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Introduction

Member of Parliament Scott Brison’s defection to the Liberal party in
2003 reinforced a widely held view of the Conservative party as unsym-
pathetic to homosexuals. Brison, a self-identified member of Canada’s
gay community, was seen to be reacting, at least in part, to former Alli-
ance MP Larry Spencer’s remarks about a “conspiracy” among homosex-
uals, words suggesting to Brison that the newly united Conservative party
under Stephen Harper remained at its core the same populist–right move-
ment that conceived the Reform and Alliance parties. As he noted: “Not
only has there been a history of this in the Alliance, Harper has over the
last several months established a personal history of creating an environ-
ment within which Larry Spencer could privately flourish” ~Laghi and
Tuck, 2003: A1!.

While incidents like this feed perceptions and expectations about
the “gay vote” in Canada, these persist without the benefit of systemat-
ically collected empirical evidence. It is useful to ask, then, how mono-
lithic is this community in its perception of the Conservative party, its
rejection of that party at the polls and its choice of an alternative? Indeed,
to what extent are homosexual, bisexual and transgendered voters a polit-
ically distinct constituency in Canada?

Answers are not readily available, as the gay, lesbian, bisexual and
transgendered ~GLBT! segment of the electorate is seriously understud-
ied. Lack of data is certainly a major constraint ~Cook, 1999!. Election
surveys seldom ask respondents to identify their sexual orientation. Even
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when they do, the small size of the relevant subsample—typically fewer
than a hundred respondents for samples of even several thousand—renders
any analysis tentative, at best. As a consequence, our grasp of these mat-
ters tends to be based on fragmentary evidence and isolated surveys of
the US gay and lesbian population. Despite this, many descriptions of the
GLBT community have assumed the status of conventional wisdom,
assumptions such as its higher average income relative to the heterosex-
ual population, its concentration in urban areas, its general “liberal” ideo-
logical orientation and its small size ~Bailey, 1998, 1999; Hertzog, 1996;
Lewis et al., 2003; Sherrill, 1996!. Some of these assumptions—those per-
taining to income and education—have been used occasionally to down-
play the need for legislation that would ensure equity in treatment of
homosexuals, since this is a group assumed to be endowed with a high
degree of wealth, skills and power, and thus not a group in need of added
protection from the state ~Sherrill, 1996!. These assumptions persist with-
out empirical validation.

An online Canadian election day survey conducted by Ipsos Reid
on January 23, 2006, gives us an opportunity to explore these issues more
systematically. In that survey, about 35,000 members of Ipsos Reid’s online
Canadian panel were polled about their attitudes and their political behav-
iour. One of the questions asked respondents whether or not they were a
member of the “gay, lesbian, bisexual or transgendered community.” Given
the size of the sample, the survey produced a subsample of about 1,300
respondents who answered “yes” to this question. This subsample allows
us to explore the GLBT community as an electoral constituency and to
do so at a very unusual time, a period characterized by heated public and
partisan debate over the issue of same-sex marriage.

Our examination proceeds along two paths. First, we develop a pro-
file of GLBT voters and illustrate what is distinctive about them in com-
parison to other voters. Second, we explore some motivations behind their
voting behaviour, focusing specifically on the role played by the same-
sex marriage issue, the effect on voting of more generic political perspec-
tives and the impact of strategic voting. As the next section demonstrates,
all three factors are potentially relevant in helping us to understand the
motives of GLBT voters.

The GLBT Movement: From Identity to Behaviour

Political research about the GLBT community has focused for the most
part on the issue of equal rights and identity, and on the evolution of the
GLBT “movement” within an urban context ~see, for example, Bailey,
1999; Rimmerman et al., 2000; Smith and Haider-Markel, 2002!. As David
Rayside ~1998! pointed out more than 10 years ago, studies that focus on
GLBT voters are relatively rare, a fact that persists today.
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The little work that exists on the voting behaviour of this constitu-
ency focuses on the United States and suggests these voters have a pro-
pensity to support the Democratic party ~Bailey, 1998; Egan, 2004;
Hertzog, 1996!. A 2007 online poll of gay, lesbian and bisexual respon-
dents in the US reports that between 83 and 88 per cent of them identify
with the Democratic party ~Egan et al., 2008!. However, such support is
far from absolute. Between a quarter and a third of this constituency voted
Republican in presidential and mid-term elections during the 1990s ~Bai-
ley, 1998, 2000!, a pattern still evident in the 2010 US midterm elections
~GOProud, 2010!. Some recent research suggests support in this com-
munity is leaning more heavily than previously to independent and Green
candidates ~Rollins and Hirsch, 2003!. Nonetheless, the vast majority of
gay, lesbian and bisexual voters identify as Democrats, and vote consis-
tently with that identification.

Several possible reasons have been proposed for the community’s
decided tilt to the Democrats. One of these relates to the history of the
movement, in particular its decision to use the political process as a means
of advancing its fight for human rights, equality and social benefits ~Ray-
side, 1998; Riggle and Tadlock, 1999!. In US politics over the past three
decades, there is strong evidence of increasing party polarization on a
broad range of issue dimensions including homosexual rights ~Baldas-
sarri and Gelman, 2008; Saunders and Abramowitz, 2004!. In this con-
text, the Democratic party has clearly been seen as more sympathetic to
the aspirations of the community ~Bailey, 1998, 2000; Egan, 2004, 2008!.

Abstract. The gay, lesbian, bisexual and transgendered ~GLBT! population is a good exam-
ple of a demographic group that has been understudied because it is difficult to develop a sub-
sample of sufficient size from typical national samples. Here we exploit the extraordinary size
of a 2006 online election day survey ~with about 35,000 respondents! to examine how the GLBT
community behaves politically. While it will surprise no one that this community bestowed
little support on Stephen Harper’s Conservative party in the 2006 federal election, the factors
behind such a consistent vote pattern are not adequately understood. In order to shed more light
on the voting behaviour of the GLBT electorate, we develop a socio-demographic profile of the
group, and explore three explanatory angles: 1! salience of issue campaign dynamics, given
that the same-sex marriage issue was prominent in 2006; 2! ideological and attitudinal procliv-
ities; and 3! strategic considerations.

Résumé. La population gaie, lesbiennes, bisexuels et transgenres ~GLBT! est un exemple d’un
groupe démographique qui a été peu étudié, car il est difficile de développer un sous-échantillon
de taille suffisante à partir d’échantillons nationaux. Ici, nous exploitons la taille extraordinaire
d’une enquête enligne du jour du scrutin fédérale du 2006 ~avec environ 35.000 répondants!
d’examiner comment la communauté GLBT se comporte politiquement. Bien qu’il ne surpren-
dra personne que cette communauté accordé peu d’appui sur Parti conservateur de Stephen
Harper lors de l’élection fédérale de 2006, les facteurs qui expliquent un tel motif ne sont pas
bien compris. Afin de jeter plus de lumière sur le comportement de vote de l’électorat GLBT,
nous développons un profil sociodémographique de cette groupe, et d’explorer trois angles expli-
catives: 1! pertinence de la question du mariage de même sexe, 2! tendances idéologiques, et 3!
des considérations stratégiques.
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It may be, then, that its distinctive partisan hue is simply a function of a
single-issue constituency making an interest calculation. Supporting this
thesis, Schaffner and Senic ~2006! use survey data to show that group-
related benefits, both economic ~such as same-sex spousal benefits! and
symbolic, are important for understanding lesbian, gay and bisexual sup-
port for the Democratic party.

The predisposition to vote Democrat may also result from a more
general ideological perspective of the GLBT community. There is cer-
tainly evidence to suggest GLBT voters in the US tend to position them-
selves on the “left,” and not just on issues overtly associated with sexual
orientation; they are also found to hold more progressive positions on
other policy issues such as the environment, the role of government and
the Iraq War ~Egan, 2008.; Egan et al., 2008; Hertzog, 1996!.

Three explanations have been proposed for why this is so, all deriv-
ing from the fact that publicly identifying as a member of this community
is usually a deliberate choice of the individual—a choice typically made
in late adolescence or adulthood.1 The first of these explanations holds that
ideology may be a precondition for such a choice. That is, while there is
no reason to think sexual orientation per se is anything but randomly dis-
tributed across the ideological spectrum, the deliberate choice to identify
publicly as a member of the GLBT community may require views about
societal norms, tolerance of difference and openness to societal change typ-
ically associated with the left side of the political spectrum. Egan ~2009!
reports evidence supporting such a process among lesbian, gay and bisex-
ual respondents in the US General Social Survey. These respondents were
more likely to come from families with more progressive views and from
regions with more liberal voting records. If such a selection bias is at work
in the identification process, then the leftist ideological hue of this con-
stituency may arise in part as a condition for membership.

The other two explanations reverse the temporal relationship between
the two, in that the choice to identify publicly is thought to initiate a
resocialization of the individual. One version of this views the process
as a relatively immediate and personal “conversion” experience. That is,
a decision to embrace the gay, lesbian, bisexual or transgendered life-
style is a profound life-altering event, triggering a reconsideration of
assumptions about society and politics, greater sympathy for other mar-
ginalized groups, and a rethinking of political allies ~Egan et al., 2008!.
Bjorn Lomborg, author of The Skeptical Environmentalist ~1998! makes
this argument very explicitly in accounting for the development of his
environmentalism ~Allemang, 2009!. The other version—what Egan
~2009! terms “embeddedness”—involves a slower process of accultura-
tion into the political subculture that results from new primary and ref-
erence group associations ~Bailey, 1999; Sherrill, 1996!. Evidence for
either of these processes is largely anecdotal, but Egan’s ~2009! recent
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reanalysis of US exit poll data finds strong evidence for the “conver-
sion” thesis and only mixed support for the “embeddedness” alterna-
tive. Should we expect this ideological profile to be replicated in Canada?
If theories explaining the leftist ideological profile have validity, there
is no reason to think the same forces are not at work here, leading us to
expect a decidedly leftist Canadian GLBT community.

On the question of partisan preferences, application of the American
findings is complicated by the fact that the Canadian party system offers
more choices. Party polarization on most issues has not been as dramatic
in Canada, and party polarization on the issue of homosexual rights has
been more latent than in the United States.2 Nevertheless, sizeable pro-
portions of the Canadian public are able to order the federal parties on a
left–right political continuum ~Lambert, 1983; Lambert et al., 1986, 1988!;
there are clearly discernable differences between the Conservative Party
of Canada ~CPC! and the other parties in their willingness to accommo-
date the homosexual rights agenda. And on the same-sex marriage issue,
in particular, there is a clear ordering of partisan support. The CPC and
its forerunner, the Canadian Alliance, have voted consistently to preserve
the term “marriage” for unions of heterosexual couples only. The CPC
opposed the 2005 Civil Marriage Act that legalized same-sex marriage in
Canada, and attempted unsuccessfully to reopen the question when it
gained power in 2006 as a minority government. The New Democratic
party and Bloc Québécois have been consistently supportive of legaliza-
tion, while the Liberal party has been more equivocal. Since 2003, Lib-
eral party leadership has been largely supportive of same-sex marriage,
but the caucus has been more divided. The minority Liberal government
of Paul Martin was responsible for introducing same-sex legislation in
2005, but about one-third of the Liberal backbenchers eventually voted
against that legislation in a free vote. The Liberal party division was not
as much in evidence when the CPC minority government moved to reopen
the question the following year. For that motion, only 13 of 98 Liberals
voted to reconsider the legalization of same-sex marriage. It therefore
comes as no surprise to find the NDP gaining more on this issue among
those who favour same-sex marriage ~Dostie-Goulet, 2006!.

All of this might lead us to expect the GLBT community to have a
distinct partisan profile. That is, if the GLBT rights agenda affects the
vote, or if the community positions itself ideologically on the left and
allows that to shape their decisions, these voters should clearly favour
the NDP and the Bloc Québécois, and clearly reject the Conservatives.
We might expect to see this pattern most evidently in Quebec. Until
recently, given the strength of the BQ in most of that province’s constit-
uencies, a BQ vote will both support a traditional partisan ally and
enhance the likelihood of defeating the Conservative candidate. Outside
of Quebec, however, the multiparty system in Canada complicates the
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picture somewhat because an NDP vote there may actually assist Con-
servative party candidates by splitting the centre–left vote in the many
constituencies where Liberal candidates are the main opposition. So, while
we would certainly expect little support for the Conservative party in
the rest of Canada ~ROC!, strategic voting on the part of GLBT voters
may weaken voting support for the NDP.

An additional question we explore here concerns possible differ-
ences in voting behaviour between GLBT males and females. For the
most part, extant literature on the political behaviour of this community
has not addressed this question, but there are reasons to suspect such
differences. In the gender and voting literature, there is evidence women
voters are more likely than their male counterparts to support parties of
the left ~Erickson and O’Neill, 2002!. Part of this gap has been explained
by a difference in value structures, in that women are found to be more
concerned about social issues, and are not nearly as “sold” on market-
oriented solutions to social problems ~Gidengil, 1995; Gidengil et al.,
2005; Inglehart and Norris, 2003!. But the gap has also been attributed
in part to the feminist movement and its role in sensitizing women
to issue concerns typically found on the left ~Conover, 1988!. The fact
that the feminist movement in Canada has close ties to the NDP and
BQ and that it has traditionally championed the causes of marginalized
women in society, suggests it may be an especially potent political
reference group for GLBT women, with the consequence that, rela-
tive to GLBT men, women may have stronger partisan commitments to
the NDP and BQ. As Blais ~2002! has demonstrated, strength of parti-
sanship affects one’s loyalty to a preferred party, and negatively affects
one’s likelihood of defecting to a more competitive party for strategic
reasons.

Data and Methods

Data for this analysis originate from a survey administered by Ipsos Reid’s
Public Affairs Division to the company’s online panel on January 23, 2006,
the day of Canada’s 39th federal election. Recruitment to this panel is
ongoing and is conducted by a variety of means. Some panellists are
invited from online sources such as websites and email, and others from
offline sources such as telephone interviews. On the election day, all panel
members were invited to participate once they had cast their ballot, and
35,675 of them responded to the invitation.3

Opt-in samples of this kind provide an attractive opportunity to
acquire very large samples of the public at much lower costs than the
alternatives, but they also pose a number of challenges for scholarly
research. Perhaps the most vexing of these challenges is the difficulty of
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establishing that the sample adequately represents the target population
in socio-demographic, attitudinal and behavioural terms. The difficulty
arises in part because parameters for the target population of voters ~in
our case! are themselves not firmly established. In larger part, however,
it is because they are not probability samples: they consist only of those
people reachable by the internet who have chosen to join the panel and
to respond to the company’s survey invitation. Hence, there is ample rea-
son to suspect sample biases have crept in. While “coverage” biases would
seem to be diminishing as a concern4 ~especially relative to the tele-
phone alternative with the public’s switch from landlines!, “self-selection”
and “non-response” biases remain significant issues. Extant research to
assess the nature and extent of these biases suggests that reweighting to
approximate socio-demographic parameters and to adjust for propensity
to join a panel helps to eliminate some differences between offline prob-
ability and online non-probability samples, but the success rate here is
not universal. As a consequence, researchers who have looked at this ques-
tion suggest opt-in panel surveys should be used with caution, and are
perhaps more useful for exploring group differences than for estimating
absolute frequencies of phenomena ~see, for example, Borges and Clarke,
2008; Chang and Krosnick, 2009; Loosveldt and Sonck, 2008; Malhorta,
2008; Stephenson and Crête, 2011; Vavreck and Rivers, 2008; Yeager et al.,
2009!.

Informed by this literature, we adopted two strategies to address
potential sampling biases. First, to assess the degree to which the online
sample exhibited a different pattern of relationships among variables,
we compared the Ipsos Reid election-day sample to the subset of voters
in the Canadian Election Study ~CES! survey of 2006. For this, we
employed a similar methodology used in Malhorta and Krosnick ~2007!.
That is, the Ipsos Reid and the CES surveys were pooled together and
tested against a series of regression models based on common vari-
ables. Each model contained an interactive term composed of the demo-
graphic variable and a separate variable that identified the survey mode
~1 � on-line survey; 0 � CES!. Significant interactive terms would sug-
gest a “sample” effect, indicating that relationships in the online poll
are substantially different than those found in the CES.

In our case, the dependent variable was vote choice. We ran sepa-
rate models for Quebec and the rest of Canada. In both cases, we were
restricted to using only demographic items, as the Ipsos Reid survey did
not contain variables that measured partisanship, media exposure, lead-
ership perceptions and a host of other variables typically found in the
CES. Of the six demographic variables tested ~region, age, religion, edu-
cation, income and gender!, few interactions were detected,5 enhancing
confidence that sampling biases in the Ipsos Reid survey are modest in
proportion, at least relative to the benchmark CES.
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Second, to attenuate self-selection biases in our sample, we employed
two approaches. We reweighted the data to reflect the profile of voters
found in the 2006 Canadian Election Study data. It should be noted that
we were limited to reweighting on demographic variables, so other dif-
ferences such as in political sophistication, information and media use
remain possible biases in our data ~see, for example, Hill et al., 2007!.
That said, the fact our sample yields reasonable estimates of other known
political parameters, such as party support levels, suggests it provides a
serviceable profile of the Canadian electorate. We also included the demo-
graphic variables as controls in our vote-choice regression models ~see
Loewen, 2010: 670!.

About 30 questions were posed in the questionnaire. Most pertain
to the respondent’s attitudes and behaviour surrounding the election, but
there are also questions probing the respondent’s socio-demographic back-
ground. Among the latter is the following question: “Are you a member
of the gay, lesbian, bisexual or transgender community?” In all, 1,270
respondents or 3.7 per cent of the sample responded in the affirmative.

Given the nature of our data, we should be clear about the popula-
tion to which our results might apply. Certainly, it is not the population
of gays, lesbians, bisexuals and transsexuals in the larger community,
but that subgroup of this population which is prepared to identify pub-
licly as such. The picture is further complicated by use of the term “com-
munity” in the wording of the question posed. It is conceivable that some
individuals publicly identify their sexual orientation as other than exclu-
sively heterosexual but do not see themselves as members of an associ-
ated “community.” In that event, our data will underestimate the size of
the target subgroup. Moreover, because feeling a sense of community
may affect the expression of political solidarity with the group, our data
may overestimate the degree to which the target subgroup exhibits cohe-
siveness in its political choices.

That said, our estimate of the size of this subgroup population is
generally consistent with what other surveys have reported for similar
populations in the US ~see, for example: Bailey, 1989, 1998, 2000; Edel-
man, 1993; Egan et al., 2008, Egan, 2009; Schaffner and Senic, 2006!.
The most recent and arguably the most rigorous survey of publicly iden-
tified gay, lesbian and bisexual respondents so far undertaken ~transgen-
dered were not included in the study population! is the 2007 Hunter
College poll of US adults ~Egan et al., 2008!. It estimates the size of
that community at 2.9 per cent of the US population. About half of these
respondents describe themselves as “bisexual” rather than “gay,” “les-
bian” or “homosexual.” More recent still, the 2008 American National
Election Study included a question on sexual orientation which shows
4.1 per cent of respondents ~93 out of 2,322! publicly identified as homo-
sexual or bisexual.
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Questions pertaining to the respondents’ political attitudes and
behaviour were not exhaustive, but they do furnish some respondent
observations about the campaign, their perceptions of the parties, the
immediate rationale for their party choice and the nature of that choice.
In addition, the survey asked a series of items that tap respondents’
ideological orientations and views on several issues current in the
campaign.

In the analysis that follows, we first sketch the socio-demographic
and political profile of GLBT voters, before exploring possible explana-
tions for their political behaviour. Analysis employs a variety of tech-
niques. Cross-tabulations are generated to provide a comparative profile
of the GLBT community while regression models test expectations about
the motivations of the GLBT vote.

Social and Political Profile of the GLBT Electorate

What does the Canadian community of publicly identified gays, lesbi-
ans, bisexuals and transgendered look like in socio-demographic terms?
A range of such variables were recorded for each respondent, includ-
ing region, community size, religion, gender, income and education.6

Table 1 profiles GLBT and non-GLBT subsamples for these variables.

TABLE 1
Profile of the GLBT Electorate

GLBT Others GLBT Others

Gender Region
Female 24.7% 48.5% Atlantic Canada 7.2% 9.4%
Male 75.3% 51.5% Quebec 30.9% 24.6%
N 1269 34512 Ontario 35.9% 38.2%

Sask.0Man. 5.2% 7.3%
Income Alberta 6.9% 7.8%

Under $35k 32.4% 25.5% British Columbia 13.9% 12.6%
$35k to ,$55 21.7% 24.0% N 1270 34513
$55k to $80k 20.6% 24.3%
$80k to ,$100k 10.7% 11.1% Age
$100k and up 14.7% 15.1% 18 to 34 19.4% 12.4%
N 1270 34512 35 to 54 54.9% 46.6%

55 and older 25.7% 41.0%
Community size N 1270 35412

1 million and more 42.4% 24.1%
500,000 to 999,999 17.7% 15.5% Education
100,000 to 499,999 13.3% 15.0% Less than secondary 11.8% 15.2%
10,000 to 99,999 15.5% 22.8% Secondary 14.6% 21.5%
Less than 10,000 13.4% 22.6% Post-secondary 73.6% 63.3%
N 1268 34305 N 1270 34512

Note: Data is weighted to the 2006 Canadian Election Study subset of voters.
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It can be seen that the GLBT community is distinct in a number of
respects. First, the community tends to be disproportionately male by a
factor of three to one. This is not out of line with other research. Pre-
vious studies in Canada ~Canada, 2004! and elsewhere ~for instance,
Black et al., 2000; Smith, 2008; Wellings et al., 1990! have consistently
reported a higher male-to-female ratio of respondents who publicly iden-
tify as homosexual or bisexual. Second, the GLBT community is dis-
tinctive in that it has a relatively younger profile relative to the entire
sample. Slightly less than 20 per cent of the group is under the age of
35 compared to only 12 per cent of the general sample, while the
proportion over 55 years is considerably less than that of the gen-
eral sample ~25.7% versus 41%!. Again, this relatively youthful profile
has been observed in other contexts ~Bailey, 1998, 2000!, with the pat-
tern attributed to a greater reticence on the part of older homosexuals
to publicly identify. Given this age difference, it is perhaps somewhat
surprising the GLBT subsample has only a marginally lower income pro-
file than the larger community.7 The educational profile may help to
explain this. As Table 1 indicates, the GLBT subsample as a group is
better educated than the general sample; 74 per cent of this group ~ver-
sus 63 per cent of other respondents! claims some post-secondary
education.8

In terms of residency, the GLBT sample is drawn fairly proportion-
ately from the various geographic regions of the country, although Que-
bec residents are somewhat overrepresented in the subsample and those
from the Prairies somewhat underrepresented. However, there is a strik-
ing departure from proportionality in terms of urban–rural representa-
tion. As we might expect, the GLBT community ~defined here as those
who have publicly identified as members! is disproportionately drawn
from urban settings—the larger the city, the greater the overrepresentation.

Turning to voting patterns within the sample, Table 2 reveals a vot-
ing profile of the GLBT community that is also distinct.9 GLBT0non-

TABLE 2
Vote Distribution

Outside Quebec Quebec

GLBT Others GLBT Others

Conservatives 10.0% 43.7% 8.2% 26.3%
Liberals 47.9% 31.4% 15.3% 14.9%
NDP 42.2% 24.9% 15.3% 8.7%
BQ — — 61.2% 50.1%
N 823 24528 379 8079

Note: Data are weighted to the 2006 Canadian Election Study subset of voters.
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GLBT vote differentials tend to be in the double digits outside of Quebec,
although they are less so in Quebec where the BQ’s overall strength has
constrained such differences. All of these are statistically significant in
the rest of Canada ~p , .001!, while only differences in vote proportions
for the Conservatives and the BQ are significant in Quebec ~p , .01!.10

Closer examination of the table suggests the distinctiveness is mainly
a function of this community’s sound rejection of the Conservative party.
For example, while 44 per cent of non-GLBT respondents cast a Conser-
vative ballot outside Quebec, the corresponding percentage among GLBT
respondents was 10. Conservative support among Quebec GLBT respon-
dents was also in the single digits ~8.2%!. These are support levels nor-
mally expected for minor parties in the Canadian party system. As well,
it should be noted that the rejection of the Conservative party within the
Canadian GLBT community is far more decisive than rejection of the
Republican party by GLB voters in recent US elections ~Bailey, 1998,
2000!. Further analysis ~not shown! suggests that the relatively few Con-
servative supporters among the GLBT are found mainly in smaller com-
munities. For instance, 6 per cent of GLBT voters in large metropolitan
areas voted Conservative in 2006, while twice that level of support is
found in smaller towns.

Contrary to expectations, the GLBT community is actually not very
distinctive in the way it distributes its non-Conservative votes across the
other parties. If the Conservative vote is removed from Table 2 ~data not
shown!, the NDP proportion of the non-Conservative vote outside Que-
bec is not significantly greater for the GLBT community than it is for
the larger sample, but GLBT voters in the rest of Canada are still more
likely to support the Liberal than the NDP option. In Quebec, among
GLBT non-Conservative voters, the NDP’s support is equal to that for
the Liberals, but their BQ support is not at all disproportionate to the
non-GLBT vote there.

We might therefore conclude there is indeed what Hertzog ~1996!
refers to as a “sexuality gap” in Canadian voting, but it is a gap defined
largely by the extraordinary weakness of the Conservative party within
the GLBT community. However, our treatment of the GLBT commu-
nity as one constituency hides dynamics within this electoral segment.
While it is true males and females in this community tend to be on
the same page in rejecting the Conservative option, there are some
intriguing gender differences in their preferences among the remain-
ing partisan alternatives ~see Table 3!. To be sure, gender diffe-
rences within this constituency are not much in evidence in Quebec,
with the Bloc attracting the lion’s share of support from both gen-
der groups. In the rest of Canada, however, the genders are markedly
different in their choices. Males lean heavily toward the Liberal party
and to a lesser extent toward the NDP; females, on the other hand, have
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the NDP as their modal choice and are much less supportive of the
Liberals.

Explaining the Distinctiveness of the Community

What accounts for the distinctiveness of the GLBT community’s voting
profile? In addressing this question, we should first determine that it is
not simply a function of the group’s socio-demographic composition. As
already noted, the GLBT community tends to reside in urban areas and
tends as a group to earn slightly lower incomes. Neither of these factors
favours the Conservatives. In addition, the generally higher proportion
of males in the community might explain why Liberal support is as strong
as it is.

To assess this possibility, we employed multinomial logistic regres-
sion, testing separate models for Quebec and the ROC. We used unweighted
data for the regressions, although similar results are obtained when weights
are invoked. First, to provide initial benchmarks, we ran voting models
without controls, setting the Conservative party as the base category. In
ROC, the GLBT variable’s coefficients for the Liberal and NDP were 1.79
and 1.95, respectively, confirming the GLBT community’s decided pref-
erence for non-Conservative options. A similar but more modest pattern
is in evidence in Quebec, with coefficients of 1.26 for the Liberals, 1.79
for the NDP, and 1.33 for the Bloc Québécois. If socio-demographic dif-
ferences account for these effects, we should expect the magnitude of the
GLBT coefficients to drop substantially once appropriate controls are
introduced.

To operationalize the socio-demographic variables, community size
has been converted to a dummy variable, with 1 reflecting a large urban
area ~a population of at least 500,000!. Religion is represented by three
dummies: Catholic, Protestant, other religions, with “no religion” set as

TABLE 3
Vote Distribution within GLBT Electorate

Outside Quebec Quebec

Female Male Female Male

Conservatives 12.6% 9.0% 8.6% 8.1%
Liberals 37.7% 51.5% 17.1% 14.9%
NDP 49.8% 39.5% 17.1% 14.9%
BQ — — 57.1% 62.1%
Total 215 608 70 309

Note: Data are weighted to the 2006 Canadian Election Study subset of voters.
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the reference category. Income has been collapsed into three categories:
low income ~under $35,000!; medium income ~$35,000 to under $80,000!;
high income ~at least $80,000!; in the analysis, high income was set as
the reference.11 Education is represented by two dummy variables: less
than high school and post-secondary; high school diploma only was set
as the reference. In the ROC analyses, region has been collapsed into
five dummy variables: Atlantic Canada, Ontario, Saskatchewan–Manitoba,
Alberta, and British Columbia.

Results in Tables 4a and 4b suggest GLBT membership remains
important. While most control variables behave in a predictable fash-
ion,12 the coefficients reflecting membership in the GLBT community
change very little from the benchmark model. That is, GLBT voters in
Quebec and the ROC prefer all other major parties over the Conserva-

TABLE 4A

Sexual Orientation and Vote Choice, Outside Quebec

Model 1: Liberals Model 2: NDP

Coef. SE Coef. SE

GLBT 1.82 .12a 1.90 .13a

Gender ~female! .37 .03a .45 .04a

Community size .36 .04a .12 .04b

Region
Atlantic .37 .06a .43 .06a

Man.0Sask. �.59 .06a .03 .05
Alberta �1.57 .06a �1.10 .06a

British Columbia �.26 .04a .21 .04a

Age
18 to 34 �.11 .05 .40 .05a

35 to 54 �.12 .04b .24 .04a

Religion
Catholic �.06 .05c �.51 .05a

Protestant �.63 .05a �.90 .04a

Other religions .11 .07 �.02 .07
Education

Less than high school .11 .08 .07 .08
Post-secondary .34 .04a .22 .05a

Income
Low income .01 .05 .69 .05a

Middle income �.03 .04 .38 .04a

Intercept �.25 .07a �.88 .07a

Pseudo-R2 .06
Log likelihood �24491.23
N 24101

Note: Multinomial logistic estimates set “Conservative party” as base category; robust standard
errors; ap , .001; bp , .01; cp , .05.
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tives. And as a predictor of vote, GLBT membership approaches the
strength of region.

If the distinctiveness of the GLBT vote is not simply a function of
the constituency’s socio-demographic composition, are there political vari-
ables that might help to explain it? As discussed above, the US experi-
ence suggests two possible scenarios. First is a “group interest” or “single
issue constituency” account, in which votes are shaped by party differ-
ences on an issue of direct and immediate relevance to this constituency
~Egan, 2009!. The second is a case of ideological congruence. American
research consistently shows GLBT voters positioning themselves more
to the left than the rest of the electorate and voting accordingly ~Egan,
2008; Hertzog, 1996!. Does the same pattern hold in Canada, and, if so,
to what extent does this help to explain the distinctive voting profile of
the GLBT community?

At least for the 2006 election, the conditions for a group interest
effect were present. For several years leading up to that election, the
“same-sex marriage” issue occupied a prominent position on the politi-

TABLE 4B

Sexual Orientation and Vote Choice, Quebec Only

Model 1:
Liberals

Model 2:
NDP

Model 3: Bloc
Québécois

Coef. SE Coef. SE Coef. SE

GLBT 1.33 .28a 1.67 .27a 1.27 .24a

Gender ~female! .40 .09a .35 .10a .33 .07a

Community size .53 .09a .12 .09 .00 .06
Age

18 to 34 �.56 .12a 1.08 .13a .58 .09a

35 to 54 �.22 .10c .57 .13a .42 .08a

Religion
Catholic �.31 .15c �1.01 .13a �.67 .10a

Protestant .33 .18 �1.32 .21a �2.84 .21a

Other religions 1.12 .23a �.32 .25 �1.18 .22a

Education
Less than high school .15 .20 �.77 .29b �.09 .14
Post-secondary .37 .12b .39 .14b .01 .09

Income
Low income �.07 .12 .29 .13c .37 .10a

Middle income �.30 .11b �.08 .12 .11 .08
Intercept �.80 .22a �1.09 .23a .77 .16a

Pseudo-R2 .07
Log likelihood �7711.95
N 6859

Note: Multinomial logistic estimates set “Conservative party” as base category; robust standard
errors; ap , .001; bp , .01; cp , .05.
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cal agenda. The public’s attention was sustained by a series of salient
court cases and by polling evidence that the country was divided almost
evenly on the issue. While the Liberal government’s introduction and pas-
sage of the Civil Marriage Act in 2005 brought the issue to a head, same-
sex marriage remained contentious in the subsequent 2006 federal election
campaign. Conservative party leader Stephen Harper campaigned on the
promise to reopen the issue if he won the election; and the Liberal party
attacked the Conservative’s position as evidence of intolerance towards
GLBT voters in general, and opposition to same-sex marriage legislation
in particular.

The 2006 election, then, clearly presented an issue of direct and
unique relevance to this constituency, and there is prima facie evidence
in the Ipsos Reid survey to suggest the GLBT community was duly mobi-
lized. Not surprisingly, the vast majority ~90%! of GLBT voters in the
sample favoured such legalization.13 Furthermore, in a separate question
that asked respondents to select the one issue that “mattered most in decid-
ing which party’s candidate you voted for today,” 35 per cent of GLBT
respondents selected “moral issues like abortion and same-sex marriage.”

While “group interest” on the same-sex marriage issue may provide
a persuasive account of GLBT distinctiveness, there is also the possibil-
ity this community simply has a more general ideological inclination to
support parties of the left. To investigate this, we first ask whether GLBT
voters in Canada tend to position themselves on the left.

The Ipsos Reid survey does not include a strong measure of ideo-
logical perspective, but it does ask a number of questions with ideologi-
cal import, and these should provide a tentative basis for positioning the
GLBT community relative to others. The most direct question in this
regard asked respondents whether they see themselves as “a liberal, a
moderate, or a conservative.”14 There is an obvious confound of party
and ideological labels with this measure, so we prefer to place more
emphasis on whether the policy views of GLBT respondents resemble
those that typically bundle on the left. Again, the Ipsos Reid surveys
devoted only limited attention to tapping respondents’ policy prefer-
ences, but at least two items are potentially useful for this purpose. First,
respondents were asked their views about the role of government in
society15—an issue on which the left and right typically differ in Cana-
dian politics. As well, respondents were asked their views on abortion,16

a social issue which figures prominently for distinguishing moral tradi-
tionalists on the right in Canada ~Lusztig and Wilson, 2005!.

Table 5 displays the response distributions of GLBT and non-GLBT
respondents for these questions, and suggests GLBT voters are indeed
more likely to align themselves on the left side of the spectrum. Relative
to non-GLBT voters in both elections, they are almost twice as likely to
self-identify as liberal and much less likely to self-identify as conserva-
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tive. As well, they are considerably more likely than non-GLBT voters to
endorse a more active role for government in solving problems, and to
endorse abortion “in all cases.”

Given gender differences in voting within the GLBT community, it
is worth examining whether these differences extend to political perspec-
tive as well. Table 5 shows that while there does seem to be an ideologi-
cal gender gap within the non-GLBT subsample—females are significantly
~p,.001! more likely than males to offer the “left” response to all indi-
cators except for ideology—this does not consistently extend to the GLBT
community. Among the GLBT segment, females and males are equally
likely to give the “left” response, except on the issue of abortion, where
females are significantly more liberal than their male counterparts ~p ,
.01, t � 2.75, df � 1215, two-tailed!.

While such limited measures of political perspective do not permit
a strong conclusion about the leftist ideological distinctiveness of the
GLBT community, the evidence here is certainly consistent with such a
conclusion and consistent with US findings on the question.

Returning to the central question, then, to what extent is the distinc-
tive voting pattern of the GLBT community explicable in terms of the
community’s response to the same-sex marriage issue and does the com-
munity’s ideological perspective also make an independent contribution?
To explore this question, we introduced these factors as control variables
into models originally reported in Tables 4a and 4b. For this purpose, we
recoded responses to the “same-sex marriage” question, the “abortion”
question and the “role of government” question to form three scales rang-
ing from “0” ~strong opposition! to “1” ~strong support!. If any of these
factors do play this explanatory role, we should see the impact of the

TABLE 5
Ideology by Sexual Orientation and Gender

GLBT Non-GLBT

Female Male Female Male

Self-placement
Conservative 6.7% 6.0% 18.4% 21.6%
Moderate 41.1% 42.7% 53.1% 52.8%
Liberal 52.2% 51.4% 28.5% 25.7%
Total 314 956 16736 17781

Responsibility of government
Do less ... 28.0% 25.9% 38.4% 49.0%
Do more ... 72.0% 74.1% 61.6% 51.0%
Total 314 956 16737 17780

Abortion
Mean score .86 .71 .72 .71
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GLBT variable shrink substantially—perhaps to insignificance—when
they are included in the same model.

Results of that analysis ~not shown here! suggest that while both
dimensions of ideology and the same-sex marriage issue are relevant vote
predictors, they do not fully explain the distinctiveness of the GLBT com-
munity.17 The story, however, need not end there. It is plausible, and in
fact quite congruent with the literature, that support for same-sex mar-
riage is a more important vote driver within the GLBT community than
it is for the rest of the electorate. As well, because the gay rights agenda
has been championed by parties of the left, ideological propensities may
also be more relevant vote predictors for this community. To test these
possibilities, we include interactive terms for GLBT membership and these
three controls: same-sex marriage, role of government and abortion.

Tables 6a and 6b show results of the full model with the three inter-
active terms. In Table 6a, it can be seen that inclusion of the interactive
terms reduces the impact of the GLBT variable to insignificance, but
that only one of the three interactive terms—that for same-sex
marriage—is itself a significant predictor of the vote. This suggests that,
outside Quebec, the GLBT vote remains distinctive, but that distinctive-
ness arises mostly from this community’s support for same-sex mar-
riage. While the GLBT voters tend to be on the ideological left, their
partisan choices are, for the most part, not driven by this ideological
proclivity any more than non-GLBT voters. That said, there is a weak

TABLE 6A

Effect of Campaign Issue and Ideology on Vote Choice,
Outside Quebec

Model 1: Liberals Model 2: NDP

Coef. SE Coef. SE

GLBT �1.14 .81 �1.54 .87
Same-sex marriage 2.01 .08a 2.00 .08a

Role of government 1.20 .04a 1.30 .04a

Abortion 1.36 .07a 1.34 .07a

Interactive terms
GLBT � Same-sex marriage 2.52 .84b 2.95 .91b

GLBT � Role of government .42 .28 .71 .29c

GLBT � Abortion �.08 .59 �.24 .59
Control variables included but not shown

Pseudo-R2 .15
Log likelihood �22275.52
N 24101

Notes: Multinomial logistic estimates set “Conservative party” as base category; robust stan-
dard errors; ap , .001; bp , .01; cp , .05.
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~p , .05! significant “GLBT � Role of government” interaction in the
case of the NDP.

In Quebec, a different pattern emerges. Table 6b suggests that know-
ing a voter is a GLBT community member adds no predictive power once
controls are introduced for the voter’s position on same-sex marriage,
the role of government and abortion. Unlike the ROC, all of the inter-
active terms here are insignificant, suggesting that neither same-sex mar-
riage nor ideology was more important to the GLBT voter than it was
for non-GLBT voters with the same views.18

Given partisan policy debates of the period, the GLBT rejection of
the Conservative party poses little in the way of a puzzle. However, the
community’s level of support for the NDP relative to the Liberal option
is more intriguing because the NDP has traditionally been supportive of
the rights agenda related to sexual orientation and the Liberal party has
been less so. One possibility is that our assumption about this “natural”
affinity between the GLBT community and the New Democratic party
of Canada is simply wrong.

To explore this possibility in the absence of a measure of partisan-
ship, we have derived an indicator of “party preference” that is concep-
tually independent of voting choice. The measure is based on responses
to a battery of questions about which party “would do the best job of
dealing with” each of 18 policy areas.19 We have defined a respondent’s
“party preference” operationally as the party he or she adjudged “best”

TABLE 6B

Effect of Campaign Issue and Ideology on Vote Choice, Quebec Only

Liberals NDP
Bloc

Québécois

Coef. SE Coef. SE Coef. SE

GLBT �2.36 2.04 �1.47 2.03 �2.03 1.70
Same-sex marriage 1.11 .18a 1.78 .22a 1.76 .14a

Role of government .72 .09a .82 .10a .88 .07a

Abortion .80 .18a .63 .21b 1.05 .15a

Interactive terms
GLBT � Same-sex marriage 2.24 2.02 2.08 1.97 2.29 1.66
GLBT � Role of Government .45 .60 �.03 .56 .37 .51
GLBT � Abortion 1.26 1.36 1.09 1.29 .69 1.14

Control variables included
but not shown
Pseudo-R2 .10
Log likelihood �7464
N 6859

Notes: Multinomial logistic estimates set “Conservative party” as base category; robust stan-
dard errors; ap , .001; bp , .01; cp , .05.
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across the greatest number of these policy areas. Our measurement strat-
egy here draws on a valence politics model of voting which holds that
political choice is largely about which party or party leader is most com-
petent to realize commonly desired ends ~Clarke et al., 2005, 2006; Stokes,
1963, 1992; Whiteley et al., 2005!. As constructed, the measure likely
oversimplifies the voter’s calculus with its assumption that all policy areas
are equally salient to respondents. Bélanger and Meguid ~2008! have dem-
onstrated that issue salience is variable across voters and conditions the
influence of any particular issue-competence judgment on the vote. That
said, our measure does exhibit an impressive degree of concurrent valid-
ity: for 93 per cent of respondents, our measure of “best” party correctly
predicts the party judged “best overall” when explicitly asked to make
that assessment.

Using our measure of “party preference,” Table 7 reports the distri-
bution of preferences separately for Quebec and the rest of Canada, bro-
ken down by GLBT community membership. The table suggests the
GLBT community outside Quebec is about equally likely to prefer the
NDP or the Liberals on their handling of the issues. Had GLBT voters
outside of Quebec supported their “preferred” party, we would have seen
approximately equal support for the two parties from this community.
However, this is largely a function of the preferences of females which
tilt more than two to one toward the NDP, 61 per cent NDP versus 26 per
cent Liberal ~not shown in Table 7!. Among males, the Liberal party is
the modal choice. Outside Quebec, then, our assumption about a natural
affinity between the GLBT community and the NDP is partly wrong in
that it applies only to females.

In Quebec, where the NDP and the BQ might both be regarded as
“natural” homes for the GLBT community, the BQ is preferred over the
NDP. Given that the BQ is also the modal choice of all Quebecers, it
cannot be said the GLBT community in that province is especially dis-
tinctive when choosing among the non-Conservative options.

TABLE 7
Perception of “Best Party”

Outside Quebec Quebec only

GLBT Non-GLBT GLBT Non-GLBT

Conservatives 11.7% 42.3% 9.2% 29.8%
Liberals 44.8% 31.1% 17.6% 16.5%
NDP 43.4% 26.6% 30.5% 16.8%
BQ — — 42.6% 36.9%
N 852 25447 380 8166

Note: Data are weighted to the 2006 Canadian Election Study subset of voters.
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This profile of GLBT party preferences helps to explain the group’s
electoral tilt to the BQ in Quebec and to the Liberal party in the rest of
Canada, but there are clearly other forces at work because GLBT vote
support levels for these parties are substantially higher in their respec-
tive regions than “preference” levels would lead us to expect. While there
are several plausible reasons voters might transfer their vote to a less
preferred party, strategic voting would seem to be a prime candidate. Blais
and Nadeau ~1996: 40! define a “strategic vote” as “a vote for a second-
preferred party ~candidate! rather than for the first-preferred one, moti-
vated by the perception that the former has a better chance of winning
the election.” Blais and his colleagues elsewhere suggest that “for an elec-
tion to elicit substantial strategic voting there must be some generalized
feeling that one specific party that is perceived to have a good chance of
winning is completely unacceptable” ~Blais et al., 2001: 350!.

For the GLBT community in 2006, the conditions for strategic vot-
ing would seem to be nicely met. That is, a case can be made that 1! a
Conservative victory in 2006 was a distinct possibility; 2! a Conserva-
tive victory was decidedly unacceptable to most of the GLBT commu-
nity; and 3! Liberals ~outside Quebec! and BQ candidates ~in Quebec!
represented a better bet to defeat Conservative candidates in many if not
most electoral constituencies in their respective regions. To what extent,
then, is there evidence of strategic voting in this election within the GLBT
community?

Scholars have adopted a number of different methodologies to iden-
tify the extent of strategic voting in an electorate. Some of these rely on
analyses of aggregate voting patterns ~Blais and Carty, 1991; Johnston
and Pattie, 1991; Spafford, 1972!, others on self-reported motivations
~Evans and Heath, 1993; Heath et al., 1991; Niemi et al., 1992!, and still
others on a combination of the voter’s party preference rankings and voter
expectations about the likelihood of each party winning in a plurality
election ~Abramson et al., 1992; Alvarez et al., 2006; Blais and Nadeau,
1996; Brady and Johnston, 1987; Cain, 1978; Kselman and Niou, 2010!.
In this last case, which is arguably the consensus choice today, potential
strategic voters are those whose second-preferred party is perceived to
have a greater probability of winning than the voter’s first-preferred party
~Kselman and Niou, 2010!, and a strategic vote is inferred if such a voter
actually supports the second-preferred party.

Lacking information about respondents’ electoral expectations or
about the nature of the contest in their constituency, we developed a hybrid
measure of strategic voting based on responses to two sets of questions.
The first is a single direct question about the voter’s motivation: “Now,
would you say that you voted for this party today because you thought
they would offer the best government for Canada, or because you were
trying to stop another party from winning and forming the government?”
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This question converges on our notion of strategic voting, but has limi-
tations for making such an inference. First, it does not distinguish between
“strategic” and “protest” voting. As defined by Kselman and Niou ~2010!,
a protest vote is support for a second-preferred party that is perceived to
be less competitive in the constituency than the first-preferred party. An
example of this might be the possible shift of some traditional Liberal
supporters to the Green party in 2006 to protest the Liberal party’s role
in the sponsorship scandal. Strategic voting is limited to situations where
the voter is seen to shift support to a more competitive second prefer-
ence. Second, the response options for this question likely pose a prob-
lem for many BQ supporters in Quebec who may well view the BQ as
the best party to represent their interests, but not the one that is best, or
even able, to form the government. Because neither response option clearly
reflects the motivations of such Quebec voters, interpretation of their
response is problematical.

To supplement this measure, we introduced a second condition for
strategic voting by comparing a respondent’s voting choice with her party
preferences ~see above!, and inferring a potential strategic vote if that
choice was her second preference.20 Our measure of strategic voting com-
bined responses from these two measurement approaches. That is, we
inferred a strategic vote if the respondent claimed her vote was moti-
vated to stop another party from winning, and if she actually supported
the party she liked “second best” on the issues. About 7 per cent of the
entire sample satisfied both conditions.

Our measure departs from the ideal in that we are still unable to
determine that the second-preferred candidate was actually more com-
petitive ~or perceived to be such! than the first-preferred candidate in the
respondent’s constituency; all we have is affirmation of a tactical moti-
vation for such a vote. Nevertheless, the measure yields a pattern of vot-
ing consistent with expectations. Depending on electoral circumstances,
estimates of strategic voting in recent Canadian elections have varied from
a low of 3 per cent for the 1997 election ~Blais et al., 2001! to a high of
11 per cent for the 2004 election ~Clarke et al., 2005!; hence our esti-
mate of 7 per cent for this election is not inconsistent with the Canadian
track record. As well, our strategic voters shifted their votes in expected
ways. The NDP was the most affected, losing 14 per cent of those who
believed the party was “best” overall on the issues; overwhelmingly, these
strategic defectors moved to the Liberal or BQ candidate.21 The Liberals
lost about 8 per cent to strategic voting, again mostly to the NDP and the
BQ. On the other hand, both the Conservatives and the BQ saw less than
3 per cent of strategic defections among those who rated them as “best”
by our measure.

Does strategic voting help to explain the distribution of GLBT votes
among the non-Conservative party options? Overall, 10 per cent of GLBT
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voters appeared to cast a strategic vote, compared to less than 7 percent
among non-GLBT respondents; this suggests strategic considerations were
relatively important to the GLBT community. Outside Quebec, the main
beneficiary was the Liberal party, where two-thirds of GLBT respon-
dents who were flagged as strategic voters cast a ballot for the Liberals.
In Quebec, on the other hand, the BQ was clearly regarded as the modal
choice among GLBT strategic voters, with almost 75 per cent of them
defecting to that party.

Conclusion

In recent decades, the gay, lesbian, bisexual and transgendered commu-
nity has emerged as a politically significant social group in many advanced
western societies. Because most research on this development has focused
on the group’s struggle for rights and respect, we know little about the
political perspectives of those who publicly identify as members of this
group. In the research reported here, we address this topic by asking:
how distinctive is the Canadian GLBT community in socio-political terms?

Our research suggests that the community’s membership is certainly
not a representative cross-section of the general population in socio-
demographic terms. Those in the sample tend to be younger and better
educated than the general population, but they are most distinctive in
terms of their gender composition ~three times as likely to be male! and
in terms of their residency in large urban centres. None of these patterns
is particularly surprising. Canada’s culture still exhibits significant homo-
phobic remnants that are likely to inhibit persons vulnerable to discrim-
ination ~and worse! from publicly identifying. If it is assumed sexual
orientation is randomly distributed within the population ~at least within
genders!, then the distinctiveness detected above provides a guide to the
structural vulnerabilities of our society at this time.

Our analysis also confirms the GLBT community has a very distinc-
tive voting profile: it has a decided aversion to the Conservative party
across the country; it tends to divide its support fairly evenly between
the Liberal and New Democratic parties outside of Quebec, and to sup-
port the BQ in Quebec. We considered a number of reasons for this
pattern.

The political perspective of GLBT members is one obvious candi-
date. We found that, as in the United States, members of this community
tend to position themselves on the left side of the political spectrum.
While the general population as a group tilted only modestly to the left
in 2006, GLBT liberals outnumbered GLBT conservatives by a margin
of almost ten to one, were more likely to endorse an active role for gov-
ernment in society and to see abortion as an acceptable option. We dem-
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onstrated that ideological positioning goes at least some of the way to
explaining how voters in general made their choice in this election, so it
seems plausible to conclude that it helps to explain as well the rarity of
GLBT Conservative voters.

Another likely explanatory factor is same-sex marriage, an issue
affecting specifically the interests of the GLBT community and one on
which the political parties took identifiably different positions during the
2006 Canadian election campaign. As expected, the issue was top of mind
for a substantial proportion ~35%! of GLBT voters when describing the
basis for their vote. Indeed, our multivariate voting analysis indicated
that this issue had special relevance for explaining the strong aversion of
GLBT voters to the Conservative alternative. However, the analysis also
showed that this anti-Conservative vote benefited both the Liberal party
and the NDP, a surprising result given the NDP’s well-known support for
the GLBT community as a whole and the same-sex marriage issue in
particular.

Given the salience of the same-sex marriage issue in the campaign,
and the perceived ideological distance of the community from the Con-
servative party, there was good reason to suspect these voters might sup-
port a party principally because it had the best chance of defeating the
Conservative candidate in their constituency. Our analysis found sup-
port for this expectation. GLBT voters provided this rationale for their
vote more frequently than others in the sample, defected more fre-
quently to their second-preferred party, and, outside Quebec, they pro-
vided a tactical rationale especially when describing their decision to
vote Liberal.

Our analysis here represents an early probe into this little-studied
community; hence several limitations should be borne in mind when
assessing our findings. First, we have made a case that our GLBT sam-
ple provides a fair representation of the publicly identified GLBT com-
munity in Canada, a case buttressed, we think, by the similarity of our
profile to that of other studies of similar constituencies. However, because
our case is not based on sampling theory or inferential statistics, there
is a need for additional validating surveys using a variety of sam-
pling frames and survey methodologies before accepting our profiles as
adequate.

Second, although the political measures used in this analysis are
defensible, they are also spare in number and breadth, thus limiting our
capacity to explore the political perspectives of this community in any
depth. This is especially the case with our measures of political ideology.

Finally, the GLBT community is a relatively new “issue public,” the
political character of which is certainly still evolving. Hence, a prudent
analyst should treat the findings here as a snapshot of one election, one
which involved dynamics of special relevance to this political commu-
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nity. The patterns identified here may generalize to the near term, but
there is certainly a need for continued study with future elections rather
than speculating at this point that they do so.

Notes

1 The survey by Egan et al. ~2008! found the average age at which gay and bisexual
men first disclose their sexual orientation is at 19 and 20 years old respectively, les-
bian women at 23, and bisexual women at 20.

2 See Smith ~2008! for a comparative analysis of the gay and lesbian political move-
ment in Canada and the United States.

3 This sample corresponds to 23 per cent of the approximately 155,000 members of
Ipsos Reid’s I-Say panel. However, it is likely that the actual response rate is consid-
erably greater than this because the appropriate base is not the 155,000 panelists, but
the subset of the panel that cast a vote on election day. The size of that subset is
unknown, but research on other Internet panels suggests that the proportion of the
total is likely larger than the 62 per cent of the entire electorate casting a ballot that
day ~Duffy et al., 2005; Loosveldt and Sonck, 2008!.

4 Ipsos Reid reported that penetration of the Internet into Canadian homes was about
82 per cent in the fall of 2009. ~http:00www.ipsos-na.com0news-polls0pressrelease.aspx?
id�4567! ~March 19, 2012!.

5 The significant interactions include Religion in ROC, where those who declared a
religious denomination in the Ipsos Reid survey were more likely to have voted NDP;
in Quebec, Bloc support among low-income respondents was higher in the Ipsos Reid
sample. For sake of space, we are not reporting the entire results of our mode test.
More information about this test can be obtained from the lead author upon request.

6 Ideally, occupation, and language or mother tongue would have been included, but
the 2006 version of the survey does not contain these variables.

7 Income differences between GLBT and other voters is statistically significance ~x2 �
33.5, df � 4, p , .001!.

8 Egan and colleagues ~2008! find similarly higher levels of education among gay, les-
bian and bisexual respondents.

9 We only consider respondents who have voted for the main four parties, Conserva-
tive, Liberal, NDP and Bloc Québécois.

10 The difference in proportions for NDP vote is significant at p , .10.
11 The raw version of the income variable contains 30 categories.
12 For instance, large urban centres favour the Liberals, women favour the NDP, Prot-

estants ~compared to those with “no religion”! favour the Conservatives, low-income
earners favour the NDP.

13 The question posed was “Which comes closest to your views about gay and lesbian
couples, do you think a! they should be allowed to marry legally, b! they should be
allowed to legally form civil unions but not marry, c! there should be no legal recog-
nition of their relationships, d! don’t know.” In the non-GLBT sample, just less than
half opted for the “marriage” option, while over 90 per cent of the GLBT community
did so.

14 The question asked was “On most political issues do you consider yourself to be a
liberal, a moderate, or a conservative?” By itself, the question provides only a weak
indicator of ideology, in part because many people do not think in terms of general
labels and in part because respondents may have confused these particular ideologi-
cal labels with the Canadian parties of the same name.
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15 The question was worded as follows: “Which comes closer to your view: ‘Govern-
ment should do more to solve problems,’ or ‘Government is doing too many things
that should be left to businesses and individuals.’”

16 The question was worded as follows: “Which is closest to your position. Abortion
should be a! legal in all cases, b! legal in most cases, c! illegal in most cases, or d!
illegal in all cases.”

17 Because our measures of these key variables are single items rather than multi-item
scales, we experimented with different models using an alternate measure of “same-
sex marriage” salience ~that is, substituting the “moral issues” ballot question for the
direct “same-sex marriage” question! and an alternate measure of ideology ~that is,
substituting the “liberal–moderate–conservative” self-placement for the “abortion”
and “role of government” items!. Results consistently showed the GLBT coefficient
dropping in magnitude, but still retaining substantial explanatory power. A simple
correlation between same-sex marriage and a dummy variable for voted0did not vote
Conservative among GLBT voters yields a Pearson’s r of .18 ~p , .001!, which leaves
a lot of variance unexplained.

18 To address the risk of multicollinearity, we dropped ideology from the model ~results
not shown!, which elevated the GLBT � same-sex marriage interactive term to mar-
ginal significance ~p , .10! for the Bloc Québécois model.

19 The question was worded as follows: “Which party and leader would do the best job
of dealing with each of the following if they win today’s election—Paul Martin and
the Liberals Stephen Harper and the Conservatives, Jack Layton and the NDP, Gilles
Duceppe and the Bloc Québécois ~asked in Quebec only!: Reducing taxes, Managing
our social programs in a way that is both compassionate and cost-effective, Manag-
ing the economy, Providing government that is closest to your values, Representing
your province in Ottawa, Keeping Canada together, Managing moral issues like same-
sex marriage and abortion, Fixing our relationship with the US, Understanding the
needs of young people, Running a scandal-free and ethical government, Protecting
the environment, Keeping their promises, Understanding the needs of people like
you, Representing Canada in world affairs, Fixing our health care system, Making
our communities safe from crime, Presenting a positive vision of the future, Provid-
ing the best overall government.”

20 The respondent’s second-preferred party was the party receiving the second most judg-
ments as “best” over the 18 policy areas.

21 We discuss here only general findings from our strategic-vote analysis. Complete
tables are available upon request.
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