremost. Jndeed, even among respondents who are nationally oriented, 

almost half consider themselves to be Tasmanians rather than Australians. 

Clear partisan differences are evident in these perceptions as in 

the perceptions relating to party competition. Liberals are more 

nationally oriented than are Labor identifiers, and inversely, they are. 

less state oriented. ~his is the case with respect to orientations toward 

the governmental system and also to political identity. Labor identifiers 

are also more likely than Liberals to regard both spheres as equally 

important. 

Party competition takes place within the context of the federal 

system. In Chapter 6 perceptions about the structure, system orienta­

tions, were related to perceptions of party competition. System orienta­

tion was crosstabulated with perceptions of both national and state party 

competition thus 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 

f, 
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state oriented respondents. Among those with a polycentric view 

however, a similar percentage (a majority) answered that it makes a 

difference which party governs nationally as answered similarly with 

respect to the state sphere. In add~tion, images of the content of 

party competition differ across spheres for each orientation. However, 

variations are most evident among national and state oriented respondents; 

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, it is suggested (in Chapter 6) that one reason for the 

Liberal Party's failure in Tasmci.nian state elections is that, to Liberals 

the state sphere is relatively unimportant. 

Thus apart from the integration of party preference evident in 

Chapter 1 which is qualified by the political images examined in the two 

subsequent chapters, each chapter reinforces four main characteristics 

evident in the attitudes and perceptions of Denison voters. In summary 

these major characteristics. are:- 1) The prevalence of a national 

orientation toward political affairs and the political system;· 

2) . A polycentric perception which is 

the major perspective; to 30% of the respondents it matters which party 

governs at both national and state spheres of the federal system; and to 

40% of the respondents both spheres or both sets of elections are equally 

important. 

3) A small but ~•ignif icant proportion 

of the respondents are primarily oriented to the state sphere. This per­

ception is reinforced by the strong sense of state attachment evident in' 

(, 
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respondents' political identity and in the polycentric perception, 

attributing equal importance to both spheres. 

4) Identifiable 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 this.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 political analysts it has been common to regard Australian 

parties as comprising a single party system. This ls no doubt due to 

the degree of integration that is apparent in the same parties competing 

for representation and political power at both nati0nal and state arenas. 

However, when party structures have been analysed it has been shown that 

all parties are federally organised. It is not only the Liberal Party 

which has been described as a "composite of seven Parties"1 but also the 

Labor2 and the National Country 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. Kathllfine West, Power in the Liberal Party, Cheshire; Melbourne, 
19(>0:~ p.261. 

2. Michelle Gratton, "The Australian Labor Party" in Mayer.and Nelson 
(eds) Ausfralian 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. Notwithstanding that party support is integrated 

between electoral spheres, the respondents hold perceptions about the 

parties that inqicate they distinguish between national and state 

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 then, the party system is 

decentralised. Respondents make distinctions between national and 

state parties as well as perceive variations between the two spheres in 

the nature of partisan competition. With this decentralizing force 

operating on the party system it is not surprising that intra-party 

tensions and conflicts are an enduring feature of the Australian party 

1 system. It is clear that strains which surf ace between national and 

state politicians as well as between national and state party organisa-

tions may derive not only from differing policy preferences of party 

activists2 but in response to differing electorate expectations about the 

goals of government at the two spheres~ 

National Orientation:s .• 

As noted in the previous chapter, the data presented in this 

study provide evidence tha~ as a general trend,. national political affairs 

are more prominent in citizen perceptions than state affairs. National 

party competition and the natiC?nal branches of both parties are more 

visible than state party competition or the state branches of the parties. 

These perceptions are replicated in attitudes about the federal structure 

and re-inforced when system orientation is related to perceptions of 

party competition. 

1. A. Wildavsky, 11 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.114. 
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A major contributing factor to this trend is the prevalence 

of a proportion of respondents who are nationally .oriented. Some 20% 

of the sample ahswered that it mattered which party governed only with 

respect to the national sphere and 36% answered that the national 

government is the more important sphere of government in the Australian 

federal system. In addition, some 40% of the sample identify themselves 

with national rather than state citizenship. These perspectives are 

most prevalent among respondents of higher status, and among the higher 

educated respondents particularly. This. implies that the electorate n·ot 

.only contains centralizing tendencies but to the extent that the popula­

tion is becoming increasingly better educated, these attitudes are 

embedded in an'increasing segment of the electorate. 

Implicit in attitudes oriented toward the national sphere is the 

assumption that the federal system is hierarchically structured into 

levels of government. The important problems are s~en as national res­

ponsibilities and the states as administrative agencies or as having 

responsibility for the: relatively less important areas of policy. This 

view is often implicit in analyses and prescriptions about the system. 

It is an implied perception among those who have advocated changes to 

the financial arrangements between the component governments as well as, 

among those who have argued for a widening of national responsibilities. 

For example it is the.view of Mathews and Jay1 that "it is the Common­

wealth Government which must d~termine policy objectives in relation to 

economic development, stabilization •••• and the inter-personal distri~ 

but ion of incomes and wealth. • • [ T] he Commonwealth • • • • must exercise 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. 
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of State governments, on the other hand, should be concerned with 

securing an efficient use of resources in the provision of public 

services, within the framework of national policy laid down by the 

Commonwealth. Only by adopting this kind of criterion will it be 

possible to achieve the advantages of the federal system which flow 

from the combination of decentralized administration and centralized 

1 control." 

Davis2 has also speculated on the prevalence of an hierarchical 

perspective and has offered the suggestion that voting behaviour may be 

determined by perceptions that ascribe specific functions, based on 

their perceived importance, to levels of government. He suggests the 

view "that each party is fitted to particular levels of responsibility: 

thus, a party ~hich is most likely to pursue an aggressive developmental 

policy of the basic conununal services is best suited to State Government, 

but not to the more -hazardous decisions of national policy ••• Labor 

succeeds in State elections ••• because it is Labor, and for this very 

same reason it generally fails in Federal elections." This view has 

been echoed in a geographer's explanation for patterns of voting behaviour 

in Tasmania. Solomon3 has asserted that "it is clear that in the 1950s 

and 1960s the population of the capital city (Hobart) area has favoured. 

the Liberal Party in matters affecting external security, 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.164. 

2. Davis, op~cit., pp.651, 652. 

3. Solomon, "The Geography of Political Affiliations in a Federal-State 
System", op.cit., p.33 •. 
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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 ~rientation, it is certainly implied. Figure 6.1 (Chapter 6) 

indicates that party competition at the state level1 is perceived 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 party 

competition. Policy matters are also much more prominent in perceptions 

of party conflict nationally than at the state sphere. 

It is also evident that the state Labor Party is less disliked 

than is the national Labor Party. Moreover a majority of nationally 

oriented respondents felt that it did not make much difference _which 

party governs 'in the state. This is consistent with both Davis' and 

Solomon's speculations. It is suggested that it is this national pers-

pective which contributes to the success of the Labor Party in the state; 

not so much that the party is 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 perspective toward 

politics in Australia is a significant perception in the electorate. To 

this extent analysts who prescribe or assume an hierarchical 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. 

Polycentric Orientations. 

The dominant perspective about the system evident from the ~ata 

is one that implies a polycentric or multi-nuclear structure. 

j .· 

1. The term 'level' is appropriate to this national and hierarchical 
perspective. 
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Despite substantial integration in party preference patterns, party 

images vary between the spheres and for more than a third of the respon-

dents party differences are a matter of importance at both the national 

and state arenas of the system. This trend is reinforced by the 

patterning of attitudes about the relationship between spheres of govern-

ment. More than a third of the respondents answered that both spheres 

are equally important. It is thus a view which implies agreement with 

the Queensland Premier's insistence that state governments as well as 

the national government are each properly to be regarded as Australian 

1 
governments. In other words state government is vested with equal 

legitimacy and status in the total governmental system to that which has 

been previously ascribed only to the national government • 

. 
The prevalence of this perception is an imrortant finding. It 

is a view, which because of the extent to which it is held, challenges 

the appropriateness of prescriptions and assertions deriving from 

assumptions about the federal system as an hierarchical structure of 

levels of government. Indeed, the dominance of this polycentric 

perspective implies a need for research into attitudes about the 

system and the way they are translated into political behaviour 

derived from such a model rather than the hierarchical one. 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 important. 

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 
Queensland_Press, St. Lucia, 1978, p.161. 

I ' 
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In fact, it is often asserted that people do, or should, clearly 

distinguish between national and state functions. For example, the 

Victorian Premier
1 

has stated that: "It is the essence of proper 

organisation for good government that people in a federation should 

know clearly which government is responsible for which function and 

who is to answer to them for the manner of its administration." 

There is no clear evidence from this survey however, that a 

functional differentiation is in fact perceived. In Chapter 6, 

Figure 6.3 portrayed the perceptions of party competition with respect 

to both spheres. It is shown that perceptions of party competition do 

vary in that images of state party competition are much more general 

than the national images·. It is also seen that state policy matters 

' appear much less significant than national policy matters. In addition 

there is some.evidence of perceived functional differentiation contained 

in the management of government category. This theme includes 

references to state matters such as the bridge restoration, promoting 

state interests and control of various non-departmental authorities. 

However, there is no firm evidence to suggest that respondents who regard 

both spheres of the system as equally important clearly ascribe different 

sets of functions to each sphere. 

The alternative perspective is one related to access to the 

political system 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 spheres 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' f 
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avenues through which to make demands on the system or to express 

1 grievances about political decisions or administrative arrangements. 

Perhaps the most accessible channel for citizens to signal 

grievances to the political system is provided by the electoral system. 

Australia's federal structure with bicameral parliamentary government 

provides abundant c;>pportunities to express dissatisfactions with either 

state or national governments by the frequency of elections. Although 

no empirical 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 have punished parties in national elections for the actions 
• 

of parties in power at the state sphere. "Two of the greatest paradoxes 

of recent Australian politics are, in part, examples of the transfer of 

the voters' antagonism from state to federal politics. South Australia, 

which has had non-Labor state government since 1933, is regularly the 

state most favourable to the ALP in federal politir.s ••• In Queen.Sland 

this situation was reversed. 112 More often however, state election 

results have been interpreted as indicating dissatisfactions with 

' 
national policies, particularly by political leaders. 

In Chapter 2 it was shown that 18% of the voting responden~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.11, Centre for Research on Federal F.inancial 
Relations, The Australian National University. Canberra. 1975. 
See also.Vincent Ostrom~ "Can Federalism Make ·a Difference?" 
in Publius, Vol.3, No.2, Fall 1973, pp.197-237. 

2. D.W. Rawson, Australia Votes, Melbourne University Press, 
Melbourne, 1961, pp.221, 222. 

f I 
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1977 House of Representatives election intended to vote Labor at 
. 1 

the state election. The same poll however, indicated that only 4.5% 

of the intending switchers said they were changing their vote 

because they were disillusioned with the national government. More 

research is needed to determine the extent to which this facility 

provided by the federal system is utilized by voters. If further 

research indicates that voters, perceiving the federal system as a 

polycentric structure, do channel responses arising from one political 

sphere to the other, then different criteria are needed against which . 

to evaluate the functioning of the political system. 

On the demand side of the voter's interaction with the political .. 
system, corresponding questions are raised from a polycentric perspec-

. 
tive. · To what extent do citizens channel demands through either 

national or state parliamentarians? That is to say, do citizens differ-

entiate between spheres of government in making representations to 

members of parliament? To what extent do citizens raise state matters 

with national parliamentarians and vice versa? If this occurs what is 

the response from the politician? Indeed, do citizens and interest 

groups consciously use the duality of access points to the system that 

2 is provided by the federal structure? Among respondents with a poly-
, 

centric perspective there is a degree of similarity in perceptions 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 Hickie, "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.11, No.2, July 1973, 
pp.159-175 and H. Zeigler, Interest Groups in American Society, 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood, Cliffs, 1964, pp.42-52. 

f, 
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that there is a degree of similarity in· expectations about the goals 

of government at each sphere. But this evidence is merely suggestive 

that a duality of access points to the political system is a salient 

feature of the federal structure. Much more research is needed to 

explore the potentialities of this polycentric perspective. 

Particular:J:.y 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 not a constitutionally 

defined functional area of the national government. It has been trans­
• 

f erred to the national sphere through political processes involving 

citizen attitudes and expectations, attitudes and expectations deriving 

from perspectives about the political system. A mapping of the 

electorate's perceptions about the content of national and state juris-

dictions is needed. Such a mapping related to citi.?.:ens' perspectives · 

about the system, hierarchical or polycentric, would contribute signifi-

cantly toward an explanation of the functioning of the system. 

State Orientations. 

The polycentric perception of the system indicates that state 

government is considered by most respondents as an equally important 

unit in the federal structure. To a small yet significant minority of 

respondents 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 clear then that the electorate contains a 

percentage of respondents who are oriented primarily, and perhaps solely, 

to the state political ·sphere. The evidence also 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 provides an important 

normative justification for the federal form of government. If one 

element of democracy is taken to be the institutional provision for 

access to and participation in the governing process then a system of 

divided power and jurisdiction 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 orientations 

who might otherwise be denied that access and identification or indeed 

be alienated from the system. It gives people the opportunity 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 orientations comprise a significant percentage of a 

population, the provision of a centre of authority related to a limited 

sphere of jurisdiction must enhance the system's capacity to engender _ 

regime support. 

Notions of 'states rights' have historically found support in 

Tasmania especially in the state's propensity for rejecting referenda 

proposals. Tasmanians have also shown a willingness to support non­

party candidates in Senate elections1 and to vote against government 

candidates in House of Representatives elections. 2 Riker has asserted 

1. Tasmania elected Independents to the Senate in 1961, 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.19, 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. 

f, 
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that "If citizens, when asked their citizen identif icatiori, reply 

'I am an American' to the exclusion of 'I am a Hoosier' or 'I am a 

Texan', the scene is set for-centralization. But if they reply first 

and foremost 'I am a Virginian' or 'I am a Buckeye', then.it is 

difficult to imagine much centralization. 111 With 53% of the sample 

labelling themselves first and foremost as Tasmanians to the exclusion 

of Australians as against 44% who answered Australian, and the strong 

sense of state attachment indicated by the patterns of attitudes toward 

the relationship between the spheres, the federal system as functioning 

in Tasmania is constrained by significant decentralizing forces. Indeed, 

when political identity is crosstabulated with system orientation it is 

seen that state identity cuts across national as well as state orienta-

tions. In fai:t only 18% of the respondents are fully nationally 

oriented, while dual loyalties are held by a substantial majority of the 

respondents. 

But this may be more prevalent in Tasmania than in other states. 

Kemp's data indicated that the Australian electorate is becoming 

increasingly nationalized. 2 It may well be that the degree of national-

ization is less in the Tasmanian portion of the Australian electorate · 

than in other states. At the least it seems likely that it is less than 

in the larger states. In other words. if, following Livingston, 3 the 

essence of federalism lies in the society itself rather than 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 Fed~ralism", Political 
Science Quarterly, Vol.67, No.1, March 1952, pp.81-95. 

,. I 
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1 
Australia would be an assymetrical 

federal system in which the balance between integration and autonomy, 

in terms of ci.tizen attitudes and perceptions, differs throughout the 

system. 

Considered in this way, that is federalism as a psychological 

phenomenon, the effect of boundaries assumes considerable importance. 

2 Reynolds and McNulty suggest that political boundaries coinciding with 

natural barriers re-inforce social communication networks either side 

of the division. This appears particularly applicable to Tasmania, 

separated not only politically but also geographically. The extent to 

which such barriers serve to promote local perspectives would perhaps 

explain the degree 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 is a similar partisan difference. P~rty preference is 

more int_egrated for the Liberal Party than for the Labor Party; Liberals 

are more nationally oriented than Labor identifiers while Labor identi-

fiers are clearly more state oriented than are Liberals. This is 

evident in perceptions of party competition, in the salience of the 

spheres of government and in political identification patterns. Clearly 

and unequivocally, among the respondents, Liberals are more nationally 

oriented than are Labor identifiers. 

1. See C.D. Tarlton, "Synnnetry 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 Party which 

espouses national approaches to problems, and expansion in national 

responsibilities. 1 Nevertheless the partisan patterns identified do 

correspond with the only comparable data available. 2 Emy has reported 

similar trends among politicians in his report of a survey of the role 

perceptions of national parliamentarians. More Liberals than Labor 

M.P. 's indicated national perceptions. Conversely, more Labor than 

Liberal M. P. 's were delegates, thos_e who seek primarily to represent 

' . . their constituents and their interests. A third category identified 

by Emy are M.P.'s who endeavour to reconcile both national and local 

interests. Among the Labor sample most M. P. 's (50%) saw themselves in 

this role but among Liberals only 37% described their role in this way. 

The correspondence between Emy' s results and the Denison3 · 

survey results provide significant implications. The patterns counsel 

caution in accepting federalist/centralist labels too readily. Indeed, 

they imply that Liberal Party policies, or more correctly the implemen-

tation of policies, is likely to be more centralist than the party's 

rhetoric implies. It was noted above that education has effectively 

become a national responsibility. But it was a Liberal national govern-

ment which initiated the transfer with the establishment of the 

Universities 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).Tntergovernmental Relations in Australia , Ch.12. 

2. Hugh V. Emy, The Politics of Australian Democracy, Macmillan, 
Melbourne, 1974, p.481. 

3. It can al~o be noted that Denison's incumbent Liberal MHR has publicly 
expressed a desire to eventually become Prime Ytinister. 



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 federalism policy has removed neither the federal ministry 

nor the federal bureaucracy from the constitutional domain of the states: 

it merely has removed their presence from centre stage to the wings. 111 

Wood attributes the "distortions to Mr. Fraser's federalism policy 

to the determination of the Treasury to retain its control over 

... 

expenditure".~ But the nationalist perspectives embedded in the Liberal 

Party suggests the probability for centralist tendencies to be endorsed 
• 

by the party and become translated into policy outcomes. Given the 

strength of an hierarchical perspective of the federal system among 

3 
Liberals, the character of policy outcomes in terms of national as 

against local tendencies may be a fruitful area for investigation. 

In Chapter 6 it was suggested that the apparent contradi.ction 

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 

hierarchical structure in which state. interests are seen as best 

promoted and reconciled at the national level rather than through the 

1. 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.111. ' 

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. 
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political processes of bargaining and conflict between autonomous 

national and regional governments. Hence, the Senate becomes particu-

larly importa~t to Liberals as an institutional mechanism through which 

state interests are injected and defended in the national policy 

process. It is at the national level, for Liberals, where the "cake" 

is divided into state shares. The Senate then becomes important as a 

device through which state representatives influence the size of the 

share. For Tasmanian Liberals the~ it is important to secure as large 

a Liberal Senate contingent as possible not only to provide protection 

against centralist Labor governments but, and perhaps more importantly, 

1 to provide security against centralist Liberal governments. 

More ~esearch is needed to further explore these speculations. 

One avenue of, approach would be to adapt the questionnaire to use 

specifically with a sampling frame of politicians and party officials. 

Another is to adapt models used by political geographers to construct 

spatial images of Australia's political system held by politicians. 2 

The differences in image patterns between national and stat-e politicians. 3 

between politicians and party officials, each on a partisan 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 Federalis!!!,Australasian Political Studies Association, 
Adelaide, 1977, pp.64-75. 

2. See for example P.R. Hills and R.L. Reiser, "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.17, 
Centre for Urban and Regional Studies, The University of Birmingham, 
1971, and Peter Gould and Rodney White, Mental Maps, Penguin Books, 
Harmondsworth, 1974. 

3. For a comparative study of federal perspectives of state legislators, 
see E.J. H~ubel, ''Michigan and Ontario Legislators: Perspectives on 
the Federal Sys ten.", Canadian Journal of Economics and Political 
Science, Vol.32, N0.4, Nov. 1966, pp.443-454. 
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· Whether or not the patterns in the aggregate are distinc-

tively Tasmanian, the data and resultant patterns ident_ified by this 

study represents important ingredients in Australian political 

·culture. It is not only that federal sentiments may vary· between 

states or regions. This study shows that federalism as a psycho-

logical disposition ingrained in citizen attitudes and perspectives 
·..:, 

varies within regions and connnunities. Some citizens are drawn toward 

national politics, others toward state politics. Yet others, and in 

Denison this is the majority, display dual loyalties and orientations. 

To this group both political spheres are important units of government 

in the total political system. As Jean Holmes has put it: "the 

• federal situation in the various parts of the system is likely to be 

variegated and disparate, following Grodzins' famous marble-cake 

analogy - 'characterized by an inseparable mingling of different 

coloured ingredients, the colours appearing in vertical and diagonal 

strands and unexpected whfi:'ls.' 111 This study has identified some of· 

the ingredients and colours that go to make up citizen attitudes in 

relation to political parties and the governmental structure. They do 

intermingle and coalesce. More importantly the mixture is complex and 

although not all the colours may 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~ 

· IINTRODUCTIONf 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 

Aus_tralia' s system of government. 

How many people 18 years old or older are living in your household? 

lcirclel O* 1 2 3 4 Or more 
• l<*If "O" Terminate interview)j 

How many of these adults are residents of the Denison electorate? 

fci1$lel l<If "011 Terminate interview)! 

.. ;. . 
NUMBER OF ADULTS IN "HOUSING UNIT 

1 adult 2 adults 3 adults 4 or more 

0 
Adult 

Youngest Oldest Oldest 
Men Women Woman Woman 

1 Adult Women Mon Youngest 
Mon 'Woman 

2 Youngest- Oldest Oldest 
Men Mon Mon Mon 

~ 

3 Oldest Youngest 
Men Mon Mon 

0 

4 or ·.Youngest 
More Mon 

Circle How many of these are men? 

f, 
* This format is taken.from Charles H. Backstrom and Gerald D. 

Hursh, SURVEY RESEARCH, North Western University Press 1 1963. 
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1. Would you tell me how long you have lived in Tasmania? 

year ••••••• O .. Ji-). . . . 1 
I circle) 

less than 1 
1 - 5 year·s 
6 -10 years 
More than 10 
No answer or 

..... · .. <~ ... 3fo). • • • 2 
••••••• <.7 •• ').'fo). • • • 3 

years ••• l8J. .. 9J.) .•.. 4 
DK •••••••• (-) •••••• 5 

2. How long have you lived in this electorate? 

less· than 1 year ••••••• (9 ••• 9'fo). • • • 1 
I circle I 

1 - 5 years •••••. (2.0 ••• 4Jo). ~ • • 2 
6 -10 years .•••• ·tl.6_ •• 9.%) •••• 3 
More than 10 years •••• s.2 ••• 8.%). • • • 4 
No answer or DK •••••••• (-). • • • • • 5 

3. Generally speaking do you think of yourself as Liberal, Labor, 
or preferring any other party? 

I circle I 
1. 

--""2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

Liberal 
Labor 
Other 

(34.3%) 
(43.6%) 
(3.1%) Which 

(17 .1%) No preference 
Don't know) 
Refused ) (2. 0%} 

---~If 4,5 ask question 4b. 

----~If 1,2,3 ask question 4a. 

4a. jif respondent prefers a partyf 

Party? 
~--...;.,,-----.-

(name of party) 

Would that be at the Federal level, the State level, or both? 

I circle I 
1. 
2. 
3. 

(5.8%) 
( 4. 2%) 
(71.o,;) 

Federal .. ,, 
State 
Both l.evels 

lrf respondent prefers a party at one level only ASK:I 

What about the (other) level; Do you prefer a party? 

lcirclef 1. YES (3.9%) 2. NO (6.1%) 

lu YES askl Which party? ------­
(name of party) 

f, 
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4b. IIf respondent has no preference ASK:I 

Would that be for both the Federal and State levels or just one 
level? 

If one level 

fcirclef 
1. 
2. 
3. 

State or Federal? 

(L1%) 
(.-) . 

(16 .• 1%) 

Federal level 
State level 
Both levels 

flf one level only, ASK:I 

Do you have a preference at the (other} level? 

1. YES (-) 2. NO (1.1%) 

I If YES! Which party? 
-.,-------~ (name of party} 

5. If you could think now of federal politics only; 

Do you think it makes much difference which party governs in 
Canberra? 

I circle I 
1. YES (57. 2% 2. NO (34 .0%) 3. Don't know (8.8%) 

4. Refused (-) 

6a. I If YES, ASK: I 6b. f If No, ASK: I 

Why, what difference? Why not? 

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. 

7. Is there anything you~ about the Liberal Party in Canberra? 

8. Is there anything you don't like about the Liberals? 

9. Is there anything you ~ about the Labor Party in Canberra? 

10. Is there anything you don't like about the Labor Party? 
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11. Which level of government do you consider the more important, 
the Federal or the State government, or do you consider both 
governments are of equal importance? 

lCirclel 
1. (36.2%) 
2. (17.4%) 
3. (41.4%) 
4. ( 4.7%) 
5. ( 0.3%) 

Federal Government 
State Government 
Equal importance 
Don't know 
Ref used 

12. 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? 

jcirclel 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
s. 
6. 

(39.5%) 
(22.9%) 
(30. 7%) . 
( 6.4%) 
( 0.3%) 
( 0.3%) 

Federal government 
State government 
Equal 
Don't know 
Ref used 
Other 

13. Which elections do you consider the more important, Federal 
elections or State elections, or do you consider both sets of 
elections equally important? · 

lcirclel 
1. (39.8%) 
2. (11. 3%) 
3. (46.1%) 
4. . ( 2. 8%) 
s. ( ) 

Federal elections 
State elections 
Equal 
Don't know 
Ref used 

14 •. Thinking now of Tasmanian political affairs, do you think it 
makes much difference which party is in government in Tasmania? 

lcirclel 
YES (48.1%) 1. 

2. NO (39.8%) 

3. Don't know . (11. 9%) 4. Refused (0.3%) 

!Sa. lu YES, ASK:f !Sb. lu NO, ASK:I 

Why, what difference? Why not? 

Now I would like to ask you what you like and .don't like about 

the main parties in Tasmania - the Liberal Party led by Mr. 

Bingham and the Labor Party led by Mr. Nielson. 

I, 
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16. Is·there anything you like about the Liberal Party in Tasmania? 

17. Is there anything you don't like about the Liberals? 

18. Is there anything you like about the Labor Party in Tasmania? 

19. Is there anything you don't like about the Labor Party? 

20. Do you think it important that there be a different party in 
government in Tasmania to the party in government in Canberra? 

I Circle! 
1. YES · (23.2%) 2. NO (64. 6%) 

3. Don't know (11.3%) 4. Refused (O. 9%) 

21. As you knpw 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 elections, state elections, both 
or none? . 

I Circlet 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
s. 
6. 

( 8. 3%) 
( 8.8%) 
(72. 9%) 
( 6.1%) 
( 3. 9%) 
( ) 

Federal 
State 
Both 
none 
Don't know 
Ref used 

22. Regardless of which party is in power, what would you say are 
some of the most important things that the Federal goverrtment 
is concerned with? 

Is there anything else that you think the Federal Government . 
should be concerned with? 

23. If you were overseas and being introduced to someone, would 
you pref er to be introduced as a Tasmanian or as an Australian? 

I Circle! 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

(53. 3%) 
(41.4%) 
( 3. 9%) 
( 1.4%) 

Tasmanian 
Australian 
Don't Know 
Other 

24. If you could think now of the way you have voted in past State 
elections, has the party in government in Canberra made any 
difference to your vote in the State elections? 

I, 
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lcirclel 
1. YES (8.8% 2. NO (84.8%) 

3. Don't know (4.7%) 4. . Refused (O. 3%) 

.. 

25. I If YES. ASK:I What difference? When? 

26. 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? 

I Circle I· 

l~ Liberal (36.2%) 
2. Labor (47 .8%) 
3. UTG (3.0%) 
4. Workers Party (-) 
5. Social1~t Workers Party (0.6%) 
6. Other (1. 7 %) 
7. Informal (O. 6%) 
8. Didn't vote (5.2%) 
9. Don't know (2.2%) 

io. Refused (2.8%) 

c. What about in the 1974 
federal House of 
Representatives election? 

I Circlef . 

1. Liberal (31.8%) 
2. Labor (46.4%) 
3. Other (0.6%). 
4. Informal (-) 
5. Didn't vote (11.0%) 
6. Don't know (6.9%)· 
7. Refused (3.0%) 
8. D.L.P. (0.3%) 

e. And for the 1972 State elections? 

lcirclel 

1. Liberal (24.9%) 
2. Labor (39.5%) 
3. UTG (0.6%) 
4. Independent (1.1%) 
5. Other {-) · 
6. Informal (-) 
7. Didn 1 t tvote (22. 7%) 
8. Don't kllow (8.3%) 
9. Refused (3.0%) 

b. In the 1975 federal House of 
Representatives election? 

(circle I 

1. Liberal (43.6%) 
2. Labor (42. 3%) 
3. Workers Party(-) 
4. National (Country) Party (0.3%) 
5. Other (O. -6%) 
6. Informal (-) 
7. Didn't vote (6.6%) 
8. Don't know (3.9%) 
9. Refused (2.8%) 

d. Can you remember how you -
voted in the 1972 federal 
House of Representatives 
election? 

fcirclel 

1. Liberal (29.0%) 
2. Labor (40.3%) 
3. DLP (0.3%) 
4. UTG (-) 
S. Australia Party (-) · 
6. Other (0.3%) 
7. Informal (0.3%) 
8. Didn't vote (18.2%) 
9 •. Don't know (8.6%) 

10. Refused (3.0%) 
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27. 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? 

28. 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? 

('circl~I 
1. Upper (2.2%) 5. Other (1.4%) 
2. Middle (50.0%) 6. Don't know (1. 9%) 
3. Working (35.4%) 7. No classes (5.5%) 
4. Lower (1. 9%) 8. Refused (1. 7%) 

Now I have just a few questions about yourself • 

• 

29. What is your occupation? 

and the occupation of your husband/wife? 

30. What level of formal education have you received? 

I circle I 
L 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

No education) (l7 • 7%). 
Primary )"" 
Secondary (without matriculation) 
Matriculation 
Tertiary (other than university) 
University (14.1%) 
Refused (0.8%) 

~ (58. 3%) 

(9.1%) 

31. From this list (HAND RESPONDENT CARD 2) would you please 
indicate the letter corresponding with your age grouping? 

lcirclel 
1. A (18-24, 16.3%) 7. G (50-54, 5. 0%) 
2. B (25-29, 10·. 2%) 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%) 
5. E (40-44' 10.2%) 11. Ref used (0.8%) 
6. F (45-49, 5. 5%) 

32. From this list (HAND RESPONDENT CARD 3) would you please 
indicate the leto::er corresponding with your family income? 

I, 
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H (16,000-17,999) 
J (18,000-19,999) 

(8.6%) 
lcirclel 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

A 
B 
c 
D 
E 
F 
G 

(0-3 '999' 21. 0%) 
(4,000-5,999)_ (15 5%) 
(6,000-7,999) • 0 

(8,000-9,999) 
(10,000-11,999)- <20 •4%) 

8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 

K (20,000-21,999) _ (8.0%) 
L (22,000 and over) 

(12,000-13,999)_ (15.5%) 
(14,000-15,999) 

--

33. Have you any religious affiliation? 

If so Which denomination? 

lcirclel 
1. Anglican (32.9%) 
2. Catholic (19.9%) 
3. Uniting Church (5.5%) 
4. Other Protestant (7.5%) 
5. Other (4.4%) 
6. None (29.0%) 
7. Refused (0.8%) 

Don't know ) _ (ll.O%) 
Refused ) _ -

34. A question about language and cultural background. 

Do you have a background in any other language and culture as 
well as the English language and Australian culture? 

I circle I 
1. YES (13.8%) 2. NO (85.4% 3. Refused (0.8%) 

If YES, ASK: 

Which language and culture? 

(eg. Italian, Greek, Dutch etc. 

35. One final question. 

If Mr. Fraser had called an election and you had to vote next 
Saturday, which party would you vote for? 

I Circle I 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

- 5. 
6. 
7. 

'· 

Liberal (36.7%) 
Labor (43.6%) 
Australian Democrats 
Other (0.8%) 
Don't know (10.2%) 
Refused (2.8%) 
Informal (0.3%) 

(5.5%) 
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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. 

I circle I 
1. YES (29.6%) 2. NO (70.4%) 

jif YES, Ask for the respondent's name! 

Complete after the interview 

37. Sex of Respondent 

Circle 1. Male (42.8%} 
2. Female (57. 2%) 

• 
38. Address 

39. Date of Interview. (Oct, 1977} 

40. No. of calls to obtain interview 

41. Name of iritervie':11er. 

f, 
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APPENDIX 2 

PERCEPTIONS OF NATIONAL PARTY COMPETITION. 

Categorization of responses to question 6 by pattern of party 
identification~ 

Question 5 •. "If you could think now of federal politics onlg, Do 
you think it makes much difference which party governs 
1n Canberra?" 

I£ Yes: Ask- If No, ask. 

6a. Why, what difference'l 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 • 

. 1 .. . · 
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Responses to question 6a. 

Ideological (36) 

Labor Partisans (10) 

Disagree with liberal point of view, socialist government better. 

Liberals too capitalistic. 

Private enterprise, employment. 

Liberal - free enterprise, Labor-free spending. 

Have different approaches to problems 

'l'heir philosophies are different. 

Socialist. Labor looks after the workers. 

Labor more socialist and thus more state intervention 

Frazer is a fascist 

Libs tend to favour private enterprise. 

Liberal Partisans (19) 

'l'Jie Liberdl Party is for private enterprise • . 

Lib philosophy is the reason I came to 'l'asmania - to come away from 
communism • 

. Labor more communlst minded 

Lib better, no communists 

Philosophical differences 

Prefer what we have now to a socialist run country 

Socialism and free enterprise 

Labor party is synonomous with socialization 

I ciln't dissociate the ALP from communism 

ALP devoted to socialism, Lib: Laissez faire 

Liberals against nationalization and socialization and for free 
enterprise and incentives for workers. 

'l'here should be just one party against the communists 

Labor - socialistic leanings 

Philosophy 

(Libs} saving us for a little while.from straight pure socialism 

'· Labor party's socialism 

... 
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Labor ~re_ socialistically inclined where-Liberal more inclined 
- _for country. 

Labor much more socialistic 

Labor more socialistic whereas Liberal more capitalistic. 

Non-Partisans (5) 

One 1s capitalist and one is :.~turning a share to worker 

. Labor - communist 

Govt at the moment very right wing 

Labor socialist, Liberal capitalist 

Labor govt. too.left wing 

Liberal-Labor (1) 

Labor - tied up with the communist party 

Australian Democrat (1) 

Filr>le philosophy different. 

Policy - economic (12) 

Labor Partisans (3) 

2'he effect on the economy • . 

. Bconoinic policy differences 

Bconoinically 

Liberal Partisans (4) 

-· Labor caused too much money - caused unemployment. 

State of the economy 

Bas1c differences if employer is making investments or planning ahead 

!'uat!on 
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•'. 

Labor - No Preference (1) 

Basic economic policies of the parties are different· 

Liberal-Labor (1) 

Lil.bor tends to be more centralist and increases in taxation. 

Non Partisans (2) 

Liberals mean there's a lot of unemplo!/lllSnt. 

Effect on incomes. Labor decrease, Liberals increase. 

Other - Labor (1) 

1'he country must be run on a more economic level than at present. 

Policy - social welfare (15) 

Labor. Partisans (8) 

Labor Party thinks more of aged pensioners 

Entirely different policy - not enough for unemployed 

Fraser affects pension situation - Whitlam more helpful 

Labor give more concessions to pensioners 

1'otally different ideas in social welfare etc. 

Med:lbanlc 

Welfare of underdog 

Social Welfare 

' -. ~ 
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,~; 

Liberal Partisans (4) 

Social sec:uritg policy different. 

Liberal Partg not good for welfare. Labor Partg ls.· 

.Labor different ideas - e.g. Hedibank 

7.'he!/ can determine our stgle of life in taxation, health services. 

/ 

Non-Partisans (2) 

In field of social welfare 

ALP platform of social assistance and the Liberals conservat1ve 
platform 
• 

Communist (1) 

Soc!.al ges - econom!.c no. · 

Policy - other (8) . 

Liberal Partisans (2). 

Liberals better for farmers. 

Foreign policy (Latvia} · 

Education grants 

Labor Partisans (4) 

.· 
Industrial relations, uranium, administratit:e secrecg . 

Foreign affairs 

Education - qualitg of life, Australian ownership, union bashing 

Education spending 

I, 

... 
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Labor - no preference (1) 

Defence pol1ey. 

Management of government (26) 

Liberal Partisans (16) 

L1beral Party for private enterprise not like the Labor Party 
spending the hard working man '.s money on bludgers. 

Rash expenditure brj Mr. Whi tlam 

Qne party more learned 

Persons with support of 'money' people the country is better run 
- pepple with investments want their money well spent 

Better people in office for Llb. 

Greater experinece and knowledge as a whole - Lib· party 

Don't want an extreme government 

Llberals do better job than the ALP. Better managers financially. -

L1beral Party more conscious of general effect in Australia - t.rqst 
them far more 

Govt is more peaceful under the Liberals, not so much crisis 

L1beral governs better 

L1berals can control the countrg generally 

Labor so seldom in power ·and has to do things in a hurrg resulting in 
sloppy drafting 

Because of Labor's financial ideas - incompetence 

Labor govt went mad. and spent moneg wholesale 

Liberal - DK (1) 

{L1b} policies not so far fetched. Labor will give this, give that. 

I'· 
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Liberal - Labor (2) 

Liberals more level headed, more commonsense. 

Labor seems to take more than it gives. 

No preference - Labor (1) 

Government spending 

Labor Partisans (4) 

Liberals not confident enough in handling of economic situation 

Liberals have mucked up everything 

Things are worse now because of the Liberals 

Labor - smoother running industrial climate - general state of affair~ 
better under Labor 

Non- Partisans (2) · 

Labor gets in an economic mess 

Traditional conservative government of Liberals is completely differen~ 
to the unstable radical Labor. 

Serving the people (9) 

Liberal Partisans. (3) 

Hore for people and not for themselves .. 

Go there to "feather their nests", money only.· 

Liberal does most for people 
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Labor Partisans (6) 

Llberal.Party not for the people 

For the majority of people need different policies, legislation for 
the benefit of all • 

. Le.bar P.arty work more for the people. 

Llberal Party is less inclined to be concerned with people than Labor. 
Labor more concerned with quality of life. 

Labor do more for people than Llberal 

Labor policies benefit the community generally - more progressive. 

Group related differences. (31) 

.. 
Labor Partisans (22) 

Labor is for the working man. 

Llberals ere for the upper class. 

One's for the working class and the other is for the working man. 

One for t11e workers one for enterprise· 

Labor gives workers a go '· 

·Labor for the workers 

Labor for working, Liberal for capital 

I think libs are too much for the multinationals . 

Labor policies better for the working man · 

Labor for the working class 

Don 1 t like union control of the Lalx>r party at the federal levei 

Socialist Labor looks after people ie. the workers 

Labor makes a big difference to. i:he working man - policies· matter 

General policies, general balance of priorities different reflect 
power bases they reflect· 

Workers idea 

·Tendency to represent working class 

Labor for workers • • • Liberal is not 

Labor partg is out for worker Liberal party isn't 

I . 
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ALP geared towards individuals and quality of life - other towards 
big business. 

They represent differing groups 

Labor is more for ordinary people than the Liberal Party 

Labor for the working man - just different in general ways 

Liberal Partisans (5) 

Trade unionism · 

Labor tends to look after labouring people, Liberal broader span 
of people. 

Do try to put down unionists. Too much harm done b!I unions 

One more concerned with industrial action whereas the other has ·a 
broader outlook on the whole community. 

Businessman - liberal platform, family trust systems more for 
independent businessman. 

Liberal - No Pr,-aference (2) 

'J!hey don't let trade unions rule them 

Unions or people running the country 

Non Partisans (1) 

Different vested interests of parties · 

Refused (1). 

Labor too inclined to be led by u'Aions 
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Leaders and Leadership (11) · · 

Labor Partisans (3) 

Fraser does no gciod 

Not doing anything at the moment need new leader 

Mr Fraser unsatisfactory re uranium. With Whitlam the majority 
of the party voted against uranium •. 

Liberal Partisans (6) 

Gough has too much to say and .!:Jab Hawke and theg ace always slating 
the Liberals 

DOn't like Whitlam 

Mr. Fraser goes about things the right way 

'l'he leaders 

Mr. Fraser is doing his best 

'l'here have been good Labor PM's but last was very clever but 
borrowing from countries which would have left Australia under 
foreign control. 

Non-partisans (2) 

Frightened 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 ang difference 

Prefer a more centralist approach to things i.e. Liberals 

Government should alwags have opposition 

I, 
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'l'heg seem to make more of the rules and regulatloris. Affects, us 
more. 'l'heg seem to have last word. 

If theg have the majoritg their ideas will go forward · 

Liberal - Labor (3) 

There should be different parties because theg compete for popularity 

'l'heg have the main sag in evergthing . 

Labor govt tends to be more centralist ••• 

Liberal - DK (1) 

Provided one doesn't stag in too long 

Labor Partisans (6) 

. - .. ~. 

Affect the states 

Which ever partg governs.has the say 

Hore power 

Distribution of wealth and power 

Govern us from there 

Horal difference 

Labor - No preference (2) 

Not much as have good job 

Policies made in Canberra filter t;fown and affect our every dag life. 

Workers Party. (1) 

Lib and Lab are the same and trg to keep socialists out of.the country. 

l, 
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Non-partisans (4) · 

Should be amalgamated so both are important 

Depending on gear - not related to policies 

Change attitude towards parties in Tas. · 

Depending upon the individual members of parliament 

Refused party identification (1) 

Good to have a good government 

• 

Differences - generalized (43) 

Liberal Partisans (11) 

L1.ke their policies 

Their different policies 

Prefer Lib policy 

Prefer Lib. Party policies 

On certain issues 

Policies 

Prefer Liberal in Canberra too 

It does make a difference 

L1.beral by nature 

A great effect on what is going on in Australia 

Genera_lly prefer Liberals - upbringing 

I_.. 
· .. · .. 
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Liberal - No Preference (2) 

Different systems of govern1ng . 

Outlook, approach totally different 

Labor Partisans (24) 

I would prefer the Labor Party •••• 

Labor govt better 

Labor should be in· 

At present time a lot 

Labor would govern much better 
• 

Differen·fl p<ili.cies . 

Major differences in some aspects of their policies 

Different policies, ideas and policies 

Different policies, practices and philosophies 

Prefer Labor 

Libs never been any good, doing nothing for country 

You know whats going on - unemployment cruel 

'Whitlam Govt has made a difference 

Don't think Liberal Party has any at all whereas Labor is 

Labor gives a better deal 

Labor are the best 

I like Labor 

Depends on current platform, promises 

Policies are really different 

Different policies 

Peel Labor relate better 

Basic differences in partg line 

The different outlook of parties 

Different platforms 

i., 
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Aust. Democrat (1) 

Everg difference in the world 

Non-partisans (4) 

Lib slighel!I better 

Different excesses from different parties 

Emphasis of each partg different ••• 

External and internal policies 

Non-partisan - other (1) 
• 

In the policies theg adopt - make a difference the wag the countrg · 
is run 

QUESTION 6b •. 

No difference (40) 

Labor Partisans (20) 

No difference between theJll 

Not much difference 

Much the same 

Both much the same (3) 

All ·the same 

Over last 2 gears everthings still the same 

Both parties cater for 51% of the population insipid policies 

Both the same 

Both the same 

Not on the overall, on particular things, ges 
·.· 

/.~e!I don't seeM to be much different, everyone complains whoever it is. 
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·.They are all the same aren't they 

Seems much the same with either party 

There isn't much difference between the parties 

Both parties seem much the same 

They both have much the same policies 

Not a vast amount of difference between govts. 

Huch of a muchness 

Liberal Partisans (5) 

Both parties act the same wag 

~th have advantages and disadvantages - balance each other out 

No changes with Liberals or Labor: Hg life doesn't change 

All the same whea in power 

All the same 

Liberal-Labor (1) 

They both do much the same job 

Aust. Democrats (1) ·· 

Strong competition no matter what party, all do much the same eg. money 
loans ove.rseas. 

Other - Liberal (1) 

The ends not very different, only means 

Other - Labor (1) 

Do same things policies similar . 

--1 .. · 

.· 
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Non-Partisans (6) 

Few differences between Labor and Liberal policies 

Both same 

Both much the same 

Politicians much the same 

Both have some weird ideas 

All about the same 

No Preference - Labor• (2) 

Policies basically the same 

Huch of a muchness 

No Preference - Liberal (1) 

All the same 

Refused Party Identification (2) 

Huch the :Jame 

Because there's faults with both parties no matter wh!ch !s in 

Both parties seen as equally incapable (30) ·. 

Liberal Partisans (7) 

I don't like the way either of the parties run the country 

Lrbs haven't got their Jim Cairns, Juni Moross!, etc - but they haven't done 
what they said they'd do 

Neither seems to do much good 

Both part tes have made a mess of th!ngs 

Bpth make a hash of it. 

/ 
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Such a mess at moment, nothing seems to be getting done. 

They're both as hopeless as each other at present 

Liberal - No Preference (1) 

Australia is at critical moment and it is same as in other countries~ 
it will pass whatever party governs 

Labor Partisans (8) 

The country is in a mess and it really doesn't make any difference 
because neither can solve the problems that have been made. 

Never 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 can't do any worse than now 

Can't improve situation as far as inflation and unemployment is 
concerned 

They all bugger it up 

Neither party seems to get anywhere· 

Labor - No Preference (1) 

·Neither seem to have much direction 

Aust. Party (1) 

Both parties aren't getting anyw~re 

No preference - Labor (3) 

Neither are verg good at ~t 

Seem to !'ight a lot 

ft. should but it doesn't judging by results 
· .... 
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Non Partisans (7) · 

Nell they both make a mess 

For past 7 gears both parties have done nothing to help anyone just 
as bad as each other. ' · 

Argue too much 

Don't think there is much difference.· Neither party has improved . 
. ecollOllflJ 

Leaders .l'JOt much good in either party 

Both limited by situation - economic doing oame th!ngs 

Same .problems all over the world 

Refused Party Identification (2) 
• 

Because there's faults with both parties no matter which party is in 

Neither party any good at the moment 

Distrust of Politicians (12) 

Labor Partisans (7) 

All out to f!ll own pockets 

Theg are all in it for the one thing· 

All in for own benefit 

Don't think ang politicians are good, break promises 

Both the same, all after moneg 

All after one thing, own preserva.tioil, feat11er own nests 

All much the same - self seekers · 

/ 
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Non - Partisans (4) 

Onlg in to win 

Onlg there to fill own pockets 

Not to me. Politicians are all in politics for themselves and moneg 
seems to be their God 

All there just for money 

No Preference - Liberal (1). 

They're all useless, the·wrong people in the top jobs 

• 

Other (22) 

Labor Partisans (8) . 

People are to blame not govt: • . 

ow ·ideas 

Look after the people 

.. ··. 

State level is the one opinion is based on· 

There is not much cooperation whoever is in either position. 

If you've got a particular govt in the state it doesn't make much 
_difference who's in Canberra 

Only interested iJl state levei 

BI} the saLetg facto~s in the constitution 

Liberal Partisans (6) 

Still Liberal 

Whoever i.s good for the rcountry should. govern 

If they don't make personal issues out of it everything should be done 
for people 

Aa long as the opposition is stronger than at present 

I. 
Soine get 1•.i:>untry In more mess than others .. 



272·. 

All a matter of whether they are nice open minded people ••• 

Liberal - Labor (1) 

Prefer to see change of govt every two years 

Liberal - no preference (2) 

Still have to rule Australia 

Hore concerned with knocking opposition off than helping the ·country 

.Non Partisans (3) 

None of the parties cooperate together anyway 

Both just do. their job 

No - if you've the right people in power •• •. 

No Preference Labor (2) 

Take advice of senior members 

People make decisions, govt just carrg them out 

.··· 
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APPENDIX 3. 

PERCEPTIONS OF STATE PARTY COMPETITION 

Categorization of responses to question 15 by pattern 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?~ 

If Yes ask If No, ask 

" . 
,, 

l5a} Why, what: difference? lSb} 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. 

"":'. 

I, 
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QUESTION 15a 

Management of government (23) 

Labor Partisans (15) 

Labor does a good job 

The Labor partg has run Tas for a great number of gears and theg 
have done a good job. 

Labor has done well so far 

They (Labor) get on with what theg do. 'J:heg (Labor) do as theg sag 

Labor only ones who do angthing 

Labor really cares 

Labor getting things done moneywise 

Labor has done a good job her~ and will continue to do so 

Labor do try to do as theg ought to do 

Labor are more acquainted with what people want - Lib are no-hope:r:s 

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 ability among the Labor members · 

Liberal Partisans (3) 

How they handle the deficit 

Li.bs would have handled the bridge situation much better 

Li.beral members better 
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No Preference - Labor (1) 

Labor on performance and polides is 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 party more aware 

Labor looks after Tas interes~s •••• 

Group related differences (22) 

Labor Partisans (16) 

Labor are for the working class .. 
Labor gives 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. Libs 
look after themselves 

sOc:ialist labor looks after the workers .. 

Labor more on workers level 

Labor because they're from mg class of work 

Certain parties represent certain inte~ests 

Labor backs the worker 

Labor gives working man a better deal 
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Being Labor and workingman 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 working class 

Liberal Partisans (1) 

2''2-ere are more·working people in Tasso Labor is more appropriate 

No Preference - Labor (1) 

2'as always.been Labor - 1n0re w:Jrking class state 

Nun - Partisans (3) 

2'bey are more suited to working class 

Labor will be more aware of the working class's needs 

Unionists are far better off under Labor 

Communist (1) • 

Labor less inclined to pander to businessma.n 

National - State relations (14) 

',{ 

Labor Partisans (3) 

When different parties in 2 govt - harder for state govts to operate 

Easler to achieve if both fed and state Labor 

ALP tends to be more independent whereas Libs would toe Fraser line 
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Liberal Partisans (6) 

Sensible to have same govt in state as in Canberra 

Better if Libs in fed and state 

If fed Lib then state also Lib 

Hore sgmpathy to Lib states from fed (Liberal Govt. 

Hakes a difference ~ith the federal govt 

If state and (fed} go'n.= 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 eed. govt 
gives state 

Aust 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) 

Don't want Max Bingham 

Labor is better government, Mr. Bingliam has a big mouth 

Don't like leader of opposition and his outlook 
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Hr. Bingham 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 
·ror the boys. 

Non Partisans (3) 

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 d scandal monger 

Ideological (9) 

.Labor Partisans (5) 

,, 

Liberals, concerned, and free enterprise 

Socialist Labor looks after the worker 

Because of different party ideology 

Differing platforms, socialism versus free enterprise 

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 socialism; Liberals, laissez faire, but Tas 
ALP traditionally far to the right of federal ALP ........ _ 



279 

Policy Differences (9) 

Social Welfare (5) 

Labor Partisans (4) 

La'bor look after young and old 

With Labor, pensioners_ get better deal 

La'bor more concerned for less privileged 

Welfare and education expenditure 

Non Partisans (1) 

Labor govt give more social benefits than Liberals 

Economic and other (4) 

Labor Partisans (2) 

• 
Taxation in the state 

Industrial relation, provision of public services 

Liberal Partisans (1) 

Differing policies on taxation, housing, transport etc. 

No Preference - Liberal (1) 

Tax, unemplogment,hydro 
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General Differences - Policy (25) 

Labor Partisans (12) 

Different ideas 

Don't like Liberal policg 

Both have different ideas 

Becasse of their policies 

Different policies 

l'olicies 

Labor polii::g better for Tasmania 

General approaches to govt 

Evergone is affected by the particular leanings of the partg in power 

Allocation of moneg is different with each partg 

Different outlooks of the parties 

Labor policies are better 

Liberal - Labor (1) 

Their policies • 

Liberal Partisans (7) 

Liberal outlook 

Because of political views 

.Both offer different policies 

Partg promises make if decisive 

Don't like ALP policies 

r like their policies better (e.g. on probate} 

In~erests and work would be affected.bg whichever partg is in ••• 
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Labor - trrG (1) 

Different priorities 

No Preference - Other (1) 

On the basis of their policies it must make a difference 

·Non Partisans (3) 

Different /;>olicies 

Different priorities (but cloRer than federally} 

Policies 

General Differences 

gne party is better or more progressive. (27) 

Labor Partisans (16) ,, 

Labor is better for the state 

Labor is important 

Labor better than Liberals 

Labor 

Labor has made a lot of progress 

Prefer Labor for state 

Labor should stay in 

Like Labor 

Labor important 

Labor suits us 

Used to Labor so would prefer them to stay 

Labor are the best 

I am Labor· 
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I like to see a Labor govt 

Lab is more progressive than Liberal 

Lab more progressive 

Liberal Partisans (4) 

Liberals·· do more fpr us 

Rather have Liberals - glad Mr. Neilson is going awag 

Just don't uphold much in Labor views 

Prefer Liberal 

Labor - No Preference (1) 

Labor all the wag 

· Hon Partisans (3) 

Rather see Labor in power 

Like Labor to govern in Tas · .... 

.Labor too fence sitting 

• 

Liberal - No Preference (1) 

·Rather see Libs :i.n govt. 

Labor - No Preference (1) 

•,\ 

Labor - just pref er them 

Liberal - Labor (1) 

Labor govt better for Tas 
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Just different (5) 

Liberal Partisans (3) 

Everything, money, work 

D1fferent ways - no specific reason 

But not to the extent that I would worry 

Labor Partisans (1) 

L1ttle difference 

Refused (1) 

Nothing specific 

·;: . 

Other·(a residual category) (21) 

""8bor Partisans (10) 

Public opinion 

!'as a Labor state 

P1nance in state isn't high - smaller and more industrial state 

Cap1tal exploits - no thought for future 

Small state 

Vote ·for Labor because we are so cut off 

Always conflict between Liberal and Labor 

Hr. Goodluck outspoken even though Liberal - he's working class 

L1!' party - no policies - only after power 

In some issues have a bit of say 

No Preference - Labor (1) 

!'hey are dragging Tas into the same mess they are in~ 
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Liberal Partisans (4) ·. 

Tas is small decisions vitally affect the communitg 

The who trendin which the stats will go 

People are different 

At state level more participation in branch level - easier to 
formulate policies 

Aust. Democrats (2) 

'.~ Because Canberra holds the purse strings 

1· 

Non- Partisans (3) 

- Issues don't matter ••• 

Small state needs strong party in power 

Tas JDOre ~rking class 

Refused (1) 

.. 
Important they change regularly 

QUESTION lSb 

Both parties similar (54) 
',\ 

Labor Partisans (15) 

Both try their hardest 

Both much the same 

No difference at all 

res. Attitudes to large industries - same attitudes but for different 
reasons 
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Both govts are slow moving and conservative, and over concerned 
with pragmatic issues 

Both the same and are all after moneg 

All ends up the same 

Their policies are similar 

Not much difference between them 

Both have similar policies ••• Neither adheres to ideologies 

Fairlg similar policies 

·can't see ang difference in them 

If Libs got in, stick to same policies 

S1JDJ.lar politics 

Labor and Liberal are fairlg even in Tasmania 

Liberal Partisans (12) 

Not;hlng changes 

Both seem to do a prettg good job 

Same point of views 

Both have advantages and disadvantages 

Alwags seems to Labor in govt •• • it doesn •t matter much 

The parties are so similar 

. S1JDJ.lar points of view of each partg 

Minor differences·- but carrg on the same ••• 

Both parties basicallg doing the same things ••• 

Much the same 

Doesn't matter which so long as theg are fair and honest 

Don't suppose it does - Labor done more t:han Bingham - I think 

No Preference - Labor (1) 

All. trging to do the same thing 
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No Preference - Liberal (1) 

For and against with both parties 

Liberal - Labor (Z) 

i.•·::.··· · Very similar 

State parties should be fighting for similar things 

Other - Labor (1) 

So far what Labor have done is satisfactory 

Non Partisans (12) 

Both parties adopt conservative line 

Llbs were little different from Labor 

No new ideas,. no one's perfect 

Both should do their best for the state 

Both pretty central 
• 

Both moderate parties 

Neither party makes much difference to the way we live 

Both Liberal and Labor equally divided 

Tried both and no difference 

Try to do the same things 

Llb and Lab much the same in Tasmanla • •• 

salne people 

Liberal - No preference (3) 

Haven't noticed any difference 

There doesn't seem to be much difference between them 



i 
! . 

287 

I 

. r.Labor - No preference (1) 

All have basicallg similar attitudes 

Minor parties (3) 

Workers Party 

Verg little difference 

Soci81ist Workers Party 

Both parties too bourgeois 

~tstralian Democrats 

Both equal, neither one thing or the other 

Refused party identification (3) 

Huch the same 

Both more or less the same 

. Ail working for similar things .. 
The moderation of the Labor party (9) 

Labor Partisans (5) 

Right winged La.bar govt 

Labor partg is a conservative pa;rtg. f{ot much difference in policies 

Labor partg too much interested in power for sake of it and not much 
better than Liberals 

Labor give gou a fair go. 

All Tas politicians are right-wingers 
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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 
business 

Much of a muchness. Labor ver1} right wing 

Nellson is moderate and reasonable in most matters 

A Limited State Government 

a) Dominance of the national government (15) 

l.abor Partisans (4) 

!rhe1} all have their answer. ·from Canberra anywa9 and the mainland 

Way we are isolated and getting things done from Canberra 

Fed government has say in most things anyway 

Don't think state government has much to do with anything 

Liberal Partisans (7) 

• 

Dont set real policies, get· money or permission from federal government 

Federal level overrides any policies 

Jus.t spenders of Fed money 

Both parties basically doing the same things and are limited by federal 
government 

All the money comes from Canberra, the state govt spends money how its 
told to. 

!rhey have to toe the line. They onl1J 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 ·aependent on 
Federal government for grants · 
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Non Partisans (4) 

Canberra seems to dominate st;ite 

Financially dominance of Canberra 

2'oO much managed by Federal scene 

Because relatively in effectual hand outs from Federal 

b) Limited by financial constraints· (6) 

Non Partisans (3) 

Because both work for state a~d can only get assistance from th~ 
money th (national} government gives them 

Both limited due to finance 

A certain amount of money to spend 

Liberal Partisans (2) 

~hey haven't got the means to influence our lives 

No money and very little power so it doesn't matter two hoots 

. 
Liberal - No Preference (1) 

~hey•re both governed by their budget 
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Low profile of state politics (6) 

Labor Partisan (4) 

Govt in a small state tends more to be on an ad hoe.basis than 
federal government 

Doesn't affect overall picture - federal more influence - eg. 
income tax; social services 

Small town politics - decisions not that important 

Tasmania is a parochial place, run bg the citg fathers 

Liberal Partisans (2) 

Because the state doesn't affect eh international level 

Only have to look after roads,.bridges, education and health 

P~rsonalities (S) 

Labor Partisans (3) 

Same people - depends on the people there more than the partg 

Depends on the person who stands 

Personalities involved - neither - partg.presents a clear cut 
political attitude 

Non Partisans (1) · 

Its the individual who makes the difference, not the partg 

Labor - No preference (1) 

Basicallg we are such a small state and know each other (personallg -
doesn't matter which. 
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General Criticisms of the parties and politicians (21) 

Labor Partisans (7). 

Does not matter who's in,. opposition will go against,will not work 
together. I want more cooperation between the two parties 

Don't keep promises 

Neither party really does anytlling after the first few.months 

Both as bad as each other 

None are doing any better than the other 

Both do a lousy job 

Neither have made any changes lately tpat 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 

Mentality of Tasmanians is so far behind mainland that it doesn't matter -
they are all bad - All still under authority of Canberra 

Neither good - not very strong people in them 

Liberals no more to offer than Labor ~til economy picks up 

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 everyt.'ting 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, they do a lot of good for the first 
!/ear only 

Because no man on either side capable of leading 

Other (a residual category) (14) 

Labor Partisans (3) 

Not as much as Federally 

Don't worry about politics in Tas 

Tas gets share of benefits and revenues e.g. sh!pping 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 personally affected 

Not usually, but because of the left "ing element at the present 
t1me there is a dif fe~ence 

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) 

I 

":" 
'~ .. 

Bill Neilson is an astute goung man. Bethune was mg personal friend. 

Liberal - Don't Know (1) 

"' SUpport Labor 1n Tas. 

• 
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APPENDIX 4. 

NATIONAL PARTY IMAGES 

Categorization of responses to questions 7, 8, 9, 10 by pattern of party 
identification.• 

''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. !' 

Question 7. nis there anythir.g you like about the Liberal.· 
Party in Canberra?" 

Question 8. "Is there anything you don't like about the 
Liberals?" 

·Question 9. "Is there anything you~ about the~ Party 
in Canberra?" 

• 

Question 10. nis there anything you don't like about the Labor 
Party?" 

. . . . . . . . 
. 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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Favourable Responses 

Policy (41) 

Economic (23) 

Liberal Partisans (10) 
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·THE LIBERAL PARTY 

Yes they are good, they have tried to solve.inflation; Trying.to 

get the economy down to a working level ., to being solvent; 'rrying 

to get us out of this mess, trying their best; Guts to stick it out 

and put the economy back (on) an even keel; Concern with overspending 

at this time with the over escalation of wages. Good thing to cur. 

down on public spending - goc~ to put workforce back into private 

enterprise; Handle economy better; Cut taxes a little bit; It 

endeavours to reduce annual deficit;. Its attempt to restrain was,·e 

explosion; I think they are trying to pull us out 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) 

Bardline money policies. 

Labor - Other (1) 

Reduced inflation a bit~ 

Australian Democrat. (1) 

2'hey have placed inflation as No •. i · enemy. 

Other (1) 

Tryi_ng to reduce ~nflation. 

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) 

Liberal Party may be able to control unions; They seem to be more 

inclined to stop this union anarchy; Stand against militant unions. 



!'olicy 

Other (13) 

Liberal Partisans ( 6) 
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overall policies, nothing specific; Better policies; Attitude 

toward people and social welfare - it's a harder line than the 

Labor attitude. Most Liberal politicians are businessmen of 

repute; Consistent in overseas policies; Policy on uranium mining. 

Seem to be more freedom of choice between medibank and MBF. 

Labor Partisans (3) 

Some conservation type ideas; Ideas on uranium transportation; 

Better go for farmers with coalition; 

Non-Partisans (2) 

2'he1r aim to mine uranium. Don't borrow too much money from 

overseas; Try to keep businesses Australian. 

Labor - No Preference (2) 

Defency policy; Quite forceful with uranium • 

• 

General (27) 

Liberal Partisans (17) 

Yes, everything; Yes,. my husband thinks they are good; Do a better 
.. 

·job; Better for Australia; They stick together, good for the country; 

Getting somewhere with them, whereas we were not with Labor; Most 

things but they do not have a fair go because of unions; General 

feeling; Better than Labor; Everything; Yes, nothing specific; Lib~ 

do1ng a good job overall in Canberra; Quite a lot but I am not as 

sure as I was; Seem to get more done, stick to word; I go along with 

their policies in general; Just an alternative to Mr. Whitlam;· 

Suitable to our country. 
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Labor Partisans (4) 

Everything; Trying to do more; They are all alike; Nothing wrong 

with them~ 

Non Partisans (3) 

They have done some things to help the country; Do their job; 

'l'rying to do a job. 

Liberal-Labor (2) 

'l'hey are doing a good job; Most things. 

Liberal - No Preference (1) 

'l'rying their best. 

Management of Government (19) 

Liberai Partisans (8) -. 

Fact they are very definite in what they do - make definite 

decisions; More reali~tic in approach to everyday affairs; Stronger 

men in office, cleaverer; Their thinking, not extreme; Educated 

and sensible people, do not criticise others; Managing things to 

the. best of their ability; Give me a feeling of more solidity; 

Better expertise ••• 

Labor Partisans (1) 

Admire their general efficiency and teamwork, basic pragmatism. 
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Non-Partisans (6) 

Like more moderate viewpoint; Yes more {>eaceful; More efficient 

in business approach - theg have a pool of expertise which the 

Labor partg do not; More straight forward - no union affiliations; 

.strength, fact that theg want to make place safe and secure; 

Stabilitg, general feeling. 

Liberal - Labor· (1) 

More realistic policies than Labor. 

Labor - No Preference (1) 

Take quite a lot of trouble into making enquiries into some problems. 

No Preference - Liberal (1) 

IJoi.ng a big job of cleaning up. 'l'hey are economists~ 

No Preference Labor (1) 

Cautious, more business-like. 

Personalities (21) 

Fraser (12) 

Liberal Partisans (8) 

Kind of man who never slates Whitlam and Hawke as theg do him; 

Fraser does trg to do the best; Mr. & Mrs. Fraser give good image, 

more refinement.'.; Mr. Fraser is a. good man; Fraser not so dictatorial; 

Hr. Fraser, like his character - hard working. Fraser is trging 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 - evezyone makes mistakes but he is 

honest and upright. 

Liberal - Labor (1) 

Be (Fraser) is trying his best - he is fair. 

Nori-Partisan (3) 

Fraser impresses me favourably; Mr. Fraser more of a man that is 

for his country; Agree with Mr. Fraser - life is not meant to be 

easy, believe in work. 

Others (9) 

Liberal.Partisans (3) 

Hr. 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 Hodgman; 

Some (liberals) alright; Several good men; Nice well spoken men. 

Non-Partisan (1) ·.~ 

Straightout men, e.g. Goodluck. 

Other (1) 

Only the members. 
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Ideology (15) 

Free Enterprise (10) 

Liberal Partisans (4) 

.Like their policy of free enterprise; Prepared 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) 

Hake a half hearted attempt to keep private enterprise alive. 

'· 
Non-Partisan (3) 

~heir attitude to free enterprise; Support free enterprise; Policy 
• 

i of free enterprise. 
I. 

! 

Anti-socialist (5) 

Liberal Partisans (3) 

·.:.. 

Not communists; Yes, not left wing; Anti-socialist. 

Non-Partisan (1) 

.. 

Hove away from socialism. 

I 
L 
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Australian Democrat (1) 

Ba.sic philosophy • 

Other (9) 

Liberal Partisans (3) 

Bit more democratic; Things would be the same whichever government 

in power; Freedom of speech and choice. 

Labor-Partisans (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 Part is ans (13) 

Yes, their general attitude to the economy; Mucked u~ economy; 

Economy; Do not like how they handle our pension rises; Holding 

purse strings too t.ightly to help unemployment; Economic incompetance; 

Quite a lot - we are on a pension; hard even on a pension; They 

board money • •• ; Postponing the pension; Economic policies; Total 

emphasis in management; Not dealing with inflation very well; Cut 

back on government spending too much - trying to reduce inflation by 

increasing unemployment. 

Other - Liberal (1) 

Doi.ng .everythi.ng to reduce inflation and neglecting other needs. 

Communist (1) 

Use. of economics to increase profits. 

Employment (14) 

Liberal Partisans (3) 

Employment ••• ; Lack of effort for employment; Have not yet done 

enough about unemployment. 
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Labor Partisans (7) 

Unemployment; Unemployment; Does not help unemployment; Policy on 

unemployment ••• ; Their attitude towards unemployment; Unemployment 

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) 

Unemployment worse. 

Uranium Mining (12) 

Liberal Partisans (2) 

Do not .agree with uranium policy; Uranium policy. 

Labor Partisans (6) 

Uranium; Uranium; Uranium, they have not found a decent way of 

DJining 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 l_ike their tax system - especially to small businessman; 

: Company tax; Taxation; Taxation. 

Non...Partisans (1) 

overtax while reducing social service benefits. 

Industrial relations (6) 

Liberal Partisans (4) 

Should institute more power in dealing with strikes; Could be stronger 

· 1n dealings with trade unions; Not forceful enough with unions; 

Do not understand polities - . 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) 

' (F.ducation, Social Welfare, Defence, Foreign Affairs, Federa~ism)'' 

Liberal Partisans (7) 

~ertiary cut backs; Attitudes towards tertiary education. Especially 

TCAE should not leave it tostate ministers; Could give more pension -

same as unemployed; Welfare cuts; Cut down too much in social welfare 

and overseas aid; Apartheid policy - keep out of South Africa; 

Defence, not allocating enough. 

Labor Partisans (9) 

Spendi.ng more on education; Policy on education; Cutti.ng out of .RED 

scheme; Defence, legalisation of dope; Foreign policy; Federalism 

·policy '": getting out of responsibility, failure to take account :Jf 

quality of life issues; •• • Do not support minority groups financially; 

Allocation for home lending for young ones is 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. 

\ 
I 
! 
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Do not think their policies are marvell.ous; Does not do anything 

to help foreigners in Australia. 

Personalities (57) 

Fraser (53) 

Liberal Partisans (8) 

Hr. 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 nuch; An increasing arrogance in the 

leadership; Fraser is too ari·ogant, keeps breaking his promises. 

Labor Partisans (20) 

Jlr. Fraser; Power seeking leader; Mr. Fraser; Do not think a good 

leader; Mr. Fraser is arrogant, is not practising what he · preac.J.ies; 

Fraser; Fraser, all out of same mould; Mr. Fraser; Mr. Fraser; 

· llr. Fraser's dogmatic approach to economic and unemployment policies; 

Fraser ••• ; Mr. Fraser never answers a question, just skirts arou~d 

it; Fraser stabs people - Gorton, Sneddon; Fraser; Leader arrogant; 

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 contemporaries in the back 

not a good leader. 
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Labor - No Preference (2) 

· Too much domination of Fraser; Mr. Fraser has too much influence 

for D1!J liking. 

Liberal - No Preference (1) 

Hr. Fraser trying to run a one.man band. 

Australian Democrat - Labor (1) 

Everything, Mr. Fraser particularly. 

Non-Partisan (13) 

Hr. Fraser seems to make such a mess; Mr. Fraser; Standover tactics 

of Fraser; Fraser two faced; Fraser too dogmatic - does not think of 

the underdog; Mr. Fraser; Frasar a dictator; No really efficient 

leader since John Gorton; Mr. Fraser a bit aggressive; Fraser as .;i 

leader; Do not like Fraser, anything he is doing, he is an opportunist; 

Hr. Fraser's attitude, wastes IOCJney; We need a new leader ••• 

Others (4) 

Liberal Partisans (2) 

Neak personalities of members - insincere and rubbish; ••• Wentworth, 

1t's about time he stayed home. 

Labor Partisans (1) 

The leaders. 
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Liberal - Labor (1) 

··Hr. Lynch, the Treasurer. 

Management of Government 

Liberal Partisans · (12} · 

Do not like them on the radio - no manners1 Liberal ministers 

consider themselves as part of ruling class - should tone down 

upper class attitudes; Alwa.ys putting blame back onto the Labor 

Party; Too much talk and not enough action; Sit on the fence up to 

a point; They all back bite instead of getting on with the job; 

Could explain a bit more about what they are doing, could be fir.mer; 

Not pulling their weight to improve things; Do not take people into 

. ~eir confidence. Could explain more on lay level; Get on with 

·running country; Their occasional actions suggestive of political 

gamesmanship rather than statesmanship; Do not think they are doing 

much good, lot of talk - no action. 

Labor Partisans (7) 

Generally their dictatorial attitude to the community - e.g. uranium 

trade unionism; Arrogant attitudes; Too cocksure; Too much knocking 

or opposition; All promises; All talk and no action; Do not think 

they are doing the job. 

Liberal - Labor (1) 

Quite often slow to bring in things that need to be brought in ••• ; 

Liberal - No Preference (2) 

Could be more forceful; Tends to be too much expeaiencq. 
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Non Partisans (4) 

Thi.nk they are born to rule; Taking things too easy; Too much 

· backbiting, no real governing; Buck passing of.blame to preceeding 

party in power. 

No Preference - Labor (1) 

Slow with decisions, do not go back on policies which is not always 

good. 

Sub Theme - Dishonesty, Insincerity (15) 

Liberal Partisans (2) 

Have not done what they said they would; •• • Not doing things theg 

said they would. · 

Labor Partisans (10) 

Thi.ngs they said they would do and have not done; They do not follow 

up what they say; Does not keep promises; Do not keep promises; 

They are cynical and dishonest; Promises not kept; Cannot keep 

promises; Less open, less honest; Never kept his wordi Saying things, 

e.g. reducing inflation ••• when not possible. 

Liberal - Labor (1) 

Quite often do not fulfill promises they make. 

Non Partisan (1) 

Awful lack of honesty to.<the people of Australia. e.g. misquoting 

of gallup polls, contradict their own statements, bluffing the public. 
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No Preference - Labor (1) 

Have not carried out election promises. 

Group related items (31) 

For Big Business (18) 

Liberal Partisans (1) 

Lean to the rich, taxation too severe on middle and lower wage 

earners. 

Labor Partisans (12) 

It represents interest of big business; Help rich and business; 

Do not like the way they lean to the money people - sell us to 

America1 Do not look after the small people only the big companies; 

Representing more vested interests; A lot - policies of the rich, 

they are wasteful and extravagant; They are for the big man all the . 

time - the man with mol!ey; More concerned with share market etc. 

than people; Their policies slaiited towards certain sections of 
• 

society. e.g. they stopped funding of A.A.P.; Seem to be intent on· 

the interests of small businessmen rather than nationalising e.g. 

hospitalisation. Cater for a different group in society; Yes, largely 

run bg big business; I do not like how they help big business too 

much. 

Non-Partisans (3) 

Hore orientated towards higher middle class; Worry too much about big 
j 

business, and not middle man ••• ; Just for the big man. 
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No Preference - Other (1) 

Thelr orientation to growth and industrg. 

Australian Democrat (1) 

Big business manopolies. 

· . .Against the People/Workers (13) 

Liberal Partisans (1) 

Knock back of aboriginal fund:;. 

Labor Partisans (8) 

Do not do ang good for people; Do not think theg are for the wrking 

!11Bn1 Not for working class people; Not a cross section of the 

communi tg; For the minority not majori tg - a minor portion of 

Australia governed; Do not have the interests of the average person 

at heart; Not much help to communi tg in general ; Do not seem to be 

doing anything for the family man. 

Labor - No Preference (1) 

Appears a fairlg wide range disregard for various groups i~ · 

community such as handicapped and_ elderlg. 

Other - Labor (1) 

Their treatment of the working people - they have· a right to live 

as much as anyone.· 
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.i . Socialist Workers Party (1) 

Look after own interests. 

Non Partisan (1)' 

Theg have no conception of real needs or the wag the ordinary man 

. feels. 

· Ideology (22) 

Free Enterprise (11) 

Liberal Partisans (3) 

Have adopted a lot of socialistic policies; Extreme right wing; 

2'oo right wing. 

Labor Partisans (5) 

Theg are for private enterprise; Capitilize tendencies; Policies 

wrong, lean to private enterprise; Yes, philosophg. and methods of 

putting their philosophies into action; General capitalist 

philosophy. 

Labor · - Other (1) 

Their support of the capitalist sgstem and multi-nationalists. 

Workers Party (1) 

Never keep private enterprise alive. 

Non-Partisans (1) 
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Conservative attitudes (11) 
.-!~, 

Labor Partisans (8) 

Yes, their attitude; Exclusiveness, not well informed - one sided;· 

Could be a bit more radical in their ideas; Too reactionary; 

Liberals grade people educationally and grade people accbrdingly; 

They are elitist, power hungry, corrupt, devious, lies to Queen 

and U.K.; Ruth.less - e.g. use of Senat.e 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) 

Disunity (12) 

Liberal Partisans (7) 

They are divided at the moment; Do not appear to be co-Ordinated 

at the moment; Tend to be a bit argumentative between themselves; 

Too many internal disensions .. out for power .. not for people; 

Stupid way they brawl - personality clashes; Too much bickering 

BJ!d a.rf/uing; Do not like personality clashes • 

Labor Partisans (2) 
. ·.1· 
·.~ 

Their fighting; They jump down each other's throats. 

No Preference - Liberal (1) 

Not combining well - too much back biting·not ru'nning as machine. 

,raser going his own way. 
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Non-Partisan (1) 

Far too much internal bickering in pa.ri.y, too much self-centredness. 

Other (1) 

Arguing between backbenchers. 

Authoritarianism (5). 

Labor Partisans (3) 

Do not like the way they operate, one inan government; One man show; 

Domlnence of the pa.rty by the cabinet. 

Liberal Partisans (1) 

~here should be more discussions in Cabinet before·theg state 

things. 

Liberal - Don't Know (1) .. 

1'oo dictational. 

Non-Partisan (1) 

.1'oo much of a one man show. 
•,\ 

General (17) 

Liberal Partisan (1) 

Politicians·deteriorated of late. 
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Labor Partisans (8) 

A lot of things; There are thousands of thi_ngs; Just about 

everythi_ng; Just do not like them; Everything;. Virtually everything -

do not like upper class - majority of Liberal politicians upper class; 

Do not like anything; Do not like them; do not believe in their 

policies 

Liberal - No-Preference (1) 

I do not like any of them. 

No Preference - Labor . (3) 

Bunch of idiots, all politicia.'15; Nothing, just do not like either 

party in particular; I am not J 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 an!I_ good at all; Plenty; Most thi_ngs.· 

Australian D"emocrat (1) 

Everything. 

Other (15) 

Liberal Partisans (8) 

Politicians only think of themselves and money. Do not even listen 

to each other; Not in touch with state level enough - ·leave sta.tes 

to themselves; Do not like them talking about elections ••• keep to 

certain period they are elected for; No party is perfect . ••• do not .. 
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Liberal Partisans (8) (Continued} 

know all details about the Lodge's renovations and Mrs. Fraser's 

trip to Sydney; Do not approve of either party .running around the 

world - half the time away;. Too many backbenchers have nothing to 

do1 Should not have voted for higher salaries for themselves; 

Attitude· towards businessmen could be more generous. 

Labor Partisans· (6) 

Let down the people of Albury-wodonga; Do not like their platform; 

Do not like the way the parties pull each other to pieces; The way 

thi.ngs have gone since they have been in - unsatisfactory; They· 11ave 

caused the present problems; That they hoard money ••• Do not agree 

with coalitions. 

Non-Partisan (1) 

Speilding too much money on wages for parliamentarians • 
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Favourable Responses 

Policy (94) 

General (13) 

Labor Partisans (°6) 
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THE LABOR PARTY 

People informed about policies; Their policies - progressive; 

Nothi_ng specific but their pro.;ram is better; Policies; All 

policies from 1972 - e.g. A.A.P. and Karmel report; Generallg 

· their policies - mbre progressive. 

Liberal Partisans (3) 

llost policies O.K.; Ideas that Labor government: have introduced 

that: are good 1 More "moderate approaches to our wag of life. 

Liberal - Labor (1) 

... 
L!Jced new policies introduced but t:ried t:o do too much t:oo quicklg. 

Liberal - No Preference (1) 

l'e~,. some of t:heir policies. 

Liberal - Don't know (1) 

Good ideas but: cannot administer. 

Australian Democrat (1) 

Li,ke policg of social change. 
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-Social welfare (36) 

Labor Partisans (15) 

Goi_ng 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 

·advances; Progressive in social services ••• ; Concern for social 

welfare; Attempts at scx;ial reform; Approve of Labor's social 

policies; Their expenditure .on welfare areas; Social services are 

1mportant; Better policg on so~ial security. 

Liberal Partisans (11) 

Increases in pensions; Help us with pension; Fairer to underprivileged; 

Tryi_ng to make people equal b-.t it is not possible; Social reforms; 

Like their favourable attitude to welfare/ Social welfare progra111t11es 

good up to a point; Did introduce long overdue social reforms;· 

A lot of social reforms and so.ne of their policies; Attitude to 

social welfare - put it high on priorities - good; Agree with 

medibank. 
• 

Liberal - Labor (1) 

Policies for the poor in the community. 

Liberal - No Preference (1) 

_Original ideas to help poor. 

Workers Party (1) 

Have libertarian approach to ideals in non economic spheres. 
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Communist Party (1) 

Legal aid. 

Non-Partisans (6) 

Hore concerned for the underprivel.eged; Hore effort: to look after 

disadvantaged - pensioners; More funds released for social 

services; Yes, some w~~fare programmes. 

Education (17) 

Labor Partisans (7) 

llonerj for students; Education; Spent more on education; Education; 

Poliey on ••• education; Their expenditure on ••• education; Education 

policies.· 

· Liberal Partisans (2) 

· Yes, Good for education; Ideas of equa!ity - particularly for 

children in education. 

Labor - No Preference (2) 

Yes, Good for education; Policies in education. 

Non-Partisan (2) 

Interest in education; Outlook on government spending (on} 

education; Education - student's allowance; Education. 

No· Preference Labor (1) 

Believe in educational programs,education. 
. ~· -:< 
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Other - Labor (1) 

The1r expenditure on education, schools etc. 

Unemployment · (7) 

Labor Partisans (6) 

Fund projects to create employment; NEAT scheme; Policg on 

unemplogment; Red scheme for. unemploged; More outspoken about 

unemplogment; I. think unemployment was not so bad when Labor was in. 

No Preference - Labor (1) 

Unemplogment policies. 

Uranium and Conservation (6) 

Labor Partisans (4) 

Prefer their attitude to uranium and conservation; Not backing 
• 

uranium; UraniU111; More attuned to conservation issues. 

Liberal Partisans (1) 

Agree with uranium issue. 

-~ 

Non Partisans (1) 

Hore concerned with environment. 
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PolicI - Other (15) 

J.abor Partisans (9) 

lfore sound economic policg than previouslg; Do a better job than 

Liberals - would bring down unemplogment and inflation; Some of the 

ideas that Hayden has on·DDnetarg policg; Attention theg give to 

mi.noritg groups. e.g. ethnic affairs; Money spent on the arts; 

Support of unionism; Less trouble with unions; Urban, transport 

reform; Help pay for bridges. and roads. 

Liberal Partisans (1) 

Loweri_ng voting age and abolishing national service. 

Non Partisans (2) 

For ethnic groups; Better policies and attitudes e.g.ethnic groups. 

Labor ~ Other (1) 

.. :: 

G1ve more moneg to the arts. 

Communist (1) 

Abor_igines, foreign affairs, community involvement in social 

programmes, planning, highwags. 

Personalities (22) 

Whitlam (13) 

Labor Partisans (9) 

lfr. Wh!tlam was doing all right and he probably would be O.K. again; 

·Gough Whitlam and all he stands for; Gough Whi_t1aDi is fairer 
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Labor Partisans (9) {Continued) 

man than Fraser; Whitlam; Gou!!h on right track; Mr. Whitlam ••• ; 

· · fib..itl.am - outspoken person; Leadership; Like Mr. Whitlam. 

Liberal Partisans (2) 

fib.i.tlam; Hr. Whitlaia looks nice but talk and no support • 

. .. 
Liberal - Labor (1) 

Hr. Whitlam. 

·Non Partisan (1) 

fib.itlam is. good. 

Others (10) 

. •. 

Labor Partisans (4) 

Ba!lden seems to have a rrore genuine holding for the good of everyone, 

not the few and can relate with the public; Mr. Hayden would be very 

good for financial affairs; Hayden; Would prefer Bob Hawke. 

Liberal Partisans (5) 

Some are quite capable e.g. Mr. Hayden; Bill Hayd_en would make a good 

leader; Bob Hawke tries to be honest in what he sags; Mr. Hawke - one 

of the strongest men; Don.Dunstan. 

Non-Partisan (1) 

Hayden • 
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Group Related Items (32) 

Labor Partisans (27) 

~ing to help t:he working class; Theg trg t:o help the working man; 

Partg for t:he working class; Their consideration of t:he working class; 

The Labor Partg is-the workers; The person in t:he street gets more; 

Nore for working man; Helped working man; Trg t:o look after t:he low 

w.ge earner; Are for the working class1 More go to the working man; 

Idea lt:heg have} got for the average man; Attitude towards general 

·working class people; Caters for worki_ng people; Theg help the 

ordinarg people; Fight better for t:he worker; All for the worker; 

Represent: general run of t:he mill people more than Liberals and trg 

to cater for them; Theg trg to do more for worker; . More for the worker,· 

Tend to look after the interests of t:he common man; More for thP. 

workers, Work for t:he working people; Theg are genuinelg interes~ed 

in the welfare of t:he average Australian; Working towards better 

standards for working people; •• • Perhaps their policy a bit better for 

working people; Readg to give help to ordinarg man. 

·Liberal Partisan (1) ,. 

Like the wag theg promote the working man. 

No Preference ~ Labor (1) 

fiork for the average person and trg and give average person more of a 

.·go. 

Non-Partisan (3) 

Represents average working person; Done a lot for working man; 

Probablg m:>re interested in the welfare of the ordinarg people. 

·, 
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Party related items (20) 

Unity, progressive (15) 

Labor Partisans (11) 

Greater unity since in opposition; Freedom of discussion within the 

party, More democratic; Greater degree of de1D0cracy within party 

e.g. elected Cabinet rather than appointed; Safeguards of caucus 

electi.ng cabinet; Appears to· be an effective alternative goverrunent 

··despite limited members; All their tactics, Better ideas and methods; 

. res, stra.ight forward; They ara progressive; Labor 1D0re enlightened 

than Liberal Party. 

Liberal Partisans (2) 

Outspoken; Show solidarity. 

Liberal - Labor (1) 

Internal discipline. •. 

Non~Partisan (1) 

Spi.ri t of party. 

..· 
Party·members (collectively) (5) 

Labor Partisans (2) 

setter cross section in politicians - stronger now that they are in 

opposition; Like attempts to get new biood into party. 
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Liberal Partisan (1) 

They have some good men. 

Non-Partisan (1) 

· Some good politicians in the party. 

~ ·(l) 

· only the members. 

Management of Government (7) 

L8bor Partisans (6) 

... Record in Office; Go into more detail and carry out more than 

Liberals - follow up tfbat they say; Say what they mean - stick up 

for our rights; Prefer their kind ·of government - I think they are 

· ... more honest; More sympathetic than Liberals; When in power tried to 

. get as much done as possible. • . 

. · .. ·. 

Non-Partisan (1) 

When theg were in power they did something - did their job ... were not 

arraid to take steps. 

Sub Theme - Serving the People (10) 

Labor Partisans (6) 

Look after the people; Do more for the people; Relate rrr>re to the 

people1 Do best for people - particularlg older people; Concerned with 

issues that affect individual people; Partg for peaple as a whole. 
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Australian Democrat (1) 

More in touch with people than present Liberals have turned out to 

be. 

Non-Partisans (3) 

res theg are nr:>re down to earth, close to the needs of the people; 

'l'r!/ to help the people - fixed income groups; Reach a wider range of 

people. 

Ideology {10) 

Labor Partisans (7) 

L1ke their policies of gentle socialism; General socialist policg; 

. Socializing policies I like; Yes, socialist attitude - e.g. social 

welfare; Socialism is good; Like its objectives; Philosophies. 

Liberal Partisans (2) 

L1ke some of their ideals ••• ; Like socialism (but theirs is too 

extreme). 

Non Partisan (1) 

. sacialism .. as an ideal, i.e. brotherhood of man. 

· General {17) 

Labor Partisans {11) 

Bvergthing; Do their best; Fair and reasonable party; More down to 

earth; Evergthing; No - alwags voted Labor; Yes, fighting for the 
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Labor Partisans (11) (Continued) .··· 

cause o~ good things; I always 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 (1) 

Host thi.ngs. 

No Preference - Other (1) 

Some individuals have good ideas. 

Non-Partisan (1) 

I saw Gough Whi tlam grow up. He's a surprise packet. Not at all 

like his father ~ but upright. 

Other (l} 

No different to Liberals. 

Unfavourable Responses 

Personalities 

Whitlam (60) 

Labor Partisans (Zl} 

Do not like the leader; Yes Mr. Whitlam & way he carried on, lost 

his temper too often; Need new leader1 Do bett'er under Hayden than 
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Labor Partisans (21) (Continued) 

under .Whitlam; Whitlam; Leadership; Gough putting his wife in a good 

job1 Whitlam as leader; No electorally viable leader; Whitlam and other 

mi.ni:sters;Mr.Whitlam nr>ved too quickly; Do not like Whitlam as a 

politician; Gough; Gough Whitlam; Gough is egotistical; Gough Whitlam-

don't seem to have strong leadership anymore like the Liberals; 

Plb.itlam; he is too aggressive - he wants to get things done too 

quickly; Cannot stand Whitlam; Gough probably (has) ·to much 

influence; Gough Whitlam; Not really impressed with Whitlam. 

LibeTal - PaTtisans (24) 

Leader; Leader; Do not trust flhitlam; Whitlam especially with 

·Caldwell; Gough Whitlam; Whitlam an absolute rogue; Gough; Mr. 

Plb.itlam; Whitlam is disgusting; Mr. Whitlam; Gough Whitlam; Mr. 

flhitlam - wants to be Australia's first dictator; Gough rather 

dictatorial; 'Leadership; Gough Whitlam; Gough Whitlam; 

flhitlam; We Jene•., what he did to us i.e. with Latvia; Whitlam is 

blatantly dishonest; Do not like Whitlam; Under the leadership of 

Mr. Whitlam it has been catastrophic for them; Gough; Whitlam is , . . 

just as bad as Fraser and cannot lead his party properly; Do not 

like leader, become unpopular, need new leader; Whi tl.;un 's dogmatic 

manner. 

LibeTal - LaboT (2) 

fihitlam;. I thought Mr. Whitlam was pompous. 

·LibeTal - No PTefeTence (1) 

llr. Whitlam too drastic. 

·/ 



.- . . . 

330 

AUstralian Democrats - Labor (1) 

llr. Whitlam. 

·. Non-Partisans (10) 

llr. Whitlam; Need new leader; Whitlam; Whitlam too dict:at:iorial; 

Do not: like Whit:lam; Mr. Whit:lam, dictator ••• ; Do not: like Whit:lam; 

Looking backwards under Whitlam; Whit:lam as leader; Only I am 

frightened of Mr. Whitlam. 

Refused (1) 

. Hr. Whitlam. 

Others (24) 

Labor Partisans (13) 

llr. Hayden would make a better leader if he had a bit: more 

· confidence; Biggest: problem Hawke becaJJse he has. two jobs t:o fulfill 

~ Labor Part:y and ACTU, conflict: there; Do not: like Bob Hawke; 

Cairns 1IRJcked up - and helped to ruin t:he·ALP government; Cameron; 

. Power seeking leaders; The people who run it; some of the blokes 

that. get into parliament:; A lot: of inexperienced men in Labor Party; 

Doubtful about: some personalities; More effort needed by some 

members of t:he party; Like to se7 them rid themselves of the old 

brigade - Creans, Camerons, Joneses etc.; The old guard element. 

Liberal Partisans (7) 

Do not like Hr. Hayden's backbiting; Hayden ••• Hayden probably 

has too llRJch influence; Do not: like Bob Hawke; Do not like Hawke; 

Leaders; Some· politicians are no good; Leader.and other personalities. 
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Labor - No Preference (1) 

Bob Hawke. 

Non•Partisans (3) 

Deputg Minister (Uren?) 1 Not mang capable men; Hainlg the 

personalities. 

Group Related Items (45) 

Union Affiliation (41) 

Labor Partisans (7) 

Union swag; Association with l:~:ade unions; No control of unions; 

Unions • I think theg have too much control when theg strike - The 

. Labor partg should not help them so much; Too many small unions 

· . maldnfJ too many demands; Weakness in attitude to unions; Theg are 

.controlled to some extent by the unions • 

Liberal Partisans (19) . .. 

Run by unions; Do not like union heads - have more sway than 

government officials - disrupt progress, especially in Tasmania; 

Let unions have too much say; Connection with the unions; Country 

ruled by Mr. Hawke; Lack of control of unio~; Unions - should toss 

them out. They are ruining the country. Do not iisten; Listen too 

much to the unions; Do not like strikes; Union domination at high 

level1 Too many unions; Country being run bg the political unions 

do not agree with them as political bodies; Support of union 

radicalism - used bg the left; Do not like link with unions-pressure 

from unions helped to ruin them while theg were in power; Unionism 

behind it (their spending too much) • Unionists do not speak up for 

themselves and decisions are made bg officials or some secretarg and 
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Liberal Partisans (19) (Continued} 

they do not improve conditions1 I hate strikes; Union influence -

worker participation - no right to hire and fire under Labor; 

Unions. getting too· much power 1 Do not like the way they are letting 

the unions control their thinking. 

Liberal - Labor (4) 

Tied up too 11RJch with the unions and with communists; Run by unions; 

Al.ignment with union movement; Yes its policies are dictated by 

outside groups. 

Liberal - No Preference (1) 

Union influence on Labor party. 

No Preference - Labor (2) 

Too much in with unions .. not in favour of what unions are doing"; 

They are more liab.le to be dominated bV the unions. 

· Non Partisans (8) 

Union affiliations; Unions - some are. communist controlla. 

· Union power; Links with unionism; Unions running the country is 

whole trouble - too powerful; Union elemen.t; They collapse under 

un1ons; They are more liable to be dominated by the unions. 

Against Groups (4) 

Liberal Partisans (2) 

Bias against property owners, business people, particularly those 

.• 

/ 
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Liberal ·partisans (2) (Continued) 

who own businesses; Not good for country people and small 

businesses. 

Socialist Workers Party (1) 

Not orientated towards worker bourgeois. 

· Non Partisans (1) 

DO not believe in working class bei.ng Labor - theg are same as 

.Liberals. 

Policies (38) 

General (5) 

Liberal Partisans (4) 

.. ; . : .~ ... 

i'Olicies1 Their policies; ~licies; Do not like some of their 

·policies. · • 

·, '• .·: 

Liberal-Labor (1) 

'l'beir policies. 

Economic (17) 

T..abor Partisans (3) 

'l'ax scheme - too much paper work involved; Tendency not to cost 

out proposals - their abilitg as economic managers still suspect; 

Do not like employment a~ all costs - tends to ruin environment. 

I 

/ 
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Liberal Partisans. (10) 

Tariff policy; Incessant spending - wasted; •• • The economy; 

.Big spenders, but who pays1 Spend. a lot of money and nothing to 

slrJw for it; Do not understand 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 levg on property income; Country into debt. 

Workers Party (1) 

All economic • • • values. 

Non-Partisans (3) 

Blame for present trouble .. spent too freely; Do not like the extra 

taxes; Run the country into debt, i.e. overspend, lack of 

responsibility. 

Social Welfare (5) 

Liberal Partisans (3) 

1'oo far towards looking after people - no incentive to save money, 

work; Attitude towards social welfare; Medibank - the worst thing. 

Workers Party (1) 

All • • • social welfare values. 

No Preference - Labor (1) 

A bit unrealistic in welfare programmes - should be based on 

contr1butory system. 
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Non-Partisan (1) 

Country cannot afford all ·these social services. 

·Policy - Other (11) 

Labor Partisans (3) 

IIDmigration; Sometimes theg are not radical enough - do not go rar 

· enough1 Do not think the!I go far enough - re socialism. 

Liberal Partisans (6) 

Immigration policy - too mang people alreadg to get homes etc.; 

Free tertiarg education, no support for mothers at home and too 

much for the working mother; Education policies - open stgle theg 

favour; Against abortion; International politics; Do not like t:1e 

wag theg try to nationalize evergthing. 

Non Partisan (1) 

Hr. fihl.tlam's atteinpts to bri_ng in insurance companies. 

Refused (1) 

.. 
Does not do · angthi_ng to help foreigners in Australia. 

Ideology (33) 

Labor Partisans (4) 

ft>o left - communism; Tended to become· too socialist; ·res left Wing 

domination; Too tied to ideologies - will not change with the times. 
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Liberal Partisans (15) 
I 

Labor - too much like Communist Party in my Country (Poland} i 

Foster communism; Some of the party members, left wingers; · 

Connection with Communism, left wing; Do not like left wing policies, 

left winged; Bit communistic; TOo much communist influence;I am a 

bit worried about communist influence; Went astray with communism; 

Basic socialist philosophy; Increasing bureaucracy - not enough free 

enterprise; Pulling far too far to. left, col11ll11Jnists, left wing 

talci.ng over; Socialistic leani.ngs o:fWhitlam; Socialist attitudes; 

!'oo socialistic. 

Liberal~ No·Preference (3) 

'l'hey have a stronger leani.ng towards communism or socialism; 

·Leaders communist ideas; Basically do not like socialistic attitude. 

Australian Democrats (1) 

Socialism. 

Other - Liberal (1) 

.··· .. 

l'Olicies too ideological. 

Non-Partisans (9) 

Detest their extreme left influences1 Ve~ left views; Do not like 

socialist tendencies; Do not like communist trend; Too pro­

communist1 Do not support free enterprise; The socialist platform 

developed over last 25 years; Tendency to nationalize and socialise; 

Leftist attitude. 

/ 
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· Management of Government (28) 

Labor Partisans (11) 

· Di.d not help the countrg stay sound; Gough rushed things a bit; 

Half-hearted promises; Rush into things far too quickly; Do not 

follow through their ideas; Pushi.ng things too far for the masses .. 
to dissolve - reason for being kicked out; Yes, inexperience in 

leadership of government. Weakness in times of crisis - stand back 

and let it happen; Made too many mistakes; A bit erratic - do not 

· · sti.ck to one thing - talk and cio not do much; Make rash promises -

that (they) cannot do anything about; Sometimes suffer from excess 

0£ enthusiasm, e.g. when they got to power last time, slightly· too 

concerned with ideology rather· than practicalities • 
. -.~ 

•. 

Labor - No Preference (1) 

· rrg to do too much· too qui.ckly - too radi.cal. 

Liberal Partisans (6) 

.. 
!'hey made such a mess; Try to do too much too quickly; Hake a lot 

of mistakes;. Tried to do too much too quickly;· Too dogmatic; 

Promise a lot and give nothi.ng.' 

- Liberal - Don't Know (1) 

Good ideas but cannot administer.: 

Australian Democrats (1) 

Soci.al changes too rapidly. 
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No Preference - Labor (1) 

2'oo·hasty with decisions - radical and rash virtually overnight decisions. 

Non-Partisans (7) 

'l'bey have no professionalism, no pool of expertise to govern 

effectively. They are not in tune with the consumer way of life, 

have no business approach; Do not get what he promises; Too much 

talk no real_ government; Buck passing of blame to preceeding party 

in power; Move too quickly, unwise spending; Mr. Whitlam did things 

too quickly; Change too quick - most people do not like. 

Performance as Opposition (21) 

Labor Partisans (8) 

(Labor) side dodge a lot of iesues; Too much talk no action; Do not 

like bickering between parties as opposition always does; Do not 

speak up for their rights enough; Not setting themselves as 

alternative government as well a.s they• should; Do not like the way 

they pull other parties to pieces; Their lack of sufficient 

opposition; Wish they would take a stand on uranium one way or the 

other. 

Liberal Partisans (10) 

·Never have a good word for Liberal (s) i Backbiting; Too .busy abusing 

. Liberals to do anything constructive; Always running down government; 

Not providing valid opposition; Pulling country apart, rather than 

helping as opposition; Back biting; Too much talk and not enough 

action; Do not like. the slandering - tot of untruths - deceive 

people; They go in boots and all - make a lot of noise • 
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CoDDDunis t (1) 

Ineffective in opposition; not positive in attacks. 

Non-Partisan (2) 

Could be more forceful in backing up their ideas - do not seem to do 

111Ucb; Continual criticism of Liberal policies of which I approve. 

Party Disunity (20) 

Labor Partisans (8) 

Internal problems; Work ethic faction of the party; Yes, factionalism; 

!'oo much ln fighting - too divided; Power of the caucus, unweildly; 

Not united enough, not strong enough as a group; No discipline or 

co.:Ordinat:ion within the party; Disadvantages (with caucus elec·::l_ng 

cabinet} if those with least ability are selected. 

Liberal Partisans (7) .. 
!'oo many disagreements; Squabling wi tb each other; They all get: 

tarred with the one brush by sticking to party policies; M.P. 's do 

not: have the freedom of their own conscience to vote; Do not like 

' the way they criticise each other; Too much bickering and arguing; 

The way theg are set up - caucus used not be elected by people. 

Non Partisans (4) 

Members of party have to support party policg .. cannot speak out 

· agciinst it; Jealous squabbling; Too many extremists; Caucus system. 

/ ,. 
/. 

/ 
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- Refused (1) 

Too busy fighting personalities. 

General (13) 

-
Labor Partisans (1) 

A few things. 

Liberal Partisans (8) 

~he Labor Party in general; Not.interested in Labor Party; A lot; 

Bverythi_ng; EVerything; Just do not like them; Lots of things; 

Do not identifg with Labor .... :family upbringing. 

Liberal - Labor (1) 

I just do not like them. 

Australian Democrats (1) •. 

I just do not like them. 

No Preference ~ Labor (1) 

Do not like either party. 

Non-Partisan (1) 

llost thi_ngs. 
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Other (8) 

Labor· Partisans (4) 

Public debate are shocking : parliamentary sessions broadcast -

waste . of time; Do not like the wag they treated the Governor­

General; Tendency to be centralist; Pragmatic in their aims. 

Liberal Partisans (2) 

Their electioneering advertiser:rents; Their method of pre-selection 

•old men in safe seats. 

No Preference - Other (1) 

· . Lack of committment to growth. 

Non Partisans (1) 

Do not know what theg stand for angmore. 

.··• 

/ 



.APPENDIX 5. 

STATE PARTY IMAGES. 

Categorization of responses to questions 16. i7. 18. 19 by patte.rn of 
party identification~ 

•Now 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. 

. Question 17. 

Question 18. 

,, 
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 about the Labor 
Party in Tasmania? " 

Question 19. •Is there anything you don't like about the 
Labor Party?• 

'rl. 

• • 
. 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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Favourable Responses 

Personalities (33) 

Liberal Partisans (19) 

343. 

, 
LIBERAL PARTY 

Hr. Bingham is a gentleman; Does not criticise, only when he has 

to (Hr. Bingham}; Mr. Bingham - he should come over ioore ~ need men 

. of l.egal traini_ng; Mr. · Bingham seems more sincere, keep his promises, 

as a person has more appeal; Mr. Bingham type of leadership; Mr. 

B1ngham a good leader; Mr. Bingham; Mr. Bi.ngham; Like Mr. Bingham -

good premier; Mr. Bingham; Mr. Bingham - pretty fair; Have respect 

£or Hr. Bingham; Bingham ••• eJ.."tremelg able; Mr. Bi_ngham a. good 

leader; Bingham a man you can trust - man who given a chance would 

do a lot; Mr. Bingham's attiti:.de; I am a great fan of Mr. Bingham; 

llaJC Bingham only; Max Bingham, would be a very strong leader, givf!n 

·the opportunity. 

Labor Partisans (7) 

. Good agitator, Mr. Bingham; Bingham; Mr. Bingham has good policies, 

1s very fair; Yes, Mr. Bingham ~ good 'field of thought; Bingham; 

B1.ngham a_ good speaker; I think they have a good leader. 

Communist (1) 

. B1_ngham adventurous in some areas of law reform.· 

Non-Partisans (5) 

Mr. Bingham - knowledgeable; good ideas; Mr. Bi_ngham seems alright; 

B1ngham; I like Binghami ·Max Bingham. 

Refused (1) 

-some of Mr. Bingham's statements. 
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Others (7) 

Liberal Partisans (2) 

.•• • Mather, Baker extremelg able; Pearsall is the only one who 

follows his convictions. 

Labor Partisans (3) 

llr. Hodgma.n; Townl.eg; Geoff Pearsall, John Beattie - extremelg 

helpful. 

· Liberal - Labor (1) . > 

I like Mrs. Walters • •• 

Hon 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, educatep and businessmen; 

Personalities; Onlg better members; A couple of decent fellows here. 

Coates wuld have been better as a Liberal; You_nger members; A 

little more educated than Labor; Good Liberal members; Style of 

candidates; Have some capable men and wuld make a good government 

but it does not matter too much; It does not have Mr. Batt. 

Ro 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. 



...... 

345 

Hon Partisan (3) 

Honest members in Tasmania only; More well educated; It does not 

have Hr. Batt. 

Style · (7) 

Liberal Partisans (S) 

Not as arrogant as LalJor; Stand up for principles - courage of 

convictions; ·More open,,minded; Yes, more broad minded in its approach 

towards governing; More for .the people than Labor. 

Labor Partisaris (1) 

. Straight out. 

Liberal ~ Labor (1) 

Straight forward. 

Organisation (2). 

Labor Partisan (1) 

'.tbeg did at least make an attempt at lijst election to get some younger, 

· more energetic people into parliament. 

Non-Partisan (1) 

Impressed with the wag they organise. 

General (18) 

Liberal Partisans (10) 

Yes, everything; Do try as a rule to do something better than the 

_Labor Party which seems to be rather ordinary; Most things; Approve 

of whole party generally; Yes, I like.t!hem; Everything; What they 

have done for the state; Got a lot of good ideas but_ generalise 

rather than putting specifics d0wn1 Yes, but cannot think of any; 

1'•r better. than federal level. 
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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 counterparts. 

Non-Partisans (4) 

They are not a bad group; Yes, but I do not know; Some good ideas; 

Both parties generally good. 

Refused (1) 

Some aspects - nothi_ng specific. 

Role as Opposition (17) 

Liberal Partisans (6) 

Yes very helpful to me personally - immigrant; Doing the best they 

can/ They are allowing the Labor Goverpment to run to full term -

that ls good; Value their opposition to closed shop tactics. They 

oppose fairly regularly; Do their best; Prepared to stand up and 

say how they think and feel about issues • 

. Labor Partisans (7) 

They offer a good opposition; In opposition they have to do more work, 

they are the workers; Striving - but not the answer to the problems; 

Strong opposition; Keep Labor Party on toes; Do a fairly good job; 

They do a good job I suppose - We need an opposition. 

Non-Partisans (2) 

Opposition party to put a brake on unreasonable things; Yes, try to 

do an honest and concientious job; Good as opposition.· 

. . 
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Refused (1) 

Liberal Party have helped me a lot. 

Ideology (9) 

Liberal Partisans (6) 

Their attitudes; Like the philosophy - free enterprise etc. - they 

·do not want to run llI!J ·life; Some aspects of their philosophy e.g. 

supporting free enterprise; A few Catholics in the Liberal Party -

that is good - Catholics fight against communism; Like philosophies; 

Hore interested in private enterprise. 

Labor Partisans (1) 

A small 'l' Liberal Party. 

Liberal - No Preference (1) 

Supporting free enterprise. 

Non-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) . 

Hore for the country people; They are more business orientated. 

Policies (4) 

_ Liberal Partisans (2) 

Were promising and cleaning up environment such as polluted Derwent; 
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Liberal Partisans (2) (Continued) 

Liberal Partg did bring in daylight saving. They would like to 

lessen death duties. 

'•:" 

Labor Partisan (1) 

Like their wag of making peace with the unions - trging to stop 

strikes. 

Labor ... No Preference (1) ·· 

Like their approach to law reform. 

Other (4) 

Liberal Partisan (1) 

Regarding all parties - not enough tourism in Tasmania. 

Labor Partisan (1) 

Being in power cannot improve anything. 

Other • Liberal (1) 

Used to like a lot about it~ .. 
Liberal·~ No Preference (1) 

Like to see what Liberal Partg 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 like Bingham -·never says anything much -

abuse; Leader; Do not like Hr. Bingham; llr~ Bingham 

admi.re him but his manner prohibits him from popularity, does come. 

•. 
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L1beral Partisans (14) (Continued) 

down· to people's level; Way Mr. Bingham criticizes people at 

personal level; On personal level I have not liked Mr. Bingham's 

attacks on personalities - unkind, uncalled :for and small minded; 

The1r leader; Could have a better leader - more popular :figure;Mx. 

Bingham - weak kneed, pleasant man but not strong enough for the job; 

Hr •. Bingham - too busy with personalities an~ silly little thing3;. 

Not strong leadership! Not very keen on Mr.· Bingham, could have 

someone with a bit more bounce. 

Labor Partisans (32) 

Do not like leader; Hr. Bingham; Mr. Bi.ngham is a stirrer; Leader; 

Do not like leader - he avoids things; Bingham likes to help but 

cannot do much; Bingham overbearing; Leader no good; New leader 

needed; .Do not like Bingham as a leader; Max Bingham; Do not like 

Hr. Bi.ngham; Do not .like Bingham; Mr. Bingham; Mr. Bingham; Cann•.,t 

·stand listening to Bingham • • • whinging and knocking; Bingham; Mr. 

Bingham too much of a stirrer; Max Bingham - weak; Bingham is a 
. . . . . 

theorist; Yes, Mr. Bingham - self assuredness irritating - thinks 

b1.s born to rule; Bingham; Do iiot like Mr. Bingham; Do not go mr:ch 

. on Hr. Bi.ngham; Do not like Mr. Bingham; Mr. Bingham, arrogant, 

self opinionated; Mr. Bingham - he is of English descent ••.• he is 

pompous; Bingham a whinger, no constructive criticism; Bi.ngham's · 

style of leadership; Lack dynamic leadership. Tend to nit-pick rather 

than look for alternative policies; Leader, Bethune was better -·not 

much; The leadership •. 

Liberal - Labor (1) 

D1sappointed in their leader • 

. . ·. 

No Preference - Labor (1) 

Do not like Max Bingham. 

Non Partisans (10) 

The1r leader; Mr. Bingham; Bingham; Mr. Bingham; Do not like Mr. Bingham. ~ 
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Non Partisans (10) (Continued) 

llud slinging; Very bad losers 

I 

undignified, snide, ridiculous 

. comments from Mr. Bingham when he lost - undignified for man of his 

standing; Mr. Bingham; Mr. Bingham - a scandal monger; Max Bingham; 

llr. Bingham is too sarcastic. 

Others (5) 

Liberal Partisans (2) 

Do not like Bruce Goodluck; Dt.!plore Pearsall. 

Labor Partisans (2) 

··Cannot stand listening to •• • Pearsall whinging and knocking memb":rs; 

Michael Hodgeman, Pearsall, Baker, Gilmore. 

Communist (1) 

Gilmore, Baker very conservative. 

Role as Opposition (53) 

~ (32) 

Liberal Partisans (11) 
• 

Weak - not enough support; Not enough go; Too honest; Pretty easy 

. going - not a strong opposition; Never able to demonstrate themselves 

as a viable alternative; Never hear much about what they are doing, 

not very active in opposition; Not ruthless enough; Not a strong 

team; Colourless; Not quite forceful enough in stating their 

policies 

enough. 

difficult as minority to make an impression; Not forceful 

Labor Partisans (6) 

.No, merely insipid; Not effective oppo~ition; Completely .and utterly 

ineffectual; Bumbling and amateurish - lack 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) 

Do not think they have enough opposi_ng views - too quiet. 

Labor - Don't Know (1) 

Not strong enough. 

Ron-Partisans (10) 

They are too inconspicuous; Thay are unconstructive in operation; 

Not strong enough; Their low profile; Lack of strength; Could be 

a stronger opposition; Weak - no guts; Ineffectual opposition; Are not 

positive, _aggressive enough; Bunch of amateurs. 

Refused (1) 

l'erhaps a bit weak kileed. 

Over critical (21) 

Liberal Partisans (6) 

A bit negative, a bit nigly; Too negative in many respects; 

Constantly knock Labor without any real issue; Do not like them 

crying 'wolf' so much whilst in opposition, should be more constructive; 

Too busy knocking other party to ever say what they would do themselves. 

B1ngham makes cracks instead of stating alternative policies; Too 

pretty minded. 

Labor Partisans (9) 

~ much backbi ting, 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; Too critical 

of Labor p0licy; They are very critical and uneonstructive 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 b~ 

putting forward more alternatives. 

Liberal - Labor (1) 

Do not come out with our policies, just criticise. 

No Preference - Labor (1) 

. In oppQsi tion they are pretty - picki.ng out flaws but not in any 

wag constructive. 

Liberal - No Preference (1) 

Par too destructive as Jpposition group. 

Hon Partisans (2) 

Heckling; Nit-picking - attacking personalities. 

Refused (1) 

Knocking·of opposition. 

Party related items (20) 

Disunity (12) . 

Liberal Partisans (8) 

Too many lawyers in it; Cause troubles, disagree, not friendlg with 

each other, competitive; Snarlin~ between one another; Tend to develop 

into groups of their own, factional; Do not seem to be very unified; 

llr. Bingham has had a raw deal from colleagues - little loyalty there; 

Squabbling and fighting - Hr. Bingham coming down to their level; 

There seems to be a bit of apathy arrong them which means they· do not 

stand as a united force. 
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··Other - Liberal (1) 

People thought to be genuine now pushi_ng policies for various self 

interests. 

Labor Partisans (3) 

2'h'O factions opposing each other; Do not like ·factions forming in 

the party; Lyon's affair. 

Party Members (8) 

Liberal Partisans (2) 

Members - not politically aware of speaking out; I do not like some 

of their members. 

Labor Partisans (3) 

lfainly the candidates; Men not h_igh enough standard generally; No 

common sense. 

Liberal - Labor (1) 

Do not like them as leaders. 

Labor - No Preference (1) 

7!he1r leaders. 

No Preference - 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 

pol!-cies; Different policies in each party that I like and dislike; 
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Labor Partisans (8) (Continued} 

Do not like. their policies; Liberal philosophy in general; General 

policies. 

Australian Democrats (1) 

· . All policies. 

Policy Items (9) 

Labor Partisans (9) 

Do not worry about unemploylnent; Do not tackle areas such as Parks 

and Environment problems; Their opposition to legalisation of 

marihuana; Have not got an enviro~ntal conscience; Trying to 

break unions. 

·Labor - Other (1) 

They take too hard a line on union disputes. 

Non-Partisans (3) 

Give in to unions; Taxation; Do not .agree with capital punishment 

as voiced by Bingham. • 

Group Related Items (8) 

Liberal Partisan (1) 

Norry more about the haves than the have nots. 

Labor Partisan (6) 

Do not think they are for the working class; Only look after the 

business people, not the poor people; They are not for the workers; 

Seem to go for the bigger man all the time; Too concerned with 

business friends; Feeling that they thlnk too much of profit making,. 

not concerned about the wage earner. 

/ 

I 
,' 
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., 
Labor - No Preference (1) 

rend to represent middle class and business people instead oE 

. worldng class. 

General (8) 

Labor Partisans (7) 

·Everything; Most things; Do not like Liberals; Everythi_ng; The Eact 

it exists; Quite a lot; Just do not like them. 

Hon-Partisans (1) 

Bvergthing. 

Other (10) 

Liberal Partisans (2) 

fiere not in long enough to do anything. They voted with Labor Eor 

rise in salaries; ·Just prior to elections they are willing to listen 

to people but once the!/. get in you cannot. get them Eor love nor 

money. 

Labor Partisans (4) 

Did not. get around to doing much; Opening oE bri_dge wrangle; Should 

be local, smaller industries rather than large scale industries; 

rrouble is both parties are the same - take a lot or time in the 

press and the air with political propaganda that is unimportant 

often. 

Workers Party (1) 

2'oo 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 
. 3 .. · 

Favourable Responses 

Management of Government (98) 

Capable Managers (49) 

Labor Partisans (26) 

DO get things done; They get the job done to the best of their ability; 

Yes theg have done a good job; Doing a good job; Like the way they 

handle affairs at the moment:;Like the job they do overall; Are trying 

to keep things ·moving; Do fair job; Doi.ng the job; Steady - on an even 

keel - do not rush off in different .directions; They have done. a 

prett!I_ good job all round; They do seem to be trying; Appear to be moving 

on; Competant: members - handled state's affairs well; They are doing 

a pretty good job; Stability; Theg try and get: their two cents i.;ort:h 

1n; Seem t:o do 11Dre; They are doing their best:; Doing their job; 

Do1ng their best:; Trg a lot: harder than the Liberals t:o get thir~gs 

done. ·More enthusiastic; Provided stable consistent: style of 

government:; They try; More capable - seem more confident:. 

Liberal - Labor (1) ... 
L1Jce them to lead government. 

Liberal Partisans (11) 

L1ke Tasmania and they have run the state for so long; Done a. good 

job; Done a good job; Doing a pretty good job; Have not: done a bad 

job since they have been in; Doing a reasonable job; Have done some 
·~ 

good things - bridge, roads, and connections etc.; Doing a fair job -

. . 
L1berals will not do any better; Got solidarity - doing a ·fair job 

under difficult position; Think they do a good job and they try hard; 

Doi.ng fairly good job - running smoothly. 

Australian Democrats (1) 

Have been happg with Labor. 

/ 
/ 
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Liberal - No Preference (1) 

Battlers. 

Labor - No Preference (1) 

I 

Lilce the way they run the state as a whole. Does attempt to do best 

.1t can :for the community. 

Hon-Partisans (8) 

They have done a good job; They have not done a bad job reallg; 

Doi_ng a. good job;. Done a good job; Theg receive :from the :federal 

. government; Doing good job; Think theg have done a good 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, Al wags· trying to boost tourism and state in general anCi 

the people; Theg have more understanding of the Tasmanian scene~· 

Liberal - Labor (1) 

State bad pretty good deal under Labor over past 20 gears. 

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) 

Tri} 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 Partg has done more for Tasmania than 

llr • Bingham. 

.. 
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Liberal - Don't Know (1) 

Admire approach - are Tasmanian. 

Hon-Partisans (2) 

·-:' . 
. ~··: 

They are concerned for Tasmania; Yes, Government. effective for the 

state •. 

Handling of Tasman Bridge Disaster (12) 

Labor Partisans (6) 

Bandli_ng of bridge repairs; Have done ver':J. good. job with bridge in 

difficult circumstances; Bridge back up; They did a lot to get the 

bri_dge back up; Done a good jo.Jb on Tasman Bridge; Good job on bridge -

·quick organisation after bridge went down. 

Liberal Partisans (3) 

Tasman bridge action; The wag they handled the bridge .. prettY. gOGd; 

I t:h1nk they have done a pretty good job, particularly after brid~e 

affair • 

. Hon Partisans (3) 

Handled bri_dge disaster well; Manage the state well e.g. Bri_dge 

restoration1 Tasman bridge ·restoration handling. 

Pair, Honest, For the People (23) 

Labor Partisans (18) 

On the peoples side - more capable to govern; Honestly trying to do 

the right thing in Tasmania; All out to help everyone as far as they 

can1 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 opposition; More approachable; They are O.K. - they care; More 

for the people1 More pliable for personal contact; Do everything 

possible to help all aspects of life - employment, tourism etc.; 

/ 
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Labor Partisans (18) (Continued) 

Straight forward; Always gives us a good go; They are pretty fair; 

Can talk to them - answer que~·tions readily - good hearing. They 

do a good job; Hore progressive; Plodders, sincere, do look after the 

state1 Concern for people. 

No Preference - Labor (3) 

Thsy try to help everyone,they have a good track record; I like sense 

0£ realism in Labor ..... They bind different ideol_ogies in a way which 

responds to human needs; Hore for people. 

Liberal Partisans (1) 

Some of them are fair. 

Labor - No Preference (1) 

Thsir apparent willingness to listen and respond to people. 

Personalities (59) 

Nielson (33} 

Labor Partisans (12) .. 
Mr. Nielson has his heart in Tasmania; Hr.· Nielson tries hard; 

Nielson's a trier; Mr • . Nielson; Mr. ·Nielson; Nielson been. good for 

·Tasmania; Personalities - Hr. Nielson; Yes Mr~ Nielson's fair -

says what he means and does it; Nielson made better Labor premier 

than 75% of Tasmanians thought - done Labor Party good; Nielson 

proved himself capable against adversary; I like Hr. Nielson; 

Bill Nielson. 

.. No Preference - Labor (1) 

Bill Nielson - a bit more honest. 

:· 
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Liberal Partisans (13) 
"( 

Hr. Nielson has done his best; Mr. Nielson, more centre .of road; 

Yes, I think under Bill Nielson some goOd policies.formulated; Like 

Hr. Nielson - very down to earth; Nielson's in tune with needs of 

the State; Mr. Nielson; I suppose a man like 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 

got1 Hr. Nielson a jolly good man - of people; Nielson's forthright­

ness - his occasional denunciation of irresponsible union action: 

Nielson all right; Nielson's done a good job. 

No Preference - Liberal (1) 

Hr. Nielson is certainly all for Tasmania. 

Australian Democrats (1) 

Premier. 

Labor - No Preference (1) 

Seems to be well run under Nielson. 

Non-Partisans (4) 

Mr~ Nielson seems to do all right; Bill Nielson; Bill Nielson, honest 

l!ke many of Labor Party members in Tasmania; Mr. Nielson has some 

good ideas - buying of old IXL buildings. 

Lowe (15) 

Labor Partisans (5) 

lfr. Lowe; Yes, I like the idea of Doug Lowe being Premier; Premier 

elect {Lowe) very suitable; I like Doug Lowe; Lowe. 

Other - Labor (1) 

L.1ke Doug Lowe - gets things movi.ng. 

/ 
/ 

/ 
/ 
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Liberal Partisans (7) 

Nr. Lowe doing a good job; Doug Lowe; Hr. Lowe; Like Mr. Lowe -

. genuine person; Mr. Lowe is quite a good type - 0 ri Qutward 
. ··-.·. .~ 

appearances seems quiet and digzlified; i:k,~g "i.owe; Interested in 

seeing what Doug Lowe does - much stronger personality than Bingham 

or Nielson. 

Hon Partisans (2) 

L.iJce Mr. Lowe; Doug Lowe. 

Others (11) 

Labor Partisans (4) 

Nr. Batt, when he behaves himself; Ogilvie - there's been good 

men, Reece; Personalities ••• Hr. Reece; Better under Reece, run 

thi.ngs smoothly. 

Liberal Partisans (3) . 

11.ilce Barnard; Coates; Admire llr. Reece. 

Hon Partisans (4) 

Barnard, Baldock; Brian Harradine; Reece; A few good premiers. 

Policies (28) 

General (5) 

Labor Partisans (5) 

Host of their policies - housing policy; Yes, some policies -

housing development - roads; Believe in their policies; Policies 

~.g. health - environment; Pursuing the right policies. 
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.r.ducation (6) 

.· 

Le.bar Partisans (2) 

.Emphasis on education and equalitg in education, concern for less 

privileged; Education sgstem has been good. 

Liberal - Labor (1) 

rbey have done a lot for education. 

Liberal - Partisans (2) 

· Education policy; Labor is good in education matters. 

Non-Partisans (1) 

Education policy. 

Welfare (7) 

Labor Partisans (3) 

Belped pensioners a lot; Reasonable priorities on social welfare, 

education; Concessions to pensioners. 

Liberal - Labor (1) 

Bave tried to help our lowest class - people whO are stru.ggling in 

poverty. 

Non-Partisans (2) 

It is more concerned with welfare class; Making efforts to 

distribute wealth and trg to help families. 

Refused (1) 

Done more for pensioners. 
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Policy - Other (10) 
·,(-

Labor Partisans (4) 

Get folk bac:k to work; Prepared to spend on public: service; Enquiry 

.into victimless crime very good; Doing the right thing to allow the 

B.B.C. to complete plans. 

Labor - Other (1) 

Hore sympathetic: to preservation of wilderness area and alternative 

ene.rgg sources. 

Liberal Partisans (3) 

Stuck out for H .E .c.; It has tried to overcome the employment 

situation; Agriculture well handled· 

Communist (1) 

Work on anti discrimination areas, civil rights and greater support 

£or community groups~ 

.. Liberal-No Preference (1) 

~hey work well with unions. 

General (20) 

Labor Partisans (10) 

'!les1 Like the Labor Party no matter where they are; Most things; 

JUst about everything - they try; Yes, like what they stand for; 

Yes1 Everything; Everything; Yes; Bit: bet:t:er than the Liberals • . 

Liberal Partisans (5) 

~hey are O.K. I suppose; Like everything; Do not really mind the 

Labor Party; Yes; Have no complaints. 
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i.abor - No Preference 

Everything. 

Non 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) 

rou.ng candidates; Like the people in the part111 The candidates; 
. . 

l'refer personel in the party; Younger members. 

Liberal Partisans (2) 

The attitude of one or two individuals; Some good blokes as with 

Liberals. 

Non Partisans (1) 
• 

Impressed with some of the younger members of the party. 

Refused (1) 

Only the members. 

Other (6) 

Labor Partisans (1) 

Nore democratic than the Liberals. 

Liberal - Labor (1) 

Not as union dominated. 
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Liberal Partisan (1) 

Less union orientated than Federal.· 

No Preference - Other (1) 

Letting more gounger lnembers into the partg 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 (7) 

~rg and help the working man; Theg look after the working people; 

res, because Liberals do not suit worki.ng man; More l.egislation 

su!ted to mg working' class intP-rests; 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. 

Non Partisan (1) 

Nore for worki.ng 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 

Fairlg forward looking outlook. 

Non-Partisans (2) 

Their ••• liberal attitude; More moderate than Labor in other states. 

Closer to English Liberals. 

Other (10) 

Labor Partisans (4) 

Know most of the politicians personallg and often go to Parliament 

and listen; Equalising effect_, I am neutral - past achievements 

better; Admire Don Chipp. 

Liberal Partisans (4) · 

Some ideas all right - but financiallg speaking Liberals are better; 

Good for a laugh : Nielson's done the right thing finding a nice 

little job for himself; Yes, the mess theg make will enhance the 
. . 

chances of the Liberal Partg winning the next election; Theg have 

been in power too long. 

Other - Liberal 

Blll 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) 

·tabor Partisans (2) 

., 
• 

Lead to left wing; Emergence of extreme left. 

Liberal - Labor 

2'hreat of left wi.ng gaining control. 

Liberal Partisans (9) 

Dominance oi left wing; Left wing element; Left wing faction; Do 

not l1ke . left wingers; Too much left wing element_ gaining cont re l; 

Communist element; After factional fight, wrong section has come out 

... ~gin t;o ~ean left from ~ow on; Extreme left is_ getting powerful.; 

Be1ng overtaken bg left. 

Other - Liberal 

Ext:reme left wing element. 

Non-Partisans (2) 

Controlled too much from extreme left; Do not like growth of left 

wing. 

Disunity (21) 

Labor Partisans (7) 

2'he infighting and witch hunting; Theg are not stra_ight enough - some 

llP • s do. not respect the partg line; Infighting, dis uni tg; Discussion 

of left and right of partg - should be just Labor; 1Jc? not like 

factions forming in partg; A lot of overt back-stcibbing; No great 

un1 tg or stre_ngth 
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No Preference - Labor 

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 

are just there for what they can get out of it; Demise of party 

thro_ugh internal squabbling; TOO easily led; Bickeri_ng; Internal 

· rows1 Tendency for caucus rule over the individuals in parliament; 

Do not like the wag they are all yes men. 

Australian Democrats 

In party f_ighti_ng and the basi:::: structure. of the party. 

Labor - Other 

Faction fighting. 

Labor - No Preference 

1'oo much power in ·one or two individuals. 

Non-Partisans (2) 

Heckling amo_ng the members; Internal d~ssention - no agreement at all. 

Party members (12) 

Labor Partisans (3) 

Hen not high enough standard generally speaking; About 2/3 of cabinet .. 

critical of poor quality of cabinet ministers; Mainly personalities. 

Liberal Partisans (4) 

Only personalities; Some of the oldermmembers are one-eged1 Two or 

three members that I know reasonably well and I would not really 

trust1 Not many of our ministers competant to govern ·any state. 
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Liberal - Don't Know 

2'be· tail 's too long. 

Non-Partisans (3) 

Certain ministers; Not enough good politicians .. e.g. Baldock as 

minister for transport; Not enough strong personalities. 

·Liberal - No Preference 

All. greedg mongrels. 

Management of Government . (44) 

labor Partisans (11) 

All promises; Talk too much - not enough action; Do not succeed verg 

well; Should not subsidize Mt. Lgall or other industries - not 

comparable with S.A. government which is more successful; Some 

wild spending; Theg go on with wasti_ng time in parliamentary debi'te 

.. sometimes talking .ii.bout personal matters; Not forward thinking 

enough for ·the state; Lack Dunstan's foresight; Slip road business 

I 
not well handled; Main problem is that theg have been there so long 

theg have run out of steam to a certaiq e%tent. Lack of talent; 

. Have not fought hard enough for Tasmania as an island. 

Liberal Partisans (15) 

Pettgness - name calling;· Slow wag theg make decisions; Too slow in 

what theg do; Both waste time; Spend so much llr)ney on unnecessarg 

things; Theg seem to rush in 110re; Lacking in initiative; Policies 

politicallgmtivated.for votes .. e.g. transferring CAE to Launceston 

.because theg lost federal election up there; They are a bit pettg, 

. too many trips. We have not heard anything about them; Not enough 

if that far; Decisions 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 gears1 Not verg taken 
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Liberal Partisans (15) (Continued} 

with TAB - Theg do not seem to be getting the government· revenue theg 

should. Did not take costs into account when setting it up; Do .not 

like undue power given to HEC; Way they handled health and transport, 

RHB business with Farquar, ambulance board, Tasman bridge. 

Workers Party 

Do not do anything. 

Communist 

Not courageous in updating the law. 

Liberal - No Preference 

Fail to use local expertise. Tend to sit the fence. Playing the game 

between State and Federal Government. 

Labor • No Preference 

·.Action on mainland advice to make law without sufficient discussion 

.. especially TCAE. 

Non Partisans (5) 

Do not know what they are doing ... cannot organise the simplest task; 

Ministers could present a better public image - get a feeling of 

arrogance; They have given into bureacuracy. They have too much 

bureacuracy; Do not see any evidence of get up and go; Fact that 

been a government too long; Main problem is that they have been there 

so long they have run out of steam to a certain extent. Lack of 

talent. . . 

... 
(b) Handling of Bridge Restoration (8) 

Labor-Partisans (3) · 

Time it took to rebuild the bridge; Opening of bridge wrangle; Bit 

of a mix up over bridge but all politicians are bunglers. 
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Liberal Partisans (3) 

Handling of the ferries; Could have been quicker wi.th b.ri.dge; 
. . 

'l'heil prevarcated and procrastinated and messed about over the 

bridge. Did not like the way they treated that man (Clifford) 

over ferries. 

Australian Democrats - Labor 

'l'hey took a long time about rebuilding the bri.dge. 

No Preference - Labor 

Some of their performance has been pitiful, especially after the 

bri.dge disaster in particular. 

Personalities (43) 

Nielson (19) 

Labor Partisans (7) 

Do not like Mr. Nielson leaving before his three years. Should keep 

bi.s promise to be in for that time; Party head not doing enough; 

Do not approve of Mr. Nielson leaving party for new position; Feel 

Hr. Nielson will never replace Mr. Reece; Premier Nielson; Leader; 

Bill Nielson. 

Liberal Partisans (7) 

Do not like the Premier - do not trust him; Do not think milch of 

Nielson 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; ~illy Nielson; Bill Nielson. 

Non Partisans (5) 

Need new leader; Bill Nielson; Nielson; Hr. Nielson leaving; Bill 

Nielson. 
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Others (24) 

Labor Partisans (7) 

Hr. Batt; Batt - a tool to be manipulated - he is too weak; Yes, 

Nell Batt; Nell Batt; Do not: approve of Hr. Lowe being given 

position so easily - should be voted i~; Mr. Chisholm; Mr. Miller. 

Liberal-Labor 

z·do not like Mr. Lowe. 

Liberal Partisans (9) 

llr. Batt; Neil Batt; Do not like the wag Mr. Batt carries on; 

Neil Batt; Batt's a vile man; Mr. Batt; Hr. Batt: - snide 

nastiness; Lowe is weak; Worrg about:· fut:ure leadership. 

Labor·- No Preference (2) 

Potential deputy leader1 Disapprove of Hr. Batt being in ALP• 

Liberal - No Preference 
. . 

Dislike inefficiericg of ministers - e.g. Chisholm, Farquar • 

,. 
Non~Partisans (3) 

Nr. Batt; Lowe will be weaker than Nielson; Backbenchers who are 

1neffect1ve - e.g. Green. 

Refused 

Do not like Mr. Batt - bombastfc. 

Policies (25) 

P.ducation (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 know about 

specific learning difficulties; Education cuts. 

Liberal - No Preference 

cut in education. 

Conservation (7) 

Labor Partisans (4) 

'Lack of concern for conservation issues; Attitude to conservation 

abherrent - e.g. woodchipping, Lake Pedder, Gordon River; 

Bnvironmental policies; Too development at any cost oriented. 

Liberal-Labor 

Left it too late to save some of the wilderness area. 

~ Preference - Other 

Environmental track record. 

Non-Partisan 

·.• 

Not satisfied with their attitude towards national parks - and 

railways. 

~ {12) 

Labor Partisans {5) 

Not enough going for young; The hgdro 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 

doi.ng more for inflation. 
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Liberal Partisans (4) ., 
, ... 

. Do not promote the state properlg as a tourist venue; Do not do 

enough for promotion of state; Excessive tax on urban propertg, 

their encouragement of excessive tourism, preoccupation with 

woodchipping industrg; Giving orchardists a frightful go; pulling 

things to pieces; not keen on all that moneg H.E.C. are getting. 

Australian Democrats 

Rest of policies. 

Non-Partisans (2) 

Could do more for children - no facilities; Record in housing ;md 

transport verg poor •. 

Ideology (15) 

Communist - Left Wing (6) 

Liberal Partisans (5) · 

Labor Partg are communists; Object to pro-col1111DJnist attitudes; 

Some have false ideas - communistic; Quite a lot of their policies 

too left wing; Do not like left wing attitudes. 

Non Partisans 

Socialist aspect. · 

·Conservative Right Wing (9) 

Liberal -" Labor 

Theg 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 

C!Jnservative; 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) 

Labor Partisans (5) 

Unlon. problems; Labor Party is run by Trade Unions; Do not like 

Labor having so many strikes; No sympathy with strikes; They are 

not taki.ng a strong enough action against unions. 

Liberal - Labor 

The party is all tied up with unions. 

Liberal Partisans (4) 

Connection with the unions; More tied up with unions; Not firm 

enough with unions; Could do a lot more for the people rather than 

big business with the power they have • . .·. 
Socialist Workers Party 

Not orientated towards worker - sell them out and compromise with 

· capitalists. 

Non Partisans (4,) 

Unlons; Only the fact they are Labor and they are not for the 

ordinary man; Favour i::ollll11Unists; Affiliation with Federal Labor 

Party. 

General (6) 

Liberal Partisans (5) 

Everything; Everything really; Lots of thi.ngs; Do not like them; 

res, 
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Refused 

Qulte a lot. 

Liberal ·partisans (2) 

?:beg draw their numbers from the senior educated - those who 

appeal to the masses; Have not been helpful to me - especially 

John ·Coates. 

Non-Part is ans 

· Always unsatisfied with federal opposition when in government; 

All trging to do their bit - scmethings right, others wrong • 


